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MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

October 29, 1974 

-SECRETARY BUTZ 
FRANK ZARB 
STEVEN GARDNER 
HAL MALMGREN 
DAVID MC DONALD 
GARY SEAVERS 
WILLIAM SEID1 
MIKE DUVAL 
NORMROSS V 

WILLIAM J. BAROODY~ 

Attached is, for your information, the list of invitees to the meeting 
that the President will have tomorrow, October 30 from 2:00 p. m. 
to 3:30 p.m. in the Cabinet Room with various farm leaders and 
ind.i vidual farmers. 

I would appreciate it if you could join us in the Cabinet Room at 
1 :45 so that we may be prepared to begin by the time the President 
arrives at 2:00. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

October 30, 1974 

MEETING WITH SECRETARY BUTZ 
Wednesday, October 30, 1974 
1 :45 p. m. ( 15 minutes) 
The Oval Office 

From: Kenneth R. Cole, Jr. 

I. PURPOSE 

To discuss Secretary Butz 's views on the announcement which 
he recommends you make following your meeting today on the 
livestock situation. 

II. BACKGROUND, PARTICIPANTS AND PRESS PLAN 

A. Background: Secretary Butz will probably make a 
recommendation that you institute formal countervailing 
duty action now. Diary producers have for some time 
been unhappy with Administration policy, particularly 
in regard to domestic milk-price supports and dairy 
imports. On the trade side, their unhappiness began 
with the periodic emergency actions taken in 197 3 and 
1974 to increase dairy imports for anti-inflationary 
reasons as recommended by the Cost of Living Council. 
This unhappiness surfaced in two areas: Senate 
deliberations on the Trade Reform Act; and, separately, · 
the Federal Courts, where dairy producers pressed a 
1968 complaint against the Treasury Department to 
force countervailing against subsidized dairy imports 
from the European Community, as required under law. 
Rather than face a political showdown with the U.S., the 
European Community warned that a trade war could be 
in the offing but agreed to a temporary suspension of 

. I 

dairy export subsidies to the U.S. This temporarily 
removed the pressure for a court action against Treasury. 



B. 
c. 
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Administration officials have negotiated a delicately 
balanced settlement of dairy countervailing duties and 
Section 22 quotas in the context of the Trade Bill, worked 
out with representatives of the major farm and dairy 
organizations and the Senate Finance Committee. 
(Section 22 contains the import quota provisions of the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1933.) • 

Secretary Kissingei; Secretary Simon, Roy Ash, Bill Eberle 
and Ken Cole recommend that we proceed on our present 
course; no formal action on countervailing duties at this 
time. 

Secretary Butz will probably recommend initiating a plan 
to buy up to $100 million worth of beef and pork for the 
school lunch program. On March 26, 1974 the Departme:r:i,t 
of Agriculture purchased $45 million worth of beef and 
on June 18, 1974 initiated a plan to purchase $100 million 
worth of beef and pork during the summer to provide 
lunches for 25 million school children. Although the 
Administration made the point that the purchases were 
made while farm livestock prices were low and that we 
would be buying the meat anyway, there was considerable 
consumer objection to the Government purchases. 

Secretary Butz will also recommend that you announce 
program changes in the eligibility criteria of the emergency 
livestock guaranteed loan program. The program guarantees 
loans made by banks or other legally organized lenders to 
ranchers and farmers in the livestock business to permit 
them to maintain their operation. Under the revised 
criteria more farmers will be able to get assistance. 

Participants: Secretary Butz, Bill Eberle, Ken Cole. 
Press Plan: Photo opportunity. 

III. TALKING POINTS 
1. I understand that you have some recommended courses of 

action which will help in the livestock situation. 
Z. Would any of the actions you are recommending help prevent 

future dislocations in the market that would adversely affect 
consumer prices? 
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President's Livestock Conference 

Question: What is the governinent doing about the squeeze on livestock 
producers? 

Answer: We have proposed a change in beef grades to permit nore younger, 
leaner beef in the upper grades. · The "ccmnent period" on this 
change is no,., open and will close in early December. A decision 
will be made as soon as possible after that. 

We are providing errergency credit to livestock. producers and 
propose to loosen eligibility requi..iements. 

We are holding a joint ronference on Fcx:x:1 Productivity, Costs 
and Prices tarrorrow and Friday (Oct. 31-Nov. 1) at the Department 
of Agriculture in exx>peration with the Council on Wage and Price 
Stability that will focus on the widened margins between farm 
prices and OOilSl.lloor fcx:x:1 prices. • 

We will be taking a close look at meat :iirport quotas at the end 
of the quarter to see if a change is indicated. 

We are holding public hearings on the· mq;:ort restrictions that 
Canada has placed on imports of our beef. • 

We have held hearings on the feasibility of increasing Class I .r 
Milk Order prices, and the "ccmrent" pericx1 is ·nON open. 

We are recamending the :imposition of countervailing duties on 
1 :imports of dairy prcx1ucts and meat any t:iire that foreign govern-
ments put export subsidies on these prcx1ucts. 

Our U.S. Depart::ment of Agriculture Extension Service has activated 
an educational program on beef management problems. 

We are rronitoring grain export sales daily to acccnplish an 
equitable sharing of our grain supplies~ 

We have announced an all-out production effort to increase feed 
grain supplies next year. 

N. E. R. 
11-7-7:4-
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The President opened the meeting with a few words, acknowledging 

that he is well aware of the critical financial need of the livestock 

people, as well as dairy and poultry people. 

The Secretary of Agriculture opened the meeting with introducing 

the people to the President, saying that they were there as concerned 

livestock people, and that hopefully the President would be able to 

recommend to them what they might be able to do. 

The President also stated that he and Chairman Poege had talked 

about the concerns of the dairy areas, and when he was in Oklahoma 

people told the President of the cattlemen problems, also the milk 

producers, farmers union, etc.. Also, the President is going to meet 

with cattle people at the Cattlemen I s Association in Oregon; also 

when p he arrives in Grand Junction, Colo, he will be meeting 

with another group of cattlemen. So the President is very cognizant 

of the problems. The cost price squeeze is a very serious one. 

He realizes that the farmer is different from the manufacturer. Most 

Americans do realize the difference between the producer and the 

manufacturer. We do have programs in the Federal Government to 

help people of these problems . No snap judgments or determinations 

will be made today. The President made a statement on dairy imports in lKi 

Lincoln, Nebraska. That there would be no action on dairy imports. 
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If there are, dairy people will be given a full hearing with the 

Secretary of Agriculture and the President. The President was 

pleased to see a cross-section of people representing the farm areas. 

The President also said that Bill Seidman is the first-class economist 

in this area and that the Secretary of Agriculture was great. 

Mr. Van Vlick opened with the first statement. His statement is 

attached. He stated that the the livestock business is in serious 

trouble and that cattlemen are going out of business. This will cause 

many hardships to the consumers. This situation has to be turned 

around soon. Killing more cows and baby calves is not going to work 

because of low prices. We have applied the inflation guidelines, but 

this doesn't work because they are aot in the business of supply and 

demand. See his statement for full details. 

The President responded with a statement on that his son is working 

on a farm in the West - Loyola, Montana and that his son had given 

him a few hints of what could be done. 

M. GARDNER: Hog Producers. Hog producers are having problems 

in that grains are high therefore causing the price of raising hogs 

to high. Also, import products from Canada should be improved. 

Their products are inferior to the U.S. products. There are other 

port import products that do not have the quality that the U.S. does. 



- 3 -

Mr. Gardner continued in that they want quality products from 

imports just as those foreign countries want from the United States. 

They also suggested that tariff regulations be changed - that at this time 

they are unfair. A need for research in the area of production is needed. 

If a better product (protein can be found) it would give us a greater 

trading power. 

ROGER FLEMING: He suggested we have reductions in demand; 

reductions in government spending but increase production. Working 

on this. The imposition of price control is the major factor of 

trouble. They do not want price control . The President said 

he has no intention of asking Congress to write legislation on price 

control and the President then illustrated the 90-day freeze we had 

on meat prices last year. The President thinks that there are better 

plans to stabilize the economy. 

MILT BROWN: The feeding trend is bad. The cattle production people 

are experiencing potential disaster. He submitted a statement, which 

is attached. He went on to say they want enough meat for the consumer. 

Even a small liquidation of this kind of business wold have a big impact 

on this livestock cattel== do not want subsidies. He said that the price 

the farmer gets and what the consumer pays is not right and that the 

Department of Justice this morning had stated that investigations would 

be made into this situation. He was pleased to hear of this action. 
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GLENN DEEN: He stated that there are too many feed lots in the 

country. Some of them are now only 55 percent filled; many are only 

20-35 percent filled. Feedlots are operating at a loss. Lending is 

being made to good feed lots so that they can stay in business. 

W. GORDON LEITH: Cattle industry is depressed. Cattlemen getting 

$10-$90 a head in Western Kansas. Food prices are not going to come 

down because the farmer is paying too much for fertilizer, machinery 

feeds, etc. He was pleased to read that a new pU•JIIM•Wk meat standard 

proposal was in the Federal Register regarding leaner beef but using 

less grains. He suggested that a look be made at retail prices; 

labor practices; and especially transportation prices. Take a look 

at imports of meats - for example, canned hams are being imported 

but yet the product doesn't compare to U.S. quality. The President 

responded to the difficulty we are having with Canadian imports and 

our exports into Canadia --Canada wants strict :ixRx export regulations 

on our products, but when we subject them to the same situation, they 

rebel. 
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MEr1JRANDUM FOR -THE CONFERENCE 

on The Livestock Industry with 

PRESIDENT GERAL0 R. FORD 

SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE EARLL. BUTZ 

Other Administration Officials 

* 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

Wednesday, October 30, 1974 

* * * * * 

PRODUCERS AND FEEDERS DEMORALIZED 

* 

Feeders have been suffering devastating losses for over a year now; and 
producers of feeder cattle have found themselves in a severe squeeze since last 
spring. There is no way that either feeders or producers can recover these losses. 

Lives tock operators feel abandoned by their Government . 

THE NEED OF .THE ~OUR IS TO RESTORE CONFIDENCE BY POSITIVE ASSURANCE ON THE 
PART OF GOVERNMENT --- AND NO ONE IS . IN THE POSITION TO DO THI~ AS EFFECTIVELY AS 
THE PRESIDENT -·-- THAT AGRICULTURE, AND LIVESTOCK OPERATORS.SPECIFICALLY; ARE NOT 
GOING TO BE TRAMPLED UNDER FOOT .. 

Corrmercial _slaughter of cattle is running at an all-time high. The cattle 
inventory· is also at record levels. Production of beef in 1974 is expected to 
reach 116 lbs. per capita, equal to the previous record in 1972. 

The complexion of the corrmercial slaughter, however~ has changed dramatically. 
Whereas, practically all of the corrmercial slaughter other than cm'ls and ·bulls 
(representing 20% to 22%) consisted of fed steers and heifers, fed -marketings have 
been lower in 1974 (7.3% during 3rd quarter) and non-feds are now making up about 
40% of the total commercial slaughter vs. about 23% in 1973. 

Placements on feed -for future fed slaught~r are also down and have been running 
below previous year levels for many months. Thus, fed beef production is bound to 
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continue lower, while total beef production so far in 1974 has been well above 
1973. 

How can confidence be restored in the livestock industry. Let's look at 
some of the root causes and fol low through from there ... 

PRICE CONTROLS 

Since the livestock farmer operates in a competitive, non-administered-price 
framework, in which prices go down as well as up, price controls comple_tely throw 
him and throw the industry into an economic tailspin. 

We commend the President for his stand with respect to price controls and 
hope he will see fit to reassure livestock people, in connection with. this meeting, 
that ~hey will not be subjected to a repeat of the 1973 action. 

FOREIGN TRADE 

U. S. livestock feeders have been subjected to the most extrema kind of dis-
criminatory treatment in the foreign trade arena during 1973 and 1974; and, yet, 
the U. S. Government has not lifted a finger to sanction nations who have closed 
their borders to animal and animal product exports. 

Livestock farmers need to be assured that: 

(1) Agricultural products will not be forced to take the brunt of 
trade negotiation trade-offs, including those involving 3rd coµntries, and will 
not be separated from industry in said negotiations; 

,. 

(2) That the countervailing duties provisions of existing statute will 
be enforced without making it necessary for the industry to file suit each time 
against our own Government; 

(3) That the U. S. will quit stalling in forcing the hand of Canada to 
modify its import quotas on fed cattle and beef from the U. S.; 

(4) That the U. S. will cease according Japan and the EC full access 
to the U.S. market unless and until their borders are opened up to U.S. exports 
of meat and other ani ma 1 products {including by-products) and U. S. producers are 
accorded reciprocity; 

(5) That the .President reassure the domestic industry that it will not 
be left compl~tely .exposed to the diversion to this market of the pent-up supplies 
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of beef in Australia and other countries ... That he announce the quotas provided 
for in the 1964 Meat Import Act will not be suspended for the forthcoming year. 

PRICE SPREADS 

Latest figures availabl~ indicate retail beef prices are coming down; how-
ever, NLFA is still concerned that competitive forces are not working freely and 
fully, as eviden~ed by continuing unjustifiably large margins --_- particularly,_ 
both the packer and the retail spreads on beef and the retail spread on pork. 

In an article in the August, 1974 issue of "Monthly Economic Letter" pub-
lished by the First National City Bank of New York City, entitled "Food: the 
costly trip from farm to -table," the sub-headline observation was made that 
"Far:m~rs ·get less for their produce than a year ago, but retail prices are still 

• II going ___ up. . .. 

The article continues: "But a year-over-year comparison shows that middle-
men were respon~ible fQr the $98 rise from August 1973 to August 1974. Their _\market} • • 
proceeds from tlie. basket_ rose $232, a rise that was partly offset by a $134 

decline in the share received by farmers. In other words, the farmers• share 
shrank nearly 16% while the middlemen's portion grew 29%. 11 

The article continues to state, with respect to beef, that since 1963 more 
than 90% of the increase has occurred in the segment comprising wholesaling, 
local delivery, some processing, and retailing. Pork has foll9Wed a similar 
pattern. · 

LABOR UNION RESTRAINT OF TRADE 

Labor union restraints add to the bill consumers pay and affect producers 
adversely in 5 principal ways: 

(1) Sales Hours Restrictions -- Chicago (9:00 to 6:00 Mon. thru Sat.), 
and Seattle; may be others. 

(2) Resistance to fabricating at or near point of slaughter -- boxed 
beef and centralized cutting~ 

(3) Pay-offs to gain access to markets -- example, New York City. 

(4) Low productivity and high per unit wage costs. 



-4-

(5) Strikes which paralyze c~iplete industries or major segments of the 
economy rind stop the movement through channels of perishable products. 

The special Task Force appointed by the Secretary of Agriculture to report on 
the Farm-Retail Price Spreads for Red Meat reported that the increase in the 
spreads were caused by rising costs of labor and other items that went into mar-
keting · services. 

The report states: "Total labor costs have risen substantially and account for 
about half of the farm-retail spread for beef and pork." 

For additional corrrnents and recommendations, see section on Inflation. 

INFLATION 

,- ~un-away inflation literally picks the pockets_ of farmers. We applaud the 
determination of The President to bring inflation under control. 

Federal Spending 

. Strong and positive action must be taken to bring Federal spending within the 
bounds of Federal income. Spending beyond its (their) means feeds the fire of 
inflation, be it the Federal Government or the citizenry. 

Government Regulation 

The inflationary impact of government regulation is very real. Said impact 
in general, breaks down into two types: (1} That ·from the regulation of rates and .. 
the like which hamstrings competitive forces and innovation~ and (2) That which 
adds costs which are disproportionate with the benefits. 

I . • 
A good example of the first type is ICC regulation of the transportation 

industry which adds million.s to the cost of moving goods, including agricultural 
c:omnodities ·an~ ·products, eve"! though most are "exempt" in at least their raw fonn. 
Rate regulation rules out competitive forces; backhaul prohibitions for both private 
and contract haulers force them to return empty; gateway limitations ·add large 
amounts to the fuel bills of truckers; etc. 

Good examples of the latter type of impact are the regulatory activities under 
the Occupational Health and Safety Act and the Water Pollution Control Amendments 
of 1972. We urge that small employers be exempt from OSHA and, furthermore, that 
all regulatory requirements be measured in the context of cost vs. benefit . 

• 
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The pollution potential from livestock and other agricultural operations 
need to be put in proper perspective and farmers should be assured that enforcement . 
will change course to one of reasonableness with respect to time limits and com-
p li a nee cos ts. 

Antitrust and Restraint of Trade 

Tighter antitrust and restraint-of-trade ·enforcement can help boost competition 
and improve marketing efficiency. Specifically, reference is made to two situa-
tions: (l) Developments in retail food store beying, and (2) Restraints of trade 
forced on the movement and sale of red meats by labor union restrictions. 

Two very significant developments in the area of retail food store beying in . . 
recent years, which have had definite effect on the bargaining position of individ-
ual firms and the .retail segment of the industry, are the growth of smaller chains 
and the flocking of independents to affiliate themselves with voluntary and cooper-
ative buying groups . . 

The dramatic growth of the beying groups is of particular interest with respect 
to antitrust considerations. In 1973, the affiliated independents handled .43. 1% of 
total grocery store sales. 

The practice of'consolidated buying is in direct · contrast to what is. per-
missible for beyers of.livestock and the packer selling of meat. Such buying prac-
tices by meat packers would be viewed as collusion under the provisions of the 

, 
Packers and Stockyards Act and, therefore, illegal and prohibited under said Act. 

In _other words; retailers are being allowed to follow consolidated beying . 
practices in dealing with packers but the packers, on the other hand, would be 
prohibited from following the same practices in selling meat and beying livestock 
and rightly so in the case of beying livestock because to alla~ such a beying 
practice would mean even greater disaster for feeders. 

Mention has already been made of labor union restraints of trade. He ·urge 
that steps be initiated to bring labor unions under the scope of antitrust to 
the extent necessary to prevent such restraints as the sale hours limitations and 
the effective blocking of new innovations, -such as boxed beef and centralized 
cutting. 

Careful analyses shm-1 that on the average a saving in distribution through 
.centralized cutting and boxing of beef amounts to $36.33 on a typical 650 lb. 
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carc,;1ss coming from a live steer weighing approximately 1050 lbs. The typical 
650 lb. carcass will yield about 455 lbs. of meat at retail, meaning a potenti~l 
saving in distribution costs of 7.9<f. per retail lb. Stated another way, the 
saving would amount to an additional 3.3t per lb. that could be paid to the 
cattle· feeder. 

Unfortunately, processors of boxed beef are still unable to market boxed 
beef.I due to labor restrictions., in many important metropolitan consuming centers. 
Some of these cities and metropolitan areas and their populations r\re as follows: 

Chicago 

Minneapolis St. Paul 

St. Louis 

Kansas City Topeka 

Metro - Milwaukee 
Omaha 

8,913,000 

3,629,000 

3,056,000 

2i258,0QO 

l t318,000 

l 2077 2000 

Total Population------------20,151,000 

..) 

There is also an over-riding need to break the current state of affairs in 
which the amount a person is paid for his labors bears no relationship_ to his 
contribution (to productivity) but, rather, is based on the· amount of muscle his 
negotiator can muster ·in bargaining with employers or the a~ount his professional 
group (lawyers, doctors, and other professionals) collectively decides to extract 
from the public. 

The far-reaching disparity among wage rates, salaries, and professional fees is 
a serious matter and the absence of the concept of productivity in the determination 
of same adds an inflationary dimension which is literally inflicted on each and every 
beyer of products and services. 

Tax Reform 

The use of cattle· feeding for tax shelter purposes has contributed to the over-
building of feedlot facilities and the distortion of ·feeder cattle and feed grain 
prices. 

The use of the limited partnership as a tax entity, wherein the investor is 
accorded limitations on liability as in a corporation and yet is taxed like a 
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partnership, is primarily a creation of IRS. The President is urged, therefore, 
to include in his tax refonn recomnendations that the limited partnership be 
disallm·1ed for this purpose, or other reforms that would effectively accomplish 
this objective such now included in tentative legislation. 

* * * 



STATEMENT 
of 

GORDON VANVLECK 
President, 

AMERICAN NATIONAL CATTLEMEN'S ASSOCIATION 

Meeting with President Ford 
October 30, 1974 

Mr. President, the American National Cattlemen's Association 

deeply appreciates the privilege of meeting with you today. 

I briefly will outline for you the situation in which the domestic 

beef cattle industry finds itself today in an economic sense and what 

we anticipate is in store for us and consumers in 1975. 

You have heard from many individual cattlemen and your former 

colleagues in Congress about our critical economic plight. Simply 

stated, we are in a _situation of large over supply. 

The reasons for this are numerous, but mostly, it can be at-

tributed to decisions of government seeking short term solutions which 

cause long term adverse - economic consequences. Specifically, I refer 

to the ill conceived price ceilings imposed in 1973. This was com-

pounded by the energy crisis which developed in late 1973, extending 

into 1974 . 

We applaud your all out effort to control inflation in the United 

States. Like every group, the cattle industry suffers as the result 

of runaway inflation. Because many of our costs are fixed and since 

we have no one else to pass on increased costs of doing business, the 

inflationary pinch hits our industry harder than most of our society. 

The table attache9 to this statement points out what has happened 

to cattle feeders in the last 12 or so months. The rapid escalating 

costs of feed grains combined with other costs increases have caused 

losses on every fed animal sold .. Cumrnulatively, we are estimating 

these losses to be well over $2 billion. • 
Losses by feed lot operators are now being reflected to the basic 

producer. We conservately estimate that every 400 pound feeder animal 

sold today is losing approximately $100 for the cow-calf producer. 

Obviously, this cannot continue forever. we .can expect a large liquida-

tion of cow herds which will result in less beef being available in 

the years ahead. 
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We also expect the slaughter of all cattle -- fed and non-fed --

to continue l~rge through 1975. It could run as high as 10% greater 

in the year ahead, raising the per capita consumption level to -125 

pounds per pe~son. For comparison purposes, we estimate the 1974 per 

capita consumption level will be about 117 pounds per person. 

With that background, following are some recommendations we make 

today and respectfully ask for your support: 

1. Japan and the European Economic Community have embargoed 
beef imports. The United States, now the only completely 
open market for beef, cannot remain as the only potential 

"dumping ground." The United States should immediately an-
nounce that beef imports will be limited in 1975 under the 
Meat Import Act of 1964. Such an announcement would bolster 
the morale of cattlemen and hopefully ease the economic im-
pact expected if unlimited imports continue. Great dependence 
upon foreign beef eventually could cause similar problems 
as those the United States presently has with petroleum 
and sugar. 

2. Financing for the beef cattle industry is mandatory. 
Many cattlemen have used up all of their equity because 
of high production costs and depressed prices. Government 
should encourage lending institutions to continue credit 
for cattlemen who have exhibited sound management and who 
are good risks. This can be done through such agencies as 
the Fed.er al Reserve Board, Farm Credit Administration, and 
Farmers· Home Administration. 

3. Tax policies which provide investment incentives are a 
"must . . " No changes should be made at this time which would 
discourage investments, particularly as we look at the 
long term economic well-being of the industry. 

4. A stepped up effort to export beef for dollars should 
be pursued. This has long term potential benefit, but first 
the markets in Japan and Europe have to be opened. 

5. Such things as canning the surplus U.S. beef and making 
it available to the needy and starving overseas should be 
explored. Your commitments to ship grain might be changed 
to animal protein. In other words, why not ship a product 
which is in long supply instead of one in short supply? 

Mr. President, these are only a few suggestions. We do not 

want subsidies or "hand-outs." Yet, the United States Government has 

an opportunity to "lend a hand" in a positive sense to bridge the 

problems we are now experiencing. 



(000 head) 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 

All cattle and Calves 112;369 114,578 117,862 121,534 127,540 

Beef Cows 36,389 37,877 38,807 40,918 42,874 

Calves (beef and dairy) 45:871 46,739 47,695 49,934 50,969 

Cattle Slaughter 35,025 35,585 35,779 33,686 23,590 * 

Calf Slaughter 4,072 3,689 . 3,053 2,249 1,671 * 

Sept. 

Oct. 

Nov. 

Dec .. 

Jan. 

Feb. 

Mar. 

April 

May 

June 

July 

Aug. 

Sept. 

Price Steers 
Omaha 

45.46 

41.82 

39.88 

38.82 

46.92 

46.01 

43.16 

41.53 

40.92 

37.84 

43.72 

46.62 

41.49 

*January-August period 

Corn Estimated 
Prices break/even 

2.47 

2.37 

2.50 

2.68 

2.90 

3.13 

2.99 

2.69 

2.70 

2.93 

3.35 

3.63 

3.55 

49. 75 . 

48.93 

50.69 

57.50 

53.91 

58.85 

55.30 

53.94 

52.48 

49.60 

57.71 

50.66 

47.67 

Profit or 
{loss)/ head** 

{45.05) 

(74.66) 

(113'.51) 

(133.14) 

( 73.40) 

(134.82) 

(127.45) 

(134.31) 

(121.38) 

(123.48) 

( 83.90) 

( 42.42) 

( 64.89) 

** This translates into over $2,000,000,000 lost 

in cattle feeding since Sept. 1973. 



Mr. President: 

We are here, not as paid directors or officers of a 

formal organization, but rather as the spokesmen for over 

50,000 beef and dairy producers in East Texas. Our area 

has 1,037,000 beef cows plus over 100,000 dairy cows. 

We are here to discuss a problem that is bankrupting 

our industry. East Texas is a grass country: we turn our 

grass into beef as we cannot produce grains and proteins. 

Today, our cost to produce a 500 lb. grass fed calf 

and maintain its mother is $200. We are receiving today 

$100 to $120 per head. 

Feed costs are at a record high, as is _fertilizer, 

seed, bailing wire, twine and most other production 

necessities cost. 

We submit to you figures from U.S.D.A. and a solution 

we feel would not completely solve this problem but certainly 

improve our position--maybe to the extent that a very pro-

ductive and vital industry would be kept out of bankruptcy. 

If today an Associated Press News Release stated 

6,703,000 cows were unloaded at U.S. ports, _(equal to total 



cow population of the entire State of Texas), what would be 

your reaction? This is happening today. 

U.S.D.A. estimates 1974 meat imports under the quota 

system to be 1,115,000,000 lbs. Non-quota imports (such as 

canned and prepared meats) are estimated to be 185,000,000 

2. 

lbs. Imports of live cattle from Mexico and Canada add another 

900,000 cattle. 

This is a total of 1,300,000,000 lbs of imported beef 

into the U.S., plus the 900,000 live cattle. 

This import beef is the equivalent of 6,703,000 cows. 

(~verage weight of 800 lbs. with a dressing percentage of 

4~% and a bone-out percentage of 70%. 

All import restrictions have been removed. This was 

done with the signature of one person. All these imports 

can be stopped today with the signature of one person, 

President Ford. 

At the time these controls were lifted, we were told 

it was to protect the consumer.. The housewife then was 

paying an average of $1.45 per lb. for all types of beef. 

During the beef boycott, she paid $1.35 per lb. Today she 

is still paying $1.43 per lb.--net result is 2¢ per pound 
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saving to consumer. 

Last year we were receiving: 

$58.00 for 1,000 lb. f ed steers 

60.00 for 500 lb. feeder steers 

75.00 for 400 lb. feeder steers 

35.00 for canner and cutter 800 lb. 

(All figures per 100 pounds liveweights} 

Today we receive: 

$40.00 for 1,000 lb. fed steers 

26.00 for 500 lb. feeders 

25.00 for 400 lb. feeders 

cows 

15.00 for 800 lb. canner and cutter cows 

3. 

We feel that imports have played a very substantial part 

in depressing our cow prices today. We submit the following 

solutions: 

(1) We are requesting an innnediate emba~go on all meat 

and dairy imports; this will at least_ give us an 

opportunity to supply our own market . 
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(2) A complete investigation into the price ratio 

from producer level to consumer level. 

(3) No further grain exports until domestic needs 

are ascertained, and then only excess in of these 

needs. 

(4) All federally funded food programs purchase only 
I 

• domestic meats and dairy products. 

(5) U.S. military forces purchase domestic -meats and 

dairy products. 

(6) That imported live cattle from other nations be 

counted as imports, not as domestic production. 

· The U .s. budget and taxpayer will not be called on to 

withstand any type of subsidy or grants utilizing these 

recommendations. And our balance of trade deficit would 

decline over $1,200,000,000. (This price was wholesale 

quoted figure of imported boneless beef October 2, 1974). 

4. 



Mr. President, we submit the above for your very careful 

consideration and sincerely hope for affirmative action. 

Sincerely, ~ ~ 

~1 ~4J<Lv-1 

5. 

~-dJl,/7(1/.,0 
East Texas Cattlemen -- who drafted 

these proposals for consent by 
our cattlemen in 28 counties. 

Billy Joe Davis 
Horace McQueen 
John Haid 
Frank York 
Arthur Judge 
Larry Davis 
Bob Jones 
John Wade 
Ruth Godwin 
Bill Turner 
Dan Godwin 

·Dale Griffin 
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EMERGENCY ACTIONS FOR U.S. i3EEF' J\ . .ND DAIRY PROOOCERS 

I. :formulate a Feasible Feed Grain Export Policy 

A) Place an embargo upon grain exports until darestic requirements 
· are adequately met, 9£_ 

B) Provide darestic programs for all animal enterprises which will: 

1. Place the burden of continued massive grain exports upon 
all benefiting segirents of the eoonCIJ¥: 

a) All users of fuel 

b) All who benefit fran maintenance of balance of payments in 
international co.tilerce 

2. Assure maintenance of productive capacicy to assure future 
supplies of ani.Ir.al products 

II . Improve Milk Prices . 

A) Announce :imrediately that manufacturing grade milk will be supported 
for tl'ie remainder of .the marketii.1g year @ 9 O % of par.icy. 

B) Innroiate act.ion with respect to the Ou.cage Milk Pr.ice Hearing 

C) Set an inmediate hearing to consider a higher level of Class I prices. 
li basic fo:ar.ula floor of not less than $8. 50 would be fully justified. 

III . Curtail or discontinue meat imports (estimated above three million animals 
during the first eight months of 1974) and give public assurance that 
further errcrgency expansions of dairy prcxluct imports will not be rr.ade. 

N. Insist b.~at Imported Mea.t and Dairy Products penni tted must rreet Sanitary 
and Quality Standards equivalent to those imposed upon da!""!stic producers. 

V. Revise Emergency loan Regulations to e:>...'tend loans to prcxlucers in distress. 

VI. :t'..e-establish and Expand Comodity Dislribution Programs. Arrange for 
foreign distributio.., of surplus meat products, dairy products, and eggs. 

VII. Designate Fcxx1 Stamp ·Usage for Vieat, i1lilk, and Dairy Proa.ucts and Eggs. 



I. TI1e continued large volume export trade in food grains, feed grains 
and soybeans is important to U.S. farmers and to all Americans. 

,-

Only because of such export sales, national solvency can be maintained 
while continuing essential imports of petroleum, 

Producers of livestock and poultry products cannot nor should they be 
expected to shoulder the cost of an export policy vital to the 
general welfare. 

Certain "NOW" actions can be taken by the administration under exist-
ing legislative authority which will ·help to lessen the financial 
drain for livestock producers. Full sharing of responsibility for 
energy imports and national solvency will require new . legislation 
for direct federal production subsidies or feed grain subsidies, 
and such legislation should be considered a long term goal; the 
extreme urgency of the farm financial situation requires immediate 
and maximum actions under. existing legislative authorities. 



.r 

II. Milk Pr.ice Act.ions 

'l11ne law requires the Secretary of l,griculture to announce milk price 
supports at that level beu-,een 75 (temporarily increased to 80 percent) 
and 90 percent of parity which will assure adequate supplies of milk 
nail and in the future. 

Up.AJard adjustrrents during the marketing year are proper and necessary 
_and have been made several times in the past. 

Tne adequacy of future milk supplies is in jeopardy. l.Dll milk-feed 
price ratios exist in all areas of the nation, and costs of all 
production ite'Tls have increased sharply. Consequently, dairy fai.mers 
generally, even the rnost efficient producers, do not find sufficient 
profit margin to continue in business. Those fanrers having large 
equities in their total capital outlay cannot afford to continue 
nany rronths of heavy losses. Many of the far.mers with lo;-, or no 
equity in their business will be closed out by lenders. 

'Ihe gravity of the fa:an financial situation cannot be ignored if the 
Secretary is to meet his legal responsibilities to consurrers and 
farners. 90% of parity as of mid-September would be $7. 99, an increase 
of $1.42 above the present level of $6.57. 

:a?ranpt action to place a floor of $7.50 at the minimum manufacturing 
milk value for use in the basic formula for Class I prices in all 
Federal Milk Market Orders foll<Ming the October 8-10 public hearing 
in Chicago is necessary in addition to the action to increase price 
supports. Such action will cause the :irrproved manufacturing millc. 
values to be reflected rrore pranptly in the farm prices received 
by fluid milk producers. 

'lhe decision to increase the floor price to not less than $7.50 will 
·be inadequate. 'iherefore, a new hearing should be called irmediately 
to consider a level at not less than $8. 50 as the appropi~iat.e floor 
price figure . 



III. Stop D2pressing Ixxrestic Li vestoclc Prices with Meat Ircports 

Red B2at Imports from January through August have been in excess 
of one billion pounds. f~pending upon the weight of dressed 
carcasses selected, this volu'l'e of rrcat could represent more 
than 2½ million animals. 1-'m additional flood of rreat has resulted 
fran the irrportation of nearly one million live anirrals for 
slaughter, for a total equivalent of rrore than three (3) million 
animals. 

Such quantities of rreat have had heavy irrpact ui_X>n da."l'estic live-
stock prices and forebode bankruptcj for rreat ani.iual producers. 

Depressed rreat prices prohibit normal. culling of cCJ.tJs, adding to 
distress production of milk and further buildup in beef cattle 
inventories. ixilficially la,., meat prices reduce cheese, milk 
and egg consumption. Further damage to V• s. productive capacity 
must be prevented. 



IV. Imported Eeef and Dairy Prcrlucts should be adequately inspected. 

Sanitary and _quality standards for Import.ed Dai:ry Products are lax. 
Only a small percentage! of irrport.ed dairy prcrlucts are inspected 
for wholes01-reness and safely; a large percentage of the inspected 
prcrlucts have been rejected. It is reasonable to assurre that 
Arrerican Consurrers have been sold substantial volurres of inferior 
and unwholesare dairy products. 

U. S. Producers have CO.Ttplied with on-going programs of milk quality 
irrt--Koverrent for many years. Seventy-eight percent of U. s. milk 
production takes place under the strict sani ta:ry standards reca:n-
mended under the U. S. Public Health. Ordinance and Ccrle. Much of 
the remaining hventy--cwo percent of donestic production is produred 
in cx:xrpliance with various State Ordinances applicable to manufacturing 
grade milk. 

Laxi.ty in enforcing equivalent standards for imported products will 
det.er progress in irrproving tJ1e quality of danestic supplies . 



V. Errergency loan guarantees are rreaningless if extended only to 
producers whose equities are adequate without additional 
rollateral. 

i:epressed beef prices have eroded producer equities in loans. 
In order for the errergency loan prCXJrarn to salvage the young pro-
ducers that will be needed in the future, loan evaluations must 
be based upon rollateral values as existing at the time the 
original loan was made. 

Loan application procedures can be greatly simplified. 
\ 

\ 



VI. Focxi Starrp PrCXJrarns have permitted de-enphasis of ccmncdity 
distribution prCXJrarns; lac.le of surplus comrodi ties over the 
past few years have also deactivated many of the <X>rrrnodity 
distribution centers. 

CCC nCM holds substantial quantities of dairy products due 
to heavy ircports. Such stocks will serve as a deterrent to 
fannmilk price i.rrprovement until they are disposed. of. 

. . 
Danes tic distribution centers for milk, meat and egg products 
should be re-established in addition to appropriate foreign 
donations to dispose of stocks. 

--



VII. Fcxxl Starrps equal to at least 35 percent of totals issued 
each recipient should be color-a:x:led for specific use in 
purdlasing neat, milk or egg prcxlucts. 

The Fcxxl Starrp PrograTTI should receive special errphasis in 
helping to ~et the i.nrnediate fann price energency. 

In the longer run, a direct fann subsidy may be the only ~thod 
of assw;:-ing C9ntinued prcxluction of animal prcxlucts . A $1. 00 
subsidy payirent to fa:rrrers cost taxpayers $1. 00 whereas a $1. 00 
increase to fa:rrrers through the marketplace costs consurrers 
approximately $2.00. 



Year Jan. 

J.960 $ 3. 10 
1961 "3.28 
1962 3.30 
1963 3.10 
1964 3.17. 

1965 3.25 
1966 3. 47 
1967 4.08 
1968 • . ·4. 01 
1969 4.27 

1970 4.67 
1971 4.79 
1972 4.97 
1973 5.43 
1974 8 .10 

Table 1: 
. 

Prices Paid Farmers Per ·Hundredweight for Manufacturing ~rade Milk 
f.o.b Plants in Minnesota and Wisconsin 

by Months, 1960 to Date 

Feb. Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. 

(3.5 percent butterfat) 

Dec. 

'$ 3 .. 10 $3.08 $ 3. 04 $ 3.00 $3.00 $3.00 .$ 3.07 $3.23 $ 3. 32 $3.32.·$3.34 3.18 3.21 3.23 3.23 3. 22 . ·3. 27 3.24 3.29 3.30 3.31 J.31 3.29 3.21 3.05 3.01 3.01 3.03 3.04 3.06 3.07 3.10 3.11 3.10 3.09 3.08 3.07 3.08 3.09 3.10 3,12 3.15 J.16 3.16 3.16 3.15 3.12 3.12 3.11 3.12 3.15 3.24 3.27 3.29 3.29 
3.22 3.22 3.23 3.22 3.20 3.21 3.25 . 3. 29 3.34 3.39 3.47 3.58 • .3.68 3.64 3.65 3.82 4.05 4.26 4.34 4.26 4.15 4.14 4.02 4.01 3.98 3.96 3. 96 3.95 3.97 3.97 3.98 4.00 4.04 4.00 4.02 4.18 4.19 4.18 4.18 4.20 4.23 4.28 4.27 4.30 4.23 4.28 4.34 4.37 4.39 4.41 ·4.42 4.49 4.58 4.62 4.63 
4.63 4.58 4.60 _4.58 · 4.61 4.60 4,61 4.66 4. 77 . 4.82 4.83 4.83 4.81 4.83 4.77 4.76 4.77 4.77 4.83 4.82 4.84 4.93 4.97 5.04 4.96 4.94 4.95 5.01 5.07 5.10 5.18 5.32 5 ;41 
5.45 5.55 5.66 5.55 5.73 5.78 6.38 6 .91 7.49 7-.64 7.94 
a·.14 8.15 7,73 6 .93 • 6.31 6 ._29 6.39 l.C7 

Source: Dairy Division, .AYJS/USDA 

\ 

Simple 
Average 

$ 3.13 
3.26 
3.11 
3.11 
3.18 

3. 27 . 
3.92 ..... 
3.~9 
4.17 · 
4.42 

4.66 • 
4.Sl ,. 
5.03 
6.30 



Fellow · Consumer:· 
Take Care of America 

First! 
lrs too late to stop the energy crisis --

t t t t lrs not too late to stop the FOOD crisis! 

Imported food products cause dependence on substandard 
foreign food supplies. We must not become dependent upon 
foreign foods. HELP yourself by helping . the American Far-
mer TODAY. 

DID YOU KNOW? 
A pint of milk costs 28c. If the dairymen 

gave the milk to the consumer, the con-
tainer and pfttcesslng would still cost her 
21½c per pint. • 

Cattle price on the hoof is the some 
today to the farmer as it was in 1950 -

-HOWEVER-
c1ub Steak fn the store in 1950 was 

69c per lb. 
TODAY the same, Steak is $1.89 per lb. 

- WHO GETS THE 
DIFFERENCE -

The Squeeze Is On! 
The dairymen are in an impossible 

situation and cannot continue to produce 
due to imports competing in our market 
and skyrocketing feed and operating cost. 

Who will suffer? 
- YOU THE CONSUMER -

Facts from the Food and Dru9 Adminis-
tration - indicate that over the post few 
months samples of foreign produced milk 
products have contained unacceptable a-
mounts of various bacteria, molds and 
even RODENTS, yet 90% of all imported 
products are NOT inspected. 

- IN CONTRAST -
. ..... U. S. produced dairy products 
ore untouched by human hands and must 
poss rigid inspection before it can be sold. 

The prices our farmers receive for their 
products hove gone down 15 to 18% this 
year, yet prices he pays for goods to oper-
ate have gone up as much as 25% and 
More. 

Who will suffer? 
- YOU THE CONSUMER -

You are paying higher prices in the supermarket. 
WHO GETS THE DIFFERENCE? 

DEMAND AMERICAN DAIRY AND BEEF PRODUCTSI!! 



! lti1e ~t rnce squeeze lightens on . • 

1 
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PRE.SIDENI''S LIVES'IDCK O)NFERilCE 

SEA.TING ARRANGEMEN.I'S: 

A. We reccmnend that you have place cards on the table for 
seating the livestock representatives. 

B. We reccmnend that the following ten people be asked to 
speak for 5 minutes each in the follc:Ming sequence, which 
can be done by seating them across fran the President frc:m 
his right to his. left so that he can call on the first 
person and suggest that they speak in turn fran the first 
person going left: 

1. Gordon VanVleck 
2. Glenn lake 
3. Marvin Garner 
4. Roger Fleming· 
5. Milton Brown 
6. Glenn Deen 
7. Gordon I.ei th 
8. George Watts 
9. Melvin Sprecher 

10. Jdm Scott 

Beef CCM-calf 
Daii:y 
Hogs 
·General fann group 
Beef feeder - Com Belt 
Beef feeder - Southwest Feedlot 
General fann group 
Poultry 
Da:u:y 
General 

c. The renaining people CbUld be seated in this arrangement if 
that is practical: 

11. Wray Finney 
12. Harold Steele 
13. Sam Washburn 
14. Edward Covell 
15. Richard Price 
16. Hilmar M:x>re 
17. I.£M Waltz 
18. Don Magdanz 

Beef cow-calf 
Hogs 
Lambs 
Poultry-Broilers 
Dairy 
Beef cow-calf 
Poultry 
Beef feeder - Com Belt 

D. I do not have background on the other livestock people who have 
been invited. 

E. The following four · pecple will be present frc:m the Depa.rt:nent 
of Agriculture: 

Secretary Butz 
Clayton Yeutter, Assist.ant Secretary 
Don Paarlberg, Director of Agricultural F.concmics 
Claude W. Gifford, Director of carm..mication 

F. Attached are additional background papers on the livestock 
situation. 



Suggested comments regarding upcoming changes in the emergency livestock 
guaranteed loan p·rogram: 

You are all aware that the emergency livestock guaranteed loan 

program was signed into law on July 25, 1974. Twenty days later, on 

the 14th of August, _the first loan was made in Nebraska. 

This means that the content and intent of the law had been digested 

and interpreted; regulations were written, approved and published; instruc-

tion and training were prepared for the 1,750 county offices of Farmers Home 

Administration that were to administer the program, and national and state 

associations of lenders were contacted and informed, since they are the key 

to a successful guaranteed loan program. 

Those 20 days ·were full and busy ones, and I'm pleased and p~oud that 

the Department was able to respond so quickly and so well. 

Now, however, two months later and after the making of over 421 loans 

exceeding $59.4 million, we know more about the needs of the family farmers 

and others engaged in livestock production than we did before, and there has 

been better opportunity to assess _the intent of the Congress as expressed in the 

law. 

Section 2a of the law provided that: "The Secretary of Agriculture is 

authorized and directed to provide financial assistance to bona fide farmers and 

ranchers who are primarily and directly engaged in agricultural production for the 

purpose of breeding, raising, fattening or marketing livestock." Further, the 

lender was required to_ certify that the financing was to be used only for purposes 

related to the breeding, raising, fattening or marketing of livestock, which seemed to 

say that the intent of Congress was quite restrictive. 



It has since become apparent that this was not the case, and the Farmers 

Home Administration instructed its fiel~ personnel to include family living 

expenses among· the permissible uses of guaranteed loan funds. 

Under another change in the emergency livestock loan program being 

announced today, an individu~l may .be eligible for assistance if he derives 

a majority of his gross income from his own livestock enterprise, or if he 

devotes most of his time to it. By giving individuals the optional eligibility 

requirements of either income produced or time spent on their operations, more 

of them will be able to qualify for ass!stance and benefits from the program. 

Take a family farmer, for example, who feeds out some livestock and also 

grows wheat. While most of his. income might come from the wheat, particularly 

in the period pf high prices, he would be an eligible borrower under this 

program if he spent a majority of his time with livestock, and with the live-

stock chores requiring time daily, the usual family farmer will spend more time 

with dairy or with beef or poultry than he will in plowing, seeding or harvesting, 

although these operations may take most of his time during a particular season. 

For partnerships or corporations, the organizations, including partners or 

·major stockholders, must derive a majority of their income from the livestock 

operations and devote most of their time to their own and the organization's 

livestock operations. 

The dual eligibility has been retained for partnerships and corporations, 

but eliminated for family farmers. This distinction can help re-emphasize the 

intent of the law to assist the bona fide family farmers. 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICUL TUR£ 

ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS EASED FOR EMERGENCY LIVESTOCK LOANS: 

WASHINGTON, Oct. 30--Changes have been made in the Emergency Livestock 

loan program that will make assistance available to more family farmers 

who produce livestock, Secretary of Agriculture Earl L. Butz announced today. 

The Secretary noted that more than 420 loans had been made, exceeding 

$59 million in the three months since the law was passed. 

"The intent of the law was to make credit assistance available to the 

nation's livestock producers, especially family farmers, during a period 

when falling meat prices and rising costs caught them in a pinch," the 

Secretary said. 

"The purpose .of the changes is to open the program to more family farmers 

without throwing it wide open to other than bona fide farmers and ranchers," 

he said. 

Under the new eligibility criteria, an individual may be eligible for 

a loan guarantee if he derives a majority of his gross income from his own 

livest.ock enterprise, or if he devotes most of his time to it. More farmers 

will be able to get assistance under this program change. 

Partnerships and corporations including their partners and major 

stockholders--must derive a majority of their gross income from their own 

and the organization's livestock operation, and devote most of their time to 

them. 

(more) 



- 2 -

The original intent of the law was to offer assistance to bona fide 

farmers and ranchers who are primarily and directly engaged in agricultural 

production for the purpose of breeding, raising, fattening or marketing 

livestock, including beef or dairy cattle, swine, sheep, goats, chickens or 

turkeys. 

The changes re-emphasize that this assistance is intended for family 

farmers·, and others who are recognized in their communities chiefly as 

livestock producers. 



WASHINGTON, D. C. FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

EMERGENCY LIVESTOCK LOANS GUARANTEED BY FmHA 

The Farmers Home Administration guarantees loans made by banks or other legally organized 
lenders to ranchers and farmers in the livestock business to permit them to maintain their operation. 
This loan guarantee program will be in effect through July 25, 1975. It may be extended for 6 
months if the Secretary of Agriculture determines that it is needed to help the livestock industry 
obtain sufficient credit. The Emergency Livestock Credit Act of 1974 (P.L. 93-357) which was 
enacted on July 25, 1974, provides the authority for these loan guarantees. • • 

Fm HA guaranteed loan programs are available to all qualified applicants regardless of race. 
color, creed, sex, or national origin. 

Who Is Eligible For Assistance? 

Loans can be guaranteed for bona fide ranchers and farmers who: 

1. Do business in the United States, either as an individual, corporation or 
partnership; 

2. Are recognized in the community as one whose chief occupation is ranching 
or farming; and 

3. Are primarily and directly engaged in agricultural production for the pur-
pose of breeding, raising, fattening or marketing their own beef or dairy 
cattle, swine, sheep, goats, chickens or turkeys. 

An individual must derive a majority of his gross income from his own 
livestock enterprise or devote a majority of his time to it. 

A corporation or partnership must derive a majority of its gross income 
from the livestock operation and shareholders or partners who own a controlling 
interest must receive a majority of their gross income from and devote a 
majority of their time to their own or the corporatiorls or partnership's 
livestock operations. 

If any applicants can secure credit without a guarantee, FmHA shall 
not guarantee the loan. 



What Are The Terms And Conditions Of Assistance? 

Fm HA can guarantee up to 80 percent of losses on loans madt: by lending institutions. No fees 
will be charged by FmHA for the guan!ntee. The total loans guaranteed for a borrower cannot 
exceed $250.000. 

How May The Money Be Used 

Funds may be used for agricultural production purposes essential to conductin_g livesto~k 
operations. including replacing livestock. providing feed. paying usual charges for grazing permits 
or u~e of land and . buildings. providing farm machinery. m~wing livestock. building or 
repairing pens and fences, and for es~ential family living expenses. Loans 
cannot be used to expand livestock enterprises. 

Can. Debts Be Refinanced? 

. Yes. if absolutely necessary to enable the borrower to remain in business. needed credit is not 
available without the guarantee, and the lending agency is not currently reli nancing similar loans to 
others without the guarantee. 

What Are The Interest Rates and Terms of Repayment? 

The interest rates will be those agreed upon by the lender and the borrower. Maximum repay-
ment terms for these loans will be 3 years. with possible renewal for up to two additional years. 

What Security Is Required? 

Loans guaranteed under this Act shall be adequately secured by liens on livestock. other 
chattels. real estate, or additional property. 

What Is The Procedure For Applying For Assistance? 

Applicants should contact banks or other lenders. When amount of loan. terms of repayment. 
interest rates. and other details are completed, the lender may request the Fm HA office serving the 
area where the livestock operations are conducted to issue a guarantee. The lender will process the 
application. close the loan. and service it to final settlement. 

FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

Revised October 1974 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20250 
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