MEMBER NEWSLETTER

Fighting for Economic Justice for America’s

Family Farmers and Ranchers

FROM THE PRESIDENT. . ..

Free Enterprise

Free enterprise is the system where goods and services are regulated by
the “invisible hand” of supply and demand. (Adam Smith)

Producers provide products that consumers need or want at a price they
are willing to pay.

Free enterprise drives innovation and productivity via competition. Thus,
the variety and quality of products continue to increase. For example,
after the breakup of “Ma Bell” there is the proliferation of telecommuni-
cation systems and devices that not only make phone calls but are verita-
ble information par excellence devices.

Consumer demand drives risk taking and innovation. The rewards can be
great. This provides incentive for individuals and/or groups to work hard
to improve their offerings to the marketplace.

Free enterprise has been greatly damaged in our agricultural industries
by government subsidies. These have harmed and continue to harm inde-
pendent family style farms and ranches. The availability of “table foods”
produced domestically is diminishing rapidly, especially true all-natural
and organic foods.

As a strong Trump supporter, [ am very disappointed with the $12 billion
dollar farmer bridge payments. This is just another nail in the coffin of
the future of small independent food production in the USA.

The government subsidies simply drive consolidation in our industry. It
not only picks winners (of government money) it causes losers: those
who try to operate without subsidies. Free enterprise market forces
would correct this. Letting free market forces work, getting government
completely out of the picture, is the ONLY way to allow young people to

get into agriculture.#
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The Three Expert-Driven Failures
in Dairy Farming
By Deborah Mills

After four decades of dedication, building and operating
our famlly dairy farm, one of the most disheartening aspects
of th1s farming career is living through the consequences of the experts' best
practices theories that turned out to be anything but best practices.

The decades of conflicting advice from the "experts" have lost all credibility at
this point. Every one of them was paid for an article of information or advice
without any consequence for the author. One of the most disheartening aspects
of this farming career is living through the consequences of the experts' aca-
demic theories and industry "best practices" that often turned into financial
and emotional liabilities. This is not a reflection on the competence of family
dairy farmers; rather, it reflects the policy and economic theories that prioritize
scale over sustainability through profitability. It was the family dairy farmer
who endured the consequences of the failed expert theories that have been
pushed over the last five decades.

The dominant, large-scale industrial model that has pushed out tens of thou-
sands of family dairy farms is built on a foundation of "best practices" that
primarily benefit massive corporate operations and cooperatives, rather than
mid-sized, independent dairy farms.

1. The "Get Big or Get Out" Theory (The Economic Failure)
This is the central policy failure that has dictated the current dairy industry's
structure.

The Theory: Experts from large university economics departments and policy
think tanks promoted the idea of economies of scale. The belief was that farms
had to continuously expand their herd size to lower the per-unit cost of pro-
duction per hundred weight of milk. Efficient farms would be massive, pro-
ducing commodity milk at a lower cost of production than the family dairy
farm.

The Consequence for Family Farms: This theory became a self-fulfilling
prophecy, relentlessly driving down the price of milk. Small and mid-sized
farms were advised to take on massive debt to expand their operations to 500+
cows, to stay competitive. Farmers were also advised to focus on costs per unit
and managing payments rather than profit. When milk prices inevitably fell
due to oversupply from the mega farms, the family farms were left with lower
prices and crippling mortgage debt on their expansion. The pressure created an
epidemic of financial ruin and emotional distress.

2. The Hyper-Efficiency Theory (The Biological and Animal Welfare Fail-
ure)

This theory focused entirely on maximizing milk production per cow, often at
the expense of the animal's longevity and health.

The Theory: Selective breeding, aggressive reproductive techniques like IVF-
in vitro fertilization, and high-concentrate feed protocols were pushed to
achieve maximum milk yield (e.g., $100 \text{ 1bs.}$/day). The cow was

(Mills Continued—Page 4
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SUMMARY - Schultz Letter sent to Chief of Staff and Assistant AG

By Mike Schultz

OCM members,

As you may have seen or heard, a few of us were invited to the Department of Jus- ¢ X7
tice/Antitrust Division while we were in our DC legislative meetings the first part of | *
November 2025. I wanted to raise some awareness as to the visit that went amaz-
ingly well. I will say that after that meeting the very next day President Trump made |
a tweet about the meatpackers gouging consumers and taking advantage of produc-
ers. I received a call from a producer saying “Mike, you must have gotten their at-
tention, did you see President Trumps tweet on the meat packers gouging producers
and consumers” ? That was interesting after what we heard when we were there.
The comment was “THERE IS A NEW SHERIFF IN TOWN!

The Tyson plant closure in Lexington, Nebraska is another clear example of how controlled this cattle
industry is and what they did to the market overnight. Now we are hearing even more talk from the
White House on “anticompetitive practices and investigations”.

I have submitted the comments below to the DOJ. It is information that many of us took on back in
1996 when we started to form new organizations like OCM. Do your research on the topics.

Department of Justice/Antitrust Division:
Follow up information I want to offer as solutions on our meeting November 5, 2025.
to be addressed.

-KEY POINTS-

e The Pickett vs IBP/Tyson case was 12 years and a jury trial only to have a rogue judge overturn
the jury verdict for 1.28 BILLION dollars. This case was won based on facts and merit.

e The FEAR OF RETALIATION by the meat packer cartel is real in this industry! To get people to
speak freely and openly is not going to happen until it is addressed and with strict confidentiality.

e We need an immediate passage for a Ban on Packer ownership, feeding or control for more than
14 days due to the concentration level of the Packers. Packers would be given a set period of time
to DIVEST of all those AGREEMENTS/CAPTIVE SUPPLIES issues within a period of 3 to 6
months. See the Ban on Packer Ownership study by Neil Harl, Peter Carstensen and Roger
McEowen (see Pages 8-9).

e The Packers and Stockyards Act of 1921 was changed a years ago so that unless the abuse in-
volved “harming of the entire industry” we cannot file a claim and that is insane. For packers to
not buy my cattle would not hurt the entire industry but it would definitely harm producers like
myself and we have no recourse to litigate justifiable claims or concerns. That needs to be ad-
dressed.

e Several have mentioned to me the fact about Injunctive Relief. What I have read is this: Injunctive
relief to those involved in a lawsuit. *Injunctive relief is a court order that compels a party to ei-
ther perform a specific action or stop a particular action. Also called an injunction, its purpose is to
prevent future harm, especially when monetary damages would be insufficient to correct the situa-
tion. Examples include a court order to stop someone from trespassing, breaching a contract, or
disclosing confidential information.

Key aspects of injunctive relief

e Compels or prohibits actions: An injunction can be a court order to perform a specific act (e.g.,
fulfill a contractual obligation) or to refrain from acting (e.g., stop harassment).

( Schultz Continued on Page 5
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Mills Continued from Page 2)
viewed as a "milk-producing machine" whose biological purpose was to maximize output in a short lifespan.

The Consequence for Family Farms: While production increased, so did the incidence of high-production prob-
lems such as lameness, mastitis, and reduced fertility. Cows could not maintain high milk production and
reproduce efficiently. This resulted in higher veterinary costs, higher culling rates, selling "spent" cows ear-
ly, as well as increased emotional stress on farmers who had to manage constant health crises in their herds.
The short lifespan of the modern dairy cow means a continuous and costly need to replace the herd. De-
creased profitability because it is the second lactation, and older cows that make the contributions in the
checkbook.

3. The Commodity Focus Theory (The Market Failure)
This theory focused the U.S. dairy policy on exporting large volumes of low-value commodities, ignoring
higher-margin, local markets.

The Theory: Policy experts advocated for export-focused policies to integrate U.S. dairy into the global
market. This required producing massive, homogenous volumes of milk to compete on price international-

ly.

The Consequence for Family Farms: This policy ignored the inherent advantages of smaller farms—the
ability to produce high-quality, identity-preserved, or component-rich milk for specialty products like high-
butterfat butter or artisan cheeses. Cooperatives, driven by the commodity model, often failed to maintain
the infrastructure of smaller, regional plants that would have enabled mid-sized farms to diversify and cap-
ture higher value premiums. The failure of this policy is that the U.S. dairy farmers' cost of production is
neither profitable nor competitive with global milk prices, which has driven family dairy farmers out of
business.

Over the decades, many dairy farmers recognized the flaws in these theories and attempted to address them,
but the ‘powers that be’ had their own agenda and pursued their objectives. Hindsight is twenty-twenty.
When you look back at all the policies that were set in motion by the "experts," it is a damm miracle any of
us that lasted in dairy farming as long as we did. #
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Schultz Continued from Page 3)

e Prevents future harm: Unlike monetary damages, which compensate for past harm, injunctive relief fo-
cuses on preventing future or irreparable harm.

e Used when other remedies are inadequate: It is often granted when monetary compensation alone
would not be enough to fix the problem.

e (Can be temporary or permanent: The relief can be temporary (like a restraining order) or more perma-
nent, depending on the case and a final judgment.

e Disobeying is a serious offense: Failing to comply with an injunction can result in penalties such as
fines or imprisonment for contempt of court.

Usage examples

e Preventing contract breaches: Ordering a party not to violate a non-compete clause.

e Protecting property: Ordering a trespasser to stay off a property.

e Halting harassment: Ordering a party to stop harassing or interfering with another person's business or
property.

e Protecting intellectual property: Preventing the misuse or disclosure of confidential information or trade
secrets.

e Enforcing performance: Requiring a party to perform a specific duty under a contract.

A few other issues I want to raise are:

1. “Eliminate the confidentiality clause in the Livestock Price Reporting as in the 3 — 70— 20 rule”,
whereby several markets did and do not report due to, anticompetitive practices of less than two buyers.
All Cattle sales going forward to whereby the buyer controls more than a 10% market share or by a deter-
mined number of head, shall be public, open and transparent for true price, discovery and fair competition
for all.

2. Pass Mandatory Country of Origin Labeling and truthful labeling as defined. Immediate and strong
penalties for those that are in noncompliance. Rep. Harriet Hageman ‘s bill 5818 would be a good start. An-
other bill is from Senator Thune SB 421 on meat labeling.

3. If Packers claim they can’t make any money, then we open them up as a custom slaughter plant, and
the feeder can retain ownership to the retail market and only hire them as a custom slaughter plant, and it
should be at a reduced price because of the scales of efficiency.

Remember when the packers eliminate the few last INDEPENDENT FEEDERS, the cow/calf segment will
be next “as price takers” you’ll either take their offer or your out.

I look forward to working with all of you going forward. #

Respectfully,
Mike Schultz
419 Sixth St.
Brewster, Ks.
Email mdaw(@st-tel.net
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Hansen-Mueller Company — Chapter 11 Bankruptcy

Composed by Mike Schultz

Hansen-Mueller Co. has filed for Chapter 11 bankruptcy, citing financial difficulties and unpaid grain deliveries to
farmers, with estimated liabilities between $100 million and $500 million. In its filing, the list of 20 largest creditors
includes several grain commodity companies, coops, etc from Louisiana, Mississippi, Kansas, Arkansas, Nebraska
and more.

Hansen-Mueller operated a substantial infrastructure spanning nine grain elevators, four port terminals, and a pro-
cessing mill, with trading offices in Toledo, Omaha, Salina, Kansas City, Tallulah, and Alabaster. The company em-
ployed approximately 120 staff members at the time of filing. However, the creditor list revealed a far broader foot-
print: between 1,000 and 5,000 unsecured creditors across 34 states, with secured debt led by BMO Harris Bank at
$50.9 million.

Bankruptcy Filing Details https://document.epiql l.com/document/getdocumentbycode?
docld=4530228&projectCode=HMM &source=DM

Hansen-Mueller Co., based in Omaha, Nebraska, filed for Chapter 11 bankruptcy protection on November 17, 2025.
The company reported having between 1,000 and 5,000 creditors and estimated both its assets and liabilities to be in
the range of $100 million to $500 million. This filing follows a series of financial troubles, including unpaid grain
deliveries to farmers across several states, which led to regulatory actions against the company.

Impact on Farmers

The bankruptcy has left many farmers without payment for grain deliveries. Reports indicate that over three dozen
Nebraska farmers were owed approximately $2 million prior to the bankruptcy filing. The Nebraska Public Service
Commission had previously suspended Hansen-Mueller's grain dealer license due to these unpaid debts, although it
was reinstated after the company paid $2.1 million to settle some obligations.

Farmers affected by the bankruptcy are advised to seek legal counsel and file claims as soon as possible. State de-
partments of agriculture in Minnesota and Texas are also investigating the company's payment issues and have is-
sued advisories to farmers regarding their rights and options.

Company Response and Future Plans

In a statement, CEO Josh Hansen indicated that the company is pursumg a court- superv1sed sale process for its assets
under Section 363 of the Bankruptcy Code. This approach aims to maximize recoveries for creditors and stakehold-
ers while facilitating a strategic financial restructuring. The company is focused on achieving an orderly sale of its
assets to address its financial challenges effectively.

This bankruptcy marks a significant event in the agricultural sector, particularly affecting farmers who are already
facing economic pressures. The situation continues to evolve as stakeholders seek to navigate the implications of
Hansen-Mueller's financial difficulties.

Omaha-based Hansen-Mueller Co. has filed for Chapter 11 bankruptcy, leaving farmers and grain businesses, includ-
ing several in Kansas, waiting to be paid for recent grain deliveries. Kansas companies on the list of the company’s
20 largest creditors include Agmark LLC in Beloit, owed $2.1 million, and Alliance Ag and Grain in Spearville,
owed about $1 million.

Other Kansas creditors include: Stafford County Flour Mills Co., Hudson, Kansas, $620,191; Sublette Coop Inc.,
Sublette, Kansas, $615,050; The Hi-Plains Cooperative, Colby, Kansas, $571,354; Frontier Ag Inc., Goodland,
Kansas, $774,128; and Home City Grain Inc., Home, Kansas, $769,431.

These creditors are unsecured, meaning there is no collateral backing the money owed, so they face a higher risk of
not being paid.

The company said in a news release on Monday that it is “pursuing a strategic financial restructuring to address its
current financial challenges, facilitate the sale of its assets, and maximize recoveries for its creditors and stakehold-
ers.” Kansas farmers and grain businesses affected by the bankruptcy are now waiting to see how the process un-
folds. #
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Response to KS Rural Water Assn. on the Cattle Industry
By Mike Schultz

Beef consumers and cattle producers:

The beef and cattle prices today are the reality of what concentration and consolidation have
done to decimate profitable markets in the cattle industry. We are seeing the decline of the
cattle herd due to no competitive markets and unmarked beef imports that further reduced
the price USA producers received in a very anticompetitive market. The cattle feeders to-
day do not get competitive bids, but most are feeding for a particular packing plant. If there
are bids the second bid is "not to buy" these are known as captive supplies to (feeders who
commit cattle without established base prices and many are not reported to the public, there-
fore known as a sweetheart deal to only a few) . Now we are seeing a threat of the New
World Screwworm and that is a real threat to any animal without treatment death will occur.
We have to be vigilant on stopping this from becoming a nightmare for everyone. The
USDA has been vigilant in working on resolving this before it gets here. Issues arise with
the cartel in Mexico and the movement of their uninspected livestock. The meat packing in-
dustry today wants tonnage due to restrictions on imports from Mexico due to the Screw-
worm infestation by not having protocol and inspections up to date. This has slowed Mexi-
co imports of live cattle. Our country is still a beef eating society. What we now see are
these cattle getting fed to weights just a few years ago that would have been heavily dis-
counted in price that the producers received (1300 Ibs. to now 16001bs).

It is unfair to think that the cattle producers are creating the store prices. The meat packers
have continued to exert market power on both sides of the model. Fat cattle are being sold
for around $2.42 per lbs. to the meat packer so that is about $3,872.00 per hd., calves are
costing about $2,600.00 per hd and below is the link to the USDA average retail beef price
spreadsheet which is all cuts. The packers are capitalizing on the consumers beef dollar. In
perspective a 1600 # fat steer will yield about 42% of saleable meat or 672#'s so the average
retail price is $9.18 so that value is $6,168.96 per head. Do not feel bad for the meat pack-
ers because with SIZE and the so called "scales of efficiency" they should be able to process
cattle way cheaper than the small independent processors (the independents are charging
about $1.00 to $1.20 per Ib).

So, if you think beef is high remember that you can still buy 1 1b. of beef hamburger for
about $6.00 or go buy a 1# bag of potatoe/Dorito chips and you decide which is better for
you and the value for your dollar!

Here is the link to the USDA Retail Beef Price Spreadsheet:

https://view.officeapps.live.com/op/view.aspx?src=https%3A%2F%2Fers.usda.cov%
2Fsites%2Fdefault%2Ffiles%2F laserfiche%2FDataFiles%2F110737%2Fbeef.x1s%3Fv%
3D&89333&wdOrigin=BROWSELINK

tarmtalknews Article - Cattle Economics: Is the beef Industry Killing Elephants or Cattle?
https://www.farmtalknews.com/news/cattle-economics-is-the-beef-industry-killing-
elephants-or-cattle/article_01144a5b-965c-4ce8-a37a-¢92a5f9d95b1.html
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Explaining the Beef Price-Fixing Antitrust Settlements
Roger A. McEowen
November 10, 2025

Overview

I have received numerous questions recently regarding the price-fixing lawsuits and settlements in the
beef industry. The following is a summary of where things stand as of today.

Lawsuits

The price-fixing lawsuits against JBS, Tyson Foods, Cargill, and National Beef were primarily brought
as class action lawsuits by different groups of plaintiffs representing various segments of the supply
chain and consumers. The primary lawsuits against JBS and other major meatpackers alleging beef and
cattle price-fixing were consolidated into a multidistrict litigation (MDL) in the U.S. District Court for
the District of Minnesota as part of the broader In re Cattle and Beef Antitrust Litigation in U.S. District
Court for the District of Minnesota.

The MDL consists of multiple related class actions, each representing a different group of plaintiffs
(cattle producers, direct purchasers, and indirect purchasers). While all are consolidated under the MDL,
specific documents or settlements often reference the individual case numbers they originated from or
are primarily associated with, such as:

e (ase No. 0:20-cv-01319 (JRT/JFD): Often cited for the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff (DPP) ac-
tions.

e (ase No. 0:22-¢cv-02903 (JRT/JFD): Often cited for the Indirect Seller (Cattle Producer) ac-
tions.

The key citation for the entire collection of cases is the MDL number and the case name: In re Cattle
and Beef Antitrust Litigation, No. 3031 (JRT/JFD) (D. Minn.).

Settlements

JBS has also reached multiple settlements related to a broader antitrust lawsuit alleging that major meat-
packers conspired to fix beef prices:

e With respect to the cattle producer class, JBS agreed to pay $83.5 million to settle claims
from ranchers and others who sold fed cattle directly to JBS for slaughter between June 1,
2015, and February 29, 2020, and those who held certain positions in live cattle futures. This
class represented cattle producers, ranchers, and others who sold fed cattle directly to JBS
(and the other major meatpackers). The associated lawsuit alleged the meatpackers conspired
to depress the prices paid for fed cattle. A key organization involved was R CALF USA
(Ranchers-Cattlemen Action Legal Fund, United Stockgrowers of America).

(McEowen Continued—Page 9
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e Another lawsuit involved direct business and entity purchasers of boxed or case-ready beef
directly from JBS or its co-defendants (e.g., grocery stores, wholesalers or food service
companies) between January 1, 2015, and February 10, 2022. JBS agreed to pay $52.5 mil-
lion to settle claims with respect to this class of plaintiffs. This suit alleged the meatpack-
ers conspired to inflate the prices of the beef products they sold.

e Yet another lawsuit was brought by indirect purchasers (individual consumers of beef)
who indirectly purchased beef products from retailers (like grocery stores) and claimed
they paid artificially high prices. These consumers were largely from states that allow indi-
rect purchasers to bring antitrust claims. JBS agreed to pay $25 million to this class of
plaintiffs.

The total amount JBS has paid in these beef price-fixing settlements is over $161 million. In these
settlements, JBS also agreed to cooperate with the plaintiffs as they pursue related claims against the
remaining defendants (Tyson Foods, Cargill, and National Beef).

Conclusion

The Trump Administration has recently indicated an interest in investigating alleged violations of the
major meatpackers of the Packers and Stockyards Act (PSA) in an effort to reduce the retail price of
beef. What the Administration may find, however, is that the systemic economic issues in the cattle
ranching industry that have given rise to a record low cattle inventory may actually be the result of
long-term conduct of the major meatpackers that don’t violate the PSA, but have had a detrimental
impact on the structure of beef production in the U.S. #

ANTITRUST
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OCM Membership Meeting—Thursday, October 16, 2025 (BY ZOOM)

President Taylor Haynes called the meeting to order at approximately 3:10 PM (CST).
Invocation by Tom Dierks.

MINUTES: The 5/2/24 Membership Meeting draft minutes were reviewed. Motion was made by Marty Irby to
approve the minutes as written. The motion was seconded by Jonathan Buttram and carried with no objec-
tions. The 2024 Year End FINANCIAL REPORT Summary was reviewed. Motion was made by Marty Ir-
by to accept and file the 2024 Financial Report as presented. Motion was seconded by Michael Schultz and
carried with no objections.

OCM Bylaw Change

The change that was presented to the Membership was reviewed. After discussion, Motion was made by Michael
Schultz to approve the change in our bylaws by removing the section under article IV: Officers, 2a by removing the
sentences: “Nominations may also be made directly from the membership. The President and Vice President
shall be elected by majority of the eligible Members, voting by secret ballot.” Motion was seconded by Deborah
Mills and carried with no objections.

ELECTION: This year’s director terms ended for Joaquin Contente, Tom Dierks, Vaughn Meyer and David
Wright. Directors Contente, Dierks and Meyer agreed to be nominated for another 3 years. There being no other
nominations, motion was made to elect them by acclamation. Motion seconded by Mike Schultz. Motion car-
ried with no objections.

To fill the open position on the Board, Connie made a motion that Haynes would interview 3 possible director
candidates (Franki Thone, Bob Baker and David Savage) and have them be at our next Board meeting on
November 10. Motion was seconded by Deborah Mills and carried with no objection.

Connie Buttram made a motion for Taylor Haynes to continue to serve as President, Mike Schultz as Vice-
President, Marty Irby as Secretary, and Jonathan Buttram as Treasurer for the 25-26 Year. After discus-
sion, motion was seconded by Irby and carried with no objections.

There being no further business, a motion was made by Marty Irby to adjourn the Membership meeting. Mo-
tion was seconded by Deborah Mills and carried with no opposition. Meeting adjourned at approximately at
3:50 PM (CST). #

lowa Farmer Today article, September 6, 2025
Comment by David Savage

It predated the last "bridge payment" announced December 8th, 2025, hence the additional editorial
comment [ would like to add is this:

"The latest $13 billion "bridge payment" is the third ad-hoc (non-farm bill type) payment to farmers in
2025. By the time this is all done row crop producers qualifying for all three are probably looking at
$100+ per acre in subsidies. Subsidies to their crop insurance premiums or normal Farm Bill safety
nets like Arc-Co and PLC...etc...etc are separate and additional to these ad-hoc type subsidies.

Obviously, this system picks winners and losers in the ag sector prioritizing row crop over all other.
It's no wonder we are having trouble rebuilding our nation's cattle herd. Additionally, the cattlemen
have to compete against the USDA retiring land into their CRP (Conservation Reserve Program) at
150-300% of local pasture rental rates, further crippling the cattleman and the rural communities tied
to them.

The USDA is the biggest competitor my family has on our mid-sized row crop/cow-calf farm, and at
this time we should ask for major reform or else the USDA should be closed down just like was done
to the Department of Education, then we could let this all sort itself out in the Free Market."#
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Ocm 2026 MEMBERSHIP DUES

Organization for RENEW TODAY

Competitive Markets (Memberships are from January to December each year)

The Organization for Competitive Markets (OCM) is a recognized national leader working to bring economic justice for
family farmers, ranchers and rural communities by fighting to break the abusive corporate power that extracts the wealth out
of their pockets. OCM provides a platform for individuals and organizations to join their voices in demanding fairness and jus-
tice within the marketplace. Working together we can ensure everyone receives their fair share of America’s prosperity they
build. By becoming a member, you will have access to the information and tools you need to join the fight.

INDIVIDUAL MEMBERSHIP

As an Individual Member ($50) you will receive OCM’s informative quarterly newsletter by mail or email.

As a Voting Member ($125) you will receive all the benefits of an Individual Member, and you gain the right to vote at OCM
membership meetings, setting the course of OCM'’s future.

As a Sustaining Member ($500) you receive all the benefits of the Individual and Voting Member, plus you will have access to
the inside strategies of OCM’s ongoing campaigns through one-on-one conversations.

ASSOCIATE ORGANIZATION MEMBERSHIP

OCM'’s strength comes from collaborating with other like-minded organizations. Let OCM provide you with the information and

services you need to succeed by becoming an Associate Organization Member.

As a $200 Associate your organization will receive OCM’s informative quarterly newsletter by mail or email.

As a $500 Associate your benefit package will include the benefits of the $200 member plus two conference registrations, giv-
ing you a head start on attending OCM’s annual conference.

As a $1,000 Associate your benefit package will include in addition to those listed for the membership levels above booth space
and recognition at our annual conference.

DONATIONS
Your support and donation can make a difference. All donations to OCM are recognized by the IRS as a 501(c)3 non-profit
tax deduction. Please send your donation TODAY. All donors will receive the OCM Quarterly Newsletter by mail or email.

How did you hear about OCM?

What are your interests in OCM?

Join today by selecting the level of membership that works for you:
_____ S50 Individual Member ____$125Voting Member ~__ $500 Sustaining Member
___$200 Associate Organization __ $500 Associate Organization __ $1,000 Associate Organization
____ DONATION AMOUNT $

Individual Name

Associate Organization Name

Street Address

City State Zip

Telephone

E-mail

Newsletters will be sent by email unless you check here to receive a mailed copy

Membership is January-December. Please make checks payable to OCM, P.O. Box 6486, Lincoln, NE 68506
or pay by debit or credit card through our secure, online system at www.competitivemarkets.com
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OCM MISSION STATEMENT

Keeping the spirit of Teddy Roosevelt, the original monopoly buster, OCM strives to foster and
recreate food production locally, providing consumers truly transparent “Farm to Table” food systems in communities
across America. OCM'’s actions will stimulate local commerce while making food availability and food safety more certain.
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