
STATEMENT OF INFORMATION SUBMITTED
ON BEHAL:Ef OF PRESIDENT NIXON

HEARINGS

BEFORE THE

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

NINETY-THIRD CONGRESS

SECOND SESSION

PURSUANT TO

H. Res. 803

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING AND DIRECTING THE COMMITTEE
ON THE JUDICIARY TO INVESTIGATE WHETHER SUFFICIENT
GROUNDS EXIST FOR THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES TO

EXERCISE ITS CONSTITUTIONAL POWER TO IMPEACH
RICHARD M. NIXON

PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

Boioli III

POLITICAL CONTRIBUTIONS BY MILK PRODUCERS -
COOPERATIVES: THE 1971 MILK PRICE SUPPORT
DECISION

MAY-JUNE 1974

3S104 O

U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE

WASHINGTON: 1974

For sale by the Superintendent of Documents, IJ,S. Government Printing Office
Washington, D.C. 20402 - Price $2.40



COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT

JAMES D. ST. CLAIR, Special Counsel to the President
JOHN A. MCCAHILL, Assistant Special Counsel

MALCOLM J. HOWVARD, Assistant Special Co#rseZ



FOREWORD

By Hon. Peter W. Rodino, Jr.,
Chairman

Committee on the Judiciary

On February 6, 1974, the House of Representatives

adopted by a vote of 410-4 the following House Resolution

803:

RESOLVED, That the Committee on the Judiciary acting as a

whole or by any subcommittee thereof appointed by the

Chairman for the purposes hereof and in accordance with the

Rules of the Committee, is authorized and directed to

investigate fully and completely whether sufficient grounds

exist for the House of Representatives to exercise its

constitutional power to impeach Richard M. Nixon, President

of the United States of America. The committee shall report

to the House of Representatives such resolutions, articles

of impeachment, or other recommendations as it deems proper.

On May 9, 1974, as Chairman of the Committee on the

Judiciary, I convened the Committee for hearings to review

the results of the Impeachment Inquiry staff's

investigation. The hearings were convened pursuant to the

Committee's Impeachment Inquiry Procedures adopted on May 2,

1974.

(III)



These Procedures provided that President Nixon

should be afforded the opportunity to have his counsel

present throughout the hearings and to receive a copy of

the statement of information and related documents and

other evidentiary material at the time that those

materials were furnished to the members.

Mr. James D. St. Clair, Special Counsel to the

President, was present throughout the initial presentation

by the Impeachment Inquiry staff. Following the completion

of the initial presentation, the Committee resolved, in

accordance with its Procedures, to invite the President's

counsel to respond in writing to the Committee's initial

evidentiary presentation. The Committee decided that the

President's response should be in the manner of the Inquiry

staff's initial presentation before the Committee, in

accordance with Rule A of the Committee's Impeachment

Inquiry Procedures, and should consist of information and

evidentiary material, other than the testimony of witnesses,

believed by the President's counsel to be pertinent to the

inquiry. Counsel for the President was likewise afforded the

opportunity to supplement its written response with an oral

presentation to the Committee.

(IV)



President Nixon's response was presented to the
Committee

on June 27 and June
28.

. _  .

One notebook was furnished to the members of the

Committee relating to the 1971 milk price support decision.

In this notebook a statement of information relating to a

particular phase of the investigation was immediately

followed by supporting evidentiary material which included

copies of documents and testimony (much already on the

public record) and transcripts of Presidential

conversations.

The Committee on the Judiciary is working to follow

faithfully its mandate to investigate fully and completely

"whether or not sufficient grounds exist" to recommend that

the House exercise its constitutional power of impeachment.

Consistent with this mandate, the Committee voted

to make public the President's response in the same form

and manner as the Inquiry staff's initial presentation.

July,
1974

(v)
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INTRODUCTORY
NOTE

The material contained in this volume is presented in

two sections. Section 1 contains a statement of information

footnoted with citations to evidentiary material. Section 2

contains the same statement of information followed by the

supporting material.

Each page of supporting evidence is labeled with the

footnote number and a description of the document or the

name of the witness testifying. Copies of entire pages of

documents and testimony are included, with brackets around

the portions pertaining to the statement of information.

In the citation of sources, "SSC" has been used as an

abbreviation for the Senate Select Committee on Presidential

Campaign Activities.

(IX)
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STATEMENT OF
INFORMATION

SUBMITTED ON BEHALF

OF THE PRESIDENT

POLITICAL CONTRIBUTIONS BY

MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVES:

THE 1971 MILK PRICE SUPPORT
DECISION
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1. The President was invited to address the Associated Milk Producers, Inc. (AMPI)

annual convention in Chicago in September of 1970. The President was unable to

accept the invitation, and Secretary Hardin spoke in his place.

The President placed a courtesy phone call on September 4, 1970 to the

General Manager of AMPI, Mr. Harold Nelson. He also spoke with Secretary Hardin

who was with Mr. Nelson. During that conversation, the President invited the dairy

leaders to meet with him in Washington and to arrange a meeting with dairy leaders at a

later date.

 la Memorandum dated June 29, 1970 

J. Phil Campbell to Bryce N. Harlow.............

 lb Memorandum dated January 26, 1971,

from Secretary Hardin to H. R. Haldeman: .......

 lc Deposition of Harold S. Nelson taken
February 7, 1973, in Nader v. Butz, (D. D. C.
148-72) pp. 61,
62.............................

(3)

Page
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2. Harold S. Nelson and his special assistant, David L. Parr, paid i brief ~ row

during a Presidential "Open Hour". During the Open Hour of

call on the President on September 9. 1970 >

September 9, 25 other people, in addition to the AMPI representatives, visited the

President, including a group to encourage servicemen to exercise their votes, a

group of concerned citizens from the State of South Dakota and a contingent of

Gold Star Mothers. Mr. Nelson's and Mr. Parr's pictures were taken and the

President told them he understood they had had a successful annual meeting and

that he would like to attend their next one in 1971. They had what Mr. Parr

described as a "very light-veined" discussion of their organization and activities.

There is no evidence that campaign contributions were discussed.

2a Briefing paper for the President from Stephen Bull for
the Open Hour September 9, 1970, 

Page

36

 2b Senate Select Committee Executive Sess an Testimony
of David L. Parr, December 21, 1973. pp. 13, 14, 17. 40

2c Deposition of David L. Parr taken December 12, 1972,
in Nader v. Lutz, (D. D. C. Cir., No. 418-72) pp. 51-54. 43

2d Deposition of Harold S. Nelson taken February 7, 1973

in Nader v. Butz (D. D. C. Cir., No. 148-72) pp. 61-64,

(4)



3. Harold S. Nelson and David L. Parr have testified th,at the figures of 1

million and 2 million were tossed around, not that any specific pledge

was made. Mr. Parr testified that the figures were used in a jesting

manner.

Page

3a Senate Select Committee Executive Session

Testimony of Harold S. Nelson, December 18,
1973, pp. 82, 83..............................

3b Senate Select Committee Executive Session

Testimony of David L. Parr, December 21,

54

1973, pp. 205, 206.....................................................................56

(5)



4. On March 5, 1970, Secretary of Agriculture Hardin requested the President to

direct the Tariff Commission to investigate and report on the necessity for import controls

on four new dairy products which had been developed to evade import controls previously

established on recognized articles of commerce. The Tariff Commission by Report 338

found unanimously that imports of the four products were interfering with the dairy price

program and

 recommended zero quotas for 3 of the items and an annual quota of

l00, 000 pounds for the fourth.

Page

4a. Letter dated March 5, 1970, from Secretary
Hardin to the President 60

-

 

Release, October 6, 1970,

(6)
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5. On October 19, 1970 Secretary Hardin recommended that the Tariff

Commission's recommendations be implemented. The Task Force on Agriculture

Trade of the Council of Economic advisors disagreed with Secretary Hardin and

unanimously recommended to the President, on November 7, 1970, that imports

of these items should not be cut off. Thus CEA did not forward Secretary

Hardin's recommendation to the President. On November 30, 1970, Secretary

Hardin in a memo to Bryce N. Harlow, Assistant to the President, again pushed

for a zero quota on one of the items.

 5a. Memorandum, dated October 19, 1970, from

Page
, . , . . _

Don Paarlberg to Paul
W. McCracken with attachment. 70

 5b.

Hendrick S. Houthakker to Don Paarlberg...........

 5c. Memorandum, dated November 30, 1970,

. 73
,

 from Secretary Hardin to Bryce N. Harlow........................................74

(7)
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6. On December 16, 1970, Patrick J. Hillings of the Washington, D. C. la~w firm

of Reeves and Harrison gave Roger Johnson a letter addressed to the President. It

requested, on behalf of AMPI, that the Tariff Commission's recommendation of strict

import restriction be adopted. The letter referred to contributions to Republican

candidates

in the 1970 Congressional election and to plans to contribute $2, 000, 000 to the

reselection campaign. Attached to the letter was an extensive

economic and political analysis of dairy import quotas. Roger Johnson referred the

matter to H. R. Haldeman. An undated memorandum from John Brown referred it to "J.

C., " who was to check with Ehrlichman and Colson regarding whether the letter

should be sent to the President. The letter ended up in Charles Colson's safe and

Colson criticized Hillings for sending such a letter. Hilling9 had not intended or

expected that the President see it in the first place and does not believe that the

President did see it. There is no evidence that the President ever saw it.

6 a. Routing memorandum from John Brown to
-

Page

J. C.; Memorandum, dated December 17, 1970, from Roger Johnson
to H. R. Haldeman; Letter dated December 16, 1970, from Patrick J.
Hillings to the President with attached memorandum . 76

 6b. Deposition of Patrick J. Hillings, taken January 15,
1974, in Nader v. Butz, (D. D. C. Civ. No. 148-72)

pp. 37-42, 50-52....................

 ...................................96

6c. Memorandum of Senate Select Committee inter-
view with Murray Chotiner on December 7, 1973,
and verifying affidavit.-- •---- •------------------107

(8)
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7, The President, on December 31, 1970, by Proclamation Number 4026

established quotas totaling in excess of 25, 000, 000 pounds for three of the products and in

excess of 400, 000 gallons for the fourth. It had been previously reported to the White House

that any modification frown the Tariff Comloission's recommendation of zero quotas on three

l

items and 100, 000 pounds on another would be viewed on the Hill as a

"s12p in the face" by the dairy people.

7a. Proclanlation 4026, December 31, 1970,

Page

Weekly Compilation of Presidential
Documents, January 4,

 7b, Memorandum dated October 13, 1970, from
Dick Burress to John Whitaker.....................................115

(9)



8. During late 1970 and early 1971 the dairy industry actively sought

Congressional support and action in its effort to obtain an increase in the milk price

support level.

In February and March of 1971 approximately l00 Senators arid Congressmen wrote

the Secretary of Agriculture to urge that the support price be increased. Most wanted the price

raised to 90 percent of parity Some asked that the price be raised to at least 85 percent of

parity,

Page

of Harold S. Nelson, December 18, 1973, pp. 117-lZ0; 118

8a Senate Select Gornnzi*tee Executive Session Testimony

Letters and telegrams to the Secretary of Agriculture transmitted by the
White House to the Judiciary Committee and noted at 
Paragraph 19.

(10)



9. Congressional leaders made their views known to Administration officials in several

private conversations. Congressman Mills urged Clark MacGregor on at least six occasions

in late February and

..

early March to urge the President to raise the support price. Congressman Mills telephoned the

Director of the Office of Management and Budget, George Shultz, with the same request. Mr.

Shultz sent a memorandum to John Ehrlichman indicating the substance of Congressman Mills

request for a rise in the support level.

_

Page
 9a Memorandum, dated March 5, 1971, from Clark MacGregor

to John Ehrlichman and George Shultz.................................................124

 9b Mernorandu~ I, dated 
to John Ehrlichman

(11)



10. Following Secretary Hardins announcement, March 12, 19712 that the support

level would not be raised for the 1971-72 marketing year, intense lobbying began.

On March 16, 1971, Richard T. Burress reported to John Ehrlichman that the

decision had been hit by partisan attacks and that legislation would be introduced

which would require that the price support level for milk be raised to 85 percent of

parity, that it would have the support of Speaker Carl Albert and Wilbur Mills and

that it would likely pass.

10a Memorandum dated March 16, 1971, frown Richard T Burruss to John
Ehrlichman with routing nlemoranduln dated March 18, 1971,
froln John Ehrlichman to John Whitake r, .......

Page

(12)



11. In the House, 28 separate bills were introduced between Xsfarch 16th and March 25th to set

the support price at a minimum of 85% and a maximum of 90% of parity. 29 Republican and 96

Democratic members introduced or co-sponsored this legislation.

In the Senate, 28 Senators introduced legislation on March 16, 1971, that

would have required support levels at a minimum of 85 percent of parity. Of the bill's

sponsors, one was a Republican and 27 were Democrats. Three days later, Senator Hubert

Humphrey sponsored his own bill seeking higher parity.

Pa ge
 lla White Paper, The Milk Support Price De-

cision, January 8, 1974, pp. 14-17,................132

(13)



12. On March 19, 1971, John Whitaker reported to John Ehrlichman that contrary to a vote

count of the previous night, Secretary Hardin is convinced there is a 90 percent chance that an

85 percent of parity support bill will puss Congress and that the President should allow himself

to be won over to an increase to 85 percent of parity.

12a

Page
Memorandum, dated March 19, 1971, from John C.

 Whitaker to John D, Ehrlichman----------....................................138

(14)



13. On the morning of March 23, 1971, the President called

Secretary of the Treasury Connally. The primary subject of the

., .- .: . -. . -.: T: - : = -

conversation was an unrelated matter. The latter part of their conversation touched on the

fact that the President would be meetir later that morning with the dair~~nen, the

potential effect of a

... .. .

support level increase on consumer prices and that the President

 . .

 wanted a decision that day. \
. . ..

. .
. .

 _ 0

Pa ge
13 a. Secretary Connally's log, March 23, 1971..........................140

Tape recording of Presider,t's statement during telephone
conversation between the President and Secretary John
Connally,

.

 13 b- President's log of contacts with Secretary : T

0 - Connally, March Al, 197l to May ll, 1971. . .i. . . 142

(15)



14. The meeting had been planned and scheduled sonle months in advance. The

President originally invited the dairy leaders during a courtesy telephone call on September

4, 1970, and a >~,ulleDy meet

ing on September 9, 1970. Specific arrangements were begun in January, 1971. The

Department of Agriculture obtained a list of the officers and representatives of the major dairy

industry groups. A list of potential invitees was forwarded to the White House by Secretary

Hardin on January 26, 1971, with his recommendation that a meeting be scheduled. On

February 25, 1971, Secretary Hardin was informed that the President had approved the

meeting for 10:30 a.m,, March 23, 1970.

Page
 14a Memorandum, dated January 26, 1971, from Secretary

Hardin to H R. Haldeman., .............-....................................... 144

.

.

 14b Deposition of David L. Parr taken December 12, 1972
in Nader v. Butz, (D. D. C. Civ. No. 418-72) pp. 51-54. 145
_ _  _  _

14c Letter, dated February 25, 1971, from Dwight L. Chapin

to Secretary Hardin.................................................................149

(16)
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15- The President opened the meeting by thanking the dairy leaders for^their

non-partisan support of Administration policies.

Secretary Hardin then briefly outlined the problems facing the dairymen

and asked for their views. The remainder of the meeting was taken up by the

dairy leaders pleading their case for a higher support price and discussion among

the President, Administration officials and the dairymen regarding the economics

of a milk price support increase. No conclusions were reached about the support

price. Campaign contributions were not mentioned.

Tape recording of meeting among the President and

Page

dairy representatives, March 23,..............1971,.,...............................152

(17)
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16. On the afternoon of March 23, 1971, the President held a meeting with

seven AdInillistration officials to discuss the dairy price support problem. The

meeting opened with Secretary Connally, at the President's request, outlining

the situation. He pointed out that politically the President was going to have

to be strong in rural Alnerica and that the farmers had many problems and

that this was one of the few which the President could do anything about;

second, the major dairy groups represent some 100, 000 dairymen who are

being tapped, labor union style, to amass an enormous amount of money

which they were going to use in various Congressional and Senatorial races

all over the country to the President's political detriment. Secretary Connally

also advised the President twice that he believed a support level

increase to be economically sound.

Page

. . . . . . . . . . .Tape recording of meeting among the President,

...................Secretary Hardin, Secretary Connally, John

...................Ehrlichman, George Shultz, John Whitaker,

.........J. Phil Campbell and Donald Rice, March 23, 1971 154

(18)



17. The discussion then centered on the pending legislation which

would_require a support level increase. The President stated that he believed

such a bill would pass. Secretary IIardin expressed the view

that a bill forcing an increase was almost certain to probes and told the President that

150 nanles were on the bill and that Speaker Carl Albert supported it. Secretary

Connally stated that Wilbur Mills also supported it and that it would pass the House

beyond any question, Secretary Connally said the move would gain liberal support

as it would embarrass the President.

Tape recording of meeting among the President, Secretary Hardin,
Secretary Connally, John Ehrlichman, George Shultz, John Whitaker,
J. Phil Campbell and Donald Rice
March 23,
1971...........................................156

(19)



18- Vetoing such a bill was then discussed. Connally said the dairylnerl were arguing

on Capital Hill such a veto would cost the President Missouri, Wisconsin, South

Dakota, Ohio, Kentucky and Iosva in the 1972 election. Hardin said the President

would not have any choice bU4 to sign it.

The President then made the juclgnnent that Congress was going to pass the bill

and that he could not veto it. rEhe President then adopted a proposal by Connally tlaat a

trade-off be made, giving the

dairymen an increase in 1971 in return for a prolnise not to seek an increase in 1972.

Tape recording of meeting among
_ . ~

Page

tary Hardin, Secretary Connally, John J he liclunan, George
Shultz, John Whitaker, J. Phil Campbell and Donald lticew,
March 23. 1971,---- --- 158

.

NOTE: OBJECTION HAS BEEN RAISED BY CONGRESSMAN
SEIBERLING THAT THE SECOND PARAGRAPH IS A
CONCLUSION RATHER THAN A STATEMENT OF
INFORMATION WITHIN THE RULES OF PROCEDURE OF
THE COMMITTEE,

(20)



19- Secretary Hardin then raised the question of the Administration

getting credit for the increase, Secretary Connally suggested rather that first the

Speal er, Carl All)ert, Congressman Wilbur Mills and others be contacted in order

to obtain their support, in return, on other legislation. The problem was

discussed of how to keep the dairymen from learning of the decision until

Congressmen Albert and Mills could be approached but still obtain a promise

from the dairymen not to push for an increase in 1972.

Page

Tape recording of meeting alnong the
President, Secretary Hardin, Secretary
Connally, John Ehrlichman, George Shultz,
John Whitaker, J, Phil Campbell and Donald
.Rice, lWarch 23, 1971,- •---.- 160

(21)



20. At the end of the meeting the President outlined who was to contact

Speaker Albert and Congressman Mills and that he understood J. Phil Campbell

would contact the dairymen about not seeking an increase in 197Z.

Tape recording of meeting among the President,
Secretary Hardin, Secretary Connally, John
Ehrlichman, George Shultz, John Whitaker,
J. Phil Campbell and Donald Rice,
March Z3,....1971........................... 162

NOTE:

OBJECTION HAS BEEN RAISED BY CONGRESSMAN
SEIBERLING THAT THE ENTIRE PARAGRAPH IS A
CONCLUSION RATHER THAN A STATEMENT OF
INFORMATION WITRIN THE RULES OF PROCEDURE OF
THE COMMITTEE.

(22)



21. J. Phil Campbell called Harold Nelson after the meeting and asked him if the

Administration did raise the support level would he and the other dairymen "get

off our backs" and not ask for more increases, to which Mr. Nelson agreed.

Campbell did not tell him of the meeting with the President; did not discuss

anything else; and did not tell him not to boycott a Republican fund raising

dinner.

21a

Page

Senate Select Committee Executive Session
Testimony of J. Phil Campbell, May 31, 1974,
pp. 60, 61, 64"------.--................. 164

(23)



22. Murray M. Chotiner stated in his deposition he did not know in advance otthe decision to

increase support levels, did not discuss campaign contributions in seeking a support level

increase on behalf of the dairymen and did not talk to the dairymen in the context of

contributions in return for favorable action.

22a

Deposition of Murray M. Chotiner taken December 28, 1972,
in Nader v. Butz, (D.D.C. 418-72) pp. 10, 11,

(24)

Page

.. 168



23, Herbert W. Kalmbach has testified that as of March 25, 1971 he was unaware of any

price support matter and that he does not recall any suggestion or indirect suggestion of a

relationship between campaign contributions and governmental actions affecting the dairy

industry by members of the dairy industry or their representatives or members of the White

House staff. Harold S. Nelson, David L. Parr and Marion Edwyn Harrison have all testified to

the effect that there was no quid pro quo relationship between a milk price support increase and

campaign contributions.

 23a Depositions of Herbert W. Kalmbach, taken Decenaber 13,
1973, in 

55, 56, 110- 112, .,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ., ., 176

 23b Deposition of Herbert W. Kalmbach taken April 30, 1973,
in Nader v. Butz, (D D. C. C;v. No. 148-72), pp. 10-15,

19_22, 46...............................................

Page

181

23c Deposition of Harold S. Nelson taken February 7, 1°73,

in Nader v, Butz, (D. D. C. Civ. No. 148~72), pp. 76, 77..................... . . . . 192

 23d Deposition of David L. Parr taken December 12, 1972,
in Nader v. Butz, (D. D, C. Civ. No. 418-72), pp. 152,
153, 

.. 194

23e Deposition of Marion Edwyn Harrison taken December 27,
1972, in Nader v. Butz, (D. D. C. Civ. No. 418-72), pp.
113-114,....................................... 196

(25)



24. Economic and traditional political considerations were the only basis *T the decision

to increase the price support level. Increased costs and other economic factors raised by

dairymen, the political pressure which precluded a veto of a bill which would set parity at a

minimum of 85% and possibly as high as 90%, the potential threat of production controls

which would decrease the milk supply and the need for an increased supply of cheese were

factors which caused Secretary Hardin to change his earlier decision,

 24a Affidavit of Clifford M, Hardin, filed March 19, 1972,

Page

 in Nader v, Butz, (D, D. C. Civ. No. 148-72)..................200

24b CCC Docket--MCP 98a, z9rnendmerlt 1 and attachments 208

NOTE: OBJECTION HAS BEEN RAISED BY CONGRESSMAN
SEIBERLING THAT THE ENTIRE PARAGRAPH IS A
CONCLUSION RATHER THAN A STATEMENT OF
INFORMATION WITHIN THE RUlES OF PROCEDURE OF
THE COMMITTEE.

(26)
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1, The President was invited to address the Associated Milk Producers, Inc.

(AMPI) annual convention in Chicago in September of 1970. The President was

unable to accept the invitation, and Secretary Hardin spoke in his place. The

President placed a courtesy phone call on September 4,

1970 to the General Manager of AMPI, Mr. Harold Nelson. He also spoke with

Secretary Hardin who was with Mr.~ Nelson. During that conversation, the

President invited the dairy leaders to meet with him in Washington and to arrange a

meeting with dairy leaders at a later date.

la Memorandum dated June Z9, 1970 from
J. Phil Campbell to Bryce N. Harlow..........

 lb Memorandum dated January 26, 1-971,

Page

...
30

from Secretary Hardin to H. R. Haldeman: 32

 1c Deposition of Harold S. Nelson taken
February 7, 1973, in Nader v. Butz, (D. D. C.

t A h> 75 \ / 1 / _s

(29)
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la. J. PHIL CAMPBELL MEMORAL'ZDZZM, JZILSE 29, 1970 t Lab la)

'Retyped from illegible copy)

June 29, 1970

To:

Hon. Bryce N. Harlow
Counsellor to the President
The White House

As I discussed with you by telephone, the dairy leaders of the United
States have verbally requested two or three times that the President
address the dairy farmers at one of their large meetings with six to ten
thousand in attendance. This would be a very friendly audience as the
dairymen are highly pleased with actions taken by this Administration
which inYolve their we Fare.

The President could speak briefly -- four or five minutes -about
dairymen's welfare and his concern with the balance of his remarks
directed generally across the board on all American ag r icultur e .

Although the dairy, beef cattle and other commodity group leaders are
appreciative of many favorable actions taken for their welfare and they
make every effort to communicate with their farmer members on the
land, it is impossible to convey the message that a Presidential
appearance before he~ir group would take to them. As I stated on the
phone, the dairymen would give the President the same type reception
accorded to him by the Jaycees in the St. T ouis meeting.

/sl

J. PHIL CA7vlPBELL
Under Secretary

CC: Charles Colson
Special Counsel to the President
JPCampbell:chb 6/29/70

(30)
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flue. HAROLD S. .gELSO.C DEPOSITIO2''S, FEBRUARY 7, 2973, NADER V. BUTZ, 67-52

61

 Q Okay. Can you tell us how the March 23rd, 197

with the President was set up?

I believe it was set up by ~ the direct answer to your

question is TIZOJ I cant." I! you want me to glove you

an opinion to the best or Dv recollection—

Let me describe again what testimony already given --



I think this time by Mr. Parr -- indicates. Mr. Parr

testified that to his recollection you had invited

President lXi20n to address the 1970 annual meeting --

mat 's correct.

 Q -- of AMPI, and that wMle you were holding ~ He could

not attend, but that he telephoned you in the course Or

that meeting.

 ~ .

He telephoned me just as the meeting was being convened.

What was the substance of that telephone --

sIe mesas expressing his regret at being unable to attend,

expressing; his awareness Or the importance Or agriculture

to the economy Or the United states and to the health

and wrell-belng and that sort Or thln~g. You knows

reassuring me that ~ and asking One to tell the

conorention that he was concerned about the well-belng ow

agriculture producers, and telling e also that he wanted

to meet with US -- no specific time nfas set -- and that

he Would discuss such a meeting with Secretary IIardin,

I believe he sald. And as I recall, secretary Hardin was
_ _ .  _ _ .  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

(33)
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And he asked me to tell the conventlon — I

don't know; maybe I shouldn't say he asked me to. "He

authorized me to" may be better. I don't want to put it

in the context Or the President ~faS asking me to do that.

But to express to them hl9 regrets at being unable to

attend and the sentiments that I've Just described. |

And then I think fir. Parr's testttn0ny continues. He

recetored a call, he believes, from you saying that you

were to M y to Washington — end this was Just a few days

after that meeting and telephone call ~ you were to fly

to Washington to meet with the President. Is that

correct ?

Well, I don't remember. We did go to meet the President..

It seers to z;:e that It was relatively soon after that

convention, but I can't tell you that date. And I don't

recall who it was who called me to notify me that, you

know, the President would see us .

You don't remember whether a call came from someone on the

President to Starr?

Well, nos I don' t. I assume that it did, though. Any

time you're going to see the President you usually get a



call and -- But I don't —-it's usually rrom someone you

don ' t know .

And you did Rio and see the Presflden.t?

(34)



2. Harold S. Nelson and his special assistant, David L. Parr,

nsicl n hrisbf -- lo - ]1 ~

call on the President on Septernber 9, 1970 >

during a Presidential "Open Hour". During the Open Hour of

September 9, 25 other people, in addition to the AMPI representatives,

visited the President, including a group to encourage servicemen to

exercise their votes, a group of concerned citizens from the State of

South Dakota and a contingent of Gold Star Mothers. Mr. Nelson's and

Mr. Parr's pictures were taken and the President told them he under-

stood they had had a successful annual meeting and that he would like

to attend their next one in 1971. They had what Sir. Parr described

as a "very light-veined" discussion of their organization and activities.

There is no evidence that campaign contributions were discussed.

2a Briefing DaDer for the President from Stephen Bull for

Sage

the Open Hour<September 9, 1970 > 36

 2b Senate Select Committee Executive Sess on Testunony

- of David L. Parr, December 21, 1973. pp. 13, 14, 17. 40

2c Deposition of David L. Parr taken December 1Z, 1972,

in Nader v. Lutz, (D. D. C. Cir. No. 418-72) pp. 51-54. 43

2d Deposition of Harold S. Nelson taken February 7, 1973

in Nader v. Butz (D. D. C. Cir., No. 148-72) pp. 61-64,

(35)
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! 2a. STEPHEN BULL BRIEFING PAPERJ SEPT~/ 9, ~

THE V!.HIT;- F10US_
 .~ .

\# ' J Et I •: GTO F}

ODi::.; tiO'w's

Wcdnesday, Sci),cmbe; °, I5!.O

IZ:CO ~'oon

The President's Ofrice

¢ t! ,_ PRESIDENT:

Enent L'o. 1

12:00 p.m. Dr. Kevin McCann
tO

12:10 p.m.

Dr. ICevin McCann, ~.vho is an old fricnd of yours, Nvill be brou,zh' ir.to
wour office for a brief s-isit with you. He XYill xv2nt 'o discuss t! th oro-~
_^5* ot.-ric e.n Fn t:}l~ P nxrar, !S jo ProcidPnrar of sEA FronrRrlrn ro~ ~.- Ei'A—

(;ift:

Esen' No. 2

2:1.0 p.m. Adrniral E. P. Holmes, USX

Sup'reme Allied Commander (N^TO)

 12:1; p.m. and

Commander in Chief, Atlantic (US)
Gen-eral James D. Huc,hes

Gcneral Huohes Xvill escort Admiral Holmes into your office for a bri£
vi5it xvith you. The purpose of the Adrniral's visit xvith you is t~vy ~

,fa-re~.x.ell cell since h.e is retirirts in Seotember.

GiEt: Presidential Tic Clasp

(36)



2a. STEPh~ElV BULL BRIEFISG ~

_ .

Open 11our lN'cdn~:sc.a;r, S^:5tembe- ?,

1. 1; p.m.- Miss C2th; S. Ca.~.-.bell
to Alc;; But'c rfie kl

12:ZO -.X. m.

sk. Euttcrfield \.ill brin(~ Ca;ll; Camt~5ell into yonr office for a handshix'nc ar.d a photor,rz2h .t.itk vou. L'.iss C.<rnobell has
bven ~.t e-w- o.er Ls *Se S.oC1tr ~, w;tso~m c,,.,eiOt ',n tl%,5 \l.-t :~e tTo~ e but is reci~~;~~ ' o n >>-:-io:~ 22

5x},* . --~nce ~.cr ~sSC ^no st":-.:'ies.

4 C;i.*: Prcsidential Bow Pin

E

:~' ' : ' O o. m.

lZ:Z, p.m.

Scar.nan Patricia Sargent
SP 5 Brerda Davis
Sgt. Beverly Kilby
Sgt . Su s an lV e s t
Lt. Col. John R. Sayre
Major Leonard Ric
Major JacT; Brennan

A:ajor Brennan xvill escort the abovc group -into your office.
XhC ?~lisses Saroent. Da~-is. '<ilbv tn.d V.test holn the title oF?.liss Erilit

~ ctive .Services in >.n ne~ lal e.'-'~~ _vz ~ =L=X _ L I 'o exe; cise tFl^i~ ~3E~_> jh jl i by voting absentce.

Gifts: Men: Presidential Key Chains

Womcn: Presidential Boxv Pins

(37)
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2a. STEPHES BULL BRIEFING PAPER, SEP E BER 9, 19_0

- 3 —

Ope t T;Q:.::

l;.t!;l_ .\' .;, _-; ,~ :- .,:

E .trolch S. a,- vso:z, G<e(:ral ;~'a:laz,cr

^z;ss•wo;—I oto N t ~- b.)—>,~. ~ - T ,~
_ , . u ~

D2-rid L. Se r, SDecial -\ssis'ant to Gcneral Afanao
Mr. C!l2rles Colson

~.vill escort '.dessrs. b!clson ard Parr into your o££icc for a

han.lshzAe :>nd a photo,,ra,Dh-~vith you. The~ or,¢t2nizatl0ll x-.as for.m.ed in ?:ovember of 1969 as thc result o£ the me.a

\ Gl£ts :' Presidenti21 Key Chains

~ 1

I Event No. 6

l

12:3; p,m. Mr. and Mrs. Charles H. Thomas

to

12:8~C p.m.

e 58} 54?blL tt'f
Pa[D,JJw t1o',^ C<O1s~e

(?S? c~fl3B\tr:;t'vgt

Dana Thomas

gr. ard Xlrs. Thoro.~ . d t'^eir six-N-ear-okt d?st~..ter 0?1->. xvill be brought into your office for a hardshalee and a photoaraph xvith yol . M-

Thomvs rzas aresc-.t at 2 cressious Onen FTo~!- -n8. \'!H5 ir-.ss;Fe<7 by
. ,

vou to retutn xt'.k '..is 9?tla'-.ter c.t aome '~~lture d- te,

Mr. Thenus: Presidential Key Chain

Mrs. Tho:nas: Presidential Bonv Pin
Dana Thoiras: Apollo vienv-:9;aster

(38)



2a. STEPHEN BULl BRIEFISGG PAPERJ S.rP.~BBER ~, 1970 _

_~erl'. P!o. 7

^~r ed [l e Li da~t , S e?' e rr. D c . 9

12:-;0 p. m. Mr. !,>~nn Culvcr
to Mr. I~;eil Lex~sis
2:"-5 iS- m. ~str, Mcarl "c'>len

Ivlr. N[crlia B.ulch

Mr. ICart ;s;'i:<on
Mr. Rossert Rudc'iy (Sc?. .>.'und;ts O.'fice)

Thc above-namcd Orou? represe-.ts the Hconce.r-eJ ciFizeos or ,sot,st'n !)a'.-.ota" and \ ill be bro~s,¢t,r.t into your
of.'ice to presen. yo l \:~ittu p?''itiOCls Or su~ort con.cer. i~.y ~.-our sositio>. in Southeast 9Lsia. They haxe collectecl
oser 

Gitts: Presiden';ial Tic Clasps

Estent No. 8

l2:-R5 p.m. Mrs. Mzrie Eiittridge, LefJislat ve CChairman,

Gold Star Ntothers. Ir.c.

 12:55 p.m. Mrs. El^.-a Nex-rman, lVashin<~,ton Represen';a+.xe

Mrs. Bettyann Fun'.c

Thcse ladies reoresent the or~tanization that souWzht court accio-. to

prohibit _he Eew,>iobe trOm_Ol?Ci. Or the r;~m.>s ?f thewr dece.?. -cH. sor.s
on plc~cares durir~~ the derrtor.-.tra'iors tas,t i\'cs,;,~-,~!r~r. Dzurir~.s trzL
Nox-cmber weele-end they held nurncrous press canferences and receixe

excellent v?tzblicit,u tnaF was favorcoble to es_. Vou xvrote A.<rs. Nc;f.t:n?"

a~ ~ of asoreciGti2rl.

Gifts: Presidential Bow Pins

NOTE: ullie Atkins will be present to photocraph each of these

events .

(39)
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2b. DAVID PARR TESTIMONY, DECEMBER 21, 2973, SSC EXECUTIVE SESSION

13-7d, 27

David Parr testimony, SSC
Executi've Session,

December 21, 1973, 13-14, 17

~ t ed from indistinct original

13

Hr. Parr. I believe Mr. Colson was there.

Mr. Weitz. Anyone else?

Mr. Cashen?

Mr. Parr. No.

Or Mr. Weitz. Did Mr. Colson bring you in to meet the Presi-

Hr. Parr. I believe that would be correct.

Mr. Weitz. This was the first time that you met with the

President?

Mr. Parr. President Nixon, yes.

Mr. Weitz. Yes?

Mr. Parr. (Nods in the affirmative.)

Mr. Weitz. What discussed?

Mr. Parr. Well, Mr. Nixon -- do you Dean to tell you the

discussion?

Mr. Reitz. Yes. Who said what?

Mr. Parr. Well, fir. Nixon said -- the first thing we did

was got our picture taken with him.

Mr. Veitz. Just the three of you?

Mr. Parr. Yes.

Mr. Wneitz. Not Mr. Colson?

Mr. Parr. No.

And the second thing that happened, he got on his yellow

cabinet Isic] and we all sat down and he said, you people must have

real good organization. I have heard some very good things

Retyped from indistinct original-

(40)



2b. DAVID PARS TESTIMOi~97Y, DECEMBER 22~ 1973, SSC EXECUTIVE SESSIONS,

23-24, 17

}.uxfld. rarr testimony, SSC
~ cutlve Session,
December 21, 1973, 13-14, 17
-

wed from indistinct original

14

that you tried every way in the world to get

r understand that you had a successful meeting.

And when is your next one? I want to be there. I believe was

the right word.

Axld I believe we told him that our next one would of course

be 1971, and that we did not really want him to come.

Then he said, well, I do not understand that.

We said, we want you to come in 1972, and we will have it

in Los Angeles, and we will have it in the Coliseum and we will

have 100,000 people. And if you don't come we'll get the Demo-

crat .

And that's when he said, no, I want to come in '71.

S w, we were sort of joshing with him then.

Mr. Ueitz. In fact, you hoped he would come to your '71

convention, did you not?

Mr. Parr. Well -

Mr, Ueitz. You would have taken him any time, would you

not have?

Mrs Parr. Certainly. Oh, certainly.

And in w72 we could have had quite a number of people at

our meeting.

Mr~ Weitzs You mentioned that because you were trying to impress him with the growth of the

organization?

Mr. Parr. Yes.

i

Of course, we were not thinking about California, really,

Retyped from indistinct original
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2b. DAVID PARR TESTIMONY, DECEMBER 27, 1973, SSC EXECUTIVE SESSION,

David Parr testimony, SSC

Executive Session.

December 21, 1973, 13~]A, 17

typed from indistinct original

we want you to know we want to support you?

17

Mr. Parr. Yes, I am sure we did that, because we faced up to the facts that he was

very popular out in the,Midwest.

Mr. Ueitz. Did you discuss any problems or substantive

policies with him, dairy policies, dairy problems?

Mr. Parr. well, I think we were there about 15 or 20 minutess and we tried to give

him a bird's eye view of the cooperative, of what milk was. And I just do not remember all

of the discussion we had. In other words, it was a very light-veined type of discussion. It

was the first time we had ever seen him, the first time I had ever seen him.

Mr. W7eitz. He appeared knowledgeable, though, about your

 | organization and activities?

Mr. Parr. He complimented us OD the type of organization

we had.

Mr. Weitz. So apparentlyshe had been inform is ~ at you t were doing and what the

organization was?

Mr. Parr. Yes, sir. I guess so.

Mr. Weitz. After that meeting did you have any meetings with Mr. Colson in the

fall, by the end of the year, about set

ting up a meeting with the President and other dairy leaders?

Mr. Parr. I have forgotten how we proceeded to this when I first knew we were
going to have a meeting with the President.

But it seems to me it was sometime in January that -- It seems like to me that Mr.

Harrison visited with the Administration

Retyped from indistinct original
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2e. DAVID PARR TESTIMONY. DECEMBF.R 12 7,q7P nzsnvp ,. arrow Cal cX

Q I understand that.

Especially with all those dairy farmers in town at

t:ne sane time?

A I don ' t know about that .

Q Did you attend the meeting with the President at

the White House on March 23, 1971?

US Yes.

YR. WILSON: You w ~ t to talee a five-minute recess?

m. DOBROER: Yes.

(Shor. recess . )

MR. DOBROVIR: On the record.

BY FR. DOBROVIR:

 Q EXhen we recessed, I had just asked you about a

sr.eet:ir.g at the lFhite House Lien the President on March 23,

19J1.

n.o^t--W-as that meeting arranged?

 it

Chi cago .

There were efforts to try to persuade the President

to come to that meeı:inST . Tfe didn ' t corm .

meeting in Chicago -- he did talk, as I understand it, with

~r. ~7clsca irk C!licaqo, and said the kind of thing that he

(43)



2c. DAVID PA.ER TESTIMONY, DECEMBER 12, 1972, NADER V. BUTZ3 57-54

s-Z3 was sorry he couldn't corne.

52

I don't knoll wnat he said.

about three days later, well, over the weekend sometime, I got a call

from Mr. Nelson.

Q You got a call from !tr. Nelson?

A I believe from rtr. Nielson, saying E at -- maybe he told tfr. Nelson. 1 don't knoxz

hoof that ran.

M yhow, they were to meet with the President about three days aster the

annual meeting. This must have been in Sex)teYnber of '70.

tat that time, the President -- a lot of People had urged him to come, and he

had gotten the impression that it was a good rleetlnq, a large, well attended meeting, and he

wanted to know when our next one was and that he would mate

every effort to trv to come to the next ore.

When was it? and he atould like to meet with other people in the dairy industry

and to remind Secretary Carding just to k.eeD in mird, that he z7ar.ted to rueet in carry 1971

wish other People.

So, I don't l:no.7 ashen it was set, !!r. Dobrovir, exactly, but that is the First mention I

heard of it.

o Were you told this lzy Or. Nelson? .

(44)



; 2c. DAVID PARR TESTIMONY, DECfflB R 12, 1972, N DER v. _TZ, 51-54 53

I was told this by the President.

 o By the President.

You spoloe to hirl nersonally?

 A Mr. I¢elson and I were there.

Q This was after the Chicago meeting?

A Thg 1970 ~nual meetinq of MPI.

Q You went to Washington?

A - Calr.e to 'Xasllington.

n .And e>8mre5sxy for the pu m ose of seeing the

President?

A Yes.

Q knd ho~~ did that occasiosl come about?

A I said I don't l;row. I don't k;low.

As I was sayinc,,y, I wasn ' t in Chic2go, so I don ' t know how the mee.ing sot

arrvnqed.

Se did t2lX, as I unde_st2nd it, to rtr. Nelson frcm some pl ace, where-~er he wa6,

while +~he meeting was goinct

on.

Q So vou and 'tr. .ttelson rle~~ to 17ashington co ;reet with the Presic'ent, and ilC-,{

ashen zoou met with the Presicient afi that tirlo, c.id you disc~~ss anythinq else besides the

ques.~cn of hws settinc! ur! a meetins?

A I pust remersDer hc qot hin ycWllox¢ p2d and started |



2c. DAVID PARE TESTIMONY, DECEMBER H N DER V. BUTZ, 51-54 54

saying "VShen is that z:leetinq?"

I was impressed with that.

 Q How long did your meeting with him at that time

last?

A I don ' t remember .

Q You don't remember what other subjects were

discussed?

A the only' thing that impressed ma was that he was

very comnli-.entarr of what he had heard about our annual

meeting. That is what we had just had.

And he expressed an interest an meeting some of our

people, which we thought was good, and it sounded like he

wanted to ccr..e to our nest meeting, which he ultimately did.

(? Was that the only th'nc3 chat you talked with '9e

President about at that time?

A I am sure we talked to hirl about the plight of the

dairy farmer because we never missed on opportunity to talk

,0 3A.yhodaz AFOUL t';at, but I don't rer.cmbe~ anything

snecifically .

n Do you meet with the President often?

 A No.

dent of ten .

I don't know of anybody that meets with the Presi-

(46)
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2d. HAROLD NELSON DEPOSITIONS FEBRUARY 7, 1973, NADER v. BUTZ,
67-6d, 76~77 ~

Okay. Can you tell us how the March 23rd, 1971 meet;ln¢.

with the President was set up?

I believe it was set up by ~ the direct answer to your

question is "lio, I can't." If you want me to Flare you

an opinion to the best Or sly recollection --

Let lee describe a~;aln what testimony already given --

I think this time by Mr. Parr -- indicates. Mr. Parr

testified that to hl8 recollection you had invited

President lzr Con to address the 1970 annual meeting . -

That '8 correct.

— Or AMPI, and that lfhlle you were holding -- He could



not attend, but that he telephoned you œn the course Or

that 2neeting.

He telephoned me Just as the meeting was being convened.

Q What was the substance ow that telephone ~

A He was expressing hl8 regret at being unable to attend,

expressing his awareness off the importance Or agricultu. e

to the economy o, the United states and to the health

and wrell-belng and that sort or thing. You know,

reassuring me that ~ and asking me to tell the

conorention that he was concerned about the well-befl no, of

agriculture producers, and telling ne also that he wanted

to meet -w4 th us -- no speck Tic titne was set -- and that

he would discuss such a meeting with Secretary Harden,

I belfl eve he sald. J\nd as I recall, Secretary ..
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~ at the meetlng.

62

And he asked me to tell the convention — I

don't knoar; maybe I shouldn't say he asked me to. tHe

authorized me to" lnay be better. I don't want to put it

in the context of the President was asking me to do that.

But to express to them his regrets at belnE; unable to

attend and the sentiments that I've Just described.

And then I think fir. Parrts testimony continues. He

received a call, he belieores, from you saying that you

were to fly to Washington — and this was Just a few days

after that meeting and telephone call ~ you were to fly

to Washington to meet with the President. Is that

corrects



Well, I don't remember. We did go to meet the President.

It seems to me that 1 t was relate vely soon arter that

convention, but I can't tell you what date. And I don't

recall who it was who called tne to notify me that, you

know, the President would see us.

Q You don't remember whether a call came prom someone on the

President ' s staff?

1 Well, no, I don't. I assume that it didn though. Any

time you're E:ownQ to see the President you usually get 2

call and -- But I don't -- it's usually from someone you

don't know.

And you did go and see the President?

(48)
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We did.

And who attended the rleeting at that time?

As I recall at that time it tfas Just Mr. Parr and me.

63

And who was --

A Unless you, you know, can refresh my memory on someone

else. I don't believe there was anyone else there .

Q -Was there anyone from the Presidentts staff there?

A I'm sure there was, but I don't recall who. And there

may not have been, but —
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l

i And what happened at that meeting?

He once again talked about how he regretted than he

couldn't attend the meeting. We talked to him about and

invited him to address the next meeting ~ the next annual

meeting, WthiCh he E d.

 Q And that was the entire ~

A This was a very brief meeting. I remember he kidded Dave

PArr about his build as 8 former Tennessee football

player end, you know, talked about his interest in sports

and that sort Or thing. That seems to me that the main

point of dtscuss!on at that time was that we would like

for him to attend our next — and speak at our next annual

meetn ng,.

And was there any dlscus610n at that t$nze Or a meeting

that would turn out to be the March meeting?

 A I don't have an independent recollection but I would say
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it would be unusual Or we didn't seize that opportunity

to tell him that we'd like at hl8 convenience to have

some dairy leaders in to talk with hen.

Now, when did you rlrst learn that this March meeting was

Eoing to take place?

You mean the one -- which March meeting?

The March 23rd meeting at the White House.

It seems to tr.e it was Just very shortly before the meeting,

maybe ~ I don't really know. I can't recall how I heard

or ~ et seems to me maybe it was Just twenty-four hours

or forty-elEht hours before the meeting. It may have

been longer. but not a whole lot Or notice, as I recall.

Now, I could be wrong about that .

Had anything about such a rweeting been in the wind bedsore

that ?

Oh, there was always something about such a meeting in the

wind before thaws and let me tell you why. You know that

those who are opposing your views have access to the

President and are pressing their slews on the- President.

You always want an opportunflty to be heard because if

you're convinced Or the correctness Or your position,

see, you hare confidence that Or you can be heard that

you can refute, especially tr those who are of opposing

views are present. I was always confident that if we

could get the opposing views exposed in our presence, we

(50)
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CROSS-EXAMINAXION

By Mr . Go ldb loom:

l

Q I have a couple Or questions, Mr. lXelson. During the

course Or your various discussions w'th merbers Or

Congress or Congressional starr melabers or the President

or members Or the White House starf or with whomever you

may have come in contact or or.icials Or the Department

orb Agriculture in connection with your efforts to obtain

a satdsSsetory ~ that is, satisfactory to your interests

— result concerning the price support level were there

discussions to the effect that the Jnaldng Or political

contributions by the agricultural trust would have an



effect or an impact upon the decisions to be reached by

the Government as to the price support level?

Absolutely not.

Did anyone intimate to .you that the making of political

contributions, or for that matter, the failure to make

political contributions, would have any kind Or effect

on BUCh a determination?

No, they did not.

And in the course Or your discussions did you or others

representing your interests suggest that the making Or

political contributions rLight have a beneficial result?

IXo, absolutely not.

MR. GOLDBLOO8': I have no further questions.

(51)
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^ '-' I'd Just like to say this: I take it that what youtre

asking me -- the essence of what you were asking me 18,

was there a quid pro quo .

.X Q Exact ly .

a A D ere's never been a quad pro quo in my total e w erdence.

fi CROSS-EXAMINATIOSJ

S By Mr. Barrera:
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Just by way of clarifying the people that may haGre been present at the meetlnn Which you've

already given Bone nasnes, both as to those that may have been with the Presldentts staff and

those that ~_~eh-t~ farm groupS in numbertwould you hazard a guess as to how many people may

have been there all told9 As I recall, the meeting was in the Cabinet Room and the Cabinet table

was full — the seats at the Cabflnet table and chairs were arranged in back of the President with

people occupying ~helr.. So I would say ~ that's very hard to figure. I would say Or you started

counting, though, a totnl of thlrZy-flve to Xirty people in there. I'd say probably nearer thirty-

flve. I could be wrong on that, too, I'm sure they know how nany were in there, but it was a

goodly number ox people. The $8500. 00 loan to llld-Arr.erlca, do I recall your having

said that you did or did now recall the possibility of -k n 1 non?

(52)
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3. Harold S. Nelson and David L. Parr have testified

that the figures of 1 million and 2 million were tossed around,

not that any specific pledge was made. Mr. Parr testified

that the figures were used in a jesting maker.

Page

3a Senate Select Committee Executive Session
Testimony of Harold S. Nelson, December 18,
, 1973, pp. 82, 83..............................

3b Senate Select committee Executive Session
T^qtimanar nf David L. Parr, December 21,

54
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Barolt Nelson testimony, SSC

Executive Session. December 18. 1973. 82 83

Retvped from indistinct original

82

bu

Mr. Weitz. Several hundred committees?

Mr. Nelson. Yes,

Mr. Weitz. What total amount did you contemplate contrixting, or did you tell them you would contribute?

Mr,.llelson. Well, we did not tell them any specific ounts at various times, a million dollars, two million dollars or even more money was discussed. And

had they given us the names of the committees, they could have gotten much more money from us.

Mr. Weitz. When you say a million, two million dollars or more was discussed at various times, who discussed it? Did you discuss it with some

individuals or did you -

Mr. Nelson. There would just be amounts that would be thrown out about the -

Mr. Weitz. Yes. Did you hear those amounts discussed, or did you yourself discuss those amounts?

Mr. Nelson. Ordinarily, I would not be the one to mention those amounts.

Ur. Wei tz . Who did?

fir. Nelson. Mr. Parr.

Mr. Ueitz, In your presence?

Mrc Nelson. He has mentioned those amounts in my presence,

yes .

Mr. weitz. Who else was present at any of the times that Mr. Parr mentioned those amounts?

Retvped from indistinct nririnnl
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fr. Nelson. Mr. Colson.

Mr. Weitz. Mr. Colson. Was it at thffis meeting in 1970,

Mr. Nelson. I do not recall it being at that meeting,

Everybody knew that they had demonstrated their -- to me, it is

an unfathomable thing -- inability to come with a list of com-

mi ttees .

Mr. Weitz. Well, how early -- was this the first meetings

when you raised the first possibility of committees being

organized, or had you asked for these committees earlier?

Mr. Nelson. We had asked for these committees earlier.

Mr. Weitz. How much earlier?

Mr. Nelson. I cannot tell you when it would be.

Mr. weitz. 1969?

MrO Nelson. No. I do not recall in '69, but among the

first~meetings we had with Mr. Colson we asked for committees.

Mr. Weitz. When was the first time you met with Mr.

Colson?

Mr. Nelson. Let us say, we may have met with him in

| '69, but if nots it was certainly early '70.

~-

Mr. Weitz. And at one of the first or early meetings,

you mentioned that you wanted to make contributions and wanted

the names of commiteees?

Mr. Nelson. Yes, sire We sure did.

Mr. weitz. Did you mention the contribution in 1969, the

Retyped from indistinct original
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David Parr Testimony, SSC
Executive Session, Decem-

ber 21. 1973. 205-206

Retyped from indistinct original

te __

Mr. Sanders. Yes, but as I recall your previous testimony,

you put it in the context of in discussion of this, and really

Be question is, did you ever make such representation?

Mr. Parr. I do not recall anything specifically. No, sir.

Mr. Sanders. Didyou ever say that dairy people could give

Lore than labor organizations?

Mr. Parr. I would have loved to have said that.

Mr. Sanders. Do you think you might have?

Mr. Parr . I don ' t know .

Mr. Sanders. Well, what I wanted to ask you is, when do

you think you might first have said something to that affect.

But I suppose your answer is that you do not recall that you

ever really said it?

Mr. Parr. well, I want to be fair with everybody, and if

I could shed any light on it I would sure try to do it.

Mr. Sanders. Please try to understand. I am not asking

you if you promised that to the Administration or the re-elec-

tion, or that you promised to give that in return for a certain

favor. I am just asking if you made a general statement that

this much money would be available.

Mr. Parr. I just remember a discussion of about a million

dollars, and then somebody said two million dollars, and that's

the —

Mr. Sanders. Would the first time that that occurred have

been in Colson's office?
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Mr. Parr. Do you mean discussions of that type of nature?

Mr. Sanders. Yes.

Mr. Parr. I just don't know.

fir. Sanders. Can you recall who participated in such a discussion?

Mr. Parr. No, sir. I do not. We were ~

Mr. Gibson. Can we go off the record just a second and take a break?

Mr. Sanders. (Nods in the affirmative.)

(Discussion off the record.)

Mr. Sanders. Back on the record.

'~~ r

Mr. Parr. In relation to this one million and two million, I recall that it was said, discussed, and as I recall, it was

 sort of in a jesting manner. That is the best recollection'I |

can have.

I have testified that one was mentioned, and then I believe Mr. Colson said, this is a two million dollar packages Q,];655Shle | words like that.

Mr. Sanders. The obvious implication of your answer is that it occurred in Colson's office?

Mr . Parr . Yes, s ir .

Mr. Sanders. What I was wondering is, is this the first time to your recollection that contributions of that magnitude had been discussed in your

presence?

Mr. Parr. We were constantly discussing what we expected

Retyped from indistinct original.



i



4. On March 5, 19z0, Secretary ot Agriculture Hzrdin

requested the President to direct the Tariff Commission to

investigate and report on the necessity for import controls on

four new dairy products which had been developed to evade import

controls previously established on recognized articles of commerce.

The Tariff Cammis s ion by Report 3 38 found unaznirno usly that imports

of the four products were interfering with the dairy price program and

recornznerlded zero quotas for 3 of the iterrls and an annual quota. of

100, 000 pounds for the fourth.

4a. Letter dated March 5, 1970, from Secretary

.Hardin to the President , ......................................................................r

 4b. United States Tariff Commission Press

Release, October 6, 1970......................

(59)
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4a. SEC.RSTARY HASIDIC LETTER,_MARCH 5, 19,7',

The Pres i den t
The White House
Washi ngton, D . C . 20500

Dear Mr. President:

March 5, 1 g 70

This is to advise you that I have reason to believe that certain
dairy products are being imported, and are practically certain to
Continue to be imported, under such conditions and in such quanti-
Lies as to render or tend to render ineffective, or materially
interfere with, the price support program for milk and butterfat
undertaken by the Department of Agriculture, or to reduce substan-
tially the amount of products processed in the United States from
domestic milk and butterfat. I have reference to ice cog
chocolate cruTb with a fat content of 5.5 percent or less, animal
feeds containing milk or milk derivatives, and certain cheese con-

taining 0.5 percent or less by weight of butterfat.

These articles are specifically described in the enclosed statement
of recoTITendations which sets forth the basis for my belief. Also
enclosed for your consideration is a draft letter from you to the

Chairman, United states Tariff Commission.

A11 of the aforementi oned arti cles are products of recent appear-
ance in internatior.~l trade which have been specifically developed
and promoted to evade import controls established on recognized
articles of commerce. These evasions should be stopped before they
grow to disruptive proportions and cause unnecessary and burdensome
Federal expenditures. For this reason, I urge that you ask the
Tariff Comnission to initiate and complete its investigation as soon

as possible.

Res pectful fly,

S/ Clifford M. Hardin

CLIFFORD M. HARDIN
Secretarv

Enclosures
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR STRENGTHENING UNITED STATES DAIRY IMPORT
CONTROLS

The United States controls imports of certain dairy products by means of
import quotas established pursuant to Section 22 of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act, as amended. Such quotas are intended to prevent imports
from rendering ineffective, or tending to render ineffective, or
materially interfering with, the price support program for milk and
butterfat undertaken by the Department of Agriculture, or from reducing
substantially the amount of products processed in the United States from
domestic milk and butterfat.

Since their inception in 1953, these controls have been used with re^
straint in an effort to maintain a proper balance between freedom to trade
and the necessary protection of our dairy price support program and, through
it, our dairy economy. But, because the price incentives are very strong,
both foreign suppliers and the import trade have sought to circumvent and
evade the quotas whenever possible. It is such a situation which now
requires action.

World supplies of dairy products are in surplus to commercial market demand
and increased further in 1969. Milk going to fluid use continues to decline
while the output of manufactured dairy products continues to increase. These
surpluses are seeking outlets at almost any price; export subsidization is
commonplace, with such subsidies frequently exceeding the value of the
product. The world dairy market is in a state of turmoil and
disorganization. In consequence, nearly all countries find it necessary to
control dairy products imports by one device or another.

When Section 22 was originally utilized in 1953 to deter imports from
materially interfering with the dairy price support program, all the items
placed under quota were articles normally found in international trade. In
1954, the first full calendar year of quota operations under Section 22
controls, imported products amounted to 441 million pounds, whole milk
equivalent.
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As world dairy supplies have increased, so has the relative
attractiveness of the United States market. Recent utilizations
of the provisions of Section 22 hale necessarily nad the specific
intent of restraining importations of foreign dairy surpluses,
particularly of products deliberately formulated in order to
evade existing dairy import restri-tions.

One most recent Section 22 action, Procl Motion 3884 of January
6, 195i, tras intended to limit annual imports to 1.3 billion
pounds, lhole milk equivalent, an amount the Department
considered to be consonant with 
program. Now, however, we are again faced ~fith an increase in
imports beyond this level and which again threatens to effect
seriously the Departrent's sunnort program. Theis situation
requires me to request that you direct the Tariff Co mission to
undertake an investigation Under Section 22 of the Agricultural
AdJustment Act, as amended, as to the need for import
restrictions on certain articles.

The products on which import restrictions are recommended
are the following:

1. Ice cream, as provided for in item 118.25 part 4, subpart
D, of Sehedule 1 of the Tariff Schedules. One most flagrant
abuse in tn.e list of dairy products currently tree of
restriction concerns ice cream. Prior to Arril 1969, there W2S

no record of any imports of ice cream, which is listed in the
Tariff Schedules as Item 118.25. In that month, there oe3an the
importation of frozen mixtures containing the ingredients of ice
cream but in different proportions and vita abnortally large
milk solids content. This type of product UPS classified as "ice
cream" even though the product was not used for direct
consumption but, rather, for the manufacture of conmerci21 ice
arena. In effect, these mixtures are a modification of the
"Junex" mixes which were placed under quota restriction in 1967
and 1959.

Imports of this putative ice cream during January-November
1959 exceeded 14.5 million pounds, representing-roughly 29
million pounds of genuine ice cream or 86 million pounds miLk
equivalent. The Bureau or Census data show the price per gallon
from 72.7 to-83.6 cents. The same product made st support level
prices with domestic butterfat, nonfat milk solids and suCar,
all of which are subject to price support, would be
approximately $1.50 per gallon.

IhOs evasion threatens to become a maJor leak in the
imnort control structure. whereas the original (and still
principal) source OI' supply is Belgium, six other countries
(Canada, Denmark, Jamaica} inert
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Zealand, Sweden and T?est Germany) have entered the field. Prompt
establishment of an import quota on ice cream, covering genuine ice
cream 8S well as the putative product} is recommended.

2. Chocolate Drov_ded for in item 156.30 of Dart 10 and articles
con.tain.inD ch.o^olate Provided for in item 182.95^ Dart 15, Scheaule
1 of the ToUS, con;2irirg 5.5 Percent or less by •#sei,^t of butter°at
(except

.

articles for conszzwion at retail 

Proclamation 3C~4 of January be l9si, set a limit on iuporfis of milk
chocolate crumb as "Chocolate provided for in item 155.30, of part 10,
Schedule 1, if containing over 5.5 percent by weight of butterfat
(except articles for consumption at retail as candy or confection)."
One specification of a butterfat content for quota purposes of over
5.5 percent derives from similar descriptions of ot'ner products made
from a combination of dairy and non-da-~ry ingredients; until
recently, it had no practical s gnificvnce since the butterfat
content of normal chocolate crumb is 8-12 percent.

Now, however, tine 5.5 percent provision has become a loophole
for quota evasion. Crumb with a butterfat content just under the
minimum percent has come in, both under the TSUS 156.30 and also
(because of differing sugar/chocolate content) under TSUS 182.95,
"Edible preparations not specifically provided for," a cateaory in
which articles containing 5.5 percent or less butterfat are likewise
not subject to quota.

The Bureau of Customs estimates that from the initial
importation on through mid-December, approximately 400,000 pounds
of low-fat chocolate crumb have been imported. Cnis figure can be
expected to mount rapidly. This is a product which never existed
before and which has been devised specifically for the purpose of
circumventing United Stases import restrictions. Furthermore, the
reduction in butterfat content is accompanied by an increase in
nonfat miLk solids. This is a situation which needs correction by
making the product subject to quota.

3. Animal feeds containing milk or milk derivatives, classified
under item 184.75, subpart C, part 15 of Schedule 1 of tne TbUS. Another
aevelozment of particular concern has been the growth in imports of "milk
reclacer" animal feeds consisting of nonfat dry milk (or dCy whole milk)
to which other non-dai.-y ingredients have been added, particularly fats
such as tallows grease or lard. The addition of the non-dairy ingredients
allows this type of product to enter without being subject to the import
Pastas for dried whole milks dried butterniIX And whey, or dried skimmed
mi^'s, all of which have been subject to Section 22 restriction since
July i, 1953.
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Imports of such animal feeds commenced in January 190'8, follow rag
a Bureau of Customs decision in August o, 1967 that such product was
c7assifiable as an animal feed and free of quota as long as that class or find
of merchandise to wnich the imnorted product belonged is chiefly used
for animal feed purposes. Imports in 1968 Were 2.4 million pounds and
rose to 8.5 million pounds for the first eleven months of 1909.
Significantly} moreover} the rate of imports is accelerating and the
major supplier} Ireland} has been Joined by AustraLia and Neu Zealand.

These feeds compete with domestic feeding of milk and Silk solids,
whether suen seeding takes the form of whole miLk fed directly; fluid
skim milks buttermilk or whey returned front creameries and cheese
factories; dry feeds containing milk solids; or nonfat dry nick
purchased for feeding purposes. The landed, duty-paid cost o' the
imported feeds is from 12-15 cenfis per pound; the mini7ml3 (support)
price for domestic monfat skim milk (to which animal fats must be
added) is slightly above 23 cents. With this price difference, there
can be little doubt tnat the inported feedsX unless checked, will grin
wide and grossing acceptance.

Imports of these "miL; replacer" animal feeds threaten
interference with the price support progr_n For dairy prsdu^ts.
Current trends presage materialization of that threat in significant
magnitude. A.ction to establish quofias should be taken now to
forestall that threat before it becomes disruptive and costly.

t. Cheese, and substitutes for cheese, contaSning 0.5 Percent or
less by weight o- butterfat, as Brooded for in items 117.75 end
117.85 of subpart C, cart 4 of Schedule 1 of tee TSU-o, except
articles {at^_n the scope of otner import Quotes Provided for in
P?xz 3 on toe Ancen~~x to the TSUS, if shipped otherwise than in
Pursuance to a curcrose, or if
. . . .

having a purchase Price under 47 cents per round. ProclarStion 3884, in
establishing import Quota 950.10D os the TSUS provided for exceptions
for "cheese not containing cowts milk; cheese) except cottage cheese,
containing no butterfat or not over 0.5 percent by Weight of butterfat}
and articles within the scope of other import Suites provided for in
this part."

the exception as provided in Proclamation 3884 has
stimulated an influx of skim milk cheese for use in the
manufacturing of process cheese food. No such cheese wns imported
previously. This is a recent development which can be expected to
expand considerably under the pressure of price incentives. It is
therefore necessary that the description of this item be changed to
eliminate the exception for cheese containing no butterfat or not
over 0.5 percent by weight of butterfat.
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INFORMATION

U.S. TARIFF
COMMISSION

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20436
PHONE: NA. 8-3947

For release
October 6,
1970

TARIFF COf E SSION RELEASES REPORT TO THE
PRESIDENT

ON DAIRY PRODUCTS

The U.S. Tariff Commission today released its
September 21, 1970, report to the President on the results
of an investigation of certain dairy products under section
22 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, as amended. The
purpose of the investigation (No. 22-28) was to determine
whether ice cream, certain chocolate and articles containing
chocolate, certain animal feeds, and certain cheeses are
being, or are practically certain to be, imported into the
United States under such conditions and in such quantities as
to render or tend to render ineffective, or materially
interfere with, the U.S. Department of Agriculture's price-
support programs for milk and butterfat, or to reduce
substantially the amount of products processed in the United
States from domestic milk and butterfat.

The Commission unanimously found material interference,
or practical certainty of such interference, from imports of
all the products named above and recommended import quotas of
zero for ice cream, certain chocolate and articles containing
chocolate, and certain animal feeds. With respect to certain
cheeses, the Commission recommended an absolute quota of
100,000 pounds for each calendar year after 1970. The quotas
they assigned to the various products are based on the
patterns of trade during the calendar years 1963 through
1965, inclusive.

The Commission's report contains, in addition to the
Commission's statement of the considerations on which its
findings

Retyped from indistinct
original
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end recommendations were based, information on the
domestic dairy situation, Federal programs for dairy
products, foreign trade, and support programs and
export subsidies of foreign countries.

Copies of the report (T.C. Pub. 338) are available
upon request as long as the limited supply lasts.
Requests should be addressed to the Secretary, U.S.
Tariff Commission, 8th and E Streets, N.W., Washington,
D.C. 20436.

Retyped from indistinct
original
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ON D;TRY PRODIIsfUS
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T'residen.; on the results of Pn lnvestigatlon of cert.¢xin drt..Sx products Under
Mectlon 22 of the As~~rimllAlral Adlus7~lfn;;-4rtw as Pr~£>nded. Thc
purposc of the inve^tiga tSon (No. 22-2.R) • as fz det~!re.i.ne whether nce cream,
certain chocoNate and articl-cco oonf.^ining c-ho^012te, certnin
animal feeds, and certAin rheosRs are being, or are practieilly
certain to be! Suported intc the llnttei StPtes urder snlch
condjtif.ns sad in 511Ch qu>@5.'; sies s5 to rende, or tsnalrl ;X) render
ineffective, or rateriall~~ interfere Xlllh, the U.S. DepartDlent

of Agriculture's price-suDgort TWrograms for milk ined blttterratfi or to
reduce substantially '.ke amornt of l~voducts processod in the
Uniterl States fron donestin m.1> nil4 b~ltter.at.

Tbe Comr:..sio-alilal~;m¢}~sl-f fou>R mrterlal interference,

or wractical certainty of 3nch inte.ferenco, from imports of all
thc ?r~%ucts nxmcK ,sl-or alld rr*-br?!ended import. orotas of zero for icc cre-ma,
certain chocnlate ap(l article3 contninine chocolat-J and cer-~ain
an;t~~l feeds. vlith respect tn eertain cheeses, tZc Comm~ss-on reo
maer8ed an nbsel~~te qpota of 30,000 porl;ld3 foP thn remainler of
J'>?o •! q all absolute qunta ef VOO,OuO pounds fo, nach calendar
~ear after 1970. The zuotas they assigned to the various pre0ucts
are baced on •zte pptterns of trade during the calenlar yea.s 1?$3
through 1ch5~ jnclusive.

Thc Commis:;ion's rnport cont.ain., jn adHition to th;e
Conmisslon's statement of the cnD,ificrations on which its
findings
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and recommendations were based, information on the
domesticc dairy situation, Federal programs for dairy
products, foreign trade, ard support programs and
export subsidies of foreign countries.

Oopies of the resort (T.C. Pub. 338) are available
upon request as long as the limited supply lasts.
Requests should be addressed to the Secretary, U.S.
Tariff Commission, 8th and E Streets, 4.X., Washington,
D.C. 20436.
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5. On October 19, 1970 Secretary Hardin recommended that the Tariff

Commission's recommendations be implemented. The Task Force on Agriculture

Trade of the Council of Economic advisors disagreed with Secretary Hardin and

unanimously recommended to the President, on November 7, 1970, that imports of

these items should not be cut off. Thus CE A did not forward Secretary Hardin' s

recommendation to the President. On November 30, 1970, Secretary Hardin in

a memo to Bryce N. Harlow, Assistant to the President, again pushed for a zero

quota on one of the items.

Page

_, _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ., ~ X _ _ _ . . .

Don Paarlberg to Paul W. McCracken with attachment. 70

~5a

5b. Memorandum, dated November 9, 1970, from

Hendrick S. Houthakker to Don Paarlberg 73

 5c. Memorandum, dated November 30, 1970,
from Secretary Hardin to Bryce N. Harlow
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The President
The White House

Dear Mr. President:

5a. Am'7'ACHZ'IEIv7T 5?0 DON PA-.~LS.' Go .'IF. /0!'.4,.'AvW'U_

(Retyped from illegible copy)

Filed

Please return to
F. A. S.

(Tab 5a)
October

19, 1970

I refer to Report 338 of the Tariff Commission on certain dairy products, containing findings
and recommendations in response to your directive of May 13 that the Commission
investigate and report on the necessity {or import controls. The products concerned are- ice
cream, chocolate crumb with a fat content of 5.5 percent or less, animal feeds
containing milk or milk derivatives, and certain cheese containing 0.5
percent or less by weight of butterfat.

As you know, the Commission found unanimously that imports of the four products are
interfering with the dairy price support program and recorrlmended zero quotas for all items
except the low-fat cheese. For low-fat cheese, the Commission recommended an anual
quota of 100, 000 pounds to permit continuance of traditional imports of "hard cheese, " a
specialty product which is in the same classification as skim milk manufacturing cheese,
the item which we seek to bring under control.

Two alternative proposals for your decision are being submitted by the task force chaired by
Mr. Houthakker. One is acceptance of the Corr.mission's recommendation in toto; the other
is establishment of import quotas in amounts equal to actual imports during the period July
1969June 197Q, inclusive.

I am firmly convinced that acceptance of the Commission's recommendations

is the only proper course of action. The Commission's investigation has t

substantiated my position that the trade concerned reflects in its entirety ,
(except for "hard cheese") evasions of the intent and purpose of existing t

import controls. To conclude that the July 1969-June 1970 period, in g
which accerating imports necessitated my recommendation and you. 'I
action, is "representative" is to deny both fact and logic. Failure to t

follow the Commission's recommendations can only strengthen the hands i

of the critics who charge that the Administration is unwilling to carry out ~-
the intent of Congress in enacting Section 22.

I urge that you accept the Tariff Commissionis recommendations and issue

a proclmation to give them effects as soon as possible. For your conven-
ience, a draft proclamation is enclosed.

Sincerely«signed

C LI FFOR D M . HAR DlS

(71)
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Sh. A.7S.7W7DRIX iiOUTsA~~ER ziIEv0RAgDyMJ gOVEprBER 9, 1950

-,vklXY~>~iC2bCTS D -~/~o-J~

. _  .

..PAUL W UBCRACKEN, C"^,* ^" Novembe r 9, 1 97 0

Hf NDRIK S HOUTHAKKER

HERBERT STEIN

S~v<tflt

 MEMORANDUM FOR DON PAARLBERG 'StCF'S - '" '-D-

Director, Agricultural Economics =

Subject: Dairy Import Quotas

As you know, the Task Force on Agricultural Trade has

made a unanimous recommendation on dairy imports to the

President. In view of this, there presumably is no longer any

need to forward the letter from Secretary Hardin to the

President which you sent to Paul McCracken on October 19.

We are therefore holding these letters. If you rant them

back, I shall be glad to return them.

,~m'L And
Hendrik S. Houthakker

4''' v At~g ~

~ ~ ~~~ ~ An.

In "r.e
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6. On December 16i 1970, Patrick J. Hillings of the Washington,

D. C. law firm of Reeves and Harrison gave Roger Johnson a letter

addressed to the President. It requested on behalf of AMPI, that the

Tariff Commission's recommendation of strict import restriction

be adopted. The letter referred to contributions to Republican candidates

in the 1970 Congressional election and to plans to contribute $Z, 000, 000

to the reselection campaign. Attached to the letter was an extensive

economic and political analysis of dairy import quotas. Roger Johnson

referred the matter to H. R. Haldeman. An undated memorandum from

John Brown referred it to "J. C., " who was to check with Ehrlichman and

Colson regarding whether the letter should be sent to the President. The
- -

letter ended up in Charles CO1SODI8 safe and Colson criticized Hilling5 for

sending such a letter. Hillings had not intended or expected that the

'President sac ate the first place and does not believe that the President

did see it. There is no evidence that the President ever saw it.

| — —

 6a. Routing memorandurrl from John Brown to

-

Page

J. C.; Memorandum, dated December 17, 1970, from Roger Johnson to H. R. Haldeman;
Letter dated December 16, 1970, from Patrick J. Hillings to the President with attached
memorandum .. 7E

 6b. Deposition of Patrick J. Hilling9, taken January 15,

197t, in Nader v. Butz, (D. D. C. Civ. No. 148-72)

 6c. Memorandum of Senate Select Committee inter-

view with Murray Chotiner on December 7, 1973,

as.... 96

and verifying affidavit.----------- -- -- - - - .. 107
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6a. JOSIV BROWN ROUTING MEMORANDUM

THE V:HtTE HCUS'

tesZl@>cr;>,~

 sag:)> JOHN P,RG'wY>'
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6a. ROGER JOHNSON ME7IORASDUM, DECEMBER 17 1970
Al—a#to;Rb \wN-DE~rNI ~ ) _ _

^ - T. Fr E XY H. rT E I {0 b'/ £

•Y.\SHtz CTO.S

December 1 {, 1') { O

TO:

FROAd:

H. R. HALDE;^2LAN

ROGER JOHNSON

SUBJECT: Letter to the President from Pat Hillinas.

Pat Hillings handed one the attached letter-znd asked that it be directed to
the President. It concerns a matter with which ootn Peter Flanigan a4d Chuck Colson are
fauLiliar and on which-they are wor}cinJ3.

<
/
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6a. PATRICK HILLINGS LETTER, DECE~@BER 16,__970 WITH TTA H D l'lEMORASDUBI

The tIo..o-able Ricr.a_d Wixon
The r.;ti.e 'r.OU52

>,Vzs'^.ington, D. C.

Re: §2) Tzrif. Cormission (blilJc) Resormendations
Presid,n~; >1 Oror1 nna-; ror

.This letter dlscusses a matter os sc=.e-delicacy

and of significant political impact.

Since Jznuary 1 tay Wzsnington partner tSlarion

rzarrison (one of your 1968 virginia Co-Chair:;ten) znd I have
~epreser.ted Associated M.ilZc P_oduce.s, Inc. ("Ai:3I"). At
t}r.e Nrnite Eouse in Septems2r yOU o-ivately met .3d~!:E?I ' s two
key leaderss Eiarold Nelson and Dave Parr. ,You scoNce by tele-
phone rror =de }:>each zt San Cle*mente to Secretz~y ıtardin artd
t.o Harold Nelson du_i..g A'M?I ' s annual coznventio, in Cslicago
Labo- Day weeScend~. You told Earold of you_ intent person—
Zlly to address A;~'5I's next annual convention (a sa ~ ering
of al;;:ost 30,'000 dairy far;:ers_ and their fam 1'~ es),

AMPI has followed our advice explics.ly and Will

do so in the 'uture. AaMP1 contributed about 5135,000.QO to
T;epublican candidates in the 1970 election. ;Ve are noW work-
ung wi 5 Tom Evans and EIerb Xal X ach ln setting uo z?crocri—
at~ chanwnels for A^°I to con9;-ibute S2 nzillion for you= re—

election. A*e?I also is funding a special project.

On September 21 the Tarifu Cormission recor:axtend2d

to vou, a,ter it did a study you requested in M.ay, four s?e-
cific quotaS for 'our s?ecific dairy p-oducts. These recom-
xnencations ar2 wel 1 docsmenwed a-.d bv no~.¢ are well lcnown in
the dairy znd related ir.dust_ies. No °residential Procl~n~-

~0;1 has been issued.

The prosl&n is ti,is. T.ne dairy indus ~y can..ot

un_e~stand why tiese tecOr_*endawions were not i..pl&nented
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6a. PATRICK HILLIIVGS LETTER) DECE E_ 6) 197' M:E:: A j 1y~_: ~SDUM

vety' quic'-.ltw. ,;ae longest tae lDe,aoc.ats eV2r 'oo'.ic to ir;tpl;K-.e:lt a Ta-i.t- Co.- issson ~#1'-/
Leco. e,-datio.a W>S 1Z

Aa~ws. 0n. o~.> Ow;:'S'O?,, D_eiw'de~n' ,,o:~rtsoa eXrea -..?osed cuot2s be.o=e re recei-ved the
TariXf Co..,.missior.'s r2cc-.2.2v.dn tions !

Tr.e overz' 1 parity ratio is at its loteres; SLrLce D-e_enb2r 1933. Fa~...e~s
genewallv are unha?;?v With .ne econo.2.y. You X^.ow ov",~ rar..bel • losses in tne elec.ion.

The Gov2r.>merLt saves money (by saving p.ice su?port payznen.s) and .he za.;,ier
m.a.<es money ~.~hen the rteco.mmenc-d C,uo.as are i;;t?osed. The ?-oducts are all *"evasion" produc's
- -~.a. is, ?-oduc's whic,a historically w2re not imported bu. xJnich.s.arWed .o be i~mpor.ed only a'.er
CU0'25 were inzosed on o.her produc's.

Tho dziry and. related indus.ries.havs grest r ~ '5 in your personal lead2rship . At .he
sa~L.2 tiLne, they a_ e sha'.cen by .he econor.y . The right ~cind o, Proclmm2 .iorL is- ' sued quic!clv
would d-ar.a-ize your pe_sonaL inte-os.t. ~ a large s2graen; o; agriculture.'

This probler;t is bogged down within .he Whw .e House. It is a. victim of .he
bureaucracy - the Trade B;11 peopl,e, the Nztional Secu~~i'y Council people, th2 domes.ic peopIe. It
has been studied and restudieqs It is not moving .

EJe write you both as advocat2s and 2s su??or.2rs. The time is ripe politically and
economlcallv fio i.=?ose .he recorm;londed quo.as. Secre-ary Hardin, uhe Tari^< Co. ..ission and the dairv
ir.dustry all suppor. this. All thaw is necessary is a s=;;?le Proclz.mation--imS?lement_-ng-the four
specicic Tariff Costuaission reco~.endz ~ ons .

' (We attmch a more detailod Mem.orandun. The su S ect is quite in.eresWing if you
have tim2 for it.)

,::~
:O J. HILLINGS

PJE:elc

Enclosure
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DeceXe~ 1, 1970

bE''O?t~N'DUS iO TH_ S?ECIE COBSZL TO T=Y PP—SIDZ'-a.T

Dai In2ustrv Sunco~t ~o— S22 T2-i---
~y a - -

cor-,isslon .~eco;~ ..n-.ca:-~ ons
- - -

1. Introduction

The dairy industry su??orts the §22 Tari'f ConmissZon reco~zwm2nZations for iruport
cuotas ard 0?s0s2s the Vinite House stafr pro?osal. This Mer.or2ndan is written on be..alc OL OUs
client, AssociaWed blil:C P_oducers, Ir.c., re?resenting a veray t;t2jor seg;;lent of t.he dairv i-.custry,
in Stl??O_w of the Presiden.'s issuing a Proclz—.ation i:;l?le..enting ~>.e §29 Tari'; comnission
~eco;::mendations exactly zs reco.~.en.ded by the Tariff Cor.nnission.

a. §22 Tariff Cozutnission Recorsmendations

The Tariff CoI;unission has recommer.ded to the Presi— dent that he set quotas of zero for
"ic2 cre~m"; o' ze~o ro_ certnin chocolat2s; OL zero for certain ani~.21 ~~eeds; 2;ld or 100, 000 pounds
per annmm fo~ certain lowfat cheeses. These recorn2ndations are based ui?on historic inrorts.

b. Staff P_o?osal

Th2 staf' cron0s2s to subm_t to the P—es t dent a

reco.._..erdation that h.e set siuotas cirast_callr hiq;;-2r t;2ZL
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6a. ATTACHMEST TO PATRICZ HILlISGS LETTER
-

- 2 -

^:-o je reco.. .e-._ed of t.<e 't2-iL- ^ CO.. ,i osion - s?eciwicall ~, 5 ,, I1 oa ,oU~.-, (o~ 4)3;,)Dt, ,11'-,..;) wo- icr c~ea..; '5 .-cl' ~ca ~ou~._s .o~ -

..ocDla_e; L7 .xEil I io.n pour._s wo~ an_.m.al _2-Zs, 9 .:ts llioa pour.c:s wor lot.v-at cheese.

The stz=~ 's recc-.^..endation ev~dently is based u?on 2 synthesis o_ zd.-,itt2dlsz di--icu'. .or2ic.n t~2de negoWiation

consideravior.s, 2 12c:< or full rea'iz2tion o' the- econo...ic i-.sact o~ its _eco;2==.-C2tior.s u?on tiae ^3,~.e_ican dai K ir.dSust~xt; a rtir.~'...izatio-, o_

~70ssible Zo..n2s'i_ _olitical incact z..d a non-2c'.<nowlecq2.-.e:lt o; th- ev2s b on _actors involved in ~he recer.t c,_a.matic ir.creases in i:z?o_ts.

We fully recos;lize tne cif,iculty ow .n2 sta,- 's assigr^.ent. 1z.'2 beii2v2 t-.at the a??~oach taken by t;ae sta_-has r.ac2 that

assisn...2:Lt rtore di_--ctalt. 172 are hoce_ul t..e fac.s set forth in this M~morarfdu.m 2..d irv th2 tables a'~tacned will be help'ul.

A??arently at least ore rWe;ab2r OL .he

concerned thot we I;ıwgnt be under the ir;t?ression the dairy
incustry has so;ne kind or legal rig'-.t to quotas as recom-
3nend12d by the Tarir- Co:;s.ission. Obv~~ously we are u..de~ ..o
such i=mDressiorl. The statute is clear. vh2 Presicen. has
absolute disc_etion, unr2viet,zable in the court5, ar.d 'ina7
auSzority. (Inde2c.,.ir W2 had a legal right, the-e 'sJOU1G b2

noahirg about which to negotiate. )

2 Political Considerations

Since this firm began to reoresent A~x2I, that orgarization has been, and regardless oX th2 outco:a2 oi this matte~ will

continue to b2,vlost hel?'u_ to the Ad;ninistra+;on.

EIowever, neither A*~'9I nor ar.y other source o_ leace~shi: ir t:e d2i.y industry can guarantee the sU??o-t of t:.e me.ine~sr.i? and o_

those manv seg;nen'S o~~ voters who Gi-eCtl't o_ inci~2ctly a~e tied in to the 2gricultu-a) ezor.o~.y. As tne recent election has snowrt, the eco.,o;;tic issun is fo_

e

~::ost in ti,e r.ircs o; x;lany voters ar.d, _easonably o_ oth2—zise,
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Tne dairy rar.=ers ' 1972 vote ooviousl~o is not

con' ng to tu~-. totally u?o-. t:-e ~uotas se- Xo~ d2irtr prod-
UCtS . riOt~~eVert that is o..e o l~ ~. ar.y -acto-s w;>ich S° ir.to

tho n.ise tnat •:lti.-ately oot;> ?sycholo~-cal' y a-.d eco-.o.aic-
ar ly 2r [~ects t'ne dmi-y far...ers ' rel2tio-.snis with tne od-
...i-.istration. Xhe present lac.e of 2cco-:1 as to cuotas is
pa-ticl!la~ly puzzling to t~.ose cai_y 'ar-.ers __

sos:^~isticated to be aware or t:~e situatio-., a nis~.ber w..ich
incre2S2s as ti;:le passes. This is so oecaus~ ir. ta.e cast
Lne dairy industry i;;ore o ten t;.ar. not has sought quotas

stticter than th~os2 recow,,.ended Dy the Tari - Co..;mission.

rIe~2 tne ir.dustry seetes onlf to i;2.?le~.ent t..e -eco..2.er.ca-
tions o- tne Tari.f Cor;umission. Farr.ers cnnnot ur.cerstanc

tzhe suDtleties or di?lomXatic negotiation. 'fhen t:o.e Tari._

Co~.mission issues a detailed, -2ctual ar,_ convi;oci..g ~esort,
bas2d u?on a study directed by the Dresisent, ~a ~ ers co ..ot
understand wny tne Presidentbwill not accept 'ne recc.-.S-.2..ca-

tionS contained in the report. (Tne fact t:r.at those of us ir.

}7ashingto:l allegedly more so?histicated in t..ese m2tters C2:L
ur.derstand sozne or the pronl~ms, un ortu..ately, is nei'~her

relevant nor convincing. )

The dairy industry exists in varying proport'on
in all 50 states. It is s-,rongest in som.e or those states
which tradi'ionally are Wne 'oackbone or ReE7uzlican votin5
strength ard which the President must ca~~y in 1972. So;;te
65% of all milk used in rlanu_actured dairy products co;;s.es
Irom Lhe Dakotas, DIinnesota arld Elisconsin, In the recent

election, W2 lost every statewide race in those four states.

We aIso lost five House seats. Ple do no. suggest -~ie dif-
'erence in the am.ount of a cuota on a dairy product would
~:tean the dif erence ir.'such races. r.Je do suggest ',-hat the
ooli.ical conside~atio-.s tw.nich motivate recognition of the
dai~y indl!st~y's im?ort p-oble,~ns are sig;lifica;lt in the

total voter reaction in those states.

The welCare of the dairy indust-y is closely tied

to '~ae Gover-ment. In large r:teasure this is a~ conseC^uence
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s _-. in-~ezzi..> c:a.~ t ?_cduct.ort. F:o-w-

Bot'n pstzchologica' an.d price cor.side.atio:lS 0- the

dairy industry s;.ould ::e cons der2d .he latte~ ca;l be eDc-

plair.ed r..o_e readily tnan the rorm2r.

As Tasle VI indicates, i~ the st2._ cro:zosal were

im?lemei-..ei, d2-~—y ra-;r.ers wouid lose an esti..,_tec.

$~,6fl9,000.00,

The psyc;~ological l:ilow to the dairy ir.dustry would

be meaning,uI, di---icult thougla it is to attem?t to ex?lain.

At the present tire, there is substantial pe-sonal

su??o-t ,or .he President in the dairy and related incus-
trieS 2nd, e:;cept for .he present adverse econo;.ic co.dn'tiorl
in the cou>.trar, t;e~e is sene~21 d2iry 'armer sU??ort ro. ~he
Administr2tion. The sources for this ,eelin5 a-e many - the
dairy farr.erus personal ac.miration for tr.e President, the
d2i_y Xarmer's natu~al inclination (in r.ost states, particu-
la.ly ou-side -~h2 Sou'~h) totward thae Re?ublican Dar'v, the
flairv farmer's a??reciation of his good relations with th2
present Adr.ir.ist_ation and o.r.er-~a-.ors.-- The tairy farme_
reasonably cannot ezc;pect to get fro.n tnis Adt;tinistration,
or ,rom any other, every hir.g he wants. Eoweve~r to tur:L
hin co-*n in 2:1 area where anotr.er bodv of the Government,
ostensibly s?ea~cing with great e:;2ertise, publicly has reco:;l-
mended soraething .ae ~-ants, ris'cs a psychologlc21 blo~w o~~
unprecictaDle pro?ortisn. (Du5 so;:te kno~v, th2r2 are also otr.er
consideratLo..s wh,r .>->"SI cannot 2wrord 2nV psychologic21 block

to its presen. activities. )

Even r.ore co;r.?licated th2n the direct psUcholosic21
re?ercussion is the co;:g.sined pSV_.ologrcal and economic re-
;~~nen so3e pu~cnnse~s a_e allo.ved to purcr.2se i;z-
po-.ed dairv procucts at a price less tharl all o'her pu_-

chasers =.uSt ?axr ro~ d0.-.2stn'c p~o;sxcts, th.ere is 2n unfair
cos. adva?.t--- to 211 o-h2r purchase_s. If the stawf p.o?os—
Zl b2 i pl:-.--.'ed, tr.>t un air cost 2dvantage would be abou,

$3, 510, 000. O ' ;rable VI) .
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T'ne 2xercis2 or t^at aCva-.4ace ter.cs 'o have a

hi5:^R. ?-'cos .or cairy ?-o_u_ts. How2ve_, as 2 -~atter
Gr su~v_val, ,t r>b~s_ tavo- ao th2 •-~i-~i~ (1) t-.>e r.oldi-.g

or ures2t.t ?-ices and k2B' ?~ice incr2=seS ':tasec unon cost

of livi-.g | nc_2as2s ar.d i>.c-2as2d ;3-scuctio.. costs. ~h2
cr2ztio.. oi an un_ai~ ::)~ice 2cV2ncnse to a s.v.all por.ion

or ?~c:nasers has a negative i::t?etus on thes2 goals.

4. Evolutn on or I.—.corts

The evolution of inzo-ts of ice c~e2m, chocolate, zni;nal feeds and lowfat cheese~ - the D22 ite.ns - is particu' arly relevant.

Normally im?orts o~ a product, dai~y or o Che~wise, rise o_ fall accordi..g to a pattern ;Zhich relates to inter".al d~~m2nd zrd c'ost

com.petition eacto-s. In the instan-e o_ these §22 products, as with 2 number or other dairy :~roducts in recent years, the rise in ir;lports is sudden and drarnatic.

.2Sp?erci:e A, which recroduces page 19 of tol2 522 Fee?ort, by tzble sr.otvs th7s increase. Ice crea:;l went f-or;t Z2ro in the first fiv2 months of calencar 1969 to

2,583,000 gallons in the last seven morx~hs or c21encar 1969. In the first seven s:tonths of cale;ldar 1970, it tv2nt to ~,012,000 gallons. Thus, in the fisc21 year 1970,

total ice crea:;t i.=?orts were al...ost 6,600,000 gallons — an acceleration fro;;t zero! The fisu~es are siI:~ilar with r2s;?ect to th2 other products.-. Iow_at cheese had

I;tinii;.al im?orts through ,he ye2rs but these, too, increas2d dra~2satically in 1909 2nd 1970. Con?lete calend2r 1970 figures are not av2il2ble. Howeve_, 211

inforraed sources see~n irl agr2ement ',h2t th2 rate of acceleration continues unabated .

Ira?orts a??ear to be rur.ning pres2ntly at about 1.49s of total do;nestic dairy productior.. Since 1953, iz?o~ts have run zs losf as

0.4g, as hi5'n as 2.fl% (19ol). As tne in_o~;nation at ?age 55 oi tr.e 522 ~>e:Dort ir.dicates, irn?o~ts now z??ar2rLtly 2=2 rising zgain. (T;ne igu-e or 1.4t0 -

risi- s — is to b2 cont—asted t.~itr. a—. e:;?c—t _~u=e ior 1969 o. O.89s. O~ course, even if exDo~ts i;l pe~centile ter.W.s ecu2llel or e:c_e2ded

i:;z?orts, t;.e cost cisadv2-.t252 to -~he c.3-~~ and ~e}ated indust~ies and to -~he ta:c?aye; ~-ro_s;a su?co_t p_icas wou;lA co;lt;—._r . )
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T;ne reaso..s for the st:dde^n 2-.d dr^..2Lic rise in
srts o t:.eie ;'our ?-o-s~--S are eas~s to - ' since

19O3, ther2 nave seen bo2 QL!ot2S oa s0..t2 d2_rzf produc.s.

r.S 2 cuooa is i;;t?osed a..d en~~orc2d, fo-eic;l co~X~?etitors
-i,.d a 100s;'012 w-. t;^e for;n o. ano.:ner proc~~cW r.ot t:a.~er
c~oWa. The,~ then co~ .e~.ce excortinb o_ t..at non-czuota

product. Since th2 Presicenti21 Procla.-t~ o.. o fianuary
19s9, roreign prodWcers ;>1V2 ...o5sed to t;~e loo?..cles re?.e-
sentec, baz th2 present a::as2nce 0C quotas in ~ha four §22

2- oluc ts,

5. Ret,zard for Evasion
- - - - -

As TzblesI 2nd TI inzicate, tr.e stz'. pro?oszr would rewa-d the ,^oreign eveder for his success ul
evesior. In o-9.er tYo-ds, the foreign producer dic not ex?o~t, for ex=?.?le, ice crea:rl, until ~iscal 1970. , F:e ex?orted -it ~tlen only because a
prior ?~oclaz.ztion h2d cu=t2 led his expo,tlng certain o A er products. As -9 e 522 Re?o-t sho~.Ys, the record Oc im?o,•s in tr.e dai_y i.dust~y is '^e

record of successful evasions. The foreign ex?o~ter pu~sues a rele;ntless cues. for z loo?hole - a ?-oduc• for the m.oment not under quotz.

- We perceive no reason why successrul evasiow should b2 rexarded.

It has been sussested that the pro?osal for ice cream w-ould "roll b2cOc" or "cu_ back" ice c~ea;n
im?or.s to 259s of calend2r 1969. Expressed in that frame or reference, this proposal seems strir.g2nt. However, i- one looNcs at the record of ir.corts,

one finds th2t the_e-were r.o imcorts of ice c~ez.n until calendar l9o9. Consecuently, to.roil bacl.c or cut l::ac!c
to 25t1 of those l.mports is r.o-.ollbacZc o~ cu-5 ac.lx at all, bu_ r2ther is a ~ewz,d .o the roreis;l
exporter fo~ his zssidtzousr.ess and act:men in discove_ins that ice cream - itselr an un_inished product un~ecognizable
zs ice c_eam - r.ight o~re_ z loo?nole. so xr.aXe the ZS% figu-e or anv othe_ rigu~e z.eanir.crrux, the r-z;;le o- reference musu be relevant. Ir ona is
50hr.g to litit a cnic!cen thie~ to tie n=mber of chicken.s he r~av steal, one siould use zs his r_a;ae of reference th2 h'stori-al years during which there

was no t,iieve-y ra'~her thar. the rhost ~ecent year c~s,ing which wor o..e re2son or a..o'^er t:.e chic';en '~hieX began
his nefarious zctivi,!, '^t~;;2nty-.ive oercent or an evasion is an evasion - to se o.~cise, zn evesion
zt the rate or 5,C3C,000 courds o~ o33,500 sallor.s znnually.
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t^te stro-.gL=r enjo~-. ucon t:^e staf£ the arisdo.= o_
s2l ec-i-.~, a -.ena -.~ ~1 -5..e o- _e e~e-.ce - t^.e histo_ cal

e~:s d=-i..g ';tiC . t:-2se efrasiort ?~o_u_'s were ..ot i-.

-D_ -ted. RS the Xari_~ Co.. • SSW o-. as statec, " . . . th2
::>2rio;4 in xr^.-cn st Ce ir~.crzaseS in 5-also.ts occurred caa..st

srv?erXy se r- g~-dec aS sei.-~ t:-e WA012, or rra-:, O. a re?

reseotntive perio_ witni.. z:ze ce2.> ng 0_ the statute. To
co so ra,ces th2 ' re?resen~~ ti~se period ' conce?t ;near:i.~g-
less; it noW only i-.?ro?e_lV increas2S the r.,7ni..u.n per.W.is-
sisle cu2:ltities o articl-s Waic'n ;;lay se i;;tzorted but alss
z ectzs t..e ecuities ow t.-.e -oreisn countries t..at suv?lied,
a-,d 'h2 i..?orte-s who iin?s-tea, the t_aditional ir.?o_ts o'

cairy produc's . . . . " Page 20, §2) Re?o~t.

with res2ect to ~¢ree or tie 'our §2) products
ther2 is not evert a suggestion o an alleced rollbacJc. As
Table II do~.onstrates, the pro?osal would ner Wi. chocol2te
im?orts,10 tis:72s s-e2ter than tjhe ac.ual in?oAts 'o_ calen-
dar 196i, anit:tal 'eed i;a?orts twice greater th2r. =.e actlsal
ir-?orts fo_ calend2r 19o3 and lowfat c:^eese ir~?o=ts t._e2

tie ac.ual' i=..?orts for calendar 1969.

The line o''reasoning be:-.ind such sussested per-
ulssisreness can se only one or botz of two constt der2tions,
either unacce?tasle to tho dairy industrv. The first
would be th2t-cuotas ir tco low zre unen orceaızle. The

o her- would be that the proposed quotas are- less tn2:l is—.—

ports will be i;t 1970 o- would be in s0;=2 ruture vear. As
to enforceability, it seems clear ~ha. the simpler r~eans
to facilitate enforcement is to set a zero cuot2 - any
quantity is unlawrul, no reasu~e~.ent or guessing as to
prior imports is _ecuired. As to portended increases, spch

reasoning only stir,ulates a feverish--ef-fort-ra:}idly to in-
crease irnports If inL?orters are given to unne~stand ~hat
futur2 quotas will be set in relation to what the irn?orter
might do in the £uture i^ given the.tir..e ar.d encou_2se~ment
to do it, the in?orter will b2 rew2rd2d for his ingenuity
znd speed in IindwIlg evasion ?-oducts 2nd du,..?ing as many
of ~hon as possible and as quicl>.ly as possible upon ~he

American —.a_ 'cet.

As Tables III, V and VI delr.onstrate, the staf-
s-0?0s21 azould cost the tax?avers money in the form o,

Dep2.tr,ent o; A5~icultu_e (CCC) suppo.t payments or would
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cost tie dairr a~..er -a-.eto ;^roU-Xa proc.ct d7s70cation. ~:.e, ~or~.~r loss :;cufd .,e ''D'_- o3,~;4D,GiU.OC ar.c ;:ze lrtte_ loss ;~oulc :>e awo_.

is,o4D,0CO.OO.

The present pro?osal t.;ou'~ c lesiti~.,ze i.n?or.s o- S9,300,000.GO xtoereas ZC_u-l i.-.?orts ?=ior to caler.car 1909 o, t:^e
sa-.-e rzur ?-odUCtS -:e~e onl~t $20,000.02. It is eas:¢t to cis..iss tne t:h.ole subject as of limitec ..eanir.S by assigr. m.. Z perC2ntaSe for i..:?o~ts
ir. co...car- son ,o so~.e astro~.o~.ical but i_releva-.t _iC~^re zs, ,or e:ca..?le t:^e percen.2ge o i...?orts to total do...estic cairz ?~ccu;>tno-.. HosJe-
7er, a;;^erl orle vietJs t:-~e 2ctus1 dol72rs z..d considers .r.at t;.e ?_o?osa' would lesiti—ize z;?or_s at 2n im._-ease ~~~o::~ $20,000.00 to $9,300,COO.CC, t;-

.e ir.pac. be

7, Relations:^lc o' §2/ Dairv P=oducts

It has been suggested th2t ice cream 2ccounts for 889s o_ ~>e rou= §22 prodncts, th2t t..e percentile incre2se 'or ice crean is

less 'Ean for the ot:ner three p-oducts 2:ld tnat, t;.e~efore, by sc~.e alcheav, the total ::roposal shoulc ;>ave no dollar af ect unon t:^e dai~-y. ands

related industries

One sh.oul d note initiall y tnat ice c_ e~n does not re?reser.t 8893 of t;.e total of the our crodt;cts. On th2 hasis o solics
not fat l:teasurement, it represerlts ,only 9,000,000 pouncs o~ 393 - baz r2- ~e least o~~ tne four p-oducts. On the basis of f2t :?.easu-e~.ent, it
rep_esents 25,000,000 pou.ds o~ 7695. Because a;uir;~al feecs a_e not a fat produc;, co..n?2-ison on the Sasis or .a' r.n.easurezzerlt omi.s 170,000,000 pounds or'

solids not rat mieasurem.ent as to ani;nal reeds and renders tne eneirn h_cic c~_ ~ :-us21ess. See Table I5J.

. _~.. WCLi—CL::> _.~~ ~~~~wse D<laLa | Vs ~~Wi.LJCL_ w sort

On t'ne basis o' a dollaw conca=ison, ice c.eam also is the smallest of the '~our ?-oducts - see T201e V, showir.g that ice

c~ean re?resents $1, 300, 000.00 co:;t?a-ed to $1,400,000.00 _o~ chocolate, $r,700,000.00 fo_ lotxfat cheese,
$3,900,000.00 for 2ni~.zl 'eecs, a total o£ Sg,300,0oooooX -;err 0;1 '~ne b2sis oL i..^o~ted value as distingt!ish2d f-o;;l cc:rtestic value, ice C-22.2
~e?.ese;lts the small2st value, S500,0CC.OO of $o,790,0CO.OO.

Thus, it is incorrect eO co,.te .d t;nG ' the~e should be no p-onlz; becaus2 t;-e.e i~.a roll_ac'~ as tO
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is t':Ros oF th.e totaL pac'<~age. This

(2) _ecruse i_e c_e~.= F s nst to se rolled bac.< but rathe_
i5 to be i..cr-2as2d Otf 5,COC,OOO _ou.._s or 638,500 gallons
ov~~ its ?~e-1903 i.-Wco-t 12vel. 1/

Sy XS. con..en. 15 an ~.-.?=o?er rzelns o ;z.easurer;.enfi, ~ve

r.ote the cor.^.~ent o t:-e Tarif Co..mission.

". . s In examinirlg tihr e~~fects o. im?orts
on the o_ ice-st:p-ort ?-oC: rams, it is Wher2-
fore recessary to §ive due consiceration
not o..ly to tWe butter zt, but also to the

nonfat raillc solids contained therein.

bImpor's or r:!ary of the basic for;as oiS
nonfa. milic solids (i.e. r.onbat dry milk,
dry buttermilk, ar.d dry whey) have been sub-
jecW tJ 5ection 22 GUot25 since the initial

section 22 cuotas w2re establish2c in 1953.

Sir.ce th2t t me ...ost o~ the e.=.ph2sis on im-
ports of dairv products has been on oroducts
containing butte-rzW and ro ..on~~zt ;RilZc
'solids or on products containing larg- p-o-
portions o' butterfat in relation to t:~.eir
nonr2t milk solids co.tent. As the im?ortz—
tion of -,hese.products h2s increased tney
have senerally been ,olaced,.und2r..section 22
lini{:ztions to 2-event -,hem fror;l inter'ering
with the price sup?ort prograr.s,

~As the imoo-ts of dLairr orocucts with
significant butterFat content have been for
the mos, pa~t b_oe~gnt under section 22 controls,
im?orters hav2 now also turned their attention
to~ward oroducts which contain litwle or no
butteriat, bu. which.cont2in sigaiLicant
amounts or nonfat r:til'.e solids (e.g., th2 zni—
mal feeds and low--a' c'nees2 consice~ed in
this investisation). r.lh2n measu.ir.g i;.^.ports

o. sucr. products, mil'.e ecuivalency on a butte-

fat basis is oDviQusly o~~ 1ii:titod us2-ul-

ness . O . . @~ Pages 5-0, 522 Repo~t.
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Procl t'.>e .^o-ecDoi-^gS it s:^ould be cle2r tn2t .;ne

dairv indus-=y cae-.ot 2Zce?P t.-e sca - ?~o?oss1 as a hel?

-ul i...?le.-.er.t^;io:l o- t; e 522 =eco._..e.-catio:ls o_ as ;1 Si5-

r.ifiz24t st2? tov2-^ solvin.5 t;.e pro's12;n oL e~sasion i...?o=ts.

It also s:oulc. be cl2ar t~L2t, -.erits zside, ?_ac ical poli-i-
C'l co?sidera_io~.s .=lilitate in t:.e cirectior. o' i~..?l~ne-*tir.g
529 reco. .e~.datio:ls, 2t leas. to t:o2 e:st2>t r.ot to'all-y pre-
cllqGec. my a cou-.tervaili?.g poli-ical (zs cistinSuisnec go.
di?lz.—. n tic ) co ?.S id e_ a tion . 2/ /f

CX,'47,>ug, g ,7,,<~S X

k— SSE0N _D'.itfN' _EDOuo0N <

~7 Th-e C'plo;;.ati_ cor~.si_~-atio?s should not be uncue. A

reasonzDle roreigrl negotiato~ t.:ould ;^ave to 2cztit t:^at
-~he discussio;l co-.ce~r.s e~wasisr. ?-ocucts.ard t:ont t:-e
histo~ical and rae2n.izg-ul base pe_iod is t:n_t o -e=o
o- neglicible i;a?orts. m:~e assij:u-.e.at o o~nr di?lo-
m.atic r2sotiators strsot:ld be to neSotiate ~..e result -.ve
desire, r.ot to li;3it tSe r2sult by '=.e diffiCtwlty o than

rxegotiatio..s .

(89)
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23b. HERBERT ZALMBACH DEPOSITIOIS, APRIL 30, 1973, SMADER v. BUTZJ
10-15,

 t; 19--22, 46
_ _  _  _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

.

|s t;liFi stlettte —e .

1:

46

Q isow we discussed earlier tit you had been asked to
. .

; s;?eRk bX xrarious sseople about tllese Z2iry cor.tributiorls by th s
. .

,, perss>n i n the i?hite House w}lose r~~ne you caxlr~~~~t restvmber, and j, you

indn cate d then that orisl of 

FjerEnett a;ad Mr. Sloen. llas there arlynzae else ytDLl were asrd *~~n sp<<>k to?

A sfeL!~~ I thsLok M~~. E~~~~sot wus one! clf tbe people I M&s askfw3 tls

ss> esX~~; to, arn I r~~erZh~~ thst wte hail sone casazal c°n.v~~sttS.oar .t;kS t adrLsed

h~~at t~~SJe tishe ttlt in my Rtiew >he ~~ch~~ics t~~e ~~re Sillg ¢s -ablishe2

zf.rere stlE~icierlt 2.,d wXouS c be suffici.ent b accs~~.z~~:lish the pu~~vose cf tvrb

Sloan in rece:i-* . contribuR:i o::s .r>n the d~~r trustE; .

Q ~~,cnr yOu a1so indicated thz.t you talked to Yurray Cho zir,er

a~~_,n,t ti.is. '.fas ~~he one of the peop 1 e vou were asked to talic to?

A It riay h2stre been 9Rut Di~~ray G'lotiner I thin~~~~ *~~at tim.e | waC counse:L

to Re2ves and zorrison arLd - t was altogether to be $! expec_esh t-at Murray
Chotiner r.ight have b{s~~n one cf tz?le peo?5 e 4 I spoke '~~o but I ca:n' t again

state it 2S a fact,

S) No~~w, go~~rlg back to 2 decision you .~~azdex that -was reS lected in

thi~~--I guess '~~he ~~.adison Ho~~e_~~-=

A Yes, tohat second xT eetirlg .

(191)
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I ._

3

9

1t)

1 1

12

]3

CROSS-EX£iMIIJAtION 2 ByL

Mr. CIoldbloot?:

 3 Q I have a couple of questionss Or. I4elson~~ During the

-I course of your various discussions with members of

5 Congress or Congressional staffs members or the President

6 or members Or the White tiouse staff or with whomever you

X may have come in contact or officials Or the Department

of Agriculture in connection with your efforts to
obta'n

a satisfactory -a that is, satisfactory to your
interests

result concerning the price support level were there

discussions to the effect that the making of
political

contributions 'my the agricultural trust would have
an

effect or an impact, upon the dectsions to be
reached by

4 the Government as to the price support level?

;' A hbRolutely note

Did anyone intimate to.you that the making of political

,,

contributsonst or for that matters the failure to

make political contributions, would have any kind

of effect on such a determinate on?

N°s they did not. And in the course of your

discussions did you or others rep-esentingo your



Interests suggest that the making of political

contributions right have a beneficial result? Not

absolutely not.

MR. GOLDBLOO.,~~ I have no further
questions

(192)



23c. HAROLD NELSON DEPOSITION, FEBRUARY 71 1973, FADER v. BUTZ, 76-77 7

l A I'd Just like to say this: I take it that what you're

2 asking me -- the essence of what you were asking

r.e ts,

3 was there a quld pro quo.

1 Q Exactly.

o A There's never been a quld pro quo in my total experience
r

()

b A_ Mr . Barrera 9
_ ___

CROSS-EXAl~~iSlThTIOl;
. . —

HI

8 Q Just by stay Or cl2rtSylng the people that may have
been

9 present at the meetin~~azhlch you've already given
SOTn2

I) namesa both as to those that may have been with the

1l Presldent~~s staff and those that may haste been
with the

12 farm groups in number,would you hazard a guess as to
hoof

1:3 many people may haste been there all told?

A:;

A:

,

—

'~~~ A As I recall, the meeting was in the Cabinet Bloom
and the

I) Cabinet table wrao full - the seats at the Gabinet
table

lti

1 ,

1 18

)(

'v'!I

.51



_  : .

-- and chairs were arranged In back of the

Presiderit with people occupyfnS thern.. So I would say

-- thaws very hard to figures I would say ifs you

started counting, though a a total of thirty-five to

Plfty people in there. IFd say probably nearer

thœrty-flve. I could be wrong On thats too. Ion sure

they know how many were An there, but It was a

goodly number OS people.

Q The $8=oo.oo loan to l;ld-Ar.erica, do I recall your

having said that you did or dffld not recall the

possibility Of Slough a loan?

(193)



23d. DAVID PARR DEPOSITION, DECEMBER 12, 1972, iVADER v. BUTZ, 152-53

152

_ v

!2. DoBrkovIn: I have no more
questions.

MR. GOLDBLCO"I: I have a few questions, Sir.
Parr.

EYS2lIt-i.ATION BY CCUI-X2EL ON KEYS F OF
DEFEND'S

BY M1S1. G0mO3X0OtI: _

In co,~~mection with the efforts that you

testified about in which you participated to obtain a

change in the Secretary's lsia.ch i2 decision to maintain the

price support levcll at $4.66 2 

what it had been the previous year, dad you either

believe, or say to anvone, that the marring of political

contributions by TAPE to any committee or group

supporting either the President oX the United States a,

Dcl,~~_b'~~h^ar Con.=_esstona1 candidates could achieve

a change in the price SU-pPD§4 determinations

A No. Q Din anyone ever say to you, either directly or by

iraplic2c'0n, or by irl,erence that if political contributions

were mau2 by TAzz to co-L.nittees which were Republican

in nature, that t'-.~~ matins of those political contributions would se's

to effectuate 2 change in the price supDort determin^-tion of

the Secretary of March 12, 1971?

A Co.

Q Do-you believe that the making of political contri-

but~~.ons by Tii?~~, or by any other poln tical trust associated

(194)
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153

wf th a dziry farr..er orgcenv zation caused the chznge in the p2*ice support
deter;:tir.ation of the Secre',ary of Rgriculture

of 04arch :25, 1971?

A No.

EiR, GOLDBLCO+8s: I have no ifureher au>@_,^;v~~.

t!2. CTEELr: I have no questxons.

W.e are not going to walve signature, buf please

send the origin21 to tIre EJllso;l, and he wi.ll handle it quicke-.

(Whexeucony at 5:CO o'clock, p,m., the taking of the depositicn

:vas eoncluded, )

(195)
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113

l dairy groups, that this part.ic:ular committee of Which adz-. Hump

jl was Chairr!atl, was not 50 used?

A T was not aware and I am net now amaze.

IxLR. CEICiTINJ'.fl: Olsaye I haven't any more questionse

MR. (DOLOm.LOO.S: I have a fell

EMAl.-IIN2'.'.~~'In)tN DX COtiNS:ERL FQR DEEENDaiNTS

BY ]4Rs GOhD2I.2ODI:

Q Is.r. Harrisfun, yell te>3ei£ied 

activities .ial terms ox repress Sting the interests of your

clients .~~ cor~~}lecuion sixth the dairy prioe support leazel alid

the dttezmznaFicon of that level during 1971, in particular,

meetings thee you hatS tfitFs various officials of the Department

of Agriculture and representations sslfimh you Lade in con~~nszcb ic:

with meetirjgs, to various personnel on the ttX2lite Louse staf..

No.., barring, that is keeping aside any privileged commvaicatic:

which you may have had with your clients, did you at any time

during the presentations that you made to officials of the

Department Or Agriculture or personnel on the Wllite louse staf

or for that matter, anyone else, Discuss the matter of political

| contributions that were made or were going to be Dade or the

jl possibility of their being Dade in connection wtith~~our

efforts to obtain a satisfactory result for your clients'

interests on the dairy price support level?

A No.

tEPORIING to.
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113-

114

114

f

Q Did you ever at any time in the course of your

i
activities to obtain a satisfactory result for your clients '

interests suggest or intimate or say that political cvntribu-

tions ought .]32 mane ma t::hat This would XDe a jay of achieving

a s;atisfac:tory result for that deten,litlation?

.
A lXow

Q Did anyone ever Suggest to you freon the personnel of the

I:;e2arer~.~ent of S.#gric~llcx~we, personnel on ahe T^2hite ISousc staff ox ~?ny~^

hore er.se for tn2'; matter,that Lf political . contrile3stions were made by you>.

clients;, that this would help t.

 | to achieve a satis:fasat:zzy result for yowls CliClNt5 § intere<ttzX t

Zt Certainly not. t

FIR. GOLI5RLOOM: I have no further questions.

I!IP.. DOBROVIP~: Do you have ally questions, I'll ChotiJle.

MR. CROTI'Su.: I nexrer ask them.

MR. DOBROVIR: Thank you very much for coming by. I guess we

w Al see you tomorrow.

TIE: IIITN'-SS: Let me indicate on the records I am here in response

e to a subpoena of the United States District l Court for the District of Coluxabia

issued by a Deputy Clerk thereof on motion of Err William A. Dolarovir, attorney

for ' & plaintiffs in this case.

[17hereuporl, at 3:40 o'clock p.m., tine taking of t'le . deposition

was concluded. )

tEtORltEStO,INt |,
. . .. _

(197)
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2Xi. Econoznic and traditional p()3itical considerations vere the only

basis of the decision to increase the price support level. Increased costs and other

economic factors raised by dairymen, the political pressure Which precluded a veto of a

bill which nvould set parity at a rninimum of 85% and possibly as high as 90%, the

potential threat of production controls which would decrease the milk suppler and the

need for an increased supply of cheese were factors which caused Secretary Hardin to

change his earlier decision.

_ _ _ _ ~~~~

Page
 24a Affidavit of Clifford M. Hardin, filed March 1i, 1972,

in Nader

 24b ~~C5CC Docket MCP 9Sa, Anle-nc}lmel1t I and attachments............... 208

NOTE: OBJECTIONS HAS BEEN RAISED BY CONGRESSMAN
SEIBERLING THAT THE E!~~tTIRE PARAGRAPH IS A
CONClUSION RATHER THAN A STATEMENT OF
INFORMATION WITHIN THE RULES OF PROCEDURE OF
THE COMMITTEE.

(199)



24a. ClIFFORD HARDIF AFFIDAVIT, MARCH 19, 1972, NADER
v . BUTZ

Clifford Hard u
aSJi:davit, ! _r v. Putz,
March 7^ 1~ > - 4

7Rctrr,ed frOn Fndi_tinrt original

Ul'ITDl S::4T-S DISlItICT COUTzT
Foil TIE DISTRICT OF COLU VIA

BALPillvh~-:~, at al., )

Plaintiffs, X

Y. g
E:4.RL L. BU2Z, et. al., )

Defendants. )

AXTIDA5SI
T

SlAlE OF I<ISSO'JRI )
)

CIC[Y OF Sl'. LO'JIS ?

SS.

Civil Action lQo. 148-72

FILED
Mar 18 1972
JAMES F. D^V7~Y, Clerk

Is Clifford l5. Hardin, being duly sworn, hereby depose and say

&.5 for OASIS:

1. I am a Yice-Chairsnan Of the Board of Ralston Purina Company, St. Louis, Missouri.

From January 21, 1969 until lZoverlber 17, 1971, I v-as the Secretary of S; riculture of the

United States. As such, I had ultirnte responsibility for the determination of dairy price support -

levels for the rarketinE year 1971-1972 under the applicable statutes.

2 Section 201 of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended (7 U.S.C. 1446), authorizes and

directs the Secreted Of Agriculture to Eke available price support to producers of r.il}; "nt such

level not in exeess of gO per century nor less than 75 per centum of the parity price therefor as

the Secretary determines necessary in order to assure an adequate supply." Section 400 Of the

hsricultl~wal Act of 19!;9, US amended, requires the Secretary "insofar BS practicable" to

announce the level of support for trill "in advance of Us> rlarSietinz year or season" (7 U.S.C.

l!;2o). Gene level of suy>Drt so anncunece ray not be rceuced. In addition, the ptLrpases of

Seetio3 204(a) of the hzriculturv hat of 1954 include, Dons other thinWs, to assure adequate

ss:Pplies of r~iLlc and dairy products; encourage &evelo~-cnt of ctficienv production units

.

Retyped rSc^s*~ indistinct oral lug { 4
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RElmt7

as sell as "stabilizc the cconombr Of dairy farmers at a level w h i c h  w i l l  provide a fair

return for their labor and investment when compared with the cost Of things that farmers

buy." (7U.S.C. 1446b).

3. On Arch 12~~ 1971, an announeemcnt was issued at by direction advising the

public Of ry detcrsanation to support the price of milk at $4.65 per cwt. for the year April

1, 1971 to larch 31, 1972. th i s  eras  tbe same level as was in effect for the previous

year. The complex econoslic factors which enter into a dec is ion  such  as  th i s  are ,

o f  course ,  not subject to away one interpretation. Indeeds based on the information

Band advice that I was receiving, a number of determinations, including one to raise the

support level to $4.93 per cvt.~~ would have been justified at this time. The initial

determination of the level of price support for Tidy as announced on March 12} 1971 AS

the subject of Zor controversy even before it was made. Nevertheless, on balance I

determined for the reasons stated in C.C.C. Docket h'CP 93a to set the support level at

$4.66 per cat.

4. At the time of the l':Lrch 12, 1971 announcement Of the price support level, I was

as-are of substantial Congressional sentiment in favor  o f  a higher figure. Subsequent to

the announcement Of the $4.66 per cat. T)rice support on larch 12, 1971, such sentiment

increased notably. A number of bills vere introduced in both the Senate and the House

which would have increased the support level on a mandatory basis to as much as t5.00 per

cot. In addition, certain representatives of the dairy industry strongly urged that the price

support determination be revised, pcintingr to increase in cairy production costs during the

preceding 12 nths. For cxa-,plc, e.t a reetinS smith the President on lw'irch 23, 1971,

various representatives Of the industry urE~~.cd an increase in the price support level

citing . rain the factor of increased costs to farmers.

5. 'Nnc existc-.cc of such sentiivacnt on the part of army members of Xs^,,rcss a
nd wide segments Of the dairy industry led arc to inquire as to

—2—

};ct~~y,c;3 from inc'i.w:l .~~ or. ina1
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.

whether sufficient weight had been given to  those  factors  which we had

been aware Of at the tires of the March 12, l9n announcement and which would 2 ave

sXported a decision to establish the price support at a higher level.

6. The pectins between representatives Of the dairy industry and the President,

refcrreil to in paragraph 4 above, resulted from an invitation extended by the President in

September, 1970, at a tine when I addressed a meeting of some 25,003 members of a rile

producers organization in Chicago. The arrangements which I rnde for key leaders of the

Dairy industry to reel Seth the President were made in January, 1971~~ and the l!arch 23,

1971 date was fixed by the }'bite louse on February 25) l9n- At the Greetings t o  t h e

b e s t  o f  my re'coIlection} the President Ace certain brief rengutl~~.s to the gro.up sold

a spokesman for the group made a presentation ur6i.~~y; an increase in the price support

l e v e l .

7. In light of the considerations noted in pa agraphs 4 and 5 above. I reevaluated the

price support level announced on larch 12, 1971 on the basis of the requirements Of 7

U.S.C. 1446, with en increased focus on the factors described in C.C.C. Docl.;ct l-'.£P

983~~ Amendment 1. Anons other things, feed costs had s2-.o;-n a noticeable rise

throughout the year. In addition, there was scl;:c indication that the producers leered

considering setion, based on recent legislation, which would have had the effect of

reducing the overage supply of milk. One other factor to which our attention was directed ^

as the fact thnt an increased supply of cheese was needed to Sect obligations under other

programs and a higher support price lx>uld tend to insure an adequate so ,?ly for these

purposes. Such a reevrll:ation vzas Dot novel, Price support eeterruinations for particular

rnrl:ctix yc:-s had been increased in the past.

8. Daring the course of reevnluating the cvidensct I had discussions

—3—

Untyped frown in;.:sai::sw ol-;,,i:~~al
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l

and advise from members Of rv staff, including Under Secretary Campbell, Assistrnt

Secretary Ljmz, arid assistant Secretary Palsr,~~;y.

9. On l'>reh 25> 1971, this reevaluation of evidence pertinent to the dairy

situation, on the basis of the criteria in 7 U.S.C. 14l;6~~ culminated in an

announcement, issued at my direction, that the price support level for the marketing

Fear l971-1972 would be established a'

> .93 per cat .

10. The decision to set the price support level at $4.93 per cat. ra5 based entirely

on a reconsideration Of the evidence on the basis or' the statutory criteria.

11. Neither the decision to reevaluate the $h.6/6 

the ultimate decision to establish the price support level at $4.93 per cwt. was based on

any consideration other than those outlined in this affidavit. Specifically, at no tiyne did

any person or organization promise or lead me to believe that funds of any hind or

anything Of value would be paid to me or any other person or organizat- On iin return for

a reevaluation Of, or increase ins the price sulnpDrt level.

12. Being coEnizant of the views of Con3resss as well as the views on the dairy

industry and other industries affected by our progress, rith respect to the administration of

statutes relating to Agriculture, is, of course, a fundamental part Of the Secretary's role.

/s/ C15 fford rt. F'a Pi n
Clifford SI. Boudin

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 7th 2sy Of Lynch, 1972

/st

iDt~~ iMDliC

State Of l'^issottri

City Or St. Iouis Act performed in the City Of St. Leads, which adjoins th
c ColLnty of St. Louis, Hay commission
expires:!' Co--ission err rcs 2. nt1Rrv 2, 1X73.

—4—
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U';IT_D -.A.' :. DIJTRI''T tG -'.T
FOR llSi. D'S.'RiCT Oi~ CuLI>:':slA

RAL?;i •'S.DER, ct al., )

Plaintiffs, )

)

 , _, . ~~ ., )

)

 Defendents. )

SInTs OF XISSo m.1 )

-
) ss.

 CITY CF S....LOU1S....)

Civil Action 'Jo. 14a-72

A FFIDAV11

1, Clifford li. F:ardin, bein£ duly sworn, hereby depose and say

• as follows:

1. I Bm a Yice-Chairman of tre Board of Ralston Purina Co~~pany, St. Louis,

Misscuri. From Janu2ry 21, l9c9 untll :;ovel.~~ber 17, 1971, I vwas the Secretary of

Agricult-ure of the t:..ised States. As such, I hai ultirlte res?onsiv 1ity lor t!re deter.-.

r.atior. of dairy price S'Jp'_rs levels for the =:ar,;eti::g year lS,1-1°72 under the epDlica_~~e

sta~utes.

2. Scction 201 of the h~~.-icultur21 Act of 1'-49, as a:nended (7 U.S.C. 1446),

euthorizee 2r.d lirec.s the Sccre.sry of A,-iculture to r.2ke availablc pricc sUuDort to

proJucers o. nilk 'at su. h level nct in.excess of 90 per ccntu.n nor lcss t'.en 75 per centv.~~

of thc parity Dri_e therefor as the Secrctary detcr...ines necess2ry in o~~^er to essure an

adequate su?ply.'' S-:ction tIOG oz the ^oriFutturdl nct of 1949, as alr.endc.i, requ rcs thc f ^crear/

"inso:s~~.r a5 F-~actic251c t :O anncu-.Ce t'nc leve!. o' suDDc:^: '';or ...il',< ''.n eivan-n of :';^ ...r.:ct:in;

.c. r or .c- aio-.' (7 U.S.C. 14-';:). ~: e le~~Z<.l o' -:-acr; .a a!r;a*~~..cc . :.3y nc: ' e

rcot;cec. In a'diticn, .!:? - Ir:.os(:s oi ~~^;~~ on . ~~~~ta) o: tnc A-r.cu' tl:ral t.ct Or 1954

incl- 'e, aro:; cti!er tl:in. ;, s:o ,_..ure ad^ou ~~~~c su ~~ol 'r- ot - lk o:;' dl~~:y .-v-.:::; -:

.X_-.:::^1,.: I8tv^~~i.o:).-n:.-~~ Ov'* e.'ic'e-.t t~~:-odUC' ;vIl •%:1~~
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o_ well u_ •-.+<bilize th. econor v of dairy f->rmers at a level uhich w.ll provide a r.lir

return 'or their labor and investr;.er.t when eor;loered uith the eost of thin:^s that

farn1er_ buy." t7U.S.C. 1446b).
|__

3. On '-'arch 12, 1971, an announcen.ent was issued at Djr dire-ticn advising the

publie of ry deterrination to su??ort the price of r;ilk at S4.66 per cLr~~. for the year A?. il

1, 1971 to March 31, 1972. This was the same level as was in effect for the previous year.

The com?lex econo:~~ie fectors whieh enter into a deeision such as thi-s are, of course, not

subject to 2ny one interpretation. Indeed, based on the info~~...ation and advice t:nat I

w2s receiving, a nu.-jer of deter-.'nations, inelud-'ng one to raise the su?port level to

S4.g3 per c~~rt . ,  would have been justified at tnis tim.e. The initial deterr,ination

of the level of pr ce support for n 1:e as anr.onn-ed on ~~!arch i2, 1971 wes the sub-ect of

. . .

ra jor controversy even before i t  ;/2S rade. lievertheless, on bei2nce I

deter2:1ined fcr the reasons stated in ^.^.C. Docket '.'C? cEa to set -he

SUppGrt  level  at $4.<66 per cwt.

4 . At the tiGe of the Elnrch 12, 1971 announeement of the pr-'ce

5.

awere of substan.ial Coneressional sent-nent in favor of a hiCher

figure. Subseeuent to the 2nnouncer.ent of the S4.66 per cwt. price su?port on llarch 1),

1971, suc'n sent ~.ent increased rotaD'~~ A nurber of bills vere introduced in bo-h the

Senate and the iiouse whic'. would have increased the sU?port level oa a r.andato-y basis to

as nUGS as S5.00 re~ cwt. In addition, certa'n reDresentatives of the dairv industry st-o., iy

u oed tha; the p-.ce su?por, H.eter:ninasion be rev sed pointing to inc-eese in eairy

rroduction costs dur_ng the rwreced'r.. 12 ronths. Fo- eAe*.?ie, at a oeetin v .h the ^~es-

'8ene on x--ch 23, '971, vario-u5 reD.esen~atives o' ;he indus;~y u-gec an in~-ease i- •he r--

.e support level citin-. a.ain the racto- o' in_~ea.e;l cos:s ,: a-...e s.

Con. res3 .anil wi le sr:rren-s o' tne s8.ti"V irdn-.-r^. lfbd re ~~:
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ieve_.

7. In lig:-.t o. t:le co-.sieer;E-cns ..otcc •'n ^~~r- r_--;-s - 2~~ '>cx-e . . reeval-uatee t'-.e pr ce

su_~~orc ievel ennou?.ceJ 03 yar-. ;2, '?-1 c.. ~he 'a.-s of the re^u:re-~~ents c- 7 U.S.^. iet^<, wi:h er.

n_re_se' o_us _n. t..e factcrs describad in C.C.C. Docke' !tC? 9Ea, A..eo.d-.e..~ '. .^..-.^Dnv c~he~ tl~~in^

_, feed cost..: ad sho~~ ;) a not re231e rise thrc_&ho t t:-e vea~~. ln addition there was sore inP cetion that

the v!rodu-ers ve~e cO35 .'e~ -g sction, based on recent 'egislat on, w-hich sould :nave h3.'. 

of reducing thc over311 suncly of r.ilr.. One other factor to ~~h ch our attention wa, directed was the fact

that a- increased st!:-ly of c: eesc wa:; needed to tr.ect obligaticns unqer other D~ogrars a-.r-. a h'~~.her

supnort price would tend to insu-c an adehu.ete s :a'y fo-- t: ese rurn.ses . Such a reeval atien es not novel.

t'ric- SU>DOrt :'ee~~.{n-:ions fo~

 particul.lr r:~~arketine vea.s i:.ld heen in_re.l.^d in :he pas~. S .

tl. Durin7 the course o.~ reevJlua:inr the es. '-nce. ' h.t' d s^J:- nn_

(206)













. .

t . _ _
... ....







(215)



24b. ATTACHIt!FIlIT TO CCC DOCKET MCP 98a

DEFARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

OFFICE OF THE GENERAL CoUNSEO

WASHINGTON, O.C. 20250

APR 1 5 1971

St;~;CT: H.iS Price Support ~gr~,
12~1-72, KCP *, ken~ent 1

TO: ~ard Or Directors, Cc~odity C,-edit Corporst$on

He have exEkined and~;pprove fo- le6al Surriciency the suthorizrtion contained ir: the ewttached
doclret '9ilk Price Support Progre3, 1771-72, MCP ~, keD~ent 1," ~iCh increa6es the suppoSfi price
to mi S producers and purC ~ e ;-ices ror dairy products authorized tn Doclaet i:CP 93Q,

On Herch 25, lgTl~ the Secre^~~; trBnout!ted the ep~rd ae,jus'~ert of the suppor6~ price vnich is
prevvsed ror in the sttached a,lthorizati

•i;>acket-MCP g tO=t£i~'G ~<c~ion ~d B'tAtiEtiCE reNt~ to Lilk producticrE, ~-ket prices wor
dainr products, utilization cf miL3;, snd pc-chases 6nd ds30s,t_0ns of daiw products
by CCC, together Yith other x leYe MX i =-c ~ tion. It is pointed out in the ettached docket that
the ~ iry situation ha6 been reevaluated, giving rull reco g;ition uo ~-C~easing Z bor, waste
dispose:i, end other costs OI1 d£iry frrms end to incressing c.~nd for cheese. On the b2sis of this
reevRlu£tio:Xs it has been detencined that the proposed su3porfi price i£ necessey in order to
essure an Edeouste E Uppt . _

Th.e A~:ric~^lteral Act cr 1970 Pbe"cied section 2Cl(c) of the h6ricultu-a Act of 'S49, effective with
res?ect to the period from A3ril 1, 1C4715 th-oughl.v^-ch 51, 1974, to read £S follo-wvs:

E.e prsce of :5tw 5b£11 be sUppDra;Red fLt 6*;ch revel not in excess of 90
per ceut ~ nor less thAr) 75 per cent*:n of the psrit>< prgce ~~he~efor as the
Secretszy dete.~ ines necess6ry in orde. to essure (Ln edeouate supply. Such
price s~^p w r~~ ehali be p.-o~-4ded thso t . purchases o. ~l F =:;d the products
of Dill; .

S'nce tue het does not de-Z2e "adec-a;te sugp'y} " the eeter~i.natiGn

oi~ ~.St cc:lstZtutes ~ aeeCw:te 6Upply ~ d the dete ~ ~retion cr tke
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2

level necessar,-3r to assure ~~ ELdec~~~~te supply are solely ~~ t'nin the *,~~ went of tne Secretary ~~ d are
em ~~ ~~ d conzluslve.

An aDpropriave fo ~ ok resolution 4s attached.

EDWARD H. So
General CouzsRel

P>9a:ch3ents

~~ , S
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