
NAFEC TALKING POINTS 

* GENERAL: Herb Edmonds from McLouth, Kansas, is serving as 
NAFEC's president. NAFEC's purpose is to preserve and strengthen 
the farmer elected committee system for local administration of 
ASCS programs. 

*Among NAFEC's farm policy goals: - Increase farm income until 
it reaches parity with non-farm income; - preserve the family 
farm; - conservation; - expand agricultural markets; support the 
best interests of ASCS county employees. 

* BUDGET: Adoption of a budget package from the House/Senate 
conference would be the greatest step Congress could take on 
behalf of rural America and farmers. Signifcantly reducing the 
deficits over the next three to five years would moderate the 
strength of the dollar and reduce interest rates. The result 
would be greater export sales, lower production costs and higher 
prices for farmers. 

* FARM BILL STATUS: Senators & staff have met daily for the 
last several weeks to develop a single bill from the nine omnibus 
proposals before the Senate committee which would have broad 
bipartisan support. It is especially important for winter wheat 
farmers to know general guidelines of the 1986 program before 
Congress adjourns Aug 2nd. 

* FARM BILL OBJECTIVES: Primary concerns among Senators are to 
improve farm income to family-sized farmers while enhancing 
competitiveness in world markets. It will be difficult to meet 
these goals and keep within the framework of the Senate passed 
budget resolution. Estimated costs of proposals currently 
pending before the Committee range from $34 - $44 bln. 

* TENTATIVE DIRECTION - Price support protection for 
family-sized farms will likely be maintained or improved. An 
option for a referendum in 1986 on mandatory production controls 
may be part of the Senate and House bills. - Possible authority 
for the use of a marketing loan whereby producers could repay 
their original loan at the lower of the loan rate or the market 
price. - Improved/expanded export tools to allow U.S. producers 
to better compete in world markets. - Expanded P.L. 480 
provisions. - Strong "Sodbuster" provisions to prevent 
government payments for crops produced on highly erodible land 
and a new "Conservation Reserve" to idle up to 30 million acres 
of less productive land by 1990. Possible ARP's at the following 
levels in the Senate bill for 1986: Wheat - 20%; Corn - 15%; 
Cotton - 20% and rice - 35%. 

* OTHER: - Farmers can be pleased that Congress finally passed 
the Export Administration Act which greatly reduced any 
President's power to impose embargos by requiring Congressional 
approval of any embargo within 60 days; also provides sanctity of 
contracts for 270 days. - The Senate Ag Committee has adopted 
legislation protecting commercial export sales from Cargo 
Preference requirements. 
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WHY THE HOUSE OFFER IS NOT ACCEPTABLE 

Surface Appeal, But Not Enough Real Savings 
o According to the House Budget Committee, its latest offer would reduce the deficit by $56.9 billion in 1986 and $272.6 billion over three years. 
o This offer would appear to come reasonably close to the Senate budget plan which would reduce the budget by $295 billion over three years. 

o But this latest House of fer is not yet acceptable because we believe that many of the claimed savings will never be realized and it does not contain the kind of long-range reforms that are going to actually produce close to $300 billion in savings over three years. 
o The cold hard numbers, according to calculations made by OMB, show that there are about $8.3 billion in hard savings, $19.1 billion in bookkeeping savings and soft savings--and when you subtract savings from contracting out and debt service, the House offer contains about $12.7 billion in new savings--no where close to the amount needed to replace savings lost by dropping the ~OLA freeze. 
Defense Flim-Flam 
o About 50% of the House of fer savings come from the Defense budget, when Defense constitutes only 30% of the Federal budget. The Senate defense cuts are 38% of its budget, a much more reasonable figure. 
o Even if you accept last week's White House "framework" agreement on a lower defense number, this House offer falls short. This offer is $4 billion less in 1986 defense budget authority than the House supposedly agreed to (in exchange for uropping COLA's). That is a 1.5 percent real reduction. o The House defense number also inflates their savings by counting $22 billion in slower spendout of defense authority. That slowdown may occur: but if so, we need to inflate the Senate's savings by the same amount--that would get us to $317.2 billion in 3-year savings. The point is, this is not new savings that would result from legislative changes. 

o In addition, defense savings are credible only if they are really going to be achieved. In the conference on the DOD bill, the House has already receded to the higher Senate figure: that's above the new House offer. If a budget isn't going to be implemented, it is just numbers on a piece of paper. 
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Domestic Savings: Not Enough 

o The House continues to avoid specifying to what extent committees will be reconciled to achieve savings thereby leaving in question the actual achievable savings. Example--the House Budget contains an additional $1.9 billion in savings from farm programs, but no assumptions about how these 
savings will be achieved. 

o This new of fer does make some progress towards achieving our goals of terminating unnecessary programs by agreeing to termination of 8 programs. However this still falls short of the 13 recommended for termination by the Senate. 
o Not one dollar of new entitlement savings is suggested: in fact no long term reforms are even assumed in programs like the civil service retirement system. 
o The House offer continues to assume substantial savings in foreign assistance expenditures although the full House has already passed higher levels for the Foreign Assistance Autorization bill. 

o The House offer for rural housing assumes savings from two assumptions a reduction in program levels and a change in financing. It appears they achieve 90 percent of the Senate savings. 

o In fact the House proposal does not reduce the long-term cost of the Farmers Home program. It merely changes the time by which loans are r epa i d . It will not produce programmatic reform. 

o Under its new offer the House has proposed savings of almost $250 million over thr ee years for postal subsidies. Although this is better tha n th e $100 million in savings in the House-passed resolution the new offer still equals only about 11 ~ercent of the three year saving in the Senate budget. o The House offer assumes an additional $1 billion in unspecified reductions in the transportation programs. While this could affect aviation, Coast Guard, and Maritime programs, without specific reconciliation instructions it is unlikely that these cuts will be made. 
o The House proposal contains $5.4 billion in new and unrealistic taxes in user fees. 
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TABLE 2 
MAJOR DOMESTIC SAVINGS 1986-88 

·( $ bi 11 i on s) 

Deeper Senate Savings 
COLAS ••••••••• · ••••••••••••••••• 28 
Low-in~Qm~~···········•········ 13 
Non-poverty domestic ••••••••••• 22 
Other •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 5 

Total ••••••••••••••••••••• 68 

Movement in House Off er 12 

0 

0 

15 

2 

17 

House Offer #2 accepts 25% of the deeper Senate savings 

LOOK CLOSELY AT THE HOUSE $15 BILLION IN NON-POVERTY DOMESTIC SAVINGS 

Hard prograrrmatic savings ••••••••••••••••••••••.•••. 
Soft programmatic savings •••••••••••.••.•...•••.•.•. 

Tota 1 ......................................... . 
Other House Proposals 

User fees •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.••••• 
Management and other ••••••••••••••••••••••••••.••••• 

Movement in 
House Off er #2 

1986-88 

3.2 

11.8 

15.0 

1.0 

1.0 
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July 20, 1985 

List of Proposed Terminations 

SENATE HOUSE 

1. Trade Adjustment Assistance 

2. Appalachian Development Program 

3. Economic Development Program 

4. Unban Development Action Grant (UDAG} 

5. Export-Import Bank Direct Loans 

6. Community Services Block Grant 

7. Worik Incentive Program (WIN} 

8. Housi'.ng Development Action Grant {HoDAG} 

9. Section 312 Rehab Loans 

10. Direct Treasury Payment for most 
of Postal Subsidy Program 

11. Conrail 

12. General Revenue Sharing 

13. U.S. Travel and Tourism Program 

*l. Conrail 

*2. General Revenue Sharing 

**3. U.S. Travel and Tourism 

**4. Fishery Lean Fund 

** 5. Communilty -~ Oeve.topment 
section 108 loan program 

**6. Rail Service Assistance 

**7. Payments of BLM Mineral 
Receipts 

**8. Payments-in-lieu-of-Taxes 

* In original House resalution 

** In latest House offer 
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-OFFICERS-

President .................... . ... . .... Herbert Edmonds 
McLouth, Kansas 

1st Vice President ....................... Harold Stewart 
Mt. Morris, New York 

2nd Vice President .................. .. . Robert D. Miller 
Greenwood, Mississippi 

Secretary-Treasurer .................. Verner Magnusson 
Oakland, Nebraska 

As istant to the Secretary/Treasurer ........ Dale W. Hidy 
Lincoln, Nebraska 

Immediate Past President ......... John W. (Billy) League 
Toney, Alabama 

-PAST PRESIDENTS-. 

Keith Cunningham, MO ...................... . ..... 1965 
Robert Hoffman, IA ....................... . .... 1966-68 
Harold Callahan, AR ....................... . ....... 1969 
Ray Wax, IL .......... . ........................ 1970-72 
Fred Durr, I .................................. 1973-74 
Robert Melbern, TX .............. . ............ 1975-76 
Tom Cunningham, SC . ......................... 1977-78 
Nelson Hundstad, SD ................ . ......... 1979-80 
Edward A. Bowman. IL ......................... 1981-82 
John W. (Billy) League, AL .......... . ...... . ... 1983-84 

-AREA DIRECTORS-

Northeast ......................... Frank Matheson. MA 
Alternate ......................... James M. Voss, MD 

Northwest. .............. . .......... Harold Gaarder, MT 
Alternate ........ . .............. Kenneth Swenson, ND 

Midwest. ........ . ... . ... .. .. . .... Reuben J. Bertsch, IN 
Alternate ............ . ........... Lawrence McCloy, IL 

Southeast .. . .. . .. . ..... . ............ . . Eugene Neal, AR 
Alternate ...... . ................. C. Frank Jordan, \'A 

Southwest ......................... Mabry Foreman, OK 
Alternate .......................... John A. Hynek, KS 

WASHI);GTO:\" LOBBYISTS 
National and State Officers 

of NAFEC 
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