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The NDC set a minimum price that farmers would be paid per hundredweight.  The price of 
$16.94/cwt (the price guaranteed to farmers by the NDC) was determined by a 2/3 vote of the 
New England delegations to the compact as an acceptable price.  Any price below $16.94/cwt 
was determined to be too low, and therefore the processor was ordered to make up the difference 
and pay the compact, which would then distribute the revenue accordingly (Sumner and 
Balagtas, 2003). 
 
The NDC was eventually discontinued due to protests from legislators from non-North-Eastern 
states, especially the upper-mid west.  The main arguments against the compact were:  the NDC 
unfairly favored northeastern farmers by raising the price of milk for them, the NDC unfairly 
affected milk consumers by raising the price, the NDC helped large farmers more than small 
ones, and was generally against principles of free markets.  It should also be noted that during 
the time the NCD was active, 40% of New England Farms failed (Sumner and Balagtas 2003).  
According to Sumner and Blagtas, the NDC may not have actually helped anyone--their analysis 
of the NDC found that “non-Compact producer losses exceeded Compact producer gains.”  New 
England farms failed and non-New England farmers suffered.     
 
Milk Income Loss Contract Program 
 
Currently, there is a Milk Income Loss Contract Program (MILC) in place, which gives farmers 
compensation if milk falls below a certain price.  The payment rate per cwt is determined by 
multiplying 45% times the difference between $16.94 (same price as NDC) and the Boston Class 
I price for that month. (Source: Wisconsin Farm Bureau Federation)  “For example, The Boston 
Class I price announced for July 2003 was $13.02. Therefore 45% of ($16.94 - $13.02) is $1.764. 
MILC payment rate for July 2003 was $1.764 per eligible cwt sold.” (Source: University of 
Florida, IFAS Extension website)  This program does not favor any specific region like the 
NDC.  It was created by the 2002 Farm Security and Rural Investment Act and has no set 
funding level, which means that every year Congress has to renew funding levels from the 
program. According to the AP it is “especially popular in states with small herds such as VT.”  
The same article details Senator Patrick Leahy’s fight to get funding in 2005, which was 
successful, but demonstrates the tenuousness of the funding.   
 
Federal Disaster Relief Monies 
 
Vermont was promised Federal disaster relief funding for the impact that the 2006 weather had 
on farming in the state, but this money is not currently forthcoming.  It is pending in committee 
in the U.S. Congress. 
 

How Other States Support Dairy 
 
Wisconsin 
 
Wisconsin has created a brand to market their dairy.  A product may be labeled “Something 
Special from Wisconsin” (SSfW) if more than 50% of the product is made using Wisconsin 
products.  SSfW provides a quick and reliable way to identify genuine Wisconsin products and 
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services at grocery stores, retail outlets, farmers' markets and restaurants throughout the state 
(Wisconsin Department of Agriculture 2007). 
 

 
 
Additionally Wisconsin has developed two programs to provide grants and low interest loans to 
farmers as incentives to modernize and upgrade farming equipment and methods.  Wisconsin 
gets its funding for dairy programs from both USDA grants and the state legislature.  There are 
no special taxes levied in Wisconsin to help fund these subsidies.   
 
Value-Added Dairy Program:  This program uses $1.5 million in federal grants and matching 
contributions from “agencies and organizations within Wisconsin's dairy sector” (Wisconsin 
Department of Agriculture, 2007) to help state dairy farms upgrade their equipment and 
practices.  It gives its money to mostly to two organizations, the Grow Wisconsin Dairy Team, 
and the Dairy Business Innovation Center.  The Grow Wisconsin Dairy Team is a group of 
people from different state agencies who work together to identify farms in need of funding to 
improve their equipment, and to help increase the value of Wisconsin dairy through marketing. 
(http://www.growwisconsindairy.org/)  The Dairy Business Innovation Center is a non-profit 
organization has similar goals and tactics, but is not run primarily by members of various state 
departments (Department of Agriculture, 2007). 
 
Dairy 2020: This program provides grants in blocks of up to $3000 to help farmers pay for 
professional services necessary to assist the applicant in the start-up, modernization, or 
expansion of a Wisconsin dairy farm (e.g. help forming a business plan, etc.).  This program is 
fairly similar in goals and tactics to the progr
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billboards, t-shirts, stuffed animals, and a mascot in the form of “Sadie the Happy Cow.”  There 
have been other advertising campaigns in the past, such as the “It’s the Cheese” campaign of the 
1990’s  (Real California Cheese, 2007) While there are certainly other factors leading to dairy 
sector growth,  the California dairy industry has continued to grow since the advent of the Real 
California Cheese campaign, which implies some benefits from the campaign. (California 
Department of Food and Agriculture) 
 

 
 

Got Milk?: The “Got Milk?” advertising campaign was created for the State of California in 
1993, and has since gone onto national success.  This is perhaps the most famous and effective 
industry ad campaign in history, but has lost its close association to California.  The “Got Milk?” 
campaign does demonstrate that state advertising campaigns can be remarkably effective.   
 
 
New Jersey  
 
New Jersey has been helping its dairy producers in a variety of ways for a long time.  In 1971, 
the state created the New Jersey Dairy Industry Advisory Council with the New Jersey 
Agricultura Research, Development and Promotion Act of 1970.  The goals of the council are to 
“administer a program of milk research, development and promotion designed to increase the 
consumption of milk and dairy products.”  The council gets its funding by assessing a 10 cent per 
hundredweight of milk fee on producers. (New Jersey Department of Agriculture, 2005)   
In 2004 the state created its own brand to help promote New Jersey milk.  There are a few 
different grades of the brand based on the quality of the milk in question: “Jersey Fresh Milk,” 
“Jersey Fresh Flavored Milk,” “Made with Premium Jersey Fresh Milk” and “Made with Jersey 
Fresh Milk.”  These grades create a Jersey Fresh brand, while allowing consumers to distinguish 
between the various qualities. (New Jersey Department of Agriculture, 2006) 
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Agritourism 
(This section is from the VLRS report on Agri-tourism from 2006 available on our website: 
www.uvm.edu/~vlrs) 
 
Agritourism is a growing industry in the United States. It provides opportunities for farmers to 
increase their incomes and also provides an educational aspect for the public. Certain agritourism 
businesses are farm stays, bed and breakfasts, direct marketing, and farms visits (Fogarty c. 
1996). Agritourism combines agriculture and products with tourism and creates a greater 
knowledge of local agriculture, greater appreciation of the land and its importance, and creates 
support for farm businesses (British Columbia Agri-tourism c. 2004).  
 
One-third of all the farms in Vermont received income from agritourism in 2002 (New England 
Agricultural Statistics Services 2004). The most common source of agritourism income came 
from on-site sales of commodities that were produced and sold at the farm. Other forms were 
outdoor recreation, accommodations, education, and entertainment.  Festivals on farms provide 
an opportunity for agricultural sales and promotion.  The Vermont Farms Association provides 
education to the public about agriculture and seeks to maintain and further develop the working 
landscape. The farm visitors also help to create new direct marketing opportunities for Vermont 
farmers (Vermont Farms Association 2005).  
 
Labeling and Branding 
 
As cited earlier state branding, such as the Wisconsin’s SSfW, California’s “Real California 
Cheese” and New Jersey’s “Jersey Fresh” campaigns provide a viable option for promoting 
Vermont agricultural products.  In addition to state labeling, eco-labeling is another way of 
labeling products in order to increase product sales.  Eco-labeling is a way of signifying products 
that meet environmental and/or social standards.  Eco-labeling can serve to promote and educate 
consumers about locally, sustainable or family farm grown foods (Leopold Center for 
Sustainable Agriculture and the Iowa State University Business Analysis Laboratory 2003).   
 
A report of market research conducted and prepared by the Leopold Center for Sustainable 
Agriculture and the Iowa State University Business Analysis Laboratory produced some 
important results regarding eco-labeling.  This report was based off of an Internet-based survey 
of consumers and food businesses in the states of Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Massachusetts 
(Boston area), Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, Wisconsin, and Washington (Seattle area).  The 
survey found that “freshness was the most important reason selected for buying local foods for 
consumer respondents across all three geographic regions, with more than 40 percent of Boston- 
and Seattle-area respondents, and 39 percent of Midwest respondents selecting this option. 
“Supporting family farmers received the second highest percentage for the Midwest 
respondents” (Leopold Center and ISU, 2003).”  Thus, emphasizing freshness and/or family 
farms could also be productive in labeling.  The survey also revealed that roughly 25% of 
respondents were willing to pay 5-15% more for local products.  This report shows that eco-
labeling presents an opportunity for Vermont agricultural products to be more appealing to 
consumers.  Gaining a certified organic label on agricultural products has also been shown to be 
very productive for Vermont farmers. 
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Vermont has two labels that clarify that a product is organic and from Vermont (Northeast 
Organic Farming Association VT) 

                                                                                                                       
 
 
Organic Farming                                                                                                                 
 
Vermont farmers are already utilizing eco-labeling by going organic.  Organic farming has been 
beneficial for Vermont farmers, dairy farmers in particular. An article in the December 2006 
issue of Agriview (a publication of the Vermont Agency of Agriculture) pointed out a rise in 
organic farming and predicted that by the end of 2007 approximately 15% of Vermont will be 
organic (Rogers 2006). Ten percent of the state's 1,200 dairy farms are presently organic; this 
number is expected to double by the end of 2007” (Abelson 2006).   

An article that appeared in the Boston Globe in June of 2006 emphasized the benefits Vermont 
farmers are eligible for by going organic.  This article reported growing demand for organic 
milk, a demand that is reported to have consistently surpassed the supply or organic dairy 
products.  “Supermarkets can't keep shelves stocked, and Stonyfield Farm, the New Hampshire 
yogurt maker, has discontinued organic smoothies and certain yogurts because it can't find 
enough organic milk (Abelson, 2006).”  As a result dairy farmers are being offered benefits from 
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