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MEMORANDUM , 4954
" NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
July 15, 1982
CQ,N{IDENT'IAL ATTACHMENT
I
INFORMATION
\WPG HAS SEEN
MEMORANDUM FOR WILLIAM P. CLARK
FROM: | NORMAN A. BAILEY /2
SUBJECT: Cabinet Meeting of July 15, 1982 -- Minutes

Attached at Tab I is the memorandum of conversation for
today's Cabinet meeting on U.S.-USSR Long-Term Grain Agreement
and Product Liability.

Attachments
Tab I Memcon
Tab A Product Liability Paper
Tab B~ U.S.~USSR Long-Term Grain Agreement Paper
Tab C . List of Participants

cc: Tom Reed

Dick Boverie
Don Gregg
Richard Pipes
Roger Robinson
Henry Nau

Jim Rentschler
Gaston Sigur

CONFIDENTIAL ATTACHMENT . -
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MEMORANDUM FOR: MEMBERS OF THE CABINET COUNCIL ON.COMMERCE
: AND TRADE .

-

[

Malcolm Baldrige, Chairman Pro Tempore %7 Ve
Cabinet Council on Commerce and Trade 142
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The Cabinet Council last considered the product liability ..

-

f “issueon April 7, 1982. At that meeting, members: :xpressed . . _
_two_concerns about Federal involvement: (1) whetier Federal . .

: product liability legislation is consistent with tae: Adminis-.
_.._t:r:a,t?f.on policy of "New Federalism'; and (2) whethe=:there are .
.- economic: palicy arguments supporting a- Federal:-aporoach. B o

- - . Working. Group was established by the Council to: c..Jdress the

twe specific concerns (Tab B). . - S .
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- :--:Since our April 7 meeting, Senator Kasten has lntrcduced R
~e:-: :§a-2631;,. the Product Liability Act, and has held two days of* 2" £F

- - hearings on the bill. More importantly, Senator Kasten is = - - =
Z-. :: planning to request full Senate Commerce Committee” considera- ' -:7-
cr. - tiomrof S 2631 prior to the August recess. These events--- . =
_ provide us an opportunity, if we can decide quickly the
- -~ course of action we wish to pursue, to influence the
(-7 2. legislation being considered. Snem e
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In preparing to respond to the questz.cns raised at the o
April 7 Cabinet Council meeting, staff of the_mﬂg Graup
i rev:Lewed. .

til

- -~ P R .
-y W . - .;.C.\ »,v_‘..«C,»,.,.,, - T

oy

o Hearings before twelve Congressional committees over the )
. last six years, comprlsz.ng more thanm 41 days of testlmcny Lo
" "(Tab C); —
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s The findings. of the Interagency Task Force on Product
Liability, publ:.shed in seven volumes by theDepartment
of Commerce in November, 1977; as well as. the,conclusmns
of the Task force in its final draft of the thiform
Product Liability Act, publ:.shed by the Department in
“Novem.ber 1977; g T
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_chre ‘than 1500 pages of comments recelved bgfthe Senate - |
ievr . -o .COmmerce Committee on its draft product limbility: --- .-
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‘ & A paper on the economic consequences. of a Federal
Sepuvs - product liability act prepared by a major:busimess T _=:: ws cowvs o
: coal:.t::.on, the Product Liability A.ll::.ance (Ta.b E)s

cos=% ¢ b& product liability law of the fifty stetes‘tand’ the—
zi_l-cr :District of Columbia (Tab I).. & ZLo.lon CCoo
¢ wE nCw estTomens criLCli-“aIe. XD
Based upon this review, the- staff of the Working Group-
believes that confusing and diverse standards g_'ove.rm.ng
T:f ~s>preduct l;abllz.ty produced by statutory and case: ,
S ThET flf‘t?- sta.tes:a.mpose transaction and production- costs on- =
American industry. The staff believes these dosts could be

substant:.a}.;y reduced if a national standard vere drafted. N

mSe—srs moTroomer- T e
cLloollel . DL

'y

P

S $6mé:members of the Working Group have suggested that;“ - C
add:.tlonal stud:.es should be undertaken, more comments C T

- ....‘,._
<

the WOrk:.nq Group bel:.eves add:!.t:.onal study and. analys:.s :
would not help the Cabinet Council decide whether oxr not to .
participatn in Congressional review of' the product. lz,a.bllity .
=z -_; = :.-‘t:,on, an opportun:.ty‘ to act:.vely partlc:t.pate in. the. Conc;ress:.onal_ - 5~~§
-z :----.consideration of an issue wh:.ch. is already moving- forwazd..:c- =c-: oo
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The conclusicns of the staff of the Working Group as to the
consistency of Federal intervention in the product liability
area with the Administration's New Federalism, and the
aconomic policy considerations: underlying Federal product
liability legislation follows .

A. FEDERALISM ‘ , A S

Is Federal product liability legislation consistent with the.
Reagan Administration policy of "New Federalism"?

In the past, the Administraticon has defined the 'New

Federalism" in the context of returning health;—safety;
welfare, and environmental standard-setting and enforcement

A\ . .-
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to the states. Food stamp administration, -education policies

affecting local school boards, neutrality on key state

revenue issues, and broadcutting requlatory relief for state

and local governments are all areas in which this Administra-

tion has sought to return operation and management -~ subject

in some cases to broad Federal oversight == to the state

leyg;*k,mhe underlying bases for the policy-are. the desire to.~--.

““move dacisions closer to those affected by‘fhem; and to T:I'Z;;a¢.

permlt state and local governmental bodies to deal with thesé&™ ~ 7
~.issues which are best resolved in a local, ;xather than ;

7
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Irc --géa,w Maicoim
-8 & -l e a / fO‘ CE.Q:.D.&_;."?‘Z .
The-goods which are the sub]ect,cf'thervar --state produchon-~~

liability standards (whether legislatively or judicially Ty
imposed) are scld in reglonal or national markets. Product
llablllty‘standards adopted in any single jurisdiction which
'is part of that regional or national market affect the.cost
¢ Tess :9f goods produced for sale throughout thatAiéfket; “THe - 2~ ro
“‘C 7C8%-383itional costs imposed by the decision of a” 51ngle jurlsdle' cr
tien in which the product is marketed to adopt a given ST
product liability standard, therefore, must be borne by all

the consumers in the regional or natlonal market in which the
goods:_are scld.

cducT L_22oowsS : Tne Carninex Conwc;l ~asT.cam:
??“;i;f,;ﬁ*ggfgég «af a. decision as to preduct &lahLIth\ggaqda:ds,,
. ._.. by thé& Tourts or legislature of a singi- 3uxl&éiﬁ€i§h$lﬁﬁiﬁh
:,f:;:_‘i§;§ffgfgﬂ'a regional or national marke T, La‘notk dod danmat
SIS perTIimited to the citizeng of the juri digfidh whose: “cqurts
SIe- °F ar°legislature made the decision. Bec .use fhé effedtsSf _”
2= % - -2a&3sisnE" involving them ¢ross state L. nes.,. ﬁﬁé“farmuragﬂﬁic
tion of product liability standards is not 2 mattsr WHicH can
cie «w-.2ffectively, or approprlataly; be declded.at stata crﬂlocal ————
. ~e . -99Vernment

S.TITD tion’dées not represent a. Federal intrucien 1nta,maﬁie

Tl - -

B_-.--‘AWﬁiéh are _more effectively or apprcprlately deczdgd-atwsgéﬁe' PRI
“““""”o:;lgcal levels. R SIETITI ITIT

.~~~ g 25-*' e
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Regulatlon,of interstate commerce is a role’” t:adltlonéIlf"'v"“f'“‘
“and appronrlatelereserved to the Federal ng&ﬁﬁment¢ o

e 2€ LIIC CT

— e e

.- cec :-Singe the publication of the Uniform PrcduCt.L;abll;ty,AQt;u@,,
e wes 1§27 -by:.the Department of Commerce, only foUx! ~gtatég Have -
N *“snactéd any portion of that model statute 'E and.thégé’dﬁly

.o -ter . c o

=
P
.

— [
— e

tr
1

roin W

pr0y
Mo

[
m M

~
P
(O

,-.~..
S et

Tl by
'?

1
v} one
ey g

P



. —»4}--

c- I part {twenty-seven other states have enacted unrelated. :- --. -

- produgh - -kiability measures, none of them al:.ke)_ﬂ“ne_s_plte« sz

< —-c efiforts -to.achieve uniformity in standards governing-produckt -

~me Tliability, the various state standards are more -disparate now-

“erarthan they were a decade ago. Two state governors have y.&,_qe;d;:-:
state product liability legislation, on the basiscthat it--
would limit rights of consumers in that State but would not

v helpd&hestate's manufacturers, whose products:are sokd im:

< ‘*a.:'. other states and who, therefore, would remazin subject:tacthe *f_&:“;:, 2
more onerous product liability laws of other states.:t-cx s
¢ FecFederal legislation, establishing uniform standa::&sa*to credizee ”'"‘:,a

l

iy
{3 O

m

sus buxdens on interstate commerce, is fully consistentowithfthe: t a' o3e
-Tzxcole historically played by the Federal governmemnt.z:Suchzinc = )
'~ standards are uniformly upheld by the Supreme Court as an
2Tes appropriate exercise of Federal power unddr thé:Commerce:
Clause. The states may not limit the length of:traims < Clc
operating within the State; they may not regulate the design
cEnd structure of ships; they may not requizmestrucks toberevie-s
it gquipped with mudguards which are different-fromsthose conlius ~n3 e
@em:.ﬁced in other states. . ProQueT LiasllITy
~= o ’ fiic _m:cce Z:EZ
E‘edefak@roduct liability legislation is wﬁgkﬁént-&liir’-_'
SECh this Administration's previous lnlt;é‘t%aﬁé”s'»;tla*-}’ reqw
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Acfnrlmstratlon stz:ongly supported enactment -G£ -pz:oduct;‘ Sz
-liabi}lty«rlsk retent:.on leg:.slatlon as a’ s?cfE&t:::cx&‘E@‘tﬁé

U IR B R

- -

f’:-*-‘ -'ext‘en‘t* necessa:y to perm::.t the formation b?*m&nufacturers -G:E_-~'

hlint-) Ty vy e e o = -~ — - -
R nslz:-retentrcn groups. -=C &L SEROILLILTT T

P
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e S D R G CCIelleZaeTlCl 22 &- .=

me-.. The President's statement upen signing the. R:Lsk Retention Act

$hto law bears repeating: -5 CCLI_Lsions

-~
cZ
ﬁnv-f: L2 e m =7 T e e
TICLNTT el CCELsLelnT reCel

“This Act is a marketplace solution desigred to- prmée——
manufacturers, distributors and sellérs- nth affor&abfe——
product l:r.abllz.ty insurance. In keep::ng‘wz:th; this<-¢ -
Adm:.mstrat:.on s policies, this goal is_accomplished
without :meos:.ng any new E‘ederal requlat:rcns e p iy expend-—»
et J.turesq
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***** oo~ m T2 e
cumzesen =cutdlizes exlstlng mechanisms of state.lnsuranca aeparﬁeij,‘“j;jv::
ev c-z-e Mments, streamlined to- express the 51ngie“need_for“:‘ STt e
~e_-ef ‘c- regudating this type of insurance... :57SFES -SS-SS. Son meTITTINS
Tool &rC LCCaz. CCVEeITMmEITE &JF% Sws
ThlSs AQTITLETIE- BT Tl TaL
comart on S:In;pa:tlcular4 the Act removes selected- §§ate :ji‘:;’:v:;:*;:Ct;!
. -~z ¢::-Tegulatory barriers so that product seiligs cgn;fo“F;v~:f:;4:;;;:-
ol B g U —— I I kg
ere ;;eAcesg_;f;;nsurance cooperatives... . e iecie-eme cicse: e
nen. &nt L cEEs
¢ cez. w-=-"Incshort, the Act is a good example &f how fhe-° .- -*°%-
2=ner =n-.r Federal Government can resclve a natidnwidé proplem-° °°%-
wzthcut,cbeatlng‘addltlcnal programs c:~agencxes*““
ve s—zkB additien, the AdmlnlstratlonALS'suppcrtrﬁc f%gféliﬁﬁﬁ{ i::
-~ - -ea,current 1y pending before Congress whlch.wou}d~preempt‘§tat,“f“
:l£=~< usuryclaws. S. 1720, introduced by Senatorm@arnlqg¢ujd~:::A:~
-~ ca- cEemove-state-imposed interest rate ceilings-dmr-all--loams = "A T °
af:efgprlncggal concern of the Administration 13—Ehaﬁ“sta§§;u§g~ﬁ'§;:
narxer +aws.distort national credit markets. G~ﬂ?fj§:‘r»2:;:rv‘::;
: s;n;-e suriséic- ‘ i?f:b?:"il-::-:i;‘tgf
SThoa Fpven S Y
e ;Cglg,g -ECQNOMIC EOLICY CONSIDERATIONS Treo uc: fraziiiTy ST
e - whico e The conswmers LI COE.
ST Shere is evidence that product l:.ab:.l:.ty LRSS have £°- -
51gn1f1cant:1mpact:cn the prices, quantity and quality of .
il:.cv Soods-and services. As state courts and legﬁ% %&h&ﬁs/*- i_*?p',
Tliii-<ontinually alter these rules, the uncertainties® abopt= =7 =5°-%-5-
s, DOC,PQSslﬁie”llabllltY'1ncrease- These uncertathties are ° _TegzeRe-
-.on witZanslated into increased transactlon.(legé%iandrxnyesti a==
zne e;tg.yg;),and.prcduct:;on.costs, which in turn é%?édtrtye qualitys s
-~e :P®ice and variety of products available. --:Z”:E“ﬁ,::ﬁil'??ig
& matTTer which can S “ - '--‘-j-‘:: -:::_—;
- g:a;Transactlon Cests glisCcTive.y °r enrr
emLlITv _egls.i- : B coVeInmenTa_ *ewstt;F‘-
“_217 Tramsaction costs are legal and associated TostsSGeherated byto
:;»--groduct.l;ablllty lawsuits brought.agalnst.manufaEtnrers. Se-

The American Insurance Association estlmates-that*for*every
sixty~-six cents a victim receives, seventy~seven cents ls -

--z+: spent. in legal costs. A significant percen: 2 =
f,\.,;,..-.-4;9‘“§f§‘a.1:a~ generated by the need to determl -
- is™ in the state where the action is brought.

These costs to

sz ggg-manufacturers are- eventually'passed on %e»tﬁe~cgnsum§;j‘:““
* ;:;-:. — :Cr--—i
U sTEtes TiEve. )

It has been estimated that the cost to manufaeﬁuﬁer&rfoicr*'::'“
initial outside counsel fees related to typical out-of-state
claims is approximately $2,000-to-54,000 per claim. These
initial expenses are for basic analyses of the law in any
number of jurisdictions and this does not include litigation
decisions required to be made by in-house counsel, pre=trial
or court time or other costs. Since approximately 109,000
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cwe¢ uooproduct liability suits were filed in state and Federali -seen cir o ¢
LEae courts in 1981 alone, annual initial defensecexpenses may-becz:zuorz:
ceverniAS highcas $200-400 million, beforé any casecgueas £o Lriadye wniiozmiT
~zre craAnd mexclusive of settlement costs. _LEZLLITY Toe VETiLolus stTate:
'e::::s newve vetczed Tnan Thel wers & tecale &gl
cests Broduction Costs £TETe RIodUCt LIaTilIlTi Lsgis
Te ZUT WCULT nel WOWLS LIIIT TicoTE o Comeule
c=: z-e Because products are marketed nationwide they are held Lo nedroizovure:
- su-cene hut-fifty-one possible standards. Manufacturers:musts E <
- cTaT Ecdes:x.gn, label, ship, sell and market products which meet:-od

these varying standards. For example, New Jersey, Pennsylvanla, Y
-.»av-”Ca-l»J.ﬁc:vm:a and Wisconsin each have different.standards for c- . esTa%]

ns:stendesign diability. As a result of these kindsof dg.ffe—z:eaeeg s commemc
‘e v—ma-- On& manufacturer of machine tools has recoerded -increases ln -y

;C;v-pr;&dmt l:x.ab:r.l:x.ty costs per machine from $2Q0 4n 1970 £o.- ~*

- <ne Co$ld,@00 in 1982. awrc:;;a:e exercise ¢

oI Trggne C.ause. [The sTates mav

e zma LS ::g:_t_c_eg:_tlve for marketing new products ox cunprcva.ng- current. c<-

i --—yenproducts is affected by some state laws which permit the - <---:-

- Seom < introduction of post-manufacture improvements .tq estab.lz,s_l_z,~-a:; =
“that a product was defective. The losses “J.molgzvevd; in pProducte <z
lines or design improvements: not made or {ntroduced, are, of L

ne-see--COULSE, difficult. 1£f not mposs:.ble to quatxgt:,,riz- Nevers -..x.7 -y

— - theless, they must be taken into account.-—= Tr ¢ Sim-——c=—c—c- & o

i sz eps LR 18 estimated that the cost of product liahility ;nsur;agg& -

TL.o.ITT xepr.:esen.ts between 10-15% of the price of Sdne p,:;oductsw,,v p—

. .z —-.2his Curt includes either actual 3.nsuranc= ‘premiiims] paid, or . ...

cotum-on :mierné 1 reserves held in anticipation of \a“.alii'éi:“s'"e*f';{u.B.'gﬁe111&9.5{:;%,,‘_~ Lk

=rcrierx mhe Uemenramce efdel

E et Eﬁes:t on: competz.tzve pos:.t:.on in intern-tisHa ‘ttadeb- -

nces Lawes aLeSef Tede-z’ Tre

RO }?J:e.sen,t product liability standards are a d;s‘adyantaag:eﬂ Yo "Il

- St Shmerican manufacturers when they must compjét'e"wit;i 'fo’r‘ecign, T
made products. ""“ ToommTe oot

-
- T

Ty

=y = S arvirs \ﬁw
=TT pomestic product liability insurance rates ”&ré’EbDuf_::“::‘_"_ﬁ(

twenty times what they are in Europe-amd vary Betweer —- %
.Seven and forty times what they are in Br:,t,a:.n.,

ti
f
)

esTEnes To pIUV-SS TIIE ACT Is & maTieTsl
== f::‘_;_’::j"%’%r'many product lines, foreign manufacturérs*erfter’i?zg'r
s lLn =zl the American market for the first time have ‘EPI?.C;E:_‘T o
- _&tCotr--f-9dvantage over similar U.S. made prcducts SEhey do ot
-2%CnE ST Sihaye to factor into the price of their product potemtial S
TS ©- SRERES Jiability costs for products still in use ‘inritie Un—;.teed;t _TESES
ST WRELT SCistates after 20, 30 or 5Q years. Also, tHEF WSy E —F -TELTETE
introduce products with new safety or design features:
without worry .about being held liable because their
older products do not have such features.
:’\\‘ .



R TCR T 5 (- Hidden Costs ) “Il_lles e¥lseiin: re ar
7;’_;;7‘,,:‘”"' TE&NTE  sireaT._.rec o oer
) " THe costs discussed above represent only part ofeghe: picturens ~we o7
There is another significant area of costs which are not -
22 ¢-:- Fecorded: - FarTiculir the act
—-&rs cep fcrs TeCulaTCIy Zarriers so =
¥ """The costs incurred in the settlement of cledms that-ares cccrerzz:

, . ultimately disposed of out of court without a determina-
C ey <ne tion of liability. Approximately 95 percent cf:diabilisyc: -
vt de ok e-Claims are settled or dropped before they WM'*err‘we;: can 2
- agenc.ecr  Jury. The overwhelming majority of those WHatprocesd - nc 2 -telchiowr
never reach jury and are either settled privately or P *
-abandoned. rivate settlements rarely Hecdme part.cf :xC‘:Z;IL..ﬁ""‘"‘*

TS oiegislav

& “*éew** << --the public record, and parties frequén®li: aqree:wta:.ksep:e:::szj ;:;:c
Gars wou. o che temms of the settlement confidentfall -avs. R > S oo ol T o
om 2t S aam -remcve sx_‘;be-*;:mocef‘ InTerssr
(O - E_,c_

;In.surance costs. While it is known: EHATUIS. busintesses <ne admy
“'sp-ent between $1.3 billion and $1.6 bsl}lm“m"comc:rall redst
insure their product-liability exposure in 1981: (1) A - E

significant number of businesses are self-insured or
make no provision to cover their pro@uctZlfabB¥IityC Cy CoNsSITTms:
exposure; and {(2) These businesses do not. report details

es hmve : of their product liability loss=-and-expéRsesexperienceznzt Brogyc
& cuai-Ty o-Slnce this group accounts for a signifigantcparticfethecn ::: e
“siz=uree  potential data base, their data représéats2acsigmifleant x
t es srov- Unmeasured cost inherent in the curréatipioduct h.a.‘a::l:r.gw
S pe 2-o ~ Situation. bessio.e _rac ity
rTTITL oS o Transleted Inwueiin
- &@NC LnNesT o= - - RO
ffec; iy OE"CL’L’{'SI‘DNS Live and produgticn
: R pPILCE anc varietv of
I. It it unlikely that the states w:tll adcpt um.fcrm
product liability standards in . -
future. ,
) - : -:a:sa::;c* sCsTE &z 2
'CSTE Cererztel Lot = <
Emiizamuzees Ze “‘The lack of um.formlty among state standards has _aw coTe
<nzt fec- awe— Created burdens on interstate cdmmerwe wirich resuddrce sssoci:
ever csrzs -¢ ~ in economic costs to the manufadturfing andconsumingt - -ss=.
CE of eea- public. SPenT LI .egzl cosTs A osngm
roma— — = - COSTs 2Ts generiteld oy e e
WRET Zne lzn TETel oY Toe mese

~ese cﬂc_i--,f’ederal legislation creating un&ﬁom‘pm@et_ T2 wWnerse Toe =27

0 -

Tre consumer “liability standards for the adjudfcmmast.p:m&uﬁtr- venTual
) Iiability disputes by the states is both - g
Zoturer: <ax economically justified and consistent with ssiimzted -
ci. cii-cf-gn:=, Administration policy. ILoTie. cizmsnce ccuzzel
clzie~ ~rece C-&lms Ls aprroximately
—e Lz e =- 1nITlel expenses are for
T T ninmmer ¢I CuTLsoloTLors
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: . ancd eXCc.uslve ¢ seTtlerent ¢
Opticn One: Take no action ' =

Pro: (1) The Administration is not requlrei
position at this time.

&%V 2re ne.d TC nlt .

--&C-eless TYZ) This late in the current Sessien, A€

©S Whoch Mest ' that any legislation would be actgé‘ ggo_ ¥

JeIseY. Pennsyivipnyress prior to fall adjourmmentso: _- .

T STancards for ‘**‘C°“*‘ anc.

ics ¢ criZergRgeThis would allow more time for st&&f’gf tltfé_:s_sue

Toel LIxIezsezs I e Crrm e S e S

cev LT -Con-v{l) U.S. Industry has been urging the cAdrﬁlﬁ’;stri‘ﬁ:dﬁ“
- to simply recognize the need for F&deral regtsta-

) - ~ tion. Failure to do so would risk, %Iz.ena&tmg fav o ze___,,c .
© LWMPIOVLNG CuITeXhese groups. ' ;“ *"*“"*7:'”,;%_:'-‘--:“ :
IOERRE e_s?“~{ 2) Failure to participate in the process éarljz “coy df:=;; z
-=YO-VES -n PICCihinder future Admlnlstratlcn :.nflnrenc.‘,e ov‘et“tﬁe Tt oIT e“ -
LLIocuces, &are ~outcome of the issue. oo h:‘::f::::“";“:."; o =
,:1;:: Never - ColLIse St s s s e N bimrr e e QC

(3} Three Adfinistrations and four Congfefdds HEFE TUST De e
N already studied this issue. - Eur:.;gr‘ delazs w;ll
e e e

L ED LT «.,r--:- ~&2Cqimit the ab:.llty of the Adminis:
SCme DProdiact - participate in this issue.
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e e th
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=STE- TS , Working Group to develop AdH
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eT: wiLTn IcTslcT ALEeIZICall DmavlaeCTiIerls wignm

Pro: (1) The Administration could be on re&édsd is~Supporting
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ITC VETT DETWEET : TWenTT Times Wizl IThewr

c e
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o TenE ., bill (s. 2631). I LI
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UeSoe=U.5.5.R. CGRAIN AGREEMENT l-e: 7Tzxe nc zcoicm
¢ acdcrt e X L The AéministTrzTion -
DeeITion &t Tois T

Issue .
1T oLE ounmlikelw {2} Thrte _aTe o=z PR

-
B L TR D WY -~
- -
J

¢ upcn The gurrent U.S.~U.S.S.R. Grain agreement will explre:pa- anv ec* =TT
September 30, 1982. The Administration must decide wheshegsdto—rr wo =
wants a formal arrangement (and, if so, what kind) to govern

S ¢fF dhS.=ES.S.R- qr&xn trade after September 30. 3} Thos would =l

s

. -~ O S & i = -

Aémamsge—z=ion A : Coenm: X U.S. IndusTrs

ederz. Legis_é&- I. Background TC SIMD.Y rersoc
o oy P
&.iernaiing :

: These ¢
U.S.-U.8.S.R. Grain Trade Prior to 1975. 2an unfavorable

ess esz:Climate, poor soil, backward technology, and an exkremely.-= <z

ence ovinefficient agricultural system make‘perlcdic crop fajlutres igu‘

: the Soviet Union a virtual certainty. As a result, the:Sevdets

have, during the last twenty vyears, imported increasing amounts

Y
c-esseLfE gzain to accommodate their domestic needs. (3» Inrec ASmITmLsTraTar
er gelaves woll glready gTudiad Tk
-z-- «= Soviet purchases from the U.S. were relatively modest. yntllr«e a:;;:ﬁﬂ

1972, when the prospect of a major crop failure prompted:them: o
to buy, ocver a two to three month period, 19 million metric’
tons (mmt) of U.S. grain, including one-~fourth of the total

snvrzcUSe: wheat-crop. The Soviets made their purphases guietly Agédec—:ze ;a;

S e ] ;.‘. e

.- - c——:8arly, before prices adjusted to the suddem Increasé in demand.. 3rouT

we~x -Lhe Soviets also were able to capitalize on USDA"s wheat ex@c:E;£~-‘::f?‘

- S -

"subsidy program and a recently negotiated credit arrangement. ceve. et —
These c1rcumstances, as well as the domestic market dlsruptzon

< o D e <
LSS ﬁ;ies;as the great Soviet grain robbery.™ - ::::c;:;e % & s

e m T amen mT m—
specriic iegisl=zToo

-
~

cooecw—-Tthe U.85.-U.S.S.R. Grain Agreement. The summer of 1975 broughts c—vzme
zizndiew reparts of a looming Soviet crop failure. These zeports--.

T coupled with the desire to avoid a repeat of the 1972 scenario, _
. - -Rrompted the Ford Administration to suspend grain saleg-to . the- .. -. ~os-

(

cew QTR

(h

S - —— g e

Soviet Union until an arrangement could be worked out;.thaf . o

.- ,,gparantae U.S8. farmers a reasonable share of the Sovxet market

P
. B R

p - -

N Ko <
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The ensuing negotiations with the Soviet Union produced‘an.: S
agreement with the following provisions:



wr

AdminisixetiThe’ Soviets agreed to purchase 6§ mmt of U.S. wheateand: c-:.-: -:.

¢lleciinc Loorn, in approximately equal proportions, during.each-of- _.-.: :-

the five years covered by the agreement; TignTs i LntiTec o

~env Lhe ores The Soviets can purchase up to 2 mmt more of: U.Sep.gradme: - ¢ --
. - LLE during any year without consultations with the UsSa3zve ¢ vei: &
Tne Jorngrescs. ACRIILETIEILCL necg

o °~ The U.S. agreed not to embargo exports of up to 8§ mmt of
. grain to the Soviet Union;

o The Soviets are required to consult with the U.S. (teo
determine & higher supply level) before buying more than
8 mmt.afiqrain‘in any given year;

o There is an escape clause for the U.S. in the event of a
major U.S. supply shortage;

o Soviet.purchases must be made at prevailing market prices
and in accordance with normal commercial terms.

a The Soviets agreed to ship the grain under the terms of
the U.S.=-U.S.S.R. Maritime Agreement;

o The:Sovietswarevrequired to space their grain purchases

and shipments as evenly as possible over each 12-month
period.

Since the agreement, there has been greater stability in world
grain trade and in Soviet purchasing patterns. Under the
agreement, the U,S, has expanded its share of the Soviet
market (see Appendix). Over this period, Soviet demands for
grain have increased more rapidly than their production,
resulting in a higher level of Soviet grain imports.

The Soviet Grain Embargo of 1980. On January 4, 1980, in

response to the Soviet military invasion of Afghanistan,

President Carter cancelled contracts for the sale of 13.5 mmt

of U.S. corn and wheat to the Soviet Union. The U.S. also

denied the Soviets access to an additional 3.5 mmt of grain

which had been offered to, but not yet purchased by, the i
Soviets. Pinally, shipments of soybeans, broilers, and some

other agricultural products were halted.

The Soviets were able to minimize the sffects of the embargc by
drawing down their grain stocks and by inecreasing grain,
soybean, rice, flour, and meat imports from Argentina, Canada,
Australia, and the European Economic Community.



The Soviets have since entered into new long-term purchasing N
agreements with Argentina, Brazil, Canada, Hungary, and
Thailand, in an attempt to diversify their sources ¢f supply,

resulting in & declining share of the Soviet market for U.s. V.S.--.%.8
farmers.

e
MENT

In April 1981, President Reagan lifted the Soviet grain
embargc. This was followed by'an agreement: dmn. August to extend
the expiring U.S.-U.S.S.R. grain accord for an additional year, i
xcithrough September 30, 1982. In October 198%e ther I8S. offered.t.*. Qt?§
cec1cethee56€iets an additional 15 mmt of grain, Tedimdmge toe 23 mnit. Toe AURIE
kin¢ thecameunt of U.S. grain available to the Sewiets durimg fiscaloement .?

year 1982. To date, the Soviets have purchased-a otal ofe.n trace aime
13.9 mmt of U.S. wheat and corn.

U.S. Sanctions Against the Soviets in the Aftermath of the
Polish Declaration of Martial Law. Discussions concerning

S~ - ~

unt axpnegotlatlon of a new U.S.-U.S.5.R. long-term-graln-éggggmg -
ex

an ex-were.under way within the Administration when:thes Poldish sc-.. C&ctswa’
- crer government: declared a state of martial law ineDécember 39815 --urz-
‘ecul -, Whern the:.Saviet Union failed to respond to U:S.S urgihgs’ o halp- " --=-
ncrezrestoeechasic human rights in Poland, the President’ anhouhced [ ~Wel

e y

¢f (@ n-

number of sanctions against the Soviets, ineluding~ péétp%%%m%ﬁ%?’
of negotiations on-a new grain agreement and suspension of
negoktiations on a new marltlme agreement Soviet murcnasges
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oﬁ steady cgrowth, Follow1ng a record crop of §37 mmE 5T i978‘ 2=
the _Scoviet-harvest fell to 179 mmt in 1979,-:8%¢mmk- i{A"198655- ¢ -
and reportedly to 158 mmt in 1981, nearly one>thitdcbeldw-"¢ <c7=2%
target. To avoid massive shortages, the Soviets have imported
more than 100 mmt of grain since June 1979. During the

mackeking -year ending this June, Moscow is éxpected-tes impor aSi- S
zegerd -45 mmt of grain. new reperis oI ¢
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Trzin cSo%xet hard-currency outlays this year for aII"ééficultutal’
¢ ccammodities -- including grain, other feedstuffs, meat; sugar,
mzand -vegetable oil -- will probably reach som& $12“bllilon ~up~v =
e—about~%l rillion from last year, and a sharp-iaéréase- from the® *

roughly $8 billion spent in 1980. Altogether, food imports now

s
(
]
(

11'
' m ty (n ¢
| I
-
a1

m )y M

1
L]

purehases. zoreeT&en T L.lTT T Te DIl lc<

Even with a strong recovery in domestic grain production,
Moscow will continue to import large amounts of grain, an

-



estimated 45 mmt of grain during the next marketing year

0.2 {July:l982+June 1983). The ultimate level of Soviet gradn s-: zc-sec © 0 Tu
¢ cimportscdaring the next marketing year will depend on: .- zzo-or.-zls. ¢
o The size of the 1982 Soviet grain crop. USDA recently A

re ¢ U.t.rédacéd its projection for the 1982 Soviet grain sropec: czr tortnése
1o tne ..from 185 to 170 mmt; c.ering ary ?eaf RS
¢ ;;'a: ¢Thetextent to which the Soviets decide tocmaintain. br zcreec not e
axpand livestock inventories; o ogreiln oTo otne Beviel oTug

-r the &.S.Hapd-~currency constraints. Increasing SovietThardev: gTe TEeculirsd
2 DUVING mcocurrapcy constraints or a decision by'weSterncbaakgrSkta:Figher sapnd
curtail short—term credits could hamper Moscow'smimporirz:.:- .o &ty £3
intentlons,
n o Tne event ¢l 2 < The
o U.S.~-U.S.S.R. trading relations; me>

mxr KeThe: rexkent to which the Sowviets will allow inéreased:n:
r=.: . dependence on imported grainsg and E3ets

néer tre t:zSovist port capacity. Currently Soviet grainTimport:
capacity is 45-50 mmt per year. ~° tne .5l

i (l)

r creSovietwgificials recently announced ambiticus produ@ticfcgeals =

er ezfor grairiand livestock for the remainder of the 1980s.soThegnts

' also expressed their intention to reduce imports ofrc-fosodstuffs
from capitalist countries. The history of Soviet agriculture,

]
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szzzlhowever, wuggests that achieving increased liveésgdck pro&ucﬁien«« EREAS

< geals will be extremely difficult if the Sovidts redacés: *gE&in-~ sevies
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1S .~U.5.5.R. Graln Agreement in the Context oﬁcthe Werld
Market. "It is doubtful that a long-term grain agreement
between the Soviet Union and the United States would have much
egffect :on the total U.S. share of world grain -trade dudri e
cnextxmarketlng year. However, the existence JesaBsséricé of such’
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- camr ‘agreeément is likely to have a significant InMpdcEdn wS¥Ea~ tEnTe._el TSI

¢ gr&in :Xrading patterns in future years. 1If, By fafling fozn° woezl T TnE

: zmnegatiate a formal trading arrangement, the Se¥iets weresS< -&1= access too%
ese¢ discouraged from satisfying their import demands<in ghe g, "Iferel =c
:.-:xmarket,‘th&y would have to seek new sources of suppﬁy. The-—)» ETLTTE

t

‘Soviet Unlon, would prompt other exportlnq countries to further
: increase: their production. (Since the 1980 Sovret-gralﬁ = : -
-cembarge, Argentina and Canada have increased théir grain =~ -ih. -7
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¢production: by roughly 25 percent.) This increased ‘productic

would compete with U.S. graln in world markets, ‘reducing ‘the
U.S. share of the growth in global grain trade.
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-er-UsSs-Foreign Policy Considerations. The U.S.71s pursuing,c-ands:i-cec s-te-sc
—;5 enceuraglng its allies to pursue, a general pglicy*ofegconomicw~—;;1& B
cr-cfestraint’ with the U.S.S.R., based upon fair burden sharing: Iccency o iy
~z-<the:West,c A.government9 o—-government agreemenes_espe91ally'OQQ TIng Enzre

perceived as newly-negotiated, that promotes graiar exports,
would be regarded as an exception to that pollcy.
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‘pm

gd to .one of the President's measures agannst:the HKSAEéRwu ....... .
responsSec.to the Poland crisis, undercutting-the:s geheradmoe- QgL
kage af-Poland-related sanctiocns, and implyismgschad-dher zé¢
situa:eoe there has improved and that the U. Stuasypnepana&,nﬁ
adept: ae“bu51ness as usual™ stance. The Sovieds coifld berc

expected to promote this interpretation wvigorouslynr: <: g.s.
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Resuming negotiations would conflict with the decision to
mzeXtend.egtraterritorially sanctions on oil and. gassequipment.cz::

“_"‘a“d‘teaﬁﬁology. In the absence of real changes. in Poldand,z-.co-
egum;ng negotlatlons would undermlne u.s. credab111ty~on:- z el
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Bomestic Considerations. The U.S. farm secterciscion
exper1enc1ng serious economic hardships due tweowver=abundant @
grain supplles, high interest rates, and a cost/price squeeze.

Pressure is being applied on the Administration to provide

various forms of assistance for farmers, including paid land LIl

dlversmnsP export subsidies, increased food assistance, and
higher prlce supports S
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-Tne neggtlatlon of a new long-term U,.S.-U.S. SSRrgraimrine
:-agxeement»that guarantees U.S. farmers higher nimimum sales: .
~to the- goviet Union would be viewed by the agricultural ~c: . ==
.communlty as a positive step in U.S.-Soviet grain #®rade ‘and .-

as.-2 demonstration of the Administration's comimitiment “to *the <
- ag:;cultural sector. It would be perceived b¥ The farm -~ T
r;..,c;c:rm:mm..izg,as sonsistent with the central feat*.n:e»*-{)-f"éhe—'5 renil
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Administration's farm policy -- increasing agtriTulturalcr st ocrai-,
exports, Farmers regard the U.S.-SOV1et graln agreement '
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to the aqxlcultural sector. “"’”’Z:le= -
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,Ehg J;S-_marltlme industry and labor share a wommorn concecrt”

PONL R og i o

Cgyer_the arrangements for shipping grain from the U.S.) to -the ™ =te~. i~ _I:
Sov;et.Unlon. In the absence of a new U.S.-0BS.S.R. maritime - - terge~:
agreement, g. S.—flag vessels would be effectively Precluded
from participation in carrying grain to the U.S.S.R. Such a

- . development could have an adverse impact on the:cooperatlon of T

U‘S maritime labor in implementing any grain ‘agreement. - ST T

. ~
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in i7oe®-  Would end theAno-embargo guarantee which gilves the

[ SRl Adi -

buyers, and limits tne President’'s forelqn pollcy

;;: é;;:_:' IIT. Options *;w _::Z-VEZ-':‘;he Ll .— T’eb,,,.‘;

oo LTTOrlE LUrlnC LnE TEFL TEret.n

-:0ption 1: Allow the existing U.S.-U.S.S.R. grainm_agreement ta. - ::- c ...

--z.- eo-.- expire without providing for ang;fbrmaL-agzlcultunaI cenov o
’ o trading arrangement between the two countries after. "_..

September 30, 1982,

ainmTzin oo : Trne exzternl TL wIlln Tne So

EXDENC .LVESTCTX LIDVENT i

Advantagess |

8T harcé- Ha3Trg—-Ccurrency CONSTY 8iNISe

rn panxdre WNould be consistent with the Pre51dent’s,pa;;az»%gnstralﬁtg w2 %

cow' & .mDC,postponlng negotiations on a new long-tefm -Frain-.,-_c.r- credi-g

agreement with the Soviets until there were.-.. ... .

improvements in the Polish 51tuatlono
e SemL. S S R, Tradint reLaT
o Could be presented as the Admlnlstratlon s attempt to ; '
increzsec reduce government intervention in the intgrnational. ...... ... g5
i marketing of U.S. agricultural prcductsdegancaﬂce ar imoorestocral

rpiuc-iaor aezfdexibility. ' ' Soviet cfficiale rocenzly
e - lEfe e o aﬂi; ivestock fo
¢ v rapadlzh ket . - ince-
e T inger oy .
=T eCrl .
ol e RS S TE ITrnzT
e v af e A T03.8 W ¥Treme.
= 7°%-" Disadvantages: “mgercs
o  Would give the Soviets unrestricted access to the U.S.

cee e - ngraln market and could lead to disruption af-the . U.S._ .-
e Fain market i1f the Soviets were €&- tesume~tnek:::;::iu;
T L. erratlu purchasing behavior of the-eafry 19708, .- - --
”::Z:::;‘pi Farmers would view lack of an aqreement-as ellmlnatlng g
“;jj’:j‘w:: ”fhelr chances for maximizing theiz- sha;efaﬁ -grain- ... -
T...77_7..7 sales to the Soviet Union, and this wouLd be_gegce%ggds -
LTI T as undermining the President's commktmeng;ta help. --zz-
s ::;‘“ - increase agricultural exports, 5;5:Gurace; from sz--gi-
CTTIn L ag"fpcould lead to the lowest level of»UfS;-qra;n axpo(t$¢¢ :

e .- .. : ..under any of the opticns, and thus _.increase .federal.- Svam
oI o outlays for agrlcultural price suprrtvggd-productlm@:: -
oTIoIlTT. control programs. smzzroc, Rrcemtiti z-mi L
‘fj;';“:jb:::Wbuld eliminate one more ongoing U. S.fu +3:8<R. tie, :

Sy --- - - " and could affect the a*mosphere of the.upcoming U.S.- - -

UJ.S.S.R. summit.



¢ torsQOptior2: Extend the existing U.S.-U.S.S.R. graincagreementi:z s ferzzii-
Lz cf ecercric for one vyear.. noTlUTetiTe Lte EollEg TT TUTVELCE
rCern snerIrc - restraint wiITo otme U,E.8.%. . Lese
, especle. v cne Tne wesi., A covernTent-Io-eevery
zlr ex::r.kdvantaqe5° , Jercelvel as rew.y-negllletec. W
v - WC L.T D€ ISeCEICEC &S En EXTeTLLICOY
: o Would maintain a formal trading arrangement that would
¢ woull sicne. assure U.S. farmers of some access:cteocthelSoviet, necciiziloms g
st tne U.S.S. 5. market and insulate domestic userscfromcpossibletne Fres:ide . 9
tne cenera. Soviet disruption of U.S. markets.respomse ¢ The POLENC CITISTS
nT Thgt i pacxkace o3 Do&aac-re_a:e; sen;:ﬁr
is prevarsect & WOuld,contlnue the status quo, therebycblantiagnthexmproved =
s cocull e charge that the U.S. was makingzacconees§sienm  &os the cssal”
.- "Soviets in the absence of an improvement:tinr-thecpelishs
situation. N
eg.E.0n o Resum:ng neccIiaTions wouLl ¢
gas ecu.pmera  Would allow for a more positivestrade atmospherecwith-.. sanoiig
wn Peleand the Soviets than there would bezin the-absence aﬁfan*& grsence t
iziliTyv oo agreement, and thus would leaveZé¢peh-thenpdssibility wo.o.o unles
_llss ¢ of entering into negotiations omvacaews Igng-te:m_gtaln $IioriE T
erts with tns agreement subsequent to an 1mpreVement~1n thespolisgh crec.t ang
situation.. CeSL SR
ey s isadvantages: C.S. Domestic Consicerations
over—zouncars exoerientlindt Serisas sConcmL
or-oce scueske, Would be percelved by U.S5. farméfs-ass ha?mlng thedyr -nzteresc
tc oroviis chances for maximizing their sharesséfrgrain-saleszto..sc o~
nz omalA _aeg the Sowviet Unioen and thus undermine- the president®s stzancse
s.stznce, z~¢ commitment to help increase farm eXPOLLsSsS . extart sucsidies
_Inmer IZrices S_TTCrTE.
a Could be perceived as a weakening of U.S. sanctions
L crzo- imposed against the Soviets as a resaltiof-the pPsolishe- .cnc-—-zer
Srimot salecs situation, and conflicting with:z thesrecent” ‘decision enss ... Iz
Sl T AL sanctions on oil and gas equlpment and: technology; e
A T CMLOTITL 28 2 DosiTovel sTET LT
iTment Tz TG Could undermine on901ng U.S. efﬁerts gocenlisti thes: Tne Lomimis
--z fz-- .support of its allies in restrieting gcvernment"' Tt owz ol oze
=2 -f --= credits to the Soviet bloc. oMLY B8 CSLS_ETEnT WL IT o Ioe
acree~ert EXTCTLS . Tzrrers v T
€ ool mmem - L8808 25 TIe LTS g
TIoLne ETTITL_T.TrE.
e s Toe .5, TeriiiTe _rnocossr  oamd Lz
A ;f':-e cver toE gzTozmcenents foremoToar
<t mae - e Scolel oLl ) _:v:'e 2Zge" T4 i
cvec . _cz- e N R -



Option 3: Extend for two or more years the existing Lz
Jy.S.-U.S.S.R. grain agreement amended to provide
higher minimum purchase reguirements.

A e e e

he

SR Cglcn o . _.Cw LILE EXISTLTI .
Tl 2. EY - _T& w.t-C_- Trcv.7
' ages: TriflnT ErTEZTTETELT o
Caem~g—=g~ ° LT
Sec-temze- -1 LIl

o  Would insulate domestic consumers from possible Soviet
disruption of U.S. markets for a longer period

Lgver: L&ces: -

o Ensures higher minimum farm exports to the Soviet

‘s policy ¢f Union under 21 market conditions, demanstnatlmg:themns--,er*
Term gre.n President's commitment to increasing agriculkturak:n
wWere axports. 2creeme
imTrove
crn’ s 2t Ddsadvantages: o Courc e presenzel as =
internaTicoré- racuce gcovernmen: lmnvay
2 o Would signal a U.S. retreat from the sanctionseimpssed ..3. scric
in response to the Polish situation and could undercut
cn gives trne our efforts to secure chanqes ln the policies of ethie tne nco-embars
c ctrer Jaruzelski regime. SCVLEts.eDella realme
elgrn gellics cuvers, anf limits zhel
o Would undermine ongoing U.S. 2fforts to enlistithe: :. .
_ support of its allies in restricting government
&l l Scwvies credits to the Soviet bloc. Our allies woukd view mcs: Tonsiscen
wne plree.ine this option as inconsistent with the pipelime .cv 2nd wiin tne ©
decision. It would damage ocur credibility with the
allies on burden-sharing.
Zlzeglventzces
o  Would broaden the no—embargo guarantee to hlgher
Tegfs Tt Lre -amounts, enhancing the special treatment nge&‘td e
sz ziotne (. X%he SQVletS- craLr TEreazi oz
SoTe Toelv Crz.T TETRET L
U 88 e_lmlnETiIcTc <
-l ;ekserge-“e:
VR TI L helT
Crzis ewTeris z ool
Tezss fsoereal =
&nl TrocicTice Tl



_ Option 4.’ Negotiate a totally new U.S.-U.S.S. graln. Sy-gri =rmE evisT.me
SIE EEEE fagreement.. e -
Such an agreement might include four basic features:
1. A minimum purchase level for the grains—ec n
the agreement. The minimum purchase level would-bpe . .__... . ...
ncemen. -net &3Fusted each year on the basis of a two-year, SBP¥Ing. Lol DT
- TOE =SCV-£% ayerage of actual Soviet grain purchases. mEriec ané HECLEL s i
rTCD DCESSIIle e - Gorn oSl
o ) - Soviel clsruption oIl
2. A "prior consultation level™ -- expressed as & i
i ‘ percentage above the minimum purchase leng TRenli continue The -gx
SV DoUNTINS Héyond which the annual Soviet purchases could - irge zaz: mhe LS
ncessicn o not go, without prior consultation with the U.S. I_. 0. e ansens
menT -5 THE FCT.LL8T b i =
s e . SlTaEeTLer
3. A provision to encourage the Soviets to buy
L L value—~added agricultural products. c Wou s allow fcv & mor
1€ ZTMoSsSpPhéerle Wil " coviems - - - er;
- - ~ R Tnhe | S LeTsS Thnen Ther
-n€ EDSEencg, ©-aprovision that any decision on supply availabi%;:¥;4 s-¢ mnus a
- “he& DOSS.C--gbove the prior consultation level would requ;re; Cevieo smes macc
e W —CﬁGfiefﬁ commitments on both sides to purchase and sell ermere comcacugre
3 - At o e il - e e T i e
=Nt LnoUnE —speczf;c amounts.. - cs,u57-~~
Under current international circumstances, it is highly
unlikely that the Soviets would agree toc a new agrgemgn; that.
would be viewed as an increase in U.S. leverage Seer—Goviet -
_ affairs. c WO i
=2 HErTLnc Toe: oo
~f grz.n cales ic crnence
tne Preéspdarntsqess: whe =0
~cr e aq CCemn L Tment
) . Would achieve a greater integration of the U.$. and.. ...
- --=. SETCL-‘goviet trading systems. Cmmecec mca-ne
e - ~ - - - =N it hllaiath o bl M
I s .zcztion, =nd v 872
TECETL &G -SWdukd assure U.S. farmers a reasonable share gf-the... .. .. ___
2o TECITC-Ct.goviet market, based on actual levels of grain trade.
~ e - Cou.c, tnderTine onto:
T “Would force the Soviets to be more fortncomln%ugkgp: et -z 2Tlcec
TCVErnTen. respect to their buying intentions. Aref-ve =~ =me Sp -

Disadvantages:

o Would signal a U.S. retreat from the sanctions

: imposed in response to the Polish situation, and
could undercut our efforts to secure changes in the
pelicies of the Jaruzelski regime.

o Would require protracted negotiations that could
extend beyond. the expiration of the current agreement.

Q Would provide the Soviets much greater opportunity to
press for stronger supply guarantee provisions.
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Trovize —— WNEIX : - =
‘WM RCVErnTECES
Tcssizle Scuvier U.S.-SOVIET GRAIN TRADE 1973-1982 We llf trmeolz-e
=T perlcc. cisrupticrn cf
. cne Sovies Hnsarcc nigner myinimpm.
ongtratinc +the Total USSR US Grain us Shara of Tokal 22" parges:
ST riculTuras Grain Imports Exports to USSR Gga%@’gggqrgscgmm_h$enu%
(mméE) USSR (ekper-c
(mmt) '
Zisadventaces
FY 1973 22.5 14.1 53 )
sanctions imposed ‘ ¢ wWould signmel oz U.Sl re:
2 oo B 1994 rc 0 5.7 4.5 7% rescensz o cne Eold
Scliclies 2% zne cur efiszrss s secure ¢
FY 1975 7.7 3.2 - §Zr.ze_sx! recime. )
o on FY:1976c 25.6 14.9 ¢ - 58ul¢ undermin =
T OVErTInE” T surosrs of Izs et
s we FY¥: 1975 8.4 6.1 Fretice =z wne £
SLTELLnE ) Tnis oTTLon ES
o= B 1978 22.5 14.6 6%c.zcn,  T=
' g._.es ¢cn zurd
FY 1979 19.6 15.3 78
. T2 -icrer < wo i< croacden T
-~ - - F¥: 1980 27.0 8.3 Ikt emnaznc

38.8 9.5

FY 1982
(projected)

45.0 13.9









. eeeRL Kb 8.

e ] !

- . r o
W B e S

N

—

—=i - 4 WASHFAX RECEIPT

< m——

E=thT u...m.n ENTOFSTATE| |© DEPARTMENT OF STATE

:"".e;\"’
Fo sl S Tl

“gg\'go ' ‘}/g/‘/ﬁ

o0
M >
il . S =
=5 ol
| \_  S/S# R
' Tt :MQ R v 3
MESSAGE NO. LASSIFICATION _ CO’V\ CA€ L vade
008055 g 2
FROM: f - e B
{Officer name) 1 Ithce symbol) (Ex t('mmn) ! {Ruom munbuer |
)]
N MESSAGE DESCRIPTION ___“?, _ l//; PC/ /'al‘mt S Mo
\_.l_uc,; 5. JM(,LLM i ceonn
i?o: Agency) DE Ll ER TO: E xtensioh Room Nc_x__
N ; B Sk (heelhr oy sy 0
|
é : — : x —
H i . . i ——
! §
3 |
i}:oa:;.;. CLEARANCE INFORMATION [j PER REQUEST D COMMENT [—]

REMAR KS:

/ime/ a/d/{" Z/Z

i'

-

S/S Officer:

(6098 MN(,H

B ‘
D$-1760 A !




WITHDRAWAL SHEET
Ronald Reagan Library

Collection Name Withdrawer
BAILEY, NORMAN: FILES SMF 3/8/2010
File Folder FOIA
EAST-WEST TRADE [07/15/1982] F99-078/3
ZUBER
Box Number
5 34
ID  Document Type No of Doc Date Restric-
Document Description pages tions
86753 CABLE 2 7/15/1982 Bl
RE ALLIED REACTIONS TO JUNE 18 SANCTIONS
DECISION

The above documents were not referred for declassification review at time of processing
Freedom of Information Act - [5 U.S.C. 552(b)]}

B-1 National security classified information [(b)(1) of the FOIA]

B-2 Release would disclose internal personnel rules and practices of an agency [(b)(2) of the FOIA]

B-3 Release would violate a Federal statute [(b)(3) of the FOIA]

B-4 Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential or financial information [(b)(4) of the FOIA]

B-6 Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy [(b)(6) of the FOIA]

B-7 Release would disclose information compiled for law enforcement purposes [(b)(7) of the FOIA]

B-8 Release would disclose information concerning the regulation of financial institutions [(b)(8) of the FOIA]
B-9 Release would disclose geological or geophysical information concerning wells [(b)(9) of the FOIA]

C. Closed in accordance with restrictions contained in donor’s deed of gift.



\.; - fé/;/ /4
4

National Security Council
The White House

ys16

i Package #

(¥R

~2
£~

g JuLty ?

SEQUENCETO HAS SEEN ACTION

John Poindexter

Bud McFarlane

Jacque Hill

Judge Clark 7

John Poindexter : / }(

Staif Secretary 7/ /(
Sit Room

I-Information A-Action R-Retain D-Dispatch N-No further
Action

DISTRIBUTION
ce: VP Meese Baker Deaver Other

COMMENTS

4

W

A



WITHDRAWAL SHEET
Ronald Reagan Library

Collection Name Withdrawer
BAILEY, NORMAN: FILES SMF 3/8/2010
File Folder FOIA
EAST-WEST TRADE [07/15/1982] F99-078/3
ZUBER
Box Number
5 34
ID  Document Type No of Doc Date Restric-
Document Description pages tions
86756 MEMO 1 7/15/1982 B1
CLARK TO THE PRESIDENT RE LAUNCHING THE
BUCKLEY ENERGY GROUP

The above documents were not referred for declassification review at time of processing
Freedom of Information Act - [5 U.S.C. 552(b)]

B-1 National security classified information [(b){1) of the FOIA]

B-2 Release would disclose internal personnel rules and practices of an agency [(b){2) of the FOIA]

B-3 Release would violate a Federal statute [(b)(3) of the FOIA]

B-4 Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential or financial information [(b)(4) of the FOIA]

B-6 Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy [(b)(6) of the FOIA]

B-7 Release would disclose information compiled for law enforcement purposes [(b)(7) of the FOIA]

B-8 Release would disclose information concerning the regulation of financial institutions [(b)(8) of the FOIA]
B-9 Release would disclose geological or geophysical information concerning wells [(b)(9) of the FOIA]

C. Closed in accordance with restrictions contained in donor’s deed of gift.



National Security Council = <242~

The White House

RVESS package # _ 1 o € Séé

- - 4

g

ne JUMN30 P4 24

SEQUENCE TO HASW« ACTION
John Poindexter /

Bud McFarlane

Jacque Hill

Judge Clark

AC AN

John Poindexter

Staff Secretary

Sit Room

l-Informatiori A-Action jR—F!etain D—Dispatéh N-No further
Action

DISTRIBUTION

(j ese B“ak' "‘\/Ma/ve:\()ther
C COMMENIS/

;))0



WITHDRAWAL SHEET
Ronald Reagan Library

Collection Name Withdrawer
BAILEY, NORMAN: FILES SMF 3/8/2010
File Folder FOIA
EAST-WEST TRADE [07/15/1982] F99-078/3
' ZUBER
Box Number
5 34
ID  Document Type No of Doc Date Restric-
Document Description pages tions
86759 MEMO 1 6/30/1982 Bl
MARTIN THRU BAILEY TO CLARK RE BUCKLEY
ENERGY GROUP

The above documents were not referred for declassification review at time of processing
Freedom of Information Act - [5 U.S.C. 552(b)]

B-1 National security classified information [(b)(1) of the FOIA]

B-2 Release would disclose internal personnel rules and practices of an agency [(b)(2) of the FOIA]

B-3 Release would violate a Federal statute [(b)(3) of the FOIA]

B4 Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential or financial information [(b)(4) of the FOIA]

B-6 Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy [(b)(6) of the FOIA]

B-7 Release would disclose information compiled for law enforcement purposes [(b)(7) of the FOIA]

B-8 Release would disclose information concerning the regulation of financial institutions [(b)(8) of the FOIA]
B-9 Release would disclose geological or geophysical information concerning wells [(b)(9) of the FOIA]

C. Closed in accordance with restrictions contained in donor’s deed of gift.



WITHDRAWAL SHEET
Ronald Reagan Library

Collection Name Withdrawer
BAILEY, NORMAN: FILES SMF 3/8/2010
File Folder FOIA
EAST-WEST TRADE [07/15/1982] F99-078/3
ZUBER
Box Number
5 34
ID  Document Type No of Doc Date Restric-
Document Description pages tions
86762 OUTLINE 4 ND Bl

ALTERNATIVE ENERGY GROUP

The above documents were not referred for declassification review at time of processing
Freedom of Information Act - [5 U.S.C. 552(b)]

B-1 National security classified information [(b)(1) of the FOIA]

B-2 Release would disclose internal personnel rules and practices of an agency [(b)(2) of the FOIA]

B-3 Release would violate a Federal statute [(b)(3) of the FOIA]

B-4 Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential or financial information [(b)(4) of the FOIA]

B-6 Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy [(b)(6) of the FOIA]

B-7 Release would disclose information compiled for law enforcement purposes [(b)(7) of the FOIA]

B-8 Release would disclose information concerning the regulation of financial institutions [(b)(8) of the FOIA)
B-9 Release would disclose geological or geophysical information concerning wells [(b)(9) of the FOIA]

C. Closed in accordance with restrictions contained in donor’s deed of gift.



WITHDRAWAL SHEET
Ronald Reagan Library

Collection Name Withdrawer
BAILEY, NORMAN: FILES SMF 3/8/2010
File Folder FOIA
EAST-WEST TRADE [07/15/1982] F99-078/3
ZUBER
Box Number
5 34
ID  Document Type No of Doc Date Restric-
Document Description pases tions
86763 MEMO 1 7/15/1982 Bl

ROBINSON TO CLARK RE WALL STREET
JOURNAL ARTICLE ON SANCTIONS

The above documents were not referred for declassification review at time of processing
Freedom of Information Act - [5 U.S.C. 552(b)]

B-1 National security classified information [(b)(1) of the FOIA]

B-2 Release would disclose internal personnel rules and practices of an agency [(b)(2) of the FOIA]

B-3 Release would violate a Federal statute [(b)(3) of the FOIA]

B-4 Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential or financial information [(b)(4) of the FOIA]

B-6 Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy [(b)(6) of the FOIA]

B-7 Release would disclose information compiled for law enforcement purposes [(b)(7) of the FOIA]

B-8 Release would disclose information concerning the regulation of financial institutions [(b)(8) of the FOIA]
B-9 Release would disclose geological or geophysical information concerning wells [(b)(9) of the FOIA]

C. Closed in accordance with restrictions contained in donor’s deed of gift.









