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to producers and consumers alike. In order to optimize consumer
well-being the Assembly may wish to repeal, rather than merely
revise, the current Section 258-u.

Finally, apparently -to safeguard dairy farmers against
losses resulting from defaults in payments for milk,· A. 3643
would impose more restrictive payment, surety, and other
conditions upon milk dealers. 29 We are not in a position to
determine the need for such conditions. We note, however, that
such requirements im~ose costs on would-be milk dealers that may
discourage entry. Therefore, some of the competitive thrust of
A. 3643 may be forfeited. These regulatory costs should be
considered in assessing whether the adoption of more restrictive
conditions, on balance, serves the public interest.

IV. CONCLUSION

We share the interest of New York State in assuring the
availability of affordable wholesome milk to its citizens. We
are concerned, however, that the current milk licensing law does
not serve that interest. By limiting competition in the distri­
bution of milk, these regulations restrict commercial opportuni­
ties' and burden milk consumers with vast overcharges. In our
view, A. 3643 will restore competition to New York's milk market
to the benefit of all consumers. With the caveat discussed
above, that Section 258-u (regarding below cost pricing) be
repealed rather than merely revised, we strongly urge passage of
A •• 3643.

We hope these comments assist the Assembly in its
deriberations. Please do not hesitate to contact us if you have

-ani questions or would _~ike further information.

Very truly- yours, -z
E~?1~. · a1 ~_7&......._-=-...-,~_

Edward Manno Shumsky
Regional Director

29 For instance, A. 3643 S 8(c) requires milk dealers to file a
-mandatory minimum surety bond in an amount equal to the sum of
the value of milk purchased for two consecutive months and the
amount owed for the same two months to the equalization or
producer settlement fund.
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