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MEAT IMPORTS

TUESDAY, MARCH 81, 19684

U.S. SENATE,
CoMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
Washington, D.C.

The committes met, ‘Fursunnt to recess, at 10 a.m., in room 2221,
New Senato Oftice Building, Senator Herman E. Talmadge presiding.

Present: Senators Talmadge, Smathers, McCarthy, Willinms, Carl-
son, Curtis, Morton, and Dirksen.

Senator Taryancr. The committee will be in order.

The business before the committee is the continuation of publie
hearings on H.R, 1839. .

The first scheduled witness is Mr. Harry L. Graham, representing
the National Grange.

Is Mr. Graham heref

Then the next witness, I have the honor to present one of my con-
sg;itt\_lents, Mr. R, B, Curtis, representing the Georgia Livestock Asso-
ciation.

Myr. Curtis, come around and be seated, and we will hear your
testimony. Mr, Cannon, you are going to appear with him. Also
My, Cannon is from Georgia, Greene County, We are delighted to
have you before the committee this morning, gentlemen.

STATEMENT OF R. B. CURTIS, GEORGIA LIVESTOCK ASSOCIATION;
ACCOMPANIED BY JOHN T. CANNON, DAIRY CHAIRMAR, GEORGIA
LIVESTOCK ASSOOTATION

Mr, Corris. Shall I just go ahead, sir?

Senator Taryapge. Just proceed as you wish,

Mvr. Curtis. As you can see, this ismy first appearance.

Gentlemen, I am R. B. Curtis, immediate past president and cur-
rently director of the Georgia Livestock Association, Georgia's di-
rector on the board of the American National Cattlemen’s Association,
our national affiliate, and I own and operate the Curtis Cattle Co.,
in Farminﬁzon, Gha.

I have been designated by President Hansel P. Chastain of the
Georgin Livestack Association to represent the association in these
hearings on the enactment of quotas on imports of red meats.

With me is Mr. John T. Cannon who is dairy chairman of the
association and owner and operator of a large Georgia dairy farm.
However, since we are limited to one witness before the committ
I will represent the beef, dairy, and sheep industry of Georgia.
presume that I may confer with Mr. Cannon on any questions that

you may have pertaning to the dairy industry.
375



376 MEAT IMPORTS

I do not proposo to outline a mass of statistics which I assume that
you have been well supplied with by the American national repre-
sentatives and the Department of Agriculture. I want to emphasize
that my association fully endorses without qualification the testimony
that you have heard from the American National Cattlemen’s Asso-
ciation, The position our association has adopted concerning these
unrestricted importations has been supported by the Georgia Milk
Producers, Inc,, the Georgin Independent Meatpackers, the Georgin
Stockyard Operators, and the Georgia Vetorinary Medical Associa-
tion, I think from this array of supgort that I am safe in advising
(yiou that I amn representing today the entire Georgia livestock in-

ustry. . .

Sel;n);\te amendment 465 to IL.R. 1839 is necessary legislation to give
what we consider reasonable protection to our domestic livestock
industry, The voluntary agreements signed by our Department of
State with the Governments of Australia and New Zealand are highly
favorable to those Governments since the ?,uom is based on the ycars
1962 to 1963 average importations from these countries and would
result in continued heavy importations which have drastically de-
pressed the domestio prices we receive for our livestock. In addition
only 6 months notice prior to cancellation of the agreement is ridicu-
lous, considering that it takes 9 months for a cow to produce a calf.
This would rule out risk capital being ventured in the expansion of
the domestio livestock industry, Continued forced operations under
these voluntary agreements would result in liquidation of the domestic
livestock industry, A declining livestock industry would not be able
to adequately supply the American consumers if we are faced with
another emergency which would curtail or eliminate foreign sipplics
of red meat. A declining livestock industry would also aggravate
our grain-storage problems and costs if thore aro less animals to con-
sume this production. The livestock industry is a noncontrolled, non-
subsidized elomont of agriculture, which status we hope to maintain,
A free industry forced to its knees could well mean another subsidized
agricultural burden on the taxpayers, In Geoggia' we now have mem-
bers negotiating to refinanco their mortFﬁ ue to inability to pay.
A survey of one county last year resulted in the findings of losses
among dairy producers amounting to an avoraﬁo of $700 on the salo
of culled cows, and our feedlot operators are suffering worse financial
losses. Most of the feeder losses occurred during the last quarter
of last year and are now continuing at the same rate. Had all four
quartors of last year beon equal to the last quarter, many would have
had less than zero dellars for a whole year’s labor, One operator
reports earnings last ?vear of $1,000 compared to $16,000 the previous
year for his labor with a cupitai investment of several hundred thou-
sand dolars. He is now operating at below profit. The cow and calf
operator will not feel the full impact of these depressed prices until
this. fall when he commences the marketing of his feeder calves and
the culls from his cowherd. The sheep industry is a lesson to be
considered in the current import situation.

" I would like to read an editorial from the March issue of the
Georgia Stockman entitled “Five Years Too Late” By the way,
I am also a sheop producer.
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The beef industry 18 8§ years late In taking a stand on meat importations. The
gheep industry was faced with a similar sjtuation 0 years ago aund made a
similar appeal to tho Congress for restrictlon on imports from Australia and
New Zealand which were beginning to flood the American inarkets, Congress
rejected the plea, and the price of prime lambs evencually dropped to & low
point of 1214 cents on the Chicago market before it became unprofitable for the
exporters. It {s gratifying to note that the beef industry has Included the
sheep industry in tho sponsored bjlls now before the Scnate and House as a
unified industry similarly affected presenting a unified front to our elected
representatives. Tho same unified front 8 years ago may have obvinted today’s
import problems for both industrles. Tho lesson Lo be learncd is that unless
we are successful in obtaining passage for our.sponsored legislation, the beet
industry may be in the same position § years from now that the sheep Industry
is in today: namely, too weak to mako R strong protest to the Congress. Lamb
fmporta Increased 80 percent in 1003 over 1062 as compared to only 22 percent
increase for tho beef industry. -

In summary, gentlemen, the producers of Georgin join the pro-
ducers of the Nution as represented by the American National Cattle-
men’s Association in a plea to you for relief now from these un-
restricted inmportations of red meats in the interests of our national
livestock industry.

I thank you. . o

Senator Taraanae. Mr, Curtis, I compliment you on your statement.

Somo quarters have indicated that the depressed price for Hvestock
is now attributable to the fact that the cattle cyclo is at a very largoe

' high rather than imports. Do you have any comments on that? -
fr. Curtis. Yeg,siv. Ibeliove that may bo partially true, but wwhen
I think, you add 11 percent—I beliove it is'11'porcent of our beef now
is imported, when you ndd that on top of what we are producing, that
is what is breaking the market, not the bottom.

Senator Taraavaz, How has it affected your own salest Do you
foed cattlo? | RV - ’

Mr, Cortrs. Yes,sir, ' o ' ’

- Senator Tarsranoe. What did your feed cattle biing last year?

Mr. Curts. Roughly 23 cents average. ;

- Sonator Taraapok, What are they bringing nowt
" Mr. Curtis, Anytwhere front 17 to 1914, " ‘ )

‘Senator Taryaboe; In other words, almost 25 percent reduction
from a year ago. A -

Mr. Conris. Yes, sir. Very rough. L '

Senator Tatarange. Now, we have been told in other quarters that
if wo take action to protect onr own livestock industry that thero
‘might be_retaliation in other areas, and particularly the Common

‘Market. Do you have m\ly coinmeonts on tliatll’ o e

Mr. Curris. I think they are already fencing us out over there,
aren’t they anyway? , o

Senator Tararapoe. They certainly did with reference to poiltry.
You are probably familiar with that. Do you produce poultry?

Mr, Curtis. No; I do not. I have enough problems alveady.

Senator Tararanae. You are aware that Georgin is the la'\rgest. poul-
try producing State in the Unioy. S

Mr. Cortis. Yes, sir, ' ' A

Senator Taratanar. And wo have had considerable problems. T be-
liove tho Common Market raised the tariff on poultry from less than
8 cents a pound almost to 15 cents. Isthat not correct ?
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Mr, Curmis. 1believeitis. - :

Senator Tararapee. And you do not view with too much apprehen-
sion that argument, I takeit?

Mr. Curtis. 1donot thinkit has a sound basis.

Senator Taratanoe. Thank you very much.
- Any questions, Senator Carlsoir #

- Senator CarrsoN. Mr. Chairman, I 1iust want to state that we are
very appreciative of your appearance here this morning because you
have presented evidence that has been presented by other States, presi-
dents of livestock associations, and I think it is important that our
Nation realizes the 'glig‘ht that the livestock men are in, }

" You menticned, I beliove, that we are importing 11 percent of the
beef that is consumed. I was interested in some figures the other
day, that we have increased the consumption of the American con-
sumer from 63 pounds about 10 or 15 years ago to 93 and that 10
pounds now of meat is being imported, or, in other words, 11 percent

~or 10 pounds, and that is a substantial amount for the average con-
sumer.

I appreciato very much your appearance, and I think it is time that
we do take action in the Congress on this matter,

Mr. Corris. Thank you.

Senator Tarxanae. Senator Morton

Senator MorroN. Sir, I was not here at the beginning of your state-
ment, Mr, Curtis. What percentage of farm income of Georgia is dairy
and Igmde, products, do you know ¥

My, Curris. I woulil have to ask Mr. Cannon, and I do not know
that we have those figures where we want to state them exactly. It
was our understanding that you already had theso figures given to
you ahead of time, and there was no point in our handling these, too.

Senator MortoN. We probably have, But it is a growing———(’lniry
as_well as beef production has been growing in Georgin, has it not?

Mr, Curris, Ilfeef production, I believe, is growing and dairying
actually is holding its own to numbers but not in number of producers,
In order to continue in business they have had to increase the sizo of
the operations, and the small producers are having to go out,
_ S.nator Morron. Well, Georgia has a rather lonsg tradition which
is not recognized in the beef fiold. I think that Swift, I beliove it
was, had a plunt in Albany, Ga., years and years ago, and thero are
others there now. Of course, the thing we think of is poultry first,

. Senator TALMADGE. Would the Senator yield at that point?
would like to point out for the information of the Senator and the
committee, the witness, Mr, Curtis, came I believe from Arizona, did
you not, to go into the beef cattle business in Georgia{

Mvr, Curmis. Yes, sir. . . _

Senator Morrox. Well, that is reversing the trend a little bit. Now
he wants to reverse the trend on his prices, is that right{

M. Curris, That is right, sir.

Senator Morton, Well

Senator Tarxaoor., He is satisfied with his geography but not his
competition.

Mer, Curtris. Well, T would hate to move to Australia,

Senator Morrox. Well, we certainly will try to keep you from that.

That is all, Mr, Chairman.
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Senator Taraanar. Senator Smathers?

Senator Sararienrs. No questions at the moment.

Senator Tararance. Senator Dirksent

Thank you very much, Mr, Curtis and Mr. Cannon. Woe appreciate
your appearing,

I am informed that Mr. Harry L. Graham representing the National
Grange is now here. If you are, Mr. Graham, come around, please.
Is Mr, Graham here?

Senator CarisonN. Mr. Chairman, I want to state for the record
that Mr. Graham was very kind, when he was listed for appearance
before this commitico about o week ago, to give way for a witness from
the State of Utah, I believe, who testified on sheep. So we appreciated
that very much at that time,

Senator Syartiers. As anxious as I am to hear Mr. Graham, I am
just curious; how long—how long do you think you are going to take?

Mr, Granax. Iam going tostop within the 10 minutes.

Senator Saratirrs, Delighted to have you.

STATEMENT OF HARRY L. GRAHAM, REPRESENTING THE
NATIONAL GRANGE

Mr. Grantam. Mr. Chairmun, members of the committee, I was very
glad to cooperate with the committes on the hearings held before be-
cause wo are here in town all the time, and members of this committee
are among the most esteenied memnbers of the Senate committees in our
estimation, and so whatever you request of us wo are glad to do.

I also was glad to have a little more time because I kept hoping
that some of the heat would give way in this testimony, and we might
bo able to get a little light, and consequently I am going to just state
in outline tho position of the Grange and let the statement which I
have :;mbmittedl to the comniittee stand by itself. I would like also
with your permission to in¢lude, after I have used it here in the com-
mittee, an editorial from the W’nllnccs Farmer of March 23, entitled
“Lot's Not Loso Qur Heads.”

I would also like to have included in the testimony a chart from the
Dopartment of Agriculture showing the relationship between feed
grain and livestock prices, :

Senator Taratapce. Without objection the insertions will he made
following your oral presentation,

Mr. Giranan. ‘The Wellaces IFarmer I think did a good job of point-
ing out tho problems, besides beof imports, that have contributed to
this sharp price drop. May I say that the Nationa) Grange is con-
cerned about this price drop as we are concerned about any commodity
in agriculture that suflers a sovere loss.  We arve not convinced that the
cause of it is quite so simple a8 saying it is beef imports. I would
point out in this editorial from the Wallaces Farmer that thoy name
these as basic reasons: S : :

(1) A sharp increase in domestio beef production, and since testi-
mony has been given on this, I will pursue this no further at this time;

- (2) Increased output of pork and poultry ‘

(3) Lower prices for hides and othorbyproc{ucts;

(4) Big boost in marketings of higher grade fed cattle;
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(6) Highor packer and retail margins, and wo have been hearing
some testimony on that, and wo would simply like to say in our estima-
tt_ion there has been considerable profit taking under this present situa-

ion

16) The imports of feeder cattle.

Tho United States imported 1,232,000 head of feeder cattle from
Canada and Mexico in 1962, Theso cannot be disregarded as factors
that have to do with this present situation,

(7) High prices in the fall of 1962 where the demand and supply
factors boosted fed cattle prices to unexpectedly high levels during the
fall and early winter of 1962,

I would add to that anothor factor directly related to that, and that
was the low cost of feed grains which made cattle feeding more profit-
able than it previously had been. If the feed grain level coul(‘ have
continued and the high price of fed cattle would have continued at
tho same time, then there wounld have been a very profitable oporation.
Unfortunately the feed grain price stayed down, but the fed cattlo
prices came down, also.

(8) As Senator Anderson properly pointed out anothor problem was
the tax advantages that have come from the capital guins features
that were given to the cattle industry, and in our judgment we havo
got to do something about those features becauso they lead the non-
cattlemen into the production of beef. We beliove that proper in-
vestigntion would show that .thero has been n good deal of capital
that has moved into the feeder cattle business from those whose main
income is not from this source, and there are certain tax advantages in
thoso sitnations that they can gain that probably ought to be looked
into very carefully. '

'(9) ‘I think one of the things that caused this whole problem of im-
ports was the shift in the United Kingdom purchase policy whero thoy
released the Commonwealth countries from the necessity of giving
Britain priority on the cheaper cuts of beof which they offered on tho
world market. . : o

(10) One of the factors, and I have been particularly interested in
dairy for sometime—and .)[ have a little more knowledgo of this than
maybe in some other arcas—has been the shift from dairy to beof
production. This is particularly true in Illinois and Iowa, in arcas
that now are showing larger increases in the production of beef,
Thore was mote monoy to be made in beef under the projections
that were made a year or s0 ago than there was in dairy cattle. Thero
is & good dexl less work and the same facilities could be used for feed-
ing either way, and so the shift. The drop in dairy cattle in numbers
of some 3 percent is offset by the similar increase in feeder cattle,
especially in some Midwest lots. i

(11) There has beon some shift undoubtedly of American capital to
the foreign beef-producing areas. Now, the amount of this shift is
something that we ought to understand and get some more information
on.

(12) In our judgment another problem has been the blind adherence
to the faith and self-adjusting features of the so-called free market.
A year ago the cattlemen were pointing with a great deal of pride to
the fact that they had no Government controls, no Government assist-
ance, and they had a wonderful free market. Well, it was obvious
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from looking at the statistics and the projections that this could not
continue. I think tho only big surprise is that the market dmp(s»ed as
quickly as it did. According to outlook estimates I was reading a
year ago they thought it would last for another Year, this high market
for beef animals, but it came down more rapidly.

Now, the position of the National Grango basically is that there
are many other farm commodities that are involved in this legislation.
There is about $6 billion worth of agriculture exports that are in-
volved, and although we believe that there should be a means found
to get this import level down to a little more realistic level, that be-
cause of our treaty commitments of which this committee had some-
thing to say in the beginning, we would be more advised to proceed
by tho Congress directing the State Department rather than by uni-
lateral legislation, and thus we can bring this relationship into its
pt:o{)er focus by the ronegotinting of the agreement and by doing it
within the treaty obligations which we have at the present time.

Wo believe that we ought to also do something about these other mat-
ters which we have been talking about and that there is a way through
the present treaty arrangemeonts to get this done. Under article
of the Trade Expansion Act, if the Government is purchasing or
supporting commodities in any substantial amount, and it can be
proven that this is the result of the excessive amount of imports, then
there is a provision in that section that we can renegotiate on that
basis. If we are to continue to increase the purchase program for beef
products that the Dopartment has announced, in our judgment this
gives us the legal right within the treaties to renegotiate this agree-
mont which we have with Australia and New Zealand and Ireland
at the present time.

In other words, what wo are saying is that there are orderly ways
to do this within the area of trade negotintions without disrupting
the oxport business of many other commodities. I was just noticing
that wo are exportin%z 000 million tons of wheat alone to the Common
Market. We don’t beliove that we are justified as a general farm
organization in promoting legislation to support one commodity group
at tho expense of the other commodity groups. We think that we
must find a way of doing this in such a way that other commodity
groups are not damaged at the same time we are trying to help the
cattle industry,

I think that is enough for the oral statement, and we will leave
it to you how much more you would want me tosay.

Senator Tararapae. Senator Smathers, any questions?

Senator SaaTiers, I have no questions.

Senator Taraanoe. Senator Carlsont :

Senator CarisoN. Mr. Graham, I believe you stated that we im-
ported 1,232,000 head of cattle from Canada and Mexico in 1962, Is
that correct?

Mr. Grauam, Yes. That is the figure that has been given to me.

Senator CarusoN. That is a substantially larger amount than I
thought we were importing. That is the reason I wanted to check
on it. As a ropresentative of one of the great farm organizations of
tho United States, the National Grange, are you not concerned about
the situation that will bo confronting this Nation beginning May 4
whan wo z;tart considering the Kennedy round of trade agreements
at Genova
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Mr. GrauAM. This is the thing that is in the background of every-
thing I have said. It was extremely difficult to get the Iuropean
countries to even inclide agricultural marketing] in the Xennedy
round. The conferences that we have had with the representatives
of thoe Common Market—iwe have another one coming up next week,
to sottle this in consultation—indicate that the negotiitions are going
to be most difficult. As you know, Mr, Newsome is also the president
of the International Federation of Agricultural Producers, so we
have a close relationship there. And this is why I say we were ve
much concerned that we do not take such action here. Wo thin
there is alternative action that can be taken that does not simply tie
our hands in the Kennecg round.

Senator Caruson. Well, based on past experience in Common Mar-
ket countries, in the United Kingdom, isn’t there plenty of evidence
that those countries do not hesitate to levy import levies, establish.
import levies and place quotas on imports, that we had best be con-
cerned about protecting our own agriculture?

Mr, Granam. Well, yes. The evidence is obvious that they have
been pretty quick to do that. The question is whether or not we ave
going to simply say, all right, you go ahead and do that, and we will
put quotas on our imports. The thing is, though, that we are pro-
tecting oursolves from the importation of a quarter of a billion dollars
worth of agricultural products, and we have got $6 billion going the
other way. It is a mattor of values. Of coursg, they have done this.
'I‘ho¥ are saying publicly today that they are still going to do it.  Pri-
vately they are not quite so sure. We think we are going to have to
zivo some ground in these negotiations because thoy are exporting
t 1in§z to us,too. This is going to be a rough negotiation, the best that
can bo done, ‘

They are starting out like any negotiating group does, and I think
our Government does the very same thing, with very strong public

ition. Mr. Hertor was at the National émngo Inst fall and threo
times stated this position, and it was a very-positive one. The Com-
mon Market stated it oxactly the same way. This is the way you start
negotintions. This doosn’t mean that is the way you are going to end
negotiations as you all know. Wae are very much concerned about this.
enator Taratapor., Senator Curtis?

Senator Curtis. Mr. Graham, we have to hurry along because the
Senato is going to meet. I would be the last person to suggest that in
this complicated life we live thore aren't a number of fucters involved
in price, including price of beef, but T have one question.

o you contend that the imports of the last year or two have not
Leen an adverse factor on price of cattle?:

Mr. Grauay. Of course not. No. Wo do not.  We think we are
more realistic than that. Wa got ourselves into a bind by not taking
somo action sooner. I do not believe it has been quite as big as the
cattlemen say, but I won’t sy there has not been an adverso effect.

“Senator Cowryis. I agreo that something should have been dono
sooner, I first introduced a bill in 1960, and I offered an amendment
in 1962 to the Trade Act to curb imports, and pointed out that the
Common Market countries’ tariffs on agricultural commodities av-
eraged six times higher than our tariff on tho same things. In addi-
tion they resort to all sorts of nontariff devices. Then rgain during
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considerntion of tho feed grain bill in the spring of 1963, I offered an
amendment to curtnil imports, Of course, at that time the conse-
quences of the imports had not reached home. There was no wide-
spread public support for curtailment, but anyone who studied it
conld seo it dovelopin[;. I am glad to hear you say it was a factor and
that something should have been done earlier.,

Mr. Granay. May I point out in that regard that I am surprised
that we have not heard more about the following statistics. e have
had the volume of imports emphasized, but actually the dollar per-
centago is considorably lower than the volume Percentn . The dollar
percentage of imports is about 3.8 instead of 10.7 of the volume of
mmports. So we have been importing cheap meat. We are not sure
that some of this has not moved over into primal cuts. We are more
concerned about that now. This hits you fellows, I think, worse than
the importation of cheap meats. This, which the cattlemen think,
has been one of the advantages of the agreements, is that we severely
limited the importation of primal cuts. When we try to work out
the rest of the problem, we are suggesting that the method that we
pursue must be very carefully analyzed so we do not do more damage
than good. This I am sure the Senator from Nebraska does not want
to do either,

Senator Curtis. In fairness to the other witnesses I will not take
timo to disagree as to who I think should control the foreign com-
merce. That decision was net made by me. It was made 160 years

ngo.

That is all, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Tararanor. Senator Morton? X

Senator MorroN. You roferred in the heginning of your testimony
to this capital gains tax. I agree with you that these people that
have got high incomes from other sources and are using this device
to go the capital Faim routo rather than the ordinary income, cattlo

urchased and held for 6 months and over, is & contributing allment.

n the other hand; when Assistant Secretary Surrey made his &))rm
posal early last fall, Congressman Watts of the Ways and Means Com-
mittes and I met with him on several occasions in Congressman Watts’
office to try to goint out, it cannot be cut out across the board, I
mean, wo wanted to get at this problem, but there is a place for capital
gainsin the structure.

Mcr. Granay. That is correct.

Senator MortoN. The National Gmnge recognizes that?

Mr, Grarad. Indairy as well as beof

Scnator MorroN. Yes.

Mr. Granax. Yes, sir.

Senator Morron. That isall, Mr. Chairman,

Senator TaLMapce., Thank you very much.

Senator Curtis. Mr, Chairman, could I insert. in the record at this
p'?int an editorial of WOW-TV-Radio in Omaha, broadcast March
17, 1964,

Senator Tararapar. Without objection the editorial will be inserted
at this point.

380--0§2—G4—pt. 2——2
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(The editorial referred to, Mr. Graham’s full statement, and the
editorial and chart earlier referred to by Mr. Graham follow:)

(Editorla), WOW-TV—WOIW Radlo Broadcast, Mar, 17, 1964]
Mear Ixports

Imports of meat from Australia and New Zealand are depressing our cattle
markets. Recently our Qovernment signed voluntary agreements with Australia
and New Zealand, lowering the imports by 6 percent in 1064, but Increasing them
4 percent in 19065 and 1968. Most cattlemen feel that this agreement does little
for this country and assures the Australlang and the New Zealanders of a sizable
chunk of a better market than their own, .

Freo trade 18 & wonderful thing if it involves comparable economies, but the
Amerlican farmer and rancher cannot buy on an economy with a high standard
of living such as ours, and sell against an economy which has & lower standard
of liviug than ours, any more than the American technical expert can compete
with the Japanese technical expert. The standards of living are not comparab!le.

We believe that helping one segment of onr econom{ at the expense of another
simply to promote trade does not constitute & publie service.. ‘In the case of
agriculture, it seems particularly dangerous since, through agriculture, it also
affects millions of other people whose Jobs are concerned with food and fiber.

In 1058 Australia exported 1714 million pounds of beef and veal to the United
States. In 1063 it sent 560 million pounds—up 3,200 percent. In 1983 our total
imports of meat came to about 1%} billion pounds—more than is processed in a
year here in Omaha—the world's largest meatpacking center.

Economlsts think that increasing our beef production 8 percent a year will
Just about keep pace with population. - When our production Increases faster
than that and when imports are added, it creates an oversupply and damages
our market. Since the tarift Is gset at a low 8 cents a pound, and since our coun-
try has been committed to a virtual status quo as far as imports are concerned,
the only remedy i3 legislation, . ' :

We urge that everyone take part in the important business of protecting a vital
segment of our Midwest economy and that you urge your legislators to recognize
the difference In standards of living so that the legislation either-results in a
decrease in imports or a raising of tariffs. .

STATEMENT OF TRE NATIONAL GRANGE ON Bexr IMPORTS BY HARRY L, GRATIAM
¢ LEGISLATIVE ASBISTANT TO THE NATIONAL MASTER ,

My name is Harry L. Graham, I am legislative assistant to the master of the
Natlonal Grange. s ‘

The Nattonal  Grange has been increasingly concerned with the developing
crisis In the cattle Industry over the last 3 years. It was obvious that the beef
cycle should hit its most profitable point about a year ago and that before nnother
8 or 4 years there would be declining profits from the production of beef. The
recent sharp downturn in the price of beef was predlctable. The only surprise
was that American producers did not see the long-term implications of the change
in the trading policy of the United Kingdom a couple of years ago and anticipate
that the offerings of Australla, New Zealand, and Ireland on the world market
would be increased. This Increase in marketings measured on & percentage basis
18 extremely alarming but in its practical aspects it served simply to accelerate
the pace of the market adjustment that was inévitable. A break in prices similar
to the one which occurred last summer was unavoldable for 1964, regardless of
the amount of imports of beef from foreign countries.

Government economists, including those of our agricultural colleges, as well as
private economists had {ssued warnings repeatedly, during the past year, to beef
producers that the point of diminishing returns had been rcached and that
further increases in the number of cattle on the ranges and of cattle offered for
slaughter, would have & depressing effect on prices.

The fact of course {s that the number of cattle and calves on farms and
ranches on January 1, 1964, was 106.5 million head, 8 percent higher than the
103%; mililon head on band in January 1863. This Is the sixth consecutive year
showing an increase and a record high number of cattle and calves. Therefore,
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before we turn our attention to meat imports, we should also spend a little time
cxamining the root causes of the market situation which confronts the American
cattle breeder at the present time., Before we pass hasty legislation by which we
destroy our claim to markets far more valuable than that which we have lost,
we should make certain that our domestic house Is in order and that we not
continue to pursue policies which will create the situation where the supply is far
in excess of the murtket demands, such as we have at the present time.

The National Grange would point out that although it does not belleve in
complete Government regulation of markets, it also does not believe that we can
place blind total adherence in the so-called self-regulating features of the market.
It has long been apparent to serlous students of this problem that the adjustment
in prices due to overproduction is not in direct relationship to the amount of over-
production. Not only doea the market fail to respond upward when there is an
undersupply, but in the casoe of oversupply, the price reductlon is far in excess of
the amount of oversupply. This {s'true in alinost every agricultaral commodity ;
and beef is no exception, We therefore see a 8-percent inciease in production
cause a 30-percent break in the market.

Despite this historlcal fact and the experience that we have had previously,
and most dramatlcally, at the close of World War I again at the time that
beet prices dropped rapidly and feedera were caught off-base at the closs of
the Korean war and now Jn these recent months, we have so-called farm
leaders and leaders of farm groups who still have no solution to the problems
of agriculture except continued and exclusive dependence upon tho so-called
market systein. )

" The major item which they have refused to recognize Is the fact that several’
agricultural products can be produced in many areas and countries of the
world cheaper than we can produce them {n America. = Our technological
advances have been astounding; but we should remember that many of them
are the result of economle pressures that have come because of increased costs
in production, arising out of American living, wages and profit levela outside
of agriculture, They have not completely offset the advantages of low capitaliza-
tlon and cheap labor in many agricultural producing areas of the world.

* We have been trying to point out for many years that we could not produce
mitk in Amerlca under the grade A requirements, and sell it in competition
with the manufaciured products which ere produced under considerably lower
réquirements and with much less investment, {n other parts of the world: The
same i8 true in wheat and the U.8. Senate properly recognized this last week’
when it passed the cotton and wheat bitl which provided a price level for that
part of the American production which would be consumed on our primary
markét for food that was higher than that which we will recelve for our wheat
that is 8614 on the forelgn market and this {s higher dgain than that which
will be received which {8 produced In excess of the needs of either market
and which must be gold at & féed grain level. ‘

One of the amazing Inconsistencies which I heard in the U.8. Senate during
the debate on the cotton avd’ wheat bill was the opposition to this legislation
becauso of its two-price structure and at the same time pointing out that the
marginal costs of imported 1meat determined the price of meat to a large extent.
It obviously Is true that the meat that is offered for sale of a similar quality,
at 03 l?wer cost, has & greatly depressing influence on the price of ‘all the
product. ‘ ‘ :

The ¢urrent overproduction of beef is largely a result of the policies of
trying to depreis the price of feed grains. The concerted attempt that has
been made to reduce Government supports dn wheat to the level of feed grains
in no small way made a definite contribution to this present situation.

The end result is that we have brought the feed price ratio in the past few
years into a relationship that made it highly profitable to contlnue to produce
large quantities of beef. We have been engaged in & desperate race against
time to prevent this from happening to a far greater extent than it has In
the past and which would be the inevitable resuit of the failure to pass wheat
legislation at this session of Congress. This issue could have been declded &
year ago, but it was partly due to the strenuous opposition of the cattlemen
and feeder groups that the wheat referendum was lost. The opposition to the
feed grains programs has been largely from the same organized group that is
today expressing such great dissatisfaction with the situation In which they
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find themselves. Until these groups get cnough economlic sophistication to
understand that cheap feed means overproduction of meat, including poultry,
pork, and beef, as well as dairy products, because of the fact that the incfliclent
operator can profitably produce in a such situation, no legislative effort is
going to be successful in controlling the market for beef products that will
insure a profit for the feeder.

The 3-percent downward adjustment in the number of dafry cows during the
past year was largely the result of the economic factors which made feeding
cheap grain to beef cattle more lucrative than feeding it to dairy cattle and
dolng the hard work which was involved in producing milk and dairy products,
This is dramatically shown by thie fact that the largest reduction in dairy cow
population is in the areas where there was the largest increase in the feeder
cattle population. The net result is that in both the dairy industry and the beet
industry production has reached a point of diminishing returns and & period of
extremely difficult readjustments is ahead. If we think the last year's situation
in the beef industry has been serlous, then we had better say our prayers that
there is not an extreme drought in the grazing arcas this summer or the market-
ing of cows will be in such quantities that tho present market will look highly
profitable before another year is over. This s especially true if feeders con-
tinue to hold their cattle to the heavier weights while they wait for a price
improvement. Not only has the cheap feed caused an overproduction among the
regular feeders but it has caused an increasing amount of production among the
speculative or “In and out" feeders.

The newspapers have also pointed out a couple of other factors of considerable
importance that are involved in this current overproduction. One of these is the
present tax laws that give somo capital gains advantages to the producer whose
reserves and the majority of his income comes from other sources besides the
feeding of cattle. Again we would polint out that the resistance to these changes
that has come from the cattle industry has made it impossible to get the kind of
legislation which would clarify this {ssue and which would have by itselft had a
moderating effect on the price decline in both beef and in the dairy industry. No
one likes to give up a tax advantage, but again we must reach a polint of eco-
nomlc maturity when we recognize that there are long-term advantages to giving
up a short-term profit. In this area, the farmer-producer who operates his own
farm is at a distinct disadvantage in competition with the producer who brings
gx{snsl\'e capital reserves acquired from other activities into the production

eld.

The major problem which is now facing the beef industry, which long ago
faced the poultry industry, is the one of vertical integration. The Natlonal
Grange has hoilsted a warning signal for a number of years agalnst the con-
tinued integration of production and marketing facllities, especially when both
aro controlled by those whose primary Interest Is in the market. Within this
decade wo have scen poultry production change from the oswner-operator-
manpger type of production to one in which the farmer slmp}y becomes a hired
man on his own farm. When you add to the fact that the farrier is working
largely for someone else, the other factors that include the ability of large food
chains to purchase in such quantities that they can force a reduction in prices, that
they can withhold purchases until they create distress conditions and thereby
buy at distress prices in one arca and force prices down {n other areas, then
you have the makings of an extremely serious situation in agricultural produe-
tion. The wires and letters that are coming across the National Grange desks
almost daily now Indlcate that poultry producers have finally become aware of
the extremely grave situation in which they find themselves as a result of poli-
¢les that should have been corrected several years ago. )

Newspaper reports of the beef factories that are operated by some food chains
at the present time, some of which I have scen in our Western States, indleate
that we must proceed to find a legistative or administrative answer to this prob-
lem of monopolistic influences of the markets. By definition, a monopoly exists
when any group or single producer can by his own acts significantly influence the
market. This point seems to have been reached both fn poultry and in beef.

Turning now to the problem of imports, we are not among those who belleve
that this treaty agreement between the United States, Australla, New Zealand,
and Ireland was not in the best interests of Amerlcan cattle producers. It scems
to be expecting too much to think that our negotiators could stop the runaway
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Increase in the amount of imports and roll them back all at the same time.
The stopping of the increase in ftself was a substantial achlevement. Further-
more, it was not the final word, It did however give us breathing time and nego-
tiating time to try to further fmprove the situation. Of greatest importance is the
fact that it allows us to proceed in the Kennedy round coming up in the General
Agreement of Tarifts and Trade to try to maintain the markets for American
agricultural products which have been developed during the past few yvears and
to do so on an honorable basis.

It was with great difficulty that we persunded our European friends and the
rest of the members of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade to include
agricultural products in the current trade negotiations., Our European friends
objected to this because they consider the problems of agricultural trade to be
soclological rather than political or econoinic. Nevertheless, we were able to
get these items included in the agenda and the negotiations are currently in
the exploratory stage.

This negotlating team Is headed by the distinguished former Governor of
Massachusetts and former Secretary of State, Christian Herter. They have
given us their solemn assurances that they are prepared to do the hardest
kind of bargaining on this subject. We are sure that this is true, not only by
the reports that come to us concerning the negotintions and the provisions
that the U.S. Government has announced as the basis for seiting up the nego-
tiattons, bt we are also assured that they are doing this by the fact that our
European friends are in regular communication with us trying to get us to
modify the demands of our Government,

The very basls of our necgotiating proposals is that Amerfcan farmers would
be entitled to their share of the market that they have been supplying in the
past years. The total amount of trade involved is about §3 billion. This is
the largest single segment of American export trade. For the present proposed
legislation to be adopted would be penny wise and pound foolish. Not only
does this trade fnclude twice as much meat products as that which we are
importing, but it includes great quantities of wheat and feed graluns, the very
ftems which are produced by many of the people who are also feeding cattle.

Furthermore, the passage of this legislation will cast & grave doubt upon
the integrity of American agreements. The Australian Ambassador, Sir Howard
Beale, In Rochester, N.Y,, 1ast week, in commenting on the Mansfleld amend.
ment, sald, “If this bill becomes law, it will mean that a solemn agreement
entered into between two governments in good faith will be nullified.

“The Australian Government and people will find it very hard to understand.
After all, this is exactly the same complaint that you are at present directing
against the European Common Market countries. Surely, what is sauce for
the goose is sauce for the gander.”

It should be self-evident that if the United States starts moving in this
direction of import quotas we will have no moral basis on which to register
our objections to import quotas, variable levies, cte., that the Common Market
is proposing to use against Amerlean agricultural produets. In the resulting
trade wars in which each country retreats behind its own economic barrlers,
Anierican agriculture and the American cconomy have n great deal more to lose
than it has to gain. It should be of Interest that this s precisely the way
trade wars begin which have in the past ended up as shootlng wars. The
;ulrth(;rr tragic implication of this is that it involves not our enemies but our

riends.

It should be obviocus by now that the National Grange opposes this resolution,
not because of our Inck of Intercst or feeling of friendship for the cattle
industry, but because we do not belleve this hasty action is In the best interests
of either the cattle industry or of agriculture as a whole. The adoption of
legislation would simply mean that some people would be assured that this
was solving their problems and would further delay the adjustments in produc-
tion that are necessary before these can be any stable market here In Ameriea.

We dislike sharing a lucrative market in America with other people, just
the same as anyone else does. But we have an equally great dislike of losing
a far more profitable market for our products than the one which we are
allegedly losing under the present treaty agreement with the Commonwealth
of Australia, New Zealand, and Ireland.
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The Giange recommends that if it s the wisdom of the Senate that some modi-
fication must be made in the treaty. that we pursue these modifications accord-
ing to the articles of the treaty by giving the proper notice and renegotiating the
agreement. This problem is more properly in the area of negotiation. This
does not, however, in our estimation, exclude the right of Congress to make
specific recommendations to the State Department about the objectives that it
desires the State Department to pursue in its trade negotiations.

The Congress should study the problems involved in the present capital gains
taxation policy and devise changes that will no longer make production for the
profit that can be realized from capital gains greater than that which can be
realized from the stmple fecding of animals.

The Congress should also adopt the suggestion . £ the President for a biparti-
san commlission to study the factors that are influencing the market, with special
attention being given to the monopolistic trends in production and marketing
and to instruct this commission to as quickly as possible make the recommenda-
tions for the legislative or administrative action or both if necessary that are
required to remove the abuses of this system.

We obviously should ask the Department of Agriculture to consider the possi-
bility of the expansion of the Government purchase and rellef program to speed
the adjustment of supplies to demand and to provide the necessary funds for
this program. There is a possibility that this would make us eligible for a rene-
gotlation under article 22 of the Trade Expansion Act.

We should pursue a policy in related commodities to keep & balance between the
production factors and market needs. We would recommend to some of the
cattle and feeder associations that they on their own conduct &an intensive study
into the relationship between the price of feed grain and the production of beef.
Wae solicit their help as we try to solve some of these correlated problems which
contribute to this major problem even as we offer our help in trylng to solve some
of their problems. .

The Department of Agriculture in our estimation could restrict the movement
of surplus feed grains into the market, thereby reditcing the stimulation to in-
crease production of beef. The cattlemen have quite properly, we belleve, ralsed
serious questions about permission to graze on acreage reserves, although this
permission has Leen granted only after areas have been called disaster areas
because of drought, and usually these pastures are of little value anyway, Any
program which the Government follows which will stimulate the production of
extra beef should be conslderably modified or climinated. Iurthermiore, we
should obviously step up our attempts to move our beef surplus into oversea
markets at competitive prices on the world market. This would involve some

" Government action that the cattle producers have stated they do not want but

this {s straining at a gnat and swallowing a camel because the protective
devices that they want to throw around thelr industry by restrictions on imports
into the United States are just as much Government programs as are subsidies
to the producers of corn and wheat.

Last of all, the time has long since passed when different commodity groups
in the United States can continue to pursue policles that seek an economic advan-
tage for one group at the cost of economic disadvantage to auvother. It is un-
fortunate indeed that policles have been pursued by not only political parties
but by farm organizations themselves that have put one farmer over against
another, canceling out our influence in the marketplace, reduicing our Influence
in the legislative Halls of Congress, and finally substantially reducing the returns
the American farmer should recelve for thefr production.

Therefore, as much as we approve of the objectives of this legislation, we can-
not in good consclence support a method which in our judgment is fraught with
grave consequences for the rest of American agriculture. We hope the objectiver
can be attained, but not at so great a cost. Nor can we support legisiation which
will create more complicated and far-reaching problems than it will solve. This
legislation, in our judgment, falls within that category.

The National Grange has great confidence in the wisdom of the U.S. Senate and
this distinguished committee. We, therefore, submit this very complicated prob-
lem to you and your demonstrated good judgment with the prayer that your
declsions will be in the best interests of all agriculture and the general welfare of
all Americans.

g
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{From the Wallaces’ Farmer, Mar. 21, 1964)
EDITORIALS

LET'8 NOT LOSE OUR IIEADS

The beef import problem has been played up all out of proportion. Cattlemen
have been goaded into attitudes that approach hysteria.

Temporary financial pains are being exploited for their enotional appeal by
politicians and others.

Perhapas Wallaces Faraer has contributed to the hysteria. But now it's im-
portant to iook at the facts in proper perspective. Given these facts, we think
beef producers will make intelligent decisions on their own.

At stake is our thriving beef industry. It could be thrown for a real loss if
other, more important danger signals are ignored because of our presccupation
with imports. And our country's stance in world trade negotiations could be
crippled just ahead of critical meetings in Europe.

We have a $6 billion annual farm exporl business to protect. All U.S. farmers
would be in trouble if these world markets were lost. We're weakening our
administration’s position in protecting it by raising an unearthly fuss over some
§350 million worth of imported becf. Let’s not throw out the baby with the
bathwater.

A number of factors, including rising imports, contributed to the beef crisis
of 1063. You should consider all of them to avoid making costly mistakes in
your feeding and calf-raising operations.

Beef and veal Linports came to 1,445 million pounds (carcass welght) fun 1962,
In that year, Cholce cattle averaged $27.70 at Chlcago. Last year, imports rose
16 percent to 1,680 million pounds. And Choice cattle averaged $23.96, or $3.74
less than in 1962,

lllex‘e are some of the factors besldes imports that contributed to this sharp
price drop:

* 1. A sharp increase in domestic beef production. For each pound added to the
supply by Imports, U.8. beef producers added 5 pounds.

Iee Kolmer, ISU economist, says we can attribute $0.47 of the £3.74 drop to
the rise in imports. About $2.30 of it can be attributed to the rise in domestic
output, )

2. Increased output of pork and poultry. Kolmer attributes about 25 cents of
the drop to the increased competition provided by these meats.

8. A lower price for hides and other byproducts. Hide prices dropped about
half in 1963 from a year earlier. Kolmer attributes 40 to 50 cents of the $3.74
drop to thls factor.

4, A big boost {n marketings of higher grade fed cattle. The most severe
price pressure hit Prime cattle on which slaughter zoomed 41 percent above
19062. And we slaughtered 1314 percent more Choice animals (at seven major
markets).

At the same time feeders marketed 19 percent fewer Good grade cattle, As
a result of the glut of long-fed cattle, lower grade Holstein steers sometimes
brought within $1.50 of Cholce beef steers.

6. Higher packer and retailer marging, The abundance of high-quality fed
cattle provided a field day for meat handlers. The farmer-to-consumer spread
widened to a record 85.7 cents per retall pound in 1963. This was 6 cents higher
than the spread in 1862,

Apparently less than half the dollar drop in Cholce fed beef prices was passed
on to consumers. So beef backed up in packers’ hands, further depressing live
animal prices.

6. Imports of feeder cattle. U.S. cattle feeders Imported 1,232 million head of
feeder animals from Canada and Mexico in 1062, If they were all slaughtered
last year, they would have added an estimated 787 mliilion pounds of fed beef
to our supply. This is more than three times the beef added by direct imports.

7. High prices in fall of 1062, Several supply-demand factors boosted fed
cattle prices to unexpectedly high levels during the fall and early winter of 1002,
This was an abnormal sftuation for the stage of the cattle eyele we were in at
that time. These high prices made the 1063 drop secem even more severe. And
they encouraged cattle feeders to pay too much for replacement animals.

The rise in imported beef and veal, then, was only one of several factors that
brought about the beef crisis of 1063. We can't make intelligent feeding and
calt-}:'nlslng declsfons without cousldering all these factors that affect future
markets.
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WHAT'S AHEAD?

Economists point out that our cattle slaughter is about normal for this stage
of the cycle. We've been bullding up beef cattle numbers for 6 years. One
year soon, perhaps this year, but more likely 1003 or 1066, we will slaughter wore
cattle than the number of calves dropped.

That's the year prices will bottom out. Sharp drops bLelow present levels
could come any time in the next 3 years if widespread drought speeds liquida-
tion of breeding stock and yearling feeder animals now carried on ranches.

Feeders should be wary of buying replacement animals at prices anywhere
near those of recent years. Yet money will be made on some cattle right through
the liquidation phase of the cycle.

In the end, the “shakeout” in the cattle-feeding business may work to the long-
run advantage of Corn Belt feeders. It will surely discourage further expansion
of big commercial feedlots in the West.

Corn Belt feeders took an average loss of $11 per head last year. Diversified
Corn Belt farmers can take a loss of $1,000 to $3,000 for 1 year and survive,
But how many big feedlots can absorb losses of a quarter of a million?

For cow and calf men, this i8 a time to cull herds closely. Market old cows
and keep helfers back for replacements. Hog producers have learned that they
must cut back production when prices drop. Cattlemen must learn how to do
the same thing.

And remember, the chances are the time and effort you spend cussing beef
imports wiil be wasted. Cattlemen are probably going to have to live with the
agreements reached with the beef exporting countries. Our farm export mar-
kets are huge, and there is real potential for a continued expansion. We don't
think any adininistration in Washington is going to risk these lucrative markets
by erecting additional barriers against imported beef.
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Senator TaLManae. Our next witness is Mr. Elton L. Berck, presi-
~dent of the Farmers Union of Nebraska, Omaha, Nebr.
Please proceed, Mr. Berck.

STATEMENT OF ELTON L. BERCK, PRESIDENT, FARMERS UNION OF
NEBRASKA, OMAHA, NEBR,

Mr. Berck. Mr. Chairman and members of the Committes on
- Finance, the 2d session of the 88th Congress, the Farmers Union of
-Nebraska supports legislation now under consideration by your com-
mittee to bring about a more realistic downward revision of meat im-
-ports from foreign shores.

In a restatement of previous position our delegates attending the
bist Annual Convention of the Farmers Union of Nebraska at Lin-
coln, Nebr., on Febraury 26 and 27, 1964, adopted unanimously the
following proposal:

We request action to prevent excessive imports of meat and meat animals
contributory to the present depressed markets.
~ We request legislation to bring large distributors of food products such as
chainstores under the intent of the regulation to prevent packers from belng
in retall distribution and to prohibit such businesses from producing their own
supplles and so tend to control the public market price. We favor continued
close inspection of marketing practices and packaging to protect livestock and
meat products as well as other marketing of agricultural products, We re-
quest action to enforce the identification of fmported meat to the ultimate con-
sumer by identification at the meat counter.

We are fully aware that excessive meat imports, though they are
a strong contributive factor, are not the sole reason for the current
disastrous price levels affecting domestic meat animal producers,

Our organization has often stated its thinking that ineffective price
and supply legislation for wheat and feed grains is directly responsible
for domestic livestock gluts.

Oversupplies of feed grains at bargain basement price levels en-
courage excess livestock production. Farmers Union also believes
that vertical integration between chain foodstores and livestock feed-
ing and slaughter enterprises destroys farm market power. ]

he indep2ndent family farm livestock producer can scarcely sur-
vive the combined onslaught of excessive imports, excessive supply
and the monopolistic practices of the food chain integrators. .

In conclusion, the Farmers Union of Nebraska strongly o&)rotests
the sacrifice of the interests of our domestic agricultural producer in
order to improve export markets for industrial goods.

We strongly urge enactment and continuance of Federal programs
to provide effective price and supply controls fur feed grains.

o strongly urge a no-holds-barred investigation of market prac-
tices and procurement. . ,..rations of food chains,

Wae call for a realistic bipartisan study of all the factors involved
in the continuing inequities in farm family income.

The meat import situation is one important factor in this considera.
tion but only one. It should not, it must not, blind us to the other
related factors which add up to destruction of farm incomne and farm
purchasing power.

Senator Taryapor. Thank you, Mr. Berek.
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The next witness is Mr. Ralph Cellon, Florida Cattlemen’s Associa-
tion. Mr. Cellon, come round and have a seat, pleass, Senator
Smathers is here to welcome you to the committee. I believe he is on
the telephone and will bé in here momentarily.

STATEMENT OF RALPH CELLON, PRESIDENT, THE FLORIDA CATTLE-
MEN’'S ASSOCIATION; ACCOMPANIED BY ARTHUR L. HIGBIE, EX-
ECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, THE FLORIDA CATTLEMEN'S ASSOCI-
ATION

Mr. Cerron, Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is a pleasure to appear
before you this morning. I have with me Mr. Art Higbie who is
executive vice president of the Florida Cattlemen’s Association.

I am president of the Florida Cattlemen’s Association and repre-
sent over 4,000 members and many allied industries. Iama cattleman
myself, run a cow and calf operation, a steer-feeding program, and a
feedlot operation, I have with me a copy of our brief that I will pre-
sent to the committee, a co(Ely of “Ranch Analysis” that was produced
by the Utiversity of Ilorida, and a comparison of eight of the ranches
mvolvm% the surveys made in the years of 1960, 1901, and 1062, and a
layout of beef promotion program recently entered into by a South-
eastern groceryman. , o ,

‘Tho documents referred to.are placed in the record following Mr.
Cellon’s oral statement.) o )

. Senator Taryapce. Yill you yield at that point. The Chair now
recognizes the distinguished Senator from Florida, Senator Smathers.
Without objection ani&comment'he‘ sees fit may be inserted prior to
your beginning remar e ‘ ,

“Senator Saaiers. Thank you Mr, Chairman, o

I must say I am very pleased to have Mr. Cellon here. We are
becoming, in our State, a big cattle State fortunately for all of us, and
wo -regret very. much, as they do eéverywhere, that the market has
broken with respect to prices on cattle, and being a big cattle State, it
is a big concern to us and affects our overnll economy. We are
anxious to try to see if we can arrive at gome sensible remedy. So I
welcome qur spokesman here today from Florida, and I would just say
that the problems we have in IFlorida are f rical of the yrob ems we
have in Georgia, the problems we have'in (lansas and Nebraska and
overywhere else.  And I thank you, Mr. Chairman, for giving me this
opportuiity to welcome the spokesman, very able spokesman, a good
friond of mine from Florida, here today, |

Mr. CerroN, Thank you, éenator Smathers. -

. I would like to call your attention to several of the sections of this
brief that will give you the information, and I would hope that you
would study the brief and digest it when you have more time because
there is lots of meat in this coconut.

The import situation developed quite suddenly, and few of us were
prepared for or had any comprehension as to the immediate impact
or the long-range effects on our industry. We are beginning to see
tho picture of our future now and, gentlemen, it frightens all of us.
We all realize that we cannot cope with imports unless we can control
them by quota. This in itself disturbs most of us for we as Americans
have thrived on competition.

Fi e S o p— o e
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Thus far in 1964—this is a partial figure—over 42,665,678 pounds
Olf beef, live weight, have been imported into the ports of Florida
aione.

Senator Sytariers. How much isthat agnin?

Mr. CerroN. 42,665,678 pounds into the ports servicing Florida.

y Sen}utor SyatHERs. Where did that come from, most of it, do you
now ?

Mr. CerroxN. Sir, we have gathered lots of facts and figures on the
import situation, and all of 1t has been on a confidential basis. At
this moment I could not reveal it, but if it is necessary, I can produce
facts and figures and sources to substantiate the figures that I give
you.

Senator Carrson. Mr. Cellon, I just want to ask—do I understand
that is for the first 3 months of this year 196417

Mr, Cerroxn. The first 3 months of 1964,

Senator Taryance. Senator from Nebraska ?

Senator Curtis. I might say to the witness and the Senator from
Florida that I have already placed in the record the sailings of a
number of Australian ships by name and the places they docked, and
the poundage they have left there, and that includes a number of
Florida ports.

Mr. Cerron. Sir, in 1 day alone there was 31,957,674 pounds that
hit our docks. That figure, {}is total figure for 1963 so far represents
10 percent of our total slaughter in the State of Florida.

ur industry has been under constant stress during the past year
frantically striving to develop the data with which we could combat
this rising tide of imports. Recently we called together leaders from
all segments of our mdustry and met with a special two-man team
sent to our State from the U.S. Tariff Commission in Washington.
Because of the success of this meeting, our commissioner of agricul-
ture, Doyle Conner, appointed a seven-man committes to develop
further information of similar nature on a crash program basis. We
meet. in Jacksonville on April 1 and April 3 in Miami. Similar
meetings are being held in other Southeastern States. Weo hope o
general meeting will be held in Montgomery, Ala., on April 9 to com-
pileall data for use by our congressional delegation.

I am not going to read this brief in its entirety. In Central and
South America they are pulling all stops to get their beef industries
into full swing. In this connection we are fortunate in having in our
industry a friend who knows the beef cattle industry well, who has
visted on the ranches, many cattlemen in all countries south of us
during the past 8 months. His visits have been purely public rela-
tions, but the information he has secured he has shared with us. The
information points in one direction, toward a buildup in each country
of their beef industries and improvement of their exporting facilities,
aimed to the U.S. markets. Recently several countries such as Argen-
tina have urged their citizens to forgo eating heef 2 or 3 days each
week in order to export moro beef to the United States.

In Mexico our Government has furnished cash moneys to build u
the Mexican industry and has given credit from the Commodity Credit
Corporation to individuals in Mexico at 4 or 415 percent interest on
gémin for feedlots. U.S. cattlemen must give a certified check to the

ommodity Credit Corporation with the purchase order. Our Gov-



[} e | x ! L] [

YWME. T IMPORTS 395

ernment, U.S. bankers, and syndicates have put up cash moneys to
build modern packing plants i three locations and for the erection
of eight new feedlots to permit Mexicans to export fed cattle primarily
to the United States.

Might I digress here just a moment. Up to this time we have been
receiving theso cattle live. They have been finished in the United
States with U.S. grain, U.S, labor, U.S. facilities, and have done the
U.S. economy good. '

I would like to discuss a few of the facts to indicate to you the
tactics that the importers and a great many of those interested in
expansion of the beef industry in other countries have emﬁ)loyed to
slow down any action here in Washington. Also some of the recent
]uflggc;ﬁngs that may create a reversal of movement, price, and demand
of beef.

Senator Syrarnenrs, Mr, Chairman, may I interrupt the witnessright
thero to ask—you said previously they had brought these cattle in as
live cattle, and they had been fed out here in the United States em-
ploying our grain, our labor, et cetera. Now, you are saying that
that was the old practice. The new practice is that they slaughter
them in Mexico or somewhere else and just bring in the meat itself.
So that we aro importing actually meat which depresses our market
but does not add anything to the U.S. employment or U.S. grain sales
or anything else. Isthat what youaresaying?

Mr. Cerron. That is entirely true, ?'es, sir.  Labor loss in slaughter-
ing and processing of one beof animal by U.S. workers runs to as much
as $25 per head.

Senator SaraTiiers. What do you mean by that figure? I do not
know that I follow that,

Mr. Crrron. Well, from the time that the buyer goes to your feed-
lot and buys the animal and the transportation of getting it into the
slaughtering house and the staughtering crew that is working in the
slaughterhouse, and then the crew that gets that meat out to the re-
tailer, all involve a cost price of about $25 a carcass. That money
would be paid to American labor and we now have high unemploy-
ment.
~ The point that I tried to stress here was that Government money,
American capital and Government money was going to Mexico freoly
but was hard for we American producers to receive the same circum-
stances, When I buy grain from the Commodity Credit Corporation,
I have to have a certified check attached with the purchase order.
Mexico can buy on as much as a 3-year credit program at 4, 414 per-
cent rate of interest.

Senator Syatuers, All right. .

Mr. CeLron. First, on February 13, 1964, the following information
article appeared in one of the bulletins of a large Florida supermarket
chain.

As you have noticed, we have been forced to go to Irish shank meat. Australian
and Irish, that is, have been withdravra from the world trade. Some suppliers
are speculating that President Johnson's new look at forelgn meat imports may
have artificlally dried up the market. We know for a fact the international

meatprekers have offered only 50 percent of thelr 1964 production to the U.S.
compared with 95 percent in 1963.” .

In this same article,
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We are now attempting to buy a load of Guatamalan trimmed shank meat, We
have seen several boxes, and it appears to be leaner and brighter than aay others.
'Il‘all: tii% I1’10t meant to alarm anyone, just to keep you informed as to the supply
B .

Gentlemen, International Packers, Ltd., have headquarters in Chi-
cago and 26 meat q)rocessing plants in 13 foreign countries. They are
owned, I believe, by one or more of the large U.S. packers, The
advertise in meat industry trade publications that they will furnis
all types of qualities of meats from tenderloins to processing béef.

ay I digress there just one moment, that up to a few months ago
the majority of the meat coming into the United States was processing
meat for sausage, wieners, hamburger, bologna, and what have you,
but it is a fact now—we have figures to back it up—that that figure
has grown to about 25 percent of the imported meat from Australia
is now primal cuts. _ ‘

An action such as this, voluntarily, known by another country such
as Australia, New Zealand, should make negotiations and acceptance
of temporary agreements palatable to those countries. Certainly we
believe they induced the recent voluntary quota agreements approved
by our country. Incidentally, this agreement was made after the
cattlemen of the United States rejected the idea unar}imousij‘y in Mem-

his, Tenn., in January 1964, at the American National Cattlemen’s

nvention. o ‘_

Add to this recent notice that an aggressive purchasing program was
introduced by our Federal Government in an attempt to shorten supply
and bring up prices. Secretary Freeman instituted a thres ronf)ed
program. First, USDA purchased substantial quantities of USDA
choice beef for distribution to schools. Secondly, they purchased sub-
stantial quantities of canned beef for distribution to needy families.
Additionally they are develo?]ing a beof merchandisin]g rogram. All
of this sums ug to a total cash expenditure from the Federal Govern-
ment of $8,203,000. This figure says nothing about the cost of the
beet merchandising program. .

. May I digress from this just & moment. We in the cattle business
have always rmaintained and always worked to the point that wé are
o self-supporting industry. We do not want any part of controls or
subsidies,  'We never have, We will still maintain that same picture.
This program of beef purchase that the President just initiated is tem-
porary, and I would not want our city cousins to get the impression
that the Government was doin somethini; on a giveaway basis for the
American cattle industry. If our schools in the United States need
beef, buy it. If our needy families in the United States need rolisf,
buy them meat. But do not figure that they are giving th.» U.S. Cattle-
men’s Association anything use we want to pay our way.

Now, couple with this the tremendous beet merchandising program
just instituted by the supermarket chaing throughout the United

tates. In our Statesthese chains are friends of the beef industry and
have helped us tremendously. A southeastern chain at present has
an exceptionally fine beef program and are givm%:ewa an automobile
to the meat market manager moving the most beef during thig sale
period. 'I‘hely are offering their finest steaks at 88 cents per pound
and are real g moving beef. I understand that similar promotions
are going on throughout the country, and the prices are substantially
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lower in many areas. These happenings, all coming about in recent
days; the backing off by the largest importer, the shortening of sup-
plies through a purchasing program instituted by our Government
and an allout beef promotion program by our Nation’s retailers wi
tend to give temporary relief to our imports problem and present a false
picture to our Congress. This comes at a time when the importers
are fighting any éyossible quota assignment. We sincerely hope you see
through this and give us the relief we need.

Further, I would like you to note the tremendous cost to the State
and Federal Government and to the individual cattlemen that must be
continually expended in order to prevent introduction or reintroduc-
tion of diseases, pests, and insecticides into the United States. Also
take & look at the expenditure that had to be made to rid our State and
the country of a few of the discases. Florida eradicated its screwworm
fly at a cost of $9 million in State and Federal funds. Currently an
inspection station must be maintained at the Lﬁssi%ségpi River to pre-
vent reintroduction of this pest at a cost of $600,000 and a 200-mile
buffer zone must be maintained along the Mexican border at a con-
tinuing cost of about $5 million, ‘

Gentlemen, again we want to inform you that we are willing to give
& part of our market away, but we must and have to know the limit of
these imports. It takes many, many years of planning, programing,
expenditurse, and even some speculation in order to have a beef herd
capable of producing beef for our Nation. Taxes, diseases, regula-
tions, competition within our Nation, and so on, are all factors we
can cope with. Unrestricted imports, regulated‘l’)y voluntary agree-
ments, will not allow our producers to plan or ggogram for the future.

Gentlemen, it has been a Fleasune to appear before you. I have not
offered you any formula of this quota system. I know that you are
well versed in the subject. I am afraid that you do not have the
actual facts and figures as they are because the majority of the facts
and figures that are published nowadays are in accord with which-
over way they want the pendulum to swing.

Senator TALMADGE. Senator Smathers?

Senator Samataers. Mr. Chairman, first I would like to, on that
particular point—these figures which 'yowve us—you saithey are of
a confidential nature, but are you satisfied in your mind that in order
to get awag’ from the statement that you just got through saying, that
facts and figures are in accord with whoever 18 providing them—that
42 million pounds of beef which you said had been imported into Flor-
ida since the beginning of this year and 81,000,800-plus pounds which
came in in 1 day; you are satisfied those are accurate figures? )

Mr. CeLLon. fes, sir. We can send you, Senator Smathers, a list
where we have obtained these figures if you so desire.

Senator Satatuers. All right. Well, I think it would be good for
the record actually inasmuch as the Senator from Nebraska has al-
ready gut in the figures—where he got them I do not know, but I
know that they——

Senator Curtis. From the newspaper.

Senator SmaTHERS. Well, it depends upon what newspaper in some
places. way—— -

Senator 8. If you would yield, Senator Smathers, I think here
is one of the problems., QOur witness, who has been a very fine one,
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perhaps has obtained some of these figures from the ordinary chan-
nels of trade which would reveal the business they do and where they
buy and many other things. I think his figure sounds reasonable, and
he does not need any substantiation as far as I am concerned.

Mr. Cerrox. Mr. Chairman, might I say that these figures that I
have given you can go in a detailed manner as to who they were im-
Eorte in here by and as to where they went. One fact that I did not

ring out in this report, that a carload of hams can come into the State
of Florida at 2 number of dollars for freight. ILocal meat can be
loaded on that same car and shipped out and will cost the same 2 num-
ber of dollars. Imported meat can be loaded on that car and shipped
out at about 50 percent of the cost of the domestic meat.

Senator Curtis. Freo cost.

Mr. Cerron, Yes, sir. Why?

Senator Taryrapge. Any further questions.

Senator Carrson. Just this. Am I correct in this, that Florida is
?‘econd in the number of cattle among the States of the Union? Texas
irst.

Mr. CeLroN. No,sir.

Senator CarrsoN. Florida second ?

My, Cenrox. Noj we are third east of the Mississippi River. We
are 17th in the Nation, as a cattle producing State in the Nation.

Senator Syatuers. We are almost sorry that you have given that
fact. I am sure that is a fact. But we have been bragging that we
are much bigger than that. But anyway we are a big cattle producing
State now, but I think the cattle population all over the country actu-
ally has gone up.

enator CarrsoN. Right on that point; am I incorrect in that cows
and heifers 2 years of age and under, Florida is second in the Nation?

Mr. CenroN, I cannot—-

Senator Carcson. I believe I had the figures here fer the record.
That is the reason I brought it up. It is cows and heifers under 2
years of age, Florida seconﬁ, Texas first.

Senator Sytariers, I will be willing to accept that.

Senator Curtis. Very fine statement, I won’t take time, Mr. Chn -
man, for further development. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask
unanimous consent following his testimony and all the questioning
that there be printed in the record a letter from Lloyd Erickson of
Holdrege, Nebr., addressed to me March 10, 1964, Also, the Ameri-
can Farm Bureau Federation official newsletter of March 23, 1064,

Senator TarLaapoe. Without objection it is so ordered.

(The documents referred to follow.)
HOLDREGF, NEBR.
March 10, 196%.
Hon, CaRrt T. Currtis,
U.8. Senate,
Washingion, D.C.

Dear Mg, Curtis: I am an average Nebraska cattleman that will iave my
income cut considerable this ycar. My land and property taxes have raised
along with operating expenses, Is it fair for my Government to turn its back
on us small minority and refuse to hold back foreligu imports.

I am glad to be an American cattleman and pay my share of taxes, but we
must remember that the Australian or Mexican cattleman do not pay the
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taxes that keep our Government running and hands our foreign aid to half

of the world.
1 hope you will see my point of view which is.very reasonsable.

Yours truly, : ’
' Lioyp ERIOKSON -
(A small profit cattleman).

{From the American Farm Bureau Federation official newsletter, Mar. 23, 1964)
FB BoaARD CALIS ¥on CANCELLATION OF INTEBNATIONAL MEAT ACREEMENTS

The American Farm Bureau Federation board of tirectors has asked for can-
cellation of the recent meat import agreements negotiated between Australia and
New Zealand and the United States because “they are not a satisfactory solution
to the import problem.” , ‘

The 26-member board—representing 1,628,205 Farm Bureau famllles in 48,
States and Puerto Rico—said AFBF would support sction’ to (1) temporarlly
Mimit meat imports to the average amount imported during a recent b-year
period and (2) terminate as soon as practicable the emergency feed grain pro-
gram which has been ineffective, destructive of the market system, and go costly,
especlally to livestock producers. .

The federation board said that the recent agreements on imports with Aus-..
tralla and New Zealand Include the highest 2 years of imports for a base perlod
and a growth factor which encourages forelgn livestock production. Jn rec-.
ommending cancellation of these agreements, the federation board said that
Farm Bureau never has favored the international commodity agreenent ap-
proach to problems of this type and will press for legislation to terminate the
recently aunounced agreements and establish realistic import quotas on red
meats, .

Fuall text of the board’s statement follows: . ‘

“The presently depresed level of livestock prices Is the result of a comblination
of adverse factors including, among other things, high domestlc production and
sharply increased imports. :

“The curreat high level of domestic meat production reflects the stage of the
hog and cattle cycles, and the abnormally high rate of feeding \which resulted
from the Government’s policy of dumping CCC stocks to penatize noncooperators
under the 1061 and 1962 feed grain programs. Corn consumption by cattle on
feed was 32.9 percent greater in 1903 than in 1960. :

“Increasing imports of red meats have added to the heavy domestic supply,
anld thereby have contributed to the decline in llvestock prices, especially cattle
prices. .

“The recent agreements negotlated between Australia, New Zealand, and the
United States are not a satisfactory solution to the import problem. The agree-
ments Include the highest 2 years of Imports for a base perlod and a growth
factor which encourages forelgn livestock production, These agreements should
be canceled. “Farm Bureau never has favored the International commodity
agreement approach to problems of this type, Farm Bureau will press for
leglslation to terminate the recently announced agreements and establish real-
istlc import quotas on red meats.

“To improve livestock prices, we support action to (1) temporarily limit
meat imports to the average amount imported during & recent 5-year perlod
and (2) terminate as soon As practicable the emergency feed grain program,
which has been Ineffective, destructive of the market system, and 8o costly,
especlally to llvestock producers.”

Senator TaLaapar. Thank you very much, Mr. Cellon, for a very
fine statement.

: (’I‘])le material presented by Mr. Cellon previously referred to fol-
ows:

PREPARED STATEMENT Oor RALPH CELLON, PRESIDENT, THE FLORIDA OATTLEMEN'G
ABSOCIATION '

Gentlemen, it is a pleasure to be granted permission to appear before the U.8.
Senate Committee on Finance this Tuesday, March 81, 1064, here in Washington,
D C.. to discuss a very serlous problem of our Industry—imports. My name Is
Halph Cellon, I am president of the Florida Cattlemen's Association and I rep-

80-082—64—pt. 2——8
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resent more than 4,000 cattlemen as well as a host of allied interests. Mr. Arthur
L. Higble, our executive vice president, is here with me.

The import situation developed quite suddenly and few of us were prepared for
or had any comprehension as to the immediate impact or long-range effects on
our industry, We are beginning to see the picture of our future now and gentle-
men it rightens all of us for we all realize we cannot cope with imports unless
we can control them by quota. This in itself distarbs most of us for we, as
Americans, have thrived on competition,

Thusd far in 1964, and this 1s a partial figure, over 42,665,678 pounds of beef,
live weight, came into ports servicing Florida alone. On 1 day, March 81,
1064, & Httle better than 81,957,674 pounds came into the ports of Miami, Ever-
glades, and Tampa. Gentlgmen, this is almost 10 percent of the total cattle
slaughter for Fidridainayear. .. = . e ‘

‘ Our-iidastry has béen tinder constant stress during the past year frantically
striving to develop data with which we could combat this rising tide of imports.
Recently we called together leaders from all segments of our industry and met
with & sfeclal two-nian team sent to our Statq from the U.S. Tariff Commission
in Washingtor. Because of the success of this meet our Comissloner of Agricul-
tute Doyle Conner appointed & seven-man committee to develop further informa-
tion of similar nature on & crash program basls. We meet in Jacksonville on
April 1 and April 8 ih Miami. Similar meetings are to be held in other Soutb-
eastern States and a meeting will be held in Montgomery, Ala,, on or about April
9, 1084, to complile all data for use by our congressional delegation.

‘When we first commenced seeking information we found little available. The
only information available was figures from U.S. Department of Agriculture on
total amounts coming into the United States. Those who wanted imports had
already developed arguments based on these statisti¢s that not only strengthened
their position but at the same time offered answers to any arguments that might
have been suggested by our industry.

During the period after we discovered this lack of information, we developed
our own system of securing facts about imports calling upon our industry to
forward information to our office. : Through ¢this method we have been able to
forinulate a pattern &nd observe the aggressive program underway to expand
fmportation of beef. ) ,

In Central and South America they are pulling alt stops to get their beef indus-
teles into full swing. In this connection we are fortunate in having in our
fndustry a friend who knows the beef cattle industry well cnd who has visited,
on the ranch, many cattlemen in all countries south of us during the past 8
months. His visits have been putely public relations but the information he bas
gecured he has shared with us. The Information polnts in one direction: o a
butldup in each country of their beef industries and improvement of their export-
ing facllities with aim the U.8. market. Recently, several countries, such gs
Argentina;, have urged their citizens to forgo eating beef 2 or 8 days & week In
order to export more beef to the Unlted States. - !

“In Mexlco our'Government'has furnished cash moneyh to bulld up the Mexican
lndustry? glven credit from Coinmodity Credit Oor{)loratlon to fndividuals in
Mexico at 4 and 414 percent op graius for feedlots. U.S. cattlemen must give a
certified check for same. Out Government, U.8. bankers, and syndicates have
pu. - cashi- moneys to build‘ modern packing plants in'three locations and for
the ~rcation of eight new feedlots to permit Mexicans to'export feed cattle, prl-
maruy to the United Stdtes, 1 -~ 7 ' ot : '

‘We dre listing herein many ‘of the detalls and bits of information we have
secured that we bellevé may bé of 'use to your committée and t0 our congres-
stonal delegations in thelr effoits-to help us. Also we are attaching hereto a
brochure containing a number of news storles concérning our industry whlch
incorporates much of this data. . . - R -

‘I would like to discuss a few of the facts to indlcate to you the tactics that,
importers, and a great many of those,intpregted in expansion of the beef indnstry
in other countrles, linve employed to'slow ‘down any action here in Washington.,
Also some of the recent happenings that may create & reversal of movenient,:
price, and demand for beef.

, First, on February 18, 1&64, the following information article appeared in one
of the bulletins of a large Florida supermarket chain:

“As some of you may have noticed, we have been forced to go to Irish shank
meat, even though it ia still “Kent" brand. We hdve now been advised that shauk
moat (Australian and Irish) hdve been withdrawn from world trade. '

L R . B N
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" “Some suppliers are speculating that President Johnson's new look at foreign
meat Imports may have artificially dried up the market.

- “We know for a.fatt the international meat packers have offered only 50
{)erlc&;;t of their 1864 production to the United States compared with 05 percent
n 3. te “ :

We are now attempting to buy a load of Guatemalan trimmed shank meat,
\\t’lels have seen several boxes, and it appears to be leaner and brighter than any
0 el‘- N !

u‘;’l‘ltxlls is Pot meant to alarm anyone. Just to keep you informed as to supply
situations.” - . . .. :

Gentlemen, International Packers,” Ltd., are headquartered in Chicago and
have 26 meat processing plants in 18 countries. They are owned, I belleve, by
one or more of the large U.8. packers. They advertise in meat industry trade
publications that they will. furnish all types of quality meats from tenderioins to
processing beef. -

An action such as this, voluntarily, known by another country such as Aus-
tralia, or New Zealand, could make negotiations and acceptance of temporary
agreements palatable to those countries. Certainly we believe they induced the
recent voluntary quota agreement approved by our country. Incidentally, this
agreement was made after the cattlemen of the United States rejected the idea
unanimously in Memphls, Tenn., in January 1064,

Add to this recent notice the fact an aggressive purchasing program was intro-
duced by our Federal Government in an attempt i> shorten supply and bring up
prices. Secretary Freeman instituted a three-prong picgram, First, USDA pur-
chased substantial quantities of USDA Cholce beet fce distribution to schools.
Secondly, they purchased substantial quantities of canned beef for distribution
to needy families. Additionally, they are developing 4 beef merchandising drive.
To date, reports are they purchased 10,288,620 pounds of canned beef ut a cost of
$5,383,000 and 8,444,000 pounds of beef at $2,820,000 for a total of $8,203,000
not counting the dollars they are expending In the beef merchandising program.

Now coaple with this the tremendous beef merchandising programs just in-
stituted by the supermarket chains throughout the United States. In our State
these chains are friends of the beef industry and have helped us tremendously. A
Southeastern chaln at preseat has an exceptionally fine beef promotion program
and are giving away an dautomoblle to tho meat market manager moving the most
beef during this sale period. They are offering thelr finest steak at 88 cents per
pound and:are really moving beef. I understand that similar promotlons are
going on throughout the country and that the prices are substantially lower
in many areas, .

These happenings, all coming about in recent days, the backing off by the
largest importer, the shortening of supplies through a purchasing program in-
stituted by our Government and an all-out beef promotion program by our Nation'’s
retailers will tend to give temporary rellef to our import problem and present
a false picture to our Congress. This comes at a time when the importers are
fighting any possible:quota assignment, We sincerely hope you see through this
and give us the relief we need. “ ’ . :

Gentlemen, In Florida, as well as thé United States, the cattle industry is a
tremendous industry that has far-reaching economic value. In Florlda alone
cattle, together with the other segments of agrlculture, generates 1614 percent
of Florida's income of $2 billlon. Yet the expenditure for research, regulatory
control, anfl so forth, requires but 8.7 percent of the general revenue funds, or
about 20 mjlliion. Twd billfoh indome at a cost of 20 milllon. We cannot afford
to destroy or cripple an industry that is this vital to our Natlon's economy, the
well-belng of our populace or to our national defense. An example of the eco-
nomle impdcet: A man who feeds 700 head of cattle each year spends close to
$35,000 In his local community. This means to a chamber of commerce sceking
Income-producing industries, that 100 feeders would spend £3,500,000 in a com-
munity in 1 year.

Gentlemen, I urge that you examine some of the data outlined in the attached
sheet. Many of these fact connected with your experlence and knowledge of
the situatlon, may bring ‘abput s reatization that our industry is in greater
difficulty than yon bélleved. 'Bits of Information such as: U.S, BFA emergency
proposal 545:. Cost of shipping a car of hams from Mipmi to Philadelphia cost
@ dollars. For a domestlc producer to ship beet to Philadelphla from Miam! on
the same cat would cost the' samé amount of dollars. For an importer to ship
imported beef to Philadelphia on thé same car the cost would be Rpptoximately
one-half the price pald for the ham or domestic beef.
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. Further, I would like for yon to note the tremendous cost to -the State and
Federal Government and to the fndividual cattlemen that must be continuously
expended in order to prevent introduction or reintroduction of diseascs, pests,
and insecticides into thc Onited Btates.

Also take a logk at tbe expenditures that had to be made to rid our State and
country of a few of tbese diseases, insects, and pests. One not included in this
list 18 the screwworm:. Florida eradicated this insect at a cost of $9 million in
State and Federal fands. Currently, an inspection station must be maintained
at tho Mizsiasippt River to prevent reintroduction of this pest at a cost of
$600,000 and a 200-mile buffer zone must be maintained alons the Mexiun
border at a continuing cost of about $3 mulioq{h

Gentlemen, again, we want to inforin you that we are willing to give a part
of our market away but we must, and have to know, the limit of these tmports.
It takes mauy, many years of planning, programing, expenditure, and even
some speculation in order to have a beef herd capable of producing beef for our
Natfon. Taxes, discases, regulations, competition within our Nation, and so forth,
are all factors we can cope with. Unresiricted imports or imports regulated by
;::untqry agreements will not allow producers to plan or program for the

ure,

(entlemen, I am encloging herewith a copy of & 14-ranch econowmie study con-
ducted by the University of Florida that covers the past 6 years. 1 believe this
study will give to you a picture of the fndustry that will be of great vaiue by
proving the rancher Is fighiing for a profit. Further, that the present quota
arrangement on beef imports will seriously affect this ihcome picture. Income
per acre from these operations (period 1959-62), all efficlent operators, was
0.46 cents per acre (taxes not included) and 0.07 cents per acre, taxes included.

In closing let me say we are proud of our industry and the progress we have
made, Also the fact we have developed the abllity of our industry to where
* we can supply the nieed of our Nation in peace or war. To weaken our industry
will be a further weakening of our country. Please do not allow this to happen.

The following data is made a part of the briet submitted to the Committee on
Finance, U.S, Senate on March 31, 1964, by Ralph Cellon, president, and Arthar
L. Higble, executive vice president, Florida Cattlemen's Association ot Kissim-
mee,

1. To produce a 1,000-head herd of beef cattle capable of produclng beef for
the U.8. tables requlres an investment {n excess of $70,000.

2. Florida being hit three ways by imports: feels the effect of loss ot overall
percentage of U.8, market to imports, feels impsct at home since high percentage
of imports dumped near source of entry, and third because Florida and S8outheast
are fastest and newest industry addition they feel the import impact more keenly.

8. In 19051 Florida slaughtered 134,121,000 pounds of baef and in 1961, 871,023,-
000 pounds. On March 18, 1064, over 31,057,674 pounda of imported beet entered
yorts of Miami; Everglades. and Tampa
4, In Floleda percentages of the gradee of all slaughter cattle and calves have
changed somewhat and the following will indicate to you the change and also
the type of cattle we have in our State currently. You will also see that the
bottom three grades are those most easily affected by imports of cattle. Cur-
realy we have a total of about 1,800,000 head oa farms and ranches in li’lorlda—-
up some 800,000 over 10 years ago.

The ahove indlcates clearly the of cattle mlrketed through onr llvestock

auctions and how import impact. affects prices. lower price in the bulk of
sales directly affects prices in the top three grades. The fact that a great many,
of our finer cattle are sold through private treaty Is reflected in the top grades
indicated above. However, prices, ior these cattle in private treaty are pm
determined greatly by theprtce ot ca tle on tha mnxket. » e

A
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5. Land cost in Central and South American countries 18 minute, in consider-
ing cost to domestic producers. Land cost for U.8. producers approximntely
$28 with cost of producing a calf running from $85 to $70 per calf. In New
Zealand and Australia cost of land per calf runs from 0.1 to 0.20 cents
Cost of producing a calf in New Zealand, Australia, or a Central or South
American country {s under $5.

6. 8pecific economic data as to cost to operate a ranch in the Southeastern
United States attached to this brief. Prepared by Economics Department of
the University of Florlda from data submitted by ranches and in conformity
with the U.8. Federal income tax returns flled by each ranch. Conducted on
the ranch for 7 years commencing in 1058. :

7. Top national importer, International Packers, I.td, advertises as follows:

“Kent beef cuts for you: top and bottom rounds, sirloins butts, bone-in and
boneless striploins, skinned knuckles, ribeyes, clods, tenderloins. All cuts fresh
frozen, individually wrapped in polyethylene, delivered in 50. to 70-pound cartons.
Grinding meats and various manufacturing cuts for sausage makers, processors,
and food chains, also fresh frozen, poly wrapped. Offices in New York, Baltl-
more, Chicago, New Orleans, 8an Francisco, aud Toronto and Montreal.

8. Bulk of bulldup In forelgn countries in the beef industry, all phases, I8
American businessmen headed by the large packer organization. Exanmple is
the feedlots adjacent to the Villa de Fuenta and the packing plant at Pledras
Negras. A syndicate of United States and Mexicans ship 756 percent of thelr
production to the United States aud currently ship beef, equal to 2,000 head of
beet on the hoof, to the United States each week. They plan to expand and
improve their operation.

9. In Mexico modern feedlois-Tiave been bulit at Matidmqros, Tamautipas;
Torreon ‘ard Ville Acuna, Cohhuila; Jimenes, Chihuahua; Tecpman, Colimas
La Ooncha, Jalisco; OQompettela, Nayarit, and Carbo, Sonora. Mddern packing
plants have been built gt Villa Acuna and and at ManzaniHp, Colima,
These are recent adgitions to those nce with target: U.S.

markets.

10. 1In 1983, 7,630,017 bushels rn shjpped to Mexico gn 8-year-to-pa} basis

at 4 cents by Cominodity t (‘;:lrpora fon. eant for human consumhtion.
m

Also. 6,890,000 of/grain sorg th
credit by CCO, fU.S. domeeugﬁmmm
issued grain. ‘

duction costs gnd on low f flguih! oting, etp., in foreignm
countrics, becayse of ch =, : cation or pre
vent introduction of diseape, xtremely lop
regulatory coety, etc * * *\even wi otill sells gt
about 4 to 5 cents of U.8.

X: * % N ~ive
this break

12. Beef impdrted 1963 e on the hopf,
If prodoced in United Stales of feed in
(most surplus) &nd over 1 i ; Slde expenditufe
trucks, gapoline,\etec, and the manpowe would genedate could be
astronomical. ' i

* 18. Labor lost in\ slaughtering -1
workers runs from 38 to $25 per he

14. Qunality of foreign inspection not™s 04
State and Federal require high complement of inspectors, etc., ossting U.8,
taxpayers millions of dollars to insure safe, healthy products,” Foreign in-
spection personnel nowhere Regr adoquate and 10 percent inspection of product
at port of entry is absolutely nosageguard for U.S. consupers and conld under-
mine the consumer acceptance. - -~ -

15. The specter of a cranberry or tuna incident because of use of foreign beef
is of concern to the cattle industry. Horsemeat has been introduced Into the
United States ag beef. Under U.8. inspection processes this could never occur.
Canned beef has contained gobs of hair, ete., all indlcating quality of inspectioh
both at port and at home is inadéquate and far from standards set for U.8.
COoNnsumer, oo c g -

16. Actual cost in dollars to the United States and Florida for disease; pest,

] .

‘and insects introdiiced from foreign countries :

A. $36,600,000 was the cost to .the United States in 2347 when it became
necessary to give this amount to Mexlico to eradicate Yoot-and-mouth distase 80
* T L7 PR A Cove et
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1t would not come to the United S8tates. They pald Mexicans an average of $49.89
per head (U.8. currency) for 368,887 head slaughtered.

B. 35,805,720 {n 1914 dollars was paid to U.S. producers in the 1914 outbreak
whereln 172,222 animals were slaughtered.

0. $200 million again in 1914 dollars. This {8 cost that USDA estimated for
control as of that period. In a statement by USDA, at that time, they said “all
outbreaks of foot-and-mouth discase in the United Btates have been caused by
fmported Infection.”

D. Recent attempts to move cattle to United States from Mexican areas where
this disecase existed, from Argentina and Furope, where they now have the
dig(i;xse, has been witnessed by many producers in the United States and by
USDA.

E. In a foot-and-mouth disease outbreak the initial cost of eradication,
slaughter, etc., are not the big costs. The loss of labor, transportation, slaughter-
Ing, processing, etc., in short, the loss of a glant industry for a period of time,
is the factor jnvolved.

F. $100.000 in State funds (considerably more spent by Federal Government)
was the expenditure recently for the eradication of the red tick (RAipicephalue
evertef) which was brought to thu United States from Africa. This tick
would have introduced many dread diseases and was the object of an eradication
effort by USDA that was highly successful. This tick transmits African east
coast fever, red water fever, and cattle tick fever. Also to horses equine
plroplasmosis and to man poutonnense fever (similar to rickets).

G. 81,897,361 is the cost in Florida alone (thls expenditure for the last two
outhreaks) for the eradication of the fever tick. An additional cost to Florida
of $252,000 per year Is necessary for continual inspection and control for fever
tick to prevent reintroductfon. Cost to the Annual Inspection and Quarantine
Divislon of USDA in 1064 is $1,561,200 for preventive measures.

H. The cost over the past 10 years for constant vigilance through inspections,
ete, that the United States must maintain in order to reduce the threat ot
imported diseases, Insects, and pests Is astronomical. Cost to Florida alone is
$1,601,200 per year (in addition to Federal funds). This is a tremendous cost
to taxpayers. Should imporis be increased and barriers dropped even more,
then the cost to the taxpayers will increase tremendously as well as threaten
the entire lvestock industry.

I. Screw-worm costs: $9 million to eradicate from Florlda, $12 million to
eradicate from Texas, $6 million annually to maintain Mississlpp! River bar-
rier, and an annual cost of $6 million to maintain a buffer zone along part of
the Mexican border.

17, Comparison of that proportion of agricultural production benefiting from
nontariff import controls in the United States and selected jmportant agricul-
tural countries reveal that United States runs 28 percent while other countries
vary from 93 to 100 percent. Only exceptions were Belgium with 76 percent,
Netherlands with 79 percent, United Kingdom with 37 percent, Canada and
Australia with 41 percent.

18, Imports as a percentage of U.8. vsroductiou prior to 1938 ran less than 4
percent. Since that date originating with 1958 the percentages each year ran:
8.6, 86, 5.9, 7.9, 10.6, 94 percent and in the period January to August of 1063
this percentage has run in excess of 10.6 percent.

19. In 1860 exports from Australia and New Zealand of beef and veal ran
about 180 million pounds; currently it 1s running in excess of 400 mmlon pounds
accordiug to USDA.

.20, In 1057 total import of proceselng beef just under 237 mlllion pounds. In
1062 the total was more than 942 million pounds (four times as much).

21. Imports in 1962 nearly 7068 million pounds higher than 5 years ago. First
6 months of 1063 faports nearly 482 milllon pounds.

22. In 1937 processing beef finports amounted to 10 percent of the boned weight
of processing beef produced in United States under USDA tnspection. In 1962
it was 60.0 percent and for the first 6 months of 1963 a total of 68 percent.

23. Recent dairy cost studies reveal a drop of only 2 cents in price of cow
beef will take one-third of the profit of the average dairyman. Price of this
beef has dropped over 4 cents in early months of 1964.

24, Cheap beef only imported? Meat circles now say import beef higher
than U.8. domestic equivalents. Fed beef increasing as in item 4. Gae of
largest importer servicing Florida is Portion Pak concern who aupplies restau-
rants, etc,, with certain steaks, roasts, ete.



MEAT TMPORTS 4056

RANCH BUSINESS SUMMARY OF 14 FLoripa Raxcones, 1062

(Ranch analysis prepared by the University of Florida)

In 1059 the Florida Agricultural Extenslion Service {inaugurated a program of
business analysis for cattle ranches fn south Florida. The first analysis for the
year 1958 was for 10 ranches in Colller, Sarasota, Manatee, Highlands, and Okee-
chobee Counties. Fourteen ranches are included In the analysis prepared in 1063,

Records were secured by Fraok L. Polhill, Forrest N. McCullars, and Ken-
neth A. Clark, county agents: Earl M. Kelly, associate county agent; Charles
L. Anderson, and James D). Plerce, assistant county agents, Florida Agricul-
tural Extension Service. James E. Pace and Clifford Alston, specialists with
the Florida Agricultural Extension Service, assisted the agents in obtaining
some of the records.

Tabulation of records and preparation of these data were by Mra. Willa Dodd
under the supervision of Clifford Alston, economlst, Farm Management. R. E. L.
Greene, professor, Department of Agricultural Economics, and James E. Pace,
extension animal husbandman, offered helpful suggestions in preparation of
this report.

The business summary presents an analysis of the 14 cooperating ranches.
It shows an average for all ranches, and also for the six low-cost and eight
high-cost ranches based on net cost of beef produced. A breakdown according
to net cost, plus an average for the 14 ranches, provides & hetter basis for
analysis than only an average of all ranches. Ranches in this study do not
necessarily represent the average for ranches in the six countles or the average
for the area.

This summary has six major parts as follows: (1) Size of ranches; (2) land
utilization; (3) rates of production; (4) labor efficlency; (5) expenses; and
.(6) income. .

Some ranches included in the analysis had an additional enterprise such
48 a grove or vegetable farm. Costs and returns for other enterprises were
allocated and the analysis presents information on the ranch enterprise only.
All ranches were essentially on a cow-calf program. Some ranches were pur-
chasing part of their growing stock. Primary emphasis in the analysis is on
beef produced.

SIZE OF RANOHES

Seven measures of size are used. They are as follows: capital owned and
managed, number of cows, number of cattle, number of animal units, pounds
of beef produced, man equivalent of labor, and acres operated. No one measure
of slze is best under all conditions. In comparirg one ranch with another,
pounds of beef produced 18 considered a good measure of 8ize. - .

Capital managed includes owned and rented capital. The amount of these
.was calculated by placing values on the beginning and ending Iinventories,
adding the two inventories, and dividing by two. Inventory values were de-
termined as follows: ’ '

Land : Tke rancher’s estimate of its value for heef production. .

Livestock: The rancher's estimate of the value of the cows and bulls for
use in his operation. Market values were placed on growing stock. By using
this method, the value of breeding stock was held constant unless there was a
change in quality. Growing stock values followed market trends.

Machinery, equipment, buildings, fences, etc.: The, depreclated value as
recorded in the inventory. X ’ . ‘ :

Feed, supplies, and other ! The cost of these items. ‘ L

Number of cows and cattle: The sum of the beginning and ending inventotles
divided by two. , . ‘ o »

Animal-units: The average of the beginning 'and ending inventorfes were
multiplied by the following units: cows, 1; bulls, 1; steers. and heifers, 0.5;
and calves, 0.25. , _ oo s

Poundg of beef produced: The method used In calculating this item' is:
(pounds of beef at end of year, plus pounds of beef gold and eatén, plus pounds
of beef transferred to the breedirg herd) minus (pdunds ot beef: purchased plus
pounds of beef at beginning of year) equals pounds of beef ptoduced. In
this method, a growing animal is considered producing beef until she calves
or he reaches breeding age. | | > , o

"Mat equivalent’is calculatéd by dividing 12'into the total months of labor
employed, including labor of the operator and his family. ‘
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Acres operated includes all land used for the ranch cnterprise Including
owned and rented land.
Ranches included in this analysis had the following glze ranges :
Capital managed, $110,492 to $3,200,025.
Number of cows, 151 to 4,326.
Number of animal-units, 209 to 6,421,
Pounds of bee? produced, 81,880 to 1,336,830.
Man equivalent, 0.67 to 9.20.
Acres operated, 610 to 51,400
Low- and high-cost ranches produced respectively 477,038 and 289,008 pounds
of beef, with an average for all ranches of 375,656 pounds. On the basis of
pounds of heef produced, low-cost ranches were more than 114 times the size of
high-cost ranches. On the basis of man equivalent, the size was 3.18, 8.09, and
2.81, respectively, for all low- and high-cost ranche:,
The following table presents data on size of ranches:

TasrLe 1.—8ize of ranches

Average
Tterm
All ranches Low! Right
Capital owned:

Livestock.. .. ....... teeessacecitasssncsasssnatostsnonann $238, 200 $384, 211 $108, 444
Lan . 188, 269 119, 468 236, 374
Machinery and squipment.. 8,928 7,308 4,
Bulldings, fences, eto 2, 2,232 o,
Feed 43 1

-Oapltal managed:
° p}:‘m&ock ................................................. 234, 200 284,211 108, 444
422,731 578, 442 308, 202
4, 595
2{.

Number of 0OWS.......ccoeuuuraenne eeerentesecnsespannanssaes 1,14 1,384 W
NUMDEE Of OA 0. .. ..o ererucerancncascccaarcanaaasascasenss 1,783 2153 1,438
Numberof animal-units. .. . iiininieirnrieercanaaran 1,083 2,046 1,378
Pounds of beef produced......ccvcicaeneccancncannraanenesasas : 816&66 477,638 289, 998
Man equivalent........o.... 11 I 0 IIIIIIIIITINNIN RPN i8 LY 2.81
Acresoperated. ... .2 Ll earaaneas 10,866 14,001 8,470

1 Ranchea wers sorted on the basls of the cost per hundredweight of beet produced. Tow-cost ranches
are those with a net cost of less than ?l hindredwelght of beet produced.” High-cost ranches aro {hoss
with a net cost of $24 per hundrodwelght or more, 8ix ranches aro classed as tow oost with the remahnln{
ﬁmﬁ listed as high-cost ranches. All refercnoes to “‘low’* and ““high'’ are on tho basts of the above classi-

cation, i

LANT UTILIZATION

Table 2 presents information on land use in terms of total acres and acres
per animal unit. Land was placed in the following categorles:

Improved pasture and cropland represents acres devoted to improved pasture
or any crop utilized by the cattle,

Double cropped represents any land used for improved pasture or other crops
and devoted to two crops or two uses. For Instance, improved pasture cut for
‘hay one or more times 18 considered double cropped.

Total improved pasture and forage crops includes acres of land devoted to these
crops plus acres double cropped.

. Unlms)mveq pasture land {s acreage in wild grass and without teees.

Wood]and pasture is lard with trees which also afforded some grazing.

" Other land Includes acreage in the ranch that is not utilized by the livestock.
It iricludes 1and in ponds, lakes, roads, ditches, houses, or other acres that affords
lltzlg oxl- no grazing. This figure does not include acreage devoted to another
enterprise. , ‘ '

A
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Total ncres operated {s the suni of the above {tems less double cropped acreage.
Pwenty percent of the total land was devoted to improved pasture and cropland.
Unimproved pasture land represents 00, 44, apd 68 percent of total acres, ro-
spectively, for all fow. and high-cost ranches. .Twelvo percent of the land wan
not utilized for the llvestock. : . :

The averago ranch had 1.28 ncra‘ of Improvgd pasture and cropland per ani-
mal'unit; 0.01 acre is dpuble cropped, giving a total of 1.20 acres per antwal unit.
Potal acres operated per animal unit averaged 6.53; 6.87, and 6.15, respactively,
for all low- and high-cost raunches.

Tanty 2.—Land utilization

MEAT IMPORTS

Average
Item
Allranches Low High
Acros per ranch:
Improved pastursand cropland..........o. ...l 2,128 3,075 1.418
Doublo croppod..ccane oot iime e es 28 a2 20
Total improved pasturo and forage Crops.......coueeun.. 2,153 3,107 1,438
Unimproved pasture. ... ccoceciiiiiiaeaiein ciniiiiann. 5,423 6,130 4.8
Woodland pasture..... 1,682 3,004 1,148
Otherland............. 1,333 1,762 1,011
Totatoperated. e e eceriarecrcvacacnnannn 10,864 |, 14.08} 8,470
Acros per ¢ Limalunits: L ) . ,
Iniprov.d pastureand cropland.... ..o ooiiiiiiiieaanans 1.28 1.80 | 1.03
Doubleoroppend....... shreescgearresrneansnmcreanars .01 .01 .01
Total Improved pasture and forage ¢roPS. .oeeeacnns-. .. ; 20 181 1.04
Unlm‘u-oved PASIULY.ceevararecarnnrsnnnnascens desvnannoan . 28 3.00 3.88
Woodland pasture....... aecens PO, cresens evarscmeseons . 1.19 1.81. . .83
Otherland............ Netecrnsanen cerressmessessecserances .80 .80 : &[]
Totaloporated......... Biasessionstisacoonsosscnnanvsne . -8. 88 ‘6.87 6.18
[

RATES OF PRODUOCTION

The percent calf crop is calenlated by dividing calves raised from the 1001-62
calf crop by the number of cows avallable for, calving. Low- and high-cost
ranches had a 75- to 69-percent calf crop, respectively,

Total pounds of beef produced divided by acres of land devoted to Improved
pasture and forage crops I8 the method used for calculating pounds of beef per
acre from improved pasture forage cropland. Tho average production per acre
for thid ttem Ig 170 pounds of beef, ]

Pounds beef produced per acre on all pastures and forage crops is calculated
by dividing ncres of improved pasture and cropland plus acres of open unimproved
into total pounds of beef produced. The average pounds of beef per acroe Is 50,
52, and 46 for all low- and high-cost ranches.

Pounds of beef produced per acre for all land Is calculated by dividing pounds
of beef produced by total acres of land,

TanLE 3.—Ralecs of produciion

Averago
Ttem
All ranches Low High
g"“ﬂot?;L'o?mp'i""i”"""'i'ﬁ """ od pasture snd forage » " ®
umber Proa o r 4070 1Mprov 45\ ] :
{0 lx\ng&i.‘....!....{d.?(:..‘...i..l. ....... ! el e 178 18 28
ummber T UC r 4000 1Prp Ve an e pasture
e farone ehapiand  ber foro lniprpvod and open pasture, 5 82 @
Number beel produsced par hors all land. 1., .. leeenencaen 34 3 M
Z e . 2%

1 ' N M R AN L . L
iv

PR ‘.
P P P * . PRI ' ]
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LABOR EXFICIENOY

Measures of labor efficlency indicates how much the labor force accom-
plishes. Five measures of labor accomplishment are shown {n table 4, ‘These
are calculated by dividing cows, cattle, animal units, pounds of beef produced,
and acres of improved pasture and forage crops by man equivalent. Low-cost
ranches had greater efficlency {n the use of labor. It is noted that 129,440
pounds of beef {s produced Eer man cn low-cost ranches as compared to
103,202 pounds per man for high-cost ranches ‘

TasLe 4.—Labor effolenoy per man

Average
Item
AL ranches Low High
357 378.0 3371.0
348 883.0 811.0
523 884.0 439. 0
118, 007 129, 440.0 103, 202,0
(174 841.9 8117

INVENTORY, ADDITIONS, BUBTRAOTIONS, YEAR IN HERD

Ninety cows were removed from the herd during the year on all ranches
"At this rate of removal, the averago years in the herd is 18.10. The average
years in the herd on low-cost ranchos is 12.81 compared to 12.30 for high-cost
ranches. The percent of subtraction from the herd caused by deaths {s 22.2,
28.7, and 14.8 respectively for all, low-cost, and high-cost ranches, .

One hundred elighty-six cows were added to the herd during the year; 94.6
percent of these additions were heifers raised., Low-cost ranches raised 91.1
porcent of their replacements compared to 90.8 percent on high-cost ranches.

TasLe B.—Inventory, additions, sudtraotions, turnover, years in herd—Cows

‘ Aversge
Item
All Xow | High
ranches
Numbee otoombozlnn!ncolm ......................... ;.. 1,088 | 1,314 018
| — =
Additions:

PUrohAI0A. . e et e e e e e ee oe oo e e e e e e e e e i e e b e ot e 10 7 1
24 b e e b e S Ot m A B o = e .8 o B 8 S 0 B 4 90 5 $8 we T @ 0 0t e B0 8 176 2N 140
Totalwddltons . - - - T C IO oo ITTI oI oo d 18] 2 i
TOLA] BUP Pl c e e e e e et e e e e me e e o e 00 8 o 0 m e 0e e s e e e mm 1,872 | 1,880 1,08

Bubtractions:
BOI. e e e e e et e vt e oe e e e am o e e = e o a m v e o 2 v o8
) 211 S S SR, 20 1 i
Total SUbLLIACRIONS. ee e e e e e ee e caem ceemee e e bt s e me reem mm e 90 18] . 7
%2&10‘ IPOSIION o o o oo oo I }';‘;‘g :' ggg 1 8762

OMl s o e e e o o v vw v e m e o e e ta o e e 0® o 5e e b e ba wa me ve o o @
AVEIAgO FOALS 10 0T - o o on o o oo o e o oe oo e e e e e e e e o e e w0 sl 1280
Percent replacoments ralsed. . v.. oo v e e i e e ee e ne e cmcsemmeneacea] 6] 0L 00.3
Percont subtractions L3 LYY N 2.2 87 .3
UBE OF CAPITAL

Interest on capital owned is a major item of cost for most agricultural

enterprises, and ranches are no exception. Interest ‘costs per unit of product
varies with the type of agricultural enterprise, the value of invested capital
(for instance land va!ue{. and intensity of the use of capital among llke
businesses, Most agrlcultural enterprises have a slow capital turnover,
Ranches have a slower capital turnover than, for instance, & poultry or dairy

eniorprise.
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On the basis of capital managed, the capital turnover is 0.12. Low-cost
ranches had a capital turnover of 0.i2 compared to 0.18 for high-cost ranches,

Four hundred and fourteen dollars worth of capital was managed per animal
unit and $216,287 per man. Capital managed per animal unit was more on low-
cost ranches. On a per man basis, capital managed was $289,693 and $102,280,
respectively, for low-cost and high-cost ranches.

Sixty-one and forty-five hundredths percent of capital managed on all ranchesa
{8 in land. On the basia of percent of total capital managed as represented
by land, low-cost ranches had 65.06 compared to 57.08 for high-cost ranches.

Tdivestock represented the second highest item of investment. Total capital
in llvestock s 84.20, 32,18, and 86.78 percent, respectively, for all, low-cost, and
high-cost ranches. ,

Tanie 0.—Use of oapilal

Average
Item
All low High
ranches
Dollars heef produced dollar of capital:
Owued. .......... p.er ............ ? .................................... 0.19 0.4 0.18
m“ed ............................................................. .12 .13 18
Capital managed per—
ABIMALUDI . ot cieeei e casetaecaeesennanneaes 414 4482 3]
MAN. . it creeener s e ——— 216,287 | 239,008 102,380
metook mansged poe— . :
NIMATUNIL. oo cireresterrscnaarecencecansannens 141 139 14
MAD. .. e cicaieieereraeaeen oo e o on oo ———— 73,941 77,021 70,820
Land mansged per—
ﬁnimal W e aeenntietaeecctenncctceenronncanansnsansonnsecannscanns - % 188 %ﬁ 100 &
BD . ceiacernsencacatesnrocegenncccnorsontrcserasconsacscocnanacns s ) " (]
Machinery and equipment managed per— : ‘
ANIMALUNI . e e reereerreteeeceansacencacncansanas 4 4 4
L R 1,664 1,080 1,743
Ruildings and fences managed per—
ABIAtUNI . .ot iiieeirteiti et teea e re e e cennane 13 L4 0
MAl..oecvieraeane tetetsesencaceretretictttncrinrasaseassscsnannananas 6,071 4,138 0,740
32.18 3.73
635.08 8T 88
.83 .91
1.3 8.07
---------- . 26
-] .01
100.00 100.00

OALVES—BIRTHS, DEATHS, NUMBER RAISED

Calves born includes all calves born during the 1061-62 calving season. The
number of animals Included in this itom may vary somewhat from the calendar
year, which is the usual fiscal year used by most ranchers. Right hundred
thirteen calves were born with 25 of the calves dying prior to weaning age.
This means that the average rancher lost 8.1 percent of his calves prior to wean-
ing age. Low-cost ratches-had a death ioss of 4.2 percent compared to 1.6 per-
cent for high-cost ranchea,

TanLe 7.—Calves—Births, deaths, number raised

Average
Item
All Low | High
ranches
CAIVE8 DO c e e ciniacieiaeneneecieeorensercannssncacooonenasensnsceeannnmnnon 813 | 1,038 (1]
CAITES QIed. cu e iiiciaiciieacnncecancnereceseronsorrennossrn oo nssre o 28 10
L T T R 788 001 (1]
Poroont Aeaths. cuuueeieenececacssnnrareerceasasoncomsannsssosmsesorsnnossnnoon 3.1 42 1.8
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OPERATING EXPENSES

The more fmportant iteins of cost are feed, labor, fortilizer, depreciation of
machinery and equipment, interest on imostmont, and operation of machinory
and equipment.

" following tables show operating expenses:

Table 8-——Operating expense, dollars.

Table 0—Operating expense, percent.

Table 10—Operating expense, net return, dollars per hundredw eight of
beetf produced.

Table 11—Operating expense, dollars per anlmal-unit.

A brief explanation and discussion of cortain ftems included In expenses
follows:

Labor: Labor is divided in three categorles—hired, unpafd famtily, and oper-
ator's labor. IHired Inbor represented thie amount of cash payment for help on
the ranch. A value is placed by the operation on unpaid labor cquivelent to the
cash cost 1f it had been hired. Labor of the operator represents the value he
estimated for his labor nnd management.

Operation of machinery and equipment: This {tem includes repairz, gas, oil,
greases, machine hire, electrielty, and trucking, 'The ranch share of operation
of the automoblle {8 atso Included In this cost. The range between tow- and high.
cost ranches is 1.18 to 1.17 dollars per hundredwelght with an average of 1.17
per hundredwelght,

Seads and plauts represents a minor {tem of expense. Fertilizer and limo
averaged $7.11 per animnl-unit for all ranches. On the basis of dotlars per
hundredweight of beef produced, this ftem of cost is 3.14, 2.89, and 3.56, respee-
tively, for all, low cost, and high cost ranches.

Feed is calculated on thie amount used. On a per-hundredwefght basis, feed
costs‘ were $2.10, $1.09, and $3.65, respectively, for all, low cost, and high cost
ranches,

Veterinary and medicine includes medieal supplies and services of vet-
erinarians.

Taxes: All taxes for operatlon of the ranch business were Included. Tax on
the operator's residence was not included.

Insurance includes insurance on ranch property. Cost of life fnsurance on
the operator and his family and insurance on the operator’s house were not
included.

Rent includes cash cost of rented property.

Repalr of buildings, fences, and frrigation includes noncapital costs for mainte-
nance of these facllities.

Other ensh costs include items such as legal and accounting fees, organiza-
tlon dues, travel in the interest of the ranch business, and other miseellaneouns
small items of cost.

'Potal cash costy: This Ir the total of all cash expenses'in operating the bhusi-
ness. On the basis of dellars per hundredwelght, this item s 12.89, 10.63, and
10.09, respectively, for al}; low cost and high cost ranches.

Depreciation of umchinor\ and equipment. Thix is ealeulated from the depre-
clation schedute used by individual ranchies. It is based on cost and estimated
life of the ftems.

Depreciation on bufldings, feuces, and irrigation s cateulnted in the same man-
ner as for machinery and equipment depreclation.

Depreciation other: This ftem ineludes lime that is eapitalized and set up on
a depreciation schedute, It also Includes roads and bridges that are capitalized

and depreciated.

L
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Depreelation on the breeding herd s calculated on a net change in the value of
cows and bulls. The method used in catentating this item I8 value of cows and
bulls at the bezinning of the year, plus value of cows nnd bulls raised, plus cost
of cows and bulls purchased, minus value of cows and bulls at the end of the
year plus value of cows aud hulls sold and eaten, equals uet change In value for
the year.

Unpaid Iabor. as stated previously, represeants the value of family labor
equivalent to the cash cost 3t it had heen hired.

Interest on investment : A ruccessful rauch husiness should pay all eash costs,
depreciation costs, and give the rancher a fair return for his labor and manage-
ment.  In addition, the business ghonld provide for a reasonat:le rate of return
on capital investment. In calenlating costs, interest paild on debts was not in-
cluded, but an Interest charge of 6 percent Is made on all capital owned, Inter
est charges amounted to $13.53 per animal-unit and $6 per hundredwelght of
beef produced. Interest on investment Is the greatest single cost of producing
beef.  Although low cost ranches had a lower turnover for capital mannged,
they had lower interest per hundredwelght of beef because u large propor-
tion of Inanad {s rented on low cost farms,

A cause of high capital costs per hundredweight of beef produced is that
ranching is an extensive husiness (f.c.,, the value of the product produced per
acre Is low as compared to the amount of eapital invested, especially in land)
when compared to other Florida enterprises such ns citrus, dairy, and vegetable
production.

Total noncash; Depreciation, unpaid family labor, and interest on capital
owned by the operator are included in thix item. On the basis of dollars per
hundredwelight, noncash costs were 899, 7.15, and 11.54, respectively, for all,
low cost, and high cost ranches.

Total gross expenses: Total cash and total noncash costs are added to cal-
culate this figure.

Operator's Inbor : The operator's labor ia not included In gross expenses since
this ftem I8 not deducted in calenlating return to the operator for labor and
management. The operator's labor amounts to 1,10, 0.04, and 1.33 dollars per
hundredwelght, respectively, for all, low cost, and high cost ranches.

Total cost, beef produced ! This ftem 1s the sum of total gross expenses and
cost of the operator's labor. Cost of beef purchased i8 not used in caleulating
total cost of beef produced. At the same time, pounds of beef purchased s not
used In calenlating costs per hundredwelght of beef produced.

Nonbeef income includes miscellaneous cash receipts from the sale of sack
conservation payments, gas tax refunds, and other miscellaneous swmall items o
cash receipts directly connected to the ranch operation,

Net cost of beef produced is calculated by subtracting nonbeef Income from
total cost of beef produced. The net cost of producing beef {n dollars per
hundredwelght Is 21.66, 16.70, and 28.12, respectively, for all, low cost, and
high cost ranches.

Value of beef produced per hundredweight is calculated by dividing total
pounds of beef produced into total value of beef produced. TotAl valuo of beef
produced 18 ealculated as follows:

Dollars of beef at end of year, ptus dollars of beef sold and eaten, plus dollars
of beef transferred to the breeding herd minus dollars of beef purchased, plus
dollars of beef at beginning of year equals value of beef produced.

Growling stock including helfers, steers, calves, and young bulls are used In
the above calculations. Value of beef produced and purchased is calculated by
adding the value of beef purchased to the value of beef produced. '

The average value of beef produced i8 £22.37 per hundredwelght, Value per
hur;dred\;olght of beef I8 $21.70 and $23.00, respectively, for low cost and high
cost ranches.
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Tanwx 8.—Beef produced, operating expenses

{Dollars)
Item Average

All ranches Low High
4 | 3t
H rild 403
11,801 13, 7 10,307
8, 287 8,212 10,85
8§20 a0 435
3,853 3,011 3,050
019 538 681
1211 R voretsacancnan cecnen 3,872 7,304 1,288
Re&lr bulidings and fences. ....ooooos ceteieaceeencmcananans 2,148 2,282 2,049
...................... Csenescenconcrncanseeannnssnnn 4,032 2,138 3,49
Total, cadb.ueueiecennnannn. cecaseerancnrocananan ceocens 48,425 50, 798 48,047
‘Depreciation, machinery and equipment......oceeveemennnnnn. 504 2,30 7568
mmg&n: bulidings and feaces. ....... ORISR f:gg 2,491 ?Z«gg

Depreciation, bmxn"iiéékiiiiiiiiif:lIIIIIIZIIIIZIIIZZIII E \

Unp id llbot‘ ................................................ ?’ ............. 3 ..... ......_..?'.??

lnmuton capital owned........ crectseinaccarsanassans [ 22,503 21,278 s
Tota), NONCAsh .. cccvivicrvrenretecnanacancancnacananns 3,7 34,148 33,480
Toul. 083 61 penses 83,173 84,943 097
Operator's Iabor. . caeenaerrnninaenananss meerrccscncnnrocee . 4148 , 508 8g,'!l’rs
Total, CO8t...ueeiiaeeiaaiacicarcnanccnsaccnsancnnccnns 88, 321 89,4651 83,978
Nonbeef {noome. ........... eeciserascessrcestsnancertssanancan 8,328 9,198 2,42
Net, 008t . .oceicriieinnnccanes eseesemestessstonscacean 80,093 80,252 81,533

TanrLe 9.—Beef produced, operating exrpenses
{Percent}
Aversge
Item i
All ranches Low Hizgh

FUred 1abOF. . poeeeeeeennenaenenennnennen emreeeamnnenens 10.33 n.1 9.67
mmen ardd oqulpmens................................... 508 6.2 40
drhn eecesasessaceneana secanasesns cereasecarcanane . .38 .33 .43
Feltlllw, L1647 N cemenn ceseensens cocvensmase asnmaes 13.67 15,41 12
.................................. . 9.87 5.83 12.88
Vewinuy ANA TIOAICING. o eneeeronioseeeoseosensoesrnnsoass .61 .60 .53
T8X8...ccincencsasrscncccnasnssaccasacssncan 41 337 471
.73 .80 .81
4.48 L% 1.49
Regalt buildings and fences, 2.49 -3.88 24
[+ X T, 467 2.38 « 6,60
Total cash.. ' veeu.nn reeenens teetecenrecantacseansonan .- ¢ 5408 54.78 53.54
Depreciation, machinery and equl MOADE e seteeeeseracenenne o1 2,68 3,29
Deﬁeciauon, buildings and lenm?....... ..... cevedeascnne are 3:22 20 ?f'ﬂ
Deprectation, other. .. ... ceeieerireciinrnacccsnancannn .60 1.04 .07
! {’)epzoleutltc))&, breeding stock. 7.30 1.9 6. 81
[ 1E%Y 0 BT PSRN AP P cremacss P P wesomsacs
Int(‘-)taest on capital owned.. 2.07 2.9 2.9
Total noncash........... Nemccnemessccencnaveeansanns ve- 39.10 38.18 39.84
Total KTO83 @XPEDSES . . cccnucncncncrncaccncnacosoassnnnen 05.19 94.96 93.38
Operator’s lgrbor.... ................ cenmcmcens cemcascevanen . 4.81 5.04 4.62
Total 008t .. cecevecananncnans evecectcencnareseseencmeees 100. 00 100. 00 109. 00
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TasLe 10.—Beef produoccd, operailing caponse-net return
{Dollars per hundredweight)

418

Average
Item
All ranches Low High

Hired Iabor. ce.ceieeniiicraeicrnreerecacenoriacnacannees 9.5 nox $2.80
Machinery and equlpmmt ...... corcassvereranne sessccavenes L 1.1 L1
Bceds and eesececcsonsansenasscscasesssososnncnn cenenn . .00 .04 .14
Fertilizer, llme................ cevacosane veemcrnrace ceecnances L4 3.89 3.8
Peed..ooererraionnancnronenns ressariecascans teresavacaane 2.19 1.00 368
Veteritiary and medicine.........ooeiomninnnsnnss ceraemene . .34 13 18
T 95 .63 .87
.16 A1 .23
1.03 1.85 43
.58 A7 g

1.07 .48 1.
Totv i cash . eoienenenacnncnen teeereencntsranarntcacannee . 12.89 10.63 16.09
Demcml machinery and equipment....... vercasanceesene .60 .80 .98
preciation butldings and lenm .................... rereasa . .8 63 .52
De cbuon (11,7 SO ceavmeenn .1 . .02
v boi'on bmdlnz stock 1.67 1.48 1.9
n epemscnaverane efeccnsncccecsnofencvsavacnccnctececncae versesn
Interest oa capital ‘cwned.. 00 40 8.08
Total DONCASN. ¢ crveciirincniiancicirctcncncannancees 8. 90 1.18 1.4
TOLA] £1OSS €XPADIEY. . eeeeeeemmnmnmnnnnerarnnnnaeennes 21.58 .78 77.63
Operators abor. . eceir ittt 110 . 1.3
Total 0OSt . o e et eiiie it ctcsecaaaaaea 22.98 18.72 2.0
Nonbeel income. ..... 1.42 1.03 .84
Netoost..cconevannene 21.88 187¢ 23.12
Value per hundredwelght.....muuinannnnnnniiiiinnnne. 2.3 21.70 23.90
Net return............ evtemsretesetncntnaranceronannnase .81 4.91 ~4.22

TasLE 11.—Bee¢f produced, operating expense
[Dollars per animal unit)
. Av
Item jaing
All ranches Low High
T $5.38 $.88 tt 1
2.63 3.;0

R 621l .
o Nt 3]
.31 3 .32
214 1. 47 2,88
.87 .26 80
2.33 .60 .01
1.29 1.13 1.49
2.42 1.04 L9
- 2917 2488 3368
Depreciation machinery and equipment.......................:. 1.5 L16 2.00
Dewhuon bull dlnuyan d fenoes. p ............................ 118 1.22 1.08
Depreclatlonother.......ooovii il .28 43 04
%J)epr%l?tmbmdlng 107} 3 3.4 4.16
Interest on capitai owned.- .- oo ool LN B 04| T 17.04
Total NONCash. . e e icniii it niieteic i aaanaaaas 20.29 16.69 24.33
Total Eross OXPONSES . cnoeeernrienirmeiaceenraeacaanns 40.41 41, 82 53.25
OPerator's 1AbOT. . ce et e 2.49 2.20 2.82
Total 008t . cen e eeeeiaer i ciiccicieiacticcnaaananae 51,90 3.7 61.07
Nonbeef In00m8.aeueneee it cieaiieiiiccnieceernnnrenaaaas 3.2 4,50 1.76
Net 008t . o ceroaieci i icciceeccrcaccacscmaracanananes 48.70 39.23 50.31
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INCOME SUMMARY

Receipts are placed in two categorles—value of beef produced and miscella-
neous. Miscellaneous cash receipts includes income from the sule of sacks, con-
gervation payments, gas tax refunds, and other miscellancous sumnll items,

Labor income is the return to the operator for his labor and management after
deducting all expenses including unpaid family labor and Interest on capital
owned by the operator. It is calculated by deducting total gross expenses from
total recelpts. The average labor income Is $7,183, $27,922, and —$8,36%
respectively, for all low- and high-cost ranches.

Ranch farm income is the return to the operator for his labor, management,
and capital. This measure of proflt Is calculated by adding Interest on capital
owned by the operator, to labor fncome. The average ranch farm income is
$20,088 or $7.01 per hundredwelght of beef produced.

Net return is the differcnce between total receipts and total costs Net re-
turns were $3,037, 23,414, and —$12,246, respectively, for all, low- and high-
cost ronches.

Return to capital is the return to the operator for capital Invested in the
ranch business. It is calculated by subtracting the value of the operator's
labor from ranch income. The return to capital is $25,510, $44,089, and 811,178,
respectively, for the three groups of ranc. es.

Percent return to caplital is calculated by dividing the return to capital by total
capital owned by the operator. The percent return to capital is 5.67, 10.50, and
2.39, respectively, for all, low- and high-cost ranches.

TanLe 12.—Income summary

s i o e e e i Vro—

Average
Iten
All ranches lLow High
Dollars

Value beef produced. ...aan..... eeecemscececnene eeeensracsacan 84,032 103, 666 69, 307
Misccllaneous.......... ee 5,3% 9,199 2,422
Total recelpts....... vaeeee certeeecsennnes §9,358 " 112,868 7,729

LTS {100 1 N 4;.12; 60-:{1; 46,647
Noncash expenses. ..... sesveseencesceecrasncrassceetsesnanaan 33,748 34,148 33,45
Total GroSS @XPONSES . cceeeeresccncosaccscaacanccnacncans 82,173 84,043 80,097
Labor fncome, ... ....... teveese 7,185 2,002 -8,368
Interest on investment 22,603 21,276 23,424
Rauanch farm income... 29,688 49,197 15,058
Opcerator’s Jabor. ... 4,148 4, 503 3,813
(3 {33714 ; DO, 3,037 23,414 ~12,246
Return tocapltal. . .oconeeiariiiciinacacaean. cescanamacanas 25,540 44,680 11,178
Percent return to capital.. . oo iaciiieiaeaaia.s 8.67 10.50 2.39

Dollars per hundredwelght beef
produced

Tabor Income....c.ceeceensevecncececennnns cessscncnnn cacecnen 1.9} 5.85 ~2,89
Ranch farm {0c0me. cceeeeeenncencscscsnsccncccancasen PO, 7.91 10.31 8.19
Net relurn...cocecceecanccess cecesecea cescnssoscnana eercasasans .81 4.9 -4, 22
Retum to eapml.............-.................... ceeasnvens 6.81 9,37 3.86

- - e . - Cae P P Ve s mpem ame
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Comparison of 8 ranches, 1960-62

416

Item 1060 1961 1902

COW S oo cictecoaeaacaccocareescacenssnsncarsnsresensanssnnnn 1, 1,108 1,227
Pounds Leel produced . . oo cc e eenann 338,048 358,028 397, 47
Animal unlts. .o oo ecicacierrenacnccrcacaaaranana 1, 564 1,635 LI
TOLAIBCTES. - - i ietrerreccranasrcnasarecanseasannoens 10,0909 10,149 10, 388
Acrcs, improved Pasturo. .o o ieiiciiierai i icceaaeaaeaaan 1,495 1,598 1,730
Acres, improved pasture per anfmal-unit. ... cooeeieiianannn.. 96 .48 07
Total acres peranimal-unit. oo oo vovieuaniiirieciacnnnan 6.46 6.21 5.84
Pounds beef peracre, allland. ..o . ciiiieiiiiiaiinn. 3 35 38
G L5 311 B [ &0 P 68 ] 71
Pounds beel por Man. .o ieceiieereccaieeccennncnnan . 111,496 114,157 122,322
Capltal FUTNOV e . i eeeicnecuaranacencccncacacnnasenn oe .11 A2 14
Capltal managed peranimatlunit. ... .. .. . oiel... $393 $386 £.49
Fertilizer cost per hundredwelght.. ..o ooieeerieieniiiennnnns $3.86 $3.51 £.61
Cash cost per hundredweight. ... $15.04 $1.32 $14.21
Noncash cost per hundredweight §12.14 $12.60 $10.55
Net cost per hundredwelght. ... $27.19 $26.32 $24.15
Value per hundredwelght $20. 00 $21.34 $22.83
Labor income............ ~$20,109 —-$13,213 ~$579
Farm income. $10, 579 17, 14¢ $28, 47
Net return... ~§24,359 —$17,600 ~-$S,

Return to capltal..... . . $, $12,757 $24,122
Percent return 10 capital oo ecee e iciarinearcacreeane 1.01 2.10 413

Bource: Clifford Alston, econormist, farm mansgement, Florida Agricultural Bxtension Service,

30-082—64—npt. 2——4
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THE SNART RACETD 60 049
FORGOGD THINGS TO EAY/

Senator TaLmapge. Mr. Jack Turner representing the Texas and
Southwestern Cattle Raisers Associationf Is Mr., Turner here?

Well, it is about time for the Senate to convene, There is objection
to running beyond 11 o’clock which requires unanimous con%gent.

So the Finance Committes at this point will recess until 10 o’clock
tomorrow morning.

(Whereupon, at 11 a.m, the committes was in recess, to reconvene
at 10 a.m., Wednesday, April 1, 1964.)



MEAT IMPORTS

. WEDNESDAY, APRIL 1, 1864

U.S. SeNATE,
CorMITTEE ON FINANCE,
Washington, D.0.

T'he committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a.m., in room 2221,
New g‘_enate Office Building, Senator Harry Flood Byrd (chairman)

residing,
P Presengt: Senators Byrd, Williams, Carlson, Curtis, Morton, and
McCarthy.

Also present : Elizabeth Springer, chief clerk.

The CHamamaN. The committee will come to order. . ,

The first witness is Mr. Lloyd Sommerville of the American Farm
Bureau Federation. Mr. Sommerville, take a seat, please, sir, and
proceed.

STATEMENT OF LLOYD SOMMERVILLE, AMERICAN FARM BUREAU
FEDERATION; ACCOMPANIED BY JOHN LYNN, LEGISLATIVE
DIRECTOR, AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION;. AND
HERBERT HARRIS II, ‘ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR,
AMERIOAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION | z

Mr. Sosmervirie. Mr. Chaitman, I have with me John Lynn,
director of our legislative staff, and also Mr. Herb Harris, who'is as-
sistant director. : ' R SIRE

Due to the shortness of tilne I would like to read the statement at
your pleasure, ., - - - Ve

We appreciate the opportunity to discuss the livestock price and
meat import situation with this committes. Imports.of beef, mutton,

-and lamb liave been increasing for several years; however, concern with
respect td the etfect 6f these imports on the domestic industry has been
materially increased by recent events.. -« . o

In 1962, the most recent year for which detailed statistics are avail-
able, the sale of meat animals accounted for 32.4 percent of ‘all cash
recelpts from farm' marketings. The price of slaughter livestock ‘is
not only important to the cattlemen, it also affects the production and
income of dairy farmers both directfy and itidirectly.. gales‘o; poultry
and eggs:products-t‘}mt are competitive with réd meats and,‘there-
fore, substantially affected by the red meat situation—accountéd for
another 9’'percent of cash receipts from marketings. - Thus; afiythin
that affects livestock prices affects a very substantial propottion -
total farm receipts.  Sale of cattle and: calves' alone: accotinted’ for
22.7 percent of cash receipts from marketingsin 1962, . - 4 S
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U.S. policy with respeet to meat imports is of vital importance not
only because of the large proportion of farm income that is derived
from the sale of meat animals, but also because of the overall interest
of z;griculture in the expansion of mutually advantageous foreign
trade.

Farm Bureau represents 1,628,295 farm and ranch families in 2,700
counties who produce livestock and every major crop raised in the
United States. Therefore, wo recognize that policies with respect to
imports may have repercussions in other countries that will ultimately
affect our ability to export both agricultural and industrial products.

As an industry with excess productive capacity and surpluses,
American agriculture has a great need and potential for expanded
export markets although we alveady are exporting the output o% 1 acro
out of every b acres of cropland harvested. In the fiscal year 1962-63
weo oxported farm products with a total value of $5.1 bhillion and im-
ported agricultural products worth $3.9 billion, including $1.7 billion
worth of complementary—principally tropical—products.

During the past 15 to 18 months, the combination of increasin
imports and substantially increased domestic surp]ies has resulte
in o sharp reduction in the prices of cattle for slaughter, includin
dairy cattle which account for a substantial proportion of our tota
beef production. The following tables show what has been hap-
pening:

These tables show the imports, supply, and consumption of meat,
and I would like to refer to the percentages of increase or decrease
that wo have. In the production chart you can see that in the beef
and veal we had a 16.4-percent inerease between 1958 and 1963 and
all through the pork, the lamb, mutton, total red meat, and then the
total red meats and poultry, an increase of 1654, percent. On imports
in the same )iyceriod of years we had beef and veal, an increase of 84.7
percent; pork, 17.1; lamb, 253.7; total red meats, 79.4 percent; they
all total 79.2 percent when you include poultry. The other chart shows
for additional information the increase in percentage of the exports
of our meat products which over in the total column shows 99.1 per-
cent which is almost double over these few years. Then the supplies
that are available from the domestic production, plus the net imports
‘that we have through this period op years shows in the total. We

.had an 18.1-percent increase in the years of 1958 to 1968,

“Well, we need to recognize that our per ca%iéa consumption has also
onie up with respect to meat consumption. We have been doing well,

ut it has not kept up with the pace of the total supply. This next
chart shows the livestock prices, which shows in these years on beef
cattle a decrease i)arcentngowise of 9.4 percent; in hogs, 23.6-percent
decrease; and in lambs, 13.2-percent decrease. The slaughter steers,
_those finished cattle especially in this same period of years, shows the
Prime cattle reduced 13.9 percent; the Choice, 12.6 percent; and the
cow and cutter at 15 percent, and of course this is the area in which
~the direct competition of imports affects us most greatly. Another
-supply factor is shown in this other table of the cattle and sheep and
hog imports. . |
‘think, Senator Byrd, we would like to have these charts and sta-
tistics shown in the record, if we may. |
The Cuamrman. Without objection,
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('The charts reférrved to follow:)

Seleeted statistics on the production, imports, supply, and consumption of red

meats and poultry

Beefand Lamb and | Total, red | Toultry
veal Pork mutton meats mceat
1. l‘m«lucnnn {in millfons ot
poutdsi):
(O 14, 516 10,451 S8 25, 635 6,043
1089 14,553 11, 03 v 27,319 8,353
1960 | 15, X35 11, 605 6% 2R, A8 6,390
1061 .. 16,341 1L, 112 832 28, 588 7,334
1962 . ... .. 165,311 11,81 809 28,001 7,132
1063 . 16,506 11, 863 57 29, 521 17,410
Percontags increase,
198863, ... ......... 16.4 13.5 10 15.1 2.6
2, Imports  (In millions of
poundsl):
1 009 103 41 1, 143
1,063 186 104 1,353
716 156 87 LO4e | ..
1,037 187 101 | 1% 22, 7 I
1,445 218 113 1,808 |oeeeveannnce
1,670 22 145 2,050 ®
10 - g 17.1 253.7 ' X T PR
8. Exports and shipments
(In millions of pounds 1): ({n millions of pounds 1),
1058, c e cciccecaecneenn 490 118 2 169 68 235
1080 eiiiceaecaeeae. 83 143 2 108 154
| L7 5 137 2 195 206
1960 .. ... 50 138 2 193 216
| 1t 1 R 82 131 3 186 209
19633 o ieeaiaaaes &3 192 2 252 216
I’ermnmgo increaso,
............... 18.4 62.7 0 49.1 227.3
4. Slg)[)‘) available from pro-
uction, plusnet imports
(in mmf ons ot pounds 1):
1088, ceeereeeencennnan 15,376 10,529 727 26,632 5,978
1959.. 15,598 12,038 340 28,414 :
1960.... 16,558 11,654 29,003 6, 184
) 5°.1] WO 17,322 11,464 ol 29,717 7,08
wrz .................... 17,704 11,920 ] 30,579 ,
.................... 18, 517 11,902 900 ,+31,319 7,10t
Peroentage inorease, ¢
............... 20.4 13 2.8 17.6 20,3
5. Per capi(a oconsumptlon
(in pounds ¥);
1058 87.2 60.2 4.2 181.6 34,
87.1 67.6 4.8 150.8 35,
91.4 65.2 4.8 161.4 84,
3.7 63.2 8.1 161.0 37,
04.6 03.9 8.2 163.7 37.
100.2 65.5 4.9 170.6 317.
Peroentage incroase,
1958-63. ..... eneee ean 14,9 8.8 16.7 12.3 10.

t Red meats, carcass weight equivalent; poultry meat, ready to oook (ovlsoemted) hasis.

1 Preliminary,
1 Not avallable.

Selected lvestock pn‘cea

Prlco received by fa;mo:s per 100 poupcis
o —

Beef cattle Hogs

108, i iiiiiiiiciiraiieinanes temcaccanacecareccracnasann $21.90 $190.60 .00
1L SR eeeacmeecesesssennneraanne $22,60 $14.10 70
1900, ... i iiiiaciaicicacecnetacasemesncsncansomaccacanaan $20. 40 $15.30 . 90
1001.. $20, $16.60 .80
1062, . $21.30 $16.30 0

1003 8 e iiiiiiaaaan, $10.85 $14. 038 22
Percentage decrease, 1958-63 9. 23.6 13.2

1 Simple averago of monthly prices.
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Slaughter steers sold out of 18t hande at Ohicago

Prioe per 100 pounds of—

Prime Cholce Cutter cows

at Chicago
/] 42 3416.54
. 32 .83 1818.27
.83 A 15. 00
.08 $24.65 $18.12
. 81 $27.67 $14.72
$24.89 $23.96 $14.08
Percentage decroase, 1958-63. . ... cceccnennnccareacocnaannnn 13.9 12.6 15.0

1 8imple av 9 of monthl 0es.
* Canger ane;ac'utw COWS, v ori

U.S. imports and exports of meat animals, fiscal years, 1958-63
[In thousand head)

Qattle . 8heep Hogs!
Year ending June 30

Imports Exports Imports Exports Imports Exports

1,054 18 «Q 33 2 3
1,082 ]| 32 19 ] 2
48 &0 90 33 8 15
056 2 26 81 4 10
1,199 19 2 17 3 3
1,235 10 20 . 82 3 4

1200-pound equivalent,

Mr. SomaerviLLE, In view of the rather substantial increase that
has occurred in the total supply of domestically produced meat and
&mltry, increased imports quite obviously are not the sole cause of

e drop in cattle prices, but they have been a contributing factor.

The present high level of domestic meat production reflects the
operation of the well-known cattle and hog production cycles, revolu-
tionary changes in ]éoultry production methods, and the Government’s
policy of dumj in‘% CC grain stocks to penalize noncooperators under
the 1961 and 1962 feed grain pro%‘ums.

Cattle producers have been building up their herds for several
Kears in response to relatively favorable prices, and a buildup in num-

ers must, in time, lead to an increase in marketinfe. In the present
case this natural (ievelo'pment has been aﬁgravate by a Government
feed grain sales policy which encouraged heavy grain feeding.

The following table indicates the extent to which CCC sales of
corn, the prineipal feed grain, were increased under the so-called
emergency feed grain program.

This chart, Mr. Chairman, shows that in the years prior to 1961,
they were refatively stabilized, but in the years 1961 and 1962 there
was a drastic increase in the éumping of these feed grains.
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(The chart referred to follows:)

Oommodity COredit Corporation sales of corn for domestic use, by quarters,

1956-621
{In thousand bushels]

Year Qctober October to | Jan to April to July to Qctober to

beginning December I\l(l:rrgh une September | September
16,914 58,812 87,55 18,907 179,189
21,156 16,675 18,092 27,251 77,184
47,538 87,828 59,245 18,101 162,710
22,212 15,881 85,269 17,370 110,733
28,344 29,270 138,138 37,387 233,130
135,981 420,320 285, 704 31,84 873,329
113,144 285,012 232,830 21,000 651,688

1 Domestle sales include, fire, theft and spollage, In addition to domestic sales and donatlons,

8ource: Table 35 of supplement for 1962 to Statistical Bulletin No. 159, “Grain and Feed Statistics,”
J}xl xlrlgg?xl t‘md table 28, “Feed Situation,” November 1863, Economlc Rescarch Service, U.8. Department
o ure,

Mr. Soaservinie. While Commodity Credit sales have been re-
duced since it became apparent that such sales were having an adverse
effect on livestock prices, feeding has continued heavy, in part, be-
cause of the record supplies produced under the 1963 program. .

Under the 1961 and 1962 feed grain programs, feeders knew in ad-
vance that it was Government policy to hold down feed grain prices
in order to penalize producers who stayed out of the feed grain pro-
gram. The certainty that feed grain prices would be held down prob-
ably is more important than the actual effect of CCC sales on market
prices; however, feed grain prices were depressed.

. Secretary Freeman contends that the price of corn under his admnin-

istration has not been less than $1.08 per bushel ; however, he is misin-

tf’on]rlxeld. In January 1961, the average farm price of corn was $1 per
ushel.

Under the feed grain program the U.S. average farm price of corn
dropped to a low of 93.8 cents in November 1961, and November 1962.
The farm price of corn did not rise to $1.08 until April 1963.

When ecretar_gl Freeman says that the price has not been below
$1.08, sé)é)arently e is referring to & weighted average price which in-
cludes CCC takeovers at well above the market price.

The effect of the feed grain program on livestock production was
determined by the price at which feed grain sold in the market and not
by the higher weighted season average which has been raised above
the prices actually paid by feeders through the inclusion of CCC
takeovers.

The consumption of corn by cattle on feed increased almost 83 per-
cent from 1960 to 1963. The consumption of corn by hogs increased 12
percent in the same period.

This chart shows this by cattle and hogs and also dairy animals.
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(The chart referred to follows:)
* |In thousand of tons)

Corn consumption by —

Milk cows |Othier dafry| Cattloon | Other boef Hogs
cattle feed cattlo
1 (Y 11,024 1,200 8,083 3, 005 39,619
b1 ) 11,490 1,203 11,630 2,833 44, 4063
13 o S, 12, 532 1,276 12, 452 2,795 44,582
19§3 ....................................... 12,870 1,218 11,038 2,834 44,379
Percent change, 1960 t0 1981, ... _....._.. 3.2 78| 300 ~7.6 12.2
Percent change, 1961101062, ... _......... 0.1 ~13 6.6 -1.3 03
Percent chango, 1962t01963. ... .......... 2.7 0 —-4.1 1.5 ~0.5
Percent change, 1960 to 1063 .. ......... e 18.7 6.3 32.9 -1.5 12.0

Mr. Somaervinre, Mr, Chairman, I have a couple of other statistics
that show the cumulative sales of the Commodity Credit Corporation
week by week, and these are brought up to date, to March 20 of this
year, dnd also a graph that portrays what was going on in 1961 and
1062, and then after th’ey found out there was damage the change that
gqgk place in 19683. This graph dramatically portrays what thoy

1‘ vn—— .

“The CramaaN. Do you want that inserted in the record?

~Mr, SomaEervinre, Yes. T would like to have this also inserted in
the record.

' (The documents referred to follow:)



Weekly CCC sales of corn for domestic use
[In thousands of bushels]
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Mr, SommerviLLe. The wheat portion of the cotton-wheat bill which
recently passed the Senate constitutes a threat to the well-being of the -
livestock industry, The contemplated Government policy of not
letting wheat prices in the market rise above $1.80 per bushel could -
further disrupt feed-livestock ratios with serious adverse consequences
to livestock, dairy, and poultry producers.

Why legislation is needed:

Section 301—the escape-clause provision—of the Trade Expansion
Act of 1962 provides an orderly procedure whereby an industry which
feels that imports are causing, or threatening to cause, serious injury
may initiate action to obtain relief.

rior to 1962, the Tariff Commission had held that producers of a
raw product, such as sheep or cattle, could not claim injury-from the
importation of an article in a later stage of processing, such as lamb
or boned beef. ‘

_Farm Bureau recommended, and obtained enactment of, a pro-
vision in the Trade Expansion Act (sec. 405(4)) which makes it clear
that a producer of a raw product can claim injury on the basis of im-
ports of an article in o later stage of processing. L
. Section 301 authorizes a trade association, a firm, or other repre-
sentative of an industry to file a petition for tariff adjustment with the
Tariff Commission, Sich action also may be requested by the Presi-
dent, the Senate Finance Committes, the House Ways and Means
Committee, or by the Tariff Commission’s own motion.-: Wheén action
is requested, the Tariff Commission must make an investigation to
determine— : o o
whether, as a result In major part of concdessions granted under trade -agree-
ments, an article is being imported into the United States in such increased
quantities as to cause, or threaten to cause, serloug injury to the domestic in-
dustry producing an article which is like or directly competitive with the -Am-
ported article. o : : . o -

In the course of investigation, the Tariff. Commision must, after
reasonable notice, .hold public hearin

; and- if the Commigsion
finds that serious injury is being caused or threatened, it must rec-
ommend to the President increased impor} restriotions which it finds
are necossary to preyent or remedy such injury.  If the President does
not impose the imporb restrictions as recommended by g:)e Tariff Com:
mission, fie must report his reasons within 60 days to Congress which
may overrule the President by a concurrent resolution, passed by ma-
{thy vote in the House and the Senate, and the increased restric-
ionsshall then takeeffect. . o - )

. Instead of following the orderly procedure laid down by Congress in
section 301 of the Trade Expansion Act, the executive branch recently
entered into so-called voluntary commoéity agreements with the Gov-
ernments of Australia and.New Zealand and, more recently, Ireland.

In effect, these commodity agreements are an effort to promote
Government supply management on an'international scale. This is
a wrong approach. Government supply management on an inter-
national scale'is no better than the domestic variety which has been
rejected by both the Congress and American farmers. ‘We have had
enough experience with'international'‘commodity agreements to khow
that they are worse than worthless in promoting and protecting the
interests of farmers and ranchers. » : :
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These particular agreéments amount to a betrayal of American
agriculture, The effect is to give foreign competitors assurance that
they will be permitted to increase sales in the U.S. market in the
future in return for a relatively small, temporary cutback. This al-
most certainly will encourage foreign cattlemen to expand production
for the U.S. market.

As bad as the recently concluded meat agreements are in and of
themselves, there is another most important and far-reaching aspect
that deserves attention. The U.S. negotiators at the upcoming trade
negotiation sessions have a difficult enough job to perform if the
insist on realistic reductions in trade restrictions, including nontari
restrictions, against U.S. exports. The dprecedent established by our
Government having agreed to a commodity agreement in the case of
meat imports provides an additional burden to bear. This action has
the effect of cutting the ground out from under the U.S. representa-
tives at the forthcoming trade negotiations and constitutes a grave
disservice to all farmers and ranchers in the United States.

As a result of the administration’s action in negotiating unsound
commodity agreements with respect to meat imports, groups that favor
a sound approach to the meat import problem have no alternative
except to seek corrective legislation.

Accordinély, we recommend legislative action to—

a} ancel these agreements,

(%) Limit meat imports to the average amount imported dur-
ing a recent b-year period until an investigation has been insti-
tuted, completed and acted on in accordance with section 301 of the

rade Expansion Act, and

(¢) Direct the Tariff Commission to institute and expedite a
‘gection 801 investigation. _

We also favor action to terminate the so-called emergency feed-
grain program; however, we recognize that such action would have to
originate in another committee. : )

Mr. Chairman, this is our report. We appreciate the privilege of
appearing before your committee.

he CrarraaN. Thank you very much, Mr, Sommerville. A very
excellent statement. I have been a member of the Farm Bureau for
many years, and I know the fine work they have done.
" Any questions?

Senator WiLrrams. Mr. Sommerville, my attention has been called
to an article 'that appeared in the Denver Post of October 10, 1961,
and I would like to read an excerpt from that article and ask you to
comment on it.. I might say first that I recognize that there have been
some denials and counterdenials and countercharges in connection
with this, but the article does appear to be of significance in this par-
ticular investigation, this particular inquiry, and I am quoting:

Howard Clegg, of Tooele, Utah, and Robert Murphy, of Salt Lake City, presi-
dent and secretary of the Utah Cattlemen’s Assocliation, accused Mr. Ralph of
a “vindictive” attitude because the American Cattlemen’s Association took the
position that the Kennedy farm bill would place too much power in the hands
of the Government, :

Mr. Ralph was the Assistant Secretary of Agriculture at that time.

They produced a copy of an editorial written by Clegg but withheld by him
from publication in a cattlemen’s magazine which they sald accurately de-
seribed what Ralph had told them in Salt Lake City last May 17.
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The article quoted Ralph as saying “If the cattlemen insist on belng free
enterprisers that he would be in favor of removing all livestock from public
ranges.”

Continuing, Mr, Ralph is quoted as saying: ‘

He further stated that he would welcome all the beef imports that South
America, New Zealand, and Australia care to send until the cattlemen get all
the free enterprise they want. .

Mr. Clegg’s article states that the vindictive attitude of Mr. Ralph
was a shock to him. Mr. Ralph is reported to have denied thisin a
sworn statement.

Is it not significant that this appears to be exactly what the Depart-
ment is doing at thistime?

Mr. SomarerviLLE. Senator Williams, I can only report the feel-
ing of the livestock producers, that it seems to reflect an attitude of
the Department of Agriculture. They warned us what they may do,
and to me this does have a real effect on this commodity agreement
approach as far as imports are concerned.

enator WiLrrams, Well, the results of these recent months, actions
in signin(ﬁ this agreement, enlarging, expandin}é these imgorts, does
it not indicate that this was their intention, and perhaps Mr. Ralph
just spoke the truth too freely at the wrong time?

Mr. SomaervirLe. Well, it certainly appeared to be so, and I would

ess that we as livestock producers ought to know that we were

orewarned., 4

Senator Witriams, This was back in 1961, and according to that
time Mr. Ralph stated that he would welcome all the beef imports
that South Americai New Zealand, and Australia care to send until
the cattlemen get all the free enterprise they want. And I think

t is rather significant in the light of the most recent actions.

(The article referred to follows:) .

{From the Denver Post, Oct. 10, 1961)
THREAT INQUIRY ON FARM AIs ENDS IN SENATE

‘WASHINGTON.—A Becret Senate investigation into charges that two assistant
gecretaries of agriculture threatened farm groups opposing the Kennedy admin-
i&zamt}on's farm program in Congress ended Tuesday in a maze of conflicting

ony. )

The inqhiry by a Senate investigations subcommittee concerned threatening
statements allegedly made to leaders of cattle, cotton, and poultry groups by
Assistant Secretarlies James T. Ralph and John P. Duncan, Jr. Both officlals
swore they had not threatened or coerced anyone, )

The subcommittee’s report said that in one case remarks attributed to Ralph
“were subject to interpretation as to whether they constituted a threat * * o2
In the other cases, the report said, the remarks were not threats. ‘ :

Senator John L. McClellan, Democrat, of Arkansas, the subcommittee's chalr.
maun, said In issuing the report Tuesday: ) : o

“As the report indicates in-its conclusion, the alleged threats by U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture officials were not substantiated.” .

The inquiry, held August 156 behind closed doors, ballooned from charges by
Robert B. Evans, of Midville, Ga., that he had received a warning of possible
reprisals against cotton storage men if they continued to fight the farm bill
Bvans heads the Cotton Warehouse and Compress Assoclation. .

The subcammittee’s report went through the varlous charges case by case.

COULD BE PUNISHED : ,4

The use of threats to Intimidate witnesses in congressional proceedings such
as the Senate hearings on the farm bill—is punishable by up to § years in prison
and a $5,000 fine.
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The subcommittee said it founi ‘“nc (hreat made” by Duncan against the Geor-
gla Poultry Association in a telephore conversation with the Fedéral executive:
secretary, they found no ¢vidence in subpenaed telephone records to indicate that
anyone in the Agriculture Department had influenced the dean of agriculture
of Louisiana State University not to testify against the biil.’

-Dean J, Norman Efferson testifled it was bis own item. He sald he had
learned no other educators would testify at hearings on the bill and decided
not to risk subjecting his school to accusations of engaging in “political activity”
by making a lone-wolf appearance. . .

Howard Olegg, of Tooele, Utah and Robert Murphy, of Salt Lake City, pres!-
dent and secretary of -the Utah Cattlemen’s Association, accused Ralph of a
“vindlctive’’ attitude because the American Cattlemen’s Assoclation took the
position that the Kennedy farm bill would place too much power in the hands of
the Govetnment. = ’

They produced a copy of an editorial written by Olegg but withheld by him
from publication in a cattlemen’s magazine, which they sald accurately described
Wl}{.’t‘ Ralph had told them in Salt Lakeé Oity last May 17.

he article quoted Ralph as saying that, “if the cattlemen insist on being
fr;ee enterprisers that he Would be in favor of removing all livestock from public

nses. ) ’ ‘ . ) .

He further stated that, “he would welcome all of the beef imports that South
America, New Zealand and Australia care to send until cattlemen get all the
free. enterprise- they , want,. ‘ o . :

“The, vindictive attitude of Mr. Ralph was a shock to me,” Clegg’s article sald.
Ralph denied this fn a sworn statement. L .

. Senator Cartson. Mr. Chairman, I want to compliment Mr, Som-
merville and the American Farm'Bureau Federation for their state-
mént here this morning. It has been my pnvile’ge to work with Mr.
Lynn and Mr. Harris on some international trade problems, and we
certainly have them, and this statement is most helpful in view of the
coming Kennedy round which bd%ins May.4'in’ Geneva. I was inter-.
ested 1n your figures that you submitted, and these are very helgfu.l'
figures that you submitted, and these are very helpful fi na
hearingof this kind, in'regard td the 18-percent iricrease ;n‘m’p‘f\?pyod‘-'
ucts based on supply available from productioh plus’ the imports.
Then your next table shows the per capita consumption which shows
that while we have had a 12-percent increase in per capita consumption,
wehave had an'18-perdent irlcténse in produteion plus imports,-

..+ M. Somaervinee. This is the total supply, Senator, that is bother-
ng‘gpq and ‘aggravated by additional imports. T thing these tire rela-
tiveto the facts, the problemat hand, o

...Senator; Garrson. I believe Mr. Cochran, who is one of the advisers
down: at the Department of Agriculture, wrote a book: previous to his
entry:into-the Department. 1 have read the book; and in this he has
a statpment yhich he says whenevet supply ‘61 gn agticultural cormmod-
ity exceeds 2 percent of the domestic consumption-and: needs, it has a*
ve[r}y material effect on the price of the commodity. 'IHere we'have &
differential‘of 6 percént, betweéen'18:tind 12, ' I think it'is impdrtipt
that.that be brought up in these hearings. There is no doubt.lh your

mind, is there, that the imports of beef are having an effect on the pres-
ent livestock prices# «+' .* .o B ‘ ‘ L

oMr, Soxatsrviete. This s trite heciuse of the fact when you add this
to'thé tbtal" rodiictive d&Eiicgt.y} fat we have, then this aggravates the
situation; ., Lhis certainly hassomeeffect. v+ . r v isseir o

Senator CarwsoN. Your livestock association and others in this
Nation, of course, have beeh’étﬁ‘ﬁﬁih’g on’dpromotion for the use and
imoreased. consumption of beef, .- OW{:’IS »1t.ess‘ent1al= that we give this
i ;{1:1 TR iy 1] iy 'a,“'tfw'h“ f;'zb'.‘!; i g ot el e e P . i«'.[f"“«li;,"'l .. ‘ .

SR IPER PR
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Tlc;ia:ed consumption to our foreign competlbors or what do you
th

Mr. SoMMERVILLE. It seems to me very unw1se that we would invite
this type of increased supply. We are really in favor of competition,.
but at this particular stage of the game, to wrlte it into an agreement,
we think is entirely the wr n§ approach.

Senator CarLson. Well, 1 appreciate your bestlmony very much.
That isall, Mr. Chairman, ‘

The CHAIRMAN. Any further questions?

Senator Curtis; Mr, Chairman, I will be very | brl,ef 1 want to com-
mend . 31 for your statement heve. | Are you in"the cattle business.
yourse

Mr. Sommnmm&: Senatox, I feed cattle. We. did produce tqr
awhile, but at this particular time I am just feeding cattle Iama
generai farmer. A

Senator Curtrs. Is it your. observation that the mdmdual farme!:,
rancher, feeder, and even the small family farmer who fqe\ds Spl'qs{ is
facing a very serious situation ?

Mr. SommEerviLLE. Well, especially, Senaton the ‘big { e¢d.lot opera-
tion because in,Colorado the last four oonsecutwe marketings of cattle
turned over to feedlots have lost money. So when you say the mar:-
kets—I checked the market in Denver befqm X left, and 1t dropped
Monday another 256 cents. The cost of producing a choice animal
in .our particular area is around. 23}4; to 24 cents. - They are-losing:
that amoun t, and this, has been the longest prolor rlod of loss
in theit mar etm% that we haye ever mtnessed wit out g\lateaus
where it leveled So it is becorning a serious sitnation'ii t
oultiiral - econonity ‘because llvestock"‘markbtlhg does aﬁ'ect the total
agricultural mcometo a‘greatextent. . RN

Senator Curts. You feel that there should be legislatlon and a8
soon as ossible,

SoMMERVILLE. Well? I do not e how we can cormct the éitua:
tior othermse We ‘have'no other altematwe at thxs time thém bo‘
cdrrect the situation by laglslamow Gho et

-~ Senator Corrs, I' certalnly.” thh you v If g & disagree thh
a‘nythmg, it would be with: your opm of anything: beneficial coming
from using the esdape olause. - I just do not: Know: of 4n iﬁdustry
that ever got anything except exercise and ‘expenss and' harassment
out of the efforts to get, rolief thers.: But-certdinly I ani delightbd
that: we are agreed we should have legislation as’ you P 8oyl

. ‘Mr. SOMSIERVILLE. We]l Senftory I think “hécause (of thelfacb that:
we did set up by. cong dagional aenonfthls method ofinstituting® and
finding out whether imports-are ‘carsing serious injury; itis mechs:
nism ‘we should use. ' It appears that we could 1ot arrive at a/satis
factory solution, ther! the: permanent; legislatlon ma 'be neoasSa

Senator Curmis. I think you B16'tobo commeﬂd br i 5
that right in the trade bill. - The point:df ty; laek of-confidencs g in'
the ou;;lthat administers the trade bll‘[‘and thé philosoph) thab’t‘hey\
hold. ose henrings 'df -aggrieved “industries “occisiona makw
pro réss at some' point-along the line bub néver lhiecome: &?ma

ri'Sosiervicre I ‘mig t ask if: Mr»*Lynn would want to ndm»?
xhent,on thig’ purtioular fact. - b b ot _ s
- Mr.:Ly~n, Tthink you}mve éoveredsiﬁall i‘rght; A I 2



430 MEAT IMPORTS

- Sernator Curits. Nothing more.. :
The CHAIRMAN. Any further questions? .
" Senator MorTon. In your statement you say that imported agricul-
tural products are worth $3.9 billion. Does this include sugar
imports? :
r. SoamaeRrviLLE. I think thisistotal, Senator.

- Senator MorTon. And that would be coffee, for example?

M. SoMMERVILLE. Yes. : ‘

Senator MorToN. Teat

Mr. Harris. Senator, as we ‘point out, $1.7 billion of it are the
complementary products, chiefly tropical products, Even the sup-
plementary products which amount to aﬁproximately $2.2 billion,
include those supplementary products such as sugar which are also
tropical in nature.

enator MorrTon. But the $3.9 billion figure is an overall figure; .

even would include spices I would assume.

Mr. Harris. Yes.

Senator MortoN. Thank you.

‘The CHamyAN, Thank you very much, i

'The next witness is Mr. Bob Buffington, Cattle Industrv Committee
for Legislative ‘Action.

Take a seat, sir; proceed.

STATEMENT OF BOB BUFFINGTON, CHAIRMAN, CATTLE INDUSTRY
COMMITTEE FOR LEGISLATIVE ACTION; ACCOMPANIED BY FAY
MoMANIGAL, MEMBER, CATTLE INDUSTRY COMMITTEE FOR LEG-
ISLATIVE ACTION; AND PAUL KILPATRICK, MEMBER, CATTLE
INDUSTRY COMMITTEE FOR LEGISLATIVE ACTION .

Mr, BurrFinagToN. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I am
Bob Buffington, ,chairman of the Cattle Industrﬁ Committee for
ILegislative Action. With me are two members of the committee, Mr.
Fay McManigal and Paul Kilpatrick. We represent an independ-
ent, nonpartisan, nonaffiliated group. We came about by three
farmers discussing the crisis in cattle prices, From this nucleus, 14
farmer feeders formed a committee called the Cattle Industry Com-
mittee for Legislative Action.

In the State of Iowa over 38 million head of graded cattle are fed
each year. During the last 15 months these cattle have been selling
at a loss to cattle feeders of from $28 to $75 a head. Admittedly,
overfeeding has contributed to low livestock prices. Admittedly,
prices paid for feeder stock have been involved in these losses. How-
ever, we contend that beef imports are the primary cause of over-
feeding, oversupply, and declining prices of all red meats.

Leaders of the packing and feeding industry are agreed that beef
imports are directly responsible for at least 4 $3 per hundredweight
decline in live cattle prices. This decline is substantiated by a report
of the USDA of November 1963 quoted in the Congressional Record
of March 5, 1064, on page 4265, Logic would refute the claim of some
that-imports are necessary to supply required amounts of manufac-
tured beef. Twenty-four ercent of domestic graded cattle is classed
as “rough cuts” or “manufacturing beef” and is in direct competition
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with 60 percent of present imports. Further, more cows would be
marketec{) if beef imports were curtailed, thus cutting down the Jearly
increase in cattle numbers and also supplying the necessary red meat
for manufacturing purposes.

The Cattle Industry Committee for Legislative Action decided to
bring the situation before the ﬁublic through a panel discussion by &
group of experts in the livestock industry. With the financial support
of local banks voluntarily contributing the expenses, n public meeting
was held in Shenandoah, Iowa, on l\%arch 2, 1964, where over 5,000
people directly concerned with the livestock crisis adopted the follow-
ing resolutions: ‘

Be it resolved: ]

1. 1t is the consensus of those attending this meeting that attention must be
called to the chaotic and serious financlal straits in which the cattle industry
finds itself, and that this condition affects not only everyone connected with the
cattle industry but many other seginents of the Nation's economy. " .

2. That the Cattle Industry Committee for ILegislative Actioh respectfully
petitlons the Congress to limit, by legislative action, imports of beef and veal,
fresh, frozen, cooked and/or canned or cured, to levels in pounds amounting to
4.9 percent of domestic production per year. ‘ - .

3. We recommend and urge that the cattle industry take effective action
toward orderly marketing and production, as well as production more nearly
commensurate with consumer demands. .

4. That all organizations are urged to join with us in a united effort to accom-
plish our objective. ) . : ., .

During 1061, 1062, and 1983 our domestic cattle producers inercased their
production only 10 percent, while during the same period beéf and veal imports
increased 162 percent. As these imports Increased, there.was a direct adverse
impact on the slaughter livestock market. A Hoping for better prices, cattle
feeders held onto their stock, and these naturally put.on added weights. - How-
ever, the imports continuéd to inctease and prices continued to decline so that
the hopes of cattle feeders were deinolished.- Thus, the original adverse fmpact
of imports was compounded by the selling: of heavy cattle. - S

Our domestic inventory of beef cows is at an alltime high, and this naturally
means increased domestic beef production in the years gahead, Because 8o much
of the imports of beef and veal conslst of lower grade red meat, the markéfing
of domestic beef cows has been discouraged. The number of all cows increased
by 1 million in 1961 over 1960; b¥'1.2 million in 1962 over 1961; and by another
1.2 milllon in, 1963 over 1962—a combined increase of 3.4 million in 3.years;
During this period, the number of dafry cows declined, so that the nymber of
beef cows in inventory actually increased more than this; - ‘ )

Respectfully, S T ’

-  OATTLE INDUSTRY COMMITTEE FOR LEGISLATIVE ACGTION.
Mr, Chairmian, are there any tiestions? " - S
The CHAIRMAN. Th‘nnkgou.very much indéed, . - U
Senator Cirrson. Mr. Chaivinah, T would just'like to ask this 1

had read and heard of your great meeting in Shenandoah, Towa. "1

know you had g very outstanding meetinig'there,’” -~ - -

What 'does the average'livestock feeder jget for'good prime choice
steers when he goes to market now in yourséction? - =~ L

. Mr. Burrinoton. Whiit is the—the top pries I think' ih weeks ' tiis

about $21.50. Co o e R

- Senator CarLsoN. Do yotul' have:tomiéreinl ‘feedlots fii your area?
Mr, BurrFiNaton. No.  Not many. 'In- Otnhd) yes. . Not inéut

immediate area. L C e
Senator Carrson. Do you know what they ¢harge in the coinmercial

feedlot to put & pound 6f gain on a héad of ‘¢attléd that is on feed?
Mr, BurrineToN. Paul, would you answerthat? @~~~ -7 o
Myr. KizraTrICK. Yes. It amountsto 22 to 23 cents a pound.

30-082—04—npt. 2——5
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~Senatof CARLSON. Few pevple know that you go td market with these
prime’ steers and get 21, maybe 2114 and it costs 23 cents in & com-
mercidl'yard to put'that gain on. o *
That 1s all, Mr, Chairman. _ - : ,
Senator Cowrris. That commercial yard:is supposed to have a jpretty
efticient operation; téo, - - '
“Mr. BurriNaTON. That is-true. Bt none of them can be efficient
enovigh at present prices, - -
' Senator Curtis, And also it is true that a great many of the cattle
thit ave fine specimens, provide good meat, still do not bring the top
price. ‘ : |
Mr. BurriNaToN. That is true. Overweight cattle have been com-
manding low prices which are the piime stock, many of them,
- Senator Curris. But for the average individual who sells, a high
percentage of what he sells'dogs not bi'inf‘ the tOF _ .
- Mr. BurrinotoN. Oh, that is true. I see what you mean. That is
quite true. - - IR : : :
 Mi. Kiveatrick. The average on choice cattle is just a little over
20 cents a pound this past week in Omaha, B .
~Senator Wirriaas, The average is what the farmer would have to
come in, e S
"Mr. Kizpartrick. ' That is trie. :
Senator Curtis. What you are su é;csti_ng here is 4.9 of domestic
production. - That ha'BRens to be the 1060 figure.
Mr. BurrineToN. ‘That is true. o :
- Sgnator ‘Curtig. T 'think that at the present time is a reasonable
osition. Action should have been taken edrlier, Increase of imports
Eecame,,excgssi‘»’é starting. in 1958, but.we delayed collective action
so long that it is probably :quite impossible to go back to 1958, but
certdinly we should'go backto'1960. = -~ - —~ -~
Mr,. BurrINeTON. Yes. Our comiimittes feels that this is a figure we
can live with., As soon as our cows are not being slaughtered due to
the fact.that the imported meat is replacingthose,: we are building
numbers tlie effect of which buildup is not at'the time the yearlings
abe coifiing here’ buat the time in future years these cotvs would have
been slaughtered and go into the feedlot. S
Senator Curtts. Do you agree :with me that these excessive im-
orts have an adverse effect on all agricultur? clear across the board f
he ﬁroducers of corn, oats, sorghum, and hay; and the individual
who has pasture, he is adversely affected by having this production

abroad, isn’thet. . o L
.. Mr. ﬁumNGmN._Mr. Curtis, since the backbone of agriculturs is
livestock, and this livestock must consiime the feed produced, everyone
is adversely affected by having this production abroad. We don’t
want this feed piled up in Goyernment storage;, . :
Senator Curris, I am not, commenting upon the wisdom or lack
of wisgg{n of it, but even the individual farmer with no livestock,
who produces grain to sell, he is adversely affected by these excessive
nnﬁorts, isn’thet = ’ ' o -
" Mr, BurriNnaTOoN. Yes; I hagpen‘to.b_e the buyer, of soveral of my
neig]__ﬁ)qrs’jcrops because they do not feed,.and with me out of busi-
ness, they are out of business. | S

L}
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Senator Curmis. And with the excoption of wheat, the market for

rain is to be used for livestock or else have Uncle Sam take over;
1sn’t that right ¢

Mr. BurringroN. That igtrue. ’

Senator Currs, So the Treasury has an interest in ll\'estock The
Treasury of the United States is adversel ]y affected by the situation.

Mr. Burrineron, That is quite true. ~ 1f this corn doesmot go into
livestock, then it is m% to be piled up in Government storage.

Senator CurTis. contend that the effect upon feed grains even
oxerts an adverse influence upon the wheat farmor ani gives him
more competition if there is not ready disposal for the feed grains.

Wae certainly thank you for your appearance,

Mr. KmeaTrick. Senator Curtis, I would like to ‘bring up ‘Nére
an observation made by our banker, which is a town of about 1000_
po;‘ »ulation, '

Senator Curtis, What town isthat?

Mr. Kiveatrick, ‘Tabot, Iowa, sir, About 35 miles floin Omﬁha

‘He anticipates that the last 15 months, that the cattlé piice drop
has taken about $400,000 worth of purchasing po“er ont of our
commumty. \ ‘

Senator CukTis, A commurity of 1,0007 ‘ o

Mr. Kiearriox, Sirf -

Senator Curtis, A commumty of 1,000, a town of 1,000%

Mr. Knueatrick. Yes, sir,

‘Senator Curris. I ivould not be surprised nt that at all. ‘This assa u{ ,
that has been made, upon a great farming aven by ‘tliis indefenéib o
trade policy is beyond what the peop]e who never get otitsxde of Wash-
ington can lmagme. , _ . ,

‘hdt is all I have, M, C{'hairman., . '

‘Senator Morrow, I'just want to miake one observatfon.’ My brother.
had an ext»ensnve:fee mg operation over on the Eastein' Shore of
Maryland. He. ﬁmsh as many as 800 head per yéar. 'A. few years,

18 got out of that business; got himself elected to Con ngress.
tEou ht he was making s mlstake at the time, but I am begmmng to
think he was pretty smart.

i Mg. BurrinaToN. Is there any way we can’ prdmote qomethmg ke
gt - R
. Senator MoRTON. Wehave got enqugh, comﬂgtttlon. C '
Mp. KILPATRIOE. A8’ long as ,yqu feel like we do, we mll keep,

voting - for you..

‘The (,aHAmMAN Th edyov. ve much The Cliair' placeg in tHe
record & telegram receiy qv, syroli‘ E, Hughes, of Iowa,
ondorsing any legislation which, wpuId stren en the hv@tock mdus-

try in Jowa. o,

(The teiagram follows:) b . ' 36 ) o
E8 Momrs, Iom\, arch 19

Hon, Haghy #idop- Brib, ' ’
Ohairman, Sonate Finanoe oommmec. Washington, D.C.: '

‘' Regarding amendment 468 to H.R. 1839 by Senator Mausfield now betore t.bo
Senate Finance Committee, I support any:legislation which wonld strengthen the
livestock.industry in Jowa and throughout the country, providing such lesinla‘
tion is reasonable and in thé national interes O
4 ‘ ﬁnow B. Huones,

SRR . St v Governor of IToicey
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The Cramaran. The next witness is Mr. Loes Davis of the New
Mexico Cattle Growers Association,

STATEMENT OF LES DAVIS, PRESIDENT, THE NEW MEXICO CATTLE
GROWERS ASSOCIATION; ACCOMPANIED BY ROY LILLEY, EXEC-
UTIVE SECRETARY, THE NEW MEXICO CATTLE GROWERS

ASSOCIATION »

Mur. Davis. Senator Byrd, members of the Senate Finance Commit-
tee, we consider it. an honor to be granted this privilege of presenting
our comments on the amendment 465 to House Resolution 1839,

- My name is Les Davis, I am manager and part owner of a com-
mercin] cattle ranch near Cimarron, N. Mex., and am currently presi-
dent. of the New Mexico Cattle Growers Association. Here with me
is Mr. Roy Lilley, exccutive secretary of this association,

The New Mexico Cattle Growers Associntion is a 50-year-old or-
ganization made u}) of nearly 4,000 beef cattle producers in New Mex-
ico and parts of the swrrounding States. We arve affilinted with the
Awerican National Cattlemen’s Associntion,

This associntion has ravely sent our oflicers to Washington, but at
this time our members share with beef cattle producers from all parts
of our country concern over the present. condition of the cattle in-
dust l[) Beof cattle, both finished nnd feeder, arve selling at prices be-
low the cost of production; numbers are at record highs and we are at
a point in our cattle cycle when we can anticipate an inereased slaugh-
ter of cows. If drought conditions now developing over latge parts
of the range country should contintie or worsen we could expect. forced
marketings of not only cows, but stocker cattle, making a sharp up-
turn in our domestic slaughter, aggravating an already, dangerous
market situation, T ‘

“Wo have been faced with compiirable situntions before, such as in
the mid-1950’s when we literally “ate our way® out of excessive beof
supplies. In the current situation a new and unexpected factor has
entered the picture—record levels of beef and beef products: being
shipped into this country. o ' ‘ o

You are fully informed as to the specific figures on the volum ‘eof
imports, so we won't dwell on statistics. We do want to emphasize
the fact that last year approximately 11 percent of 6ut domestic pro-
duction was imported, compared to 1.5 percent in 1956, which shéws
t‘hg‘ dramatic naturoe of the increase, Dr. Alvin Carpenter, 6xtension
dkionomist, Univérsity of Califo’rhin’ his pointed olit that 35 Iiél’cént of
all‘bbof and veal moving in interiiational trade last ?"bg't‘iwas received
iit'the United' States—tliis in frce of record domtest b’(’{prbdi’lcﬁon‘.' ‘

Historically the combination of high domestic production avd’ low
prices to the beef cattle producer has had the effect ot tansing'a reduce-
tion in shipments of beef and vedl into this country.. Du. Cappenter
points out that this has not-happened in tha current.situation primarily
fon two reasons: First, production costs in.exporting countyies ave so
mitch lower that can be achievediin' this country} and.second, world-
eritle’patterns hiave changed so thit Australin ﬁ;_u {lnﬁ‘;igg“t:fex jorter of
beef to the United States, in midich Mo é[")bn’r‘iéﬁt. oi\'the U.S. market
due to a loss-of a substantial part of her trade in beef with Great
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Britain. Under such conditions we can expect continued high lovels of
imi)orte(l beef. .

‘I'he question is, how much of our market which has been de\'elope(tl
during the last 30 years by education, research, and promotion by the
National Livestock and Meat Board and other organizations are theso
oxporting nations entitled to? We feel the best and fairest solution
lies in the enactment of the legislation now being considered which
would limit imports to an avernge of the past 5 years.

New Mexico is primarily a producer of quality feeder calves and
vearlings. We in New Mexico are aflected to the same degree on o
per-pound or per-head basis as a rancher in any other part of the
country. The point we wish to emphasize is the importance of the
cattle industry to the State of Now Mexico and the degree to which n
drop in income to cattle raisers affects the entire State’s economy. We
gre suro this same approach can be applied to other cattle producing
States. . C

In 1962 the recipts from the sale of cattle and ealves in New Mexi-
co amounted to $138,531,000 which equals 51.3 percent. of the total
value of all crops and livestock sold in the State. We do not have
the same figure for 1963 as yet.; however, the gross is expected to be less
due to the effect of the factors mentioned at the beginning of this
statement which are now beginning to be felt. This: $1.3 million
Inrgely comes: from the harvesting of our greatest natural resource,

russ, S . T
# New Moxico has approximately 77 million acres of land, and we
estimiito that probably 75 percent of that land has as its primary-use
the grazing and liirvesting of ginss, - L T

These receipts from cattle production are new ‘dollars, most of which
circulate throughout-the economy several times. ‘The greater part
of the State of New Mexico, such as the area where 1 live, is almost
entirely dependent on the cattle industvy for its livelifmo«l,«i,aml
immediately feels the impact of ndverse conditions’in the industry.
Even the largei.towns are,to.n greater degree, dependent on the'in-
come -from ecattle ranching, than is generally .realized. .‘These. trade
centers furnish-haying: équipment; fence materials,: petroleum prod-
ucts, trucks; tractors, windmills, and the other goods needed for the
modern ranch operation. . . . o e

In recent years with supplies of feed raised witlin the State, in-
creasing, new large capacity feedlots and small eflicient packing. plants
have been added to the econony by optimistic operators that are mind-
ful of the expanding public acceptance of beof reflected by a per capita
annual consumption of 96 pounds. B e i

Tt.is important'to nbté that there is no alternative economic use for
our grass resources. If it became impractical to use it for grazing it
would be wasted. Thus even if it were possible for ranchers to invest
their capital overseas in an operation with considerably lower over-
head, the resources left behind would be wasted, and communities that
served these ranches would be ghost towns, . .~ 7~ 1 U

The individual finds it impossible to control tlie volume of heef pro-
duction in his State. : The main factor determining the level of any one
operation is the local feed supply, which is in turn determined by tlie
weather, over which the raticher has no'¢ontrél, - S
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' In New Mexico the typical commercial cattle rancher runs approxi-
mately 250 head of cattle, and there are several thousand such operators,
Figures “(‘)repared by the U.S, Department of Agriculture in coopera-
‘tion"with the Agricultural Economics Department of New Mexico
State University indicate that, in 19683, this typical New Mexico
rancher earned, at best; a meager return on his cagltal investment, or
was only barely able to earn minimal wages for himself and family
with no return to capital.

Historically, ranchers have been able to tighten their belts and
lower their standard of living in order to weather periods of drought
and/or low prices. If the market we have developed for beef in this
countr‘y is going to be invaded by countries with production costs
much lower than ours, there may be no end to the current downward
trend in domestio ¢attle prices. Eye witness accounts of Australia’s
cattle industry indicate n great potential plus a desire to capture an
increasing share of our market if possible. This was brought to light
by a report of a group of cattlemen who visited in person last sammer
Australia’s many areas of cattle ranching,

Our conolusions: It appears that the only factor in the beef-cattle
business that can be adjusted at this point which will be of immediate
benefit to the cattle industry is a reduction in the amount of beef bein
imported. The Constitution delegated this power to Congress, an
-we earnestly urge that you act favorably on the amendment now being
considered so that the amount of beef, veal, lamb, and mutton comi
into the United States from forei?n shores may be effectively reduced.

The “handwriting on the wall,” interpreted by our own USDA
economists, indicates trouble for the beef-cattle industry for the next
fow years to come. If this dangerous situation can be minimized to
some d through the action of Congress, New Mexico cattlemen
feel confident that as the situation improves; the cattle growers and
'feaders of the United States will continue to furnish the American con-
-sumer with quality beef at reasonable prices, and we will have main-
tained a climate in which the cattle industry can survive.

" The Governor-of New Mexico was with us at our recent annual
convention in Albuquerque. We discussed this problem with him, and
wo found him sympathetic and understanding. He informed me that
he was planning to wire Senator Byrd and the Senate Finance Com-
‘mittee of his feelings in this matter, and we hope that you have
‘received that telogram. - ' ~ '

--That concludes our statement, and it is a pleasure to have been
able to present it to you. o ' '

- The CrammAN, Thank you very much; Mr. Davis. The telegram
“which I received from Gov. Jack-M. Campbell, of New Mexico, en-
dorsing vour statement will be inserted in the record. - :

" (The telegram follows:) = K :

S P o S SANTA Fg, N, Mex.

S T B R T S . Maroh 30, 1964.
Hon. Harry BYrD, o ‘ .
U.8. Senator, Senate Finance Commitiee, o : ‘
Washington, D.O: ~ ' O

<Y would like to regiater ny. concurrence with Mansfleld amendment to H.R.
1889 to restrict importa of beef; lamb, in line with testimony to be pregented by
Les Davis of Clmarron, N. Mex,, Apritt. -~ © . 7

‘ .  Go¥. JAGK M. OAMPAELL.



MEAT IMPORTS 437

Senator Curtis. Just one or two. You market most of your calves
and yearlings; is that right$

Mr. Davis. In our commercinl operation, we sell our heavier calves
in the fall of the year they were born. The lighter weight calves
will be wintered through and sold as short yearlings the following
year, ,

Senator Corris. Where do you send those?

Mr. Davis, Our calves go primarily to the feeding areas of Colo-
rado. They have come as far east as Illinois, :

Senator Curtis. Throughout the corn year.

Mr. Davis. That is right.

Senator Curtis. We produce a great many of our own feeder cattle.
Wae also buy from New Mexico.

Mr, Davis. That is right.

Senator Curtis. If the cattle business is personally damaged and
curtailed by the present program of imports, what will be the out-
come for agriculture in New Mexico?

Mr. Davis. It will be disastrous. The producing of these calves
is our primary business. The feeding end of it has increased in recent
years, but half of agriculture in New Mexico is cattle and calves and
the rest is closely connected with the feeding of cattle. We do have
some cotton, but the cattle business—next to oil and gas, is the pri-
mary industry of New Mexico.

Senator Curtis. I certainly share your hopes that we can get some
legislation, because we are facing such a serious situation. It is'just
unthinkabls to imagine the Department of Agriculture not leading the
fight for this legislation and pushing it through both Houses and get-
ting it signed mm tly. ‘I cannot fathom any other attitude.

Mr. Davis. Traditionally our cattlemen have been proud of the fact
we have not felt it necessary to call for Government help, but this isone
situation where it is a little—— : , .

Senator Curris., Well now, in the ordinary sense of the word, this
is not Government help; is that truet R oy

Mr, Davis. That is right, Itiscongressional— . . = .

Senator Curris. What I am getting at, regulation of imports——

Mr. Davis. That is right. o :

Senater Curris (continuing). Is far different from controlled or
managed agriculture and direct subsidies, I think the average citizen
draws that distinction even though the cattlemen and farmers and
ranchors and feeders are derided and ridiculed because they want
these excessive imports held down. - The fact remains that the reason-
able control of imports has always been &.part of the free enterprise
systemn as contrasted to a subsidized system. - - ‘

That is all, Mr. Chairman. .. .. . .. . ‘

The CnaRMAN. Any further questionst = | L

Senator McCartay.’ Mr. Chairman, XI.have a question, :I under-
stand you axe not opposed to the continued importation of: live cattle
for feeding purposes; is that rightt . - .. . ..~

~ Mr. Davis. The primary sources .of such cattle are Mexico:and
-Canada. - L N T

‘Senator McCarrny. Yes; L know, ... .. . . L

Mr. Davis. And, actually, from what I can gather, the Mexican
cattlemen are pretty well agreed with our policy. '
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“Senator” McCarrny. Yes; agreed with ‘the policy of ‘not letting
imports come in from other countries, but why is it—wouldn’t the
sifiiplest way, most divect way, be to limit the importance of cattle
for feedinig purposes? This wounld get right to the point of the
‘problemy wouldn't it~ - ‘ ' ‘

Mr. Davis. Yes. Actually we have lived with that situation, and
they do utilize a lot of the feed produced within the United States.

Senator McCarrny. Well, I know, but therse is too much feeding
being done in this country;.asn’t there? - What I am-trying to get at
is, why is it that the cattlemen see no objection to the’ continued im-
portation of feeding cattle from foreign countries? .

- Mr, Davis. Mr. Lilley; our secretary—— :

Mr. Lintey. One possible answer, in our State, specifieally, we are
harvesting our grass resource, and we convert tlis grass to beef and the
lightweight Mexican cattie we feed that resource adds pounds of beef
to go into' domestic consumption, -We still use our vesource for its
best use. This may not apply in other nrea‘s,“but thatis true:in our
case,. Tt X A ‘

- Senator McCarrry. If it is considered’in the light of the overall
ptoblem of what appears to be-excessive production of beef at the
‘present. tifie, it Would seern to mé that ohe way to cit down on that
would: be to 'discourage the importation:of live cittle for feeding in
the United States as well as to Iimit the impdrt of canned or processed

beef. oo e . e H . A L L O
Mr, Linier. In'the total that would be true; howevet, new cattle
raised in-the Staté!would.fill that vacuum. = We would: still produce
an etjual amownt of beef-in ourarea, . . oo s
SenntoF M¢Carrity. My Stdte is:the principal producer:of iron ore
i1t this: dountry.: ‘We have lostrabout 50 péicent' df otk market since
thewnd bf WorldAVar II; i1 some cAses to competition:ivhich has some
economic justification; in other cases competi ioir.whichrissubsidized
in'n -fdr‘ei%n‘ ebantry: venieo o i am s
Wotld ‘the cattlemen be prepared toisupport an embargo ‘on-the
_importation of iron ole eventhougli it would result"in highercosts
of priteticitlly every applinice, automobiles, :and {eve‘liythihg« elge pro-
ditced in this country that uses iron and’steel?-We have!lost’ 50
percentof the tidrket; Wob> 10 ‘pekcerit,: not 5 percent; bt nearly 50
per'éent of thie iron-ore market ‘of :thig cotintry. . Tlié argument made
for itnpotts, 'of ‘cofisd) 19 thdy ave good forithe geiersl. economy,
This keeps' tlie- pricesof | farm ‘mdellinedy ‘down; keeps: the' price -of
duforriobiles‘down, the price of appliances down;iand improves our
“position:‘in‘ the Wokld’s iharket:' T just want'to know how - far'we
Oll%:lt to go on this percentags of this domestici markets that ought
to be allocated to American producers, ~ v - 1.7 e s
The domestic oil industry his 85 percentiof the ‘Aerican' matket
nllocated to it. - They dve—they'ate willihg:to let 15:percent comefrom
‘outside;’ Do thé'edttlétiien Have a'sep Percentage? ' Do they say 10 or
15 or § percent! What is your—iz7: 7 187t e il ot e
My, Litney: T thitk this bill we'ire considering wonldttesult in
something in the'area' of 6 percent,: I think we are agreed we: are
\gigzlig,to give up 6 percent o ?the‘iim‘két : ,,'I‘Ixe'siﬂafmge all of wsudden
¢ ,.é. .l,l.'l). : D TIINY i L Tl 6 0, "”'3”"“4 . k,.‘; . el L

. . Al‘.-‘
certhia e ey Lo g s e e g e

{
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Senator McCartny. It went up in the iron ore, too; 5,000 percent
or more. We may call upon you to support a limitation on iron ore
imports.

'{:he CuairMaN. Thank you very much.

The committee will recess until tomorrow morning at 10 o’clock.

(Whereupon, at 11:02 a.n., the committee recessed, to reconvene

at 10 a.m., Thursday, April 2, 1964.)
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THURSDAY, APRIL 2, 1064
c 7 U.S. Senate,
-+ CoMariTer oN FINANCE, '~

‘ ' ‘ S - - “Washington, D.C.
The comniittes met, rursuant to recess, at 10:05 a.m;, in'room 2221,
New..g_gépato Office Building, Senator Hatry Flood Byrd, (chairman)
presiding. = - o T S
Present: Senators Byrd, Tdlmadge, McCarthy, Williatas, Cuirtis,
and Morton.” =~ ‘' ST ‘ ST
" Algo present: Elizabeth Springer, chief clerk. o
' The CrrArrMAN, The committee, will come to order,
Our first witness is' Senator Wayne Morse of Oragon. '
Glad to have you, Senator Morse. . . = = '
STATEMENT OF HON. WAYNE MORSE, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE
' - " ''STATE OF ORE@GON '~ "'

- Senator Morse. Mr. Chairman:and members of the committee, the:
opportunity to appear before you td testify in support of amendmeént;
465 to'H.R. 1839 is (ﬁrea_‘tly ‘appreciated. o S
- Sehator Mansfield’s amendment No. 465 to'H.R. 1839 is excellent 50
far a8 it goes, but in my opinion'it does not-go suffidiently far to meet
thé nebds of the cattle and sheep raisers of this country.. I'am'a co-!
sponsor of Senator Hruska's amendmént No, 467 and T-urge the adop-
tion’'of his'amendment because I feel that it will'do what haslong’
been needed, namely, make %x;ovisions for fair treatmeént of our Ameri+-
i;ane&tock raisery by rolling back imports to reasonable and acdeptable
evelg, it it Dot e S T T
“Inthe past I have said,and I repeat-today,that I am deeply -con-
cerned over the action taken by the Department of State‘in:the area:
of meat imports.. If the State Departinent had set out delibérately:
to sell American agriculture down the river:in its -international con-:
ferences on trade and'in its international agreements, it could not have
done & more effective job.: The State Department: would deny, ‘of-
course; that it intends to-harm our:American:agriculture,.but many"
of its actions have been of little help, and in some cases have'been :

downa;'eight harmful, in my judgment, - - ot
' Based upon the past performaiice of the State Department, I have
no great confidence in the ability of the Department'to birgain as!
effectively as 1 would like in its international trade.negotiations én
agricultural commodities. The Department, in the opinion of many
Oregon pear and apple people, has sold out the fruitgrowers of the
United States. Our Oregon fruitgrowers would be happy to supply
441
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convincing evidence to you on this point. The Department, according
to our cattlemen, is now engaged in selling out the beef and other seg-
ments of the meat industries of the United States and it has been doing
this for a number of years,

It is regrettable, of course, that it has hecome necessary to legislate
in this area, but I feel T must do something to assist the agriculture
of my State. I will not stand silently by while our American cattle-
men and fruitgrowers are subjectedtto unfair and diseriminatory prac-
tices, either through the action of our own officials or foreign govern-
ments,

Mz, Chairman, two leading officials of the Oregon Cattlemen’s Asso-
cintion have been very helpful to me in supplying information con-
cerning the serious economic situation confronting our cattlemen,
I rofer to Mr. Walter B. Schrock, of Bend, Oreg., president of the
Oregoni Cattlemen’s Association, and Mr, George W, Johnson, of
Prineville, Oreg., executive secretary of the association. In fact,
Mr. Johnson was scheduled to appear before this committee to plead
the case of the Oregon cattle raisers. Because of the legislative situa-
tion in the Senate, we agrreed that I should. present the facts that would
have been made avrilable to the committee by Messrs. Schrock and
Johnson had Mr. Johnson testified before you.in person. The facts
to which I allude are these: ' ‘

According to a survey made by Dr. Burton Wood, an expert agricul-
tural economist of Oregon State University, the average price of cattle
ifn]?rogon, because of imports, has decreased, pei hundred powids, as

ollows: C -

103 i $1.2811960_ ... dmmmmqrmmemaea—————— $2.58
1958 e e ——————— e 3921108 e 2.68
1050 oo 24011002 e larmanmeean - 339

. Mr. Chairman, I am sure you will find these facts to'be.as disturbing
as T did. -. They reflect an.economic squeeae that is resulting in great
Larm to an important American industry—one which, if permitted to
cantinue, will bankrupt many Western cattle raisers; These- prices
tell, in graphic fashion, the unfortunate plight in which the Oregon
cattleman now finds himself. : L

In order to coriect this situation, T urge the conimittee to support
amendment No. 467, which rccording to its author, Senator Hruska,
should result in a rollback from the Australian-New Zealand. agree-
ments amounting to 510 million pounds per year. . The amount of
the rollback under amendment 465 would amount to considerably less—
250 million pounds per year. . : :

‘Tt seens to me that the plight of the domestic livestock producer is
sitch that much more effective action is called for than is provided
by-amendment 465.. Therefore, I urge the committee to adopt amend-
ment 467, o

The Cuaryan. Thank you, Senator Morse. ‘

- Qur next witness is' Everett E. Shuey, secretary-treasurer-of the
Montana Wool Growers Association. -

- Please proceed, Mr. Shuey.

[
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STATEMENT OF EVEREIT E. SHUEY, SECRETARY-TREASURER,
MONTANA WOOL GROWERS ASSOCIATION, HELENA, MONT. °

Mr, Suuey, Mr, Chairman and members of the committee, mny name
is Iiverett. Io. Shuey, of IHelena, Mont. I am secretary-treasurer of the
Montana Wool Growers Association. Our association has a member-
ship of approximately 3,500 shee{) producers and represents over 90
percent. of the sheep owners in Montana. The association was or-
ganized in Fort Benton, Montana ‘'erritory, in 1883,

The membership of our ussociation is composed of large range
operators and many small pasture and farm flock operators in all sec-
tions of Montana. It is on behalf of these sheepmen that I am here
to endorse the amendment which Senator Mike Mansfield has pro-
posed to limit the quantities of both lnmb and mutton imported nto
the United States. _

Since January 1, I have attended 28 moetin{;s of sheep and wool
producers throughout Montana. Approximately 2,000 sheepmen at-
tended these meetings, and, without exception, the paramount worry
in their minds was tﬁz threat to the sheep and wool industry from in-
creased and uncontrolled hnports of lnmb and mutton from those
countries which have a much lower cost of production than that en-
jo’)"ed by the producers in our own country.

These producers were quite vocal in their criticism of the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture and the U.S. State Department relative to
the ngreement negotiated between the United States, Australia, and
New Zealand to establish quotas on beef, veal, and mutton imported
into the United States. -

They were extremely disappointed that lamb was not included ‘in
the ngreethent with Australia, and neither lamb nor hutton were in-
cluded in the agreement with New Zealand. Not only were these com-
modities not. included in the agreements, but the exporters of medt
from these countries, under the ngreement, are guaranteed a percent-
nge of the domestic market, plus a-growth factor to provide for them
in the future. : ‘

In March of 1960, I made a statement. before the U.S. Tariff Com-
mission relative to lamb and mutton imports and pointed: out the un-
favorable influence these imports have had on our domestic industry.
That statement would still stand todny. Dressed lamb imports have
increased from’ 1.8 niillion pounds in 1957 to 19 million pounds in
1963, an increase of almost 1,000 percent. A further check shotvs
that imports of dressed mutton-have increased 7,300 percent. during
this same period. How much longer must we wait forsome prdtec-
tion for our industry ? ' SR

I recogmize that the total tonnage of beef being imported is much
gréater than that of either lamb or mutton, but'I also know that wll
meat is_cempetitive—meat. is meat—aund every. pound..of-méat. sold
across the counter in a grocery store or supermarket, which has been
produced in some foréign country where the cost. of piroduction is lower
than in this country, displaces 1 pound of meat produced heve, -7

.Five yenrs ago, I'had the opportunity of observing, firsthand, sheep
operations in New:Zealand and Australia. ‘In New Zealand T was
told. that- they could produce lamb'for 10 cents perdressed ‘pound
and beef for-15 cents per dressed pound. This meat can be deliveradl
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.10 tha west.coast of this:country. for another 15 cents.” This means
that they can-produce lamb and ship it to this country for a total cost
of approximately 25 cents per dressed pound, which compares to our
cost. of -production in Montana of 40 cents to 45 vents per dressed

-pound. - I am sure you can see that we cannot stay in business long
with this type of competition. T |
- I made this identical statement, relative to New Zealand and Aus-

-tralia costs of production before the U.S. Tariff Commission in 1960.
Since that time sheep numbers in Montana haveé decreased almost 20

-.I)ercent. .. If this downtrend in sheep numbers continues,. it won’t be

ong until the sight of a sheep will -be almost as rare as the buffalo.
‘When a sheepman sells out his sheep, he converts to cattle. I'm sure

-you must recognize that further expansion of the cattle industry will
further aggravate the price situation in that field. | g

Sixty percent of the land in Montana is pasture and rangeland and
its only value is for livestock production. Sheep and catlle are the
vehicle by which the natural resources in the form of grass produced
on this land is converted.into new wealth in the form of food and fiber.
What is going to happen to the economy of these communities and the
counties which are dependent upon this tax base to support their
schools, roads, and their county government if our livestock producers
are to have their groduc‘ts displaced in the marketplace by those of the
foreign’countries? . . S ‘ '

- It is not my intention to quote any more figures or statistics to you.
I know that you have all the facts before you relative to the problem
we are facing, ' | : 2 o ‘

Weé merely want you to know that we wholeheartedly endorse the
Mansfield amendment. to H.R. 1839. We are also hopeful that the
committee will act affirmatively, and as quickly as possible to. give
this great industry the protection to which it is justly entitled. Thank

yo.u- - 3 . '
- The CramMAN. Thank {gu, Mr, Shuey. o :
_.The next. witness is Mr. Lowell Wilks, president of the North'Platte
Valley Lamb Feeders Association. S
Please take & seat, sir, and proceed. ‘
Senator Curtis?: . N o :

- Senator Curtis.-I would like to have the record show that we are
-welcoming Mr. Wilks here to speak. Ho is orie of Nebraska's prom-
inent citizens. Hoe has been in the business of the'fesding of lambs
and related activities for many, many years, and he speaks from the
standpoint of considerable experience and wide knowledge.

.The CrAmMAN. Thank you. S Lo

Youmay proceed, Mr, Wilks.

STATEMENT OF LOWELL WILKS, PRESIDENT, NORTH PLATTE
VALLEY LAMB FEEDERS ASSOOIATION, SCOTTS BLUFF, NEBE.

. Mr, Wmuks. Mr. Chairman and members of the committes, I -am
'vel(?' appreciative of g:»he‘og‘portunity to represént my association here
and present the position of the lamb feeding induistry and the feeling
of the association regarding the amendment before the committes. -
.- I am president of the North:Platté Valley Lamb Feeders Associa-
ition, and this associatiori’is made up primarily of every lanib feeder
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in Scotts Bluff and Morrill Counties, Nebr., two of the westernmost
counties of Nebraska, and Goshen County which borders them on’'the
west in Wyoming. =~~~ 7 o

. In'1960 there was approximately 170 ‘members in this b;%“\inizat_,ion.
Today I would presume therd dre Px‘obablly, about half that many be-
cause there aré half as many sheepfeedersleft in the valley.

We st,rong]ly urge that the Senaté comimittes adopt this amendment
and favorably report H.R. 1839 with .the amendment attached to the
Senate floor at the earliest possible monient. o ' ,

‘We have been hearing it seems like primarily the hiirt ‘and inju
that the cattlemen have been receiving and I realize it has been a tre-
mendous loss. In our State alone last year ivas an exceptional good
year from the standpoint 6f crop réturns, and in the final stages and
of accounting, and s6 6n, and so on, we tvound up with several percent
lower total income than there had béen.in previous years and pri-
marily due to the loss.on lambs and cattle that were fed there.

I am not going to quote a lot of statistics to Fou ‘because you have
heard them a hundred ‘tithes and you can go to the Department of
Agriculture and get them anytime you want to, but I just want’'to
touch briefly on the fact in 1958 there were 22 million pounds of lamb,
this is speaking ‘of lamb and mutton, imported inté the Unitéd States.
3 In 1960 there were 37 million ‘poﬁn‘és‘o lamb brouglit into the United

tates, o oo ' '
. In 1963 there weére 81 million pounds of 1dinb and mutton brought
into the United States. ' o
~ Now, in‘1960§ as I said, the sheepmen were hurtihg so bad and the
chttlemen hadn’t begun to feel this at that time, weé haven’t had but
one good sheep year since 1951. 'We have had four bad losses, the
rest of them have beeh break-evendeals. =~ ‘ :

If you happen'to be lucky enough’ that you boiight your lambs just
ri%ht and you sold them just ri%ht“yoi‘t'lﬁade a little motiey. ‘Ifﬁybix
(tii n(’lt; you broks even or you lost a little. And that thas beeri "the
rend. A . :

Now, I am not saying that everybody lost'money those different
years and broke even but the average overall pieture, I'thittk you sill
find exactly'asThavestated,, .~~~ ' ' ot e

We came down here at that timé in 1960 and appeared ‘at 4 heatirig
before the Tariff Commission with' the hope'of getting some help by -
way of the escape clause. We be%ged‘, practically got 'dowti on’ our
knees and with tears in our eyes, and after severs] months'of investiga-
tion, and so, forth, and so on, this is what we got dut of it. The result
of the hearing and' thé findings wis no’one was receiving any injury
from imports into the United States. o e

But I duSt wonder what ha happened to the shee%populbgtloh‘ in the
United States if no one has received any injury. Everyone wants to
make some money. I don’t believe they got out of it because they
were having to pay too much'incoimé tax, but they have certainly got
out of the sheep feeding business, . L L -

I noticed several times in the press, in the papers tlie last few
months, that our Secretary of Agriculture has made- the statement
that the livestock industry 18 not !)‘eing‘ihj'um‘d by importation of beef,
It'is primatily caused by the overpro luction of domestic beef. I just
wonder if it hag evér occurred to him jist what has caused that over-
produtction in'beef the 1a<¢ 10 years{ S

t o il
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¥ 'Ifl_l”o:%re:ue,st., reagon:that I could think ofyu.%ul L iim speaking pri-
marily from the example of my own locality and from the localities
ncthe, western papt of ‘the country. that I.am familiay with, is the
fuct. that. in—13, years ago there. wers. just about half a million lnmbs
fed in"the North Al?li\ttdsj'\’g lley, This year thére were about 125,000
langs fedin the North Platte Valley. _

Now, the North Platte Valley is'a very highly productive irrigated
section of the Western States. | It is—you can raise just about any
crop you want to there, primarily we raise sugarbeets; that is our
principal crop. Ceo ., .
Jt's a good potato-producing avea, but potatoes have been kind of
}lk(\ tho sheep business and you can’t afford to stay in that business.

¢t will produce corn and it is a white bean producing avea and the
lamb feeding business is very essentinl to that section,

For this kind of cropping it takes a lot of fertilization, and that is
one of the best ways to get it, this livestock being fed on the farm
where the crops nre produced, and this feed is still all being consumed
lriglit. there in the valley, even though we have just a fourth as many
ambs, . .-

But you check on the cattle population. Iivery man that was feed-
ing lambs and had to get out of-the business because of financinl rea-
sons and talked his banker into letting him feed a few cattle to use up
this feed, now the sugarbeet industry has a byproduct of beet tops;
that is n wonderful feed for sheep and cattle, pavticularly sheep. It
isn't like corn. You can’t put it in a bin and get n Government loan
on lit and keep it for 3 or 4 years and-let'it rot or whatever you eare
todo, '

If it isn’t fed and consunied within a few months after it is pro-

duced, it-is n complete loss, and lambs will consuma this product to
Detter ndvantage than aiy otheir kind of livestock.
... But if you can’t. get paid for it ov'if you linve to puy to feed it to
livestock you ean’t do it. And so the switch from lambs to cattle
has gone on a little bit every year there, until there has been a tre-
men oilsbmlduq of cattle. o

Now, indirectly ‘the iniportation of lamb and the injury that the
lamb. feeder was receiving has indirectly caused the big, or helped
cause the big increase in the cattle population, ‘

. <\ couple or 3 wecks ago, I was in Colorado. I drove from Fort
Collins'to Gree!e{), which is Yery much the same kind of a section as
wo have—a large beet-producing nrea. I just drove off across country
-where ordinarily, 20 years agq, you can see every farm with a yard of
sheep on it, lainbs on feed, or elso you would: see them running out
on beet tops, pasture: and I saw one small feedlot in that whole dis-
tance from Fort © liius to Greeley vight through the heait of that
sectton,.... : ., - | oL ‘ v "
'.I'th every one of those feedlots or furms had a pen.of cattle on
them, : K :
.1 picked up some figures that 1 thought were kind of interesting
the other day, and this cama from the Department, of Agriculture,
+ In-1960 lamb, prices on Febivary, 13 in Denver—that is the period
of :the heaviest lamb mprketing in. that section, and Denver is a pri-
.l!lm"y mavket-—lambs in 1960 wevg selling foi §20.10. -

They liad declined gradually for the,last 7 or8 years before that.

In 1961 on February 13, in Denveér, lambs were $17.60.
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In 1962 on the same date lambs were $16.75. I don’t have ‘the
figures for this year, but I would guess them to be around $19.50.
Now, the 'gain cost on:lambs for the last-several years has not been
too much différent. We have had Govermment supported grain so
-we know when we start in just about, what the pitin-is going té cost
us and that is our big cost in{mnb feeding. . o

And the guin costs have run from about. 20 to 24 cents a hundred
pounds.  So now you ean tnke' the price of lnmbs there in February
and tako the cost of giin at, say, nn average of 22 cents and at a $16.76
selling ‘)l'ico in 1962 you can see where that would put the sheep into.

I realizo that we have to maintain a good: international relation
with our neighboring coutitries down under, but I don’t believe that
it ::hould bo to the point of completely doing away with our domestic
industry,

In clgsing, [ would like to bring this ont, I don’t know whether
you have thought of it or not. but T would hate to see this thing de-
moralized to the point—not only lamb feeding of livestock, but any
kind of farm operation—to the point where none of the young men
are interested in going into the farming business, and it is pretty near
gotten to that point now.

I was reading some statistics the other day that showed the average
nonfarm income per capitn was $2,6156 a year. The average farin
income Per capita was 60 pocent of that or about $1,500, and of this
$1,500, 50 percent of that caitie from woik that this farmer did off of

the farm, and that isi’t good.

I have two grown young boys and most men would kind of like to
seo their sons follow along in thehr footsteps but 1 certainly counldn’t
recommend my occupation to my sons, I-don’t believe, I would hate
to subject. them to what'1 have gone through in the last 12 years.'

I think we all venlize that there is nothing that makes a strong bo
or o strong Nation more than a full lunch pail, and we don’t only fill
our own lunch pails but we fill the luneh pails of the world.

So, I would hate'to see them cut off the hand ‘that' feeds the world.

Thank you. o
('The prepared statemert of Mr, Wilks follows:)

STATEMENY OF LOWELL WINKS, :-PRESIDENT, NORTH PLATIE VALLEY LAMB FBEDERS
‘ ASBS0CIATION, SCOTTSBLUFF, NEBR, :

Mr. Chiairman, members of the commniittes, I am very appreclative of tlie op-
portunity to represent my assoclation here and present the position of the lamb
feeding Industry, and the feeling of the associntlon regarding the amendment
before tho cominittee, Co oL !

The North Platte Valley Lamb Feeders Association is made up of most of the
lamb fecders In Scotts Bluft and Morrill Counties in Nebraska, and Goshen
County, Wyo., which was at oue time one of the largest lamb feeding centers in
the United States, feeding nearly one-half million lambs,

Wo strongly urge that the Senate committeo adopt this amendment and favor-
ably report H.R. 1880 with the amendment attached to the Senate floor at the
carlleat possible moment. In 1960 the sheep Industry was so alarmed over the
steady fncrease of lnmb and mutton imports that nearly every lamb feeding and
sheep producing organization in -the United States sent representatives to a
hearing of the Tarift Commnlssion to try to curb some of the imports. The finding
of the Commmission after the héarings was that no one was recelving any injury
fromn Impoits of lamb and inutton, yet the industry has been slowly ‘dying while
the Imports ¢ontintie to rise (1058, 20 inillion pounds; 1063, 81.6 million pounds).

© T lmve noticed tn the papers several times where ouir Secretary of Agriculture
has made the statement that the low cost of bedt was not due to Imports of:beef,

30-082- -84 - pt, 2--—- 6
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- but from the increased cattle numbers here in the United States. I wonder if he
has ever stopped to figure why we have had thé big increase in the cattle num-
'bers. 'The greatest reasofi' that I can think ‘of is the fact that sheep business
has been so bad.that éveryone that could has switched from gheep to cattle, both
in the feedlots and on the range. Some of the largest range outfits that used
to be all sheep are now all cattle. Some that were half sheep and half cattle
are now all cattle and this has taken place all 6ver the country wherever the
.range is at all adaptable to the running of cattle. Why would a man raise and
sell 14-16-cent lambs when he can sell 85-cent calves off the same range. Take
‘our own valley as an example of the switch in feeding operations: I have stated
.before that a few years ago there were one-half million lambs fed here In this
valley,  In 1060 there were less than haif that many and this year theve is just
about one-fourth that ‘many. The feed that ig produced here I8 stil! all being
:fed here but not to lambs, so just check your cattle on feed as ¢compared to a few
;years ago. Last week I drove through a section of northern Colorado where a
-few years ago every farm would have a yard of lJambs on feed. Last week I saw
one yard of lambs on feed but everyone of those faring had a yard-full 6f cattle.
The feeding of lambs here in our valley is very important. Crope that re-
‘quire lots of fertilization are grown here so we need the mannre. There are a
lot of byproducts here from the beets that can be consumed by lambs better than
-any other animal. - This section of Nebraska is strictly agricultural. There I8
yery littlo industry that is not related to agriculture in some way. Therefore,
the minute the farmer has a loss o1 cattle or lambs the man on Broadway of every
‘town in tho valley feels the pinchatonce. . - ;. . Co L,
You hear the parties on the negative side of this question say that this type
.of mutton will have no bearlgg on the price of your good lamb. In our feedlot
whenever we add an extra 100 pounds of corn' in the grain trough those lambs
“will eat’100 pounds less féed of some kind that they are getting at the panels.
Notv.the same thing is true of pcople, every-100 pounds of some imported food
will replace 100 pounds of some food that 18 produced here in the United States.
There was approximately 19 million pounds of lamb imported into the Unltqd
States last year that would roughly mean the replacing ot 880,000 head of ldinbs
‘that could have beéeh produced hére. That would mean that it would put one
packing plant (with the capacity to kill 200 lambs.per hour) out of business.
That would mean the losg of revenue to trucks and rallroads for nearly 2,000
carg of live lambs. That would mean the loss of revenue to trucks and rail-
-roads for dpproximately 750 cars of dresséd ldmbs. ‘Now, let’s bring this back
to our local operdtion: With & réduction froin'500,000 head of lamb' to 123,000
lambi on feed here in the valley, of 375,000, that means the loss of revenue to
local trucks and rallroads ot‘a{)proxlmatel.v. 1,800 cars of live lambs and 750°* -
cars of dressed lamb, plus the loss of 1,875 hours for approxiniatély 100 men
or 187,500 man-hours at $2.50 per hour—more than a ‘quarter of milllon dollars
in wages alone that is lost from thé reduction of lambs here in these 8 countlies.
Of course, I realize that all of thesa lambs would not go to our, local packing
plant but nevertheless the loss of hours is there and some section of the country
wiil lose it This does not include the wages of approximately 1,600 steady men
that It would take to feed and care for that many lambs and that money would
every bit be spent right here in this locality.
'Now I realize that we have to keep a good international relation with our neigh-
‘gougng countries, but rot to the point of putting our domestic. industry .out of
ness. - ‘ o - IR :
. I really feel that the amount of lamb that {s being imported 1s not hurting
‘us a8 much as the price at which it is being supplied. : If- this could be controlled
ahd also the time at which this lamb comes in, I think we could still import a
lot of lamb without hurting the local industry, As you realize, the lamb business
is a little more seasonal than the beef ‘business and if this lamb’ could be con-
trolled to where it would come in in our off seasons, it might even be a help to
"us because it would make it possible for the markefs to have a sapply of lamb
at all times at a steady market which would do away with peaks and valleys in
1amb Prices. Co S e : - -
: . NONFARM PER OAPITA, $2,618{ FARM, $1,500

‘Now :to sum thia all up I think that the most important issue of this whole
‘thing is this: Let's not demoralize the livestock and farm business to the point
wwhere no young men want té follow it. It is almost to that point now, During
the depression of:the thirties the farm boy did not. make any money, but neither
did his city cousin. Why would any young man of average intelligence take up
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farming and work 12 hours a day ifor:75 cents. an hour when all his friends
work 40 hours 8 week for 82 per. honr, | His dentlst works 40 minutes re-
moving an impacted ' wisdom ‘tooth ‘and chargés him $100; gn ear specialist
operates on hls ear and charges him $300 for an operation that takes 80 minutes.
.A doctor once said-to -me that the cost of their schooling was the reason they
had to charge such prices. I have paid more in 1 year for my schooling than
most doctors did in 4 So let's all remember ;t nothing makes a stronger
boy oF natlon’than a full Iunch pall. U.S. farmers not only fill our lunch pail
but the lunch pails of the world. It takes a big hand to do thls so let's keep it
big and not cut off the hand that feeds the world.

The CtratrmaN. Thank you very much

- Senator- Telme.dge?

Senator Tarsange. Thank you fora very ﬁne statement .

The CrarMAN. Senator Curtis?

Senator Cugrris. Mr. Chairman, just a couHIe 'of questions,

35&1; Siald in'1963 there were nnported 81 million pounde of Iamb and
‘mu .

My Wrtks. Yes.

Senator Cortts, That way boneless, wasn’t: M

Mr, Wiks. That was all types,

- Senator Curti®. A good deal of it? -

“Mr. Wirks.“Well, now I will tell you, there were18.9 m:lho)n pounde
of lamb,  That: was ) rimarily all 1amb’ legs and cuts of lamb.

Senator Curris.' Do you have a rough estimate of how many live
head this 81 million" peunds \vould amount‘ tof I know you can’t
- givean acourats one. -

Mr. WiLks., Those ﬁgures, figuring a 50-pound caroass to a’drewed
lamb, you would have approxuna y 380,000 head ‘of 1]amb—380,000
head of lambs, now, that is just about— -

~Senator Curtis, That is not allowing for d6rhe of it beinig boneless?

Mr. Wirks, That is just the lJambs, “That dcesn’t have anything to
.do with the 62 million pounds of mutton and canned, but- I am s;iea
ing primarily from the:lamb-angle because that:is the onié thiat X am
primarily interested .in. .. But that would mclude, that would make
about 880,000 lambs, gggroxunately 2,000 carloads. . .

Senator Curtts, 2,000 railroad cars?

Mr. WiLks. 2,000 railroad cars. I have noticed now the simxlarity
in the fig re to the similarity. to. our ,own valley, Taking: 125,000
head of-Ia fed this, year from: the 500,000 that we.fed a few
rears agois 3730,000, just about the eqmvalent of thts amount of lambs

I have set down and figured the railroad is losin, the revenue on
ﬁroxlmately 200,000 cars of hve lambs that are pped mto that

SenatorCtmm 206,000&";93 L

“Mr. Witks. 2,000 cars. ;. e

~ Senator CurTis, 2,000 cars. . "

Mr. Wizxs. The railroads and trucks are losmg revenue on appnox-
1mﬁtely 150 cars. of. processed lambs, if 1t is processed there in' the
. va ey
" Senator Curmis, In that, eonnectlon where do most of those lambs
come from thet ill be, fed in the, i ards of North Platte Valley

: o, majority of them come out of. Colorado -and

genator Gmms. But a considerable haul
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' Mr, Wirks. A considerable haul. Lots of them, in-fact, T have more
than half of mine that come out of New Mexico, and e nlso get

lambs out of Montana. .. . - . . S .

Senator Curtis. Where is the lamb market for the finished product?

.~ Mr. Wiks, Whebe' is' the finished prothict?  On the east const.
 Senator Curtis. So there 'is a. tremendous transportation factor
‘involved here? .. | .- : C o

Mr, WiLks. There is, : : : o

Now then, in this 375,000 lambs that we are short of what we used
to have, that would deprive about 1,600 men of steady jobs that that
would take to feed .and handle that many lambs there in the valley.

Senator Cuvrris. What is our total domestic production, either in
poundsorlive hend? . . ‘

- Mr. WiLks. I don't have those figures with me, Carl, T can get them
for you, but I don’t have them vight here with me. But what I was
going to say, this 1,600 men’s wages, i)mcticnlly every penny of that
would be spent right there in that.valley. The North Platte Valley
is primarily, almost entirely, agricultural. - . :

‘here is no industry there that isn’t in some way connected with
agriculture, and the minute you havea bad loss in the livestock busi-
ness, in the farm business in any avay, it is immediately felt up and
down Broadway in.every town in the valley, and I get a killing freeze
in the. fall before the crolf) is harvested and you can see the difference
the next week in the cafes, in the stores, or anywhere olse up and
down the valley. . . . . ~

The Cramryan. Senator Morton?
Senator MortoN. No questions,
Mr. Winxks. I ‘have the picture of an ad I cut out of n New York

. paperin 1960 and it says: e

-Whole or half.lambs, cut for your convenience at'no extra ¢harge at 35 cents

a pound, , U.8. Government inspected, imported; quick-frozen.
‘Do you know:what the local packer in our territory would have to
pay me for my lamb to process-that lnmb nid put it m-New York at

.

that. price? 1, ,

The Crratryan, Whatisitd R

Mr. Winks. Around13'to14 centsapound. = v

Senator Curris. That is Wit he would have to pay you.

My, Winks. He touldn’t afford to pay me any 'morve antl sell that
lamb at that price. _ . , ) S

Now, that is1't wholdsale, Thatisretiil. I

I picked up a littlo article‘in the Denveir Post' Sunday and T would
like to read you u little paragraph of it or two here, It says:

Like Little Bo-Peep the United States is losing its sheep, Twenty.years ngo
the sheep population was somewhere around 40 ‘mitlion. ‘By the end of last
year the number had dropped to 28 million. ‘Someé of the sheepinen fear the
Nation's total will fall to 20 million before it is stabilized. - * = /-

Now, I might add this tliat there is a treinendouns shortage in fat
lambs today. Packers all over the country have cut down and ‘ve-
duced their kill because they can’t gét the limbs to kill. * Yeét we ove
selling lambs today,‘the lighest’we huve sold in-f number; of yeurs
fox;)g' cents in Scottsbluff; Just-about the cost 6f gnin on'thbse Tnmbs
nt 22 cents. R
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A few years ago under a similar situation we would be selling lambs
in Scottsblufl for 30 cents. : :

We have spent more for the promotion of lamb in the last 10 years:
than was ever known to be spent on promotion of lamb and lamb
products. - o, S

Andto wind up this article they say : .

They are in an Industry that faces terrific competition from foreign courses
and they have to fight if they are to survive. The sheepmen aren't asking for a

dole or for sympatby. ‘They do-ask that American housewives serve lamb more
frequently and that American families use Amerlcan wool and lamb products.

Thank you. S .

The Citairaan.. Thank you very much, Mr. Wilks, _ :

Senator Curtis. Mr. Chairman, I have here a number of statements
from organizations that contacted me,-individual feeders’ groups
county feeders, associations, certain mupic pilities and otheérs, who, if:
it were not for the imposition of time on the committee, would have
liked to have been heard here. I ask unanimous consent that these
statemonts be received and printed as part of the record.

Thié Cusimryan. Without objection.

(The statements referred to follow:)

.

STATEMENT: OF THE RIvER MARKETS GROUP ON AMENDMENTS T0 H.R. 1830, A8
PRESENTED BY HUOH MACTIER, OMAHA- NEBR, CHAIRMAN, RIVER MARKETS
Group c ;

(The River Marketa Group i{s a voluntary nonprofit trade assoclation com-
prised in membership of the livestock exchanges at six of the largest terminal
markets In the United States; namely, St. Louls National Stockyards, Illinols;-
Kansas City, Mo.; St. Joseph, Mo.; Omaha, Nebr.; Sloux City, Iowa; and Sloux
Falls, S, Dak.  Priucipally enguged in the business.of livestock marketing, Riyer
Markets Group members, durlug 1963, recelved an sold 6,451,433 cattle, 571, 701
calves, 12,089,801 hogs, gnd 3,146,071 sheep, for a grand total of 23,159,025 head
of all specles of livestock,) : e S

_ BTATEMENT ON AMENDMENTS 70 LR, 1830

The River Markets Group wishes to convey its sincere appreclation to Chalr-
man Harry F. Byrd and the members of the Senate Cotnniittee-on Finance for
tho, privilege of Aling this statement In"support of:legislation which will sharply
curtail the tonnage of imported meats and meat products. = - oo

We dre in domplete' agreement twith ‘the basié intent of teglslittion now pending’
before this committee; hamely, that of liniting the volume of such imports ‘tb
a renlistic level {h the Interest of providing domestic producers with'a reasonable
dﬁgn‘-&o_f protection’ from the unbearable’ consequences of the present: lm’pér;
situation. ‘ S A S

The tremendouy Impact of plummeting livestock: prices on the econonty of the
Midwest has already extracted a severe toll in all lines of agriculture and relatéd
business. Many #ound livestock feeders have been forced:into Hquidations and
foreclosures and neariy all have drasticdlly curtailed thelr operations, - T

Cnsh farm income ‘has shown &' considerable decline due alinost entirely to:
reduced llvestock values resulting fiom ‘an- uncontrolled flood of imports. As
an examplé, 1963 lvestock marketings in Omaha; the Nation's largest terminal
market rose to 6,180,499 head from a total of 6,164,075 head in 1082, ‘yet the
carl value of livestock sold dipped from $642-mitlion in 1962 to $503 million' in
1003 : a decrease In farmers' take-home pay of:140 million even in the face of.
n-volimo fnerease of 23,000 head. : ‘ :

The River Markets Group strongly supports and recommends leglslative action
which wlll correct the adverse effect which unlimited fmports are having on our’
domestic market. ‘We respectfully urge that this committea to.approve and re-
port-out-legislation restricting lmport volume: to & level not in excess of 1960
tonnage or approximately & percent of domestic production for beef and veal
and 11 percent for lamb and mutton. We also feel it finperative that tmport
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volume of cooked, canned, and cured meat products be included in.these quotas
in addition to fresh, chilled, and frozen meat, and that no growth:factor of any.
kind be included for future years. . . ., . . .., .. . o

T

1 o.,_ y t oL, JE - .
TEKAMAH CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, INC, : .
. Tekamah, Nebr., Maroh 12, 1964.
Mr. Harey F., BYro, SRR A S
Chairman, Senate Oommittee on Fénance, - . . - . ... .uhy ..« .
Washington, D.O, Lo < Vi R Y RS N B A TR L
DEAR 8eNATOR: We'of the Tekaniah (Nebr.) Chainber 6f Commerce would like
to seé'the importd of beef reduced to the ratic of 6 to 7. percent of our consumption -
of beef. The present amount of tmported beef and the chances of it even gojng
higher 1s of great concern to we people in the cattle feeding area of Nebrgnﬁh., i
The present losses of $30'fo &&e per head o fat cattle wiil depréss the ihanclal
condition of rural communitice. - Bventually, this loss in' cattle will show .up In
the industrial areas because of.the lack of farm people belng able to purchase,
newmachlnegy‘apd automoblles. . e
We would apprecldte your committee giving this problem dud consideration at
your hearings, - oo T et e S '
© « Verytruly yours,: . -

pter i

C

3

. N . R Y T : o vy
T Harorp WrDGEWOOD,
: : e .. Prestdent
Roozk Loron, .
et el U Beoretary.
B. R, LeMasTzR,

i -}f{u -Direotor: -
A ¥ B . . ¢
Ciry oF HABTINGS, NEBR,, = .

March 12, 1964,

Senator HARRY . B¥mp, © = . - . '
Chairman, Senate Oommitiee on Pinance,
Benaté Oftos Bullding, ~ ~ ~ . .. - . .
Waskington, DO, .- - . - 1 0 me s R
‘DeAR SexATor Bypd: This'létter has to'do with meat imjorts and thelr direct
eftect upofi' thie'economy aind welfare of the immediate trea of Hastings, Nebr, -
' As you know this is basically an agricultural section of ‘the United ‘States.”
Most all of our income is derived from this endeavor and anything affécting it
adversely certalnly has a cor,reepondlnnlf bad effect on our total economy—retail
salle:;édbank deposits, homebillding, and all other businesses and they are all
related. - . . | s T T N T T A
. Right now the peychological reactlon of.peoplie.in'this drea.to meet’impiort
}mslgeqs is, ?np lo:. ﬂ;&’lghwplng ﬁp'.' on pur:g st{)lltllgs. \wlalctii:, mea!na,,? _declczg‘d_ s'}gﬁlge
ng down of pale of large appliances, autpmoblles, and farm implements, : This
ca;x be extended to.fnclude a. mﬂtﬁny more items—any ltem that is offered for
sale, [T S B P I [ IR S - A Y S N S e S,
This morning I. lalked;.with three men, Mr. Raymond Kissinger, a cattle feeder
in, this area, and the agricultural repregentaktlvps of ;w&q{)oqm.nasum bauks,
Mr. Wallace Chaloupka, First Natlonal Bank, and Jim McDougal, City National
Bank, We discussed: every angle of the meat import,situatiop and definitely
concluded. after this grassroots consideration of the subject that what we.need
out here 13 cooperation and protection through Federal legislation. We do not.
want subsidy, rather we do.want lower quotas on meat imports. based on, say,
on {i0 percent of the average annual quantity of meat imported.during the 5-year
period ending the final month of 1943. We definitely need rellef in thig direction.
..My cattle feeder friend told me;at our meeting today tbat several of his cattle
feeder friends are quitting business. My banker friends Indicated that if some
of the banks called their loans, perhaps as many as 50 percent of the cattle.
feeders would not be ableto payout.. .. . - ‘ T T
Here are some more important facts; 8 cattle feeders in this community have
quit; one fed 100, the others 200. to 800 each. According to the Stockyards Na-
tional Bank of Omaha, business is bad. - Two commerclal feedlots have qult, cattle
yards are empty, offering feadlots for sale 50 cents and even 25 cents on the
dollar. -. Imports hurt: production }; most ranchers are keeping cows—can't. sell.
Could start land prices tumbling. This could be the real.reason for economic

.
o . Con
. ot R
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collapse in this area, Y.ocal feeders have lost, in the Jast 18 months, $20 to $50 a
head. Quotas should definitely be set on meat imports.

Imported canned meat s not labeled clearly enough, and not advertised ad-
equately as such.

The total tonnage of imports almost equals the receipts of the world’s largest
market in 1 year—the Omaha market.

The reduction in price has xot been reflected in retal] price to the consumer.
Our people need help through proper meat import guotas. :

I have tried to point out to you, Senator, the true present condition of our
economy as affected by meat imports and sincerely feel that we have a genyine
American right to expect rellef through proper legislation from your end. When
the meat business is adversély affected here in Nebraska, a' pall s cast over the
entire economy and we are all in the economic dumps.

We need your help., : -

Respectfully and slncexely,
L. C. ScHUSTER, Mayor. :

Lo
[

© NUCKOLLS Covx'rt LivESTOCK FEEDERS Asaoouﬂov. .
Nchon, Ncbr ucrolus 1984.

Senator HarrY F. BYRD, : :
Chairman, Senate ananoe Oommmeo, ‘ TENPT
U.8. Senate, Washington, D.O. :

Dear SeNATOR Byep: I am _submitting the following intormhtlon pertlneht to
the meat import hearl&gg

First, with referencé to etrects of imports on domestlc prices, it is'an estab-
lished fact that the U.S, public consumed an average of 94 pounds of beef and
vez(\lltle:;d the years of 1981 and 1962 at prices satlsfactory to most U.8. ranchers
an ers. .

By contrast, when' thé per capita consumption was advanced to 100.1 pounds
(estimated) in 1068, the prices for live cattle could not be maintained at profit-
able levels to U.8. cattlemen.

It 18 clear to our cattle producers that even though domestic production of
beef and veal reached an estimated 91.2 pounds in 1968, this was not in itself a
depressing factor on U.8. cattle prices. Reference is made dbové to’ thé fdct
that we consumed 04 pounds per year . in 1061 and, 1962 at prlees satlsractory
and generally profitable to U.,8. cattiemen.’

It 18 als0 obvlous there j3 room in the United’ Statées for a limited volumeé of
imported meat. 'Thé question is—how much? Thé cutrent view among’our
16cal Industsy members is that sincé we have developed -the domestic market by:
advert}sing, promotion, and advanced teehnology the most we should now allow:
to bé imported would be in the range of 4't6 5 pounds of beef and veal pet capita.

Now, quite apart from thé effects of imported beet on U.8. cattle prices, we are
concerned ’about the geheral influence of lower livestotk prices on’ the local econ-
omy, " It'is geperally agreed that the' foll impact wm not be felt until we are
well into the 1064 calendar year, - -

Theé major influence will’be on the so-called lmrd goods lnduztrles such'as
(1) farm implements; (2) autos and trucks (8) bulldlng trades (lumber and
steel) and (4) major appllances ‘

Tt is our estimate that gross sales ln these industrles will be down 20 percent'
or moye from 1963 levels. *

“We also antlelpate lower expendltures by our llvektock tarmers for llte lnsm--
ance ‘and travel, Local bank deposits-are currehtly lower than a year -ago.
Threo large farhequipment agencles wlthln a m-m le mdlua have been llqul-
dated within the last several months, - ‘

Finally—the Federa) tax revenue based on 1964 lncome in thls area is expected,
to be lower than in 1063 and appreclably lower than ln 1962,

Slncerely youu.
: ‘e L B Oonxmn, Prctldent
Enclosure.

EEPUIIEN
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Recf and veal statistlos, United States, 1960-63

* {In pounds! -
: l 1060 1061 I 1062 i 19631
(and veal coRSUOPtlon (AT CADHA) . wieveummrenns| - OL:4, w1 | we 1001
frog ”u.b&ﬂan%“m (p-mmm..‘.‘."......, ......... i § 432 5.69 7.80 - 8.93
U.S. domestic productlon, beef and veal (pet capita)...] - 1811 8.0 8.8 - 9.2

VEstimated, - A
Referenpe: ' Livestock agdtpléag Situation,” 134 E.R.S. USDA, pp. 7,36,

P s + B N , ‘. ' .
FaRMERs Co-op Grary Co,, -
Garrison, Nebr, April 12, 1965.

Y comm——

IHon. HARRY F. BYRD,
Washington, D.C.
DearR SEnatoR. Byap: The beef import situation has and will continue to
affect our.place.of business in the following ways:
Accounts receivable have and will continue to go up. _
Spring orders for fertilizer are very BIOW. . . - L e
Prices of protein supplement have been lowered $a‘§_to__$6 per ton to help
tbrough a VQ"¥M¢E‘Z“‘9;§‘1§‘W& TIPSy ; .
The price of hamburger over the cownter i 30 cents per pound. '
Farwers are not restocking thelr lots with-any more cattle, as they usudlly. do.
Yaurs tyuly, .. . . T A .
e © . QgoroE W, Dapo,
President of Board bf Diyéctore.
HaroLp HEINS, =
.. ... Sccrelary.

hw

. ot - o
:)..-."w L -t # . foaaray

(1% IR - ,! T, X

e, ... DAvib Crry/BANK,
T TV ~paipti city, Nebr, March 12, 196§,
Hoi Hamdy B Biwp, .~ 1 oo s
Chairnian, Sengte Finance Committée, . - L :
Neto Senate Offes Building, Wdshington, DC. - * " - L7 o ]
. DeAR- SENATOR- BYRD; Please add my: volce t,o..t,hnt.juiu;zhty,.tmtopg that is
anxlous.to haye the beef impotts curbed. I feel very definitely,that this ipctease
in the, heef- imports has:had a most detrimental effect on our marke Jof. fat
cattle, .. . . . AR s Lt oan U ST § PP o
1 am the president of a.bank that has deposits of fess than 81 mittion ﬁut 0
percent of my cnstomers are.farwers.. _A goodly number of then feed qa| tle'In
varying:quantities but, in:the past year I have seen thelr equities reduced con-
siderably, and in & few Instancea they have been redyiced to the.pojnt where this
bank is unable to help them in the financing of any further teeding, operations
and nnleas.they make somg money from.their farming operations.in this coming
season they will be forced tosellout,.- . -« . yr. oo v 0 T
In my banking policies. I have been able to finance the great majority .of
my- cusfomers - withiout taking a chattel mortgage on the. livestock they :feed
but as they are selling their fat cattle and tryving to buy back I find it necessary
to ndvisd more and.more.of them that the bank can no lopger finance them on the
same basls-as: in the.past. . In other words the hank: will .deem it necesary to
secure the loans .by: chattel mortgages on -the cattle angl. feed. .This. is most
distressing to these operators as they pride themselves on, thejir-thrift and ability
togwnheﬂdl ) e, et O C. o B
Without exception these:farmers have been oxtremely distressed: to learn of
the tremendous increase in the importing of beef. Thelr argument against that
advanced -by the importers. wherein those importing the beef claim that it all
goes into hamburger and less popular types of meat products is that on every
carcass of our real good beef produced here at home at least 25 percent of that
carcass also goes into hamburger or related products and the importing of beef
to replace this amount that goes into hamburger any way is a very definite drug
on our fat cattle market.

' .
N E tr e
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Please use your infiuence to enact legislation that will reduce very substan-
tinlly thé fiuporting of beef to this country—preferably back to a 5- or G-percent
figure.- Even for a period of 2 years this would give our producers an oppor-
tunity to fdjust their opemtlons to compete with a larger import and give thein
o chance to get their own houses in order. This will permit them to remain in
business and maintain more stability in our local small towns that are depend-
ent on the farming and feecing business. The rural areas are hurting and they
desperately nheed someone to champion thefr cause. I fmplore you to use your
influence to protect this segment of our great country. They are the remnants
of a very proul heritage that hns been decaying. .

Very truly yours,
LESTER E. Souna, President.

Davip City GraiN Co,,
David Oity, Nebr., March 12, 1964.
Senator CaArL T. CURTIS,
U.S. Senate Office Building, \
Washington, D.C. )
. DreAR SExATOR: It hns been brought to our attention that the recent foreign
importation of ineats is bécoming detriniental, not only to the tarmera and
ranchers of the Unitéd States, but to féed dealers as well,
In this area the farmers take thelr produce to market and are reluctm\t to
replace thglr stock, That in turn is going to cause less feeding. -
All'in-all 3t will become a viclous clrclé; involved in the old law of supply
and demand. In this respect it can go so far 'ab to cause unemployinent in other
flelds 'also, Along the line of demand—there' will be no excess spending, but’ I
doi’t have to give you a lesson in plain-economics. :
\\'q are all being aftected by this’ condmoh

.. Yours very truly. . ‘ )
: : . : \Im'n’x.\E Pm‘o.

I.S. —-If you WISh, you may forward our feellng to Senator Byrd

o Vi i aa ' . -
LD Faruiss 0o-op OmL ASSoCIATION, |
David City, Nebr., March 12, 196}..
GENTLP\!H\ !?Our lmslne\s consists of petrolenm iprodudts, machlnexv, and
other farm supplies sales. Casdn
We fecl the present drop in cattle prices has been a large factor in contrlbutlng
to'our salés slump-during tlie'Arst 214 months of this year.
This decline in snles will channel all the way back to the manufacturers of
these products, and affect the economy of-the country.
ALAN B, Went, Manager.

r u

oo Bv-rx.sn Cou\rr LrvE8TO0K FEEDERS ASSOCIATION, : °
. s ‘ Davld Oml. Nobr., Mdrch 18, 1964
Hnn. llnm’ F B\ nn,
Chatrmain, Senate Conimittce on Finance, ' N
Us. Scnate. Washington, D.O. T e
Sin: ‘Cattle feeders' il otir area last yvear took heavy losses on thelr teedlng
business. Right now a typlcal deal on “eattle going to market would be on the
busjs of yearling steers purchased.during the late spring of 1063

A 600-pound steer cost 26 cents per POUNA .o c e ccccmaeanoos cenreeawne $156,00
Cost of feed (500 pounds grain at 22 cents per: ponnm ....... emndadanaa 110,00
Interest at 6 percent ............................. ‘----.;-.;....-'..-‘.‘.._ - 9.80
7 potal invastment when ateer welghs 1,100 pounds.-—: - ...... 275.36
$teer now sells for 20 conts net_..._ dmemea e i b e e km e —————— 2223 b0

1088-.&5&.&1.--_..--4.;‘ ....... ‘---.;--“-.'..‘_‘:;---‘d-‘-_--":_v‘—";h‘_ '49 86

It must Ve furcher noted’ that (1) this does not take irito account lanid: costs,
‘labor costs, machinery costs, or veterlnary expenses; and: (2) this'is’the second
feedlot turnover on which heavy losses have occurred in the last 2 yed¥s,
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Overproduction on the part of the cattle industry itself is often held at fault

for the low fat cattle prices. But let's not forget that this great volume of
imported beef replaces those cuts which would normally come from cow beef.
The extremely low prices now paid for cows for slaughter because of imported
competition forces ranchers to keep cows in calf production rather than disposing
of the older cows. Thus the high numbers in current calf crops are directly
traced back to heavy imports. . ]
- Whenever prices slide for any perlod of time another problem automatically
appears. Feeders tend to hold thelr livestock for higher prices, feeding to
heavier welights than they would normally, further depressing the market. When
cattle prices are high enough for the feeder to make a little money, this holding to
heavier welghts practically disappears.

You can then see how the high volume of imports soon compounds into a prob-
lem that is far greater than one of simple competition at the consumer level. No
one ¢dn forécast with any accuracy what the net effect of a reduction of imports
to a reasonable 5-percent level would be on the fat cattle market, but it obviously
will be in the area of several dollars, and not just several cents.

We have a fairly successful feed grain control program and agriculture needs
this to exlst; but to improve the farmer's economy (and therefore everyone
else’s in the Midwest) the difference of normal 8 percent imports and the now
accelerated 11-percent rate ; namely, these additional 6 percent, must be produced
with our own feed and feed grains. .

Conservative lending policies in this area are responsible for the fact that
feeders in this area are not yet being wiped out in large numbers, however
-losses in the amounts stated above cannot be tolerated for much longer. Farm
machinery dealers here have seen business come to a standstill since February
1, 1064, and feed, seed, and fertllizer dealers report considerable difficulty in
collecting thelr accounts and in making new sales.. Keep in mind that when
prices are good the feeder can expect to make $15 at the most on each animal,
and at this point it will already take five or six feedlot tutnovers (4 or 5 years)
to recoup losses fncurred during the last 2 years.

Cattlemen take great pride in the fact that they have always been able to solve
their own problems without help from Government. However, we have a case
here where an industry has been left without the protection against imports
given to other industries by the U.8. Government, Imports are a case where we
cannot solve the problem without the imposition of realistic quotas by the Fed-
eral Government. We are asking only for fair and equal treatment as an im-
portant. part of this Nation's economy. We want no part of Government aid
or subsidies. - .
¢+ -Sincerely, : - -
Jornx C, KLosTRRMAN, Vice Presidend.

IR A+

FaAruEr8 CoOPERATIVE GRAIN CO,
David City, Nebr.

The slump in cattle prices is causing a sertous slump in our overall business.
All grain and feed sales have been reduced and future sales on fertilizer and
chemicals are greatly affected. , o
: ‘;&cconnta recelvable have been rising steadily to a point where further backing
s Insecure. P g
e . R. L. GryBAUGH, Manager.
o * FAmFmED, Nesr., March 14, 1964,
«Hon, HarrY F. BYRy, _ , AR R
-Chairman, Senate Finance Committee, . )
U.8. Senate, Washingion, D.CO. ‘ : o
Dear 8enaTor BYrn: We urge your committee to vote favorably on a bitl to
restrict imports of beef, veal, lamb, and mutton, The most serious effects in
this area have been In cattle feeding. We are not asking for and do not want
.a subsidy of the cattle-feeding industry. While there are other major factors

‘eatising the depressed prices for cattle, such as domestic overproduction and

.possible deficlencles In marketing procedures, limitation of imports is considered
-mandatoty to prevent serions and inevitable repercussion in the Hation's
economy. T
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¢ ﬁ‘h;ire is already & major effect on the local economy as exemplified by the
ollowing:

(a) Local banks estimate reduction of current assets and operating
capital of cattle feeders at least by 20 percent within the last year.

(0) Losses in cattle feeding in this area average $30 to $30 per head with
extremes of $20 to $70 per head. Theso losses have been suffered by ex-
perlénced cattle feeders who In general raise their own feed.

(o) Implement and farm machinery dealers estimate 15 to 23 percent
reduction in dollar volume of total sales within the last year.

(d) Farmer-feeders have severely curtailed purchases of new machinery.
As an example, one operator of a farm-cattle feeding enterprise who has
averaged $14,600 per year for new machinery for the past 5 years, has made
no expenditures in this category since October 1963, and intends to buy
no new machinery until profits reappear.

(e) A local manufacturer of equipment used in livestock feeding opera-
tions has lost 30 percent of sales volume in the past & months and has re-
cently reduced manufacturing level to about one-quarter of that of a year
ago,

Tbe llvestock-teedlng industry, primarily of cattle, is the largest consumer
of grains. Reduction of this level due to imports of meat will aggravate the
apparent surplus of feed grains with a resultant additional cost to the tax-
‘payer. '

While restricting imports to a reasonable level will not of itself solve our
problem of domestic overproduction, it will result in enough improvement in
prices to be the difference in being able to stay in the feeding business while
we solve our difficulties-in this country. The alternative of high levels of im-
ported meat will be disastrous to the average feeder and will very shortly be
felt by every industry in the Nation.

We ask yon to take favorable action at the earuest to:

y gg%o Limit imports of beef, veal, lamb, and mutton to the level of imports

’ n . -

thl(b) Iac.lude cooked, cured, canned, fresh, chilled, and rronen meéat {n
8quo

{0) Exclude a growth factor or percentage increase in succeedlug years,

Verytrulyyonrl,

CLAY COUNTY LIVESTOOK FEERDERS ASBOCIATION,
Ravra Ki1881KGER, JR., President.

RerUBLICAN VALLEY BAXNK,
. . Orleans, Nebr., HMarch 12, 1694.
Hon. HArrY F'. BYsb, ' ‘ )

Chairman, Senate Finance Committee, U.8. Senate, Washington, D.O.

DeARr SeNaTOR BYRD: Our local Livestock Feeders Assoclation offitlals have
advised me that your ¢ommittee is currently hearing testimony concerning the
A})roblem of forelgn beef imports I'wish to volce a vote ot grave concern on' this

ssue., - T

The slow bnt steady decllme in fed-cattle prlces the last 14 months, tbreatens
the very anchor of our agriculturai economy. During 19063 our customers
marketed fat cattle at 1214 to 25 percént.less per load than the year previous.
To date in 1964, marketings have averaged 20 percent below the returns of 'last
y:srcﬁ'rhe processor and retailer’'s price, however, falls to renect 3 a!mllar
reduction
. " In the face of this growiu, crisis of: the cattle industry at home, our State
Department has approved adaitional increases on imports of foreigm : beef.
These imports have grown to a 1083 total of 11 percent of our total' consump-
tion as a whole. Think what this would have meant to local producers, if even
an additional 10 percent of their production would have been consumed in ileu
of foreign meat. Australia bans U.S. pork and poultry—products which they
produce in meager quantit,er Australlan meat is the leader in U 8 lmports
_of fordign beef.

" 1 do not advocate Gow’emment controls 01- programs for the industry Bow-
evor, I cannot condone Government interference and tan pering wlth the natural
flow of supply and dgmand
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The importation of foreign beef supplies in ever-increasing quantities seriously
endangers one of the few remaining free enterprise systems in the United
States today.

Respectfully yours,
: - DWIGHT L. Basl, Cashicr.

UPLAND, NEBR., March 13, 19G3.
Senator HARrY F. BYRD, :
Chairman of Scnate Finance Commitlee,

DEeArR SENATOR ByRrp: The livestock industry has suffered a setback the past
year, which has affected other industries in this part of the State of Nebraska.
To state a few facts and figures our local ranches were selling their 400-pound
calves at an average of $30 per ‘head less than last year. The full effect of
lower fat cattle prices was not felt as much earlier in the season, by them, as
was apparent until it was evident prices were not going to récover.

Feeders were especially hard ‘hit in this area, with many of them losing as
much as $50 per head on fat cattle. To give an illustration or a choice 1,100-
pound steer at the Omaha market January 1963, feeders received $27. This
January, on the same kind of cattle, these ‘feeders received an average of $21.
This fizure will vary with kind .and quality of cattle. Feed grain prices have

-stayved at a high level during this feeding period.

In talking over the situation with the townepeopl'e in my nroa. 1 have found

-that implement Uealers, have had a:very slow sales start- this spring. Backers

liave had to tighten up on eredit. Our local oil and gasoline ageénts have had

~fan of their cpstomers that could not pay. their bills, and:and in this part of
-the country ‘this is very: unusual. Il.' h communitv ls to sm‘vlve, lts local Induqtr\
-mugt be'profitable::

We have an overprodu(-tton of beet at thls:thne, fWiowever, when torelgn im-
ports account for 11 pervent of rouraioml productlon of beéf and aeal in 1063

- it cannot help:but- affect our economy. TR

We must have higher import duties on nll forelgn ments, If we are to keep
the livestock indastry.bttong in'thi$ part of thacountry. .

If our national economy continues nt its preaent hlgh le\el \\e must have a
fair profit to be able to buy-essential needs. . RPN

Sincerely, e
: FrRANRLINHARLAN Co., Fzznms Assocm-rm\'

HAROLD " SINDT, Prcstdenf

Goan\ Cox uuxn\ CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
s : Gordon, XNebr., J!arch 11, 1965
Chairman HaArry F. Byrp,
Senate Committee on Finance,: -
Washington, D.C. :

Hox. MR. Byrp: Thank you for your coopemtlon with us in holdlng down or
abolishing meat imported from forelgn countries. Neatly:everyone in .western
Nebraska is a beef producer and many, like myself, both produce and fatten out
cattle. While I.have not had any on the iarket lately, one of my neighbors
did 1ast week. They lost him §35 per head.: If this continues-it will greatly re-
duce the ranchers’ income next fall, as feeders cannot. operate on a loss forever.

While I admit that the importation of foreign beef is not the only catse of low
prices, it i8 the only cause. that the Amerjcan producer. cannot whip in time, and
over which he has no control.

‘Every farmer, rancher,-and husinessman in Gordon and Nebraska is suffering
from low beef prices.. One large service station in Gordon that -has not closed its
doors in 16 years, last week closed night service.

I made final returns on my 1963 income tax last w eek Ona farmer»stockman
basis it is over $1,000 less than the preceding year (that is the check) and the
lowest since I started making returns. .

Our great little city of Gordon Is greatly concerned and last Week passed an
ordinance prohibiting the sale or use of foreign meat. I am enclosing a copy of
sald ordinance. - While we are not suggesting any particular bill, we know that

:you will help us all you can.

Sinceraly yours, . N '. L
Rosert K. McGAU’om:Y.
Dircctor, Agricultural Committee,
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~ [From the Gordon Journal, Gordpn, Nebr., Mar, 4, 1964]

ORDINANCE No. 420

An ordinance of the city of Gordon, Nebr., to protect and preserve the welfare
of its citizens and the general economy of the city of Gordon, and to define and
regulate the distribution and sale of beef and beef products within the corporate
limits of Gordon, Nebr.; prohibiting the sale, offering for sale, or distribition
of beef produced or processed oytside the United States or its territorial pos-
sessfons; providing a penalty for the violation thereof; and providing for the
repea}l of conflicting ordinances. ‘

Re it ordered dy the mayor and council of the city of Gordon, Nebr.: )

"SeorroN 1. Unless the context otherwise requires, the definitions given in this
section shall apply in all cases where any one of the defined terms appears in this
ordinance. ’

(a) “Food product” shall mean any foodstuff grown, manufactured, or
processed for human consumption. ‘ ‘
(b) “Person” shall mean both natural beings and corporate bodies, assocla-
tions, and organizations of any kind or nature.
(c) “Sale” shall include both public ahd private transfers. o
- (d) “Processed” shall mean any alteration from the original form.

Sec. 2. For the purpose of preserving the health and geperal welfare of the
citlzens and the economy of the city of Gordon, Nebr., it shall hereby be unlawful
for any person or persons, store, shop, cafe, restaurant, or market, to sell or offér
for sale, any form of processed, frozen, canned, or fresh beét or any food product
contalning- beef as an ingredient; when the beef has been processed, raised, fed,
or produced outside the territorial limits of the United States or its territorial
possessions. : : N i o

Seo. 3. Any person, firm, or corporation violating any provisions of this
ordinance, shall be deemed gullty of a misdémeanor, and upon  conviction
thereof, be fined in any sum not exceeding $100'for each offense, and, in default
of payment thereof, shall stand committed to the city jall until such fine and
costs-be pald; sécured, or 6therwise discharged according to latv. o

ffEach day of violation of the provisions of ‘this act shall cinstityta.a separate
offense. ~ =~ - - o ' ) o .

Seo. 4. Whenevér ii'pérson is in violation of any of the provisions of this ac
all béet in his' possession of control; or upon his property shall h¢ seized an
confiseated; and upon conviction thereof, thé contraband’beet shall bé destroyed
after the time for appeal from the conviction shall have passed,  * :

Seo. 5. The ordinance shall be 'in full fofce and take effect from and after its
passage, approval, ahd publication according to law. ' .

" Passed and-approved this 27th day of February 1064.

. Lesie A, EveRr, Mayor,
Attest: - ' ‘

. " Mary Jonxsox, City Clerk.
- R . Orry oé-*'Bmmwe. NEBR., -

S R el L . AMarch 13, 1984,
Senator HarrY. F. ByRrp, v . ' IR RNt A
Chairman, Senate Finance. Committee,. - IR L
Washington, D.C. Garoete

DrAR SENATOR Byap: In writing this letter to you, I ask the privitegé of Sriting
it as ma¥or of the ¢ity ol HBedtrice and also as president of the Beatrice National
Bank & Trust Co. . , R

The decline in the price of cattle that are being sold on the markets, of approxi-
nll]ately 10 centsrpeli] sznd, in theil st 12 tg 1 'n’ig ths ha:}md J;i (;fcll}ded effect upon
the economy of thig, trade territory. . Gage Gounty, of; which; Beatrice, i3, the
county’ seay, idsq fgt.%;’. L know, the largest da{r_x: t;zﬂe Ropulation of: auwy,

ounty In' thé St ti of, },'9!)\‘3 ka.. There are a.number. of. grade A milk producers
in this coudg"‘._,“" ¢.also haveé a numberof, fariners wha.dre. small feeders of, beef
cattle. "By rsmall,feedérs!”. I njedn. thosg.feeding a‘hundmmad and :Jess each
¥eAX. s o s i e, LN R N
" 'Whén we.are talkfug shout, the ‘fit,élqt market, we must comllder everything
fron the primesteer clear'on down the line fo the old milk cow. that hag.oytyvorn
her usefulness and should be culled out of the heard and sold as a cutter cow.
Wehnlso lull{ve to consider the dairy bull that Is not usable anymore, that must go
to the market.

-

o,
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The decrease in tho price of live cattle going to our markets, of 10 to 12 conts
per pound, in the last 12 to 18 months Is rough. I realize that our production of
cattle in this country is up, but also are the imports. If the fmports were vitally
restricted or eliminated, it could possibly make. a difference of 6 cents a pound
in the market price of our cattle. IFive ceuts a pound many times is the difference
of whether a fanyer breaks even, makes a little money, or loscs. Because of the
decrease In the price of cattle, a large number of our feeders have had to take n
loss in the cattle they fed out this lpst fall. Also, our dalrymen have been re-
cefving such a low price for thelr cutter cows that they have heen keeping them
and milking them, and thusly, adding to the surplus milk supply. The lower
grade of beef, as you know, goes into the hamburger, that we are told is belug
mwade out of imported beet becpuse the su;éply,ln this country of that type of
anlmal is not available. 1 sincerely belleve it would be avallable If the price were
a nickel a pound more. We would cull more cows out of our dairy herds. And
I believe this same situation is true in all of the dalry States, because our beef
lte«fid_em have not been able to compete with this foreign market because the price
s down.

As I stated a llttle while ago, our beef feeders have had to take « loss, This
loss is felt not only in the banks by decreased deposlts that we are unot able to
loan out to promote industry and business, but it has been felt by the grain
dealers, the implement dealers, the automoblle dealers, and business in geueral.
It 18 a known fact that when the beef feeders makq money they spend it for
things that they need and also for things that they would liko to have to improve
their standard of llving—better houses, better automoblles, better appliances
(and the line is endless). Every business in the community suffers because of
the low price of beef, ;

As mayor I Introduced the enclosed ordinance, which was passed by unaninous
vote of tho council. We have encouraged every clty of the first class (populatlon
85,000 to 25,000) in Nebraska to pass g slinllar ordinance. Some have done so.
Wo recefved clippings from the Dally Telegraph, dated February 27, 1004, pub-
lished in Australla, with comnients upon our passing this ordinance; also, a
clipping telling of the prosperity of Australia, which I think 18 very reveallng.
A copy of thoge clippings is euclosed in thisletter. - o

Senator Byrd, I plead with you, as an elected representative of the people of
this city and ag the presldent of the largest Lbaunk in the trade territory, to assist
us In every way you can to help one of the leading Industries of the Middle West,
b{ giving us the same protection that Industry has with tariffs and other restric-
tions, to require that all meat shipped in be labeled as to tho country- it comes
from, to require that all meat shipped in comply with the rigid inspections by
U.8. inspectors that our local meat has to comply with. Why should we have
to accept imported meat from Australia and New Zealand when, I am told, they
will not permit the importation 6f our pork? Why do we havo to look after
these other countries when all they want is our dollar? Our labor recelves gool
wagesiathey have good living standards, and frankly and honestly, unless some-
thing is done to assist our beef industry, whlch, again I say, goes from the prime
steer to the old, cutter dalry cow, I am afrald that a good many of our producers
of those animals will have to go out of business, becausoe of unfair competition
from abroad due to their poorer standards of living, a poorer product shipped
into this country, and all in all, a very unfair situation. -~

Please help us out.

Sincerely, S
. WnrtaM W, Cook, Sr.,, Mayor.

Bnclosures. .
‘ OaDINANOR . NO, 14835

An ordinance to prohibit the salé of fresh or frozen Imported beef, to prescrlbe
regulations for persons in poasession of fresh or frozen imported beef, to pre-
acribe penalties and to provide for the effective date of this ordinance.

Whereas the welfare of the city of Beatrice, its trade and commerce, are
dependent: on the agricultural community which surrounds it; and, )

Vhereas the community produces subatantial quantities of beef of fine quality
and should be protected from competition of imported fresh and frozen beef:
Now, Therefore, be it o L
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Ordaincd by tho Mayor and Council of ‘the olty of Beatrice, Ncbraska:

Skq. 1. It shall be unlawful for any person to sell or offer for sale within
the city of Beatrice, Nebraska, any fresh or frozen beef produced or processed
outside tho United States or its territorlal possessions.

Sko. 2. Any wholesale establishment or retall store having in Its possession
any fresh or frozen beef whose origin Is outside the Unlted States or its terri.
torial possecesions shall display a sign in a prominent place on the outside of
the building facing the strect stating “Imported Beef Within"” and the letters
of such sign shall be at least ten iInches in height.

Sko. 8. Any egemon violating any conditlons or réquirements of this ordinance
shall bo deeined gullty of a misdemeanor, and upon conviction theerof shall be
punishable by fine of not exceeding £50. Each person shall be deemed gullty
of @ separate offense for each day during any portion of which any vlolation
of the provision of this ordinance is committed, continued or permitted.

8kc. 4. This ordinance shall be In full force and cffect from aund after its
passage, approval and publication according to law,

I'assed and approved this 24th day of February, 1064.

Wat, W. Coox, Sr,, Mayor.

{From the Dally Telegraph, Feb. 27, 1064)
Birn Brrore House—New Bip IN Uxrtep STATES To Kerp Our Mear

WaASHINGTON.—A bill.to cut imports of beef, veal, and mutton was introduced
In the House of Representatives yesterday.

In Beatrice, Nebr, city authorities have banned the sale of Auastrallan and
New Zealand beef. .

Mr. J. Montoya (Democrat, of New Mexlco) introduced the bill in the House
of Representatives. .

His bill alms to limit imports to the average for the § years 1058-08.

This would mean considerably lower imports of Australian meat than the
quotas provided In the recent agreement between the United States and Australia,

An observer sald the cut in quotas under the agreement would be 25 to 88
percent, o '

Mr. Montoya sald the agreement was disappointing.

“I am deeply concerned at the unfair treatment the American cattleman is
receiving in the fleld of forelgn trade,” he said,

“It is vital that a reallstic guldeline be provided.

“I wrge prompt enactment of this bill.”

NO DATE

He sald he had asked for early hearings on the measure by the House Ways
and Means Committee but he could not say when it was likely to come up.

Other congressional sources sald the leglislative program was already crowded.

They doubted whether the bill would bo considered at this scsslon,

The Montoya bill 1s only one of several score introduced in the House and
the Senato within the last few days.

Several bills were introduced last year to restrict meat imports and were not
even considered by congressionnl committees.

TWENTY-TWO-POUND FINE

In Beatrice yesterday a municipal ordinance today banned the sale by butchers,

supermarkets, and restaurants of imported fresh or frozen beef.
¢ bulk of these imports came from Australia, New Zealand, and Ireland.

The ban provides a 22-pound fine,

The mayor of Beatrice (Mr. W. W, Cook) has urged aill Nebraska citles to
follow his city’s lead.

Mr. Cook, & bank president, sald imports had depressed cattle prices and
the economy of the whole Midwest, Southwest, and Rocky Mountains areas.

Cattle Industry leaders in the U.8. Central Plains have expressed dissatisfac-
tion at the voluntary restriction agreements concluded last week with Australla
and New Zealand,
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AUSTRALIA PICTURE OF PROSPERITY

CaNBERRA.—Australia’s economic picture today was one of great buorancy
and considerable prosperity, the Treasurer (Mr. Holt) said today.

Recent Reserve Bank callups of additional reserves were to relieve pressures
that might otherwise have got out of countrol, he said.

g{{v Holt was replying in the House of Representatlves to Mr. Costa (Labor,
NSW).

Mr. Costa had asked if Mr. Holt had noticed increases in the number of
unemployed in December and January.

“Does he think the action of the Reserve Bank in calling up 80 million pounds
during the same period affected the position?” he asked.

Mr. Holt said school leavers had registered for employment in the perlod.

“Several thousand of them already are probably placed,” he sald.

_JOBS VACANT

Mr. Holt said the picture of employment in Australin was entirely different
from that painted.

“What is building up in Australia is a shortage of suitable labor in many
sections of the economy,” he said.

“That does not apply only to skilled and semiskilled labor.

: t‘)‘oSome of the larger organizations are now having trouble getting unskilled
a r ”

Mr. Holt said the. Victorian Tramways Board. and BHP now had recruiting
oﬁi(-ers overseas looking for labor.

., YThese are symptoms of a tightening labor situation in this country,” be sald.

“It Is likely to become more acute as the year goes on.

“The present economc picture is one of general buoyancy and considerable
pronperit&’.

“It was.to relleve pressures which might otherwise have got beyond control
that the Reserve Bank, acting with the full concurrence ot the Government, de-
cided on the callups that it made recently.”

.{The Reseryve Bank called up £25 miltion In reserves from the trading banks in
J anuary and £42 million in February.)

RaLsTON CHAMBER OF. COMMERCE,
Ralston, Nebr., March 13, 196},

Re the cattle crisis.

Chairman Harey F. BYrp,
Senate Committee on Finance,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR BYrn: We, of the Ralston Chamber of Commerce feel that
only the Congress has the answer to this problem.

World meat trade has increased 50 percent since 1038,

" The United States has taken 73 percent of’ thnt incre'tse all other cmmtmN
the remaining 27 percent.

In 1962, we took 81 percent of Australia’s toml beef and veal exports and
00 percent of New Zealand’s beef exports. -

Total beef and veal imports have increasod about 700 percent in the last 7
years,

1056: 210,797,000 pounds carcass-welght equl\'alent .

1962 1,455,058,000 pounds carcass-welght equivalent.

¢ 1,750 million poungds carcass-weight equlvalent. '

Beet fo storage {8 up 60 percent froin 1956-01 average. .

We now have no restrictions on the quantity of meat thnt can be imported
into this country.

Why should our. lithoc}( industry be subjected to abuses such as no other
conntry would permit? . ,
~ This vital beef and livestock industry I3 helog hurf snrlously

It is estimated that recent reduced prices, causbd prineipally. by excessive
imports, has taken about £200 milllon out of the pockets of livestock producers in
Nebraska and Iowa alone.
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This would buy a lot of tractors, automobiles, machinery, radios, television
sets, houses, barns, fences, clothing and an endless number of things including
employment for thousands.

Why should we lower our standard of living to the level of less progressive
nations? And thereby increase our stored surplus of livestock products and
grain at great expense to our taxpayers?

Weé sincerely trust that the Congress will do something ftbout this most serfous
ditemma.

Respectfully submitted.
HENBY A. McCaw, President.

THEDFORD, NEBR., March 20, 1964,
Hon. HARRY F., BYrp,
Chairman, S8cnate Finance Committee,
Washington, D.C.

DEeAR SENATOR ByYrD: I am’ Chester Paxton of Thedford, Nebr, I have been
actively engaged in cattle ranching for 25 years. I have been quite active in
varlous livestock organizations and have had opportunity to observe my fellow
ranchers and livestock feeders. I have observed them when everything was going
well, and I have observed them when the reverse was true, when we have had
drought, disease, or poor markets. I have never witnessed those engaged in the
cattle industry in such a state of shock as has been apparent the past 6 months.

This state of shock comes from the feeling that we are but pawns in the game
of international politics., It appears that we are to be sacrificed by the free
traders. The livestock fndustry bullt this great country, and is the largest
industry in America today. Why sacrifice an industry that has made America
the best fed nation in the world? An industry that is furnishing the American
consunier that wholesomnie, dellclous grain fed beef, the most sought after food.

To a cattleman, figuring with a stub pencil, in his pocket notebook, looking at
his steady losses for the past 15 months, it is Inconceivable that his Government
would hand over to foreign countries over 10 percent of onr beef business. This
cattleman as I know hiir, wantg no Federal subsidy, he wants to run his own
business, but he feels that he is entitled to’a little protection from c¢heap foreign
competition. Thig cattleman belleves that imports hase lowered the market price
of his cattle by at least $3 per hundred, and are the miajor cause of the hazardous
position he finds himself In. . :

Is it too much to ask that this committee recommend a law be passed cutting
imports of foreigh beef in half from the ruinous level of 1062 and 19637 Should
not our Government make one small concession to save our industry? The in.
dustry that built Amerlea. Our entire Nebraska delegation has seen, firsthand,
what is happening to the cattle industry. I hope each of you will study the
situation and vote with them to roll back this high level of foreign beef imports.

Sincerely, ) -
T . CHESTER PAXTON.

Hon, HARRY F. BYRp,
Chairman, Senate Committee on Finance,
Washington, D.C. :

DEAR SENATOR BYRrD: We, the undersiyned, have followed with much interest
and concern the recent fluctuation in the cattle market. We take this oppor-
tunity to express our gratitude to the Senate for the concern which its members
bhave shown over the decrease In cattle prices. We cannot impress upon you
enough the serlousness of this matter and the effect which it is having upon the
economy, not only of individuals engaged in agriculture, but on the economy of
the country. Some of us in Perkins County, Nebr.,, met recently to study the
effect which these declining prices have had and will have on the local economy
and we respectfully submit to you for your consideration the following:

In September of 1962, calves so0ld on the local imarket, bringing from &37 to
$32.70 per hundredweight. These were calves welghing around 400 pounds, the
bulk of which were sold to Eastern feeders. .

In September of 1063 the same calves sold on the locsl market from $27.10 to
$26.50 per hundredwelght. :

At the meeting which we recently held, one cattle raiser reported the following
decline in prices over a period from September of last year through January of
this year. These were all locally ralsed calves from one herd. In September

30-082—84—pt. 2——T
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1963 some of these calves were sold, welghing at that tlwme 650 pounds. These

calves brought $26.50.

In October 1068 another group of these same calves were sold bringing $24.25
per hundredweight.

In January 1064 the balance of these calves, now welghing 750 pounds, brought
$20.758 per hundredweight.

The decline in feeder cattle over the past years has essentially followed the
calf market. Within the last 80 days, 1,000 1b. cattle sold through the local
sale barn, brought $19 to $20 per hundredwelght. Within the last 3 weeks
fat cattle, grading high choice to prime, sold locally for $18.50. This was
approximately 25 percent less than the same cattle brought a year ago.

The calf market locally has in years past, attracted many buyers from the
cattle feeding States, principally Iowa and Illinols, It s estimated that this
past year the number of Illinois feeders who regularly purchase a large share
of the local calf crop indicated as early as March of 1963 that they would
not participate in the local market. One cattle broker residing in North
Platte, Nebr., who in the first 3 months of 1963, brokered 10,000 locally raised
c¢alves to Kansas and Iowa feeders, has to date placed no orders for calves
from this area. One local feeder, Marcella Shultz reported that cattle which
he fed on contract and shipped to Omaha within the past 3 weeks resulted in
a net loss of $30 per head.

" The cattle feeders present a- the meeting, reported that they have reduced
the grain ration fed to cattle hy 25 percent in order to remain competitive.
Much of the grain fed by these feeders ig raised locally and purchased on the
open market. Producers Elevator, a large local grain concern reported that in
years past, they have sold the bulk of the feed grains purchased by them to
a Denver feedlot which feeds on thé average of 35,000 head of cattle. Pro-
ducers reported that this feeder at present has 1,300 head of cattle in his
lots and that he has advised Producers that he will purchase no feed grains of
them this year. Producers Elevator as a result of this, has stopped bLuying
feed grain on the local open market. .

We, the undersigned, therefore respectfully urge this committee to report
favorably to the Senate body on legislation to restrlet import quotas and to
increase tariffs to place imported meat and meat products on a competitive
basis with local producers and we respectfully urge this committee to support
all possible corrective legislation in this fleld.

Respectfully submitted.

Carl Telchert, Elsie, Nebr.; Edward Steinwart, Elsie, Nebr,; Merle L.
. Hatterman, Elsle, Nebr,;, Joe Hahn, Elsle, Nebr.; Glenn E.
Burton, Paxton, Nebr.; O. H. Ross, Madrid, Nebr.; Glenn Ross,
Madrid, Nebr.; Leo Thompson, Elsie, Nebr.; D. E, Porter, Elsie,
Nebr.; Bernard Kusklo, Grant, Nebr.; Carl F. Schumacher,
QGrant, Nebr.; F. B. McClinehan, Grant, Nebr.; W. E. Cannady,
Madrid, Nebr.; M. H, Clemens, Wallace, Nebr.; George E. Fold,
Madrid, Nebr.; Carl McCormick, Madrid, Nebr.; Max Schraeder,
Grant, Nebr.; Harry Shalla, Grant, Nebr.; Frederick Wanek,
Grant, Nebr.;

TERAMAX AREA JAYCEES,
i . Tekamah, Nebr., March 12, 1964,
Hon. HARRY F. BYRD, y
Chairman, Senate Commitiee on Finance, Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR: We of the Tekamah, Nebr., Junior Chamber of Commierce would
like to go on record being opposed to the present amount of foreign beef being
imported to the United States, = L ‘ ‘ ‘

If our cattle feeders have to continue competing against this type of beef, it will
bring disaster to them. Our-rural communities are being affected very much by
the losses in cattle feeding durlng the past 156 months. These losses will also
begin to.show up in the Industrial areas, because cattle feeders will not be able
to quchase machinery and equipment at the rate they have the past 10 years,

We would appreciate your committee giving this problem due consideration at
your hearings. . o .

Yery truly yours, . S
- . - .-RiCHARD LoOWE, President.
. .~ RAY CARL8ON, Secretary.
RiouArp SHEegrs, Director,
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O'NEILL CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
O'Neill, Nebr., AMarch 13, 1964,
Hon. HARRY F. ByRb,
Chairman, Scnate Finance Committce,
U.S8. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR BYRD: In connection with the pending hearings before your com-
mittee on proposed legislation for the restriction of meat linports, the chamber of
commerce of this city, working jointly with a committee of the north central Ne-
braska reclamation district, completed & quick survey to obtain Information in
our area as to general business conditions, and the effects of tlie present severely
depressed cattle prices on our economy in general. )

Combined reports from dlfferent classifications of business show the following:

Jmplement dealers: Sales of new machinery, down 50 percent; sales of used
machinery, down 15 percent; sales of repairs and service, down 18 percent; col-
lections, down 40 percent.

Feed companies: Sales, down 15 percent ; collections, down 23 percent,

Hard lines: Sales, down 14 percent.

Drygoods and soft lines : Sales, down 12 percent.

Service statlons: Sales, down 20 percent.

Automotive dealers: Sales, down 11 percent.

Livestock auction markets: Average animal selling price in 1003 was $21.62
lower per unit then 1962 selling price for replacement cattle.

Average animal selling prlce for last 2 months of 1903 was $£34.52 per unit
lower than average selling price for 1962 for replacement cattle.

Sharply reduced prices for slaughter cows during all of 1963 led to greatly
curtailed marketing of this class of anfnals.

Many long-time cattle feeders report cessation of feeding activities due to ex-
cesslve losses, loss of contldence, and closing of credit sources.

Banking and financial institutions: Consensus of comment that economic con-
ditions are not good, and future appears more discouraging. Full impact of de-
pressed fat cattle prices and fecder losses will nnt be fully retiected on replace-
ment catile until fall, when calves and yearlings ave offered for marketing. A
further decline in prices for replacement cattle is antlcipated.

The reduced income of local farmers and ranchers during thie past year has
caused many to leave the farm, and others have been forced to increase thelr
borrowing, for working capital and to cover current expenses,

The situation; is consldered very precarious, in that any extensive drought or
further decline In prices will enuse forced sales and withdrawal of credit sources,
which may result in panic-selling that can completely demoralize the market and
spell economice rult for any number of farmers and ranchers,

Farmer and rancher opluion : Unrestricted Import of forelgn meat is one of the
primary factors contributing to present depressed market prices for domestic
meat supplies. . .

Unrestricted imports, if allowed to continue, will prolong the period of read-
Justment and make even more difficult the balancing of supply and demand,

The Nvestock industry as a whole condemns any direct or fndirect subsidies,
any artificiak manipulating of price, or of supply and demand, or any govern-
mental control of production or marketing.

Wo deplore the attitudes of the State Department, the Departiment of Agri-
culture, and the adininistration as a whole, in encouraging and espousing a policy
of unrestricted competition in the Amerlcan market from foreign sources which
operate under production costs that cannot be matched by the domestle producer.

Yours truly, .
NORTH CENTRAI, NFBRASKA RECLAMATION
Distrior, O'Nr1LL, NEBR,
Dare WiLsoN, President,
Howarp MANSON, Seorctary,
O'NrILL CHAMBER oF COMMERCE,
GILBERT PoEsE, President,
Howanp MaNsoN, Secretary.
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TaxcorLN CHAMBER OoF COMMERCE,
Lincoln, Ncbr,, March 12, 1964,
Senator Carr T. CuRrTIs, ) :
New Scnate Office Building, Washington, D.C. -

DEAR SENATOR CURTIS: Your telegram of March U nsking if n member of the
Lincoln Chamber of Coinmerce agriculture committee would testify regardiug
beef imports, was reviewed by our committee. ] ,

Our decislon was to decline at the present time. We would however, like
to have you include in the hearings the euclosed speech by Herrell DeGraff,
president of the American Meat Institute. This speech was given at the Na-
tional Livestock Conference on March 4§, 1084. Although his views do not
necessarlly represent all on our committee, we doubt that anyone could sum-
marize more completely.

l'l'hank you very much for informing us of the hearing and asking for our
views.

Sincerely,
CLIFF JORGENEON,

chalrman, Agriculture Committce.

Enclosure,
LIvEsTOCK PRICE AND I’ROFIT OUTLOOK

Address by Herrell DeGraff, president, American Meat Institute, before 16th
Annual National Livestock Conference, Omaha, Nebr,, March 5, 1064

In spite of somie of the circumstances that I feel compelled to discuss this
morning, I am pleased to have this opportunity to return to Omaha for another
National Livestock Conference. The last time 1 shared this platform was from
my position as food economist at Cornell University where, for many years,
I concerned myself with the economics of this Nation's livestock and meat
Industry. On that earlier occasion I discussed our livestock industries as the
balance wheel of American agriculture; as the market for some three-quarters
of the total tonnage of harvested crops produced on our farms; as the distinetive
factor that sets American agriculture apart from the agriculture of much of
the rest of the world; and as the source of the abundant supplles of protein
foods that, again, are the distinctive characteristics of the American food
economy. s *

In the years since I was here on one of these programs, I have enjoyed
many interesting experlences—including several years when I worked on a
part-time basis for the cattle industry as a ceasultant and analyst for the
American National Cattlemen’s Association. '

Having lived almost 30 years on a university campus, I shifted a little over
A year ago to a new career—to working with the American Meat Institute, the
national trade association of the meat packing Industry, But it is my own
view that my Interests fn the livestock industry generally have not changed
from the time when I worked more directly with cattle producers. There is a
“meat team" in this country, each member of which has its job to do In the
process of producing livestock, processing it, and distributing it Iin a manner
that holds and increases the consumers’ acceptance of meit. We are living in
a time when' farniers, ranchers, and feeders—especially of cattle—are having
trouble. No other part of thé¢ meat team does take, or can'take, any satistaction’
in this situation. Trouble for any one segment of the meat team has a way
of spreading to become trouble for-the others, ' This has always been true; and
is not likely to change, . . .

The basic problem béfore any natlonal livestock conference today is the price
break that, in the last year, has hit the cattle industry. We cannot have a live-
stock conference and ignore this. I cawme here specifically to talk about the cattle
problem, as frankly and forthrightly as I know how. You will have to decide for
yourselves whether my comments are pertinent and sensible.

In all the romantic story of America's food—a story that has no parallel in
any other time or place in history—there are few, if any, more romantic pages
than the story of beef in our markets in the years since World War II. Pouitry
is often referred to as a great success during this same period, but its story is
very different from that of beef. Poultry consumption per capita has increased,
but the retail price has declined in proportion as the quantity has gone up. Asa
result, the retall value of the per capita supply of poultry has been almost con-
stant—which means that the poultry industry has literally glven to consumers
practically the whole Increase in per caplita supply.
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Pork has doue much better than poultry, but has met with less consumer favor
than has beef. The per capita pork supply has been relatively constant in recent
years, and retail prices for. pork cuts have also held about steady. In con-
sequence the retall value of the per capita pork supply, like the retail value of the
per capita poultry supply, has held its own. But it has done 80 on stable quanti-
ties rather than Increasing quauntities. Xt Is in this same measure, however—
the retail value of the per capital supply, (made up as it is of both quantity and
price)—by which the performance of beef in the consumer market has been most
sharply in contrast with elther pork or poultry. o

I am not sure that anyone kuows all the factors that have been imporiant in
the successful comparative story of beef, 1igh consumer purchasing power cer-
talnly has been one major influence. All studies of consuwmer preferenve with
which I am famfliar indicate that beef is this Nation's preferred meat. And cer-
tainly in recent years, more than at any time in tho past, American consumers
have been able to exercise that preforence at the retall meat counter. Another
factor in this success story Is certalnly the tmproveient in the avergge quality of
the block beef that has come to be widely available to consuymers in their super-
markets. This improvement has paralleled the rise of the feeding Industry and
the tight specifications that haye been written by wuss retallers for the beef that
has gone Into thelr digplay capes.  Under these comblned influences the aged
steers of the past bave all but disappeared. Practically every.critter that is
feedable has moved Into feed lots, Includlug most of what formerly were called
two-way cattle. The steeps and heifers almost univerzally go on feed as culves
or yearlings, and move on to slaughter in the narrow and young age bracket of
some 16 to 24 months. The comparative uniformity of this beef (compared to the
beet supplles of earller years) aud the predominant youthfuluess of today's
slaughter cattle have resulted in a high average of eating quality to which the
consuming publie has been remarkably responsive. Ny L .

These circumstances began to exert their major fmpact on the catfle market
roughly a decade ago. In all earlicr cattle cycles it had been true that when
beef supplies reached a high level of aboyt 05 pounds, or a little more, the cat-
tle cycle turned around and per capita supplies Jeclined. And when per capita
supplies reached q low lmlnt of 55 pounds, or a little Jess, the cycle turned again
and supplies began to Increase, Beginnlng a decade ago this. plcture changed.
Beef supply and consumption broke out of the previous range, on the up side. In
1054 consnmption rose to the then unprecedented figure of 80 pounds. All
through the late 1930's it was belween 80 and 85 pounds. In.1962, it was just
shy of 90 pounds, and last year hit the remarkable figure of 95 pounds.

And at least until this last year, the beef story was not merely one of rising
consumption. The price at which consumers were willlog to take the increasing
amounts of beef were also Inching upward, so that the retail value of the per
capita supply rose from about $40 per person per year 10 years ago to about
$565 per person in each of the last 2 years. . , o .

Thus the beef story has been one of rising demand. Not only was more quantity
consumed per person, but it was consumed at stowly rising prices per pound.

Seldom in {he history of the cattle business has there been a period of more
satlsfylng and more stable years than these between 1957 and 1062. \Vith a little
wetic rounding of figures we can describe those years in about these terms:

ef calves left the ranch at around 28 cents or a little better; corn on the farm
was about a dollar a bushel ; fed cattle Jeft the feed lot at around 26 cents; fed
carcasses wholesaled at 40 to 41 cents; rib roasts retailed at about 79 cents and
steak at roughly a dollar, This stabllity over a 5-year period tended to adjust
the whole cattle industry to this kind of a price structure. Perhaps it was too
good to be true, and too good to last.’ S

Last May I spoke here in Omaha at a meeting of the Nebraska Bankers' As-
soclation. The burden of my remarks at that tiime was that the cattle business
was heading for trouble—and my concern was not with .import queation but
rather that the production poteptial of our domestic cattle indsutry was out-
running even the remarkably high level of beef demand by Amerlcan consumers.
Beef-cow numbers bad then increased to about 80 million  head from just over
24 million at the previous low point in 1958. They have since increased to 31.8
million head., This is a one-third increase in @ years. .To be sure it is partly off-
set by a decline in dairy cows.  But only partly, becguse today even dairy cows
are producing steers for the feed lot. Annugl bef productivn per cow in the na-
tlonal herd has been trending sharply up—an increase of 18 percent in beef pro-
duction per cow per year.ih just the last 10 years—sgo that even the increase in
cow numbers does not fully measure our increased beef production.
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T have begun to wonder when and how ranchers and farmers decide to turn oft
old cows. Apparently when the price of calves is good the decision to keep the
‘cow for the one more calf she might produce. And when c¢ow prices are down,
the decision apparently is to keep her because shé 18 not ‘worth much in' the
market. Maybe the only time she is turned is when calf prices go down and
feed prices go up.. And I cértalnly do not mean 'this statement to be critical
because I would probably figure the same way. . .

It 18 nevertheless true that in recent years we have been very rapldly building
up our beef-producing potential. Moreover, price behavior since 1959 has indl-
cated that we have been putting into the market about all the beef that consumers
would take without risking a decline in cattle prices, This is not to say that
1959 through 1962 was a time of soft prices, but rather that the marketings were
about as high as:possible without price softneé,q"developlng. In fact, in the
second quarter'of 1961 we did have a temporary price break, brought on by
bunched marketings in that quarter. But thig straightened out and prices
again stabllized through practically all of 1962, The heavier marketings of
Iggg did bring oil the price break, which is thé maln point of our concern here
today. S :

But even with the large marketings of these recent years we have continued
to build up the national cattle inventory. In 1962; inventory numbers increased
8.7 million head, and again by almost ds many in 1963.© What these flgures mean,
again in rough terms, is that we were moving Intb consumption in-1962 and 1963
something like 90 percent of current production, and carrying 10 percent over
in inventory. - If slaughter rates in these last 2 years'had been sufficient to pre-
vent inventory increases, per caplta supplies of beef (including imports) would
have gone well above 100 pounds. And though beef demand is high :.nd rising,
price behavior in the market indlcates that consumers are not yet ready to take
100 pounds of beef without a price drop. B ‘ .

Fortunately in recent years we have not had serious dry weather, in more than

localized areas. Some cattle have been moved around to equalize feed supplies,
but we have been fortuhate enough to escape serious drought. . :
* Yet everything in the history of the cattle business tells us that we cannot go
on year after year with slaughter rates well below the level of production-—and
thereby continuing to build up inventory. We know also that record numbers
of cattle pose’ proportlonately 'gredter risk to the hazards of dry weather.
Always‘in the past it has been trué that several years in which slaughter has
been less than current production (leading tb inventory increases), have been
followed by years in which slaughter rate had to Increase enough to theck the
nventory buildup ot tuen it downward. That'ts ‘precisely -what happened ii the
early 1950’s,—and much as I do rot like the couclusion, I aini nevertheless fear-
fal that we are about to see the patterns of the mid-1050’s all ‘over again.

As I zaid at the beginning of these comments, my intent here 18 to speak forth-
rightly, because I do not think that anything else would be useful in these difficult
times in the cattle business. - It seems to me that the very success—the fantastic
success—of beef in the consumer nmarket in' recent years has, of itself, bufit up
much of the trouble thdt the cattle industry s now facing. This sucéess, of
beef; in the form of attractive prices for feeder stock and for fed cattle, has
certaihly contributed: to otr irnventory bhildup. In addition, good prices for
cattle and beef §n-this country have made the Anierican market more attractive
than any other in the world—and thus a magnet to the exporting countries.
Still further, our demand for fed beef has #¢suited in just about ¢very feedable
critter going into the feedlot, and has éontributed also-to a‘low culllng rate for
cows—all with the result that doniestic supplles of lean, manufacturing beef
have sharply declined. ‘ N ) o

‘In all the hot discusslon about beef impdrts—dlscussion which I fully under-
stand - from ‘the ‘cattlemen’s viewpolit—I havé heard very lttle explanation of
why the sharply increased quantity of imports has been flowing into this country.
The major reason is 6f course thereduced quantity of domestic supply of manu.
facturing beef., - S o e A
" Domestic output of manufacturing beef startéd sharply downward in 1956, at
thie turning point of the last cattle éyele. ' And our production of ¢ow and bull
beef for manufacturing purposés hias dropped. off 40 percent in the last 8 years.
~In 1955 when ouf population was 185 mill{ch persons, we hdd'a domestic’out-
put of ‘4.8 billion pounds' of cow and bul{-beef. ‘This amounted to 27 pounds per
capita. In 1863, with 4 population of 190 millidn’ pez‘g}e we had a domestic pYo-
duction 'of 2.8 milllon pounds of ¢ow afd bull meat. ‘ r 14 pounds per’ capita—
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almost a 50 percent decline on a per capita basis. Even with 1.5 billlon pounds
of manufacturing-type beef imported last year, we still had an aggregate supply
(domestic plus imported) of 0.5 billion pounds less than the aggregate in 1055—
and 156 percent less per person of our population. In all the discussion of the
import question I have not seen this figure presented, or an explanation of what
would have happened to our supplies of manufactured meat products without
the imports that have come to us from other countries, It may be that you do
not consider this matter to be important. On the other hand, perhaps it is.

Since 19835 we have had an Increase of 10 million teenagers alone. And these
youngsters, of course, are the big hamburger and hotdog consumers. As my 10-
year-old neighbor girl sald last Sunday, “Mommy, I can't take my lunch to school
tomorow. It is hamburger day in the cafeteria.”” And when my wife gave the
little lady a new lunch pafl for her birthday, she asked, “Is the mouth of that
Thermos big enough to take a wiener?”

Since 19535, production of frankfurters in this country has increased—but
barely in proportion with the population increase-~and the same is true of ham-
burger and of other processed meat products of which beef 18 an ingredient. And
the only way in which the output of these meat items has kept pace with
population growth is through the use of an increased proportion of the rough cuts
from our fed-beef carcasses. A decade ago one-quarter or less of the welght of
fed carcasses was used for grinding or processing, compared to a figure now push-
ing close to 40 percent of the fed-carcass weight. The neck meat, plates, flanks,
and shanks are seldom seen these days in the meat case. They go for grinding,
along with much of the'fat trim, in combination with lean-cow beef, of which we
are now importing one-third of the quantity that Is being used. .

In other words, if the hot dogs, hamburger, and other processed meats are
to be in our markets in anything approaching stable quantities, it can be accom-
plished during years of low cow slaughter only with imported processing beef.
And this situation, in degree, will continue to be true until onur domestic pro-
duction of manufacturing-type beef again turns upwdrd. I still belleve, as I
did when I wrote the “Beef Book"” for the American National a few years ago,
that it is better to keep people eating these products made from beef than it is
to s’{lrrender this market to alternative foods to which consumers could and
would turn,” ;

Figures from a recent report by this country’s agricultural attaché in Aus-
tralla—figures which I béllevé he obtained from the Australian meat board—in-
dicate that 60 percent of their boneless beef coming into this country goes directly
to retailers who ‘grind it for hamburger together with the rough cuts and fat
trim from obr féd carcasses. Five percent goes directly to restaurants fok stews
and the like—and 85 percent is used by packers for frankfurters and other
processed meats. L L '

The meatpacking industry has a polley of many yearg’ standing of remaiding
generally neutral in questions of tariff and trade. This is certainly not tor lack
of interest in such questions, as they may afféct our domestic livestock industry,
Rather the policy is recognition that trade is a two-way street.  We have an
eliormous amount of tallow and grease—$160 millfon worth last year-—that must
bé sold abroad. Other exports last year included $80 milllon wotth of hides
and $25 million Worth of varlety meats. There are still other slaughter by-
products for which we ‘need export markets. Finding such outlets’is more
difficult at some times and less at dthers. But the trade is important if maxi:
num values are to be returned for the total of livestock products. o

It i8 certainly true that in recent years meéat imports have considerably ex:
ceeded the value of slaughter-product exports. But this has never yet been true
over the whole of a cattle cycle. Perhaps in the present cycle it will be true—
but if so, it will be primarily becausé of the very large increase iri’'the humbers of
our "teenagers, and éven younger kids who have an enormous appetite for
hamburgers and hot dogs. Trade is, and still must be, a tivo-way street—and
even the present imports problem cannot be regarded as all white or all black; as
all good or a3 all bad. T T Y

The USDA recently presented, an analysis of ‘the cattle situation in which'{t
was reportéd that compared to & year earlier the price of cattle Is down abont
33.70 per huiidredweight, Of this amount, they estimated that aboyt 20 cents was

ue to increased supplies of poultry dnd pork, about 50, cents ‘due, to t}leﬂ ig-
creased ‘volunie of fmpokts, and about $3.00 due fo the fiicreased prodlict] onffg:}
domestic beef. While I hold no brief for the precision of these figures, I ‘go"thtnk
that they are roughly in line with the facts. And if this is true, it indicates that

~ there are matters of concern to the cattle industry that run deeper than the
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single question of Imports. Certainly this statement is not meant to gloss over
the {mport matter, but to try as honestly as I know how to bring it to its proper
perspective.

Whether we like it or not some baslc economic changes have been occurring
in the cattle business that go even beyond the buildup of herds-and our rising
beef-producing potential that we have already discussed. One of these changes
that I do not think can be overlooked is the growth of the cattle-feeding in-
dustry—and especlally the incieasing number of commerdial feeders with large
fixed Investments in feedlot facilitles. I see a marked parallel between these
feeders and the meatpacking industry. They get large fixed investments in
“blue stlos,” paved feed lots, feed mllls, and other facilities—and they simply
cannot sit still und look at an empty lot.” The farm-feeder historically has been
a highly flexible operator. He did not have to have cattle, and he fed in pro-
portion to his own feed supplies and to market prospects as he saw them. The
commerclal feeder is less flexible. Like the meatpacker, his fixed costs go on
whether he operates or not—in consequence of which he strives to grind out more
and more fed béef to justify his “sunk capital investment.” 1 would ask the
question, without being able to answer it, as to whether the rise of the feeding
fndustry—and especially of the commercial feeder with his large committed
capital——is not pushing toward an ever-rising volume of beef output, and whéther
this may not be leading toward both (1) & new type of domestic beef industry,
dand (2) less flexibility in our domestic beef production.

I have a disturbing feeling that the beef business, under this influence, is get-
ting - to be like the chicken business-pressurlug al\mys for volume even though
price fakes a beating.

.Another factor that ‘we must not overlook is the change In the way beef Is
merchandised, and the kind of beef that today's mass merchandisers demand.
Supermarket operators are diseriminating buyers, as indeed they must e, if they
are to stock the producis that please thelr customers and bring them back to
shop w eek after week. Thpse mass merchandisers do not, want, and will not take,
overwelght or overfat c¢httle. When market. conditions. tesult in decisions to
“carry the cattle a little longer,” the resul( is an almost impossible merchandis-
ing situation brought about by overfinished and overieight slaughter animals.

It certalnly is not my purpose here today to suggest to producer groups what
they ought to do about the imports qucstlon But I hope I luug been able to
emphasize that the cattlé industry has problemns aliead of it that rdn both broader
and (eeper than just the import problefn.

1 do not like to belleve that g perlod like the nild- 1930's is what Is ahead of us.
But It does seem to me that this risk is 5o great that every thoughtful cgtfleman
should now be questioning himself as to what he cau do to help ease the adjust-
‘ment pains that thie swhole industry is facing. ‘

. In summary here are some points for your consideration:

(1) If you havé a cow hekd, cull 6ut-thie old and the barren cows. 'I‘his may
not reduce our calf cro slgnlﬂcantly but it certainly should tighten up a ranch
operation for the difficult timés that may. continue.

(2) It you are a feeder, do not overfeed the cattlé in your lots. Addltlom\l
galil Is costly—ruinously so—heavywelghts are dlscounted, and the extra pounds
of carcass (o not help the market, Historlcally there have been few timeS wheén
light cattle were coming to market that the cattle Industry bas. been' in trouble
It’s @lmost always In trouble when the cattle are too heavy.

(3) Do not bunch the marketings. . \We are in a_time of high beef volume in tli¢
market—a time when bunclied up marketings' can only mean further prlw trou-
bles.

(4) Get behind the sound beef promotion eéfforts of the meat board. Only n
few more. pounds of consumption by each of us would be a contribution to our
supply problem—and though'the imports are 10 percent of the supply, the domos-
tie product is 90 percent.

I am enthused by the longer pull outlook for the beef business.  Prospective
population growth anad thé éontinued rising level of c¢onstimer income indicates
that by 1970 (only 6 years away) we will need in this country some 25 percent
ntore beef production potential than we have at the present time. The tougher
part of the outlook is some fntermediate yéars of adjustment—a time when we
have temporafily overproduced. " These intermediate years will be less difficult
if a1l members of the beef team will keep the component problems in their prolv(-
perspectlve. and work together to get the Job done
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CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
Emerson, Nebr., Maroch 12, 1964,
Hon. HARRY F. BYRD, :
Chairman, Senate Committee on Finance,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SIR: Beef imports are having a disastrous effect on the cattle feeders
and businessmen in and around Emerson, Nebr., and unless legislation is ap-
proved immediately restricting beef imports to the 1957 level with a 50-percent
tariff on all imports of livestock, meat, and meat products that exceed the 1957
fevel a number of our cattle feeders and probably some of our businessmen will
not be able to continue to operate. . -

With good management the feed costs vary from $21 to $23 per hundredweight
of gain to finish a steer for market. With the average price of choice steers
selling on the Sioux City, Jowa, market for approximately $20.25 during Febru-
ary the feeders are losing from $23 to $50 per head on every head sold when
in addition to feed costs you must consider Interest, improvements, taxes, insur-
ance, death losses, water costs, and labor.

We have had a drop of 30 percent in fat cattle prices since December of 1962,
As a result of this decline in the fat price of cattle the community in and around

Smersou, Nebr., have suffered a financial loss of approximately $500,000 this
past year. The cause of this break in the fat-cattle price? During the first' 8
nmonths of 1063 there were 1,087 million pounds of beef and veal imported into
the United States. About 80 percent of this total of beef imports came from
Australia, New Zealand, Ireland, and Mexico with Australia leading the way
with 466,200,000 pounds. - :

For the year of 1983 these imports of beef and veal equaled 11.3 percent of
the U.S. total production. Is it any wonder that the cattie feeder and asso-
clated businesses of the rural communities are in Anancial trouble? In addi-
tl?n the citles will soon feel this slump and then the effect will be felt nation
wide. _ . : - R '

In summation we sincerely believe that beef imports have been the major
contributing factor in the decline of fat-cattle prices during the year 1963 and
carrying into the year of 1964, Why sacrifice American people In order to
trade with foreign conntries that are making us the laughingstock -of the
world? Believe us, w. 'n we in:the cattle-feeding area say it's uwo joking
mslxktter. What we need in Washington {s more direct action and a good deal less
ta {. ' : . P PO .

Very truly yours,

ARTHUR V. BONDERSON, Secretariy,

. N10BRARA VALLEY HEREFORD ASSOCIATION,
- ' Bhutte, Nedr.,, March 12,1964,
Hon. Harry F. BYRD, ) )
Chairman, Senate Committce on Finance,
New Senate Office Butlding,
Washington, D.C. o
DEsr Sir: The sudden high flood of imported meats in this country in 1962
and 1063 has had a very definite stifiing effect on our whole cattle industry.
This in turn is being felt in every town and community in the Midwest.
In most instances feeders are losing from 2 to 3 cents per pound.: The usual
flow of older cows to market is being retarded.. Here agnin canner and cutter
cows are 3 or more cents lower than the average over the past sgveral years.
This again.aggravates ap already overloaded market by adding 1.or 2 more
;-al;des to the calf crop from these cows that would normally have been slaugh-
Cglttiemen, merchants, and . businessmen alike all agree that jmports must
be curbed to stem the flow of foreign meats before our whole agricultyral econ-
omy i3 demoralized. ) S g
We urge your cooperation, Mr. Byrd, and the combined efforts of your Finance
Coninittee to pass some legislation that will curb these imports and save our
livestock economy. : ‘ :
Respectfully yours,
WALTER G. SIRE, President.
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. CiTY OF OMAHA, NEBR,,
‘ . ) March 13, 1964.
Hon. CarL T\ CurTIS,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

I?F.AR SENATOR: I am very pleased to enclose copy of resolution adopted.by
the Omaha City Council last Tuesday, March 3, urging the limiting of bLeef im-
ports to the United States. I have approved and heartily concur In the senti-
ment contained therein, ]

- -1 commend you for your efforts to bring about legislation that wlll restrict
these fmports and their resultant damage not only to 'the economy of' those
most directly affected but to the general economy of this country. =~
- Best persoiial wishes. . '

Sincerely, )

. JAMES J. DWORAK, Mayor,
* RESOLUTION OF CITY OF OMANA

Whereas the city of Omaha is the livestock center of the world ; and

Whereas beef imports are ravaging the Nation’s cattle iadustry, threatening
tht(s1 economy of its livestock producing areas, and undermining agriculture;
an - Tt

Whereas the livestock: industry finds itself in' financial straits which affect
all segments of the Nation's economy ; and

Whereas unless the. fight to limit meat imports is won now, an injustice
will be done upon the farmers of America and upon the cities aund towns which
are supported by them ; and ’ \

Whereas our own Nebraska Senator, the IIonorable Roman I. Hruska; has
proposed an amendment to the pending legislation in Congress, which, in effect,
will curtail beef imports and limit the importation of meat products, which
ggl;i legislation is supported by our Senator, Cart T. Curtis: Now, therefore,

it e . ‘N : . i

Rerolved by the City Council of the City of -Omaha, That the City Council of
Omaha and the Honorable James J. Dworak, mayor, join together and urge
the passage of legislation in Congress introduced by Senator Hruska and sup-
ported by -Senator Curtis, regulating the importation of beef products.

Co T By WARREN BURGDOR, Councilman.

Adopted March 3, 1964. ’

. JAMES J. Dwonax,
! Mayor.
MARY 1. GALLIGAN,
City Clerk.

Approved March 4, 1064, .
I hereby certify that the foregoing Is a true and correct copy of the original
document now on file in the clty clerk’s office.
MaRrY I. GALLIGAN,
City Clerk.

OxAXA, NEBR., March 12, 1964,
Chairman HARRY BYRD,
Senato. Committee on Finance.

Dear SIR: Many of my relatives live on farms and feed livestock. I know
the¥ have lost considerable money in the 'last 15 months. When the farmers’
buying power is lost, it eventually has to affect his ability to buy articles manu-
factured In cities and towns, which in time will cause loss of jobs to other seg-
ments of the economy. I think a beef import quota is one way to halt our down-
ward cattle prices.

Another way, even more fmportant than beef quotas, would be to check the
power of the large chainstores. The retail prices of meats are fantastic com-
pared to the live cost of the animals. :

Sincerely,
KeNNETH CHMELKA.
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OFFICE oF COUNTY CLERK; FURNAS COUNTY,
Beaver City, Neby., March 10, 1964.
Seuator HARRY F. Bygp, ‘ .
Chalrman, Senate Finance Commitice, ‘ .

DEAR SIR: We want to tell you why as a county board we would like to see
import quota on meat products,

First, Hvestock in Furnas County pays $58.70 by personal taxes in the county.

Secondly, it affects 00 percent of the people in our county. - It will affect ma-
chinery, car dealers, storekeepers, churches, in fact, the entire economy-of our
county is vitally concerned with this problem.

Already several farmers and livestockmen have had to guit because they can
no longer pay their bills, . :

We honestly think U.S. farmers are entitled to this market, also firmly con-
vinced the well-being of the livestock industry affects the economy of all the
United States. .

4 We don't want the Governmeut to subsidize as they have the other farm
problems. Just give us our own market, and not have to fight foreign imports.
Yours truly, .
. FurNAs COUNTY BoOARb,
FoRresT Sarp,
W. ALBERT RICE.
MAC ANDERSON,

SCRIBNER, NEBR., Maroh 11, 1964.
ITon. HARRY F. BYRD, ‘

Chairman, Senate Committce on Finance,

Washington, D.C.

DEeAR CiAlIRMAN Byrp: I consider myself -an average cattlefeeder in this
eastern Nebraska cattlefeeding area. I would like to relate to you the financial
situation the cattlefeeder finds himself in, largely because of the imports of meat
from foreign countries,

On September 4, 19063, I purchased 100 heifers, costing ' me $15,860 delivered to
my lots. The cost of feeding these cattle corn protein, ensilage, and hay,
amounted to $6,752. The interest amounted to $454.42 and the taxes were $98.
I sold these cattle the middle of February, grading USDA Choice for $20,166.42
for a loss of $£2,998, or $20.98 per head. -1 didn't include anything for labor,
depreciation on equipment, or miscellancous expenses (gas, grinding, repairs,
electricity, veterinary).

I purchased 124 steers a month later und the situation is the same. The out-
look on cattle I purchased about a month ago looks just as dismal. Thisis not
just & current situation—it has been going this way for 14 months. »

The inflatlonary trend is constantly inreasing our cost of opérating. A con-
tinuation of these situations will cause bankruptey for all cattlemen.

The imports which conslst of 11 percent of our domestic supply are the major
cause of this situation. These imports are more than is slaughtered at Omaha,
the world's largest meatpacking center. Our extra tonnnge of domestic meat
is due to the fact that the feeders are delaying shipment Lecause of the low
markets which are again caused by the oversupply of imports.

The cattlemen are not asking for Federal aid—only protection from imports
of cheap meat. I sincerely feel that we should protect our own industry sooner
than try to support a foreign industry or economy. .

Sincerely yours,

MyRoN NABER.
Enclosure: Statements of businessmen indleating their concern of the local
economy, -

ScrirNER GRAIN & Lusmser Co.,
Scribner, Nebdbr.,, March 12, 1964,
Chairman HARrY F. ByYrp,
Senate Committee on Finance,
Washington, D.C.

DEeaR SIR: The drastle continued downward market trend of 153 months or
more of beef on the hoof has had a disastrous effect upon the economy of our
business in our small town of 1,100 people.

In our business of grain, lumt®r, and feed it has lowered our sales on grain and
feed 35 percent nlone in the last 12 months. The grain producer cannot sell his
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corn to a profitable advantage becauso the feeder cannot afford to feed it to
his cattle on feed.

This is an agricultural community and if the farmer aud feeder have no
profit, the local businesses are in for financlial trouble as we must survive from
the grain farmer and the feeder.

We have had to cut our labor force by 25 percent beeause of the continued low
market price of live beef, which, in turn, reflects in lack of business.

It Is impossible for us to understand why the leaders of the Government of
the big and powerful United States would continue to allow the limports of forelgn
beef when a plentiful supply can be easily produced within our own country.
However, it i1s a proven fact that it cannot be done with a financlal loss to
clther the farmers or business.

These imports must be reduced for agricultural communittes such as Sertbner,
Nebr,, to survive,

Sincerely,
WaALTER MAas, Manager,

ScriiNer ImpPLEMENT CoO.,
Scridner, Nebr.,, March 11, 1963},
Hon, HaRrry F'. Byrp,
Senate Comniittee on Finance,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sir: Our retall sales of farm cquipment for the months of January
and Febraary of this year are off 80 percent from last year due to the depressed
cattle market. The farmers in this area are predominantly cattlefeeders, They
are the customers who are the most progressive farmers and normally in a
position to purchase new farm equipment as needed.

Our accounts recelvable are up over 40 percent from this time last year due
to the fact that many of our farmers were unable to pay up thelr debts from last
year and they are belng carrled over into 1964,

It 138 our belief here in the feeding area that the large imports of foreign
beef is largely responsible for this conditlon, It is our sincere hope that your
committee will be able to act in a way that will improve this situation,

Sincerely,
R. H. McHENRY, President.

S———

TvreneNtAaeEN Harnware Co.,
- Neridner, Nebr., March 12, 1964,
Hon. Cant. T, CURTIS,
U.8. Senalor,
Washington, D.C.
Drar SENATOR CURYIS: We wish to volee our protest to the recent agreement
entered Into by our Government with Australin and New Zealand concering the
fmport of beef from these countries.
The depressed cattle market is and wll con‘inue to have an adverse effect on
business in our local communlty.
Whatever you can do to bring about any possible corrective legisiation on this
matter will be appreciated.
Add our protest to the mountainong list you undoubtedly have against this
agrecwent.
Nincerely yours,
HENRY TUCHENILAGEN.
ALSERT TUCHENHAGEN,

MixpeN, NEBR., March 12, 1964,
Hon, HARRY K. I’YRD,
Chairman, Senate Committce om Finance,
U.S. Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C'.

DreAR SIR: The Kearney County (Nebr.) T-Bone Club, which Is comprised of
some 200 cattle feeders In a 3-county area in south-central Nebraska, ts on record
as far back as 1901 (shortly after the club was organlzed) In opposition to the
growing scourge of beef imports.

Our recorded opposition of 1081 was reiterated in 1962, when in Aprhl of 1002
it was announced that imports had risen to a point 65 percent above the 1801
level. In 1983, another increase in imports was noted, along with another protest
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from our organtzation, It will be recalled also in 1003 that even restrictions on
brepuration of beef for Import to the Unlted States were relaxed. Tracing this
perplexing sltuation into 1964, our only hope s that It is not now too late for
casing the distress to which these rising import levels have contributed,

Surveys show that feeders in our county finlsh a4 volumne of some 30,000 cattle
each year. In the recent 1963-6G4 marketing season, the basie loss to the feeders
has been near the §500,000 mark. In addition to this basle loxs, the anticipated
money turnover, or rather the lack of It, has created an cconomlie loss at the
community level many times this basle loss.  The resitlt has been that the imple-
ment dealer Ix not selling new machinery, furniture denlers not selling any
furniture, bank lonus are not turning over at & rate fast enough to keep the
economy rolling at a satisfactory pace, the car dealer is not in pace with the
national level--in general, local economies of all lvestock areas are suffering
from the impact of the deprexsed cattle market. This depression, we feel, could
bhe ensed n great deal by a tightening of Federal meat tmport policies.

Some would lead us to believe that imports have little to do with the cattle
price in the United States. We disagree with this wholeheartedly ; but let us
assume that the present 11-plus percent of imports of the total production has ouly
a h-pereent effect on the domestice fat dattle price. This, in ftself, Is enough to
depress the price by $1 per hindred at the minhmum; and, at this rate, it would
he sufttelent to cut the loss on eattlie by nearly H0 percent, if the 3-percent factor
were not fnvolved.  An additional &1 per hundred, on the present 20 market
would provide another $12 per steer—this wounld at least glve the average feeder
a chance to stay in business.

More specifically, we submlit the following worksheet submitted by one of onr
young feeders, and substantinted by bank records:

00 liead of steers, purchased September 1083, 750 pounds:

OFIRINAY COSt . e e cecmmm—cecmec—c—aec——————— 810, 021, 78
Tracking to farM . e ercccceccceccrcmmecemm——— 272.50
Proteln . v rcetm e ————— e m——— 503, 70
S e e e dcmmccmeaceccetemecmce—meaemeeccm———— 11.20
mttle o o cecmrcecmenecnmca——— - 15. 00
Corn, 4,025 bushels. o oo eccrcceccccne—c————— 4,220, 20
Y, 12 tONS e eccccccccrcmcrnecnecnmememe————— 240. 00
Ensilage, 80 N8 o e ecccmm - rmm—m——— 850. 00

4 acTes gTeen oD e c o ecreccmccecccc e ————— 400. 00
Taxes on CAttle e e e crcecmeccccmcmcceccme—a————— 270. 00
Tractor gas, feedIng o e cccrccccccca——n 100. 00
Trucking to market . oo oo ecrccccccmccca———— . 404. 17
Selling commigsion, market oo oo cccccccmccmacmdcmama 205. 80
Interest on cattle 1oAN . oo e ccecicdemccmccaeaa— 442, 95
POt e cmcmcccccmecmcmmeecmameeeeee—eaema———— 23, 553. 40
Recelved for Cattle. e cmccce e cme e ————— 21, 110. 68
JiOBS o Tt e eemm e —e e m—— e ——————————————————— cm—— 192 436,72

t Thiz tabuletion does not Include any allowance for labor, depreciation, or other

contingencics.

The foregoing 18 a typlcal example of how the cattle feeding industry has
fared in our area during the past year—it §s not an extreme case, and the loss
in this instance probably falls below the average loss figure for the area.

It is our fecling that the contluuous rise in beef fmports has contributed to
this logs, and to every loss taken within the feeding industry. It I8 our desire
that these imports be cut, and that the cattle feeder be given a chance to re-
cover from the losses inflicted during the past 2 years. ‘

As a supplement to this plea, we enclose a copy of “The Cattle Crisls,” which
analyzes the import problem in depth and presents a fair, concise plcture of the
economic chnos facing us at the present time. (‘This pamphlet was made a part of
the Committee files.)

Respectfully submitted.

KeARNEY COUNTY T-Boxr CLUB,
DUANE L. O1L8ERN, President,
WiLniaM SPILRER, Scoretary,
RAY VAN NORMAN, Treasurcer.
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. ' SCRIBNER BANK,
L Scribncr ‘Nebr., March 11, 1963.
Hon. HarRY F. Byrb, .
Chairman, Senale Commiites on Fmanca,
Washington, D.CO.

Dear MR, Byrn: Weé would like to add ouir volee to the thousands of people
who have written to their representatives concerning the huge increase in the
percent of meat imports which has certainly added to the difficulties of an al-
ready overexpanded cattle Industry.

We would beseech you to lend your vb!ce in the Congress to & decrease in the
amount of meat imported from Australia, New Zealand, and South Awmerlca,

It our agriculturé is not allowed a reasonable profit, they wlll certainly cease
to parchase new automoblles, machinery, appliances and. all the other items
manufactured in the industrial ¢ities of our country, Of thls, I know you are
certainly aware. When agriculture prospers, e\erybpdy prospers, Auy assist-
ance you might be able to lend in the cause of lowering the allowable imports
of meat will be greatly appreciated.

Respectfully yours,
H. 1’3 YACKINER, Ereoutive Vice President.

FARMERS Co-or MercANTILE CoO.,
Scridner, Nebdr., March 11, 1964,
Chairman HARRY F'. BYRD,
Senate Committeo on Finance, Wash mgfon D.C.

DEeAR SiIr: We are writing in regard to our position on the controversial sub-
Ject of import beef.

We are in the heart of the beef feeding area. Dodge and Cumining Countles,
two of the main areas that we serve have always been leaders in the fleld of
beef production. It is far from pleasant to view the catastrophe that has befallen
the feeders of this and other areas.

We know of no other fate since the drought of the 19030’s that has left this
group in the financial condition that they face now. In our own buslness, which
Is purely agricultural in nature, we feel the economic pressure' swhich has been
brought on by the import of forelgn beef and other related ttems. The accounts
recelvable of the cooperative here has risen. 50 percent in- the past 8 months.
Evary time we hrul or sce a semiload of fat cattle leave the commuuity, it means
that some feeder Is losing between $1,000 to 81,500. This drain of money has
indeeq left its mark on the business in Nebraska. We urge you to do whatever
js in your power to help stamp out this needless bankrupting of farmers and
fecders of our country. Keep America strong, by keepiug its agricultural seg-
ment strong. ‘
- - Respecttully, : ’
Cuarres H, BENNER, Manager.

.t

STATEMENT OF TITE HONORARLE DwionT W. BURNEY, LIEUTENANT QOVERNOR, S8TATE
OF NERRASKA .

Neliraska beef production and: alllcd business constltutcs the largest single
industry in our State. - During 1063 the total generated dollar volume of the
{rade in Nebraska was estimated at well over $1 blillon. Over 45 percent of all
agricultural cash receipts in Nebraska arise from heef cattle marketings.

From January 1963 to January 1064, the price of fed steers at our 12 prinei-
pal mldwestern markets, including the world'a largest livestock market in Omaha,
declined an average of $4.09. This decline has made cattle feeding & money-losing
proposition for even the most efficient, and bas in turn damaged thé economle
condition of our great feeder cattle industry. There can bhe no doubt that record
beef Imports during 1063 contrlbuted substantially to the decline in domestic beef
prices. I urge Immediate Federal legislation which will limit beef imports to no
more than the 1960 level.

The American-cattle Industry has grown with Amerlca and I8 one of its most
efficlent Industrles. It has adapted Itself to changing agrlcultural conditions and
normally remained stable and profitable without great amounts of Government
interference. However, the injection of large amounts of imports into the beef
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ccotiomy, over a short perlod'of time has not allowed the Industry to ‘assess its
problems, adapt to changing conditions or plan well for the future. This prob-
lem has been created mostly, in ny opinion, by allowlng the Department of
State’{o control fmport quotas and marketing agieements t¢ the detriment of
our whole Amerlcan agricultural aystem. Therefore, in addition to the short-
range program of lliniting damaging amounts of import beef, I suggest the crea-
tion of a climate for Government-indiuistry relations that wiil lead to a stable
beet Industry without surrender of the basic Amerlcan freedoms alqug the way.

P o FULLERTON, NEBR., March I1, 1964.
Senator Harry F. Byrp, :
Ohairman, Senate Comm{itice on Finance, C ‘

New Senate Office Building, Washington, D.0.: L . :

We urge your committee to'take prompt actlon to reduce the import of foreign
beef and veal. We recommend import quotas of approximately 6% percent of
the -annual U.8. consumption for the preceding year. We believe the present
lmport level largely responsible for the serious condition of our livestock
industry and {ts resultant unfavorable effect on the entire econpmy of our State.

THE FULLERTON CHAMBER OF COMMERCE.

: FULLERTON, NEEBR,, March 11, 1964,
Senator Harry F. BYRD, '

Ohairman, Scnate Qomméitteo on Finance,

New Senate Oftos Buillding, Washington, D.0.;

We respecttully request prompt actlion by your committee to reduce the imports
of foreign beef and veal. We belleve that fmports should be restricted to ap-
proximately 614 percent of thoe annual U.8. consumption of the preceding year.
We also belleve that the present Import level is largely responsible for the
serlous condlitlon of our livestock industry which bas had a very unfavorable
effect on the entire economy of the State of Nebraska.

1ovuP VALLEY UNITED OCHAMBERS OF OOMMERCE,
C. H. HosLEB, President. ‘

- LixocoLN, NxBR., March 10, 1964.
Senator Carr CurTis, , -
Washington, D.O.:

;\ﬁegraska State Grange will not have a representative before the Senate
Finance Commlittee in the meat import hearing but would like to offer this
statement of our positlon. The Nebraska State Grange has consistently sup-
ported programs to increase the farmers income, Specifically we endoreed the
feed gralns program and the wheat-cotton blll. Falling prices for beef have
brought the rancher and the cattle feeder into the same disastrous economlc
pattern that has plagued the wheatgrower and the producer of feed grains
since the Korean war. The Nebraska State Grange will support any program
acceptable to the cattlemen of the State and it is to be hoped your hearing will
eliclt data that will permit a satisfactory adjustment of beef imports within
the complicated framework of our international trade relationship.

G. A. SpmEL,
Master of Nebratka State Grange.,

STATEMENT OF NEBRASKA BANKERS ASBOCIATION, INC,, O>aua, NEBR.

The Nebraska Bankers Assoclation wish to present this statement to the com-
mittee through our Senator, the Ylonorable Carl T. Curtis. The failure to
appear in person for the purpose of oral testimony before the.committee should
uot bo taken or understood as any attempt of the bankers of Nebraska to mini-
mize the seriousncess of the beef import question or our concern therewith.
Forty Nebraskn banker3 were In Washington February 17, the day:the beet
Import quotas were announced, and our expression of opinion to our Representa-
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tives and Senators at that time was unanfmous and we are now anxfous to have
that opinion placed In your record and trust that it may be of svome value In
asslsting this conunjttee to arrive at & solution, ‘

Wa feel that the problem i3 to some extent ene of our own in that through
favorable feed. and grain-growing conditionis Gur cattle peaple have allowed
nimbers and beef tonnage to {ncrease more than they should have. This situa-
tlon s recognized by our own ranchers and producers in the cattle industry and
we feel proper steps are being taken to correct tho domestic number situation
as well ng'the tonnagh problem of overfeeding.

We feel that controls of some nature on beef imports are necessary it our own
producers cut back fn numbers. We turther feel that the present quotas estab-
lished in February 1964 ave cntirely too high if the situation is to be remedied
promptly. Our feeling i3 that the imports should be lowered percentagewise
in a dircet proportlon to our own domestic reduction of numbers as based upon
the percentage of domestic production compared with lmports,

We feel that there are times of high {)rlces in the cattle industry that fmports
are n good thing and proper. The cattle feeder, we belleve, is the first to recog-
nize that a shortage of beef, prices the product o'u% of the market to the extent
that the habit of cating beef is replaced by the habit of eating products of a less
nutritlous value. These habits are sometimes of long duration and such changes
cannot add to the stability of beef prices or the other products used as
substitutes,

It would secm to this assocjation that legislation can be provided whereby a
fluctuating quota would take effect at such times as certaln conditions become
either real or apparcnt.  What these base figures should be to change the quota
we as bankers have no way of determining but we are certatn that your com-
mittee through fts staff of technleal advisers could work out such details as
would permit the natural law of supply and demand to more nearly govern our
Amerlean beef industry, _

We are not unmindful of the preblems presented by forelgn trade and the
necessity for imports of a wide varlety of urticles in this complex economy of
onrz,  We also wish to impress upon the committee that the cattle producer ix
not now, and never has been, asking for any governmental controls in the
domestic beef Industry. In fact, these producers are Iusisting upon & chance
to work out their own problems but they are very fearful that as they reduce
mumbers, . prices will increase modestly auad foreign wmeat will sell even more
readily than it does today.

This statement ix submitted by this association as we feel the cattle business
{s one of our most fmportant industries in Nebraska both from the standpoint
of produelng calves as well as the production of good corn-fed heef. Weo feel
the Leet Industry is important to all Amerlea from the standpoint of a proper
food supply as well as a sound economy.

May 1 emiphasize again that submission of this statement rather than a per
sonnl appearance should in no manner detract from our concern for the problem
aud i€ the committee feols that any additfonal information or henefit could be
had from a personal appearance we will be happy to have qualiied personnel
appear before you.

QRAND IsLAND C"HAMBER 0F COMMERCE,
(rand Istand, Nebr,, Mareh 16, 1964.
Senator HHARRY F. ByRn,
Chairman, Senate Commiltee on Finance,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR S8gNATOR BYRD: The Grand Island Chamber of Commerce and the Grand
Island Industrial Foundation are well nware of the effects of the current beef
cattlo price situation.

The base of our community's economy, as is true In much of this Natlon, is
dependent upon and divectly related to the strength of the agricultural economy.

A survey of our retait establishments, one of the Arst groups to reflect the con-
ditlonsg of our areq, indicate that January and February retall sales are being
adverzely effected. Taking into account the many factors effecting retail sales
suitich as weather conditions, employment, ete,, leaves very little doubt that the beef
cattle sitnation s a major contrlbutor to lower retail sates.

We are not going to attempt to relate the effect of imported beef on the total
bheet cattle situation. Economists and others who are miuch closer to the many
ramittcations of this compticated sithject cnn do & more accurate analysls. How-
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ever, it is evident that a part of the beef cattle price picture is contributed to the
beef fmports. B 4 )
Therefore, the Grand Island Chamber of Commerce and the Grand Island In-
dustrial Foundation representing the business community of a mildwesternu city
of nearly 30,000 persons urge proper legisiation to restrict meat lmports.
We further support the remarks of Senntor Roman Hruska before the Senate
and entered Into the Congreessional Record on February 18,

Sincerely yours,
R. E. SpeLrys, Jr.,

President, Chambder of Commerce.
JAKE (GRABMIOK,
Preatdent, Industrial Foundation,

UROSSHANS SALKS & SERVICY, INC,,
Aurora, Nedbr,, March 16, 19G4.
Senator HAreY F. ByR=b, :
Chairman, Committee on Finance,
Ncio Senate Oice Building,
Washington, D.C. : :

DrAR HoXoRrARLE SENATOR: Our family ploneered in the farm machine business
in contral Nebraska, We have always trled to be a good serviclng farm equip-
ment dealer, dnd as a result, have bullt our business into a very essential part of
our colmmunity,

The real estate and equipment Investment {8 over §150,000 with a merchandise
investment of $175,000 with at least §20,000 on accounts recelvable. Our annual
payroll is about $63,000 with a total overhead expense of $00,000 per year.

This all means that we must sell & lot of merchandise and service each yeur
to stay in this mnd race of survival.

The fdle acre program has helped our farmers to carry on in a way, but the
demand for our services has greatly decreased and we have expanded our efforts
in an eftort to hold our volume of business that we must have,

In recent months our farmer customers have been extremely upset over the
beef fmports which has already cut the livestock markets to the extent of near
ruin to many well-eatablished farmers and feeders in our community.

It sects with reason that our Federal Government would take a good look
at the Hvestock iudustry which is one of the oldest In America, in order to lhelp
the Amerlcan farmer to continue in his enterprise, rather than create a wmarket
for foreign livestock products in the United States, for a political maneuver.

I therefore suggest that beef fmports be tmmediately reduced to a point where
our own local beef markets will not be effected as a result of fmports,

This wil also help our local unemployment. And unemployed people do
not cat as much beef as they should. 8o, I say again, that our Federal tarifYs
on fniports and exports should have a thorough examination to more equalixze
the American problems of the future. .

Wishing you,*and your ¢ommittee much good luck In your future activities.

Sincerely yours, .
ARTIIUR W, GROSBITANS,

AURORA CHAMRER OF COMMERCE,
Aurora, Nebr,, March 16, 1864.
Chairman Hagrry F, Bygb,
Senato Committee on Finance,
Neiw Senate Ofice Rullding, Washington, D.C.

DrEAR SENATOR Byrp; In my opinfon you must support legislation to restrict
meat imports.  We have our finger on the business pulse of this business area
ant onr merchants are now feeling the effect of the depressed feeder market, Ler-
haps specific examples would be of interest to you along this line,

A wholesale automotive supply firm reports business lagging last year by 15
pereent, a leading car dealer 18 very concerncd with a drop in 1964 car delivertes
in excess of 20 percent, a hardware and sporting goods dealer notes decline in
sales In 1064 for comparable period of 1063 of over 12 percent. One of the most
nnusual cases concerns a large paving contractor located in Omaha, Nebr, 1le
reported that he has less munleipal paving llned up for this spring than ever
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beforg In the history of his company, It ssenis that ‘éven the city council mem-
bers are concerned in obligating their clties sipce each member has personally
began to'feel the overall effect ‘created by & lack of imargin in‘one of the largest
industrles of this agricultural community, " - h to

~ Sincerely, G
' , R. M. PeNcE, President.
b B THE ZxMMERMAN FEED YARDS,
) ' Springficld, Nebr., March 12, 1964,
Re meat imports.

Senator HARRY F. Byrb,
Senate Committee on Finance,
Washington, D.C.

Ho~. SENATOR BYmD: We have owned and operated a commerclal feed
vard in Springfield, Nebr,, for 23 years. \We have taken the worst losses in the
last year that we have ever realized since we started operation. . '

We feed around 14,000 to 15,000 head of cattle a year and this year we would
say the average loss is between $30 and $40 per head. We feel very strongly
that this sitnation would not exist it meat imports were curbed. oo .

We have talked to other businessmen in our community, and they all report
thelr business down tremendouslty, Since this is a feeding territory, there Is
no question but what the meat lports are fudirectly one of the causes of thelr
enormous losses. 4

It is unconcelvable to us out here to realize how the U.8. Government was
outsmarted by countries like Australia, New Zealand, Ireland, and Mexico In
thelr new agreement with our State Department. - ‘ .

We feel it this situation is not corrocted jmmediately, we will see the most
severe depression this country has ever known. We don't believe the Congress
realizes the far-reaching effects this will have. The impact it has on small
business already has been felt ; next comes the impact on big business. The time
{s here when Congress should analyze the whole meat import sltuation and its
extenuating effects.

Yours truly, ) 4

JAMES P, LATHAM.

GRETNA STATE BANK,
Qretna, Nedr., March 13, 1964,

Chairman Harry F, Byro, ‘ o
Senate Committee on Finance,’ K

Washingion, D.C. . L

DEeAR SENATOR BYRD; YOu are certaluly aware of the critical conditions pres-
ently facing the llvestock industry and the farmer's plight In losing what i3 his
most lproﬂtable lfne of income and the effect of imports on the farmer-feeder
as well as labor in the packing industry due to processed meat being lmported.

Every business in this area is now beglnning to feel adversity caused by im-
ports and a generally lower level of net farm income. " Since this most likely
will spread to the entire natlonal economy, we beg of you to do everything in
your power to curb imports. .

It is my opinton that all imports with the exception of live animals should be
levled' with a tarift proportionate with that imposed upon our manufactured
exports. |

Sincerely,
MarvIN L. KILLION,
Vico President and Cashicr.

SPRINOFIELD STATE BANK,
Springfield, Nebr., March 13, 1804,

——————

Chalrman HARrY F. BYrd,
Scnate Commitice on Finance.

DrAR Sir: It is our firm bellef that forelgn imports of beef have had n serlous
depressing effect on the cattle market in the United States. In our own Midwest
tho lvestock Industry has snffered greatly and this in'turn has aftected every
business in our community. .

T certainly fecl that legislation {3 {n order to glve the necessary protectlon
to the people In mir own country ahead of those of forelgn countries.

Sincerely,
RoserT D. IsKE, President.
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' KoLso FEep YARDps,
Springfleld, Neby., March 14, 1964.
Hon, HaRrRY F, ByYRb,

Chairman, Senale Committec on Finance,

Washington, D.C.

DEeAR SENATOR BYRD: The question of whether meat luports are damaging to
the cattle industry, local and national economy, has been debated much the
past few wecks. In my opinlon, meat imports are very damaging to all these.

Wo should take a lesson from the experlence of the sheep industry and not
let this be the repeat In the cattle industry, Sheep numbers have been declining
in the past several years with demand about stable in our Natlon. Even though
numbers have decllned prices to producers also declined as that decline in num.
bers was more than offset by larger imports. :

Forelgn producers pay no income tax to support our Government. The loss
in taxes from Hvestock producers has many times exceeded money collected
from fmport dutles, \ith lowered incomes, producers are not purchasing new
wmachinery, automoblles, etc, : '

Our cattle numbers are at an alitime high and could well be utllized to supply
the majority of consumers' needs. The lower grade cattle such as dairy type
and southern Brahma type could well be used to supply the same type of meat
that is being lwmported. The slaughtering of these animidils before grain finish
would reduce the supply of fed cattle Leing marketed here. Two problems
would be gomewhat alleviated—more processing-type meat and reduced supply
of finished cattle. :

Cash recelpts for livestock in 1063 are reported down $500 wflllon from 1962
although numbers in livestock receipts had risen. IHearvy financlal losses among
feeders are common., Locally, feeders are curtalling operations. It takes a
tremendous amount of capital for the purchnse of fecder cattle, grain, and
other feed and supplies necessary to produce cholce meat, and financial fastitu.
tions are hesitant to lend under such shaky conditions.

Leglslation to restrict meat imports woutd bolster cattle prices and help to put
farmer-feeders in a position to purchase needed machinery, fertllizer this spring,
and enable us to secure credit to keep our businesses going.

Yours truly, GERALD KoLyo,

THE CITY OF WAYNE, NEBR,,
March 14, 196}.

Hon, HarrY K. BYRD,

Chairman, Senate Qomimftiee on Finance,
New Senate Office Bullding,

Washington, D.O. '

Dear SENATOR B7RD: It has been biought to our attention that your committee
i3 presently holding hearings on proposed legislation to restrict imports of foreign
beef. We In the agricultural Midwest are intensely concerned with this problem,

The collapse.ot llvestock prices over the last several months has resulted in
widespread disruptlon of the entire economy in this portion of the country. The
situation has become more than serlous in some business circles.

The city of Wayne, in northeastern Nebraska, 1s situated in one of the largest
beet-producing areas in our Nation, Most of our local economy is dependent upon
the produetion of heef and the income derived from this industry. We are the
site of a State college, so a portion of our business income can be credited to
this source. This fact will tend to lessen, to & degree, the full impact the price
break has had locally. ) )

Nevertheless, a detatled survey conducted by this office the last few days has
brought to light some startling information, Banking and business interecsts
here report the following percentage declines in the Wayne economic situation
since the collapse of livestock prices 1ast year:

Percent
Farm income and net worth. oo ecma——e———— Down 20.
Farm tractor and implement business. - a oo cmce o eeceece e Down 55,
Farin petroleum, tires, ete., business. v oo ccemceeeeaeae Down 33.
Clothing and soft linez business. .o v eacccmecmcce——————— Down 10,
Appliance and hardwaye business...ccuae.. anameanne cemmececaeeme- -= Down 20,

In addition, farim real estate transactions in this area are alimost at a stand.
still, A limlted number of distress sales, however, seem to indlcate that prices of
farm real estate are declinlng—Iin these few Instances as much as 30 percent.
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We do not hold to the opinlon that the increase in beef imports Is solely
responsible for this distressed condition. But we do belleve that legislation to
restrict these Imports to the 1957 level will have a practlcal, as well as psycho-
logical, infiuence in returning our agricultural economy to a more normal level.

We respectfuly urge your careful consideration of this nmtter, so that the
errors of judgment committed by others may be corrected without delay.

With our Kindest regards.

"~ Yours very truly, ,
HowaArp WrtT, City Clerk.

Pol.k COUNTY LIVESTOCK FEEDERS ASSOCIATION,
. Silver Creek, Nebr., March 14, 1964.
Hon. HARRY F, RYRD, : .
Chairman, Senate Finance Commitice,
U.8. Senate, Senate Ofico Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. Byrp: Thé feeders of the United States cannot compete with the
foreign meat because of our feed and labor costs. We have had our markets on
supply and demand and if imports continue to rise, that is taken away from us.
So what do we have left? If you hurt the feeder in the Corn Belt, this will affect
the grain producer, which, in tirn, Will hdave no market for ¢orn, and this will
cause more selling of grain to the'Government and ihore tax dollars to everyone.

The feeder is the backbone of agriculture. He supports the grain farmer,
elevators, feed companies, banks, and in turn, small business in rural areas, so
by a quota suggested by the Natlonal Livestock Feeders Assoclation this will

give usan inceutive to go towork. L . ‘
) DoxALD'HAYES, President.

. HEMINGFORD, NEBR., March 15, 1964.
Hon. HArRY F. BYRbp,

Chairman, Senate Finance Commitlec,
Washinglon, D.C. :

DEeAR SExATOR BYrp: I am writing to you In regard to my personal concern
over the cattle situation. In talking to cattle producers in this area our feelings
ure all channeled into the same line of thinking.

We here in our area of westerit Nebraska fecl the State Department of our
Government Is selling the cattle producers down the river in allowing the tmport
of foreigi beef, both processed and unprocessed, to continue at such a high rate.

In the past 15 months cattle prices in this arca on feeder cattle have dropped
in the area of $5 per 100 pounds. I personally received $4.00 less for cattie in
1063 than in 1962, All present indications are that we will take another drop
in 1964. During this time our operating expense has greatly increased. Oar
taxes and labor costs are up. -I pald $10 a ton more for supplementary range
toe;l over 1962 cost, and machinery is almost out of reason because of its high
cost.

I have visited with two bankers {n our locality who both informed me that any
feed ralsed by cattle feeders and fed, as well as their time, has all been donated
the past 15 months. In many cases they are not even making enough to pay
the interest on their loans. In even more cases they are losing feed, labor, and
still money on their investment. One partienlar case I know of donated his
feed and his time and lost $1,500 besides, and he is not a large feeder.

Many of these ranchers and feeders have everything they own invested in the
profession of producing beef. In many instances this has taken a lifetime to
accumulate. Cattle producers jn this area are not large and cannot absorb
these continual losses, Most are family-size operations.

We cattle producers are not asking for charity. We know our numbers of
beef are high and we wHIl and can lower these numbers but, when imported beef
is allowed to increase each year, we can never solve our own problem. I feel
that imports should never exceed § percent of the total consumption of beef
used in the United States. ,

Our State Department {s sacrificing their own cattle producers, citizens, and
taxpayers even to the point of some losing everything they own only for a small
amount of prestige they hope to gain with foreign governments by allowing
beef Imports to continue at such a Iarge figure.
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I urge you to pursue fmmediate actlon to pass leglslation to reduce beef
Imports how and in the future. Cattle production {s the backbone of our agrl.
culture and agriculture the foundatlon of our Nation's economy. Please let's
preslorve it all. To accomplish this we will need the cooperation of everyone.

Thank you.

Sincerely
' Ot710 L. UNRRIO.

FARMERS CO-OP GRAIN ASSOCIATION,
Stromasburg, Nebr., March 13, 1964.

M. HARRY F. Byro, »

Chairman,

Senate Commitlee on Finance,

DEeAR SENATOR: We here in Stromsburg, Nebr., are very concerned about the
current low cattle prices. We are accustomed to low cattle prices now and
then, but this has continued noiv'for over a year. We have many 'good cattle
feeders that have been hurt financially by this, many of them to the point of no
return.

This situation is s¢yerely affecting the relating businesses and is starting to
reflect this adverse situation In all 6ther business in the communlity.

Our own feed volume here, for instance, has decreased $11,000 fn 1 month,
and all other phases of the business have been affected accordingly.

If this situation 1s not corrected soon, the effects of this decline will soon be
far reaching. You people In Washington do not seem to realize this, or there
would have been more definite action by thiy time.

All of us here in the Middle West sincerely hiope that somethiug is done about
this situation, and done soon.

Yours very truly,
Roaer B, Jacksox, Marager.

: NIPANTUCK Rawnon,
Orlcans, Nedr., March 13, 1964.
Hon. Hagery F. BYRD, .
Chairman, Senate Commitice on Finance,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR! Let me assure you that the depressed prices of livestock is
being serlously felt by every segment of our economy from the producer through
the retailer of products not directly assoclated with agriculture.

Loauns are up, bank deposits are lower, distress sales dre frequent. Livestock
and associated industries are the backbone of our agricultural economy.

As a producer I'll take my chaunces with the American producer but I can't
successfully compete with foreign Interests. = '

Let me urge you to support import quotas on all types of beef linpofts.

Respectfully yours, )

WILLIAM RICHARDS.

LAUREL CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
Laurel, Nebr., March 16, 196},
Chairman HARrRY F, Byrp, .
Senate Committee on Finance.

DeAR SENATOR ByYmn: I understand you are conducting hearings on'the beef
import situation in this country, Yhile it is & very difficuit thing to prove in a
frec market, it Is our fecling here that this fmport beet has undermined the
stability of our beef market. Most of this beef is probably consumed on the
coasts. However, refrigerator trucks from the AMfidwest make constant hauls
of bolc;t to both coasts and what andermines their price struciure undermines
ours here,

The best evidence here that 'the pinch is on is that the small cattle feeders are
commnienclug to milk cows again, which when things get rough they always do to
try and hold things together. .Actually a glut In farm produce feeds on itself
a8 each farmer trys to produce mord to make a living. . . )

I can see absolutely no point in importing what we already have too much of
now. American farmers do not buy in the foreign market and cannot compete
with forelgn meat prices unless they can buy at foreign prices. I strongly urge
you to place restrictive quotas on imported heef and other meat, or a tariff

au
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on the same to give some protection to the American farmer, The American
farmi; is the largest single produceér and cbpsumer fn"this cOuntry, and it he
gets sick, the whole country will get sick.

\'er truly yours
y ey ' Birs \YOP.\'ELL, President.

BUTTE CoMMUNITY CLUB,
Butte, Nebr., March 14, 1964,

Hon. HARrY F. BYRD,
Chairman, Senate Finance Commitice,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR Sir: Cattlemen all over the United States are being hurt by the surplus
beef problem. Cattle are a basle farm and ranch livestock enterprise here in
Nebraska. In our area of Nebraska cattle producers and feeders are generally
not large volume operators. Continued lyestock income loss will hurt our
producers.

"YWe realize that adjustments in cattlé productlon, feeding, and marketing in
the_United States need to be made and we belleve that this will occur. Can
we have more Interest and actlon within our Goverinment to correct the ineat
fmport problem.

Here are statements of facts and figures concerning’ the effect on ranchers,
feeders, businesses, and the general economy in this area:

(1) Bankers viewpolint:

(@) Farners and cattlemen are not spendlug the normal amount of money

. on purchases of new equipment for the farm, ranch, and home,

(d) Repayment of loans and notes has slowed do“ n due to ‘decline -
come as partially affected by cattle prices.

(c) Borrowing activity has increased due to farm nud ranch loss of
income ; direetly affected bv livestock income loss.

(2) Cattlereeder-

(a) Statement —My tncome from marketed feed lot cattle is $40 to $55 less
p;‘r S1’16923(1 in the early winter of 1963 compared to the same marketing period
of1 .
(b) Example.

1. Purchased 30 steers April 1963, weight 570 pounds, prlce $20. 20
per hundredweight.

2. Sold .30 stcers November 1063, weight 1,130. pounds, price $22
per hundredwelght.

3. Steers brought average. pf, 4860 rhead ,

4. My total costs to produceé the stﬁers wgs'§ §2«i6 60 per head ..

" 5. Profit per head (no Iabor cost g:l) wnb per head
,Stqtement.——l certainly worked for not lost money. feedlng

(3) Farmer, beef cattle raiser: (a) Statemept.-—— sold 40 head 'of 1063 spring
beef calves in early March 1964 ;.1 received $5,000 for the lot iinder the same
production practice & year ago and selling 40 head of /calves, I’ recel\ed $6,000
income. Statement.—I have 17 percent less income.

(1) Machinery dealer: (a) Statement.—My retail sales of machinery for the
first 214 months of 1964 have been off 80 percent from comparable months in 1963
and 1962. Lower cattle prices have hurt my business.

(56) Machinery dealer: (a) Statement.—Local retall sales of machinery since
the beginning of 1964 have been off about 25 percent from comparable months
in previous years.

(8) Rancher, beet cattle ralser' (a) Statement.—~I recently sold fall calves
(average 380 pounds per head) for $28.50 per huudred\\elgbt and I know I was
lucky to get this price. ' Last year my fall calves sold at the same time of year
(average 390 pounds per head) brought $34.10 per hundredweight. I took $5.60
per hundredwelght less due to the Hvestock situation.

We earnestly request the attention of the Finance Committée to thé meat im-
port problem. We are an agriculiural community, depending upon agricultural
income. Due to climatic conditions our dryland farm cash crop income varies.
Income from livestock sales is a more stable part of gross income of our farms
and ranches.

The enclosed information was obtained through Interviews with local people,
It 13 submitted as accurate information on the resulting effect of the surplus
beef problem. We belleve that it dramatically shows the effect from a major
agricultural problem across the Nation.

§lncerely.

M1

WILLTAM HANSEN, President,
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ScorTsBLUFF, NEBR., March 10, 1964.
Chalrman Hagey F, BYrD, : ’
Senate Committee on Finance,
Washington, D.C.

Sir: Declining cattle prlces fn “estern Nebraska has made it posslble for
Kearney County Cattle Co, to monopolize our fat cattle market thereby eliminat-
ing free marketing. Local buyers will ne longer buy from the farm, Cattle feed-
ers lost so myuch they can no longer afford to feed, they are therefore either feeding
for Kearney cattle or are selling thiem feed, We that were not long ago free Awer-
fcan farmers are today no more than glorified hired men trylng to hold our In-
vestmen. together. We have lost our buying power and the effect on the local
economy is almost tragic. We have empty bulldings on main streets of every
town in western Nebraska., Ranchers and larger farmers are no longer the
proud figures representing thefr profession, but are rather dejected people look-
ing for a way out of their predicament. We placed our hope in the U.8, Senate
this past week and were rejected. Why should we be penalized for- being
efficlent and producing an abundance of food? ' Imports of meat ‘should be
stopped so processors and chainstores will stop using imports as a club to further
Qepress cattle prices. Credit is not the answer,- Our credit is overextended.
now, Curtailing of -our production' only allows room for increased imports.
We therefore have an unsolvable problem until meat imports are cut off. Action
to sustain our industry is imperative. -

Sincerely, :
. H J. MERRIGAN,
Chalrman, Scotisdluff County NFO.

P.S. -—’l‘his is the feeling of meetings I have been moderator at with up to a
thousand farmers, ranchers, feeders, and businessmen in attendance.

HoOLDPREDGE CHAMBER OF COMMERCF,
D RPN : .Holdrege, Nedr., March 16, 1964.
Hon HARRY F. BYRD, . IS ,
Chairman, Senale Commitiee on Flnance,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.O.

My 'Deak SENATOR BYRD:'This is t6 urge énactment of leglslat!on restrlctlng
beef imports which are, in a rising tide, moving into the United States and
threatening the Nebraska and Amerlcan-iivestock industry.

Beef production in the United States is maintajned upder the law of supply
tmd demand, reqnlrlng a dellca(ge balhned' betivéen’the 'tWo because of reliance

n few" lnterhal atrtificial, or ‘Government controls, The cattleman takes his
chances in the market in competition with other cattlemég operating under the
same generat economic conditions. He expects to t ke ti S8 in'g year or over-
-productlon but so does his'competitor.” "' -

With mounting beef fmports, the éattleman’ is faced wlth competltlon from

.countries operating under different economie structures. He is competiug With

25 cents an hour labor, with cheap land and a puckage of low-cost producnon
factors. Itisa devastating and ruinons sltuatlo‘?

In addition to ihe direct effect fn the market place, present trade agr épts
permitting heavy beef and veal imports‘will discourage produétlon of coriifed
beef. An imbalance in feed grain production wWill result,

Trémendous losses are already being suffered by cattls teeders in' this atea,
in this State, and across the Nation, erdl tax revennes will be decrehsed
drastically thereby placing the Federal Goteérnment operations in greater fiscrl
jeopardy. This in face of the Federal tax cut recentl¥ enacted. Thé tax cut
means nothing to the cattle producer when he has no Income on which to pay
taxes.

With farmers and cattlemen wiped off the tax rolls, what is the effect on local
business and commerce? Businessmen are already feeling the effects of de-
pressed cattle prices; gales volume of machinery and automobiles are down and
this will hate & mlowballing effect on the entire economy of the United States.

Forelgn countries realize the importance of bullding a strong agriculture.
Tariffs assessed by European countries on our fafin products are six flmes as
high as the tarift Tevied by this country. We cannot afford to be the world's
open market for competitive farm products. : T
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A major problem in the beef feeding industry is that most efficlent cattle
feeders operate i the area of cost of production, for the final’ feeding operation,
of fioni 20 cents to 22.5 cents per pound of grain. With fat cattle selling con-
sistently within this narrow spread. there is no incentive for risk taking. This
will create another feed grain problem.

Case historles gathered from cnttlemen themeselves and from banks from whom
they secure their financing:

(1) Two brothers, both efficlent and experienced feeders, will market from
March to Muy, 1964, 2068 head of cattle. 1.03s based on March 11, 1964 Omaha
cattle prices will be $4 400. .

(2) Loss per head is ranging, accordlng to the emoiencv of the operation and
prices paid for feeder cattte, from $20 to £060, based on §1 corn and no lnhor
costs.

(3) A qualified observer, a lecal hnnker ‘with a doctorate in agrlcultural eco-
nomics, estimates that imported beef on the 1963 market, depressed prices from
£2.50 to 83 per hundredweight.

(4) A fathet-and-son feedirz operation will lise an estimated $£3.100 on 163
head now on the feedlots. These cattle will have to be mnrl\oted not later than
May 1964 or the loss will Incredse.

.(5) Business firms up and down the street are feeling the pinch from the
finpact on the economy. One firln—an appliance dealer-—-in February 1904 re-
ported gross volume down 18 percent. A furniture dealer said his volnme was
off 14 percent in February.

How much has the current level of meat imports hurt farmers and business-
men? No one really knows at this point. When business Is totaled up at year's
o;ul it may prove to be one of the most disastrous for farmers and businessmen
alike.

What should be done? Leglelatlon whonld be enuncted rolling back beef and
veal hnports to 50 percent of the 1936-1988 average. This would give imports
from forelgn countries a fair sprea(l taking into the average the low years and
the high years,

Sir, because you are not hemmed in by the State and Agriculture Departments,
may we ask and secure your help in brlnging about a more eqmtame climate for
the American cattlemen?

Very truly yours,
Joux W, \';\Uoux, ‘Erxceutive Vice Presldent.

7

FRANKLIS-HIARLAN Ly ESTOCK FEEDERS & GROWERS ASSOCIATION,

: , Frankiin, Nebdr., March 12, 1964.
Chairman Hagry F. BYep,
Senate Committee on Fistance.

Dear S1r: Enclosed are a group of Ietters from Iocal buslnesmlen and farmers
explalning thelir views on the beef industry as it reflects them; We as an asso-
%Iaglonkcomprlse about 120 livestockmen from Franklin and Harlan Countles in

ebraska.

We would like to go on rec0rd as supporting a beef and meat fmport quota
rather than increased tariffs. It is felt that increased tarltrs would not be a
definite or guaranteed reduction in imports.

We realize more than anyone else con¢arned that imports are not the total
problem facing the livestock industry. . Caftle mymnbers have jucreased in recent
years, and we fully know what this would normally have meant to cattle prices.

With the Iicreased imports addltionnl lprlce drops have been uppurent.

Tt is hoped that your committee wjll study this problem on‘a bipartisan basis
and come to an effective program beneficial fo all concerned.

DALE FRIEDEMANN Association Secrctaru

FRANKLIN STATE BANK,

. Franklin, Ncbr,, March 12, 1964,
Chairman Hagry F. Bynp, ‘
Senate Commitice on Finance.

DrAR S1g: Although the cattle and meat imports Is not the only factor in low
cattle prices, it is no doubt reflecting some decrease.

The Increase in imports has come at a time when we were already faced with
excess domestie production.

e
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For the past 25 years the production and ﬁnismng of cattle has been the back-
bone of our OQODOIH\ Along with this grain production has been relegated to
second place.

Prices for cattle, both maikat and feeders, during 1963 have been so low that
operations have been curtailed in many cases due to low profits on outright losses.

Local merchants indicate that collections are becoming increasingly more diffi-

cult. Local oll dealers have had extreme difficvity in cleaning up credit extended

for fuel and Inbricants for the 1963 farming operations
: P. S. SLocuy, Pres!dcul.

ALMA COOPERATIVE EQUITY EXCHANGE,
Alma, Nebr., March 12, 1964.
1Ion. CagrL CURTIS,
LU.S. Scnate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR CURTIS : We are writing to ask that you do all in your power to
get a reduction in Leef imports. It is firm conviction’ thit this forcign beef is
contributing to the low market for fat cattic.

Our feed business has fallen off in the last several months. This Is apparently
the result of farmers being reluctant to feed out the stock they owmn, and to re-
sist buying any for that purpose.

\Whatever you can do to improve this situation will be greatly appreclated.

Yours very truly,
J. A. VANBUTSEL, Manager.

, OBLEANS, NEBR., March 12, 1964.
Senator CARL T, CURTIS :

I know that the tremendous amount of meat being imported to this country is
hurting our cattle industry in this country to a great extent. It should be cur-
tailed immediately. A lot of cattlemen are losing money fast, now, but I feel
that the most disastrous results are vet to be seen because of the loss of purchas-
i\ng lpo\wr which in~ turn will hnve a great effect on the économy ot our great

vation, - -

Personally 1 ha\e a’ cow—calr operatlon on my farm and have not.as yet-felt
it quite as bad as the feeder, but I know it is going to hurt severely when that
feeder isn’t going to be able to rep)ace the cattle ln his lot.

Slncerelv, - ) .
) - OHABI£8 E. MILLER.

o o o FRANELIN N/S Co-QP ASBOOIATION,
Franklin, Nebr., March 11, 1964.

DEeAr Simgs: I am sending this letter in regard to the present meat problem.
As a dealer who deals with the farmer I can feel the effects of the prices in
our entire operation and feel that this-problem should be taken care of at once
in the best way for our American farmers and not for the countries that import
meats. This is Not only my opinion but that of all the mid-States farmers.

Sincerely,
Knnmn KixasLEY, Manager.

FrRANKLIN GRAIN Co,, INO.,
Franklin, Nebr., March 11, 196}4.
Senator CarL CURTIS,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR MR, CurTIS: Being in the grain and feed business at Franklin, Nebr., 1
deal every day with farniers and ranchers of the county and the surrounding
area and I assure you that the farmers are very much upset with the fmport
of meats from other countries. I personally think they surely do have every
right to be in a protest, I think it a shame when we of the United States have
to stand back and take less for our local meat just in onder to take care of
the imported meat from other countries.

I personally think it should be cut out as of right now and take care of our
own fariers right here at home and let the chips fall where they will on imports
and exports.

I think we have a much larger job and duty to our own fecders at home than
we do to the foreign feeders.

Yours truly,
R. E. WiLEs, Manager.

Pt
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Kreeny IMPrLEMENT Co,,
Frankiin, Nebr., March 10, 195}.
Senator CARL T. CURTIS,
New Senate Ofice Building,
Washington, D.O,

DEeAR SeExaTor CurTis: I would like to make vse of this leter to inform you
of the effect the price of cattle has had on my business in Franklin, Nebr.

As always, with something as general as this, it is hard to pinpoint anything
as being the cause of a loss in business-but in this case we can make an excep-
tion. With the sharp reduction of cultivated land in our area due to the feed-
grain program, we have been more than usually dependent upon the cattle
und the sale of such as the malnstay in our business. The farmer made his
expenses out of the grain part of his operation and then bought machinery, cars,
etc., with the profit from his cattle operation. Since cattle have dropped, this
extra profit or margin has not been here and as a result our business and others
in the area have been hurt.

We have had many, many ‘“deals” fall through because of the cattle price
and undoubtedly have lost countless sales because the profit from the cattle
was not there. In addition to 1iew machinery sales, which is the backbone of
our business, our notes and especially our accounts receivable are becoming
increasingly harder to collect.

Anything which you can do to correct this situation would be much
appreciated.

Sincerely yours. Georee R, K
, ORCE IR}, KILEEN,

ORLEANS, NEBR.
Chairman Harry F. BYRp,
Senate Finance Committee,

DEAR MR. BYrp: As a feeder I am very discouraged with the prices of meat.
On a yearly basis I feed approximately 1,000 head of cattle with average
finished welght of 1,200 to 1,800 pounds live welght. These cattle usually cost,
as feeders, from slao to $210 and bring, fat, approximately $300 to $825.
Right now they are bringing from $230 to $245 fat, which means instead of a
$20 to $£30 proﬂt on a steer we are now losing approximately $50 per head.

This has got to be stopped. We can pay no taxes and can buy no fmprove-
ments or equipment which will in another 3 months have a staggering effect
on the whole economy of the United States:

No citizen of America, however remote from the cattle industry, can afford
-to not do something about this. Stopping these outrageous imports will provide
& springboard to recovery.

Sincerely, .
’ H. BrownN, Jr.

- ORLEANS, NEBB.,, March 12, 1964.
Senator CArL T. CURTIS,
Washington, D.C. .

DEAR SENATOR CURTIS : As a farmer and rancher of southern Nebraska I would
like to voice-my concern in regard to the fmpact that low cattle prices have had
in our community the past yea¥.

The resultant loss of confidence and business has been keenly felt—not only
by farmers and ranchers but by everyone connected with agricultute in Nebraska,
which is nearly everyone.

This situation warrants action—not only by us cattle growers and feeders—in
orderly production and marketing, but likewise by our rural and nonrural Sena-
tors and Congressmen in formulating legislation in vegarad to beef imports,

This {8 a definite factor in our low cattle prices and I ask you to do all in your
power in arriving at a fair solution in this mdtier of beef Imports for our

agricultural country. F :
RANK HOXMEIER,

Franklin-flar lan Fceders & Growers Agsaciation Direcctor,

.- fe .- " W 4 o T B
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FRANKLIN, NEBR.

SIR: The losses we have suffered In feeding cattle in the past few months are
limiting our future buying of machinery and supplles to the bare necessitles.
CHOQUETTE BRros.

HORDVILLE, NEBR., March 13, 1964.

Chairman HARRY F. BYRD,
Senate Finance Commitice,

DEeAR SENATOR BYRD : T understand that your committee is now holding hearings
on a_ bill that proposes to Hmit forelgn beef imports. 1 strongly urge that your
cominittee give this proposed legislation favorable action.

1 am a young farmer feeder having begun farming {n 19353 after serving in the
Korean war. I have a young family to support. The depressed cattle prices have
hurt me very badly and if they continue probably will force me to quit the farm.
After ﬁnlshing selling 75 head of fat cattle and losing roughly $40 per head on
them, I find it difficult to continue operations. I don't want Government subsi-
dles of the cattle market, only protection from foreign lmports which we caunot
compete with on a cost basls,

I certainly belleve that a 7.5-percent level of domestlie production provided
that it tncluded cooked, cured, and canned meat would meet with satisfaction
from all quarters.

Sincerely yours,
CLARENCE V. BLASE,

CusTER CoUNTY FEEOERS & BREEDERS ASSOCIATION,
Broken Boto, Ncbr., March 14, 1964.
Hon. CARL T, Curris,
U.S. Senafe,
Netw Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.O.

DeAR Ma. CUrTIS : I hope the enclosed letters and reports will be of help to you
with the hearings on the meat import situation. You wiil no doubt recelve a tew
other letters from businesses, which they did not have ready at this time.

Your telegram and help on the matter is greatly appreciated.

Very truly yours, :
DARREL PETERS, President,

NEBRASKA STATE BANK,
: Broken Bow, Nedbr., March 12, 1963,
Hon. Hasry F. Byrbp, i
Chairman, Senate Commiittee on Finance,
Washington, D.C,

Dear Mg, Byrp: With 11 to 12 percent of our consumption of beef Imported it
is hard for the U.S. cattlemen to exist with the fixed expenses in the United
States as high as they are. Price of real estate, labor, machines, and taxes, both
Federal and State, have mounted so the cost to produce a 400-pound calf at
weaning thne is nearly $100. To go on with this calf to 700 pounds at feeding
time costs another $40; feed expense In feed lot for 120 days to make a cholce
carcass costs nearly 23 cents per pound. The cattleman has a steer.or heifer
welighing 1,050 pounds, costing $220 to produce, nothing left for the cattleman,
when he hns to sell it for $22, the Omaha top now. The average price of beef
cattle sold in Omaha was $10.92 on March 9, 1962,

The cattlemen In central Nebraska are hurt badly; in fact, if these prices pre-
vall for another year, we may have a beef shortage In the United States within 8
years, the foreign countrles will be getting rich with the beef fmported into the
United States while the U.S. stockmen go broke, along with the retail merchants
in the cattle country. Retall business has fallen off 20 percent through central
Nebraska in the past 6 months due to cattle vrices.

Mayhe there should be some invesiigation done in the chainstores; they sell
83 percent of meat sold in the United States. A New York cut steak over the
counter costs $1.69 per pound, which they buy in a beef carcass at 31 to 335 cents
per pound ; seems like quite a markup.

We need the meat fjnport rolled back to the 1958 import level for at least 2
vears to get the U.S. cattlemen back on their feet, and business back to normal.

Yours very truly,
C. A. OwWEN,
Rancher, Cattlefceder. and Banker, Broken Boiw, Ncbdr.

!
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KerLrer HEREFORDS,
Broken Bow, Nebr.,, 3arch 14, 196}.
Re the plight of the cattleman,
HARrrY F. BYRbD,
Chairman, Scnatc Committce on Financec,
Washington, D.C.

DEeAR MRg. Byrp: I ordinarily keep about 400 head of registered Hercford cows
in my breeding herd. I now have 700 head, not by cholce but because I have
not been able to sell my surplus heifers at a price I can afford to take,

The sharply increasing cost of operation and the sharply declining cattle
prices has caused my indebtedness to more than double. Two years ago I had n
net worth of $500,000 with 400 cows. Now I have a net w orth of £200,000 with
700 cows,

If these same conditions continue to exist I will be forced to liguidate, My
case is quite typical of others engaged in producing seed stock for our Nation's
cattle industry.

Yours truly,
WiLrLAsD W. KELLER.

" F, A, BatEs, INc,
. - Broken Bow, Nebr., March 14, 194}.
HAaRRY F. BYRD,
Chairman, Senate Committee on Finance, Washington, D.C.

DEAR M&. BYRp: In my 28 years as an implenient dealer in Broken Bow, I have
felt that I have haa real close association with the farmer and cattleman in this
community. We have listened to his good times and bad times. We have taken
his notes for goods sold and carried him on open account from 6 to 12 months at
a time when he was unable to get money anywhere.

Our last month statement shows that we have over $36,000 on open account
and $24,000 on secured notes; 40 percent of these accounts are past 90 days old
and 50 percent of the notes are past due. They have asked for extensions,
hoping that a better price would pay them out. But when their cattle check for
last year's ecalf crop is 30 percent less than the previous year, he has stopped
buying any kind of equipment. He is going to do with what he has or without.
He simply ‘does not have the money for machine replacement.

Something must be done soon.

Sincerely, B -
VERETT TOWNS,

BROKEXN Bow, NERR.

24:\0‘;&?1 cost flgures on 79 head of cattle purchased at Thedford, Nebr September

Average welght_____.__ e e e e me e m e cmm e e me e ammceememmec————— 081
Cost per hundredwelght . . oo o eercmrc e £22. 30
Cost per head_ . ____ e ————— cmcmc—ce————— $208. 76

The same 79 head of cattle were sold on the Omaha public market in February
Average Welght. oo e e » 1, 338
Sale price per hundredwelght . . e $18.78
POl e e cmcrcccmccmecmemmae ;e ————————————————— $250, 87
Gain per head (POUNAS) c e e m e ——— 368
Costperpound gain. e ———— £0. 205
’.._-_._—.

Total feed cost (less labor, interest, and taxes) oo 875. 44
Iurchased price and feed cost. e ———— $284, 20
Sale PriCee e e cem e ——rmem————————— 250, 87
Jossperhead . oo e ceccecc—— e ———————— 38.33

HaroLb HysLop, Caltle Feeder
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THEDFORD SERVICE CLUB,
Thedford, Nebr.
Hon, Harry F. ByRp,
Chairman, Senate Committee on Finance,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Senator Byrn: We, the Thedford Service Club, of Thedford, Nebr,
would like to go on record as favoring a law lmiting imports of foreign beef
at not to exceed the average imports for the years 1957 to 1061,

We are located in the cattle-producing area of Nebraska and are fully aware
of the damage to our own cattle industry those foreign imports are causing.
Our feed lot operators, who purchase the cattle we produce, are losing ou
an average from $30 to $70 per head on all cattle they have fed during the
past 15 months, This loss is, of course, partially passed back to our cattle
producers,

We feel that these foreign imports, now at a record level of over 10 percent
of our domestic consumption, are the main cause of these heavy losses in the
cattle industry. With these losses in the cattle industry all businesses in our
agricultural communities are adversely affected.

We respectfully request that your committee enact into law some legistation
limiting these foreign imports at not to exceed the average of fmports for the
O-year period of 1957 through 1061,

Respectfully submitted. '
Dick DuxN, President.

FArrs City CinaMBER oF COMMERCE,
Falls City, Nebr., March 12, 1964.

Senator HarrY F., BYRp,
Chairman, Senate Commilte on Finance,
WWashington, D.C. _

DeAR SeNATOR BYRD: The impact of too liberal beef fmports on the cattle
industry in the United States Is disastrous, and under the present voluntary
restrictions will continue to be so.

In our particular area it is catastrophic, I.osses in the cattle industry in
our area are staggering. The latest figures, based on the State-Federal statis-
tics, show that on January 1, 1962, there were 1,821,000 head of cattle in Nebraska
being fed under the feed grain program, and in our own county there were
23,100 head under feed. These figures are almost constant year to year. The
present figures are a little lower, due to sales of slaughter beef which have not
been replaced, but It still represents a major segment of our agricultural
economy. ‘ _ .

Our local cattle feeders are estimating & Joss of $2 per hundredweight at market
time, based on current prices which have little chance of improving with the
influx of imported beef and meat products. In a declining market, which

seems probable, the loss will be Increased. On an estimiited figure of 1,400,000

head under feed, being marketed at 1,100 pounds, the loss fn the State of Ne-
braska alone will amount of $30,800,000. In Richardson Country, Nebr., the
loss would be $508,200. Our economy cannot stand sich losses.

Remedial legislation is needed at once—if the agricultural Midwest is to
continue to support the natlonal economy, and we strongly urge your help, and
the help of everyone who values free enterprise and our American.way. of life.

Sincerely
' ELMER ROGERS, President.

ST1. PavuL, NesR,, March 12, 1964.

Senator Harex F. BYRrb,
Chairman, Senate Committee on Finance.

Mr. Cinamryan: The importing of foreign beef has had & disastrous effect on
the general economy of this area. Implement dealers, feed companies, aunto-
mobile agencies, and many other businesses are reporting a 20- to 30-percent drop
in sales during the past year.. DBankers are deeply concerned about the future
of the lvestock industry. Expericuced cattle feeders that were considered
solid operators, are now having difficulty getting finaneial assistance to remain
in the business.

A large lvestock commission company reports, all of thelr collateral, rep-
resenting many thousands of dollars, tied up in bad checks. An Illinois feeder

-l
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has been a customer of this market for many vears and his financlal rating
has always been first class. This past fall he wrote a check for $18,000 for
feeder cattle, and the check was returned to the firm marked “insuflicient funds.”
This is only one example, there are many others.

Howard County has many acres of land that are to be Irrigated by the new
52,000-acre Farwell irrigation project. Many farmers are in need of larger trac-
tors and modern machinery, but they are unable to buy because of lower prices
received for thelr stock.

The Howarad County Feeder’s & Breeder's Association with a membership of
115 farmers and feeders, are very grateful to U.S. Senators who are making
an effort to reduce imports. We will sincerely appreciate any legislation that
will help put the U.S. livestock industry back to where the feeder, rancher, and
farmer can realize & fair profit for their investment and labor.

Frep C. MEYER,
President, Howcard County Feeder's & Breeder's Asgsociation,

ALLIANCE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
Alliance, Nebr.,, March 11, 1964.

Mr. Harry F. BYrp,
Chairman, Scnate Committce on Finance.

DEAR MR. BYRD: Being a community that relies strictly on agriculture inconie,
it was most gratifying to know that hearings regarding the restricting of meat
imports, by the Senate Committee on Finance, is starting this week.

The feeders of cattle in our area in the last 12 months have taken at least a
20-percent decrease in their operations. Along with grain producers which will
probably feel this even more so than the feeder. 1t Is and will continue to
definitely curtail our retafl sales by at least one-third and if this higher rate
of beef import is allowed to continue, will cause the complete collapse of many
ranchers and feeders in this area.

Sincerely yours,
WaryNe C. GorFrF,

W. DeaN HUNTER,
Cochairmen, Agricullure Comniittce, Alliance Chamber of Commerce.

NEBRASKA LIVESTOCK FFrEDERS ASSOCIATION,
BURT CoUNTY LAVESTOCK KFEEDERS ASSOCIATION,
Tekamah, Nebr., March 11, 196G4%.

HAgrrY F. BYRD,
Chairman, Scnate Committce on Finance,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR: We of {he Burt County Livestock Feeders Association would
like to see the imports of beef reduced to the ratio of 6 to 7 percent of our
consumptlion of beef. The present amount of imported beef and the chances of
l\t ?ven kgoing higher is of great concern to we people in the cattlefeeding area of
Nebraska,

The present losses of $30 to $40 per head on fat cattle will depress the financial
condition of rural communities. Eventually, this loss in cattle will show up in
the Industrial areas because of the lack of farm people beihg able to purchase
new machinery and automobiles

We would appreclate your committee giving this problem due consideration
at your hearings,

Very truly yours,

Nels Andersen, President; Gllbert Isancson, Director; Elden Ahrens,
Director; Howard E. Anderson, Director; Kenneth L. Larsen.
Director; Gernld Newill, Director; Clyde Stork, Dlrector:
Phillip Cooper, Director; Lawrence Anderson, Director; Robert
J. Miller, Director: Fred Fager, Director: Keith Preston, DI-
rector: Jerry Wallerstedt, Director; Joe Roh, Jr.,, Director; and
Bernard Le Master, Treasurer,

The Ciamyax. The committee will now recess until further notice.
(Whereupon at 10:30 a.m., the committee recessed, subject to call of

the Chair.)

B Ry e R X I S R A L T S NI % B
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WEDNESDAY, JUNE 17, 1964

U.S. SENATE,
Coxoxtirree oN FINANCE,
Weshington, D.C.

The committes met, pursuant to notice, at 10:15 a.m, in room 2221,
New'gmmte Oftice Building, Senator Harry Flood Byrd (chairman)
esiding,

l President.: Senators Byrd, Anderson, Douglas, Gore, McCarthy,
Hartke, Bennett, Curtis, and Morton. ,

Also present : Elizabeth Springer, chief clerk.

The Ciairyax. Before you begin, Mr, Secretary, I submit, for the
record, the report of the Department of Agriculture of June 16, 1964,
on S. 2523 which deals with the subject of meat imports.

('The réport referred to follows:) ‘
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
Washington, D.C., June 16, 1964.
Hon. Harry F. BYRD,
Chairman, Committce on Finance,
U.S. Senate. '

DEAR SENATOR BYRo ¢ This i8 In response to your request for a report on S, 25325,
a Dbill to restrict imports of beef, veal, and mutton into the United States, and
Senate amendment No. 465 to H.R. 1839, a bill to amend the Tariff Act of 1930
to provide for the free fmportation of wild animals and wild birds which are
iutended for exhibition in the: United States. The intent of S. 2525 and the
Senate amendment No. 405 to H.R. 1839 is to restrict imports of beef, veal, and
mutton (in all forms except canned, cured, and cooked meat, and live animals)
to the average of the §-year period 1059-63.

The drop in cattle prices over the past year has brought economic hardship to
a number of cattlemen and clearly calls for action to help bring prices back
to reasonable levels. Neverthele:s, increases in jmports have not been the
major cause of lower prices and legislative action to limit beef imports would
seriously jeopardfze our position in the current trade negotiations.

The agreements recently announced between the United States, Australia, New
Zealand, Ireland, and Mexico to limit exports of beef, veal, and mutton to the
U.S. market will benefit the U.S. cattle industry in the years immediately ahead.
These agreements were designed to meet the situation created by the increases
in meat imports fromn these countries in recent years. Australia, for example,
in 1962 increased its exports to the United States by 80 percent over 1061. In
1063, they showed an increase of 17 percent over 1962, Under the agreement
with Australia jmports In 1964 would be limited to about 6 percent below the
1933 level. and thereafter would increase by less than 4 percent per year in
1965 and 1966. -

In more recent discussions with Australla and New Zealand, we have been
assured that these countries will reduce theiv shipments to the United States in
1004 to levels substantially below those specified in the recent agrecments.
Taking all of our suppliers of beef and veal together, it now appears that ship-
ments to the United States this year' will be one-fourth below last year, and
approximately equal to the 1059-03 average. The four major foreign suppliers
have also agreed not to Increage the proportion of their beef shipments con-
sisting of higher grade cuts. This wlll help in preventing greater competition
between imports, now Iargely low-grade meats, and domestic-fed beef supplies.

4903
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In additlon, in the Meats Group of the General Agreement on Tarlffs and
Trade (GATT) In Geneva, U.S. representatives have strongly urged other im-
porting countries which have Increased their restrietions on beef imports In
recent years to reduce these restrictions and open their markets to some of the
beef now finding its way Into the U.S. market. We will reemphasize this point
at the next meeting of the Meats Group.

With respect to agrlcultural trade in general, we should be mindful of the fact
that actlons we take to ralse barrlers against agricultural imports would in-
crease the chances that other countries will raise barriers to our agricultural
exports. At this time we are engaged in the Kennedy round negotiations in
which we are attempting to encourage a policy of wider international trade,
a policy supported by the Congress when it passed the Trade Expansion Act of
1962, If these negotiations are successful, Amerlean agriculture stands to gain
significantly through expansion of its exports. If they fail, exports of some
farm products may well decline from present levels.

In addition to reduced imports, we expect to export substantial quantities of
beef to Furope this year for the first time in many years. We are moving ag-
gressively with full cooperation of the trade to develop this market.

Choice grade beef iIs also being purchased for the school lunch program in
inereased amounts, and purchases of heef for distribution to needy persons
havo been stepped up.  An expanded promotion program has been launched in
cooperation with the beef industry and with retaller and food groups to
move heef to market at the best possible prices.

In the domestic market, the principal development has been inereased pro-
duction of beef and veal. Annual domestte production now s about 15 pounds
iarger per person than during the early 1950’s. This inerease has been generated
by an expansion in the size of the beef herd and by increased feeding. The total
number of beef cattle and calves on farms and ranches has risen from 43 miilion
in 1050 to 79 million in 1964, The number of cattle on feed has about doubled

. during t*'s period. Our production of beef and veal increased by 1,039 million
pounds 1a 1883 as colnpared with 1962, or by more than four times as inuch as the
fnerease in imports of 237 million pounds.

A\ second development has been a continuation of