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Q  isow wediscussed earlier tit you had been asked to

; 5,7eRk 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 ytpL1 were asrd *~~n sp<<>k to?

A sfeL!~~1thsLok M~~. E~~~~sot wus one! clf tbe people | s askfw3 tls
ss> esX-~; to, arn| r~~erZh~~ thst hail sone casazal c’°n.v~~sttS.oar .t;kStadrL sed
h~~at t~~SJetishe ttlt in ny Riew >he ~~ch~~icst~~e ~~re Sillg ¢s -ablishe2
zf.rere stIE~icierlt 2.,d wXousS c be suffici.ent b accs~~.z~~:lish the pu~~vaose cf tvrb

Sloan in rece:i-* . contribuR:i o0::s.r>n the ¢-trustg; .

Q ~~, cnr yQu also indicated thz.t you talkedto Yurray Cho zir,er
a~~_,ntti.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 | thin~~~~ *~~at tim.e 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 | spoke '~~0 but | ca:n' t again

state it 2safact,

S) No~~w, go~~rlg back to 2decision you .~~azdex that -was reslected in
thi~~--I guess '~~he ~~.adison Ho~~e_~~-=

A Yes, tohat second XT eetirlg .
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1t)
11
12
13

CROSS-EXE£iMIIJAtION 2 ByL

Mr. Cloldbloot?:

3 Q | have a couple of questionss Or. 14elson~~ During the

-1 course of your variousdi SCUSSsi ons wi th nmenbers of

5 Congress or Congressional staffs members or the President
6 or nmenbers othewhitetiouseSt af f or with whomever you
X may have come in contact or officials otheDepartment

of Agriculture in connection with your efforts to
obta'n

a satisfactory -a that is, satisfactory to your
i nterests

result concerning the price support level were there

di scussions to the effect that the making of
political

contributions 'ny the agricultural trust would have
an

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

4 t he Governnment as to the price support |evel?
;' A hbRolutely note

Did anyone intimate to.you that the making of politica

contri butsonst or for that matters the failure to
make political contributions, would have aykind

of effect on such a determ nate on?

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

di scussions did you or others rep-esentingo your



I nterests suggest that the making of political
contributions right have a beneficial result? Not

absol utely not.

MR. GOLDBLOO., ~~ | have no further
guesti ons
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1A 1'd Just like to say this: | take it that what you're
2 asking me -- the essence of what you were asking
r.ets,

3 was there aqudproquo.

1Q Exactly.

oA There's never been a quld pro quo in my total experience
0

b A_Mr . Barrera9

CROSS-EXAI~~iSThTIOI;

H

8 qJust by stay Or cl2rtSylng the people that may have

been

9 present at the neetin~~azhlch you've already given
SOrn2
1) namesa both as to those that may have been with the
1l Presl dent ~~s staff and those that may haste been
with the
12 farm groups in nunmber,would you hazard aguess as to
hoof
1.3 many people may haste been there all told?
A:
'~~~ A As | recall, the neeting was in the Cabinet Bl oom
and the
) Cabinet table wwao full - the seats at the Gabinet

t abl e

Iti

51



-- and chairs were arranged |In back of the
Presiderit withpeople occupyfnS thern.. So | would say
-- thaws Very hard to figures | would say ifs you
started counting, though aa total of thirty-five to
Plfty people in there. |IFd say probably nearer
thogty-flve. | could be wwong On thats too. lon sure
t hey know how many were An there, but It was a

goodly nunmber OS peopl e.

Q The $8=00.00 loan to |I;ld-Ar.erica, do |I recall your
having said that you did or dffld not recall the

possibility Of siougha | 0an?
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152

12. DoBrkovln: | have no nore

guesti ons.

MR. GOLDBLCO'Il: | have af ew questions, Sir.
Parr.

EYS2l 1t-i. ATI ON BY CCUI - X2EL ON KEYS F OF
DEFEND' S

BY MLS1. GOmO3X0Ox | :

In co,~~nmection with the efforts that you
testified about in which you participated to obtain a
change in the Secretary's |sia.ch i2decisiontomai ntain 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 politica
contributions by TAPE to any conmittee or group
supporting either the President oX the United States a,
Dcl , ~~_b' ~~h™ar Con. =_esstonal candi dates coul d achi eve

a change in the price suprpsa det erm nati ons

ANo.@qDi N anyone ever say to you, either directly or by
iraplic2c'on, or by irl,erence thatifpolitical contributions
were mau2 by TAzz to co-L.nittees which were Republican
i N nature, that t'-~~ matinsof t hose political cont ri buti ons woul d se's
to effectuate 2 change in the price supDort deter mintion of

the Secretary of March 12, 19717

A Co.

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

but ~~. ons by Tii ?~~, or by anyotherpointicalt r ust associ at ed
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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 O4arch :25, 19717
A No.
EiR, GOLDBLCO+8s:. | have no ifureher au>@_,*,v~~.
v2. CTEELT: | have no questxons.
W.e are not going to walve signature, buf please

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

(Whexeucony at 5:CO o'clock, p,m., the taking of the depositicn
:vas eoncluded, )
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I dairy groups, that this part.ic:ular committee of which adz-. Hump
jl was Chairrlatl, was not so used?
A T was not aware and | am net now amaze.

IXLR. CEICITINJ fl: Olsaye | haven't any more questionse

MR. (DOLOmM.LOO.S: | have afell

EMAL.-IIN2".".~~'In)tN DX COtiNS:ERL FQR DEEENDaNTS

BY ]4Rs GOhD2I.20Dl:

Q Is.r. Harrisfun, yell t e>3ei £i ed

activities .ial terms ox repress Sting the interests of your
aes —_| eazel alid
the dttezmznaFicon of that level during 1971, in particular,
meetings thee you hatS tfitFs various officials of the Department
of Agriculture and representations ssfimh you Lade in con~~nszchic:
with neetirjgs, to various personnel on the _staf..
No.., barring, that is keeping aside any privileged comvai cati c:
whi ch you may have had with your clients, did you at any tinme
during the presentations that you nade to officials of the
Department Or Agriculture or personnel on the Wlite | ouse staf
or for that matter, anyone else, Discuss the matter of politica
icontributions that were made or were going to be Dade or the

j1 possibility of their being Dade in connection wtith~~our
efforts to obtain a satisfactory result for your clients'

interests on the dairy price support |evel?

A No.

TEPORIING to.
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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 wt::hat This would xcea jay of achieving

as,atisfac:tory result for that deten,litlation?

A [ Xow

Q Did anyone ever suggest t 0 you freon the personnel of the
I:;e2arer~.~ent of S.#gric~lIlcx~we, personnel on ahe T”2hite | Sousc staff ox ~?ny~"

hore er.se for tn2'; matter,that Lf political . contrile3stions were made by you>.
clients;, that thiswould help t.

| to achieve a satis.fasat:zzy result for yowls CliCINt5 § intere<ttzx t

Zt  Certainly not. t
FIR. GOLISRLOOM: | have no further questions.

I11P.. DOBROVIP~: Do you have ally questions, I'll ChotiJle.
MR. CROTI'Su.: | nexrer ask them.

MR. DOBROVIR: Thank you very much for coming by. | guess we
w Al See you tomorrow.

TIE: I1ITN'-SS: Let me indicate on the records | am here in response
e to a subpoena of the United States District | Court for the District of Coluxabia
issued by a Deputy Clerk thereof on motion of Err William A. Dolarovir, attorney
for ' & plaintiffsin this case.

[17hereuporl, at 3:40 o'clock p.m., tine taking of t'le . deposition
was concluded. )

tEtORItEStO,INt |,
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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 aveto 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}Imel1t | and attachments............... 208

NOTE: OBJECTI ONS HAS BEEN RAlI SED BY CONGRESSMAN
SElI BERLI NG THAT THE E! ~~t TI RE PARAGRAPH | S A
CONCl USI ON RATHER THAN A STATEMENT OF
| NFORMATI ON W THI N THE RULES OF PROCEDURE OF
THE COWM TTEE.

(199)



24a. ClIFFORD HARDIF AFFIDAVIT, MARCH 19, 1972, NADER
V. BUTZ

Clifford Hard u
aSli:davit,! _rv. Putz,
March 72 1~> - 4

7Rctrr,ed frOn Fndi_tinrt original

UI'l'TDI S:4T-SDISItICT COUTZT
Foil TIE DISTRICT OF COLU VIA

BALPi | | vh~-:~, aad., )
Plaintiffs, X
Y. g
E:4RL L.BU2Z, et. dl., )

Defendants. )

AXTIDASS

T

SIAIE OF I<ISSO'JRI )
)

CIC[Y OF §I'.LOJIS ?

SS.

Civil Action IQo. 148-72
FILED

Mar 18 1972

JAMESF. DNV7~Y, Clerk

Is Clifford 15. Hardin, being duly sworn, hereby depose and say
&.5for OASIS:
1.1 anaYice-Chairsnan Of the Board of Ralston Purina Company, St. Louis, Missouri.
From January 21, 1969 until 1Zoverlber 17, 1971, | v-as the Secretary of S; riculture of the
United States. As such, | 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, usamended, requires the Secretary "insofar Bs practicable" to
announcethe level of support for trill "in advance of Us> rlarSietinz year or season” (7 U.S.C.
11;20). 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

Ret yped rScis*~ indistinct oral lug { 4
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as sell as "stabilizc the cconombr Of dairy farmersat alevel which will provide afair
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. this er as the same level aswas in effect for the previous
year. The complex econoslic factors which enter into adecision such as this are,
of cour se, not subject to away one interpretation. Indeeds based on the information
Band advice that | was receiving, a number of determinations, including one to raise the
support level to $4.93 per cvt.~~ would have been justified at thistime. Theinitial
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 |
determined for the reasons stated in C.C.C. Docket h'CP 93ato set the support level at
$4.66 per cat.

4. At the time of the I":Lrch 12, 1971 announcement Of the price support level, | was
as-are of substantial Congressional sentiment infavor of ahigher 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 areetinS smith the President on Iw'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®,,rcssa
nd wide segments Of the dairy industry led arc to inquire as to
—2
};ct~~y,c;3 from inc'i.w:l .~~ or. inal
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3

whether sufficient weight had been given to those factors which we had
been aware Of at the tires of the March 12, 19n announcement and which would 2 ave
sXported a decision to establish the price support at a higher level.

6. The pectins between representatives Of thedairy industry and the President,
refcrreil to in paragraph 4 above, resulted from an invitation extended by the President in
September, 1970, at atine when | addressed a meeting of some 25,003 members of arile
producers organization in Chicago. The arrangements which | rnde for key leaders of the
Dairy industry to reel Seth the President were made in January, 1971~~ and the I'arch 23,
1971 date was fixed by the } 'bite louse on February 25) 19n- At the Greetingsto the
best of my re'collection} 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

level.

7. Inlight of the considerations noted in pa agraphs 4 and 5 above. | 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 |-'.£P
983~~ Amendment 1. Anons other things, feed costs had s2-.0;-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 Ix>uld tend to insure an adequate so ,?ly for these
purposes. Such areevrll:ation vzas oo NOVel, Price support eeterruinations for particular

rnrl:ctix yc:-s had been increased in the past.

8. Daring the course of reevnluating the cvidensct | had discussions

Untyped frown in;.:saiz:sw ol-;,i:~~al
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and advise from members Of rv staff, including Under Secretary Campbell, Assistrnt
Secretary Ljmz, arid assistant Secretary Palsr,~~;y.

9. On I'>reh 25> 1971, this reevaluation of evidence pertinent to the dairy
situation, on the basis of the criteriain 7 U.S.C. 14l;6~~ culminated in an
announcement, issued at my direction, that the price support level for the marketing
Fear 1971-1972 would be established &'

>.93 per cat .

10. The decision to set the price support level at $4.93 per cat. rab based entirely
on areconsideration 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

areevaluation 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, afundamental part Of the Secretary's role.

/sl C15fford rt. FaPi n
Clifford SI. Boudin

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 7th 2sy Of Lynch, 1972

Ist

iDt—— iMDIiC

State Of |'Missottri

City Or St. louis Act performed in the City Of St. Leads, which adjoins th
cColLnty of St. Louis, Hay commission
expires:!" Co--ission err rcs 2. nt1Rrv 2, 1X73.
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UsIT_D-A.! . DIJTRI"TtG-.T
FORIIS. D'S'RICT Oi~ CuLI>:"dA

RAL?i *'SDER, ctal., )
Plaintiffs, )
)
)
Defendents. )
SINTsOF X1SSom.1)
s

CITY CF S...LOU1S...)
Civil Action 'Jo. 14a-72
A FFIDAV11

1, Clifford li. F:ardin, beinf duly sworn, hereby depose and say

« asfollows:

1.1 emaYice-Chairman of tre Board of Ralston Purina Co~~pany, St. Louis,
Misscuri. From Janu2ry 21, 19¢9 untll :;ovel.~~ber 17, 1971, | vwas the Secretary of
Agricult-ure of thet:..ised States. As such, | hai ultirlte res?onsiv lity lor t!re deter.-.
r.atior. of dairy price sy _rslevels for the =:ar,;eti::g year 1S,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, -icultureto r.2ke availablc pricc sUuDort to
proJucers o. nilk ‘at su. h level nct in.excess of 90 per ccntu.n nor Icsst'.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 w 0z the MoriFutturdl nct of 1949, as alr.endc.i, requ rcs w.f crear/
"INS0:S~~.I a5 Facticzsic t oame-ce 'NC l€VE!. 0' SUDDC:M: ™;0r ...il",< ".n eivan-n of ;" ...r..ctin;

.c.ror.c-ao-.'(7U.SC. 14-;)). ~ ele~~Z<.l o' -:-acr; .adr;a*~~..cc.:.3y nc: 'e

rcot;cec. In @diticn, .I:?-1r:.0s(:s 0i ~~";~~on . ~~~~ta) o: tnc A-r.cu' tl:ral t.ct Or 1954
incl- 'e, aro:; ctiler tl:in. ;, s.0,_..ure adou ~~~~c su ~~ol 'r- ot - Ik 0:;' dl~~y .-v-.;::; -
X_ =oAL 18tvA~~i.02).-ni-~~ OV'™* e.'ic'e-.t t——oauct it =061
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o_ well u_ «-.+<bilize th. econor v of dairy f->rmers at alevel uhich w.Il provide ar.lir
return 'or their labor and investr;.er.t when eor;loered uith the eost of thin:"s that
farnler_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 aswas 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 |
W2Sreceiving, anu.-jer of deter-.'nations, inelud-'ng one to raise the su?port level to
S4.g3 per c~~rt., would have been justified at tnistim.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

rajor controversy even beforeit ;/2S rade. lievertheless, on bei2nce |
deter2:1ined fcr the reasons stated in ~.”.C. Docket '.'C? cEato set -he
SUppGrt level at $4.<66 per cwt.

4. At the tiGe of the Elnrch 12, 1971 announeement of the pr-'ce

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 oaar.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 coss,: a-...e s.

con. res3 .anil wile Y. ITEN-S o' tnes8.ti""V irdn-.-r". Ifbd re ~~:
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ieve .

7.1Inlig:-.t o. t:le co-.sieer;E-cns ..otcc *'n A~~r- r_--;-s- 2~~ '>cx-€. . reeval-uatee t'-.e pr ce
su_~~orc ievel ennou?.ced03 yar-. ;2,'?-1 c.. ~he 'a-sof there*urre-~~entsc- 7 U.SA. iet"<, with er.
n_re se' o_us_n.t..efactcrs describad in C.C.C. Docke' ItC? 9Ea, A..eo.d-.e.~". A..-Dnv c~he~ tI~~in"
_, feed cost..: ad sho~~ ;) anot re23lerisethrc_&hot t:-e vea~~. In addition there was sore inP cetion that
the vlrodu-ers ve~e cO35 .'e~ -g sction, based on recent 'egislat on, w-hich sould :naveh3.".
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 unger other D~ogrars a-.r-. ah'~~.her
supnort price would tend to insu-c an adehu.ete s :ay fo-- t: ese rurn.ses . Such areeval atien es not novel.

t'ric- SU>DOrt :'ee~~.{n-:ions fo~

particul.Ir r:~~arketine vea.si:.Id heenin_re.l.d in :he pas~.

tl. Durin7 the course 0.~ reevJluaiinr the es. "-nce. ' h.t' d s"\J:- nn_
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24b. ATTACHIt!FIIIT TO CCC DOCKET MCP 98a

DEFARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
OFFICE OF THE GENERAL CoUNSEO

WASHINGTON, O.C. 20250

APR 151971

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 increabes the suppoSfi price
to mi S producers and purC ~ e ;-ices ror dairy products authorized tn Doclaet i:CP 93Q,

On Herch 25, IgTI~ the Secre®~~; trBnout!ted the ep~rd ae,jus~ert of the suppor6~ price vnich is
prevvsed ror in the sttached a,Ithorizati

«i;>acket-MCP g tO=t£i~'G ~<c~ion ~d B'tAtiEtiCE reNt~ to Lilk producticrE, ~-ket prices wor
dainr products, utilization cf miL 3;, snd pc-chases 6nd ds30s,t_Ons of daiw products
by CCC, together Yith other x IeYe MX i =-¢ ~ 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 Ol 1 dfiry frrms end to incressing c.~nd for cheese. On the b2sis of this
reevRIU£tio:Xs it has been detencined that the proposed su3porfi price i£ necessey in order to
essure an Edeouste euppt .

Th.e A~:ric~"Iteral 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 necesséry in orde. to essure (Ln edeouate supply. Such

price s~*p w r~~ ehali be p.-o~-4ded thso t . purchases 0. ~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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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
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