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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 resolu-
tions, 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.



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 ini-

tial 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 oppor-

tunity 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 ma-

terial 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 suf-

ficient grounds exist" to recommend that the House exercise its con-

stitutional 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 sec-

tions. Section 1 contains a statement of information footnoted with

citations to evidentiary material. Section 2 contains the same state-

ment 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 state-

ment of information.

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

ation for the Senate Select Committee on Presidential Campaign Activities.





STATEMENT OF INFORMATION

SUBMITTED ON BEHALF

OF THE PRESIDENT

POLITICAL CONTRIBUTIONS BY

MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVES:

THE 1971 MILK PRICE SUPPORT DECISION

(1)





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.

Page

la Memorandum dated June 29, 1970 from
J. Phil Campbell to Bryce N. Harlow.. . . ..... 30

lb Memorandum dated January 26, 1971,
from Secretary Hardin to H. R. Haldeman..   32

lc Deposition of Harold S. Nelson taken
February 7, 1973, in Nader v. Butz, (D. D. C.
148-72) pp. 61, 62.   33
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2. Harold S. Nelson and his special assistant, David L. Parr,

paid a brief call on the President on September 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 Mr. Parr described

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

There is no evidence that campaign contributions were discussed.

Page

2a Briefing paper for the President from Stephen Bull for
the Open Hour,September 9, 1970  36

2b Senate Select Committee Executive Session 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. Butz, (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,
76, 77  47
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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 manner.

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,

1973, pp. 205, 206  

Page
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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 Canmission 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

100, 000 pounds for the fourth.

Page

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

4b. United States Tariff Commission Press
Release, October 6, 1970.  65
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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.

Page

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

Don Paarlberg to Paul W. McCracken with attachment. 70

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.  74
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6. On December 16, 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 $2, 000, 000

to the re-election 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. Hillings 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.

Page
6a. Routing memorandum from John Brown to

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, 50-52s 

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

96
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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

from. the Tariff Commission's recommendation of zero quotas on three

items and 1100, 000 pounds on another would be viewed on the Hill as a

"slap in the face" by the dairy people.

Page

7a, Proclamation 4026, December 31, 1970,

Weekly Compilation of Presidential

Documents, January 4, 1971..   .112

7b. Memorandum dated October 13, 1970, from

Dick Burress to John Whitaker  115
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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 100 Senators and

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
8a Senate Select Committee Executive Session Testimony

of Harold S. Nelson, December 18, 1973, pp. 117-120_ 118

Letters and telegrams to the Secretary of Agriculture
transmitted by the White House to the Judiciary Committee
and noted at Book VI, Part I, Paragraph 19.
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9. Congressional leaders made their views known to Administra-

tion 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. Congress-

man 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 Congress-

man 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

Memorandum, dated ivIlarcia 4, 1971, from Geoige Shultz
to John Ehrlichman s  125'



10. Following Secretary Hardins announcement, March 12, 1971,

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 Ehrlichrnan 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, from Richard T.

Burruss to John Ehrlichman with routing memorandum,

dated March 18, 1971, from John Ehrlichrnan to John

Whitaker,  

Page

128
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11. In the House, 28 separate bills were introduced betwee,n March 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 per-

cent of parity. Of the bill's sponsors, one was a Republican and 27

were Democrats. Three days later, Senator Hubert Humphrey spon-

sored his own bill seeking higher parity.

Page

ha White Paper, The Milk Support Price De-

cision, January 8, 1974, pp. 14-17.   132
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12. On March 19, 1971, John Whitaker reported to John Ehrlichrnan

that contrary to a vote count of the previous night, Seci•etary Hardin is

convinced there is a 90 percent chance that an 85 percent of parity

support bill will pas 3 Congress and that the President should allow

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

12a Memorandum, dated March 19, 1971, from John C.
Whitaker to John D. Ehrlichrnan 

Page

138
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13. On the morning of March 23, 1971, the President called

Secretary of the Treasury Connally. The primary subject of the

conversation was an unrelated matter. The latter part of their

conversation touched on the fact that the President would be meeting

later that morning with the dairymen, the potential. effect of a

support level increase on consumer prices and that the President

wanted a decision that day.

Page

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

Tape recording of President's statement

during telephone conversation between the

President and Secretary John Connally,

March 23, 1971.   141

13 b. Presidents log of contacts with Secretary

Connally, March 11, 1971 to May 11, 1971  142
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14. The meeting had been planned and scheduled some months

in advance. The President originally invited the dairy leaders during

a courtesy telephone call on September 4, 1970, and a rTnTrt-e-sy 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.
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Hardin to H. R. Haldeman.  144

14b Deposition of David L. Parr taken December 12, 1972
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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 meeti
ng

was taken up by the dairy leaders pleading their case for a hi
gher

support price and discussion among the President, Administrat
ion

officials and the dairymen regarding the economics of a milk pric
e

support increase. No conclusions were reached about the suppor
t

price. Campaign contributions were not mentioned.

Page

Tape recording of meeting among the President and

dairy representatives, March 23, 1971.   152
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16. On the afternoon. of March 23, 1971, the President

held a meeting with seven Administration 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 America 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
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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 Hardin expressed the view

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

President that 150 names were on the bill and that Speaker Carl Albert

supported it. Secretary Connally stated that Wilbur Mills al.S.o 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.

Page

Tape recording of meeting among the President, Secre-

tary Hardin, Secretary Connally, John Ehrlichrnan, George
Shultz, John Whitaker, J. Phil Campbell and Donald Rice

March 23, 19714     156
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18. Vetoing such a bill was then discussed. Connally said the

dairymen were arguing on Capital Hill such a veto would cost the

President Missouri, Wisconsin, South Dakota, Ohio, Kentucky and

Iowa in the 1972 election. Hardin said the President would not have

any choice but to sign it.

The President then made the judgment that Congress was going

to pass the bill and that he could not veto it. The President then

adopted a proposal by Connally that a trade-off be made, giving the

dairymen an increase in 1971 in return for a promise not to seek an

increase in 1972.

Page
Tape recording of meeting among the President, Secre-
tary Hardin, Secretary Connally, John Ehrlichman, George
Shultz, John Whitaker, J. Phil Campbell and Donald Rice,
March 23, 1971,  
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THAT THE SECOND PARAGRAPH IS A CONCLUSION RATHER
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158

(20)



19. Secretary Hardin then raised the question of the Administration

getting credit for the increase. Secretary Connally suggested rather

that first the Speaker, Carl Albert, 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.

Tape recording of meeting among the

President, Secretary Hardin, Secretary

Connally, John Ehrlich.m.an, George Shultz,

John Whitaker, J. Phil Campbell and Donald

Rice, March 23, 1971. 

Page
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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 1972.

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..  

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.

Page
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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 in-

creases, 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
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22. Murray M. Chotiner stated in his deposition he did not know in advance

of the 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 ccntext of contributions in return for favorable action.

Page
22a Deposition of Murray M. Chotiner taken December 28,

1972, in Nader v. Butz, (D.D.C. 418-72) pp. 10, 11,
21-24  168
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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 cam-

paign contributions.

23a Depositions of Herbert W. Kalmbach, taken December 13,
1973, in Nader v. Butz, (D. D. C. Civ. No. 148-72), pp.
55, 56, 110-112,  

Page
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23b Deposition of Herbert W. Kalmbach taken April 30, 1973,
in Nader v. Butz, (D. D.C. Civ. No. 148-72), pp. 10-15,
19-22, 46   181

23c Deposition of Harold S. Nelson taken February 7, 1973,
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
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24, Economic and traditional political considerations were the only

• basis of the decision to increase the price support level. Increased

costs and ot er 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.
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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.
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la. J. PHIL CAMPBELL MEMORANDUM, JUNE 29, 1970

June 29, 1970

To:

( t ab la)

Retyped from illegible copy)

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 lar e
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
welfare.

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
agriculture.

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 their 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. Louis meeting.

Is!

J. PHIL CAMPBELL
Under Secretary

CC: Charles Colson
Special Counsel to the President

JPCampbell:chb 6/29/70

(30)



la. J. PHIL CAMPBELL MEMORANDUM, JUNE 29, 1970
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lb. SECRETARY HARDIN MEMORANDUM, JANUARY 26, 1971

.;anuary 25, 1E;71

. •
* " :

. •

. TO: H.. R.- Halderen•

•
-

•

•

r.44,

_. .
t, ..„. il.ss i stant- t, the. Pres itent :..-!' .. :. . _
- -:- .--.e.t..--.- t:-.- -,--. The Whita Hottse7, --_-:-.:-.-4-.-,1-1.-,,.-:::-:-..,-, -- _ .....-...—,- -.... •.. —•- - --,,c...•-.4.7 : • 2 -;','..4-"••4,-!• --

SIMIECTt.-- • Meeting-Id. tie President- an Leaders of Dairi- Itidustrf •. .---- ---.--:?,---!----__-_,,..:.....-,,- — - ,,,,,,x _,,,,,......,.....,,, -• .•....,,_ _ -,.. h.. :,........ . , ..... ...-- ._. . •- .,...• .,...-- r• ,,:,,,,, •:. - ,7 ... L. .;,.,-_-;,....7, -. .7....;,-- -
:.:
.- - - . 1.,.•-•``' • -% .:.1..- 2.4' ' . ..:4 vti..:.1..r.C. 4-.7.- -..- "....... v

[On Savtesber.-4;;:197Ct;..r-addrnsed• 25,000-raembersz-::-'::
'of. Associated.Otilk Producers -Inc-, irr:Cdcaqo,.!..5:.
. Ill inoii; At_-elat- ttze,_ Proi dent:Nixott-talked
1 br teleohone with- me- asid, with; Harol d Heisorr,..;-- r--,
Prni derrt- of AMPT";._ and mtertded—er-lircn - 1:=;-_-;;?:---
Mr. .fel sou- for t‘..e- key leaders of that group to •-i•-,.=--:
.e-t with his irr-the '2141ritz House. :-..------ -•-•'-• - - • •-•:-`;:s'-::-..•.- ,-.....-.

- - "
•

4.• • .•

11

-- •

• .

-• - - • • ' ' r_

`-•. -
''" • .

•••;:- •

7. At my sugsrestiC12,.. ttgarion Harrisorr and Pat Fillings-,
.attoriefs for AMP.", enolmed

list of flares for sc ameetino.. Irecora•reid
Prnident irwittr'..eln for a :meting at

ear, I nt. conveni eat -17!

A.4)/
I•iftzrrt

:

deure •

x2537 1-75-:n

4 *..--ar

271:7

.•
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HAROLD S. NELSON DEPOSITION, FEBRUARY 7, 1973, NADER v. BUTZ, 61-62

61

Okay. Can you tell us how the March 23rd, 19(1 meeting

with the President was set up?

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

question is "No, I can't." If you want me to give you

an opinion to the best of my recollection —

Q 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 Nixon to address the 1970 annual meeting --

A That's correct.

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

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

that meeting.

He telephoned me just as the meeting was being convened.

Q What was the substance of that telephone --

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

expressing his awareness of the importance of agriculture

to the economy of the United States and to the health

and well-being and that sort of thing. You know,

reassuring me that -- and asking me to tell the

convention that he was concerned about the well-being of

agriculture producers, and telling me also that he wanted

to meet with us -- no specific time was set -- and that

he would discuss such a meeting with Secretary Hardin,

I believe he said. And as I recall, Secretary Hardin vas

(33)



lc. HAROLD S. NELSON DEPOSITION, FEBRUARY 7, 1973, NADER V. BUTZ, 61-62
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.11

21

at the meetinc.

6  2_

And he asked me to tell the convention -- 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 of the President was asking me to do that.

But to ex-,ress to then his regrets at being unable to

attend and the sentiments that I've just described.

And then I think Mr. Parr's testimony continues. He

received a call, he believes, 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

correct?

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

It seems to me that it was relatively soon after that

convention, but I can't tell you what 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's staff?

A Well, no, 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 from someone you

don't know.

And you did go and see the President?

(34)



2. Harold S. Nelson and his sp,.:c.ial assistant, David L. Parr,

paid a brief call on the President on Sepiember 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 Mr. Parr described

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

There is no evidence that campaign contributions were discussed.

-"Me-
Briefing paper for the President from Stephen Bull for
the Open Hours September 9, 1970—,   36

2b Senate Select Committee Executive Session 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. Butz, (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,
76, 77 

 47
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2a. STEPHEN BULL BRIEFING PAPER, 
SEPTEMBER 9, 1970

THE PRESIDENT:

Event No. I

12:00 p.m.

to
12:10 p.m.

THE WHITE HOUSE

WA 3 PI I P: G 'TO el

OPEN Hour,.

Wednesday, September 9, 1970

12:00 Noon

The President's Office

Dr. Kevin McCann

5'3

Dr. Kevin McCann, who is an old friend of yours, will be brought into

'your office for a brief visit with you. He will want to discuss with vo.,

decision to take over the ?residency of the Freedom Fou7c:ation. 

Gift: RN Mint Medallion

* * * * * * * * * *

rvent No. 2

12:1.0 p.m. Admiral E. P. Holmes, USN

to Supreme Allied Commander (NATO)

12:15 p. m. and
Commander in Chief, Atlantic (US)

General James D. Hughes

General Hughes will escort Admiral Holmes into your office for a brie

Visit with you. The purpose of the Admiral's visit with you is ta,4224

farell call since he is r.-!tn_Jg in Sentember.
•

Gift: Presidential Tic Clasp

100
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2a. STEPHEN BULL BRIEFING PAPER SEPTEMBER 9  1970 _
Open Hour

- 2 - Wednesday, S,2pto.mber

3g7,••••-• •

12:15 P.m'
to
12:20

Miss Cathy S. Campbell
Alex Butterfield

N1r. Butterfield will bring Cathy Camp'bell into your office for a
handshake and a photograph with you. 'Miss C.P.ronben has btartn 

tt-,e  77;trs= sr•-tiln ;r trri-ze but is ree;•:,-;^c, -
z•etr,rn 1:f.1 o'n 

her 

CO Gilt: Presidential Bow Pin

Event No. 4 

2:20 p.m.
z

12:25 p.m.

Seaman Patricia Sargent
SP 5 Brenda Davis
Sgt. Beverly Kilby
Sgt. Susan West
Lt. Got. John R. Sayre
Major Leonard Rice
Major Jack Brennan

Major Brennan will escort the above group into your office.
he Misses Sargent. Davis. 1<ilbv and West hold the title of *Miss Mint,

V"'ess and2.re reoresentin,, t!-.eir respective Services in ,n 
to encottra_g_e mititr,.rv personnel to exercis.e their votina
by voting absentee.

Gifts: Men: Presicleptial Key Chains
Women: Presidential Bow Pins

(37)



2a. STEPHEN BULL BRIEFING PAPER, SEPTEMBER 9, _ 1.970

Open

3 -

N. 5-------.

1Z: p.
to
1?.:35

• X
Earolcl S. :;:lson, Gcttcral Manager

David L. )parr, Special Assistant to General Manag

Mr. Charles Colson

Mr. Colson will escort Messrs. Nels
on and Parr into your office for a

handshake and a photograph with you. The Ass
 Or.iPtrsd

organization was formed in November of 1969 as the result
 of the merg

of various other farm groups.

Gifts:

Event No. 6 

12:35 p.m.

to
12:40 p.m.

498‘

Presidential Key Chains

s. -1 dr?. feb`f

i) A NA 'W GlsoA

* * * * f r 'I I.

Mr. and Mrs. Charles H. Thomas

Dana Thomas

Mr_ and Mrs. Thomas and their six-year-old cl,-t
tpr nana will be

brought into your office for a handshake and a photogr
aph with you.

Mr. Thomas VI?_S Present at a previous ()nen H
our was invitcirl by

you to return with !-.is d?uczht.e.r at some future c4-7:te.

Gifts: Mr. Thcmas:

Mrs. Thomas:

Dana Thomas:

Presidential Key Chain

Presidential Bow Pin

Apollo View-Master

* • * J.

(38)



1
2a. STEPHEN BULL BRIEFING PAPER, SEPTEMBER 9,1970 

- 4 - Wednclay, September 9

E.'ent No. 7

12:40 p.m.

to
12:45 p.m.

Mr. Lynn Culver
Mr. Neil Lewis
Mr. Burl 1.;o'nlen
Mr. Merlin Dulch
Mr. Earl Nixon
Mr. Robert Ruddy (Sen. N,r_undt's Office)

The above-named group represents the "Concernee. Citizens of 
scw,C1 Dzota" and will be brought into your office to present you

v.ith pPtitions of suonort cc,ncernincr your oosition in Southeast Asia.
They have collected over 20.000 sig.natures.

Gifts: Presidential Tic Clasps

Event No. 8 

12:45 p.m.

12:55 p.m.

.114
91. •V•

Mrs. Marie Xittridge, Legislative Chairman,
Gold Star Mothers.  Inc.

Mrs.. Elva Newman, Washington Representative
Mrs. Bettyann Funk

These ladies represent the orefanization that sought court action to
prohibit the New,N.lobe from Placin,Ir the a s of their deceaF:eri sons
on placards dUring the demonstrations last_Nnven:i.he:r. During that
November week-end they held numerous press conferences and receive
excellent aublicitv that was favorable to us. You wrote Mrs. Newman
an 'fr_d_tELY.nk Personal letters of aooreciation.

Gifts: Presidential Bow Pins

NOTE: Ullie Atkins will, be present to photograph each of these
events.

.t.e,pher. Bull -

(39)



2h. DAVID PARR TESTIMONY, DECEMBER 21, 1973, SSC EXECUTIVE SESSION,
13-14, 17 

David Parr testimony, SSC
Executive Session,
December 21, 1973, 13-14, 17

-typed from indistinct original 

13

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

Mr. Weitz. Anyone else?

Mr. Cashen?

Mr. Parr. No.

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

dent?

Mr. 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.)

MY. Weitz. What discussed?

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

discussion?

Mr. Weitz. Yes. Who said what?

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

was got our picture taken with him.

Mr. Weitz. Just the three of you?

Mr. Parr. Yes.

Mr. Weitz. Not Mr. Colson?

Mx. 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 -
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2b. DAVID PARR TESTIMONY, DECEMBER 21, 1973, SSC 
EXECUTIVE SESSION,

13-14, 17 

David karr testimony, SSC
Executive Session,
December 21, 1973, 13-14, 17

7ed from indistinct original

14

about it. I know that you tried every way in the world to get

me to come, and I understand that you had a successful meeting.

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

the right word.

And 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 wi
ll

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

crat.

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

Now, we were sort of joshing with him then.
I  r

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

convention, did you not?

Mk. Parr. Well --

Mk. Weitz. You would .have taken him any time, would you

not have?

MY. Parr. Certainly. Oh, certainly.

And in '72 we could have had quite a number of people at

our meeting.

Mr. Weitz. You mentioned that because you were trying to

impress him with the growth of the organization?

Mr. Parr. Yes.

Of course, we were not thinking about California, reall
y,

Rety»ed from indistinct original
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2b. DAVID PARR TESTIMONY, DECEMBER 21, 1973, SSC EXECUTIVE SESSION,13-14, 17 

David Parr testimony, SSC
Executive Session,
DeceMber 21, 1973, 13-34, 17

-typed from indistinct original 

17

we want you to know we want to support you?

Mk. Parr. Yes, I am sure we did that, because we faced up

to the facts that he was very popular out in the Midwest.

Mx. Weitz. 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 min-

utes, and we tried to give him a bird's eye view of the cooper-

ative, 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.
1 

Mr. Weitz. He appeared knowledgeable, though, about your
organization and activities?

.------

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

we had.

Mr. Weitz. So apparently he had been infovmed-e4-vhat you

[ 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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0 I understand that.

Especially with all those dairy farmers in town at

'me same tine?

A I don't know about that.

0 Did you attend the meeting with the President at

the White House on March 23, 1971?

A Yes.

MR. WILSON: You want to take a five-minute recess?

MR. DOBROVIR: Yes.

(Short recess.)

MR. DOBROVIR: On the record.

BY MR. DOBROVIR:

When we recessed, I had just asked you about a

meeting at the White House with the President on March 23,

1971.

Ho'--was that meeting arranged?

A In 1970, An-Pi was having an annual meeting in

Chicago.

There were efforts to try to persuade the President

to cone to that meeting. He didn't coma.

De did talk, as I understand it -- I wasn't at the

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

Mr. Nelson in Chicago, and said the kind of thing that he
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9-23 was sorry he couldn't come.

I don't know what he said.

About three days later, well, over the weekend

sometime, I got a call from Mr. Nelson.

0 You got a call from Mr. Nelson?

A I believe from Mr. Nelson, saying that -- maybe he

told Mr. Nelson. I don't know how that ran.

Anyhow, they were to meet with the President about

three days after the annual meeting. This must have been in

Sentember of '70.

At that time, the President -- a lot of people had

urged him to come, and he had gotten the impression that it

was a• good meeting, a large, well attended meeting, and he

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

every effort to try to cone to the next one.

When was it? And he would like to meet with other

people in the dairy industry and to remind Secretary Hardin,

just to keep in mind, that he wanted to meet in early 1971

with other neople.

So, I don't know when it was set, Mr. Dobrovir,

exactly, but that is the first mention I heard of it.

0 Were you told this by Mr. Nelson?

A No.
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I was told this by the President.

O By the President.

You spoke to him personally?

A Mr. Nelson and I were there.

o This was after the Chicago meeting?

A The /970 annual meeting of AMPI.

Q You went to Washington?

A Came to Washington.

O And expressly for the purpose of seeing the

President?

A Yes.

O And how did that occasion came about?

A I said I don't know. I don't know.

As I was saying, I wasn't in Chicago, so I don't

know how the meeting got arranged.

He did talk, as I understand it, to Mr. Nelson

from some place, wherever he was, while the meeting was going

O So you and nr. Nelson flew to Washington to meet

with the President, and now when you met with the President

at that tiro, did you discuss anything else besides the

question of 114_7, setting ur, a meeting?

A I just remenber he got his yellow pad and started
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saying, "When is that meeting?"

I was impressed with that.

O How long did your meeting with him at that time

last?

A I don't remember.

O You don't remember what other subjects were

discussed?

A The only thing that imnressed me was that he was

very comnlimentary of what he had heard about our annual

meeting. That is what we had just had.

And he exnressed an interest in meeting some of our

people, which we thought was good, and it sounded like h
e

wanted to ccme to our next meeting, which he ultimately did.

O Was that the only thing that you talked with the

President about at that time?

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

dairy farmer because we never missed an opportunity 
to talk

to anybody about that, but I don't remember anything

specifically.

fl to you meet with the President often?

A Yo.

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

dent often.
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Okay. Can you tell us how the March 23rd, 1971 meetinr:

with the President was set up?

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

question is "No, I can't." If you want me to give you

an opinion to the best of my recollection --

Let me describe again what testimony already given 4IND

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

testified that to his recollection you had invited

President Nixon to address the 1970 annual meeting.--

That's correct.

-- of AMPI, and that while you were holding -- He could

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

that meeting.

He telephoned me just as the meeting was being convened.

Q What was the substance of that telephone --

He was expressing his regret at being unable to attend,

expressing his awareness of the importance of agriculture

to the economy of the United States and to the health

and well-being and that sort of thing. You know,

reassuring, me that -- and asking me to tell the

convention that he was concerned about the well-being of

agriculture producers, and telling me also that he wanted

to meet with us -- no specific time was set -- and that

he would discuss such a meeting with Secretary Hardin,

I believe he said. And as I recall, Secretary Hardin vas

(47)



2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

13

17

18

19

9f1

21

9 9

21

2d. HAROLD NELSON DEPOSITION, FEBRUARY 7, 1973, NADER V. BUTZ,
61-64, 76-77 

at the meeting.

And he asked me to tell the convention -- 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 of the President was asking me to do that.

But to ernress to them his regrets at being unable to

attend and the sentiments that I've just described.

And then I think Mr. Parr's testimony continues. He

received a call, he believes, 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

correct?

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

It seems to me that it was relatively soon after that

convention, but I can't tell you what 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 remerber whether a call came from someone on the

President's staff?

Well, no, 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 from someone you

don't know.

And you did go and see the President?

62

(48)



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

26

9]

21

2d. HAROLD NELSON DEPOSITION, FEBRUARY 7, 1973, NADER v. BUTZ,
61-64, 76-77 

A We did.

And who attended the meeting at that time?

A As I recall at that time it was just Mr. Parr and me.

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 President's staff there?

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

may not have been, but --

Q And what happened at that meeting?

A He once again talked about how he  regretted thAt_he

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

invited him to address the next meeting -- the next annual

meeting, which he did.

And that was the entire

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

Parr about his build as a former Tennessee football

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

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

point of discussion at that time was that we would like

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

meetlng.

And was there any discussion at that time of a meeting

that would turn out to be the March meeting?

I don't have an independent recollection but I would sayA

63'
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it would be unusual if we didn't seize that opportunity

2 to tell him that we'd like at his convenience to have

3 some dairy leaders in to talk with him.

4 Q Now, when did you first learn that this March meeting was

5 going to take place?

6 A You mean the one -- which March meeting?

7 Q The March 23rd meeting at the White House.

8 A It seems to me it was just very shortly before the meeting,

9

10

11

)2

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

2,0

2)

2:1

21

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

or -- it seems to me maybe it was just twenty-four hours

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

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

Now, I could be wrong about that.

Had anything about such a meeting been in the wind before

that?

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

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

those who are opposing your views have access to the

President and are pressing their views on the President.

You always want an opportunity to be heard because if

you're convinced of the correctness of your position,

see, you have confidence that if you can be heard that

you can refute, especially if 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
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CROSS-EXAMINATION 

2 By Mr. Goldbloom:

I have a couple of questions, Mr. Nelson. During the

course of your various discussions with members of

Congress or Congressional staff members or the President

6 or members of the White House staff or with whomever you

7 may have come in contact or officials of the Department

of Agriculture in connection with your efforts to obtain

9 a satisfactory -- that is satisfactory to your interests

10 -- result concerning the price support level were there

discussions to the effect that the making of political

76

12 contributions by the agricultural trust would have an

effect or an impact upon the decisions to be reached by

14 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 of effect

on such a determination?

No, they did not.

And in the course of your discussions did you or others

representing your interests suggest that the making of

political contributions night have a beneficial result?

A No, absolutely not.

MR. GOLDBLOOM: I have no further questions.
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A I'd just like to say this: I take it that what you're

asking me the essence of what you were asking me is,

was there a quid pro quo.

Exactly.

A There's never been a quid pro quo in my total experience.

CROSS-EXAMINATION 

By Mr. Barrera:

Just by way of clarifying the people that may have been

present at the meeting, which you've already given some

names, both as to those that may have been with the

President's staff and those that ney-heve-heetrici4th thir

farm group, in number,would you hazard a guess as to how

many people may have been there all told?

A As I recall, the meeting was in the Cabinet Room and the

Cabinet table was full -- the seats at the Cabinet table

-- and chairs were arranged in back of the President with

people occupying them. So I would say -- that's very hard

to figure. I would say if you started counting, though,

a total of thirty-five to fifty people in there. I'd

say probably nearer thirty-five. I could be wronc on

that, too. I'm sure they know how many were in there,

but it was a goodly number of people.

Q The $8500.00 loan to Mid-America, do I recall your having

said that you did or did not recall the possibility of

(52)



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 manner.

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,

1973, pp. 205, 206  
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Mt. Weitz. Several hundred committees?

Mt. Nelson. Yes.
-----

Mt. Weitz. What total amount did you contemplate contri-

buting, or did you tell them you would contribute?

Mr.. Nelson. Well, we did not tell them any specific

amounts 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.

Mt. 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 --

Mt. Weitz. Yes. Did you hear those amounts discussed,

or did you yourself discuss those amounts?

Mt. Nelson. Ordinarily, I would not be the one to mention

those amounts.

Et. Weitz. Who did?

Mt. Nelson. Mr. Parr.

Mt. Weitz. In your presence?

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

yes.

Mx. Weitz. Who else was present at any of the times that

Mt. Parr mentioned those amounts?

Retyped from indistinct nric,inal
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Mt. Nelson. Mr. Colson.

Hr. Weitz. Mr. Colson. Was it at this meeting in 1970,

for example?

Mt. 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-

mittees.

Mt. 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?

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

Mt. Weitz. How much earlier?

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

Mt. Weitz. 199?

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

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

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

Colson?

1 
Mr. Nelson. Let us say, we may have met with him in

'69, but if not, 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 committees?

Mr. Nelson. Yes, sir. We sure did.

Mt. Weitz. Did you mention the contribution in 1969, the

Retyped from indistinct original
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Mk. Sanders. Yes, but as I recall your previous testimony,

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

my question is, did you ever make such representation?

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

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

more than labor organizations?

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

Mk. Sanders. Do you think you might have?

Mr. Parr. I don't know.

Mk. 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?

Retvned frnm indictinrt nriainnl
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Mk. Parr. Do you mean discussions of that type of nature?

Mi. Sanders. Yes.

Mk. Parr. I just don't know.

Mr. Sanders. Can you recall who participated in such a

discussion?

Mk. Parr. No, sir. I do not. We were --

EY. Gibson. Can we go off the record just a second and

take a break?

Mk. Sanders. (Nods in the affirmative.)

(Discussion off the record.)

Mi. Sanders. Back on the record.

Mk. Parr. In relation to this one million and two million,

 I

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 belie
ve

Mr. Colson said, this is a two million dollar packau., Qa 
5ome

words like that.

L--
Mr. Sanders. The obvious implication of your answer is

that it occurred in Colson's office?

Mr. Parr. Yes, sir.

MY. Sanders. What I was wondering is, is this the first

time to your recollection that contributions of that magnitud
e

had been discussed in your presence?

Mr. Parr. We were constantly discussing what we expected

Retyped from indistinct original. 57
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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 Canmission 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

100, 000 pounds for the fourth.

Page

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

Hardin to the President  60

4b. United States Tariff Commission Press

Release, October 6, 1970.  65
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The President
The White House
Washington, D. C. 20500

Dear Mr. President:

March 5, 1970

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-
ties 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 cream,
chocolate crumb 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 recommendations 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.

Al) of the aforementioned articles are products of recent appear-
ance in international 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 Commission to initiate and complete its investigation as soon
as possible.

Respectfully,

S/ Clifford M. Hardin

CLIFFORD M. HARDIN
Secretary

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 im-
ports 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 situa-
tion which now requires action.

World supplies of dairy products are in surplus to commercial market de-
mand 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 tur-
moil 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 attractive-
ness of the United States market.. Recent utilizations of the provisions
of Section 22 have necessarily had the specific intent of restraining
importations of foreign dairy surpluses, particularly of products de-
liberately formvlated in order to evade existing dairy import restric-
tions.

The most recent Section 22 action, ProclprP.tion 3884 of January 6,
1969, was intended to limit annual imports to 1.3 billion pounds, whole
milk equivalent, an amount the Department considered to be consonant
with the Department's price support program. Now, however, we are again
faced with an increase in imports beyond this level and which again
threatens to affect seriously the Department's support program. This
situation requires me to request that you direct the Tariff Co=mission
to undertake an investigation under Section 22 of the Agricultural Ad-
justment 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 Schedule 1 of the Tariff Schedules. The most flagrant abuse in the
list of dairy products currently free of restriction concerns ice
cream. Prior to April 1969, there was no record of any imports of ice
cream, which is listed in the Tariff Schedules as Item 118.25. In
that month, there began the importation of frozen miNtures containing
the ingredients of ice cream but in different proportions and with ab-
normally large milk solids content. This type of product was classi-
fied as "ice cream" even though the product was not used for direct
consumption but, rather, for the manufacture of commercial ice cream.
In effect, these mixtures are a modification of the "Junex" mixes which
were placed under quota restriction in 1967 and 1969.

Imports of this putative ice cream during January-November 1969
exceeded 14.5 million pounds, representing roughly 29 million pounds of
genuine ice cream or 86 million pounds milk equivalent. The Bureau of
Census data show the price per gallon from 72.7 to 80.6 cents. The
same product made at support level prices with domestic butterfat, non-
fat milk solids and sugar, all of which are subject to price support,
would be approximately $1.50 per gallon.

This evasion threatens to become a major leak in the import con-
trol structure. Whereas the original (and still principal) source of
supply is Belgium, six other countries (Canada, Denmark, Jamaica, New
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Zealand, Sweden and West Germany) have entered the field. Prompt es-
tablishment of an import quota on ice cream, covering genuine ice cream

as well as the putative product, is recommended.

2. Chocolate provided for in item 156.30 of tart 10 and articles 
containing chocolate Provided for in item 182.95, part 15, Schedule 1 

of the TSUS, containing 5.5 tercent or less by weight of butterfat (except 
articles for consumption at retail as candy or confection). Presidential

Proclamation 3o04 of January 6, 1969, set a limit on imports of milk choc-
olate crumb as "Chocolate provided for in item 156.30, 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)." The speci-

fication of a butterfat content for quota purposes of over 5.5 percent
derives from similar descriptions of other products made from a combina-

tion of dairy and non-dairy ingredients; until recently, it had no

practical significance since the butterfat content of normal chocolate

crumb is 8-12 percent.

Now, however, the 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 prepara-

tions not specifically provided for," a category in which articles con-

taining 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 choc-

olate crumb have been imported. This 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 States

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 the TSUS. Another develop-

ment of particular concern has been the growth in imports of "milk replacer"

animal feeds consisting of nonfat dry milk (or dry whole milk) to which

other non-dairy ingredients have been added, particularly fats Such as

tallow, grease or lard. The addition of the non-dairy ingredients allows

this type of product to enter without being subject to the import uptas

for dried whole milk, dried buttermilk and whey, or dried skimmed milk,

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 1968, following
a Bureau of Customs decision in August of 1967 that such product was classi-
fiable as an animal feed and free of quota as long as that class or kind
of merchandise to which the imported 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 1969. Significantly,
moreover, the rate of imports is accelerating and the major supplier,
Ireland, has been joined by Australia and New Zealand.

These feeds compete with domestic feeding of milk and milk solids,
whether such feeding takes the form of whole milk fed directly; fluid
skim milk, buttermilk or whey returned from creameries and cheese fac-
tories; dry feeds containing milk solids; or nonfat dry milk purchased
for feeding purposes. The landed, duty-paid cost of the imported feeds is
from 12-15 cents per pound; the minimum (support) price for domestic non-
fat skim milk (to which animal fats must be added) is slightly above 23
cents. With this price difference, there can be little doubt that the im-
ported feeds, unless checked, will gain wide and growing acceptance.

Imports of these "milk replacer" animal feeds threaten interference
with the price support program for dairy Products. Current trends
presage materialization of that threat in significant magnitude. Action
to establish quotas should be taken now to forestall that threat before
it becomes disruptive and costly.

4. Cheese, and substitutes for cheese, containing 0.5 Percent or 
less by weight of butterfat, as Provided for in items 117.75 and 117.h5
of subpart C, Part 4 of Schedule 1 of the TSUS, except articles within
the scone of other import quotas provided for in Part 3 of the Appendix
to the TSUS; if shipped otherwise than in pursuance to a Purchase,  or if 
having a purchase Price under 47 cents per pound. Proclamation 3884, in
establishing import quota 950.10D of the TSUS provided for exceptions for
"cheese not containing cow's milk; cheese, except cottage cheese, contain-
ing no butterfat or not over 0.5 percent by weight of butterfat, and
-articles within the scope of other import quotas 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 was imported previously. This is a recent
development which can be expected to expand considerably under the pres-
sure 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 weig'nt of butterfat.
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U.S. Tariff Commission
press release. October 6_ 1970. l-Z

Retyped from indistinct original 

PUBLIC U.S. TARIFF COMMISSION

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

For release
October 6, 1970

TARIFF COMMISSION 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 investiga-
tion of certain dairy products under section 22 of the Agricul-
tural Adjustment Act, as amended. The purpose of the investiga-
tion (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 sub-
stantially 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 choco-
late, 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 Com-

mission's statement of the considerations on which its findings

Retyped from indistinct original
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U.S. Tariff Commission

tress release, October 6, 1970, 1-2 

a yped from indistinct original 

2

and recommendations were based, information on the domestic

dairy situation, Federal prograns 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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14.2 U.S. Tariff Commission
press release

Fit): releaee
Ontober 6, 1.970

TARIFF COni5ISSI0N RELFASEn !From: TO TRE PRESIDENT
ON DAIRY PRODUCTS

The U.S. Tarif C-m,mirri.on today released its September 21,
1970, report to the rresident on the resul.ts of Pn investiga-

tion of certain dPiTy products under section 22 of the Agricul-

tural,AdJustmPn'c, -41-.t, as emended. The purpose of the investiga_

tion (No. 22-2A) was to detarmine whether ice cream, certain

chocolate and articlen containing cho-olate, certain animal
Leeds, and cc7tain eheeses are being, or are practically certain
to he. Imported into the Unt!.ed States urder such condltiem% and
in ench oupnt.44-des as to render or tend :c.o render ineffective,

or materiall,, interfere v101, the U.S. Department of Agriculture's

price-suonort prof7ams for milk and butterfat, or to reduce sub-

stantially the amonnt of pl:cducts processed in the United States

from domestic intik and hntterfat.

The Comrossion nnaotmensly found material interference, or

practical certainty of snch i.nterference, from imports of all
the nrnducts rRmod ivc mid recommended import quotas of zero

for ice cream, certain chocolate a0 articles containing choco-

lata, :Ind certain an1ym,1 feeds. With respect to certain cheeses,
the Commisson recem!ii.,nded an absolute quota of 30,000 rounds
for thc remainqer of 1970 Pnd an alxsolute quota of 300,000 pounds

for each calendar year After 1970. The quotas they assigned to

the various nroeucts are based on the patterns of trade during
the calendar years )253 through 1965, inclusive.

The Commission's report contains, in addition to the Com-

mission's statement of the considerations on which its findings

(67)



4b. UNITED STATES TARIFF COMMISSION PRESS RELEASE, OCTOBER 6, 1970

2

and recommendations were based, information on the 
domestic

dairy situation, Federal programs for dairy products, 
foreign

trade, and support programs and export subsidies of forei
gn

countries.

Copies of the report (T.C. Pub. 336) 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.J., 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 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.

Page

51. Memorandum, dated October 19, 1970, from

Don Paarlberg to Paul W. McCracken with attachment. 70

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

Hendrick S. Houthakker to Dpn Paarlberg  73

5c. Memorandum, dated November 30, 1970,

from Secretary Hardin to Bryce N. Harlow  74
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'5a. ATTACHMENT TO DON PAARLBERG MEMORANDUM

(Retyped from illegible copy) (Tab 5a)

October 19, 1970

Filed

Please return to
F. A. S.

The President
The White House

Dear Mr. President:

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 for
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 recom-
mended 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 chaited by Mr. Houthakker. One is acceptance of the Commis-
sion's recommendation in toto; the other is establishment of import
quotas in amounts equal to actual imports during the period July 1969-
June 1970, inclusive.

I am firmly convinced that acceptance of the Commission's recommendations!
is the only proper course of action. The Commission's investigation has
substantiated my position that the trade concerned reflects in its entirety
(except for "hard cheese") evasions of the intent and purpose of existing
import controls. To conclude that the July 1969-June 1970 period, in
which accerating imports necessitated my recommendation and your
action, is "representative" is to deny both fact and logic. Failure to
follow the Commission's recommendations can only strengthen the hands
of the critics who charge that the Administration is unwilling to carry out
the intent of Congress in enacting Section 22.

I urg,e that you accept the Tariff Commission's recommendations and issue
a proclmation to give them effects as soon as possible. For your conven-
ience, a draft proclamation is enclosed.

Sincerely,signed

CLIFFORD M. HARDIN
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.5b. HENDRIK HOUTHAKKER MEMORANDUM, NOVEMBER 9, 1970
"ZEtalLY..1-11CDUCTS

r /Lc-

PAUL M MCCRACKEN. Cbeihtartm.e•

HENDRIK S. PIOUTHAKKER

HERIDERT STEIN

COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS

WAS

November 9, 1970

4-Cy'
MEMORANDUM FOR DON PAARLBERG 

s

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
Prelident. 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 therefcre holding these letters. If you want them
back, I shall ba glad to return them.

Hendrik S. Houthakker

4. c-44-,z
ck,..m"r if

P

7%)
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6. On December 16, 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 $2,000,000

to the re-election 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. Eliflings had not intended or expected that the

President sc... ;t in the first place and does not believe that the President

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

Page
6a. Routing memorandum from John Brown to

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

6b. Deposition of Patrick J. Hillings, taken January 15,
1974, in Nader  v. Butz, (D. D. C. Civ. No. 148-72)
pp. 37-42, 50-52t 

6c. Memorandum of Senate Select Committee inter-
view with Murray Chotiner on December 7, 1973,
and verifying affidavit.  
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MZMORANDUN1
6a. ROGER JOHNSON MEMORANDUM, DECEMBER 17 1970

THE WHITE HOUSE

WAS HEN GTO S

December 17, 1.970

TO: H. R. HALDENLeiN

FROM: ROGER JOHNSON

SUBJECT: Letter to the President from Pat Hillings.

Pat Hillings handed me the attached letter and asked
that it be directed to the President. It concerns a matter
with which both Peter Flanigan ad Chuck Colson are familiar
and on which: Ehey are working.
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.6•Zie

ac v3 •

4 Car •

tOrrti

LAW 0, irle.:17.5

REEvES
SUITS: 300

1701 PENINSYLvAiviA AveNuir.. r4. W.

WASHINGTON. 0. C. 20006

TELEP,40,4i.: 202 21e1-9030

TCLEx -4A037.3 C0,4

CA3LeRiZievt-Aw"

December 16, 1970

The Honorable Richard Nixon
The White House
Washington, D. C.

1••••AsCri

0•0".T...10P•CA• 51.4

Re: 522 Tariff Commission (Milk) Recommendations
Presidential Proclamation

Dear Mr. President:

.This letter discusses a matter of some delicacy
and of significant political impact.

Since January I my Washington partner Marion
Harrison (one of your 1968 Virginia Co-Chairmen) and I have
represented Associated Milk Producers, Inc. ("AMPI"). At
the White House in September you privately met AMPI's two
key leaders, Harold Nelson and Dave Parr. You spoke by tele-
phone from the beach at San Clemente to Secretary Hardin and
to Harold Nelson during AMPI's annual convention in Chicago
Labor Day weekend. You told Harold of your intent person-
ally to address AMPI's next annual convention (a gathering
of almost 30;000 dairy farmers and their families).

AI has followed our advice explicitly and will
do so in the future. AMPI contributed about $135,000.00 to
Republican candidates in the 1970 election. We are now work-
ing with Tom Evans and Herb Kalmbach in setting up appropri-
ate channels for AMPI to contribute $2 million for your re-
election. AI also is funding a special project.

On September 21 the Tariff Commission recommended
to You, after it did a study you requested in May, four spe-
cific quotas for four specific dairy products. These recom-
mendations are well documented and by now are well known in
the dairy and related industries. No Presidential Proc1P-1:1-
tion has been issued.

The problem is this. The dairy industry cannot
understand why these recommendations were not implemented

(78)



6a. PATRICK HILLINGS LETTER, DECEMBER 16,  1970 WITH ATTACHED MEMORANDUM

- 2 -

very' quickly. The longest the I.)mocrats ever took to im-
plement a Tariff Commission dair7 recommendation was 16
d:‘,/s. On 0n3 occasion, President Johnson even imposed
quotas before he received the Tariff Commission's recc -a-
mendations!

The overall parity ratio is at its lowest since
December 1933. Farmers generally are unhappy with the
economy. You know our farmbelt losses in the election.

The Government saves money (by saving price sup-
port payments) and the farmer makes money when the recom-
mended quotas are imposed. The products are all.nevasion"
products - that is, products which historically were not
imported but which, started to be imported only after quotas
were imposed on other products.

The dairy and related industries have great,faith
in your personal leadership. 'At the same time, they are
shaken by the economy. The right kind of Proclamation is-
sued quickly would dramatize your personal. interest, in a_
large segment. of agriculture.

This problem is bogged down within the White
House. It is a victim of the bureaucracy - the Trade Bill
people, the National Security Council people, the domestic
people. It has been studied and restudied,. It is not
moving.

We write you both as advocates and as supporters.
The time is ripe politically and economically to impose the
recommended quotas. Secretary Hardin, the Tariff Commission
and the dairy industry all support this. All that is neces-
sary is a simple Proclamation-implementing the -four specific
Tariff Commission recommendations.

• Me attach a more detailed Memorandum. The sub-
ject is quite interesting if you have time for it.)

PJ11:ek

Enclosure
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6a. ATTACHMENT TO PATRICK BILLINGS LETTER
LAW orricES

REEVES & 1-I.AlzretsoN
sulre 500

1701 PENN3ILVANIA AVENUt. N. W.

WASHINGTON. D. C. 20006

TELX.P.,.90Nri: 202 234-9030

TELEX ..,037.3 CAOrt

CAdLCPECVLAW"

December 1, 1970

MEMORANDUM TO THE SPECIAL COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT

Dairy Industry SupPort for C22 Tariff 
Commission Reconmendations

1. Introduction 

PAT/W:4

Wo4..004TGO.Car 3.171*

The dairy industry supports the 522 Tariff Com-
mission recommendations for import cuotas and opposes the
White House staff proposal. This Memorandum is written on
behalf of our client, Associated Milk Producers, Inc., rep-
resenting a very major segment of the dairy industry, in
support of the President's issuing a Proclamation implement-
ing the 522 Tariff Commission recommendations exactly as
recommended by the Tariff Commission.

a. 522 Tariff Commission Recommendations 

The Tariff Commission has recommended to the Presi-
dent that he set quotas of zero for "ice cream"; of zero for
certain chocolates; of zero for certain animal feeds; and of
100,000 Pounds per annum for certain lowfat cheeses. These
recommendations are based upon historic imports.

b. Staff Proposal 

The staff proposes to submit to the President a
recommendation that he set quotas drastically higher than
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-hose recommended by the Tariff Commission - specifically,
5 million 7o,:nd3 (or 533,500 .7,- a1137.3) for ice cam; 5 m'i-
'ion pounds for chocolate; 17 million pounds for animal
feeds; 9 million pounds for lowfat cheese.

The staff's reccmmendation evidently is based upon
a synthesis of admittedly difficult foreign trade negotia-
tion considerations, a lack of full realization of tha•eco-
nomic impact of its recommendations upon the American dairy
industry, a minimization of possible domestic political im-
pact and a non-acknowledgement of the evasion factors in-
volved in the recent dramatic increases in imports.

We fully recognize the difficulty of the staff's
assignment. We believe that the approach taken by the staff
has made that assignment more difficult. We are hopeful the
facts set forth in this Memorar;dum and in the tables attached
will be helpful.

c. Absence of Legal Issues

Apparently at least one member of the staff is
concerned that we might be under the impression the dairy
industry has some kind of legal right to quotas as recom-
mended by the Tariff Commission. Obviously we are under no
such impression. The statute is clear. The President has
absolute discretion, unreviewable in the courts, and final
authority. (Indeed, if we had a legal right, there would be
nothing about which to negotiate.)

2. Political Considerations 

Since this firm began to represent AMPI, that or-
ganization has been, and regardless of the outcome of this
matter will continue to be, most helpful to the Administra-
tion.

However, neither AYPI nor any other source of leader-
ship in the dairy industry can guarantee the support of the
membership and of those many segments of voters who directly
or indirectly are tied in to the agricultural economy. As
the recent election has shown, the economic issue is fore-
most in the minds of many voters and, reasonably or otherwise,
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whn there is a downturn in the economy, they hold it
against ti*..e Administration.

The dairy farmers' 1972 vote obviously is not
going to turn totally upon the quotas set for dairy prod-
ucts. However, that is one of many factors which go into
the mix that ultimately both psychologically and economic-
ally affects the dairy farmers' relationship with the Ad-
ministration. The present lack of accord as to quotas is
particularly puzzling to those dairy farmers sufficiently
sophisticated to be aware of the situation, a number which
increases as time passes. This is so because in the oast
the dairy industry more often than not has sought quotas
stricter than those recommended by the Tariff Commission.
Hera the industry seeks only to implement the recommenda-
tions of the Tariff Commission. Farmers cannot understand
the subtleties of diplomatic negotiation. When the Tariff
Commission issues a detailed, factual and convincing report,
based upon a study directed by the President, farmers do not
understand why the President will not accept the recommenda-
tions contained in the report. (The fact that those of us in
Washington allegedly more sophisticated in these matters can
understand some of the problems, unfortunately, is neither
relevant nor convincing.)

a. North Central States 

The dairy industry exists in varying proportion
In all 50 states. It is strongest in some of those states
which traditionally are the backbone of Republican voting
strength and which the President must carry in 1972. Some
65% of all milk used in manufactured dairy products comes

.from the Dakotas, Minnesota and Wisconsin. In the recent
election, we lost every statewide race in those four states.
We also lost five House seats. We do not suggest the dif-
ference in the amount of a quota on a dairy product would
mean the difference in such races. We do suggest that the
political considerations which motivate recognition of the
dairy industry's import probleps are significant in the
total voter reaction in those states.

b. Merits 

The welfare of the dairy industry is closely tied
to the Government. In large measure this is a consequence
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o= too much success in increasing dairy production. How-we mud: face the facts 13 .7.h.av are and not as onewish them to be. Fortunately, the Tariff Commi,'); recommendations stand on their own merits, all poTatioalconsiderations aside.

3. psYcholoc4 c.,,1 and Price Considerations
of Dairy Industry

Both psychological and price considerations of thedairy industry should be considered. The latter can be ex-plained more readily than the former.

As Table VI indicate, if the staff proposal wereimplemented, dairy farmers would lose an estimated$4,649,000.00.

.The psychological blow to the dairy industry wouldbe meaningful, difficult though it is to attempt to exPlain.

At the present time, there is substantial personalsupport for the President in the dairy and related indus-tries and, except for the present adverse economic conditionin the country, there is general dairy farmer support for theAdministration. The sources for this feeling are many - thedairy farmer's personal admiration for the President, thedairy farmer's natural inclination (in most states, particu-larly outside the South) toward the Republican Party, thedairy farmer's appreciation of his good relations with thepresent Administration and other- factor-s; The -dairy farmerreasonably cannot expect to get from this Administration,or from any other, everything he wants. Howeverr to turnhim down in an area where another body of the Government,ostensibly sPeaking with great expertise, publicly has recom-mended something he wants, risks a psychological blow ofunpredictable proportion. (As some know, there are also otherconsiderations why ?.PI cannot afford any psychological blockto its present activities.)

Even more complicatea than the direct psychologicalrepercussion is the combined psychological and economic re-percussion. When some purchasers are allowed to purchase im-ported dairy products at a price less than all other pur-chasers must pay for domestic products, there is an unfaircost advanta72 to all other purchasers. If the staff propos-al be implamented, that unfair cost advantage would be about$3,510,000.03 (Table VI).
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The exercise of that advantage tends to have a

lowering effect generally on dairy product prices. The
dairy industry is not necessarily advocating continua!ly

h 4 gher prices for dairy products. However, as a mattr

of survival, it must favor at the minim= (1) the holding
of present prices and (2)' price increases based upon cost
of living increases and increased production costs. The
creation of an unfair price advantage to a small portion
of purchasers has a negative impetus on these goals.

4. Evolution of Imports 

The evolution of imports of ice cream, chocolate,
animal feeds and lowfat cheese) - the 522 items - is par-
ticularly relevant.

Normally imports of a product, dairy or otherwise,
rise or fall according to a pattern which relates to internal
demand and cost competition factors. In the instance of

these 522 products, as with a number of other dairy products

in recent years, the rise in imports is sudden and dramatic.
Appendix A, which reproduces page 19 of the 522 Report, by
table shows this increase. Ice cream went from zero in the
first five months of calendar 1969 to 2,583,000 gallons in

the last seven months of calendar 1969. In the first seven
months of calendar 1970, it went to 4,012,000 gallons. Thus,

in the fiscal year 1970, total ice cream imports were almost
6,600,000 gallons - an acceleration from zero! The figures

are similar with respect to the other products. • Lowfat

cheese had minimal imports through the years but these, too,
increased dramatically in 1969 and 1970. Complete calendar 1970
figures are not available. However, all informed sources
seem in agreement that the rate of acceleration continue
unabated.

Imports appear to be running presently at about
1.4% of total domestic dairy production. Since 1953, imports
have run as low as 0.4%, as high as 2.4% (1967). As the
information at page 55 of the 522 Report indicates, imports

now apparently are rising again. (The figure of 1.4% - ris-

ing - is to be contrasted with an exnort figure for 1969 of
0.8%. Of course, even if exports in percentile terms equalled
or exceeded imports, the cost disadvantage to the dairy and
related industries and to the taxpayer through support pric.2s

would continue.)
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The reasons for the s!Iddan and dramatic rise in
.:mports of the four oroducts arc easy to find. Since
1953, there have been 522 quotas on some dairy products.
s a quota is imposed and enforced, foreign competitors

find a loophole in the form of another product not under
cuota. They then co=ence exporting of that non-quota
product. Since the Presidential Proclamation of January
1969, foreign producers have moved to the loopholes repre-
sented by the present absence of quotas in the four 522products.

5. Reward for Evasion 

As TablesI and II indicate, the staff proposal
would reward the foreign evader for his successful evasion.
In other words, the foreign producer did not export, for
example, ice cream, until fiscal 1970. .He exported -it
then only because a prior proclamation had curtailed his
exporting certain other products. As the 522 Report shows,
the record of imports in the dairy industry is the record
of successful evasions. The foreign exporter pursues a
relentless quest for a loophole - a product for the moment
not under quota.

We perceive no reason why successful evasion
should be rewarded.

It has been suggested that the proposal for ice
cream would "roll back" or "cut back" ice cream imports to
25% of calendar 1969. Expressed in that frame of reference,
this proposal seems stringent. However, if one looks at
the record of imports, one finds that there-were no imports
of ice cream until calendar 1969. Consequently, to roll
back or cut back to 25% of those imports is no rollback or
cutback at all, but rather is a reward to the foreign ex-
porter for his assiduousness and acumen in discovering that
ice cream - itself an unfinished product unrecognizable as
ice cream - might offer a loophole. To make the 25% figure
or any other figure meaningful, the frame of reference mustbe relevant. If one is going to limit a chicken thief to
the number of chickens he may steal, one should use as his
frame of reference the historical years during which therewas no thievery rather than the most recent year during
which for one reason or another the chicken thief began
his nefarious activity. Twenty-five percent of an evasion
is an evasion - to be orecise, an evasion at the rate of
5,000,000 pounds or 633,500 gallons annually.
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We strongly enjoin upon the staff the wisdom of

s -.1 c-ing a meani.ngful frame of reference - the historical
v...-rs during which these evasion products were not im-
ported. As the Tariff Co=mission as stated, ". . . the
period in which such increases in imports occurred cannot
properly be regarded as being the whole, or part, of a rep-
rsentative period within the meaning of the statute. To
do so makes the 're:Presentative period' concept meaning-
less; it not only improperly increases the minimum permis-
sible quantities of articles which may be imported but also
affects the equities of the foreign countries that supplied
and the importers who imported, the traditional imports of
dairy products ." Page 20, 522 Report.

With respect to three of the four §22 products
there is not even a suggestion of arv alleged rollback. As
Table II demonstrates, the proposal would permit chocolate__
imports 10 times greater than ;he actual imports for calen-
dar 1969, animal feed imnorts twice greater than the actual
imports for calendar 1969 and lowfat cheese imports three
times greater than the actual imports for calendar 1969.

The line of reasoning behind such suggested per-
missiveness can pe only one or both of two considerations,
either unacceptable to the dairy industry. The first
would; be that quotas if too low are unenforceable. The
other would be that the proposed quotas are less than im-
ports will be in 1970 or would be in some future year. As
to enforceability, it seems clear that the simpler means

to facilitate enforcement is to set a zero quota - any
quantity is unlawful, no measurement or guessing as to
prior imports is required. As to portended increases, such
reasoning only stimulates a feverish-effort-rap-idly to in-
crease imports. af importers are given to understand that
future quotas will be set in relation to what the importer
might do in the future if given the.time and encouragement
to do it, the importer will be rewarded for his ingenuity
and speed in finding evasion products and dumping as many
of them as possible and as quickly as possible upon the
American market.

6. Cost to Taxnayers and Farmers

As Tables III, V and VI demonstrate, the staff
proposal would cost the taxpayers money in the form of
Department of Agriculture (CCC) support payments or would

•
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cost the dairy farmer money through product dislocation.
Th,,.formir loss would be al.out ';:3,045,000.00 and the lat-
ter loss would be about $4,649,000.00.

The present proposal would legitimize imports
of $9,300,000.00 whereas actual imports Prior to calendar
1969 of the same four products were only $20,000.00. It
is easy to dismiss the whole subject as of limited meaningby assigning a percentage for imports in comparison to
some astronomical but irrelevant figure as, for example
the percentage of imports to total domestic dairy produc-tion. However, when one views the actual dollars and con-siders that the proposal would legitimize imports at anincrease from. $20,000.00 to $9,300,000.00, the impact be-comes more visible.

7. Relationshin of §22 Dairy Products 

It has been suggested that ice cream accounts
for 88% of the four 522 products, that the percentile in-crease for ice cream is less than for the other three prod-ucts and that, therefore, by some alchemy, the total pro-
posal should have no dollar affect upon the dairy and. re-
lated industries.

One should note initially that ice cream does
not represent 88% of the total of the four products. On
the basis of solids not fat measurement, it represents
only 9,000,000 pounds or 3% - by far the least of the four
products. On the basis of fat measurement, it represents
25,000,000 pounds or 76%. Because animal feeds are not a
fat product, comparison on the basis of fat measurement
omits 170,000,000 pounds of solids not fat measurement as
to animal feeds and renders the entire basis for comparisonuseless. See Table IV.

On the basis of a dollar comparison, ice cream
also is the smallest of the four Products - see Table V,
showing that ice cream represents $1,300,000.00 compared
to $1,400,000.00 for chocolate, $2,700,000.00 for lowfat
cheese, $3,900,000.00 for animal feeds, a total of
$9,300,000.00. Even on the basis of imported value as dis-tinguished from domestic value, ice cream reoresents the
smallest value, $500,000.00- of $5,790,000.00.

Thus, it is incorrect to contend that there
should be no problaza because there.iSsa rollback as to
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ice cream and ice cream is 237; of the total package. This
ar.3u.ment is incorracz for two r2ason3, as noz2d supra, (1)
b.t2use b7 either of tha two acceptable methods of measure-
men:, ice cream is the smallest of the four products; and
(1) because ice cream is not to be rolled back but rather
is to be increased by 5,000,000 pounds or 638,500 gallons
over its pre-1969 import leve1.1/

.1/ In support of the Proposition that measuring ice cream
by fat content is an improper means of measurement, we
note the comment of the Tariff Commission.

. . In examining the effects of imports
on the price-support programs, it is there-
fore necessary to give due consideration
not only to the butterfat, but also to the
nonfat milk solids contained therein.

"Imports of many of the basic forms of
nonfat milk solids (i.e. nonfat dry milk,
dry buttermilk, and dry whey) have been sub-
ject tJ section 22 quotas since the initial
section 22 cuotas were established in 1953.
Since that time most of the emphasis on im-
ports of dairy products has been on products
containing butterfat and no nonfat milk
'solids or on products containing large pro-
portions of butterfat in relation to their
nonfat milk solids content. As the importa-
tion of these.products has increased they
have generally been placed...und.er.section 22
limitations to prevent them from interfering
with the price support programs.

"As the imports of dairy products with
significant butterfat content have been for
the most part brought under section 22 controls,
importers have now also turned their attention
toward products which contain little or no
butterfat, but which.contain significant
amounts of nonfat milk solids (e.g., the ani-
mal feeds and low-fat 'cheese considered in
this investigation). When measuring imports
of such products, milk equivalency on a butter-
fat basis is obyi9y.slv of limited useful-
ness. ." Pages 5-6, 522 Report.
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8. Concl.IsLon

From the foregoing, it should be clear that the
dairy industry cannot accept the staff proposal as a help-
ful imolementation of the S22 recommendations or as a sig-
nificant step toward solving the problem of evasion imoorts.
it also should be clear that, merits aside, practical pol4 ti-
c'l considerations militate in the direction of implementing
§12 recommendations, at least to the extent not totally pre-
cluded by a countervailing political (as distinguished from..
diplomatic) consideration.2/

c /fl

M,L.-ON EV:MI HARRISON'

2/ The diplomatic considerations should not be undue. A
reasonable foreign negotiator would have to admit that
the discussion concerns evasion products and that the
historical and meaningful base period is that of zero
or negligible imports. The assi-jnment of our diplo-
matid negotiators should-be to negotiate the result we
desire, not to limit the result by the difficulty of th
negotiations.

(89)
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37

A No.

0 Or about campaign contributions?

A No, never had.

II 0 Now I would like to get on to this letter. Let me

show you a series of documents. At the top it is a Xerox of

what appears to be a memo to -- and there are two initials --

11 and it says from John Brown. Then the next leaf is December

H 17, 1970 memorandum to H.R. Haldeman from Roger Johnson;

If subject, letter to the President from Pat Hillings.

II Then:there follows two copies, two Xerox copies of

11. a letter from you to the President, and that is followed by
a memorandum dated December 1, 1970, on the letterhead of

Reeves and Harrison.

I would like for you and your counsel to ioOk throu

this.

I should note for the record that those documents

were turned over to us pursuant to subpoena by John W. Dean I

and copies also had been furnished to the Watergate Special

Prosecution Force.

I would like to have this marked as Exhibit 1 to

this deposition.

(Exhibit No. 1 marked for

identification)
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BY MR. DOBROVIR:

Can you tell us how this letter came to be pre-

pared and transmitted, Mr. Hillings?

MR. CHOTINER: Which letter?

MR. DOBROVIR: The letter dated December 16, 1970,

to the Honorable Richard Nixon, signed Patrick J. Hillings.

THE WITNESS: The letter was prepared by Mr. Marion

Harrison and me and was based on the fact that the Tariff

Commission had unanimously recommended favorable action for

milk farmers on restriction of imports, but we had to have

approval in the White House and for some reason we couldn't

figure out the approval had been unnecessarily delayed.

In previous administrations it was often approved

right away. The bureaucracy of the White House at this time

was such that it was very difficult to get them to act.

You have probably heard the story of the farmer

and the mule, haven't you?

MR. DOBROVIR: No.

MR. CHOTINER: This is a milk farmer?

THE WITNESS: A milk farmer, right. This milk

farmer was walking along the road and sees on the other

side of the road another farmer with a mule. The mule isn't

kicking it, hitting it and so forth, and the milk farmer

(97)
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walks across the road and says that is no way to get that

animal to move. The way to do it is to be kind and coax him.

So the other guy said well, let's see. You try it. He

nuzzles the mule and pats him for about ten minutes and still

the mule hasn't moved.

He looks down by the side of the road and sees a

two by four, picks it up, and with all his might hits the

mule right between the eyes and staggers the animal. The

other guy says, I thought you haEdatkeywilp 4etget him to move

is to be kind and not chastize him or beat him.

The milk farmer says, yeh, but first you have got

to get his attention.

That is what we had to do. That was-the purpose

the letter, to get the attention over there, and to try to

them to do what they should have done. weeks previous, to act

favorably on the recommendation of the Tariff Commission.

So we wrote the letter and we had to break through that

bureaucracy that existed there at the time. That was the

purpose of it.

We also supported it with four memorandum brief of

all the facts and figures and details.

We felt the case was meritorious and we were pre-

senting our case as lawyers.

(:)

of

ge

(98)



6b. PATRICK BILLINGS DEPOSITION, JANUARY 15, 1974, NADER v. BUTZ, 37-42,

45-46, 50-52 

40 I

BY MR. DOBROVIR:

Q Now you felt that the way to attract their atten-

tion was to open up the letter by discussing the campaign

contributions, is that right?

A Well, that was our strategy at that time, was the

only way we could get them to get interested, was to talk

about the political significance, and the fact that these

people, the milk farmers of America, were vital to them and

we needed their help and support, and we wanted to let them

know that these were friendly people.

As far as the money involved, we didn't consider

that a significant thing. We never said they would contribut

money if they got the support or anything like that. What we

wanted to do was to get their attention.

Q Did you feel that you had to tell them that you

were going to contribute political money in order to get thei

attention?

A ' We didn't say we were going to contribute political

we said the milk farmers were out working to raise money to

help in the campaign. We didn't say that was the only reason

we wanted the favorable action, but we figured that would at

least trigger their interest, and it did, but it didn't mean

there was any offer to contribute the money. The $2 million

(99)



6h. PATRICK BILLINGS DEPOSITION, JANUARY 15, 1974, NADER v. BUTZ, 37-42,
45-46, 50-52

41

figure was just pulled out_of the air.

Q You say it did trigger their interest. How do you

know that?

A Because I got called in by Colson and chewed out.

• I see.

A Finally got Colson. We never intended it to reach

the President.

• You didn't intent it to reach the President?

A No.

• Why did you address it to him?

A Because everything you send, you address to the

President.

O Who did you expect this to get to?

A Colson.

O Did you send a copy to Colson?

A No.

• How were you sure it would get to him?

A We weren't sure. We figured if we routed it around

him, it might work, and it did.

• Was the problem that Colson wasn't being particularly

receptive to your requests for help on this tariff matter?

A It wasn't just ours, the whole bureaucracy over

there was way behind. The Congressmen were complaining,

(100)
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everybody was complaining. You couldn't get any action there,

1 

either because they were piled up with too much work or what-

ever the reason, we couldn't get through.

O Did you and Marion Harrison prepare this letter

together?

A Yes.

O That was in Washington, the two of you sat down and

wrote it out?

A Yes.

Q Now here it says in the third paragraph: "AMPI

has followed our advice explicitly and will do so in the

future."

Can you tell us what that referred to?

A Well, that was actually Marion's language. I think

he was just trying to indicate they were trying, that they

were going to be helpful, the milk farmers across the country

would be helpful to the administration. There was a time when

we were very worried about the farm vote and this was a key

factor. I think that is what he was trying to say.

• He was. saying AMPI was following yours and his

advice. What kind of advice had you been giving them and I

just want to point out that is the paragraph in which mention

is made specifically of the possible contribution of $2 million.

(101)
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ten minutes.

(Short recess)

BY MR. DOBROVIR:
------1-

Q Getting back to the December 16 letter, did you cle4

that with anybody, for example, with Parr and Nelson before

you sent it?

A No.

Q They didn't know that you were sending that letter?

A They didn't know at the time, I don't believe, un-

less Mr. Harrison talked to them about it. We were their

counsel and I don't think lawyers have to consult with their

clients on every move they make.

Incidently, I pointed out, you know, that I didn't

intend the President to see it, and I think that is borne out

by the memo that you have, there, which shows that the letter

was delivered to Mr. Roger Johnson, and not to the President,

and never went to the President. It went from Johnson to

Haldeman to Colson according to the White House memo you

showed me.

Q Who is Roger Johnson?

A Roger Johnson is a long-time personal friend of the

President that practiced law in Whittier at the same time the

President began the practice of law and later became a counsel
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for one of the independent oil companies and lived in Washingto

for many years and then traveled and lived abroad and then

retired.

When he retired, Mr. Nixon brought him into the

White House as sort of a personal aide to deal with groups and

organizations around the country and particularly with a lot

of the so-called VIPs. I think he is in the State Department

now working on protocol.

Q He was employed in the White House in December, 19707

A Yes, in the MB.

Q You knew him?

A Yes.

Q Did you have the letter delivered to Roger Johnson?
A I took it over there and left it with the secretary.

• Specifically?

A Yes.

• Did you say to the secretary what she should do wit27'

the letter?

A I said I would like Mr. Johnson to see it and route

it to the appropriate people. We never intended the Presiden*

to see it.

You did want Mr. Colson to see it?

A Assuming that he was the guy, it turned out to be,
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and asked that it be directed to the President. It concerns

a matter with which both Peter Flanigan and Chuck Colson are

familiar and on which they are working."

On top of that, without a date, it says memo to

J.C. -- they are initials -- from John Brown, and a comment:

°Would you check with E and Colson on whether this

should go in and if so in what form."

I don't want you to speculate, Mr. Hillings, that id

not fair to you. I would like to ask you though 11 you know

what -- other than what is indicated or not indicated in

these documents -- do you know yourself what happened to your

letter?

A No. I --

MR. CHOTINER: You have answered the question.

Unless somebody told you

THE WITNESS: All I know is the next time I heard

about it is when Colson called me in.

BY MR. DOBROVIR:

Did you hear from anyone at any time it had gone to

Haldeman or anything like that had happened to it?

A No, not until he showed me this.

Q Did Colson tell you where he got the letter?

A No, he was just very upset.
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• Did he indicate one way or the other about whethe

the President had seen it?

A He didn't, but I gather he hadn't.

Q How did you gather that?

A Had he seen it I think there would have been some

comment to that effect.

• Now how soon after sending this letter did you talk

to Colson?

A About two days before Christmas, the 23rd of

December, the 22nd or 23rd of December.

o Was that on the phone or personal meeting?

A No, he asked me to come back and see him.

O You went back to see him?

A Yes.

• When you say went back to see him --

A Came from California to Washington.

O He called you in California?

A His secretary did.

• I would just like to explore this a bit. Mr.

Colson said come back to see me, and you automatically went,

or was there something special?

A He said it is very important that I talk to you.

That is what his secretary said. I said all right, but it's
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Christmas time and I don't want to be stuck in Washington.

• When you got to his office, he was very angry?

A Yes.

• In the course of that conversation did you talk

about the substantive problem of action on the Tariff Com-

mission's recommencations?

A Well, I said I thought there had been an unnecessary

delay and the case was meritorious and there was no reason

for it to be held up by bureaucracy in the White House and

that I was sorry if I offended him by doing it, but there was

no action, and I felt we had to have some action on it. It

had already been approved unanimously by the Tariff Commission.

It was just a ministerial act that was needed and no reason

to hold it up.

• Did he say why in the heck did you put a mention of

money in a letter to the President?

A He was critical of that. He was very critical of

that.

• Can you recall more precisely what he said?

A He used some pretty strong language and said you

shouldn't have written a letter like that. I said all right,

I agree, but we just couldn't seem to get anybody to listen

to us.
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Murray Chotiner SSC interview,
December 7, 1973

---s1tvped from indistinct original 

MEMORANDUM

To: File

From: Donald G. Sanders

Date: December 7, 1973

Subj: Murray Chotiner Interview
Milk Fund

Murray Chotiner was interviewed today in his office at 1701
Pennsylvania Avenue, Washington, D.C., telephone 298-9030. Attending
were Donald G. Sanders, Alan Weitz, and Chotiner.

From January 1970 to March 1971, Chotiner as Special Counsel to the
President. Previously, he was General Counsel to the Special Representa-
tive for Trade Negotiations in the White House. In March 1971, he
became of counsel for Reeves Harrison.

Chotiner said his first contact with the milk industry was in 1970 at
which time he met Parr and Nelson. He was introduced by Harrison. He
learned the dairy people were going to assist the 1970 candidates.
Harrison knew that Chotiner was serving as the White House liaison
with the 1970 candidates. Chotiner thinks Parr and Nelson may . have
been on their Way to see Harry Dent in an adjoining office. Chotiner
didn't discuss with them any details of the contributions. Chotiner
knew that Colson had responsibility for groups and organizations.

Chotiner was not a party to any meetings in late 1970 between the dairy
people and Colson and associates. Harrison told Chotiner recently that
Parr and Nelson net with Colson (Harrison didn't attend), at which tire
Parr was supposed to have said that dairy farmers were not bein!-; treated
properly; that they were for the President and wanted to help him.
There was also talk of S1,000,009 or S2,000,000 to be contributed to
the car'paign. Parr told Harrison of this talk. Parr said Colson said
there couldn't be any quid pro quo.

In 1971-1972, Colson showed Chotincr the fillings letter which he had
in his safe. Chotiner was nrobably talking to Colson about the milk
industry troubles will: the Denartment of Agriculture. One trouble was
the milk products imports, and one must have been the milk price

eri-Ieal
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narray Chotiner-wes intervie-4ed today in his office et 1701
Pennsylvania' Avenue, Whin, D.C., telerhone 298-9030. Atteniins;
were Lo:lala G. Sanders, Alan Weitz, and Chotimar.

Fc Jenua,7 1970 to 2•Larch 1971, Chotiner:was. Soecial Counsel. to the
Pr-3v4c,,--.1y, he s ''.,eneral Counsel to the Stecial.as7,reatentd-

tiv  Neotiatisns in_the White House. In •Larch 1971, he
heceme of co-aasel for F.eaves .1: Harrison'.
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with 1970 caniLlatas.Chtir thinks -Parr and Nelson may have
'Leen cn their way to see Z::.-ry I.:ent in 2n edn7 office.. Chstiner
didn't :12.3C1.152 with tham any do;ails of the contributions. Chotiner

that C.lson had rasz,onsibility for cu,-;:s and orsanizations.

Chotiner -.;17, not a party to any t:eetinEs in lete 1970 ett;.aen the ,22!.ry
z,eot,la &: a- asscistas. Harrissat.iiChotiner. recently th74t
Parr and :';e1s.t.r. -:ith Colson (Harrison didn't attond), at whic.1
r.Z:r 7425 V.:7C't h1":a d..1: 7 77..e.775 -dare not hein;
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11'7i:1TE SELECT COE•IITTEE ON PRESIDENTIAI: CA142AIGN ACTIVITIES

AFFIDAVIT

District of Columbia
City of Washington

I, Alan S. Weitz, a resident of Washington, D.C., being
duly sworn, hereby depose and say as follows:

1. T have been assistant counsel to the Senate Select
C07114.ttee on Presidential Camnaign Activities from Seotember 24,
1973 to the present.

2- In the course of the Committee's investigation,
Donald_ Sanders, Deputy Minority Counsel, and I interviewed
MT. Murray Chotiner on December 7, 1973, and Mr. David Dorsen
(Assistant Chief Counsel), Mr. Dennis Sumters (Assistant
Counsel), Mr. Robert Silverstein (Assistant Minority Counsel)
and I interviewed Mr. Chotiner, again, on December 10, 1973.
On the day of the first interview, Mr. Sanders wrote a
memorandum summPl-izing the substance of the interview. On the
day of the second interview, I wrote a memorandum summarizing
the substance of the interview.

3. On January 24, 1974, Mr. Dorsen advised me that he
had teleohoned•Mr.. Chotiner's office to arrange to obtain ,
sworn testimony in executive session before the Committee- cm
the. subjects of the interviews, and was advised by Mr. Chotine,--'s
secretary ,that he had been in a serious automobile accident the
•preceding day. .Mr. Chotiner died on January 30, 1974.

4. I am executing this al'fidavit in order to preserve,
in the most reliable form, the substance of Mr. Chotiner's
account related to us of relevant events. To this end,
1 Mr. Sanders and I reviewed the December 7, 1973 memorandum;
2 • I caused Tny December 10, 1973 memorandum to be retyod
on Committee letterhead stationery to correct any tyoograchical
.errors, to sod ll out certain names and to rewrite certain
cryotically-ohrased sentenc--s in th, original Decetber 10
memorandum. 1 did not alter the substance of the earlier
memorandum; and (3) i show=A the 7-etv-,.-3 December 10 7-,-7,o1::--
to Messrs. Dorsen, Summers- and Silverstein.

5. Mr. Sanders and aree that the D-,,c,‘mb,,- 7
memorandum is a true and accurate account of the subs tanc of
the Dep-7-.b-5!r 7 inte,---viw with 1.1_1% Chotiner. Messrs. Dorsen,

:1 .7 7. -2. •- 7 .

ma'7:loran':_um is a ,

interview -with ,!,11.. Chotiner of that date.

4
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Affidavit
?,Te 2)

6 Attached to this AffidaVit are the followinz:

Exhibit A: copy of the December 7, 1973 memorandum from
Donald G. Sanders to the File re: ialrray Chotiner Tnte-r-riew;

Exhibit B: the retyped December 10, 1973 memorandum
from Alan Weitz to the File re: Second Chotiner Interview.

. 4
/IA.:Uan / Weitz

Subscribed raal sworn to before me
this  2.7-h7 day of -7 1 ) 1974.

C/(977.rriCU
,;otaxy Public

My Commission Expires 10/3/ /7i" •
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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

from the Tariff Commission's recommendation of zero quotas on three

items and tho, 000 pounds on another would be viewed on the IR11 as a

"slap in the face" by the dairy people.
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Imports of Dairy Products

Proclamation 4026. December 31 , 1970

PROCLAMATION AMENDING AND CORRECTING PART 3 OF
THE APPENDIX TO THE TARIFF SCHEDULES OF THE
UNITED STATER WITH RESPECT TO THE IMPORTATION
OF,AGRICULTURAL CONIMODITIES

By the President of the United Stales of America
a Proclamation

WkiEREAS, pursuant to section 22 of the Agricultural
Adjtkztment Act, as amended (7 U.S.C. 624), limitations
have been imposed by Presidential proclamations on the
quantities of certain articles which may be imported into
the United States in any quota year; a.nd
WHEREAS, in accordance with section 102(3) of the

Tariff Classification Act of 1962, the President by Procla-
mation No. 3548 of August 21, 1963, proclaimed the
additional import restrictions set forth in part 3 of the
Appendix to the Tariff Schedules of the United States;

WHEREAS, the import restrictions on certain dairy
"ducts set forth in part 3 of the Appendix to the Tariff

--nedules of the United States as proclaimed by Procla-
mation No. 3548 have been amended by Proclamation
No. 3558 of October 5, 1963; Proclamation No. 3562 of
November 26, 1963; Proclamation No. 3597 of July 7,
1964; scction 68 of the Tariff Schedules Technical
Amendments Act of 1965 (79 Stat. 950) ; Proclamation
No. 3709 of March 31, 1966; Proclamation No. 3790
of June 30, 1967; Proclamation No. 3322 of December
16, 1967; Proclamation No. 3856 of June 10, 1968;
Proclamation No. 387001 September 24, 1968; and Proc-
lamation No. 3884 of January 6, 1969; and

NVItEREAs, pursuant to said section 22, the Secretary
of Ag-riculture advised me there was reason to believe that
the articles, for hch import res:r:c.t.ins arc hereloa.:-rer
proclaimed, arc being imported, and are prao:ican\ cer-
tain to be imported, under such conditions and in Such
quantities as to render or tend to render ineffective, or
materially interfere with the price support program now
conducted by the Department of Agriculture for milk
and butterfat, or to reduce substantially the amount of
products processed in the United States from domestic
milk and butterfat; and

under the authority or said section 22. I
tequested the United Suites Tariff Commission to tm-kise :tit

-esti:zation ‘citli respect to this 117Ittcr ; and
Witr.REAs :he United States l'arlfT Cornmiziott has

made an investig,ation under the authority of s.iid se,.tion

22 with respect to this matter and has reported to me its
findings and recommendations made in connection there-
with; and

WHEREAS,Orl thc basis of soch investigation and report,
.1 find and declare that the articles, for which import re-
strictions are hereinafter proclaimed, arc being imported
and 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 price support program now conducted by the
Department of Agriculture for milk and butterfat or to
reduce substantially the amount of products procosed in
the United States from domestic milk and butterfat; and
WHEREAS I find and declare that for the purpose cf the

first proviso of section 22(h) of the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act, as amended, the representative period for,im-
ports•of such articles is the calendar years 1967 through
1969; and
WHEREAS, on tbe basis of such investigation and re-

port, I find and declare that the imposition of the import
.restrictions hereinafter proclaimed is necessary in order
that the entry, or withdrawal from warehouse, for con-
sumption of such articles will not render or tend to render
ineffective or materially interefere with the price support
program now conducted by the Department of Aricul-
ture for milk and butterfat, or to reduce substantially the
amount of products processed in the United States from
domestic milk and butterfat; and

WHEREAS I find and declare that the allocation of
shares of the import quotas proclaimed herein among the
countries of origin shall be based upon the proportion of
such articles supplied by such countries during the twelve
months July 1969 through June 1970, taking due account
of any special factors which may have affected or may be
affecting the trade in the articles concerned; and
WHEREAS it has been determined advisable, in order

to carry out the intent of the import restrictions pro-
claimed onrsoont to said seaainn 22 with rpc c artieles
for which licr-n,es are rec,nirecl, that.. Secretary
Agriculture be authorized to adjust, within the agoregote
quantity of any such article permitted to be entered from
all countries during a calendar year. the quantities of any
such article which may be entered from particular coun-
tties of origin;
WHEREAS the Secretary of Commerce has advised in:

that, due to a proces,ing error, theptiidiheci fitircs for
the importation duriog the calendar year 196: of artkirs
originating in Iceland, on which the import resoiction cf
such articles set forth in item 950.101) of Pat; IIICoe
Appendix to the T.17ia Selicdak of the Uoited Slan-s

baNed, tindets;anol actoal inipo:o: foni CLL.,
for 1967 by :19,0t,';) potinds; and
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WiLIEREAS. in order to carry out the Presidential ;wen-
fat such import restriction should be based on the

lc: :of imports of such articles from Iceland during the
calendar year 1967. the figure in the quota quantity col-
umn opposite Iceland in item 950.10D of Part III of the
Appendix to thc Tariff Schedules of the United States
should be corrected by increasing the amount by 89,000
pounds;
Now, THEREFORE, I, RICHARD NIXON, President of

the United States of America, acting under and by virtue
of the authority vested in me as President. and in conform-
ity with the provisions of section 22 of the Agricultural
Adjustrnent Act, as amended, and the Tariff Classifica-
tion Act of 1962, do hereby proclaim that:

I. Part 3 of the Appendix to the Tariff Schedules of
the Unitcd States is arnendrd as follows:
(a) Headnote 3(a) is amended as follows:
(1) Subdivision (i) is amended by changing the item

number "930.15" in the first sentence to "950.16" and
by mising the last Sentence to read as follows:

"No licenses shall be issued which will permit entry
during the first six months of a quota year of more
than one-half of the quantities specified in the column
tntitled 'Quota Quantity' for any of the articles sub-
ject to the quotas provided for in items 950.07
lirough 950.10E, 950.15; and 950.16."/Th,
.) In subdivision (iii) the phrase "items 950.10B,

950.100, and 950.10D" is changed to read "items
950.10B through 950.10E".
(3) A new subdivision (iv) is added which reads as

follows:

"(iv) Nothwithstanding any other provision of
this part, if the Secretary of Agriculture determines
that, in the cast of any article for which licenses are
required by. subdivision (i) hereof, a quantity speci-
fied in the column entitled 'Quota Quantity' epposite
the name of any country is not likely to be entered
within any calendar year, he may by regulation pro-
vide fvith respect to such article for the adjustment
for that calendar year, within the aggregate quantity
of such article permitted to be entered from all
countries during such calendaryear, of the quantities
of such article which may be entered during such
year from particular countries of origin."

(b) Item 950.10E is added following item 950.10D,
which reads as follows:
950.10E Cheese, and substitutes for cheese, containing

0.5 percent or less by weight of butterfat,
providrci for in items 117.75 and 117.85

of subpart C, part 4, scladule 1, exc.ept
arlir Its within the scope of other import
quotas provided for in this part ; if !hipped
otherwise than in purstianee to a pinch:et.
or if havin,,..; a purchase pi ice under 47 ents
pet pound:

9

Quota Quantify

Country of Origin (in pounds)

Denmark  6,G`',0, 000
United Kingdom 791, 000
Ireland  756, 500
West Germany 100, 000
Poland 385, 600
Australia  123, 600
Iceland  64, 300
Other None

(c) Items 930.16, 950.17, and 950.18 arc added fol-
lowing item 950.15, which read as follows:

930.16 Chocolate provided for in item 156.30 of part
10 and articles containing chocolate pro-
vided for in hem 182.95, part 15, schedule 1,
containing 3.5 percent or less by weight of
butterfat (except articles for consumption at
retail as candy or confection) :

Quota Quantity

Country of Origin (In pounds)

United Kingdom  930, 000
3, 750, 000

None
Ireland  
Other 

950.17 Animal feeds containing milk or milk derivatives,
classified under item 184.75, subpart C, part
15, schedule 1:

Country of Origin
Quota Quantity
(In pounds)

Ireland  12,060, 000
United Kingdom 185, 000
New Zealand 3,930, 000
Australia  125, 000
Other  Nonc

930.18 Ice cream, as provided for in item 118.23 of
part 4, subpart D, schedule 1:

Quota Quantity
Country of Origin . (in gallons)

')43, 650
New Zealand 155,680
Denmark 3,450
Netherlands  27,600
Jamaica  950
Other None

(d) The figure in the quota quantity column oppoiite
"Iceland" in item 930.-10D is corrected to read
"649,000".

2. Articles whit h were exported to the United States
on a thrue:4b bill of lading, or which were in bonded
warchott,e, but not entered, witlidrawn from ware-
huti,e. for consumption prior to the effective date of this
proclamation, shall not be denied entry under the import
re.ti jet it herein preclaimed. Notwitlistandi ley, head ac,te
3;a .:;i1 of part 3 of the Appendix to the Tari!I Sehe,!a!es
of the 1Tnited States. import lit enses .hall not le requiltd
for the entt y into the United States fluting the rii:1

(113)
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months of the calendar year 1971 of articles subject to
thc quotas provided in items 950.10E and 950.1;3.

3. The provisions of this proclamation shall become
effective upon publication in the Federal Register.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I hereunto SCE my hand this
thirty-first day of December, in the year of our Lord
nineteen hundred and seventy and of the Independence
of the United States of America the one hundred and
ninety-fifth.

RICHARD NIXON
(Filed with the Office of the Federal Register, 12:21 p.m.,

December 31, 1970J

International Financial Institutions Bill
Statement by the President on Signing the Bill
into Law. December 31, 1970

am today signing H.R. 18306—the international
financial institutions bill—although it only partially meets
my recommendations.

I welcome that part of the bill which approves the
$1,540 million increase in the United States quota in
the International Monetary Fund as part of a general
increase in Fund quotas. This is a major step. The gen-
eral quota increase kill enable the Fund to meet its im-
portant responsibilities for providing 'adequate credit
facilities to support expanding world trade and capital
movements. Our own quota increase permits the United
States to maintain its leadership role in the Fund, and aLso
takes the first step towards enabling us to enjoy the full
benefits of the Special Drawing Rights allocation to be
made on January 1,1971.

Similarly, I welccme the authorization for an increase
in our World Bank capital subscription. The United States
can now participate fully in making available to the Bank
$2 billion of subscriptiens from other countries in addi-
tion to oue own increase cf $246 t-e'Fica:. The inereeot
will maintain our relative voting position in the Bank. It
will be of considerable help to the Bank in meeting its
expanded program of assistance to the developing coun-
tries by expanding the base on which it can borrow in
private capital markets around the world, and by adding
a substantial amount of paid-in capital immediately avail-
able to the Bank.

Unfortunately, the legislative situation did not permit
action on my request for $100 million for the Special
Funds of the Asian Development Bank. We must not allow
further delay to be interpreted as lack of U.S. support for
the Bank at a time when it to play an essential
Tole in encouraging peaceful development in Asia. This
Bank, the result of an A:ian initiative and managed pri-
marily bt A.sians. is a major foree fur pea:eft:I and cooper-
ative clevelopment. Six countries have aire.aly conti

to the Special Funds in anticipation of a UniteC
contribution. Failure to act early in the next se,
the Congress would he a serious setback to the
ability to obtain funds from other donora and I
strong, long-range, conceasional lending facility.
ingly, I wish to stress that I will ask the 92ci Con'.
take prompt action to provide a United States cc.
tion of $100 million to the Bank's Special Funds.

With respect to thc Inter-American Developrnerr
H.R. 18306 meets my reouest to provide an expan
over $200 million in the United States subscription
Bank's ordinary capital. This desirable step will
strengthen the Bank's capacity for conventional le

However, I regret that H.R. 18305 authorizes pe
and appropriation of only $100 million for repleni:
of the resources of the Bank's Fund for Special (
tions, an amount representing the first portion of a pl
$1 billion contribution over a 3-year period. The bi
authorize the U.S. Governor to vote in favor of a
ing resolution of the Bank which contemplates th
full contribution will be available on schedule, a
accordance with the legislative action the U.S. Go'
will cast his votes in favor of the resolution.

Further action by the Congress will be necess.
enable the United States to conclude the subset
procedure envisioned by the resolution, and I wil.
the 90d Congress to take •action to that end. Ful
implementation of this replenishment of the Fur
.Special Operations will enable the Bank to continu
expand its role as the hemisphere's major instrurne
promoting development financing.
As I indicated in my foreign aid reform tnessa

September 15, international institutions can and s
play a major Tole in the funding of development
ance. I have therefore proposed that the United
channel an increasing share of its development asai
through these institutions as rapidly as practicable
institutions considered in H.R. 18306 are among th-
important to this effort. I therefore welcome the ay
zation, contained in 1-I.R. 1:1'305, but regret its feil•
fully meet my requests and urge that the 92d Co!
take early action to do SO.
NOTE: As enacted, the bill (H.R. 185C(3) is Public Law 9
approved December 30, :9'70.

Coal Aline Disaster in Kentucky

Statement by thc President. December 31, 19;

The CO;I: mine cxploiion which streek Yesterday
mountains of KeIlitIlky also struck et the hearts
Americans. On their behalf, I extend our deepest
pathy to the families ana friend of these who lost
lives in this tragic accident.
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MEMORANDUM

MEMORANDUM TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

October 13, 1970

JOHN WHITAKER

DICK BURRESS

Tariff Commission Recommendation on Quotas
for Dairy Imports.

As I indicated in our conversation, Henry Houthakker appears
to have the lead with respect to this matter. He states that
it is held up pending obtaining additional information from
some foreign countries through the State Department. In all
likelihood, the recommendations will be modified somewhat before
they are forwarded on for Presidential action.

I have checked on the Hill and the feeling there is that if we
are going to implement the recommendation4 in its entirety and
just as it was forwarded by the Tariff Commission that we should
do so prior to the election for it could help some of our
candidates in Wisconsin and Miinnesota. If on the other hand,
we are going to modify it in any respect whatsoever then we
would be wise to hold it until after the election. Any
modification would be viewed as a slap in the face by the dairy
people.

Until such time as final action is to be taken in this matter,
I do not believe any further reply to Congressman Steiger is
required. However, it would be a good idea to give the Congress-
man some advance notice of the final action whatever that may
be, prior to its general release.
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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 100 Senators and

Congressmen wrote the Secretary of Agriculture to urge that the support

price be increased. Most wanted the price raise4 to 90 percent of

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

parity.

Page

8a Senate Select Committee Executive Session Testimony

of Harold S. Nelson, December 18, 1973, pp. 117-120... 118

Letters and telegrams to the Secretary of Agriculture

transmitted by the White House to the Judiciary Committee

and noted at book VI, Part 1, Paragraph 19.
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Harold Nelson testimony, SSC
Executive Session, December 18,
1973, 117-120  117
Retyped from indistinct original 

with Mr. Colson.

Mr. Weitz. Did you meet with all of those individuals?

Mr. Nelson. Yes.

Mx. Weitz. Who was present at those meetings?

Mx. Nelson. The various people.

Mr. Weitz. Was Mr. Parr generally present at those meet-

ings?

Mr. Nelson. Generally, yes.

Ex. Weitz. Mr. Harrison?

MX. Nelson. Yes.

Mx. Weitz. Mr. Hillings? Was Mr. Millings present at

all those meetings?

EX. Nelson. Mr. Hillings may have been present one time

when we met with Secretary Hardin, I don't really recall that

he was, but I don't believe he was ever present when we met

with any of these other people.

Mr. Weitz. And at these meetings, you presented various

dates to them with respect to the position of the dairy co-ops?

Mr. Nelson. What you might call, mostly unwritten views

[unreadable] and arguments, and also some written papers on the sub-

ject.
1.--.....--

Mr. Weitz. And did you, during this period late 1970, the

first several months of 1971, mount an effort or organize to

obtain Congressional support?

Mr. Nelson. Yes, we did.

Retyped from indistinct original
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Mr. Weitz. How did you go about doing that?

Mr. Nelson. Well, the Congressional effort, you under-

stand, wasn't an AMPI effort alone. This was an effort that I

would say the nearest thing to what you might call at least

figuratively speaking, the head of this was the National Milk

Producers Federation which enlisted the aid of its -- or

attempted to enlist the aid of all of its members.

The prime movers in this effort, I would say, were

AMPI, Mid-America, and Dairymen, Inc. Those were the prime

movers. We also had, as I recall, one prime opponent to it,

initially, and that was another cooperative Land-0-Lakes, which

is legally a cooperative, but has a different philosophical

approach to the whole thing than these other marketing groups.

And so this support was pretty wide-spread throughout the

United States, as far as dairy cooperatives were concerned.

And their members, or representatives, would call on their

respective Congressmen and Senators asking them to co-author a

bill setting the supports at 90 percent.

Mr. Weitz. Now what time period are we talking about?

The first decision by the Secretary of Agriculture, not raising

price supports, was March 12. Would you have begun this effort

let's say a month or two months before that time?

Mr. Nelson. I would say at least that.

Mr. Weitz. At least a month or two months?

Mr. Nelson. At least that.

Retyped from indistinct original
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Mr. Nelson. So it would be fair to say that throughout the

early part of 1971, the first two and a half, three months of

1971, you were meeting both with representatives of the Adminis-

tration, and also with the various Congressmen and so forth,

to obtain their support, in contacting whoever they felt was

appropriate in order to try to obtain an increase, and also to

perhaps solicit their support for a bill to raise the support

level?

Mr. Nelson. You're talking about "you", you're not using

the personal pronoun, you're using the whole collective effort?

Yes, that's right.

Mr. Weitz. Was it contemplated, let's say, in February or

March of 1971, that a bill would be, or you hoped, would be

tntroduced into Congress to raise the support level?

Mr. Nelson. I believe it was before that.

Mr. Weitz. So part of this whole strategy was both to

approach the Administration pretty much from the outset in ob-

taining an Administrative increase if possible, but also to

obtain Congressional support and possibly Congressional action?

Mr. Nelson. Yes.

Mr. Weitz. Did you communicate your information, or the

fact that you were making this effort, this Congressional

effort to anyone in the administration?

Mr. Nelson. I don't recall any specific communication,

but it was no secret. There wasn't anything furtive about the

Retyped from indistinct original
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effort with Congress. It was a well-known, well-publicized

Mr. Weitz. Let's go off the record.

(Discussion off the record.)

(A brief recess was taken.)

Retyped from indistinct original
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9. Congressional leaders made their views known to Administra-

tion officials in several private conversations. Congressman Mills

urged Clark MacGregor on at least slic occasions in late February and

early March to urge the President to raise the support price. Congress-

man Mills telephoned the Director of the Office of Management and

Budget, George Shultz, with the same request. Mr. Shultz sent a

memorandum to John Ehrlichrnan indicating the substance of Congress-

man Mills request for a rise in the support level.

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

to John Ehrlichrnan and George Shultz  124

ob dateci "'via t....11 4, 1971, from C..;(//ge Shultz
to John Ehrlichrnans  125
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9a. CLARK MacGREGOR MEMORANDUM, MARCH 5, 1971
MEMORANDtr..• —

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASUINCTON

March 5, 1971

. MEMORANDUM FOR: JOHN EHT(LICHMAN

GEORGE SHULTZ

FROM: CLARK MacGREGOR

SUBJECT:- Discussion on Dairy Problems

z7

I have before me Don Rice's four-page memo to Messrs. Shultz and

Ehrlichman dated March 4th. At the bottom of Page 2 Don Rice states

that Representative Al Quie (R-Minn) "strongly opposes an increase

in the price support level at this time. " This is not correct. On the

basis of several personal conversations, the latest being late yesterday,

what is correct is that Al Quie does not feel that it is necessary or

advisable not to announce support levels at 85% of parity. Al. Quie

would be seriously embarrassed in his district were it to become known

that he strongly opposes the 85% position taken by Speaker Albert and

Congressmen Mills and Byrnes. What Al said to me was, "The Land

O'Lakes position is a sound one, but I am not saying that for publication.

On Page 4 of the Rice memo it is stated, "Clarence Palmby believes
strongly that it [the Rice-recommended package] would satisf.? Wilbur

Mills. " This is not correct. Wilbur Mills has urged me mere than a

half a dozen times in the last three weeks to urge the President to
announce the 85% of parity price support level; the latest Mills appeal to

-me was by phone late in the afternoon of March 4th.

cc: Don Rice
Pete Peterson

John Whitaker
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OFF:CF. CF: THE
OFFICE OF-- 7,1ANACE.r.1F_'!:1- AND 3UD7-

WASHINGTON. D.C. Z3L:.`3

March 4, 1971

1.E1•10RA1D'Ll'i•I FOR JO:12:: EHRLICHYAN

Fe: Tel hone Call from Wilbur Mills this
afternoon re orice supports on milk.

He called to inquire about the situation and to push
for a prompt decision. He clearly wants to see the
support price raised and oxoressed his doubts about
the estimates of excess sunply that would be created
by that move. He states his viqw that the Department
always over-estimates the production increase and
under-estimates demand.

-

George P. Shultz
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10. Following Secretary Harclins announcement, March 12, 1971,

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 Ehrliclunan 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. .A,Ibert and Wilbur Mills

and that it would likely pass.

10a Memorandum dated March 16, 1971, from Richard T.
Burruss to John Ehrlichrnan with routing memorandum,
dated March 18, 1971, from John Ehrlichrnan to John
Whitaker,  

Page

128
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10a. JOHN EHRLICRMAN ROUTING MEMORANDUM,  MARCH 18 1971

TH V:i-i ITE 1-101.2

WASH 1 N GTON

Date March 13

31

For Jos: 1 Whit ake r
 ••••••••••••••Y 

From Jean nrlichrnzn
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THE WHITE HOUSE.

WAS P-1;.N3TC's:

Marc, 16, 1971

MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN- EHRLIC.K.MAN

FROM: RICI-LARD T. BURRESS

SUBJECT: Price Support for Milk

As you know, on Friday March 12, 1971, Secretary I-7.:ardin announcedthat the price support level for milk would not be changed from itspresent $4.66 Derhundred weight, a level which is equal to Si percentof parity. This announcement was made despite inten -se presstlrefrom certain dairy interests, spearheadec by the various Dairy Cco-7,3,who wanted the price support increased to 65 percent of parity.

The decision to hold the line and not increase the price support levelwas based upon several lactors. Chief among these was the very real'concern that an increase at this time could lead to a serious surs)1,-.ssituation by 1972 as well as an increase in the retail price of

As expected, this decision has been hit by partisan attacks and aneffort has been made to requil-e, throuo.h legislation, an increaseutthe price support. Senator Humphrey has car:eci ic.)r an increasethe support level to 90 -percent. (See March 4, 1971 .Congres1-_,-11Record S2473) And Conaressman Obey included the re:7usal to raisethe milk price support level in his list of Anti-Farme. r actions bytheAdministration. (See March 15, 1971 Congressional Record I-11514.)

Hyde Murray has advised that legislation would be introduced whichwould require that the price support level for milk be raised to 55percent of parity. Apparently this legislaticn will be introduced. 1.-,yCongressman Neal Smith and will have the support of the Spea:‹er,
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John Byrnes, prol)::.:)1,. 1.1:i:bur Mills. The oc:cls that it can

favorably considered and passed by both Houses o; Congress are

very good. n-tincl,ae Belcher is recuesl-ing a 1-1:c:cis:-

ins at the Agriculture Department at noon, Wednesday, March 17, 
:971

to discuss the situation and to plan a course of action. This coulci

be an important meeting and I believe the White-House should be

represented.

At the present time, Page is committed and will probably stand firi.-.

against this legislation if he is given a strong assurance that the Ad-

ministration is opposed to the legislation and will give him the support

he needs. He is presently joined in this opposition by Al Quie and

Paul Findley. In addition, Chuck Teague and George Goodlinz, both

members of the House Agriculture Committee, probably can be coun-

ted on to oppose.

On the Senate side the picture is a little murkier. Bob Dole is on

record as being opposed to an increase and several other Senators

be firm on this point. However, as soon as possible, careful :7•oundings
•••• 

Lt...t.

Conclusion 

With the proper planning and appropriate follow-through, we should be

able to make a good case for the action taken by Secretary Hardin and

against the proposed legislative increase. Appropriate Minority Views,

solid testimony and dissenting votes in both the Senate and House

riculture Committees can be obtained. Also, a good record can be

made on the House and Senate Floors as well as ia the Rules Ct-

tee. athis is done, thenjeven if the legislation -Ls passed and a 17'res-

idential veto is required, the vel:o should be sustainable. Moreov..--r,

the record would be absolutely clear that the opposition and the vetc,

was required, not to hurt the iarrnersjbut to protect against su-,...ies

and to prevent further increases in the price of milk.
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11. In the House, 28 separate bills were introduced between March 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 per-

cent of parity. Of the bill's sponsors, one was a Republican and 27

were Democrats. Three days later, Senator Hubert Humphrey spon-

sored his own bill seeking higher parity.

Page
ha White Paper, The Milk Support Price De-

cision, January 8, 1974, pp. 14-17.   132
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1971 CONGRESSIONAL BILLS ON DAIRY PRICE SUPPORTS 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

The following bills are substantially identical to each other:

Date Bill
Introduced Number Sponsor(s) 

3/16/71 H.R..6183 Smith (D-Iowa)
Edmondson (D-Okla)
Hungate (D-Mo)
Roush (D-Ind)
Jones (D-Tenn)
Teague (D-Tex)
Steiger (R-Wis)
Burton (D-Calif)
Hamilton .(D-Ind)
Griffin (D-Miss)
Burleson (D-Tex)
Burlison (D-Mo)
Fraser (D-Minn)
Ullman (D-Ore)
Shipley (D-I11)
Randall (D-Mo)
Price (D-I11)
Kuykendall (R-Tenn)

3/17/71 H.R.6248 Roncalio (D-Wyo)

3/17/71 H.R.6249 Smith (D-Iowa)
Poage (D-Tex)
Patman (D-Tex)
Sisk (D-Tex)
Obey (D-Wis)
Sikes (D-Fla)
Steed (D-Okla)
Culver (D-Iowa)
Kyl (R-Iowa)
Bergland (D-Minn)
Abbitt (D-Va)
Aboure4k (D-S.Dak)
Kastenmeier (D-Wis)
Fascell (D-Fla)
Broyhill (R-N.C.)

3/17/71 H.R.6250 Smith (D=Iowa)
Casey (D-Tex)
Hansen (D-Wash)
Shriver (R-Kan)
Pickle (D-Tex)
Pryor (D-Ark)
Blanton (D-Tenn)
Flowers (D-Ala)
Fulton (D-Tenn)
Hammerschmidt (R-Ark)
Wright (D-Tex)
Aspin (D-Wis)
Thone (R-Nebr)
Daniel (D-Va)
Dorn (D-S.C.)
Fisher (D-Tex)
Edwards (D-La)

more

Purpose 

To support the price
of manufacturing
milk at a level not
more than 90% nor
less than 85% of the
parity price for the
marketing year 1971-
72, as the Secretary
determines is nec-
essary in order to
assure adequate
supply.

tf

V

(132)



11a. THE MILK SUPPORT PRICE DECISION WHITE PAPER,  JANUARY 8, 1974, 14-17
Date Bill
Introduced Number Sponsor(s) Purpose 

3/17/71 H.R.6289 O'Konski (R-Wis) To support the price
of manufacturing
milk at a level not
more than 90% nor
less than 85% of the
parity price for the
marketing year 1971-
72, as the Secretary
determines is nec-
essary in order to
assure adequate
supply.

3/18/71 H.R.6412 Zwach (R-Minn)

3/18/71 H.R.6425 Harvey (R-Mich)

3/18/71 H.R.6443 Smith (D-Iowa)
Abernethy (D-Miss)
Stubblefield (D-Ky)
Purcell (D-Tex)
Matsunaga (D-Hawaii)
Vigorito (D-Pa)
Denholm (D-S.Dak)
Martin (R-Nebr)
Roberts (D-Tex)
Halpern (R-N.Y.)
Zablocki (D-Wis)
McFall (D-Calif)
Montgomery (D-Miss)
Johnson (D-Calif)
Schwengel (R-Iowa)
Anderson (D-Tenn)
Watts (D-Ky)
Perkins (D-Ky)
Riegle (R-Mich)
Whitehurst (R-Va)

3/23/71

3/23/71

3/23/71

3/23/71

H.R.6534

H.R.6553

H.R.6559

H.R.6619

Hull (D-Mo)

Natcher (D-Ky)

Quillen (R-Tenn)

Cross (R-Iowa)

ft

ft

tl

Scherle (R-Iowa)
King (R-N.Y.)
Hall (R-Mo)

3/23/71 H.R.6621 Jones (D-N.C.) Is

Preyer (D-N.C.)
Henderson (D-N.C.)
Taylor (D-N.C.).

3/23/71 H.R.6632

Lennon (D-N.C.)

Long (D-La) ft

3/23/71 1.1.R.6635 McMillan (D-S.C.)

3/23/71 •

3/23/71

H.R.6647

H.R.6650

Sebelius (R-Kan)

Stratton (D-N.Y.) tt

more
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Date Bill
Introduced Number Sponsor(s)

3/23/71 H.R.6657 Young (D-Tex)

3/24/71

3/24/71

3/24/71

3/24/71

3/24/71

3/25/71

3/25/71

3/25/71

Purpose 

To support the price
of manufacturing
milk at a level not
more than 90% nor
less than 85% of the
parity price for the.
marketing year 1971-
72, as the Secretary
determines is nec-
essary
assure
supply.

in order to
adequate

H.R.6683 Evans (D-Colo) If

Aspinall (D-Colo)

H.R.6691

H.R.6701

Hastings (R-N.Y.)

Landrum (D-Ga)

ft

ft

Stephens (D-Ga)
Brinkley (D-Ga)
Stuckey (D-Ga)
Thompson (R-Ca)

H.R.6712

H.R.6727

H.R.6746

Mathis (D-Ga)

Thompson (D-N.J.)

Nichols (D-Ala)

Andrews (D-Ala)

ft

ft

ft

H.R.6753 Duncan (R-Tenn)
If

H.R.6785 Pryor (D-Ark)
Bingham (D-N.Y.)
Leggett (D-Calif)
Mahon (D-Tex)
Melcher (D-Mont)
Baker (R-Tenn)
Duncan (R-Tenn)
Myers (R-End)
Hillis (R-Ind)
Hanley (D-N.Y.)
Galifianakis (D-N.C.)
Brasco (0-14-.Y.)
Collins (D-I11)
Alexander (D-Ark)
Kee (D-W.Va)
Gallagher (D-N.J.)
Gonzalez (D-Tex)
Begich CD-Alaska)
Kyros (D-Maine)

The following bills are identical:

3/18/71 H.R.6357 gbbitt (D-Va) To support the price
of milk at 90% of
the parity price
through purchases
of milk and milk
products.

3/22/71 H.R.6502 Thomson (R-Wis)

more

It
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Date
Introduced 

Bill
Number

3/16/71 S.1277

SENATE 

Sponsor(s) 

Nelson (D-Wis)
Mondale (D-Minn)
McGee (D-Wyo)
Hughes (D-Iowa)
Bayh (D-Ind)
Burdick (D-N.Dak)
Cook (R-Ky)
McGovern (D-S.Dak)
Stevenson (D-I11)
Eagleton (D-No)
Tunney (D-Calif)
Hartke (D-Ind)
Symington (D-Mo)
Cranston (D-Calif)
.Gravel (D-Alaska)
Hart (D-Mich)
Harris (D-Okla)
Muskie (D-Maine)
Moss (D-Utah)
Proxmire (D-Wis)
Allen (D-Ala)
Long (D-La)

'Inouye (D-Hawaii)
Hollings (D-S.C.)
Fulbright (D-Ark)
Sparkman (D-Ala)
Eastland (D-Miss)
Bentsen (D-Tex)

3/19/71 S.1294 Humphrey (D-Minn)

Fur-pose 

To support the price
of manufacturing
milk at a level not
more than 90% nor
less than 85% of the
parity price for the
marketing year 1971-
72, as the Secretary
determines is nec-
essary in order to
assure adequate
supply.

to
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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 pasa Congress and that the President should allow

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

Page
12a Memorandum, dated March 19, 1971,. from John C.

Whitaker to John D. Ehrlichrnan• • • • • ------- • • • • • • • 138
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12a. JOHN WHITAKER MEMORANDUM, MARCH 19, 1971

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

March 19, 1971

.1
/

MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN D. EHRLICHMAN

ty/
FROM: John C. Whitaker 

•

SUBJECT: Suggested Meeting with Secretary Hardin

I think we should have a prompt meeting with.Secretary Hardin today.
The prime issue is milk price supports. Contrary to what I reported in the
7:30 meeting this morning on a House count .they did last night; Hardin is
convinced there is a 90 percent chance 'that an 85 percent of parity price
support for milk bill, sponsored by Carl Albert, will pass Congress. The
issue is, if it passes, does the President veto it. Currently, we are
playing a bluff game with the dairy people saying the President will have
to veto a milk price increase .and get credit on the consumer side, but
Hardin doesn't think it will stop the bill from passing. He is now of the
opinion that when the dairy meeting takes place with the President next
Tuesday, the President should allow himself to be won over and go along
with the argument of raising the price of milk to 85 percent of parity.
This is the key issue and I think you, Shultz, Rice, Colson and I should
-discuss it with Secretary Hardin.

A secondary reason for the meeting is that Hardin is still hard on the idea
that the extension service in some way should be held harmless in the
rural revenue sharing bill. He is convinced we can never sell the bill
without protecting the extension service, and that by protecting the extension
service, we have enough votes to get those people working for us and pass
the bill. He said he discussed it with the President, although only briefly
in a reception line, and as predicted, the President said, "If you think that
is what we ought to do, then we ought to go ahead. " The Secretary
recognizes that the game isn't played this way and wants an honest discus sic
with us about it.

cc: George Shultz
Don Rice
Chuck Colson

!
k.
\.k

-

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

Secretary of the Treasury Connally. The primary subject of the

conversation was an unrelated matter. The latter part of their

conversation touched on the fact that the President would be meeting

Later that morning with the dairymen, the potential effect of a

support level increase on consumer prices and that the President

wanted a decision that day.

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

Tape recording of President's statement
during telephone conversation between the
President and Secretary John Connally,
March 23, 1971. — 141

Presidentts log of, contacts with Secretary
Connally, March 1.1, 1971 to May 11, 1971   142- -
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13a. TAPE RECORDING OF MARCH 23, 1971 MEETING 

A portion of the supporting evidence for paragraph 13

consisted of tape recordings of the President's March 23,

1971 meeting with John Connally.

The Committee on the Judiciary heard the tape record-

ing and examined transcripts prepared by the Inquiry staff

during the initial presentation regarding dairy matters on

June 5, 1974.
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13b. PRESIDENT NIXON LOG OF CONTACTS WITH SECRETARY CONNALLY, MARCH 11-
MAY 11, 1971
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14. The meeting had been planned and scheduled some months

in advance. The President originally invited the dairy leaders during

a courtesy telephone call on September 4, 1970, and a cu.-art-y 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
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L 14a. SECRETARY HARDIN MEMORANDUM JANUARY 26_, 1971

;:371
-••••••••4.,•••• •••

• TO: R._ Halder.zir
11.ssistain tne Presideiit
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• •••• •

-
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Iry tne-`0,131t.s, Hous
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51

14b. DAVID PARR DEPOSITION, DECEMBER 12, 1972, NADER v. BUTZ, 51-54

understand that.

Especially with all those dairy farmers in town at

the same 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?

A Yes.

MR. WILSON: You want to take a five-lainute recess?

MR. DOBROVIR: Yes.

(Short recess.)

MR. DOBROVIR: On the record.

BY MR. DOBROVIR:

When we recessed, I had just asked you about a

meeting at the White House with the President on March 23,

How was that meeting arranged?

In 1D70 7ITIPI was having an annual meeting in

Chicago.

There were efforts to try to persuade the President

to come to that meeting. He didn't come.

Ile did talk, as I understand it -- I wasn't at the

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

Mr. relson in Chicago, and said the kind of thing that he
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14b. DAVID PARR DEPOSITION,  DECEMBER 12, 1972, NADER V. BUTZ, 51-54

23 was sorry he couldn't come.

I don't know what he said.

About three days later, well, over the weekend

sometime, I got a call from Mr. Nelsen.

Q You got a call from Mr. Nelson?

A . I believe from Mr. Nelson, saying that -- maybe he

toltd Mr. Nelson. I don't know how that ran.

Anyhow, they were to meet with the President about

three days after the annual meeting. This must have been in

Sentember of '70.

At.that time, the President -- a lot of neople had

urged him to come, and he had gotten the impression that it

was a-good meeting, a large, well attended meeting, and he

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

every effort to try to cone to the next one.

When was it? And he would like to meet with other

people in the dairy industry and to remind Secretary Hardin,

just to keep in mind, that he wanted to meet in early 1971

with other T)eople.

So, I don't know when it was set, Mr. Dobrovir,

exactly, but that is the first mention I heard .of it.

0 Were you told this by Mr. Nelsen?

A Vo.
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14b. DAVID PARR DEPOSITION DECEMBER 12, 1972, NADER V. BUTZ, 51-54

I was told this by the President.

o By the President.

You spoke to him personally?

Mr.-Nelson and I were there.

This was after the Chicago meeting?

A The 1970 annual meeting of AMPI.

You went to Washington?

A Came to Washington.

Q And expressly for the purpose of seeing the

President?

A Yes.

• And how did that occasion came about?

• I said I don't know. I don't know.

As I was saying, I wasn't in Chicago, so I don't

know how the meeting got a4ranged.

He did talk, as I understand it, to Mr. Nelson

frcm sone place, wherever he was, while the meeting was going

on.

O So you and ?Ir. Nelson flew to Washington to meet

with the President, and now when you met with the President

at that tine, did you discuss anything else besides the

question of hi.s setting ur a meeting?

A I sjust rer:er,ber he got his yellow pad and startca
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14b. DAVID PARR DEPOSITION, DECEMBER 12, 1972, NADER v. BUTZ, 51-54

Saying, "When is that meeting?"

I wat imnreseed with that.

How long did your meeting with him at that time

last?

I don't remember.

You don't remember what other subjects were

discussed?

A The only thing that imPressed me was that he was

very complimentary of what he had heard about our annual

meeting. That - is what we had just had.

And he expressed an interest in meeting some of our

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

wanted to come to our next meeting, which he ultimately did.

Was that the only thingthat you talked with the

PresiCent about at that time?

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

dairy farmer because we never missed an opportunity to talk

to anybody about that, but I don't remember anything

specifically.

Do you meet with the President often?

A Ye.

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

dent often.
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14c. DWIGHT CHAPIN LETTER, FEBRUARY 25  1971 

THE WHITE HOUSE.

. WASHINGTON...

-February 25,1971.

Dear-7..MrSec:retary:

-The---President hpnroved. your suggestion that _lie -rneet.:with

leaders of the dairy_ industry and we have-,:set• aside thirty:

ininiztes- 10 :3 0:- 3.- n2.1-•;-  iCh -23 ;: for' a- meeting--..-
, • • . -
tbi.- Cabinet. llooni.

By.ra- copy. of . this -lette.r,...1 asktha• :-Xohn -Whit akex. to:_ .
-hasidre the' detaili, Of- your

Dwould appreciate -laaowing when yo=ee.v. corifirrded-this-_
date and time with the dairy leader..

With best wishes,

Honorable Clifford M. Hardin

Secretary of Agriculture

Department of Agriculture
Washington, D. C. 20250

cc: Mr. Whitaker

7.-

Sutc=ely,•-
• •

•

. Chapin --
Dept.i..y-.A.ssistant - •
to t.'..1:3-zesident

-
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15. The President opened the meeting by thanking the dairy lead
ers

for their non-partisan support of Administration poli
cies.

Secretary Hardin then briefly outlined the problems facing t
he

dairymen and asked for their views. The remainder of the me
eting

was taken up by the dairy leaders pleading their case
 for a higher

support price and discussion among the President, Administ
ration

officials and the dairymen regarding the economIcs_of a mi
lk price

support increase. No conclusions were reached about the su
pport

price. Campaign contributions were not mentioned.

Page

Tape recording of meeting among the President and

dairy representatives, March 23, 1971.,   152
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15a. TAPE RECORDING OF MARCH 23, 1971 MEETING 

The supporting evidence for paragraphs 15 - 20 con-

sisted of tape recordings of the President's March 23,

1971 conversations and meetings with Administration

officials and dairy cooperative representatives.

The Committee on the Judiciary heard the tape record-

ing and examined transcripts prepared by the Inquiry staff

during the initial presentation regarding dairy matters on

June 5, 1974.
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16. On the afternoon of March 23, 1971, the President

held a meeting with seven Administration 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 America 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

Ehrlichrnan, George Shultz, John Whitaker,

J. Phil Campbell and Donald Rice, March 23, 1971.... 154
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16a. TAPE RECORDINC OF MARCH 23, 1971 METING 

The supporting evidence for paragraphs 15 - 20 con-

sisted of tape recordings of the President's March 23,

1971 conversations and meetings with Administration

officials and dairy cooperative representatives.

The Committee on the Judiciary heard the tape record-

ing and examined transcripts prepared by the Inquiry staff

during the initial presentation regarding dairy matters on

June 5, 1974.
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Ir. The discussion then centered on the pending I.- gislation which

wovld require a support level increase. The President staled that he

believed such a bill would pass. Secretary Hardin expressed the view

that a bill forcing an increase was almost certain to p?.;:s and told the

President that 150 names were on the bill and that Speaker Carl Albert

supported it. Secretary Connally stated that Wilbur Mills alio 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.

Page

Tape recording of meeting among the President, Secre-

tary Hardin, Secretary Connally, John Ehrlichman, George.

--Shultz, John Whitaker, J. Phil Campbell and Donald Rice

March 23, 19714156
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17a. TAPE RECORDING OF MARCH 233 1971 MEETING 

The supporting evidence for paragraphs 15 - 20 con-

sisted of tape recordings of the President's March 23,

1971 conversations and meetings with Administration

officials and dairy cooperative representatives.

The Committee on the Judiciary heard the tape record-

ing and examined transcripts prepared by the Inquiry staff

during the initial presentation regarding dairy matters on

June 5, 1974.

(156)
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1
IS. Vetoing such a bill was then discussed. Connally said the

dairymen were arguin:,2, on Capital Hill such a veto would cost the

President: Missouri, Wisconsin, South Dakota, Ohio, Kentucky and

Iowa in the 1972 election. Hardin said the President would not have

any choice but to sign it.

The President then made the judgment that Congress was going

to pass the bill and that he could not veto it. The President then

adopted a proposal by Connally that a trade-off be made, giving the

dairymen an increase in 1971 in return for a promise not to seek an

increase in 1972.

Page
gape recording of meeting among the President, Secre-

tary Hardin, Secretary Connally, John Ehrlichman, George

Shultz, John Whitaker, J. Phil Campbell and Donald Rice,

March 23, 1971,  

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,
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18a. T4PE RECORDING OF MARCH 23, 1971 MEETING 

The supporting evidence for paragraphs 15 - 20 con-

sisted of tape recordings of the President's March 23,

1971 conversations and meetings with Administration

officials and dairy cooperative representatives.

The Committee on the Judiciary heard the tape record-

ing and examined transcripts prepared by the Inquiry staff

during the initial presentation regarding dairy matters on

June 5, 1974.

(158)



19• Secretary Hurdin then r,-...is(1c1 the q
uestion of the Administration

getting credit for the increase. 
Secretary Connally suggesits,c1 rat

her

that first the Speizr, Carl Alber
t, Congressman Wilbur Mills and

others be contacted in order to ob
tain their support, in return, on

other legislation. The problem
 was discussed of how to keep the

dairymen from learning of the deci
sion until Congressmen Albert

and Mills could be approached
 but still obtain a promise from the

dairymen not to push for an inc
rease in 1972.

Tape recording of meeting among t
he

President, Secretary Hardin, Sec
retary

Connally, John Ehrlichman, Geor
ge Shultz,

John Whitaker, J. Phil Campbell 
and Donald

Rice, March 23, 1971. 

Page
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19a. TAPE RECORDING OF MARCH 23, 1971 MEETING

The supporting evidence for paragraphs 15 - 20 con-

sisted of tape recordings of the President's March 23,

1971 conversations and meetings with Administration

officials and dairy cooperative representatives.

The Committee on the Judiciary heard the tape record-

ing and examined transcripts prepared by the Inquiry staff

during the initial presentation regarding dairy matters on

June 5, 1974.
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20. Al 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 da
irymen

about not seeking an increase in 1972.

Tape recording of meeting among the President,

Secretary Hardin, Secretary Connally, John

Ehrlichman, George Shultz, Johns Whitaker,

J. Phil Campbell and Donald Rice, -

March 23, 1971..  

Page
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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.
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20a. TAPE RECORDING OF MARCH 23, 1971 MEETING 

The supporting evidence for paragraphs 15 - 20 con-

sisted of tape recordings of the President's March 23,

1971 conversations and meetings with Administration

officials and dairy cooperative representatives.

The Committee on the Judiciary heard the tape record-

ing and examined transcripts prepared by the Inquiry staff

during the initial presentation regarding dairy matters on

June 5, 1974.
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21. J. Phil Campbell called Harold Nelson after the meeting an
d

asked him if the Administration did raise the support level w
ould he

and the other dairymen "get off our backs" and not as
k for more in-

creases, to which Mr. Nelson agreed. Campbell did not tel
l him of

the meeting with the President; did not discuss anyt
hing else; and did

not tell him not to boycott a Republican fund raising dinner
.

Page

21a Senate Select Committee Executive Session

Testimony of J. Phil Campbell, May 31, 1974, •

pp. 60, 61, 64.     164
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21a. PHIL CAMPBELL TESTIMONY,  MAY 31, 1974, SSC EXECUTIVE SESSION, 60-61, 64

time which would be five fifty Eastern Standard Time which

would be the time in Washington on March 23 of 71, there is a

3 record of a phone call from Mr. 1Thil Campbell. to Mr. Nelson

4 with the message to return the call to your home. Is Your

5 number Area Code ?

6 Mr. Campbell. Yes. So --

Mr. Weitz. That would indicate then -that at 5E30 in the

8 'afternoon which would have been shortly after the 4:45 meeting

9 you placed a call that did not reach fir. Nelson.

10 Mr. Campbell. Maybe I didn't. All I know is I placed the

11 call and talked to him. I can't give you the details. .1 mean

12 you have the records and I will have to acCept when it was onr-
13 there.

14. Mr. Weitz. Do you recall him returning the call at your

15 home that evening?

16 Mr. Campbell. I recall I talked to him. I don't recall

17 LL: wht circumstances.
18 Mr. Weitz. Did you talk to him after dinner?

19 Mr. Ca:7-3hell. I thought T talhe,a to him at the office,

20 My memory may be wrong on that.

21 11 Mr. Weitz. You see the records show he was still in Wash-

22 ington that day.

Lr.

24 11 hut I placcd the call and tolkerl to kin but 1 c:In't tcli you
25 c::activ when.

(164)
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21a. PHIL CAMPBELL TESTIMONY, MAY 31, 1974, SSC EXECUTIVE SESSION, 60-61, 64
 

Mr. Weitz. Did you have your secretary place the call?

Mr. Campbell. I don't renember how it was done.

Mr. Wtitz. But it is likely that the only number you

would have had in your records would have been his office in

San Antonio?

Mr. Campbell. That is correct. Yes. Possibly his home.

I don't know.

Mr. Weitz. But not his hotel room in Washington?

Mr. Campbell. No, I recall I had the call placed, I did

talk to him but I don't know how or when the call was completed,

Mr. Weitz. Could you tell us what you told him on the

telephone?

Mr. Campbell. Yes. I asked him to -- well I said, now

Harold if we do change our mind and do raise the price, will

you and the other dairymen stop asking us for prices increases

-- well, not price increases but price support increases --

because I don't think it is good for the dairymen. Will you

get off our backs? And he agreed and said he would.

Mr. Weit2. You recall using that language, "get off our

backs?"

Mr. Campbell. Yes, I asked him to get off our backs and

24

25 IT

r. Dica z2lat

es*dro-?

Mr. Cam7,be11.
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him that it had been made.

Mr. Weitz. Did you discuss anything else in the convr:rsat'T

Mr. Campbell. No, that was a very short conversation.

Mr. Weitz. Did You ask him not to boycott the '".epublican

fund raising dinner the next night?

Ca=obell. No, sir, I don't recall even talking to

him about that. I don't recall any conversations with him in

regard to that fund raising.

Mr. Weitz. Did You attend thatdinner?

Mr. Campbell. No, sir.

Mr. Weitz. Were you aware on the 23rd the dinner was

going to be held the next evening?

Mr. Campbell. I was aware because I got a letter soliciti -

me to buy a $1,000 ticket, which I was not financially able to

do. I get these letters each year and I have, never bought a

ticket because I am not financially able to.

Mr. Weitz. Were You aware that the dairy co-ops were

planning to attend the dinner representatives of the co-cp we--cf

planning to attend the dinner?

Mr. Campbell. I don't know when 1 knew. I heard after-

wards that they v1,*-e there and I don't know how many tickets

they bought or anything about it, but I had nothing to do with

C:.77

1 they

Mr. Wre you. aare that ater the .larch 12 dc.ciz::.•

had startcd to chancle thir nirw1 ilb:vat attending

•
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22. Murray M. Chotiner stated in his deposition he did not know in advance

of the decision to increase support levels, did not discuss campaign contributions

n seeking a support level increase on behalf of the dairymen and did not talk to

the dairymen in the ccntext of contributions in return for favorable action.

Page
22a Deposition of Murray M. Chotiner taken December 28,

1972, in Nader v. Butz, (D.D.C. 418-72) pp. 10, 11,
21-24  ... 168
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22a. MURRAY CHOTINER DEPOSITION, DECEMBER 28, 1.572, NADER V. BUTZ, 10-11,
21-24 

a

Q A 1-.;c7.,e7.

7. ris'h71,I 60 nc4.: 17.no-.‘7'r 'nut my nnsui,mtion il7at

wcula crnIcunr.ennt rst", • . .

rot t!; prccs=pyrt v-ou16.

0 yon 1.1.ric any ElrviHr_.!--% in c=ner-t4 on with

•--,", ,cicc.z.c fc;7 19727

A 77o r ' ,..,

thcy --

.A Pz--17:n

• 7 2“11:1. 1.7sea, in Y1,71, :17

cL• n •

tha :,-Jupport

,

ths

—
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22a. MURRAY CHOTINER DEPOSITION, DECEMBER 28, 1972, NADER V. BUTZ, 10-11,
21-24

11

A WO,

14PS urqinc it be changed.

• Did the chancc come. a .-:a- rpri:;e to you?

A Vothing cones to ma nz a zurnrio2 in Govern,nant.

• Did there come a time when you becle rr,-)priacd of

the intelltion or C.osire of the da:i.ry fz,:r1% nolitical

T?\PE SR1C and Al:EPT to mnke campaic•n coni::)ntions to

Prei;idantial ca=pr.ig.ri of

Ycs.

• Mon wa:-;

A iy ?:.ecollcct!_on. is it wao in :arch of 1:?71.

From Ty3lori you le= th:!.:,.?

A

Whzit say to you?

PITZ. thir1t ou

N71. 1)=11±2:cL 7.777.ing

SY

O Cic.!yru to

ncditic,711

":.o the P==identi:.-.1 ;j:2*(7;

(169)



22a. MURRAY CHOTINER DEPOSITION, DECEMBER 28,, 1972, NADER V. BrZ, 10-11,
21-24

Dairymen, Inc., or SPACE or WYE or Mid-Amorica or any

particular groups.

• In any of these conversations was mention made of

sr,r,, totals that the dairy people were planning to contbute?

A No, sir.

MR. DOBROVIR: I have no further questions.

MR. GOLDBLOW: I have a few.

EXAMINATION E. COUNSEL FOR 'TUE DEMNDANTS

BY MR. GOLDMOOM:

O Mr. --

TEE WITNESS: Mr. Dobrovir, when I.say no. that is

my best recollection. I de not think any total amount wa.,;

mentioned.

mfz. Donnovin: Yes.

BY NR. GOLDEL00!1:

• In connection with you7,:: efforts to seek a falrorable

result on the dairy price support level en behalf of yr..)u7.:.

clients, you spoke to 'Az'. Whittaker and Jr. Colon and *17.

Car;h4n Ehrlich7lan on thc 7hto Hou:sc Sta.2f.

In tha t7ou:co of any of those conversations,

the nubjcc'c. of polit5.ez11 contributions by the dairy industry

fic;u'rc fl 7:y.sar conations?

A Wo, sir.
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22a. MURRAY CHOTINER DEPOSITION, DECEMBER 28, 1972, NADER V. BUTZ, 10-11,
21-24 22

• Did yr;12 at ary time during those conversations sug-

gest the possibility tht political contributions nicht be

made by the dairy industry?

A No, sir.

We talked about support and help for the farmers

and not support or help for the camnaign by way of contri-

butions.

• So, therefore, political contributions of that sort

did not figure in any of the discussions in any way?

A I won't go that far.

would say any time you do something for sor:cone,

it ::eacts favorably at the ballot box.

Of course, Thae. in mind at the the -clussticn

of sn,-)7,)rt for the 1_dlainistration in the coming election and

thr.! fz=rm state:3, and if you elo't help the farmer, yc eicnit

cet sui7.pert.

T7T.ditcnal1y, thr.1 farmers have supported Republican

itrac r,:xept at such time when they felt their

rrcc waL: not being lcc-Azed after to thr,i-

s;ltisfaction.

O Was there an7 Oiscussns about cr,211 cr-ntriutionn

or funds?

A ro,
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22a. MURRAY CHOTINER DEPOSITION, DECEMBER 28, 1972, NADER V. BUTZ, 10-11;
21-24

MR. GOLDDLOOM: No further questions.

23

MR. DOBROVIR: Lot me follow up.

FURTEER EXAMINATION BY COUNSEL FOR T1113* PLAINTIFFS

BY MR. DOBROVIR:

In your conversations with Messrs. Ehylichman,

Colson, Whittaker and/or Cashin, was the question of politi-

cal support in terns of votes in the election from farrers

discussed?

A Oh, I undoubtealy must have nade a remark as to the

effect that if you hurt the farmers, you can't expect to get

their support, whereas if you help the farmer:s, you probably

have a good chance-of getting their sunport.

As I said, the farm states normally support Republi-

can Administ-ation.

It may follow if you -- that you don't kid: a porscn

in the shins and e:cpoct hin to say thank you.

In your convczsations with the dairy neople with:

respect o campaian cont:ributions, was thcre any dii3ouf;sion

o! tl-_e fact ca=od this decinion to t-2.-Jne out favoly

rler all that the eia5rv farrl-,rs should support with contri-

butions to the r!i:::on cz,-.m”aign?

A I don't Ilneirstand your question.

If .I mleerntaml it c.prrccItW, I resent the cp;estion.
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22a. MURRAY CHOTINER DEPOSITION, DECEMBER 28, 1972, NADER v. BUTZ, 10-11,

21-24

Umler no circuroctanees, under no conOitions wo),11d I

talk to rrny dairy person•or anyone else along the lines of

their raking a campaign contribution in return for any favor-

able action that may have been extended toward that individual

or group.

The answer is unequivocably no.

You testified the first tkme you talked to anybody

from the dairy groups about political campaign contributions

was March 24th with 1.11-. Nelson.

I had earlier asked whether -- or what was the

first time you heard the dairy groups wished to make politi-

cal contributions.

wo1-1d like te z you whether that was the first

timo you hoc,.ra f=m Lnyone fro n the Clairy groups that thsy

wclatca tc 1..1LIc political cc,-1t.Hbut4ons?

Th,, way the. gv.ation 7SliTczed bcfore, I don't

thin;: thElt tha E.,riswcr that cmplice, to that.

7 11c:id 1:71,--wn thet there wc4-s going to be a

dinn6z_ccning up, and .!r. Ha=irr,on had talkea to me about the

o tz7,b1eo that ,iculd be

Fow,. frem that standpcint, if you are referrinq to

political col±1:ilatcns, ycz;, I 1iai cf the po7IsiL'ility

befcre iit of thc cannel..•
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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 cam-

paign contributions.

23a Depositions of Herbert W. Kalmbach, taken December 13,
1973, in Nader v. Butz, (D. D. C. Civ. No. 148-72), pp.
55, 56, 110-112,  

Page

176

23b Deposition of Herbert W. Kalmbach taken April 30, 1973,
in Nader v. Butz, (D. D. C. Civ. No. 148-72), pp. 10-15,
19-22, 46   181

23c Deposition of Harold S. Nelson taken February 7, 1973,
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.  

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

194

196
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23a. HERBERT KALMBACH DEPOSITION, DECEMBER 13, 1973, NADER V. BUTZ, 55-56,
110-12

55

:t ;_prL.::sion that th,.-y had for -;:ton

al:lout it?

A loll T don't hns. / just don't have that

impreion. I dch't reDer. that anycne ever did.

• Is that unusual in the field of political fund-

raising for s.o=conu nevcr to 1--antion that he had made a big

gift a year or two b-aforo?

• Well, in any experience, and, of course, my

experience has bean largc2y aI-Let exclusively with indiviCuals

and most of them, when they La; a giLt, they aren't reminding

people all the time that thc)y n.:;de a gift.

If it cemcs ur) and samely quections thara or

somethinci, they will eay it; b:.zt. I diC,n't have the feeling and

have never had the feeling that semz:ene is always reminding

people of it.

ths,ually people mac.1 a giLt and they arc glad to

make the gift and that it.

• On I.:arch 25th, thz-.t lunch with Ir. Zhrlichman, if

you can racall, Cidshe hz.:-2an to menticil anything al:out dairy

farmn,-r? D4e. ho 1-;r1tion, for c=p1c.:, that there had becn a

big nesting with a whole lot of dairy far.7.arc the da hsorc

With the President?

• I remember n:;thincl of that sort.

• So, it is your tezitimony that at that time you

were ttz..'lly 'anawLrc of Opndancy of any price support

matter az related to your funa-raising activities?

A I wao aL.:1 ;7. -- I hava no r:=.ory

at all, 1,1r. 1:1:.x.:ovLr, ci

Ob
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23a. HERBERT KALMBACH DEPOSITION, DECEMBER 13, 1973, NADER v. BUTZ, 55-56,
110-12

incr.c, or N. atin' r.

• 17:7n.,,, you rer:.d a -little earlier this athibit

number 34-2G in Lock 3 of the Senate Watergate Coxmittee

an c pagos 1220 and 122 '11.1s nemora=;um

Dean saying, "Evans, Nunn and Sloan have raised the surplus

funds;" and than Ealdeman is cuoted as saying, "forg-t this.

No. The surplus funas are not to go into 1701. There ie no

need for cazh in the 1701."

Do you hnow what refers tc.,?

• Could you e::21ain that, please?

A The surplus funds were the funds that I held in

trust, surplu7; from the 18 campaign. Bob Haldeman had the

absolute direc,:.::cn as to those funds, and he is saying thore

what he said to me several tirnc,n, and that is that these funds

are to ba diLl.Jur5;cd only en hi n direction or on the direction o':;'

the re-ople stz-yin'j in his stead, that these funds were net to

be dic,-bursed by me in st12.26rt of the 1701 R:?-election Canpaign

Progra:n, otIler than as personally authorized by him. Lnd he

sim'olv is stz't4_ng what Iv n just

• Vhy doesn't be want it to go into 1701? What is

that?

A 1701, Mr. De;)rovir, was the Committee for the Re-

election of th,3 rresident. It was the campaign organizatm

at 1701 Pennr:ylvania Aven.

T,I, m: r.cry th; he warted the camnaign organis-

ation to ra;:o r;rnp..:%rt Itsactiv“.4rs thrcl:ch r'n7noc

effe,rt-_71 an with
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23a. HERBERT KALMBACH DEPOSITIOii, DECEMBER 13, 1973, NADER v. BUTZ, 55-56,
110-12  110

M.DCBR:DVIR: I have no nore cventicns.

EXA:%iINATIOIT

BY O'Cr=1:

• Jr. Kalmbach, after I:sing shown several eccu7-znts

by Mr. Dcbrovir today, you indicated that you had disctmssd

the question of dairy centributionr; with M. Ealdeman: that

right?

Yes.

• Now', referring to your deposition taken ;:pril 30,

that was the fir:t time Mr. Dcbrovir took your depositicn --

A Yes.

-- on page 34, you were asked the quest3cn "Lid

you ever discuss this cuestio:1 of dairy contributions' with

Mr. Eald=an at any time?" A. I don't recall that I did."

• Well, those recent nc:mran:aa and the like hz1vc,.

refreshed ny rccoilecti.=1, Lr. O'Cc:_nor, and now with my 1- ory

refreshed I do recall I did discuss these contributions with

Mr. Haldc_man.

MR. O'CO=OR: Co ahez;d.

EXAMIrnTIO:1

BY La. COLDBLON:

• Ex. Kalbach, I realize that either you have stated

some of these natters about which I intend to cr.:estion you

either directly or by indication by seize of your anvirors to

Mr. Debrovir, but for the of the record, Iwould 11%.s to

anf. no ot.i.en
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23a. HERBERT KALMBACH DEPOSITION, DECEMBER 13, 1973, NADER V. BUTZ, 55-56,
110-12

You have testified at length about your s..-_ho.tantii. :1

involYcoient in ca:,paign contributions, and contact concerning

campaign contributions with ropv'coentatives of the dairv

ind-stry, and whethr thoy are officers of dairy f.7000r

proc:uccrs organizations and/or their attorneys, and you've

also testified to numerous contacts and activity with vazioll.s

members of the White House staff, as well as members of ti;e

political cco:paign organizations supporting the Re-election of

President

want to aok you whether during the course of any

of those contacts and discussions about campaign contributions,

specifically by the dairy industry that we've talked about; was

there ever a euegestion nade, either by me:Apers of the dairy

industry or t:'.olr representatives, or by representative: cf

the ljhite Kouse staff, or by members of the campaicn organi7ati.

that the ra:nci of caTpaign contributions, or the failure to

make such can..nain contributions would have a specific r€:Hult

with re:poet to particular governmental actions which right

have an impact on the dairy industry?

A No, I do not recall ever remembering any r000h.

statemants.

V.Tas there anything by indirect suggestion by

members of ary of these groups to that effect?

A And again I cannot recall ever any indirect

suggeo,ticno of such.

Did you ever h particular discussions about

the docisien:1 reoched by the Covornment, whether it be by

Preo.ionto or by D -7,arto.ont of .Ts7rirultul- Lcot to
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immrt quotas or the Dairy PrLce Sup7:ort Pnec-ram?

'A I have no m=ory of any such statement or

discussions.

• And do you recall err; Trobers of the dairy

industries or their re'ercentatives urging vpca you to

contact with members of the Administration with respect to

specific requests for governi2ental actions?

A I have no memory of ever being urged by any

representative of the dairy industry or any of their attorneys I

ever urging that on me. %

• GOLDBLOON: I have no further questions.

ER. DOBROVIR: Off the record.

(Whereupon a discussion ensued off the record).

BR. DCBROVIR: Back on the record.

FURTHER EXAEZIZATION

EY._1111. DOBROVIR:

Lalmbach, you have read the letter fro:1

Patrick J. 'linings to President Nixon in December of 100,

have you not?

A Yes, sir, I have.

• If you would liho to lcoll at it again while

ask this question, if you don't recall it rpccifieally cYlisuah

I have no objection to your reading it again.

If you were sitting in the Prer:id=t's chztir,

had received such a letter, would you have interpreted that

letter as something more than an indirect suggcstion t?..Lt

to million dollar3 would be ilf,arn into
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Incorporated?

A I can't recall that I knew that.

Q And do you know that. .=CE is a political coramittec:

for trust connected with a dairy cooperative called Dairymen,

Incorporated?

A I may have been advised of this but again I r.t

recall it with precision.

Now can you recal1 when you first heard of any of

these three trnsts, TAPE, SPACE, or ADEPT?

A Well, it seems to me that In 1971, I was ta:(ked to

along the lines that one or more of these dairy cooperatives

were interested in makinQ a contrib=tion toward- th fr.vr:th-

coming 1972 campaign. That's my recollection of first hearincs

th;s.

Q And with whom was that conversation?

A I don't recall, Mr. Dobrovir, where the first person

that spoke to me about that--it was perhaps someone in the

White House, but I can't recall e:I.actly who that person was.

Do you recall when the conversation took place?

A r4o, other than it seemed to me that it wes someti=e

in =id-1971, but again I can't be specific on dates_

Someone in the Fhite liouse? Perhaps Inight try to

refresh 'our recollection if I jtst reel off a bunch of r.a.7.-..es.
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Murray Chotiner?

A I may have spoken to Mr. Chotiner about this, from

time to time.

• How long have you known Mr. Chotiner?

A I have known him--oh, I think I first met him in the

late 1950's.

• Has your contact with him been frequent since that

time?

A No, infrc.luent.

• So you would not call him a close associate of yours

I in political work?

A No, I know Mr. Chotiner and have known him casually

over the years.

• And are you acquainted with Marion Harrison?

A Yes.

• Do you know him well?

A No.

• Now, would this conversation with Mr. Chotiner, if

it was Mr. Chotiner--did this take place shortly after you

assumed your responsibilities as fund raiser for the campaign,

say before March 1, 1971?

A No, any conversation I might have had with Mr. Chotiner

in this area, and again I don't know if he was the one that

(182)



23b. HERBERT KALMBACH DEPOSITION, APRIL 30, 1973, NADER V. BUTZ,
10-15, 19-22, 46 

12

initially talked to Pe—that conversation would have taken

place on this subject sometime, as I say, in mid-I971.

• Now, this conversation--

A That is as I recall It.

• Yes. Now this conversation in mid-1971, whomever it

was with, was that the first time you became aware of the

exis*f.nce of =2, SPACE and ADEPT?

A Again it seems to me this is the first time that

1.721. S briefed on the ADEPT-SPACE terminology.

• Nov, did you know that Murray Chotin  had.lzeased to

be a vember of the White House staff on or about Mach 9, 19717

Well, I knew he had left the White House staff but

don't remember when that was. Again, I feel that any conver-

sation that I had with him was subsequent to that change.

O But you did mention eitrlier that you learned about

this interest of the dairy groups in making political contri-

butions from someone in the White House?

A I did indicate I was first contacted, again as I

recall it, by someone and it could well have been Hr. Chotiner

but again it could have been someone in the White House who

spoke to me.

• Was it Mr. Haldeman?

A No, I don't recall that it was.
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A
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0

A

0

A

0

A

Was it Mr. Ehrlichman?

No.

Mr. Colson?

I don't believe it was Mr. Colson; it nay have been.

Would it have hen Mr. Dean?

No.

Do you know Henry Cashia?

Y's, I do.

.Would it have ben Henry Cashin?

It may have but I don't recall it was.

Does Barry Dent refresh your recollection?

It may have been Harry Dent.

John Whittaker?

I don't remember whether John Whittaker—I don't

'reslexab-..'r whether I spoke to John Whittaker or not.

1 0 You were Involved in fund raising in 1968 also, wereh

11  you not?
ll
I A Yes, I was.

:! 0 And did you engage in fund raising in other campaic2:-.3"
1!
.of qr. Nixon, 1962, in California?

A Yes, I did.

1960 for the Presidency?

A Well, I was active in 1960, but not in t1:42 canDaign.
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• And before that, in the Vice Presidential campaigns.

1956, /952?

A Not formally.

O Ea4 long have you t,orked politically with Mr. Nixon

A Relating it to variou:=, caripigns, I helped for:nal/1

and Info=mally for--bck before 1960.

• Do you conider that your relationship with Preside:

Nixon Is a close one?

A YC2, I do.

• In connection with your political activities, was it

generally your custo to keep him advised of yollr activit4 e.s?

A No.

• It is not?

A It is not. That is to my political activities.

O Cn his behalf

A Yes, that's right.

• Why is that? Why do you not think it appropr.-iate

to keep him advised of your activities?

A Well, I don't regard vself as reporting to the

President in political activities. I feel that it is soewhzt

inappropriate for ne to regard yself as reporting to the

President in this area.
113111•111=Rnmpl,•••••sompsa.•••111110......1
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!i • Now, when did you first become aware that these three

0 dairy groups, ADEPT, TAPE and SPACE had made or were going to

1

1

11

nake contributions? I Lelieve you testified that the first

time you heard of them was in mid-1971?

A That is my recollection.

• And was that also the first time you heard that they

had made or 14fere going to make contributions?

• Again that Is as I remember it, Mr. Dobrovir.

• now-wete you told that they had made coat=ibutions?

Not it was a very casual conversation, and I was

simply asked to talk to a few peonle to see whether or not

certain procedures were being sot up, incIllaing committees,

and that the ad=inie;tration was being had. I had no knowledge

of any amount, and I had no knowledge of the conversations that

had gone on beforehand, if any.

Q Whom were you asked to speak to?

• About that time I think I was asked to talk to Mr.

Bennett:. 
He was one of the peonle that I was asked to sneak

to.

• Did You talk to Mr. aennetf?

Yes, I did.

When was that?

A Again perhaps in mid-I971 and again I cannot state
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":ere you ever shown any lists of names and chairmen

and addresses of chairmen of the Bennett committees?

A I don't recall any lists. I may have been shown

lists. I may have been shown a list of the lundred committee:

names, but --

Q Let me show you a list which was produced by Mr.

Bennett in his deposition, which we took, and ignoring the

pencilled,. Inked writing which is ours, will you take a look

at it and tell us if you have ever seen that list?

A I have not.

O Now did you ever have any personal contact with

people from these dairy committees?

A Yes, I did have.

And can you describe those contacts?

A I may have met one or tmore of them in 1951--

1951?

I'm sorry. In 1971. But I recall that I did with

I, particularity, that I did meet with certain of the people in
4
d 1972, early in 1972.
;!
.1 Going back to 1971, can you recall if you met withtt• :;

-Barold Nelson at t1lAt time?

ti A That name is familiar and I may well have.

Do you recall where that meeting took place?
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A No, I do not.

0 Do you recall what happened at that meeting?

A No.

Uould it refresh your recollection if I said to you

that Mr. Nelson testified? I think it best that I read his

testimony so the record is entirely accurate. Reading from

page 28 of the deposition given by Mr. Nelson in February of

this year, and Mr. Nelson had first discussed the 1972 meeting

that you referred to, and then:

"QUESTION: When you say eithef you or nr. Jacobson,

did you yourself know Mr. Kalmbach before that meeting?

"ANSWER: I have met Mr. Kalmbach before that meeting.

"QUESTION: In what connection?

"ANSWER: In a connection with seeking direction as

to how we could make the contributions we wanted to make.

"QUESTION: Could you Uescribe those contacts: w'rken

you met him, where you met,him.

"ANSWER: I don't recall. I believe it was either

in tlashinaton or in his office in California.

"QUESTION: Do you recall when?

"ANSWER: No.

"QUESTION: And who initiated the contact?

"ANS4ER: As I recall, I can't tell you. It might
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have been Marion Harrison. I assume that it was, ',Jut I can't

tell you it was.

"OUESTION: This was before the February meeting

however?

'ANSWER: As I recall, it was before the February

meeting, yes."

THB WITNESS: Pardon tae, Mr. Dobrovir. : February of

vhat year?

MR. DOBROVIR: 1972.

TUB WITNESS: Thank you.

MR. DOBROVIR: I am sorry.

"QUESTION: Po you recall how long before?

"ANSWER: Now this is just pure' speculation.

would say maybe 30 days or 60 days."

BY R. DOBROVIR!

That is pretty much his testimony. Now does that

refresh your recollection about that 1971 meeting?

A o, that is consistent with my- recollection waich is

that I may have met him in 1971; again the purmose of that

meeting would have been to talk to him about any procedures

that they had in mind as to how to effect contributions to

the c7.-apaign in a proper and regular manner.

His reference to 30 days or 60 days before the
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February sleeting, does that refresh your recollection as to

when that 1971 meeting took place?

A No ,it does not. My memory is that if I net him at

all in 1971, I can't be specific as to when.

Was that meeting initiated by Marion Harrison?

A It might have been. I knew Mr. Harrison to be the

attorney for one or more of these milk- associations.

What contacts did yon 'lave with Mr. liarrison in 1971

in connection with these dairy orgT.Inizations?

A Again, he talked to me to get my counsel as to the

proper way to effect these contributions that I had understoocl

might be forthcoming frem the dairy cooperatives, which I und,at-

stood were clients of his.

And what kind of counsel was he seeking?

A Just counsel as to procedures.

And do you recall when those contacts took place?

A Again-1,I do not. I go back to mid-1971 and it could

have been later that year, but I would just be hesitant giving

any precise date.

Now let's go on to the 1972 meeting. Can you tell us

how that meeting caze about?

A Well, it seems to me that early in 1972 and this could

have been in perhaps January or February, I was contacted by

110
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this natter.

• Now we discussed earlier that you had been to

speak to various people about these dairy contributions by this

person in the White House whose name you cannot remember, and

you indicated then that one of the peopleyou were asked to

speak to was Mr. LaTulett and, Mr. Sloan. . Was there anyone else

you were asked to speak to?

• Well, I think 11.r. Harrison was one of the people I

vas asked to speak to, and I remember that we_ had some casual

conversation, PrviI advised himat that time that in my view the

nechanics that were being established were sufficient and would

he T4u±ficient to accoxplish the purpose of Mr. Sloan in recel-zi:

contributions from the dairy trusts.

• iiow you also indicated that you talked to Murray

Chotiner about this. Was .he one of the people you were asked

to talk to?

• It nay have been but Murray Chotiner I think that time

was counsel to Reeves and Harrison and it was altogether to be

expected that Murray Chotiner might have been one of the peoule

I spoke to but I can't again state it as a fact.

• Now, going back to a decision you made that was re-

flected in this--I guess the Madison Hotel--t

A Yes, that second meeting.
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CROSS-EXAMINATION

2 By Mr. Goldbloom:

3 Q I have a couple of questions, Mr. Nelson. During the

4 course of your various discussions with members of

5 Congress or Congressional staff members or the President

6 or members of the White House staff or with whomever you

7 may have come in contact or officials of the Department

Lo

8

9

10 -- result concerning the price support level were there

11 discussions to the effect that the making of political

19 contributions by the agricultural trust would have an

13
effect or an impact upon the decisions to be reached by

the Government as to the price support level?

15 A Absolutely not.

Did anyone intimate to you that the making of political

17
contributions, or for that matter, the failure to make

1
political contributions, would have any kind of effect

19 on such a determination?

*)(1 A No, they did not.

9]
And in the course of your discussions did you or others.

representing your interests suggest that the making of

political contributions right have a beneficial result?

21 A No, absolutely not.

MR. GOLDBLOGY:: I have no further questions.

of Agriculture in connection with your efforts to obtain

a satisfactory that is satisfactory to your interests
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A

2

3

-1 Q

_ 77

I'd just like to say this: I take it that what you're

asking me the essence of what you were asking me is,

was there a quid pro quo.

Exactly.

5 A There's never been a quid pro quo in my total experience. t

CROSS-EXAMINATION 

By 1,1,r. Barrera:

8 Just by way of clarifying the people that may .have been

9 -

10

present at the meeting, which you've already given some

names both as to those that may have been with the

President's staff and those that may have been with the

19 farm group, in number,would you hazard a guess as to how

13
many people may have been there all told?

14

15

lti

17

iS

29

21

A As I recall, the meeting was in the Cabinet Room and the

Cabinet table was full -- the seats at the Cabinet table

-- and chairs were arranged in back of the President with

people occupying them. So I would say -- that's very hard

to figure. I would say if you started counting, though,

a total of thirty-five to fifty people in there. I'd

say probably. nearer thirty-five. I could be wrong on

that, too. I'm sure they know how many were in there,

but it was a goodly number of people.

The $8500.00 loan to 141d-America, do I recall your having

said that you did or did not recall the possibility of

such a loan?
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MR. DOBROVIR: I have no more questions.

MR. GOLDBLCOM: I have a few questions, Mr. Parr.

EXAMINATION BY COUNSEL ON BEHALF OF DEFENDANTS

BY MR. GOLDBLOOM:

In connection with the efforts that you testified

about in which you participated to obtain a change in the

Secretary's March 12 decision to maintain the price support

level at $4.66 a hundredweight, which is what it had been the

previous year, did you either believe, or say to anyone, that

the making of volitical contributions by TAPE to any committee

or group supporting either the President of the United States

or Rep,s'-14-en C^ngt-e,:sional candidates could achieve a change

in the price support determination?

A No.

Did anyone ever say to you, either directly or by

implication, or by inference that if political contributions

were made by TAPE to committees which were Republican in

, nature, that the making of those political contributions

would help to effectuate a change in the price support deter-

mination of the Secretary of March 12, 1971?

A No.

Do you believe that the making of political contri-

butions by MPE, or by any other po1itica:1 tut associated

•
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with a dairy farmer organization caused the change in the

price support determination of the Secretary of Agriculture

of March 25, 1971?

A No.

KR. GOLDBLCOM: I have no further que-s-ti.

MR. STEELE: I have no questions.

We are not going to waive signature, but please

send the original to Mr. Wilson, and he will handle it quicker.

(Whereupon, at 5:00 o'clock, p.m., the taking of

the deposition was Concluded.)

0111. • min ono
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dairy groups, that this particular committee of which Mr. Hunt

was Chairman, was not so used?

A / was not aware and I am not now aware.

MR. CHOTINER: Okay. I haven't any more questions.

MR. GOLDBLOOM: I have a few.

EXAMINATION BY COUNSEL FOR DEFENDANTS

BY MR. GOLDIMOOM:

Mr. Harrison, you testified with respect to various

activities in terms of represv.nting the interests of your

clients in conneciAon with the dairy price support level and

the determination of that level during 1971, in particular,

meetings that you had with various officials of the Department

of Agriculture and representations which you made in connection

with meetings, to various personnel on the White House staff.

Now, barring, that is keeping aside any privileged cormunicatic:

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

during the presentations that you made to officials of the

Department of Agriculture or personnel on the White House staff

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

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

possibility of their being made in connection with our efforts

to obtain a satisfactory result for your clients' interests

on the dairy price support level?

A No.

REPORTING CO. INC,
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Did you ever at any time in the course of your

activities to obtain a satisfactory result for your clients'

interests, suggest or intimate or say that political contribu-

tions might be made and that this would be a way of achieving

a satisfactory result for that deterpination?

A No.

Did anyone ever suggest to you from thz personnel

of the Department of Agriculture, personnel on the White Housc

staff or anywhere else for that matter,that if political

contributions were made by your clients, that this would help

to achieve a satisfactory result for your clients' interest?

A Certainly not.

MR. GOLDaLOOM: I have no further questions.

MR. DOBROVIR: Do you have any questions, Mr. Chotiner"

MR. CHOTINER: I never ask them.

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

guess we'll see you tomorrow.

TiE WITNESS: Let me indicate on the records I am

'here in response to a subpoena of the United States District

Court for the District of Collmbia issued by a Deputy Clerk

, thereof on motion of Mr. William A. Dobrovir, attorney for

' plaintiffs in this case.

(Whereupon, at 3:40 o'clock, p.m., the taking of the

deposition was concluded.)

Iff'ORIINS CO, INC:
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24. Economic and traditional political considerations were 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 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.

Page

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

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

24b "-CCC Docket l'O.CP 93a, Amendment I and attachments... 208

NOTE: OBJECTION HAS BEEN RAISED BY CONGRESSMAN SEIBERLING
THAT THE ENTIRE PARAGRAPH IS ASONCLUSION RATHER
THAN A STATEMENT OF INFORMATION WITHIN THE RULES
OF PROCEDURE OF THE COMMITTEE.
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Clifford Hardin.
affidavit, N-Ider v. Butz,
Y.7,.reh 7, )97P, ) - h 

Retyped from indiotinrA ori,inal 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR TIM DISTRICT OF COLUI.3lA

Mini PAD, et a.I

Plaintiffs,

V.

EARL L. BUTZ, et. al.,

Defendants.

STATE OF MISSOURI
SS.

CITY OF ST. LOUIS

AFFIDAVIT

Civil Action No. 148-72

FILED
val. 18 1972
JAI= F. DAVEY, Clerk

I, Clifford M. Hardin, being duly sworn, hereby depose and say

as follaws:

1. I am a Vice-Chairman of the Board of Ralston Purina Company,

St. Louis, Missouri. From January 21, 1969 until November 17, 1971,

was the Secretary of A,-;riculture of the United States. As such, I

had ultimate responsibility for the determination of dairy price support

-levels for the marketing year 1971-1972 under the applicable statutes.

2. Section 201 of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended

(7 U.S.C. 114146), authorizes and directs the Secretary of Agriculture to

make available price support to producers of milk "at such level not in

excess of 90 per ccntum nor less thnn 75 per centum of the parity price

therefor as the Secretary determines necessary in order to assure an

adequate supply." Section 4o6 of the Asricultural Act of 19!;9, as

amended, requires the Secretary "insofar as practicable" to announce

the level of sport for milk "in advance of the marketirc year or season"

(7 U.S.C. 1426). The level of support so announced may not be reduced.

In addition, the purposes of Section 204(0) of the Agricultural Act of

1954 include, among other thin,7.s, to assure adequate supplies of milk

and dairy products; encourage development of efficient production units

Retyped from indistinct oriclaaf
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as well as "stabilize the economy of dairy 
farmers at a level which will

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 March 12, 1971, an announcement was issued at my directio
n

advising the public of my determination to support 
the price of milk at

$4.66 per cwt. for the year April 1, 1971 to March 31, 1972.
 This was

the same level as was in effect for the previous y
ear. The complex

economic factors which enter into a decision suc
h as this are, of course,

not subject to any one interpretation. Indeed, based on the information

and advice that I was receiving, a number of det
erminations, including

one to raise the support level to $4.93 per cw
t., would have been

justified at this time. The initial determination of the level of price

support for milk as announced on March 12, 1971 
was the subject of

major controversy even before it was made. Nevertheless, on balance I

determined for the reasons stated in C.C.C. Do
cket MCP 98a to set the

support level at $4.66 per cwt.

I. At the time of the March 12, 1971 announcem
ent of the price

support level, I was aware of substantial Cong
ressional sentiment in

favor of a higher figure. Subsequent to the announcement of the $4.66

per cwt. price support on March 12, 1971, such s
entiment increased notably.

A number of bills were introduced in both the Se
nate and the House which

would have increased the support level on a mand
atory basis to as much

as $5.00 per cwt. In'addition, certain representatives of the dair
y

industry strongly urged that the price support d
etermination be revised,

pointing to increase in dairy production cos
ts during the preceding 12

months. For example, at a meeting with the President on 
March 23, 1971,

various representatives of the industry urged 
an increase in the price

support level citing again the factor of incre
ased costs to farmers.

5. The existence of such sentiment on the part of
 many members of

Congress and wide segments cf the dairy indust
ry led me to inquire as to

-2-
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whether sufficient weight had been given to those factors which we had

been aware of at the time of the March 12, 1971 announcement and which

would have supported a decision to establish the pride support at a

higher level.

6. The meeting between representatives of the dairy industry and

the President, referred to in paragraph 4 above, resulted from an

invitation extended by the President in September, 1970, at a time when

I addressed a meeting of some 25,000 members of a milk producers

organization in Chicago. The arrangements which I made for key leaders

of the dairy industry to meet with the President were made in January,

1971, and the March 23, 1971 date was fixed by the White Rouse on

February 25, 1971.

the President made

for the group made

level.

At the meeting, to the best of my rehollection,

certain brief remarks to the group and a spokesman

a presentation urging an increase in the price support

7. In light of the considerations noted in paragraphs 4 and 5 above

I reevaluated the price support level announced on March 12, 1971 on the

basis of the requirements of 7 U.S.C. 1446, with an increased focus on

the factors described in C.C.C. Docket MC? 98a, Amendment 1. Among other

things, feed costs had shown a noticeable rise throughout the year.

In addition, there was some indication that the producers were considering

action, based on recent legislation, which would have had the effect of

reducing the overall supply of milk. One other factor to which our

attention was directed vas the fact that an increased supply of cheese

was needed to mect obligations under other programs and a higher

support price would tend to insure an adequate supply for these purposes.

Such a reevaluation was not novel. Price support determinations for

particular marketing years had been increased in the past.

8. During the course of reevaluating the evidence, I had discussiens

Retyped from in:::..sL:;nct onal

-3-
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and advise from members of my staff, including Under Secretary Campbell,

Assistant Secretary Lyric, and Assistant Secretary Palmby.

9. On March 25, 1971, this reevaluation of evidence pertinent to

the dairy situation, on the basis of thc criteria in 7 U.S.C. 1416,

culminated in an announcement, issued at my direction, that the price

support level for the marketing year 1971-1972 would be established at

$4.93 per cwt.

10. The decision to set the price support level at $4.93 per cwt.

VAS based entirely on a reconsideration of the evidence on the basis of

the statutory criteria.

11. Neither the decision to reevaluate the $4.66 per cwt. support

price level nor the ultimate decision to establish the ;Tice suptort

level at $4.93 per cwt. was based on any consideration other than those

outlined in this affidavit. Specifically, at no time did any person or

organization promise or lead me to believe that funds of any kind or

anything of value would be paid to me or any other person or organization

in return for a reevaluation of, or increase in, the price support level.

12. Being cognizant of the views of Congress, as well as the

views of the dairy industry and other industries affected by our progra=s,

with respect to the administration of statutes relating to Agriculture,

is, of course, a flindamental pare of the Secretary's role.

Ai Clifford M. Hardin
Clifford M. Eardin

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 7th day of March, 1972

/s/ 
Notary 111,:elic

State of Missouri

City of St. Louis Act performed in the City of St. Louis,
which adjoins the County of St. Louis,

commission expires:  Comminsien res Or_nulry  2, 1973.

iiotypcd from in...lif,Linct oripnal
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tr:InD .17.1.7::S DISTRICT CCT
FOR THE DI.WRICT OF CuLUBIA

RALPH VADER, et al., )
)

Plaintiffs, )
)

v. ) Civil Action No. 149-72
)

EARL L. EUTZ, et. al., )
)

Defendents. )

AFFIDAVIT

STATE OF MISSOURI

CITY OF ST. LOUIS

I, Clifford M. Eardin, being duly sworn, hereby depose and say
as follows:

1. I am a Vice-Chairman of the Board of Ralston Purina Company,
St. Louis, Missouri. From January 21, 19E3 until :;ovember 17, 1971,
I was the Secretary of Agriculture of the United States. As such, I
had ultimate responsibility for the determination of dairy price support
level for the marketing year 1971-1972 under the apolicable statutes.

2. Section 201 of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended
. (7 U.S.C. 1446), euthorizep and directs the Secretary of Ariculture to
make available price support to producers of milk "at such level not in -
excess of 90 per contum nor less than 75 per centum of the parity price
therefor as the Secretary determines necessary in order to assure an
adequate supply.- Suction 40G of the AzTrioultural Act of 1940, as
amended, requires the 'jccretary -inzof,-.r as practicable" to announce
the level of suouor: for milk in advance of t!.o. •:enr or leeaom"
(7 U.S.C. -.'he level of sur...,ort announc.! retuced.
In addition, tho r.,::.osus of Section 2.)4(a) of Lac: A7xicultural Act of
1954 incle2e. eron-: rth:r thinF.:, to Jcsure adequ,itc suonl:cs of 7111:

elirY ,ncy;;r1rv 6..veiaot 01 'fficient uroeuctiun tni15
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d5 Well i.. "stabilize thy econonv of dairy farm
ers at a level which wilt

provide a fair return for their labor and i
nvestment when compared with

the cost of things that farmers buy." (7U.S.C. 1446b).

3. On March 12, 1971, an announcement was issued at my di
rection

advising the public of my determination to support the price of milk at

S4.66 per cwt. for the year April 1, 1971 to '.arch 31, 1972. This was

the same level as was in effect for the previous year. The complex
t--

economic factors which enter into a decision such as this are, of
 course,

not subject to any one interpretation. Indeed, based on the information

and advice that I was receiving, a number of determinations, includin
g

one to raise the support level to $4.93 per cwt., would have been

justified at this time. The initial determination of the level of price

support for milk as annpunced on March 12, 1971 was the subject of

rajor controversy even before it was made. Nevertheless, on balance I

determined for the reasons stated in C.C.C. Docket MP SSa to set
 the

support level at $4-66 per cwt.

4. At the time of the March 12, 1971 announcenent of the price
.

support level, I was aware of substantial Congressional senti
ment in

favor of a higher figure. Subsequent to the announcement of the S4.66

per cwt. price support on March 12, 1971, such sentiment increase
d notably.

A number of bills were introduced in both the Senate and the 
House which

would have increased the support level on a mandatory basis to as 
much

as $5.00 per cwt. In addition, certain representatives of the dairy

industry strongly urged that the price support determination be 
revised,

pointing to increase in dairy production costs during the rrecedinz 1
2

months. For example, at a neetinr, with the President on 'arch 23, 1971,

various representatives of the industry urrsd an increase in the 
price

support level citin; arain the factor of increased costs to farmers.

S. The e%istence of such santirent on the oar: of many members o
f

Contress and wit,: sric...ments of the dairy irdustry led re to in.luire 
as to

(205)
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. • .t: F_ven :.7:. Vf

•

e 2-

7.es:ing rs:resen:e:i7sa :f :he fairy Infus:ry

:ne Fre:.:den:, referred :7. in :szegra;h resu::ef frrn an

!nvisn ex:en-!.ed :ne F.residen: in Sep:en.1:ar, E: :in-e when

a:dreased a nee:in; sf s.xne rers 7f a ri:;: -pr7du:ers

sr,:,..eniza:is:n in '.:hisezs. 7he arranzeren:s which : r_ade for key eader

sf :he dairy indu::ry to ree: wi:h :he Presiden: were r.ade in :anuary.

1S71 da:s was fixed 1:y :he :Chi:e Hzuse on

Fehr:ar 25, :S7:: A:.the o :he bes: of n:y  

:ne ?resident made cer:ain hrief rerarks :o :he group and a spokesran

f-.,r :he Fro.Jp made e presen:ation urzing an increase in :he price sunport

7. In light of the considerations noted in parzTra7hs and S aSova.

I reevaluated the price suppor: level announced on ?arch 12, .17l en the

2•471-s of the reculre-.ents of 7 U.S.C. luue, with an increase focus on

tne factors desoribed in C.C.C. .2scke: rc? Sea, Amendren: 1. A_nong other

thins, feed costs had shown a noticeable rise throughout the year.

In addition, there was some in,Hcation that the producers were considerfng

action, based on recent legislation, which would have had the effect of

reducing the overall supply of milk. One other factor to which our

attention was directed was the fact that an increased suorly of cheese

was needed to meet obliF.ations under other orozrars and a hizher

support price woulJ tend to insure an adeup.to supply for tnase pernes.

such a reevaluation wes not novel. ?rice ,r'Dort deter..in:ions for

particular marketine. years seen incrPascd in the pas:.

H. Durin?, tho course of reevalua:inc the eviJAnce. : kid d!ncussinns

-3-
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-and adwice 7.e17.1.C.75

;.ssistant Secretary Lyng, and Assistant Secre:ary

9. On March 25, lrl, this reeValuation pf evidence pertinent to

the dairy s4tuaticn, or. the !:asis c: :he criteria in 7 '.%S
.2. 144f,

culminated in an anneunee7.ent, Issued a: my direction, that the p
r-Ice

support level for the marketing year 1971-l972 would 1-..e 
estal-lished at

.514.9? per cwt.

10. The decisien to se: the rrice surport level at 'S4.93 per 
cwt.

was based entirely on a reconsLderation of the evidence on 
the !%Isfs. of

the statutory criteria.

11. Neither the decisicn to reevaluate the Sh.f.6 per cwt. s
uppo7t

price level nor the ultImate decision to estal-lish the 
rrice support

level at $14.93 per cwt. was based on any consideration 
other than tho-

outliped.in tnis affidavit. Specifically, at no time Jid any person cr

organization pronise or lead re to believe that funds of any kinJ or

anything of value would be paid to me or any other person 
cr erzanization

in return for a reevaluation of, or increase in, the price su
reort level.

12. Beins cognizant of the views of Congress, as well as
 the

 ir

views of the dairy industry and other industries affecteJ by our nrogy
a.

witS respect to the administratIon of statutes relating to 
Arxiculture,

is, of course, a fundamental part of the Secretary's role.

5v.
Cli I ford !ion' in

Subscribed and sworn to Lefore ne ts 7th day r.f !!areh, l'177I .

State of Minsourl

City Of St.- Louis

My com:;.islion

•i •7
." •

Votary
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"For Offizi2,1  arl ?r:;7isions
re.t 7 2 , ,

• ••• " • 0% • • %I ••• ••• 40.4 •

-:(laY 12, 1371

?rica 3=:Crt Przra, 171-72

tv CitTh'friin
,decremary a: Acul=r--: may 2, 1371

Press Release No. 969-71 ..-/ss March 25, 1971.

Press Release No. 981-71was issuec == March 26, 1971.

.;e7u ...la.ons: Date of Publ4cat4on

?age No. 3237

• %I • ••• I

May 1, 197,

Federal Re3ister cz  6 F. R. F237
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n"--= 5"122S I.Z2ARZhil.1" C7 AZZ:ZU.7.2=2

AmDavid g'3-4C26 Washinzton, Narch 25, 1971

Stac:: Pric- ft= 1=creased

S=tcret.ary c. Ag.71cultu=e Clitfc.= M. Ea=din tcday announced an u-7....rd

ad,I;Isz.ndnt cf sul..;crt r- rnu.nufacturi=g .7.:Lik to $4.93 tram the $4.66

suplport price announced by hi= On March 12 which was a comti-Ilence at that

time of support at the same level as for 197p.

In announcing .the new k‘iqo'•- surtcrt level, Secretary Hardin stated such

enmouncements are minimans which mannct be lowered during that marketing

season after once being =noun-cod, but which can be raised. Support levels

cpn be lowered only at the beg74-1.4^g athe mills marketing year each.ktril 1st..

Secretary Eardin stated that ther!-- is a constant analysis .of the milk

prcduction situation, and that farmer =irts have escalated sharply particu-

larly in concentrate feed which has u? $10 to $20 per ton. Farmers

have no wry. to cut othei-costs to cammensate for those which have risen.

W-DA. 96?-7i
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FOR OFFICIAL US 2 07LY
UNTIL AP11!307ED BY 1:7:: r7C77.2;.

ST3KAGEREçiIRD

Milk Price .S.,::::;crt ?rcgra.:::, 1971-72, Y.CP 9z.,Anene.mt .1

k.Ithorizes increase of (1) support price for manufacturing milk from
4::.66 to $4.93 per hundretweight, (2) T.urchase price of Cheddar cheese
from 52.0 to 54.75 cents per pound, ant 3) purchase price of nonfat
dry rAlk from 28.4 to 11.7 cents

(210)
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24h. ATTACHMENT TO CCC DOCKET MCP 98a

UNTIL :1'..T2CVTD BY
SIC?1,TAPX
SEC1.13 ST3RA7: REC4:117.71)

UNiTED STATES D2PARTM 7NT OF AGMCULTWIE
AG2iCc.T1):1-;1. Srt.i.1;:17/.7.Z,1 ANC CO,J.S:'7vAT:ON Sa2]ICE • WAS):1NOTON

Atril 9, 11

To Board of Directors, Commodity Credit Corporation

From Director, Livestock and ;airy Division

Sutjoct: Milk Price Surport ?rsgram, 1971-72, MC? 98a, Amendment 1

This amendment increases the su7pert =toe for manufacturing miik from•$4.66 per hundredweight to $4.9-; 7„er -h- r_dred. eight, Also, the amendmentIncreases the purchase price for Chedclar cheese from 52.0 to 54,75 centsper - pound, and the purchase price for nonfat dry milk from 28.4 to 31.7.Cents per pound.

Press release No. 969-71 was issued on -:Aarch 2,, 1971, and press releaseNo. 951-71 on March 26, 1971.

:
Lzrou.',.y

Flezommended:

0
• 

_.:7estock and. E4Ty Divisicn

for s::::=Ission to
7.1e a:ard of Dizectors,
=_:dfty Cre-if7. Ccrnraticn

Crc±f'.; Cc17...:zation
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:FOR. OFYICIAL USE ONLY
APPKV:D BY TEE S:CTAR'1"

ZECURE STORAC-E REQUIPED

man rricc Support Program, 1971-7P, MCP 93a
fizenemcnt 1 -

I. .1"urpose

This docket amends Docket MCP 98a (approved by the Board of Directors,
CCC, on farch 3, 1971, ana by the Secretary of Azricultu.re cn
March 22, 1971) by increasing the support Price for manufacturinz milk
to producers during the maxketimg year begng April 1, 1971, fr=
$4.66 per hundredweitIht to $4.93 per hundredweight.

II. Justification 

Based on a reevaluation of the dairy situation, giving full recognition
to increasing labor, waste disposal, aad other costs on dairy farms and
to increasing demand for cheese, it is determined that a support price
of $4.93 per hundredweight for --...em=facturing milk is necessary in order
to assure an adequate surrly.

B. AT=7:ZAZICN

I. Provisions of Program 

Subsection B I A, Le-rel,cf Buptcrt., is aended by increasing the
.support price from 4=.4..b6 per hunto-entieignt to•S4.93 per hundredweizht.'

Subsection B I C, 1 Purchase Prio,,..s, is amended to read, as follows:

C. Purchase 'Prices.

1. Balk Containers. Parmmase prices for bulk butter in 60
to do .:ount container:: mmmfat dry milk in 50 pound
and natural Cheddar :tie shall be thcse indicated tec.-r:

Butt?r, S. Crae.e. A nr hi7her:
New Yor..".: Y., and der:2y City

Lni
produced before

1
,

or after

Cenio ter ib.

217'
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rieCF  ta .

Washington, 2fsech. 26, 157'

i:SDA Announces Dairy PurOna..se Pricee fcr 1971-72:

The U.S. r.ecartment .71,-tr-icu1t=e today announced tte =ricas it -.fill
butter, ntnfat drF =L11, and Oht=...se to zarti. out the 1971-72 ..L.%=port price

i.4.93 per hundredweight fcr =ea!: '7'"'"'" was announeed ':..a.roh 25 (Prees Releaee
969-71). The zroduc= =urcliase prices are those which are calculated to

enable processcrs to =ay ;reducers, cn the average, the euptcrt 2.rice of
r hundredweicht for

As announced March 12 USDA release 843-71), the =urchase =rice for butte=
is 'neIng lowered 2 cents 7..er =ound. 774s reducticm in the ;rice of butter was
caae possible by a =revisica in the A.T.rioultural Act of 1970 which suspended
the =andatory requirement for sup=orting butterfat in far= separated cream.

The new s=port price fcr milk, and the new product purchase prices show=
telow become effective April 1, 1971, the beginning of the =srketing year. .

Purchased and Purchased on
produced before or after
A=ril 1, 1971 A7=i1 1. 1971 
  cents per lb.  

Butter, U.S. Grade A or higher:
New York, N.Y., and Jersey City
and Newark, N.J. 70,75 68.75

Califorflia, Alaska, and Hawaii 73.00 67.75
washington and 0regon 1/. 67.75
krir.cna, New Mexico, Texas, Louisiana.
Y.i.53iSSi:pDi, Alabama, Gecr-;ia,
en-I South Caro14na • 69.75 67.75

U.S. Grade P.: 2 centa per =ound Less than for U.S. Grade A

of er located at any other coint will be the ,_ice at a desiznated
either 2:ew York, Seattle, cx EL= .7rtncisec, less 80 =ercent of the lc,f-

freiztt rl_me eer 27.1n1 ees.:3 weigtt f.7:- 1 ,i:0,C.32
,:erlct, in effeet et 7;":.2 teginnin7 :f =his nar'ne=in: year, fro= sueh ether

tne 

1:(tra

-

Produced befcre Prcduced ch;T:r
.A7ril 1. 1%371 A=riL 1c71

cents =er - - -

52.0 5L.7f
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Prcdccd before Pro0.uced
Anril 1, 1971 Anril j, ;7.i

  ccs jr lb.  

ChnO,A.:tr J.S. Grade A cr 
h4r7her, standard mnisture basis 52.0 54.75
, -

nnfat dry nil?. 'ray) • U.S. Ex-,ra
xrarie 7,:lan 3,5 er.rcent 
m:ist=e) 27.2 31.7

1/ Calculated.by-use of freight rates.

The butter purchase Price at any oth point shall be determined by subtract-

ing from the price at a designated marketnemed by the _seller 80 percent of

the lowest published freight rate in effect at the beginning of., the market-

inu,- year -frora -such : other.. poiTr'..,-:t grated - -marketii . • The- designated .

markets are New York, N.Y., Saa-Francisca, California, and Seattle, Washington.

111. For Official Use Only Designation 

The "For Official Use Only" desiznaticm of this docket will terminate

on date of approval by the Secretary cfAzriculture.

Aperoved by CCC Board of Directors
at meeting held on  • 

• n I

1.

yl()

( 1 - Secretary
‘,

7

•

/7:t 4 rN
t_J,^,44 ,,y

President).co=edit: Cred±t
sni
fcr

Affairs and Cc=cditv.Prozrams

27, 17"...

(;----"\ /
•• •

• •  • -
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I ....,. ...,..._,,—,
/ a % r—,: : r,---_- (-:. i..... • •

r.. 
. .

• Cr:ICTAL ITZE ONLY
• AP2:!.OVED BY TaE SECaETAX:i:
• CI STORAG2 RLQUIRED

1J. N177-ED STATSS :).5?)10,TMSMT OF AGRICULTURE
AZI:W=1..1;..51A3a:ZW:::44 AN) CON.i7k7.3.TiCN 321VICE • WA5HING(C,:,,;..).C.:'.)253

TO Board of Directors, Conmodity Credit Corporation

5LBIECT: Availability of Funds Statement - Price Support Program, 1971-72,
MCP. 93a, Amendment 1

Gross obligations under this authorization are currently estimated at
$510,„4.miLlion c:uring-Ilscei. year 1372_oonsisting.of purchases of
$224-.4 million-of butter; million of cheese, and-4203.4 million
of nonfat dry milk). This amount reptasents an increase of 4124.7
million over the 4385.7 million re-"^--...et in the 1972 Budget Estimates.

Net expenditures for ?rice support amO rz,lated procram during, fiscal
year 1972 are expected to increase :777 S125.2 million over the 1972
Budget Estimates; from 4296.0 cc $422.2 million,

It is estimated that Commodity Credit 2orporation funds will be ave.:la:Ile
for this purpose,

t •
.•.•,

Director, *Pud.7,..t DIvisIon
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DEFARTNAENT OF AGRICULTURE

OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20250

APR 15 1971

SUBJECT: Milk Price Support Program,
1971-72, MCP 98a, Amendment 1

TO: Board of Directors, Commodity Credit Corporation

We have examined and approve for legal sufficiency the authorization
contained in the attached docket "Milk Price Support Program,
1971-72, MCP 93e, Amendment 1," which increase S the support price
to milk producers and purchase prices for dairy products authorized
In Docket MCP 93a

On March 25, 1971, the Secretary announced the upward adjustment of
the support price which is provided for in the attached authorization.
cket-MCP 93a cortained tmformEtion and statistics relating to

milk production, market prices for dairy products, atilization of
milk, and purchases and dispositions of dairy products by CCC,
together with other relevant information. It is pointed out in
the attached docket that the dairy situation has been reevaluated,
giving full recognition to increasing labor, waste disposal, and
other costs on dairy farms and to increasing demand for cheese.
On the basis of this reevaluation, it has been determined that the
proposed sunport price is necessary in order to assure an adequate
supply.

The Agricultural Act of 1970 amended section 201(c) of the Agricultural
Act of 1949, effective vith respect to the period from April 1, 1971,
through March 31, 1974, to read as follows:

The price of milk shall be sunnorted at such level
not in excess of 90 per cent= nor less tqr‘ 75 per
cent um of the parity price therefor as the Secretary
determines necessary in order to assure an adequate
supply. Such price supnort shall be provided thrcugh
purchases of milk and the products of milk.

- Since the Act does not define "adequate supply," the deterination
of what constitutes an adequate supply and the determination of the
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level necessary to assure an adequate supply are solely within the
juagment of the Secretary and are final and conclusive.

An appropriate form of resolution is attached.

Ae

EDWARD M. sapimAN
General Counsel

Attachments
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