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MEMORANDUM
THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

March 6, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR: CHARLES LEPPERT

FROM: NORM ROSS  /fB/pos

Attached is a list of government officials who attended
the Ralph Harding and associates meeting on potatoes,

per your request,






Government Officials attending the Ralph Harding
and Associates Meeting on Potatoes -~ Feb. 28

Daniel Shaughnessy, Associate Coordinator, Office of Food
for Peace, AID, State Department

Peggy Sheehan, Chief of Program Operations Division, AID,
State Department

James A. Placke, Director, Office of Food Policy and Programs,
State Department

Arthur Mead, Assistant Administrator for P. 1., 480 Programs,
Department of Agriculture '

Phillip DuSault, International Affairs Division, Office of Budget
and Management

Richard Dunham, Deputy Director, Domestic Council
Charles Leppert, Congressional Liaison, White House

Norman Ross, Associate Director, Domestic Council

(Don't know if Russ Rourke attended - his office coordinated
with Harding to set up meeting)
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON
February 27, 1975

Potato Meeting at 10:00 a. m. - Friday, Feb. 28, 1975
445 OEOB

Norm Ross

Charlie Leppert

Russ Rourke

Dick Dunham - Dep. Domestic Council
Agriculture - Art Mead

State - Robert Service

AID - Food for Peace - Dan Shaughnessy

From Qutside the White Houée
S

Mr. Harding
Former Cong. Orval Hansen
Clarence Parr
Doyle Burnes
Merle Anderson
Lloyd Schmidt
Patrick Heffernan
Robert Pennock
John Cahill
Steven McArthur
Hoyt Blackstock
Bernard Shaw
George Walker
Loren Grigg
David Sparks
Roland Sparks
Bobbie Whitaker
J. Connally
Johnnie O'Brien






" THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

February 14, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR: ' JACK MARSH
THRU: MAX FRIEDERSDORF
VERN LOEN
FROM: CHARLES LEPPERT, JR, % .
SUBJECT: Former Rep. Ré,lph Harding's proposal

for federal assistance to potato farmers
and processors

Talked to Ralph Harding today regarding specific dates for meetings of
potato farm leaders and processors here in Washington, D. C. He states
that the National Potato Council is trying to arrange a meeting here for
Wednesday, February 19, 1975, but feels they cannot get their people here
on such short notice. He states he will keep me advised of meeting dates
if possible.

Harding wanted you to know that the bottom has fallen out of the potato
situation in the last two weeks and could not overstate how hot the issue
was in the states of Idaho and Washington where the President of the
National Potato Council resides.

Harding states that the Administration will be hearing from the Senators,
Representatives, Governors and farm organizations from the states of
Washington, Idaho, California, Oregon, Nevada, Colorado, Minnesota,.
Wisconsin and Maine in the next few weeks on this issue. He expects
Senators Jackson and Humphrey to hit the Administration very hard on the
issue., In addition, Harding expects that there may be something coming
out of the next Governor's Conference on the potato situation.

If nothing is done Harding expects potato farmers to plan TV filming of
hauling potatoes to a dump and burning them for the National news media
coverage, '



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

February 13, 1975
MEMORANDUM FOR: JACK MARSH

THRU: MAX FRIEDERSDORF
: VERN LOEN

FROM: CHARLES LEPPERT, JR

SUBJECT: Former Rep. Ralph Harding's request
for Presidential meeting on potato surplus

Per your request I talked to Ralph Harding on February 12, 1975. He
wanted to bring you up to date on the potato situation he discussed with
you in November 1974,

Mr. Harding contends that disaster is about to strike the potato farming
and processing industries because of the expected large potato surplus.
People in the industry have been calling him to meet in Washington, D. C.
He wants to set up a federal program to assist the potato farmers and
processors.

Harding contends the situation will be so grave that potato farmers and
processors will go bankrupt, potato workers will be unemployed and the
potato crop will be dumped as a loss. He further contends that if the
President was aware of the situation federal assistance could be provided
and he renews his request to see the President with Orval Hansen.

Harding further contends that the State Department is giving him the usual
bureaucratic run around as Secretary Butz has indicated support for his
concept. He says that if the State Department and AID got behind his
concept they could get the Arab countries to buy $25 million worth of the
potato surplus to feed some of the starving people of the world.

I am awaiting a return call from Harding as to whether or not he and the
farm leaders intend to meet in Washington, D.C, on this matter, the
dates and where, within the next few weeks. ‘



2
I have also discussed the matter with former Rep. Orval Hansen who agrees
with the gravity of the situation and the need for federal action to assist the

potato farmers and processors.

Recommendations:

(1) If Ralph Harding informs me that he will be meeting with farm
leaders here in Washington, D. C. on a specific date in the next few
weeks, a meeting should be set up with the Department of Agriculture,
State, and OMB to determine if federal assistance can or cannot be
provided.

(2) Prior to such meeting, if one is to be held, the Department of Agri-
 culture, State and OMB should identify the problem, if any, from
their own sources and possible solutions for explanation at a meeting
with Harding, Hansen and the farm leaders or with Harding and
Hansen alone,















RALPH HARDING
Route 4, Box 164

BLACKFOOT, IDAHO 83221
January 9, 1975

The Honorable Gerald A. Ford
President of the United States
White House

Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. President:

Because of my deep personal respect for you as a Member of Congress
and my high hopes for you as President, I have been working since
November 1, 1974 to secure Administration action on a program of
feeding dehydrated potatoes to the starving people of the world.
This program could possibly save 1,500,000 people from starvation,
thousands of American potato growers from drastic financial losses,
and thousands of potato processing plant employees from the loss of
their jobs.

I have worked in full cooperation with former Congressman Orval
Hansen and made every effort to date to make this an Administration
Program. However, the reaction has been one of a typical bureau-

cratic red tape roadblock. I feel I can no longer in good comnscience

wait for Administration action on such a program.

I am making this final request for an appointment for Orval Hansen
and me to meet with you next week to spend about fifteen minutes
explaining the program. If such a meeting is again denied (this is
my third request), I feel I have no alternative but to go to the
news media and the Members of Congress with all of the facts as to
why, in a world where people are starving to death, we are going to
be dumping potatoes onto the ground and into the garbage pits this
spring.

I sincerely hope we will have an opportunity to discuss this wvital
matter early next week.

Best personal regards for a Happy and Successfull New Year.
L J

Idaho Second Dis
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THE ECONOMICS OF AGRICULTURE

U.S. FARM POLICY GOAL: A highly efficient agriculture, to provide maximum

benefits for the nation, for farmers, and for the
world.

NATIONAL BENEFITS:

*
*
*

*

An abundance of high-quality food and. fiber for consumers.
Strength for the nation's trade balance through farm exports.
Jobs created and sustained by high production, processing and
marketing of farm commodities, both domestically and overseas.
Prosperous, stabilized rural communities and population.

FARM BENEFITS:

*

*
*

Freedom to manage individual operation--maximize efficiency--
lTower production costs.

Opportunity to produce for export demand.

Improved farm income.

WORLD BENEFITS:

*
*

Higher output of food to meet increasing demand.
Competition in the marketplace--less reliance on the U.S. as
a residual supplier and "storehouse for the world."

The rapid shift to market-oriented farm policies in recent years has been

facilitated by growing world demand and affluence.

*

*

World population is growing 1.9 percent annually (about

80 million persons).

World incomes are rising rapidly, fueling the desire of

people in all countries to eat better and 1live better

than they have in the past.

Increased world demand focuses attention, places higher value
on comparative advantage of U.S. farmer in food production.
Adverse weather conditions and strong demand have depleted
world food stocks since 1972. However, with normal weather and
strong farmer incentives, stocks could be replenished this year.

MARKET-ORIENTED FARM POLICY IN THE U.S.:

*

Frees U. S. farmers for full production. Acres taken out of
production under previous policies of controlled production

have been returned to crops as rapidly as farmers could
profitable do so since 1972. No set-aside acres have been
required under farm programs in 1974 or 1975.

Allows greater efficiency in farming. About one-third of the U.S.
cropland is now being used differently than it was under the
allotment patterns.

Contributes to U. S. national economy. National purchasing power
is at an all-time high. T

I



CURRENT FARM POLICY ISSUES

DOMESTIC ISSUES:
| '~ * The market-oriented approach works with wheat, feed grains
and cotton. Should it be extended to peanuts, rice and
( extra-long-staple cotton?

* What is the function of target prices? How high should they
1 ‘ be set?

What is the proper relationship between target prices and
loan levels?

* Is there a proper role for export controls. Under what
conditions?

* Do export contrels lead to import restrictions by other
countries?

* Do export controls make the U.S. appear to be an unreliable
supplier?

* Who should hold food and farm commodity stocks needed to
buffer changes in supply and demand?

-- Can the Government hold reserves without decreasing
farmers' incentives to produce?

-- Can farmers carry their own stocks?

-~ What is the proper role for private trade in the
reserve picture?

* How can farm production costs be slowed?

INTERNATIONAL ISSUES:

* U. S. farm output is not without limits. How can worid
agricultural productivity and efficiency be increased to
- meet growing demand?

* How do we assure that other nations assume a larger share
of the support role for increasing world food security?

* What is the proper role of the U.S. in world food production
.and distribution? :



FOOD STAMPS AND FEEDING PROGRAMS

BUDGET: The growing share of the USDA budget represented by food stamps
and feeding programs is a major concern.

* Fiscal 1974 feeding programs claimed about half the USDA budget.
* Fiscal 1975 feeding programs claim about two-thirds of the USDA budget.

* Despite Administration attempts to eliminate waste and overlap, the
FY 1976 proposed USDA budget allots nearly three-fifths of the total
requested appropriation to feeding programs.

* Fiscal 1975 outlays will exceed $5.8 billion. The Food Stamp Program
represents the major cost increase. Other feeding programs include:

-- school lunch and pilot school breakfast.

-- equipment assistance to schools.

-- non-school child feeding.

-- special milk.

-- special supplemental food program for women, infants,
and children (WIC).

-- commodity donations to schools.

-- summer camps.

-- child-care centers.

-- non-profit institutions.

-- Indian reservations.

-- nutrition education for low-income families.

PROGRAMS :

* Authority for the pilot school breakfast, non-school food, and WIC
programs expires June 30, 1975. The Administration will not seek
extension.

* Authority to purchase commodities, regardless of price, to maintain

donations for food assistance programs expires on June 30, 1975.

The Administration does not wish to extend this legisiation.

* Instead the Administration will propose legislation substituting a
comprehensive block grant program for existing overlapping child
feeding programs.

* The Administration also will seek to 1imit to 5 percent any price
index adjustments (January 1, 1975 through June 30, 1976) for child
nutrition and food stamp programs. '

ISSUES:

*

What is the role of food stamps in overall assistance to the needy?

* What Tevel of food stamp funding can the Government sustain without
seriously aggravating inflation because of higher Treasury outlays? .

* What effect would still higher food stamp benefits have on work
incentives?



RURAL

RURAL AND SMALL TOWN AREAS

DEVELOPMENT POLICY: Current policy is aimed at achieving a

better balance in national growth. That
policy is succeeding.

Net migration of millions of rural people to urban centers is
beginning to reverse.

Farm population has stabilized at 9-1/2 million people.
Non-farm rural and small town areas are growing.

Job opportunities in non-metro areas are increasing faster
than in big cities.

Manufacturing and other business enterprises are putting
facilities in rural and small town areas.

ISSUES:

*

Non-metro areas have one-third of the population but two-thirds
of the substandard housing. How can this be corrected?

Non-metro areas have one-half of the nation's people who are in
the "poverty" class. What is the proper Government response
to this situation?
How can Federal programs gear-in more planning assistance and
support in shaping and carrying out rural development projects
from:

-- Tlocal groups?

-- Tocal community leaders?

-- Tocal program participants?

-~ private enterprise in the Tocal community.



LAND AND NATURAL RESOURCES

PRESSURES ON LAND USE: Demands on land and natural resources continue
to grow. Food and fiber production competes

with:
-- recreation.

highways.

community development.

airports.

shopping centers

other uses.

ISSUES:

* Yhat is the Government's proper role in assisting rural
communities with:

grants?

-- loans?

technical assistance?

personnel interchange?

* What is the proper Government role in the confrontation
between "status guo environmentalists" and producers of
food and fiber?

* What investments should the Federal Government make in
conservation, protection and development of renewable
natural resources?

* Should the Executive Branch of Government be reorganized
to improve policy and programs for land and natural resources?
If so, how?

-- a Department of Energy and Natural Resources?
-- a Department of Agriculture and Natural Resources?

-- leave structure as is?



AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH

FOOD PRODUCTION AND TECHNOLOGY:

- * New knowledge and technology are needed to meet efficiency
goals in:

COOPERATIVE

food and fiber production.
transportation and marketing of agricultural commodities.
environmental protection and 1mproVement.
resource conservation, development and use.
pure and applied research are needed to:
develop new and hardier seeds and strains.
control peéts, and plant and animal diseases.
improve irrigation techniques.

establish better cultural practices.

maintain soil fertility.

GOALS AND PROJECTS:

* Improved Federal and State relationships are needed to:

pinpoint goals and objectives.
adapt findings to local and regional conditions.

eliminate duplication of effort, waste and overlap.

NEW, INNOVATIVE IDEAS:

* World conditions demand expanded cooperation in projects,

such

as:

LACI and other earth satellite projects.

- A "Food for Peace" Institute.

A worldwide weather and crop information
dissemination system.
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POINTS WITH RESPECT TO VETO OF FARM BILL

Bill as passed legislates inflation by incfeasing the cost of
food ingredients, i.e. butter, milk, cheese, flour.

Results in increased food costs to consumers.

Non-farm, urban and suburban areas reap no benefits but

bear the cost of price supports for farmers both on consumers
and taxpayers.

Farm bill calls for $1. 8 B increased spe;'nding in fiscal yeai‘ 1976.
Farm bill not included in $70 Billion Bud‘get'deﬁcit resolution

passed by House last week. Approval of this bill would make a
farce of the budget resolution. '
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Talked to Cong. Joe Waggonner and he wanted to suggest three things that
the veto message reflect.

1. To acknowledge that farmers are in severe economic difficulty -- all
farmers not just cotton farmers and overall tenor of veto message acknowledge
this fundamental fact.

2. Point out that trying to help feed grain and wheat farmers and would like
to help cotton farmers as well.

3. Legal authority and mechanics - P. should direct Secretary to review the
method and formulas in which cotton loans are calculated and, secondly, to
examine carefully the authority that Agriculture Dept. has to make open
market purchases of cotton.

Hyde Murray in total harmony with that because that is what he wanted,

Veto instrument language which may have to be polished by speech writers.

Don't foul it up.

COTTON - I realize of course, that farmers face serious problems in
producing the food and fiber that all the rest of us depend upon.... and I
sincerely seek to solve those problems not aggrawate them,

That is why I have taken the action earlier described to help wheat and feed
grain farmers adjust to the severe increase in the cost of production
occurring since the 1973 farm bill was enacted.

I would like to be as responsive to cotton growers as well but unfortunately
the law is not as clear nor as apparently flexible in the case of cotton as it

is for grains., I, therefore, have directed the Sec. of Agriculture to thoroughl
re-examine existing cotton legal authority, both in regard to calculating and
establishing loan levels and in the exercise of authority to make open market
purchases, This we will do in an effort to help create the confidence and
nurture the hope of cotton producers that Washington, D, C, does indeed
concern itself with their legitimate and vital interests.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

Charlie -~

Hyde Murray called with the following message re
the Farm Bill and veto threat --

Chairman Foley is very surprised and disappointed,
"We believe we acted with moderation and responsi--~
bility in consideration and pasaage of this bill,

"Notwithstanding this threat of a veto it is our
intention to go to conference Monday and iron out
differences in this legislation,

Neta
4/11/75


















EMBARGOED FOR RELEASE MAY 1, 1975
UNTIL 6:00 P.M. (EDT)
Office of the White House Press Secretary
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THE WHITE HOUSE
TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES:

I am returning without my approval H.R. 4296, referred
to as the Emergency Agricultural Act of 1975. Although the
aim of this bill is laudable, its results would be costly
not only to consumers and taxpayers but to American farmers
in the long run. It would damage our international market

position which is so essential to American agriculture's
long-term interests.

Approval of this bill, therefore, would not be in the
public interest.

In the conduct of the Government's fiscal affairs, a
line must be drawn against excesses. I drew that line in
my address to the Nation on March 29. I promised all
Americans that, except where national security interests,
energy requirements, or urgent humanitarian needs were
involved, I would act to hold cur fiscal year 1976 deficit
to no more than $60 billion.

New spending programs which the Congress is considering
could easily raise the Federal deficit to an intolerable
level of $100 billion. This must not happen.

H.R. 4296 is an example of increased non-essential
spending. In fiscal year 1976, it could add an estimated
$1.8 billion to the Federal deficit. If used as a point of
departure for longer-term legislation -~ as was strongly
indicated during its consideration -- it could lead to an
escalation of farm program subsidies in succeeding years.

Approval of this bill would undermine the successful
market-oriented farm policy adopted by this Administration
and the Congress. It is a step backward toward previously
discredited policies.

Prospects for farmers, it is true, are not as bright
this year as in the recent past. Farm production costs have
been pushed upward by the same inflationary pressures that
affect other industries. Demand for certain farm products
has simultaneously slackened because of the recession.
Prices paid by farmers are currently 1l percent above
year-ago levels. In contrast, the index of prices received
by farmers is now 7 percent below levels of a year ago.
Fortunately, the latest index, released Wednesday, shows
that the 5-month decline in prices received by farmers
has been reversed and was 4 percent above a month earlier.

The Administration recognizes that some farmers have
experienced financial difficulties due to this cost-price
squeeze. It has taken a number of positive steps to assist
farmers. The 1976 wheat acreage allotment was recently
increased by 8 million acres to 61.6 million acres. This
action provides wheat producers with additional target price
and disaster protection.

more
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e have also increased the 1975 crop cotton price support
locan rate by 9 cents a pound. And we recently announced an
increase in the price support level for milk, which, com-
bined with easing feed prices, should be helpful to dairy
producers.

Within the past several days, we have completed
negotiations with the European Community to remove the
export subsidies on industrial cheese coming here -- a
step that ensures that surplus dairy products will not be
sold in the U.S. market at cut-rate prices. At the same
time, we have worked out arrangements waich enable the
Luropeans to continue selling us high-quality table cheese.
This solution has enabled us to keep on mutually agreeable
trading terms with our best customers for American farm
exports.

The Administration has also taken action to protect
our cattle producers against a potential flocd of beef
imports from abroad. The Department of State is completing
agreements with 12 countries limiting their 19275 exports
of beef to this country. These voluntary export restraint
agreements are intended to keep imports subject to the lMeat
Import Law to less than 1,182 million pounds.

If unforeseen price deterioration requires action on
my part, I will direct the Secretary of Agriculture to make
adjustments in price support loan rates for wheat, corn,
soybeans, and other feed grains. But it is our expectation
that market prices for grains will remain well above loan
rates and target prices in the coming year.

ilost farmers have already imade their plans and bought
their seed. iany are well into their planting season.
These plans have obviously been completed without any de-
pendence on the provisions of U.R. 4296.

In the long haul, this bill would lead to constraints
on production and result in loss of jobs in food-related
industries. It would induce farmers to grow more cotton --
already in surplus -- and less soybeans needed for food.
The bill would jeopardize the competitive position of our
cotton in world markets.

American farmers have responded magnificently during
the past several years to produce food and fiber for this
Jdation and the world. This has made agriculture our lead-
ing source of foreign excnange. This year, despite very
trying circumstances, most farmers are again seeking full
production. They have my support for a vigorous export
policy for their products. I recognize that agricultural
exports have been restrained twice in the past two years.
We have now eliminated all restrictions on exports and we
are determined to do everything possible to avoid imposing
them again. Our farm products must have unfettered access
to world markets.

nore
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This Administration is determined to act in support
of the American farmer and his best interests. It will
not act to distort his market. We must hold the budget
line if we are all to enjoy the benefits of a prosperous,
stable, non-inflationary econony.

For all these reasons, I cannot approve this act.

GERALD R. FORD

THE WHITE HOUSE,

May 1, 1975,

4 # #









Remarks by Rep. Charles Rose
U. S. House of Representatives
June 18, 1975

RURAL DEVELOPMENT: BROKEN PROMISES

Mr. Speaker, the Subcommittee on Family Farms and Rural Develop~
ment of the Committee on Agriculture has just finished two exhaustive
days of oversight into the administration of -- and expenditures under
-- the Rural Development Act of 1972,

As Chairman of this Subcommittee, I was astounded and saddened
to learn that the Department of Agriculture has used precious little of
the authority given it under this legislation to improve the quality of life
in rural America.

For the past two days, we have made a section-by-section analysis
of the statute and asked Department officials for detailed responses on
how they have implemented the specific mandates of the Act. Time after
time we were told that some particular authority had not been implemented
because some other agency within USDA or some other department or
agency of the government was providing similar service.

After numerous such responses, I observed that if the officials of
the Rural Development Service had been around two centuries ago when
the Bill of Rights was being considered, they might have said it was a good
idea. But why bother, since we already have the Ten Commandments?

Mr. Speaker, the Rural Development Act -- duly enacted by the Congress



Page two

and signed into law by the President -- says that the Secretary of Agri-
culture "shall assume responsibility for coordinating a nationwide rural
development program. . ." The Act further directs him to "utilize to the
maximum extent practicable" each of the offices within his Department
"to enhance rural development.”

This has not been done.

Specifically, the assistance to the small cities and towns of this
country envisioned in this law has not been carried out.

Expanded grant and loan programs for water and sewer construction
in rural America have not been implemented.

The mandate of Congress for adequate rural housing through rent
supplements and other programs has been ignored.

Title IV of the Act providing a program of rural community fire
protection has been totally neglected. The President even attempted to
rescind the funds forced on the Department by the Appropriations Com-
mittee. Only after Congress rejected this effort did the money begin
flowing to State forestry officials.

Minimal funding of Title V, which provides research and education
monies, produced some spectacular success stories of dying towns given
new life through self-help motivation. Yet, the Administration does not
recommend that these efforts be continued, but argues instead that the
Agricultural Research Stations or the Extension Service could do the job

as well.
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Hardly a protest was made when the Office of Management and
Budget arbitrarily eliminated "Rural Development" as a functional
category within the Federal Budget -- yet the Secretary is charged
with providing "leadership and coordination within the Executive
Branch" by this law.

It is one thing, Mr. Speaker, to fight the good fight and lose. But
not to fight at all is to betray the hopes and dreams of those millions of
citizens who still have faith in rural America.

The facts presented at these hearings show that every time rural
development comes up for funding, the Administration has consistently
refused to request that funding. In addition, the Administration has shown
a continuing disregard for the intent of the Act Sy transferring funds,
ignoring mandates of the various titles of the Act and switching funding
sources.

When the Congress passed the Rural Development Act, the directive
to the Department of Agriculture was that this legislation was the vehicle
to channel the tax dollars of rural America back to their communities.

From what we have seen during these hearings, the Department is
laughing in the faces of rural America -~ laughter that I and other Members
of the Subcommittee strongly resent.

In the past, as OMB has gone, so have gone the Members of Congress
who were thoroughly intimidated by the awesome power of the Budget

and the arm~twisting tactics of the Executive Branch.
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But now, Mr. Speaker, there is new blood here -- a new Congress,
with a new Agriculture Committee and a new Budget Committee.

I told the Assistant Secretary of Agriculture for Rural Development,
Mr. William W. Erwin, and a dozen of his associates responsible for adminis-
tering this Act, that our Subcommittee was prepared to give them a little
transfusion of courage so that they can fight for full funding for rural
America.

Mr. Speaker, the New York Times this week headlined the results

of new projections by the Census Bureau indicating the rural areas of the
country are growing faster than urban areas.

People are moving out of urban areas at a greater rate than others
are moving in. This trend is without precedent. Since 1790, our young
agrarian nation has moved toward an urban society.

An old farmer in my District had a very profound comment about
all the city folks moving into the rural areas: "Whatever it is they're trying
to get away from, they're bringing it with them."

These problems -- health, housing, poliution of water and air, trans-
portation -- are the problems caused by people. And these are the very
problems the Rural Development Act is designed to confront.

The promise of a better life is still vivid for most of rural America.
The Congress has given the Department of Agriculture the mandate and
authority to make that promise come true. They must act to see that it

does.

#H#






DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20250

July 9, 1975

MEMORANDUM TO: Tom Loeffler
Special Assistant for
Congressional Relations
The White House

FROM: John Foltz
Deputy Under Secretary
for Legislative Affairs

Attached is a rundown on the Department's dffices in

the State of Maryland. Most of these are local County
offices, but some -- as you can see -- are larger
installations in Baltimore, Beltsville, and College Park.



**Agricultural Stabjlization and Conservation Service (ASCS)
Extension Service (ES)
Soil Conservation Service(SCS)
Agricultural Marketing Service (AMS)
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS)
Agricultural Research Service (ARS)
National Agricultural Library(NAL)
Food and Nutrition Service(FNS)
Farmers Home Administration(FmHA)
Statistical Reporting Service(SRS)
Federal Crop Insurance Corporation(FCIC)
Office of Investigation{(0I)



ANNAPOLIS

BALTIMORE

-

BEL AIR

BELTSVILLE

CAMBRIDGE

CENTREVILLE
CHESTERTOWN .
COCKEYSVILLE

COLLEGE PARK

USDA OFFICES IN MARYLAND

**ASCS, ES, SCS

AMS
APHIS

ES

103 S. Gray Street
103 S. Gray Street

Dundalk Marine Terminal

- Friendship Airport.

ASCS, APHIS, ES, SCS

APHIS
ARS
SCS
NAL

ASCS, ES

5026 Herzel Place
Agricultural Research Center

Plant Material Center

ASCS, FNS, ES, SCS

ASCS, ES, FmHA, SCS

ASCS, ES, SCS

APHIS
ASCS

SCS

SRS

State Office
4321 Hartwick Road

State Office
4321 Hartwick Road

University of Maryland
Symons Hall



CUMBERLAND
DENTON

EASTON

ELKTON

ELLICOT? CITY
FREDERICK
GAITHERSBURG
GLENN DALE
HAGERSTOWN
HANCOCK
HUGHESVILLE
HYATTSVILLE

LA PLATA
LEONARDTOMWN
NORTH EAST
OAKLAND

PRINCE FREDERICK

PRINCE ANNE

ASCS, ES, FmHA, FNS, SCS

ASCS, ES, FmHA, SCS

AMS, ASCS, ES, FmHA, SCS

ASCS, ES, SCS

ASCS, ES, SCS

ASCS, ES, FmHA, FNS, SCS

ASCS, ES, SCS

ARS Plant Introduction Station

ASCS, ES, FmHA, FNS, SCS

APHIS

FCIC

0I, APHIS

FNS, ES, FmHA, SCS
ASCS, ES, FmHA
FmHA . fﬁi' RN
ASCS, ES, FmHA, SCS
ASCS, ES, FmHA, SCS

ASCS, ES, SCS



ROCKVILLE
SALISBURY

SNOW HILL

UPPER MARLBORO
WALDORF -

WEST FRIENDSHIP
WESTMINSTER

WHITE PLAINS

ASCS, ES, SCS

APHIS, ASCS, ES, FﬁHA, FNS, SCS, SRS
ASCS, ES, FmHA, SCS

ASCS, ES, SCS

ASCS

AMS

ASCS, ES, FmHA, SCS

ES

t

Total Number USDA offices in Maryland - 114
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

Avgust 18, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR: VERN LOEN
FROM: CHARLES LEPPERT, JR.
SUBJECT: Rep. Tom Hagedorn (R-Minn, )

Hagedorn called last week on the grain situation and the dispute over whether
the longshoremen would load the grain, States that the grain sale and federal
control of farm exports is a serious issue in Minnesota.

Doesn't like the idea that the longshoremen can affect international trade policy
by refusing to load grain on ships and such actions affect the domestic market

- price of grain, Minnesota has experienced a severe draught cutting the wheat
crop in half and the people feel the government is working against them by
contracting the foreign markets. There is no reason to ban the sale of wheat
or soybeans, There may be reason to hold down corn sales to protect domes~
tic livestock but not the others,

Says the President and Butz are going back on what they said when they vetoed
the farm bill if they now want to again control agricultural exports., Feels

the President should make a statement in Minnesota to the affect that ''he will
not permit one segment of our society (the longshoremen) to dictate our inter-
national trade policy.

Vern, do you think you should call Paul Theis on this in Vail to get something
like this in the President's speech in Jowa or Minnesota?

cc: Max Friedersdorf

m

{not read after being typed)






Some items in this folder were not digitized because it contains copyrighted
materials. Please contact the Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library for access to
these materials.








