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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON. D-C 20463 October 24, 19836

CIWIFIU NAIL

Myron Hilton Atkinson, Jr.
P.O. .Box 1176
Bismark. N.D. 58502

Re: MDI 21812

Dear Mr. Atkinson:

The Federal Election Comission reviewed tbe allegations of
your complaint dated June 27# 1986. and on October 21. 1986,
determined that on the basis of the information pwovided in your

C) complaint and information provided by the Repnetthere is no
reason to believe that a violation of the Pedeal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ("the Act') has been committed.
Accordingly, the Commission has decided to close the file in this
matter. The Federal Election Campaign Act allows a complainant

C to seek judicial review of the Comission's dismissal of this

qT action. See 2 U.S.C. S 437g(a) (8).

Should additional information come to your attention which
you believe establishes a violation of the Act, you may file a

%r- complaint pursuant to the requirements set forth in 2 U.S.C.
S 437g(a) (1) and 11 C.F.R. S 111.4.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

(B_ Lawrence M. Noble
Deputy General Counsel

Enclosure
General Counsel's Report
Certification



IE0ERItCTION COMMISSION
W~sMIc~6~1 DC ~October 24, 1986

3~ Gren P.C.

RE: NOR .2182
Dakota Resource Council

Dear Ar. Oldaker:

OJune Up 186 tbe Conmission notified your client of a
0 comlain all, lu violations of certain sections of the Federal
2Election Campaiq Act of 1971, as amended.

0 The Cominmiilooo. on October 21, 1986, determined that on the
basis of the Inftrmation In the complaint, and information

CMa provi&4 by your:client, there is no reason to believe that a
violation of any statute within its Jurisdiction has been
committed. Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this

C3 matter. This matter will become a part of the public recordo within 30 days.

Sincerely,

'C Charles N. Steele
cc Gener Counsel

La rence N. Noble
Deputy General Counsel

Eniclosure
Ger~ral Ommel's Raort
Certification



FEDERAL. ELECTION COMMISSION

**,.3ta o Gree , .C.

Rz: MUR 2182
Dakota Resource Council

Dear Vr. 0ldker

Os lupe 1 L90 ' 984. tb* Comission notified your client of a
a~~vi Uolit- n ~~ tiets, of certain sections of the Federal

E etoo, 04601g1 AfttI171 as amended.

TheComissonon October 21, 1986, determined that on theo basis *f t.1 infrini the complaint,, and information
N provided byyour client, there is no reason to believe that a

violation of any statute within its Jurisdiction has been
comitted., Accordingly, the Commission closed its file in this
matter. This matter will become a part of the public record

o within 30 days.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

By Lawrence M. Noble
Deputy General Counse

Genral OC~Mnel's por~t
Certification

K



FEDERAL. ELECTION 4:QMMISSION.
WAS$IWG109 L 0. X*

Myron Hilton Atkinsonr Jr.
P.O.,Box 1176
Sismark, M.D. 58502

Re: MUR 218 2

Dear Mr. Atkinson:

0 The Federal Election Comission reviewed the allegations of
your complaint dated June 27, 1986,, and on October 21, 1986,
determined that on the basis of the information provided in your
complaint and information provided by the Respondent there is no
reason to believe that a violation of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended ('the Act') has been committed.

%r Accordingly, the Comission has decided to close the file in this
matter. The Federal Election Campaign Act allows a complainant
to seek judicial review of the Conmission's dismissal of this
action. See 2 U.S.C. S 4379(a) (8).

Should additional information come to your attention which
C! you believe establishes a violation of the Act, you may file a

complaint pursuant to the requirements set forth in 2 U.S.C.
5 437g(a) (1) and 11 C.F.R. S 111.4.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

By Lawrence M. Noble 
A

Deputy General Counselto

Enclosure
General Counsel's Report
Certification



BEF~oRE THE FEDERAL ELECTION C0OMISS ION

In the Matter of)
) MUR 2182

Dakota Resources zmnfc2,l)

CERTIFICATION

I, Marjorie W, Emumons, recording secretary for the

Federal Election Cosiuission executive session of October 21,

1986, do hereby certify that the Comission decided by a vote

& ~of 6-0 to take the following actions in MUR 
2182:

1. Reject the recommendations contained in the
General Counsel's report dated October 1,

O 1986.

N2. Find no reason to believe the Dakota Resources

Council violated 2 U.S.C. S 441b(a).

C3. Close the file.

4. Direct the office of General Counsel to send

C, appropriate letters.

Commissioners Aikens, Elliott, Josef iak, McDonald,

McGarry, and Thomas voted affirmatively for the decision.

Attest:

Date Marjorie W. Emmons
Secretary of the Commission



Washiftgton, D.C. 204613 otEC

V!35GEMPALCOUNSEL'S *M0T 6CI J

DATE AND ThU TAWMXOTL
BY OGC To, WIS OSUSSOS______ DAI RZCEIVED

DATE ~mnFATCTOn

STAF tSR Reilly

COMPLAINANT'S WAME Myron Hilton Atkinson, Jr.

RESPODNTSWAS Dakota Resource Councll

RELEVANT STATUTES 2 U.S.C. 5 441b
11 C.F.R. S 100.8
11 C.F.R. S114.3(a) (2)
11 C.F.R. S114.4

INTERNA REPOWS CHECKED: None

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS

The Office of the General Counsel received a complaint on

June 4,, 1986 from Myron Hilton Atkinson, Jr. The complaint

alleges that the Dakota Resource Council (the *Council"), an

incorporated organization, violated 2 U.S.C. 5 441b by making

expenditures to influence a federal election 1/

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

The complaint offers three examples of Council

communications and activities said to violate the Act. First,

the complaint notes an April, 1986 Council newsletter that

discusses a particular vote of Senator Mark Andrews. Second,

1/ Although the complainant alleges that section 441b was

violated by respondent's making expenditures to influence a
federal election, the proper standard to apply in a section 441b
allegation is expenditures made in connection vith a federal
election.
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the complaint cites a Council letter of April 1986 that states

'You can also participate in selecting candidates, and in holding

our elected officials accountable to their rural constituency.'

Third, an April 1986 newsletter is quoted as saying 'We'll b.

setting up phone trees and planning candidates accountability

sessions over the coming months. . . .' Complaint at 2. We

discuss these purported violations in two sections. The first

relates to Council communications, the second relates to Council

activities.

A. The Law

The Act prohibits corporations from making expenditures In

p. connection with a federal election. 2 U.S.C. 5 441b(a). An

incorporated membership organization may,, however, make non-

partisan registration and get-out-the vote communications to its

members, executive or administrative personnel and their families

(hereinafter, collectively "members"), as well as to the general

C public. 11 C.P.R. 5 114.4(a) and (b). In addition, a

corporation may communicate with its members on any subject.

11 C.F.R. S 114.3(a)(2). Moreover, such communications are not

expenditures under the Act, so long as the membership corporation

is not organized primarily for the purpose of influencing the

nomination for election, or election, of any individual to

Federal office. 11 COFOR. S 100.8(a)(4). Costs incurred by a

membership organization directly attributable to a communication

to its members expressly advocating the election or defeat of a

clearly identified candidate (other than a communication



primarily devoted to subjects other than the express advicwQy of

the election or defeat of a clearly identified coumidatS) *m* be

reported to the Commission if these costs exceed $-200 %

election. IC.

B. The comunications

Responding to the complaint, the Council admits being

corporation but denies using corporate funds In connection vith a

federal election. The Council asserts it is a grassroots

organization concerned vith farm issues and has *urged Its rural

members to participate in the political process and to make their

o voices heard on important issues facing family farm agriculture

1% and farming resources in North Dakota." Response at 2. It is

C-1 said to conduct a variety of activities In this area, including

N disseminating farm information, lobbying, community organizing

and research. See Response at Exhibit B. Further, the Council

denies it endorses, supports or opposes candidates. Rather, its

concern is said to be in securing sound farm legislation.

Response at 3. As discussed below, because the Council's

or communications are focused on farming issues and not on federal

elections, these communications do not appear to have been made

in connection with a federal election.

1. The Newsletter Excerpt

In support of its allegation of corporate contributions, the

complaint offers an excerpt from a Council newsletter said to

have influenced the reelection bid of Senator Mark Andrews. The

excerpt discusses Senator Andrews' vote against the Whitten

Amendment, a resolution favorable to farmers.
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In response, the Council asserts that it seeks to involve

its members in obtaining favorable resolutions from their

respective political parties and other organizations within the

state, and that the particular article in question sought to

educate its members on the performance of office holders on farm

legislation. In addition, Respondents provided their March and

April 1986 newsletters and their April 1986 Council letter all

containing references to the vote on the Whitten Amendment. See

Response at Exhibit A and Supplemental Response.

A review of the article in the April 1986 Council letter

specifically alleged to have influenced the election of Senator

3. Andrews reveals it discusses the Senator only in the context of

his vote on the Whitten Amendment. See Supplemental Response at

p. 12. The article does not mention that the Senator is a

candidate for reelection, and does not refer to any federal

election. The article provides the Senator's explanation of this

vote, and includes the Council's analysis of this explanation.

Additionally, the Council discussed the Whitten Amendment in

CC its March 1986 newsletter. This article is an exact copy of the

article noted above, except it does not include the Council's

comments on the Senator's explanation of his vote. Response at

p. 12. Finally, the Council's April 1986 newsletter contains a

discussion of the Whitten Amendment, noting the Amendment was

defeated in a straight party line vote. The article quotes a

letter to the editor in which a Council member complained "We can

not longer afford a party line 'no' vote like Senator Andrews
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gave.' supplemental Response at 2. Like the article's noted

above, this article does not specifically mention .itb0i the

Senator's candidacy for re-election or any federal .*toi

M4oreover,, each of the newsletters contain numerous, Qt@? articles

on farm related issues much as the National Rural Ai~ion

Campaign, the national Fair Credit Plan and the rats Policy

Reform Act, as veil as articles on HRA, exports, state

legislation, air quality permits, banking, diary farmers,

regulation of chemicals, mining rules, and general Council news.

Thus, in light of the farm issue orientation of the newsletter

and the texts of the articles, it appears the articles at issue

were written with the purpose of educating members on farm

legislation and do not appear to be expenditures in connection

with a federal election.

%r 2. A Council Letter Excerpt
0

In addition to the newsletter, the complaint also cites a

Council letter telling members that *You can also participate in
C

%P selecting candidates, and in holding our elected officials

cc accountable to their rural constituency." Complaint at 2. The

Council does not deny making this statement, but asserts it is

free to encourage its members to participate in the electoral

process by running for office on their chosen party's ticket or

by supporting candidates of their choice. Moreover, the Council

states it encourages such participation of its members on a non-

partisan basis and notes a newspaper article quoting a Council

member as saying 'We have to align ourselves with the program and
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not with any political line." Response at 4 and Supplemental

Response at 2. The communication at issue does not name or

depict a particular candidate or political party and is limited

to urging registration, voting and participation in the election

process. Consequently, pursuant to 11 C.F.R. §9 114.3(a) (2) and

114.4(b) (2), this communication does not appear to violate

2 U.S.C. S44lb(a).

C. Council Activities

As an additional basis for the section 441b allegation, the

complaint partially quotes a second Council letter that states

fn "We'll be setting up phone trees and planning candidates

0 accountability sessions over the coming months,., . . .

K Complaint at 2. This quote continues, 0. . . focusing on the

oD need for positive legislation to save our farms and rural

communities. We've been building support for the alternative

0 farm bill and fair credit legislation, but we need to put on more

IT pressure for change." 2/ Responding to this allegation, the

C Council admits setting up such a telephone system. The Council

No further asserts that this system is used only for non-political

cc fundraising purposes and to notify members of meetings.

Moreover, the Council denies this phone system has ever been used

for the purpose of advocating the election or defeat of specific

candidates. Because the phones apparently were not used in

2/ The complaint noted only the beginning of this quote. The
Counsel's response included the entire text of the article. See
Supplemental Response at 5.
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connection vith a federal election, there does not appear to be

a violation of 2 U.S.C. 5 442b with regard to thoe

Additionally, the Council acknowledges conducting

"candidates accountability sessions.* These are said to involve

'inviting both candidates and Incumbents on a non-partisan basis

to a rcouncil) meeting to present their positions via a recorded

question-and-answer period.' Response at 4-5.

The Commission's Regulations permit a candidate or a

representative of a candidate to attend the meetings of a

membership organization under certain circumstances.

11 C.F.R 5 114.4(d). Specifically, such candidates or

representatives may address or meet members and employees of the

organization, and their families, on the organization's premises

N or at a meeting, con' ention or other function of the organization

provided:

0 1) if a candidate or representative of a
candidate for a House or Senate seat is
permitted to attend, all candidates or
representatives of candidates for that seat
are afforded the same opportunity to appear,
if requested;

2) If a presidential or vice
presidential candidate is permitted to
attend, all candidates for that office who
are seeking the nomination of a major party
or who are on the general election ballot in
enough states to win a majority of the
electoral votes and who request to appear
must be given the same opportunity to appear;
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3) if representatives of a political
party appear, then representatives of al11
political parties with candidates on tbe
ballot in the last general election or
parties actively engaged in placing
candidates on the ballot for the next.atftrl
election, must be given the same oppor-tty,
If requested;

4) the corporation and those associated
with it do not attempt to solicit
contributions at such meeting for the
candidate or representative; and

5) the organization and those associated
with it do not endorse, support or oppose a
particular candidate or party.

See 11 C.P.R. 5 114.4(a) (2) (i)-(v) and 114.4(d).

C: In response to this allegation, the Council admkits holding

these meetings and states they are open to 'both candidates and

o incumbents". The Council asserts that candidates are invited on

Na non-partisan basis to Council meetings where their positions

are recorded during question and answer periods. The stated

0objective of these sessions is "to create a record that may be be

used at a later date to hold a candidate accountable for his or

her earlier campaiqn promises." Response at 5.

cc This response, however, leaves a number of questions

unanswered regarding these candidates accountability sessions.

The Regulations stipulate that only members, employees and their

families may be present at such gatherings. The Council's

response does not mention whether these sessions are limited to

members. Additionally, the response does not indicate whether

solicitations occur or whether candidates are endorsed at these

sessions. Moreover, although the Council notes the information

obtained at these recorded sessions is utilized at a later date,
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it is unclear who receives this intormtion and for what purposes

this Information is used. In order to-obtaoi ansvers t thes

questions regarding the sessions# thkis Ot los ,r~ot the

Comission find reason to believe that the. OaciVI Violated

2 U.S.C. S 441b(a) with regard to expeAitur*1 mode ii 'connection

with the sessions., This Office has prepared the attached

interrogator ies to ascertain the necessary inforuftt n

RECOMMNDATIONS

1. Find reason to believe the Dakota tesources Council violated
2 U.S.C. S 44lb(a) .

2. Approve the attached letter and interrogatories.

Charles N, Steele

N General Counsel

IC~~/I/CLD ~BY: /a~~J~v~(wT
Date Lawrence MAN Nole

0Deputy General Counsel

19r Attachments
C% 1. Council's Response

2. Council's Supplemental Response
3.. Interrogatories and Request
4. Proposed Letter
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DAKOTA-
COUNSE

BJIHIX A

DECkis Ulaul ur cilm Cv.upaip OVU IM
-The lower farm prices sent by Congress in the 1985 Farm sill have turnied the farm crisis into a ruraleconomic emergency, with record foreclosures,, bankruptcies and business failures. These economic conditions arecausing suicides, mental depressions, and unprecedented family violence. This emergency is accelerating thecorporate takeover of our food production, Setting the stage, for skyrocketing food prices, environmentaldestruction, and the elimination of family owned and operated farm and ranches." -Problem Statement from theC'National Rural Crisis Action Campaign

On February 23rd 1 24 of 1986 scores of various grassroots groups from throughout the Midwest and acrossSthe country will converge on Des Moines, Iowa. Their purpose will be to convene the first membership Meting ofthe National Save the Family Farm Comm~ittee (NSFFC), and to kick off the the National Rural Crisis ActionCampaign (NRCAC). The key demands of this national camaign are: 1) Full parity farm prices and supplyN management; 2) Debt adjustment with moratorium on foreclosures and repossessions; 3) Emergency survivalassistance for those who need food, clothing, shelter or health care.

The DRC Board of Olrectors has endorsed the three principles of tve NRCAC. It has also appointed DRCememeers to represent DRC on the three comumittees of the national campaign. Marion Lefor will represent DRC cnthe National Save the Family Farm Committee; Randolph Nodland on the National Farm Bill Coordinating Commnittee;and Frank Kirschenheiter on the National Farmers' Fair Credit Coemmittee.

The following articles SununariZe specific proposals
'.t' fair Commodity prices for family farmers.

8 Fair Pkice forflguw1fAmmjc
Members of the Dakota Resource Council voted at

their 8th annual meeting to support action that will
allow family farm operators to obtain a reasonable
profit by raising market prices and lowering
production costs. "My goal for this year is to see
to it that DRC does everything possible to get a fair
price for farmers, and to stop the farm failures that
are happening around us," said Jerry Torstenson, ORC
Chairman in his opening address at the annual meeting
banquet.

Grassroots groups from around the country who
have joined the National Rural Crisis Action Camps'igr
are not satisfied to let the 1985 Farm Bill run its
course, running farmers of f the land, and rural
comunities into the ground. The ORC Board has
decided to join this broad-based movement in an
effort to r~pen the farm bill debate, and has voted
to support the passage of the Farm Policy Reform Act.
This legislation gained a great deal of support
iaurinn *kaAbar &h tWa

-

of the NRCAC to achieve equitable debt adjustment and

ThuD~ima air Cudit Plan
Frank KirSchenheiter, a ORC member who is also a

credit counselor, has been appointed to represent ORC
on the National Farmers' Fair Credit Commnittee
(NFFCC). The NFFCC has developed a working proposal
on a Fair Credit Plan for both family farmers and
rural lenders. This plan is consistent with a
resolution passed at ORC's annual meeting which
directs DRC to work to ensure that lenders and the
U.S government share farmers' losses resulting from
the current credit crisis. Various rural grassroots
groups in the NACAC have endorsed this proposal. It
is in currently being drafted into bill language for
introduction into Congress.
4 ACl '( r7 H'11FA, f01(4G2
The principles of the Fair Credit Plan are that:

* It be federally funded and locally administered;
* The program should be tied to the farmer's ability

to pay back debts based on the prices received for
farm calmodities;

I
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America.

Th IsF~ a &,t" 4f~
This~~~ bil Wa #fSa ter 'sears of .bic

hearings coorInsed by vino .At cswsstod9' Jim
Hightower and Wminneta AS CpW~s J is Me~hl s
hearings held at the gpasiroats* involving No"eu
of farmers and rural people whe wmsed0t 20t
farmers be paid a fair price in. the market plow for
their products. The bill i$ based on the a4ution
that farmers do net Want to receive .,Mnrsh
subsidies for their Ce -0dils in Order to cover
production costs but rather, that, the grain NWM~rhts
pay for the condtp

The.-Farm Policy fortm Act, sOicht Would er
production years frOm 19f6 - 1999. provides f4r three
basic principles

01. A referendum with at ljust 50o Of the proersM
__nfrom each commodity (at this time, corn,, so~ba$,

wheat, grain SOrghUms barley, oats, rye, upland-
N.cotton) voting in favor Of Including their

ca -odities in the act before it becogms opertional.
CAreferendum would be held every four years,, giving

Nfarmers the right to vote, and ensuring that they
would have a voice in setting caodity prices.

'9.
2. Coamdity Credit Corporation Loan rates on grain

C'?would be raised to 705 of parity, roughly the average
1cost of production. This would increase by two
'percent each year until 1996, at which point the loan

C...rate would reach 901 of parity. The term of the loan
would run for three years.

3. Supply management - Production quotas for each
rfarm would be established with larger operators

taking progressively larger cuts in production than
family-sized operators.

Under the current farm program, the ASCS sets
target prices for wheat at $4.30 abushel. The
difference between this and the loan rate of $2.47
(around which the market rate hovers) is Called the
deficiency payment. This is the amount that the
government subsidizes farmers to be paid at less than
the cost of production by the grain companies.
Today's target prices are not even high Enough to
cover cost of production, estimated at $4.81 a bushe)
for wheat. With the Farm Policy Rleform Act, there
would be no target prices, no deficiency payments,,
and no payment to farmers for storage of surplus
grain produced above the established quota.

The Farm Policy Reform Act requires that a quota
be set for each farm with the post acreage history
used as a base in calculating how many marketing
certificates would be Issued for how mow bushels of

gra in. The quota would be in the form of bushels,
Pounds, tons or whatever unit of MO&SUrement appl ies
to individual CommoditieS. The S'ACietary of
Agriculture would Set the quota each year, based on
domestic, export, feed and hunger program needs.
Farmers would be able to sel their product only with
the use of marketing certificates, issued after the
quota for each farm were established.

The first years of the program would necessitate
greater production controls Or cutbacks to bring
supply back In line with dad. because of our
surplus situation today.

lbsN 1 IN lot mom
Without exception, OUC memers who have

di-scus sed the Farm Pot Icy * form Act as% '!What, .11
happen to our exports?" Todayls farm program is
based on a policy of lowered loan rates, therefore,
lower market prices, so that the United States can
compete in the world market, sell more grain and make
up the difference in lost revenue to farmers through
deficiency payments. This assumption appears to be
misguided.

A report by the Food and Agricultural Policy
Research Institute (FAPRI), a joint research program
of the University of Missouri and Iowa State
University, released on February 13, projects that we
will be increasing our wheat export volume marginally
over the next three years, though the value of that
export is substantially less than what is projected
to be paid out for all wheat deficiency paymenits.

The table below shows
are giving away to support
These statistics, obtained

what American taxpayers
the export market myth.
from the FAPRI report, are

for wheat, North Dakota's chief farm, commodity.

ICURRENT FARM PROGRAM PROJECTIONS
CROP YEARS

ieat price per bushel

.xport volume
(billions of bushels)

Export Value (billion S)
(price x export volume)

Direct Government Costs
for wheat (deficiency
payments in billion S)

1986 1987 1988

$2.47 $2.39 $2.27

1.061 1.165 1.266

$2.621 $2.784 $2.874

$3.93 $4.55 $4.676

0 ~ We are projected to spend far more in deficiency
payments to farmers in the next three years than we
expect to earn in the export market. The taxpayers
end up footina the bill for the &xfort market ayth so
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that the grain merchants ca&n pay half of the cost
Of production in the market place.

If farmers were paid $5 a bushel for their
wheat, we Could export half &s smch wheat as; we are
projected to in 1966 and obtain more in export VALUE
for wheat than under the current farm program
displayed on the table above -at no Cost to the
gc'vernent in deficiency payments.

jARM POLICY REFORM ACT PRCJECTIOWS
Nhat price per bushel S5.00

Export volume S31 million bushels

iNExrt ialue (price x volu) 52.66 billioe

Says the FAPRI report. "A substantial and
sustained turnaround in'world 'and domestic markets
will hawe to occur i f net farm income is to approve
appreciably." Net farm income for all commodities
is projected to drop from $26.9 billion in 1985 to
S- 21.a billion in 199, despite the huge subsidies
paid to farmers to alloviate the burden of low

Ncommodity prices.

The export market myth also falls to address the
severe environmental consequences to U.S. farming
resources that result when farmers are forced to
produce more volume to make up for lower price. We
are shipping out topsoil with every bushel of wheat

ek that's sold at less than the cost of production.

'4 History shows that no matter what price the

cr U.S. has sold grain on the export market, other
countries undercut us by about a nickel a bushel.
This policy of low commodity prices also keeps
peasant farmers poor in Third Worl-d countries which
mu~st compete to sell grain in order to pay off
billions of dollars in foreign debt, often owed to
U.S. banks.

umpset m Use mit Sdmte urn
Some DAC mmbers have taken figures from the

current farm Program and appliled these to their
operations, then compared the outcome to their income
if they were to receive 701 of parity for their
wheat. The description below is an actual Western
North Dakota farm operation. At the time of thii
writing, we haven't done the same work-up on an
eastern North Dakota operation.

196 FAR4 POGA (APPLIED TO WESTERN4 NOTH
DAKOTA W0#EAt OPERlIOMS)

$O0 acre wheat base with 251 Set aSide
a5 bushel yield X 375 acfes
LOAn rat* at $9.40 4 bushel
Deficiency payment Of 51.90 a bushel

(based 54.30.6vShel target price)
tota I fcin

Production Costs * Ui NO Coop
$95.94/acre x 375 acres

Net Income

375
9,375

$22,500
$17 ,81Z

540,312

Extension NOSU
$35,977
$4,335

SANE FARM OPERATION - FANM POLICY REFORM ACT

500 acre whet base with M5 set aSide
25 bushel yield x 375 acres
Loan rafte at $5 a buhel 70 of pari ty
Cost Of production at $96.94/acre

Net Income

375
99375

$45,875
M35977
$10,.897

SA1lE FARM4 OPERATION - FARM POLICY REFORM ACT
S0% CUT

S00 acre wheat base with 50 set aside
25 bushel to the acre yield
Loan rate at $5 a bushel 701 of parity
Cost of $95.94/acre (x 250 acres)

Net Income

250
6,250

$31.250
$23,985
S 7,265

The current farm program requires the government
to spend over $17,000 in deficiency payments because
this farmer is unable to get a fair price for his
wheat in the market place. The Farm Policy Reform
Act not only results in higher net income, but it
results in huge savings to the U.S. taxpayer. The
grain merchant pays for the product at its Cost of
production rather than subsidization from the federal
government.

The Cooperative Extension Service Cost of
Production figures assume a 1/3 2/3 fallow operation.
Factored into the 2S% cut scenario under the current
farm program and the Farm Policy Reform Act are the
costs of managing the set aside land. This is
factored into the SO% cut scenario only up to the
costs of a 251 cut.

One DRC meer commented "It is costing more to
keep us poor!!'

~ tIn Dceer of 1985, as the Farm 1111 debate
grew more bleak for family farmers, Jamie Whitten, a
Congresomn from Mississippi who has been in office
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The follIowi ng i S an extrpt f rom & pro'v
statement made by Marion Lefor at Press Coofoenc
held by DAC in Bismarck on January 22, 19N.I4 04 ,C
Press Conference was held in Conjunction With thet
hearing held that day in Bismarck Federal oitritt
Court. At that hearing James Massey, lead itter"' i0
the landmrk FOeA Coleman v. Block case, as ket Ig
Bruce Van Sickle to strike down several provi4ioO of
the newly promulgated FmMA regulations. (See
January/February Dakota Counsel, p. S)

The Dakota Resource Council is here today to
express our solidarity with FmHA borrowrs who'Will
unnecessarily lose their farms if these nowe AM
regulations are upheld. DRC calls on Judge Van
Sickle to continue his positive oversight, W4i make

q JII live up to its responsibilities, mandatdby
'ongress, to assist family farmers in their efferts

-to stay on the land.

iO DC members, who are also FmmA borrowrs,, did
,ptwant to risk participating in this press

-conference today. They are up for loan renwals, and
%--id not want to risk being denied FuWIA funding. 10
are not in the Soviet Union, or the Philippines, yet

''mnerlcan citizens cannot speak out freely about their
own government's policies that are driving them to

Ciake desperate actions, such as killing their
qienders, their families and themselves. They are
turning to extremists groups which funnel farmer

Cfrustrations into hate and violence, thereby
diverting them from positive responses that could
4epthem farming.

cr I am here today, as a farmer, to speak out
against certain provisions of the new FmNA
regulations. I believe, even though I am not an F~tA
borrower, that my fate, and my children's fate, will.
be directly linked to whether or not Judge Van Sickle
allows FmHA to implement these regulations as they
are now written.

[t appears that the Reagan Administration wrote
these regulations as a part of their conscious policy
to acceleratp the "transition- away from smaller,
family owned and operated farms and ranches, towards
more corporate-owned and tenant-operated
agribusinesses. These regulations are designed to
humiliate, demoralize and starve farm families off
the land. It is time for Rural America to say enough
is enough.

DAC encourages FmHA borrowers to continue their
struggle to stay on the land, even if it vmns ( '
challenging these new regulations every stop of the
way. You are the first line of defense for the

are non-FmNA borrowers5 to support tfle'r frieftds and
neighbors who are. If YOU loS. them, YOU Play1 be
next.

DRC Calls On the vast majority of FmHA County
Supervisors, who art trying to do their jobs, to use
their maximum discretion in the implementation of
these new reglations to help farmers Stay on the
land. FOHA County Committee members also need to
exercise, their full authority to make FAHA programs
available to qualified farmer in these timeas when
they Are needed the most.

Farmers need to work with credit counselors to
Come up with practical Proposal$ to keep themselves
farming. They then need to take these proposals to
their county supervisors and negotiate. This will do
MachI More to keep you'Gn the farm,, than arming
yourselves to fight foreclosures with violence, or
buying into dangerously espoused coon law defenses
to try to save your farm.

DAC in North Dakota, and other groups around the
country, have received FmNA handbooks which explain
borrower right~s under the new regulations. DRC will
hold meetings around the state using these handbocks
to organize r..v-al communities So that farm, and
non-farm rural people alike, Can help FMHA borrowers
to exercise tt'eir rights under the law, and pressure
the agency to once again live up to its primary
purpose: keeping family farmers on the land.

Phboby ry Krum

ORC has received its first shipment of the 3rd
Editions "Farmers, Guide to FmHA,* from Minnesota
Legal Assistance. The handbook was released in
January of 196 and Contains a complete chapter and
updated sections that address farmerse rights under
the new controversial regulations. it is available
from the DOC office for S2.00 for meirs. aft,14.00
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1h the anl 1'tcb
The DRC Oil and Gas Committee Miet 011 January 20.

1986, Chaired by Dave Nfelson, Ceene@. Tholighf the price
Of Oil is falling and drilling activity i0 the oil
Patch is also decreasing, the Comittee CQIott.,edS its
battle with law makers and enforcement &"Wot to
recognize and solve problems that face fepg-.0 Ae
rancher$s and indirectly all North Dakote*ns d Wu to
inadequately supervised energy devel0Pm~t.

Since early last summer, the committee's
attention has focused on the work of the Interim
Legislative Oil and Gas Committee, whose pares Is
to Study problem relating to oil and gas prodoction
and recomend solutions to the 1987 state
legislature. DEC members have presented te~tufty
and comments to the legislative Committees ifcluding
a three day field trip through the oil patch, at
hearings in July,, August, September, Novembe, and

SJanuary.

Itedin Ueui Sm C -and!

the Interim Legislative Oil and Gas Comitteens
most recent meeting was held In Bismarck on January

~j15. An Oil and Gas Development Problems and Issues
Survey, coripleted by 15 committee members, was

~fpresented for discussion at this meting. Members
were asked to prioritize (1-5) the 29 problem areas

Cbrought to the attention of the committee by previous
~.testimony. "12S venting and flaring ranked 13th and

reserve pit reclamation ranked 14th on this svrvey!

At this same hearing, the committee voted to
flave two oill drafts prepared by the next scheduled
meeting, which is March 5. The first bill draft deals
with the inadequate enforcement of oil and gas
praiiems by the Industrial Commission. It was
proposed by two citizen members; Dean Winkjer and
Greg Schneider. This bill proposed to transfer
regulatory control of the oil and gas industry from
the Industrial Coumission (composed of Governor
Sinner, Attorney General Spaeth, and Ag Comissioner
Jones) to an oil and gas commission composed of 3
members appointed by the governor aid confirmed by
the senate.

Many committee members feel the Industrial
Commissiones record "is nothing to be proud of"% they
lack expertise and/or time to deal with oil and gas
related problems, and that "enforcement of existing
laws, rather that the creation of new laws, could
solve many of the problems brought before the
commlittee." (from January 15 hearing transcript)

The second bill draft, developed by Senator Rick
Maixrer, will amend the Oil and Gas Production Damge

Compensation Act's definition of Surface owner so as
not to preclude damages being Paid to the actual
surface owner for damage to the Surface eState caused
by drilling operations. The life of the Interim
Legislative Oil and Gas Committee is short -it has
been meeting since July 1985, and the study will
conclude around September 1986. This may be the only
meaningful piece of legislation that will come out of
the magnitudes of testimony presented to the
committee by concerned citizens and professionals.

DEC's Oil and Gas Committee's most recent
dealing with the legislative Committee members was in
the form of a letter addressing the ranking system of
the Oil and Gas Deopmen0t Problems and Issues
Survey. Concerns were raised as to a "top SO ranking
system versus a 1-29 ranking System used to decide
which issues the legislative committee will
concentrate their time and efforts on for the '87
legislature. The overwhelming majority of testimony
on environmental problems Compared with complaints on
only royality issues was stressed. The legislative
committee was also urged to review information from
other states utilizing agency and industry expertize
to resolve the problems.

A secorc letter to the Industrial Commission
stressed that any new laws and regulation which may
come out of the '81 legislature will have little or
no impact - ,ust as the current laws have - if there
is no enforcement of these laws by the Oil and Gas
Division of the Industrial Commission. Concerns were
also raised as to whether a new, 3 person comminttee
appointed by the governor will solve the problems at
hand. To date, the Industrial Commnission has rot
responded to this letter.

Other actions taken by the oil and gas commnittee
are 1) to have staff coordinate a re-work and update
of seismic guidelines used by affiliates and to
develop generic guidelines for jse by all counties,
2)monitor federal legislation on ground water and oil
and gas, and 3) research DeCaulion, which is an
experimental process which converts "sour gas" into a
useable product.
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These Principles 'wouldre ieand lenders to assume Partil respu ,sbr* for
cu "et financial crisis tn agricu;l,,fteallowing farmers to suffer. the entir betWh Jibthey are doing now. f vm t
In the Fair Credit Planlnes Jgh1rqurejd&to wrte Of f a Portion of '- ~0wbut nt farmar The lenders would I s we d tbutcos not as h 43 af f he were to no fnvinorchlose o fm and force land rice. evem lowe"In exc~ anpe or wr tin g o f f a p o r t io n O f t e f. ,debt, the lender would be aratot thInterest pa~w.t S by the federa

Sat admetermit1n,4tfon would be made ~Mbstae inite.~ board such as no Y owtiCredit Review boards or perihag a local" istructure like County ASCS ciite st eincome prdue by a far Opraio #atmuc'Wvintg and operatn farm,~e wft asfn 06ie,,. o'dbservicing. Th.e n f r er owul the fat e w m lst t a
6* local review. board det"Wmi, ths 84vai; fr1Qt servicing. if th dtRmid- we 41aless fothan the remaining intors 

ta~~ hc weI fst*b reduced by the lender wri teIme h vr~,would make up the d f Odwetegvnmn
Ndiffrence.

,.r-p The Amount of interest paid byth veu,fo he farmer would be a loan. the farme mateve!tua 1 y Pay it back, bt the farms er mostmujst first be able to service the remaining debtaginrst it. This would be C r bl to he oa t egovernment gaverbl to theIla 
hC gaveto theChrysler corporation,

for neetPyet 
would be the first priorityfeor yincome available for debt servicng.h e~o, if comm~odity prices rose to a leve, where

the farmer Could make alo I 5  rhritrs~aymnt henthe governen would no longer have to
'aY the lender On behalf of the farmer.

The farmer wouldthntk 
OvrhenieIterest payment. trhien tate hiver ther fatrm'come allowed ThPwo rovide t rher favrm~th an incentive to ras wouldoidethries 

boecausetlay r te moreg woud be reduced as the!me re eiv d m re income from the market place.The Second priority for Icm vial o
t servicing ~ wol P inceome nstthder. Principle would be se sau t cithe:e rsetoaevel that allowd the farmCNft'ation to produce enoughInoet 

rvcbth 11rest, and principle paYme'nts.ft thi orovisbotd give lenders i c n v Th ith fr mes orOr commodity Prices. So that the farmr Could
~ bginto akePrinciple 

Paym",tS to the

lender.

thee 

s 
Thle 

beinorthe farmer to begin 04y Ing the goenewl back owhatever the tOtal jubSidy afmount was for theinterest Payments during the time when the.p ,
hw Could not Mks& the full interest 

farmecommodity price 
Th's wouldc~mdiyprcsto parity levels. tras

Wor iPesnl being done to introduce this
'S Fa ir Cred it p lan in to C o ng ress . O C l n i h m n

Other grassvpot
5 grus n rurl og w~th~ aninstitutions from Around the Count ry" Ofr thid

PrOIas rallying 00fInt for local, tt nbnkters. actions by Churches" farm group$, ruralbneslocal governments. business and other rural
leaders to challeg the Current policies of ourgovernment which are d@stroyipg Rural America.

DRC is cajllftgof State legislatures andgovernors, especially in those States Such AS NorthDakota who are SO dependent On agriculture to onact
strict moratoria on f r c o u e h c o l n l dallenders, andj wvould cover farm chattel and real
estate, rural businesses, and residential homes.
These ;Oratoria S"'Ould r man i afe t u tl ucOnte asrCngrpess ats to provide debt restructuringaonve. Pinc e cosistent with those Outlinedabv. Fnalls Congress Should also reopen the farmbill debate to secure Parity prices for familyfarmers and all rural Americans.D 

f t

r~m mjg hu Di m g~ Pll.5?DRC and "#LA have put the pressure on, SO now
the Health Departme~nt is trying to Cover its tracks
over its mishandling Of the enforcement of Great
Plain's air quality Permits. In the last DakotaCounsel, it was reported that ORC an t'CLA had sent a
letter Dr. Wdentz, State Health Officer, Pointing out
the questionabl, 

legality Of the AdministrativeConsent Agreements (ACA's) with Great Plains and the
Health Departmentes granting Basin and Noiotas airquality Permit extentions witliout following their ow
guidelines for granting the extentions. DRC and N4CL
resolved to ask the Environmental Protection Agencyto exercize it$ oversight reSPOnSiblity 

in NorthDakota.

In response to this letter, the HealthDepartment wrote to DRC and 14CLA to tell them thathey Will be Allowved to Speak at a Public meetingthe Conversion of the ACAeS to Judicial consent'greenentS. The difference betw~een the two kinds
Igreement5 boils down to one key feature; in aludicial consent agreement a f~t1-



charged with a violationl and is taken4 *$ g
to determine penal ties and Vemei@ll wvt'000ti169
being hidden; in an administrative Consent tor'w" t
the polluter and the Health OsPArtesit et togethe
behind Closed doors to negotiate what 06eltis auid
remedies will be reqired'.

The Health Department hat ne"Vtato Pa0ct
with Gret plains. The first was ngtbt
mitigate the odor probl ems with the "sg d h
SeCOnd, in effect, delayed the dot*: tht 40"klafes0
would have to come into comliance wit. 4 i n
emissions Permit by up to 13 manthi.* 11e age ns
were signed In late February of last pear .- 'te
Health Department has miained tht "Mer is
nothing wrong with using ACAs eve sine1
discovered their use last gummer.

"If there isn't anything wrngq with the use of
ACA's, why are they in such a stinking. huroy to
change them into Judicial Consent Areine?w asked

Ifl Leo Kallis. OKC Treasurer. The ACA's have bee is
effect for almost & full year am and SC s bees
aware of them since June. The Health Seprn

r.apparently feels that these agreevmts mAst be
legitimized so they will not be challenlged

The meeting, described by the Helth Departmet
Nas an informational meting, was tentatively

scheduled for February 26 In beulah. Although one of
the major reasons for this public meeting is to allow

Cthe Health Department to address DECes concerns DEC
had not received any forMil notice of the meeting nor

,V had Any notice been published In any daily or weekly
paper as of this writing (February IS). if the

CDepartment is truely seeking public comment on their
actions, they should have the common courtesy to tell
the public. After pointing out to Sill Delmore, 5140

crChief Enforcement Officer, that the Department cannot
have a public meeting without telling the public the
Department rescheduled the meeting for mid March.

Hi Th.I
There's a new kid on the block up at the DRC

office. Her name is Julie Euplinger, and she is
DRC's new organizer on Oil and Gas issues. She will
also be working on groundwater issues. She will work
with the Billings County Surface interest Association
and the M4cKenzie County Energy and Taxation
Association.

Julie grew up near Milwaukee, Wisconsin and
graduated from the University of Wisconsin - Stevens
Point with a BS in Wildlife Managemet and Biolog2y,
with a minor in Water Resources. She enjoys
photography, crafts and tennis, and is lookin i
someplace she can ride horses.

from Page3 V4ae 7
since the first days of the far"' program in the
140's, attached a resolution On to the appropriations
bill authorizing expenditures to keep the government
going. He did So in am effort to restore equity to
the farm program.

rhe Whitten Amendment called for raising the
loan rate "at such levels as will reflect A fair
return to the farm producer above the cost of
production and to provide for Payment by the
purchaser, rather than by appropriation.w Whitten's
two page resolution incorporated the principles of
the Farm Policy Reform Act, which would have
guaranteed that farmers be paid for their commodities
by the *purchaser" rather than by the government.

The Whitten amenent also would have required
the Secretary of Agriculture to determine on a
case-by-case basis which borrowers are not now able
to wake principal and interest payments on federal
loans due to losses incurred because of grain
embargoes and other foreign policy. Once this
determination is made. a 12 month foreclosure
moratorium would have been instituted on all farm
loans owed to the Federal Government.

The Whi tten Amendment passed commi ttee and
passed the House. When it reached the Senate,
Appropriations Committee, it was killed by a marrow 3
vote margin. Senator Mark Andrews voted against the
Whitten Amendment by proxy. In doing so. Senator
Andrews voted in favor of lower loan rates and lower
market prices for our farm commodities, well below
the cost of production. And he voted for deficiency
payments that will cost farmers and taxpayers
billions.

Senator Andrew's explanation for the vote is
that he thought an amendment dealing with cost of
production for farming didn't belong on an
appropriations bill, even though the government has
to appropriate billions in deficiency payments
because farmers aren't getting cost of production.
He also noted that he has a sound record on votes
ensuring that farmers are paid cost of production,
though the Farm Bill, which he supported, results in
a great reduction in farm income. -h M SM

- -_, ,,- - - 4m&d uhMWS
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Calis'ef ymTOT
Saturday
February 22

Feruary 23
February 24

. -deiwy
February 26

Wetdnesday
February 26

Friday
February 28

Tuesday
"0 01arch 4

N Wednesday
March 5

0

'March 10
%rMarch 11

CThursday
March 13

Friday
0March 14

Friday
C March 21

National Farm Bill Coordinating
Coittees Des Mines lowa,

Nation Save the Family Fare
Committee, Des Min*0, low

Rural Action Mueting Kick-Off
I PM Eagles Clubs Jamostown

Rural Action Meting
7:30 PM4 American Legion, Oakes

Rural Action Meting
1 PM Stickney Hall, Dickinson State
College

Rural Action Meetings
1 PM Chieftain Lodge, Carrington
7 PM Artos Motel , Harvey

Rural Action Meetings
1 PM Sun Lac Inn, Lakota
7 PM4 Coachman Inn, Cooperstown

NO Water Well Drillers Annual
Meeting, Bismarck

DAC Fundraising Training
Sacred Heart Priory, Richardton

Fundraiser training
CRC Office

Public Service Commission Reclamation
Hearing 9:30 A.M. (CST) State Capital

Califg RU Phsogrpbw
Hello allI you photographers! It's thst time Of

year again - tcle CRC is nOw accepting entries for its
eighth annual "Rural North Dakota Photo Show".
There's plenty of time to get your favorite negatives
and slides printed up. the entry deadline is April
17ths and the Judging will be on the 18th. The rules
for entries are listed at the end of this article.
Sorry. but no photos entered in previous DRtC pheto
Shows, My be entered.

DAC is planning to display the Photo Show at ORC
events in Grand Forks. Fargo, and Bismarck. The
Dickinson Photo Show and Wine and Cheese Taster will
be held on May 3. More details about the scheduling
of other shows will be Sent to this year's Photo Show
entrants as soon as they are set.

The Fall, 1966 issue of North Dakota Horizons
magazine will feature selected photos from this years
show. The Photo Show is a major fundraiser for DRC
so encourage all the photographers and photo lovers
you know to enter or attend.

Heres how to enter:

1. Photos must be taken in North Dakota.
2. Color and Black & White Prints. N0 SLIDES
3. Prints must be 5x7 or larger.
4. Prints must be matted or mounted. PhOto nets and

Mou~nts must be BiulO or larger. NO FRAM4ES
5. Only 5 prints per entrant; entry fee is 5$ per print.
6. Attach a card with name, address, category, and

sale price(if for sale) for each print.
7. Send a stamped, addressed nailer for photos to be

returned by mail. Photos delivered to the CRC
office must be picked up after the Dickinson show.

-
I'D LIKE TO SUPPORT DEC. ENCLSED PLEASE

Hail to: Dakota Resource Council
29 7th Avenue Vest
Dickinson, ND 56601
(701) 227-1851

NAMlE

FIND: $200
$100
$35
$20
$10

- "200 CLUB" Member
- Patron Member
.Ccuple Member
-S-'ngle Member
.Student, Low Income

PHONE

ADDRESS
If you aren't able to pay a memberghip in onestuyment, inacailments are welcome.

DAKOTA IEOUC CONCIL
29 7th AVENUE WEST
DICKINSON, ND 58601
(701) 227-1851 ?i)

Third Class Nail
U.S. Postage Paid
Dickinson, ND 58601
Permit 043
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oIrk oomgow
The Dakota Resource Council formed on *EDUCATION DRC keeps its Members In-January 28, 1978 to provide North Dakkotans formed on Issues ffirougl the publication ofa means to influence decisions which affect a newsletter, IkCej sheet& and continualtheir lives. DRC exists to Protect North contact with ste nati0* onal organi-Dakota's land, air, water, and rural lifestyle; zlitions, legislators, and regulatory agenciesall of which contribute to North Dakota's concerned with North Dakota agriculture andNumber 1 industry - agriculture, resources.

The Dakota Resource Council works activelywith Its members, legislative bodies, andgovernment agencies to ensure that NorthDakota's interests are protected. The pres-sures on North Dakota's farms and ruralcommunities must be met with an organized,
informed constituency. To that end, DRC
members and staff are involved in:

co ORGANIZING DRC offers organizational
assistance to counties and communities whowant to establish and maintain their own

Nrassroots groups that work for change at
4he local level.

4* RESEARCH DRC compiles and distributes
'information on mining and reclamation, air
cqualityo oil and gas development, ground-

water protection, farm credit and price, soil'1rconservation, and the laws and regulations
dfelated to these issues.

IZ h is gS oing to take care of the plains?I I).kola Ra.UUri I. Count 11 I -I o d w q s P S ~ r i b ill~ 6 1

The Dakota Resource Council has played a major role in theadoption and irv~lerrentation of North Dakota's coal minin andreclamation standards, Surface owner protection in oildevelopment areas, air and groundwater Protection, andProper federal coal lesioV st~ndards.

* ADVOCACY DRC members participate inthe decisions that affect their lives inmeetings, hearings, and by coordinating aneffective lobbying effort at the NorthDakota State legislature and United StatesCongress. DRC members also work to con-
front decision makers and make them ac-countable to the people of North Dakota for
their actions.

Weerno fOrgnztoon of Resource Council*
DRC is part of a regional mowvement io emw bocl peoplein t Great Plains and Rockty Mountains on pic policiesaffecting thir lives, economy, and communities. TheWestern Organization of Resource Councils (MomC) withmember gmups in Motna, womng and Colorad, as wonias in North Dakota, brkng 111 combined strength to infuencenational legilaton and administrative, policies aft theregion. Your dues help fund this efor and have an impact onat the regional and national level.

The Dakota Resource Council is working to ensure abetter tomorrow for all North Dakotans. But strong,permanent solutions to our state's problems will nothappen overnigt Your rember-- 0 helps DRO continue
to make North Dakota's future one we can be proud of.
Your dues support:

" Research * Fact Sheets
" Community Organizing *Newsletters
" Research Library Advocacy
" Public Education Lobbying
" A Full Time, Professional Staff

'( v~ N)
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jllfume 9 Number 5
DRC Rams '85 Farm Bill

"The (1985) 6a~n biUt iA a budget buateA, a
VotdaL, BaaneA County jaw&e and PRC membeA

"We were veil received by people
everywhere," said Randolph Nodland, a DRC
memqber vho has helped spearhead the new

0DRC organizing drive which has brought the
National Rural Crisis Action Campaign
(NRCAC) to communities across North

r'., Dakota. (See the March Issue of the Dakota
Counsel, p.1, for more details on the

SNational Campaign.)

N Frow his RAYN experiences Nodland
y-stated that he had, "no doubt," that there
was a consensus among farmers and other

C0 rural people alike that the current farm
program is a disaster, and that

~"alternatives must be provided.

C "I had people," continued Nodland,
1p who had given up all hope--- who were
ready to get out of farming---come up to

C me after meetings and offer to work with
DRC on our proposal [the Save the Family
Farm Act]. They said that supply
mnanagem~ent had made the most sense to them
of anything they had heard in a long, long
t ime.1

A DRC steering committee, working to
establish new DRC affiliates in central
and eastern North Dakota, initiated the
RAM meetings as a means to build support
for DRC's rural action campaign efforts at
the state and local levels.
February/March Meetings were held in
Jamestown, Oakes, Lakota, Carrington,
Harvey, Cooperstown, and Dickinson.

The success of the initial meetings
encouraged existing DRC affiliates to hold
their annual meetings in conjunction with
a second series of RAMs held at the 02

bi.n buateA , and a da~meA buaUAo. "- Hewr4k
apeakiung a~t a 4ecent "RAM" muating.

beginning of April. RAN Keetinss were also
held in Beach and Stanley.

Steering committees are currently
workitiA towards DRC affiliation in the
Harvey, Carrington and Stanley areas.

Rdtice fin rmlIR Notices
North Dakota Assistant Attorney

General Sarah Vogel, and state credit
counselors provided farmers with advice on
how to fill out the notorious, "Intent to
Take Adverse Action,"' FmHA foreclosure
forms. And while DRC of fered handbooks on
FmHA borrowers' rights (see adjoining
article, p. 6 ), Ralph Leet, FmHA State
Director for North Dakota, gave the
agency's perspective on the current credit
crunch.

At one meeting, Leet was asked about
a provision in the law that authorizes

Photo by Julie Ruplinger
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PUIHA to write down debts to thle 'M~r,4*t
value of a farmer's land as one'
alternative to foreclosure. Leot 4eied
that FmHA had any such authority, until
Assistant Attorney General VOSi hei4-up
the law and pointed out the provision*

The intent of the law va*.to IA vea
break to the farmer currently Oft the land,
rather than have FmHA foreclose and s*ll
the land at a loss to someone else..
Independent Rural Banks and
Businesses In Trouble

Duane Anderson, President of Liberty
National Bank & Trust in Dickinson and
panelist at the Dickinson RAN meeting,
gave a banker's perspective of the farm
crisis. He told how the farm crisis
affects not only farmers, but rural
businesses as well.

-John Guenther, DRC moderator for the
Dickinson meeting, added that the FDIC
tvcuented the failure of 120 banks in
1985. "That's the highest number of bank
?bilures since 1933," asserted Guenther,
~nd FDIC projects an even larger number

0t these banks to fail in 1986."

NC&. Control of FCS Urged
%r Luman H'lman, Executive Director of
"Grassroots", was a keynote speaker for
MRe annual meetings of DRC affiliates in

I ant, Billings and McKenzie counties.
fassroots is dedicated to maintaining

kecal stockholder control of the Farm
Credit System.

Holman asserted that the continued
Fentralization of the FCS has been a
primary cause of the cooperative's billion
dollar losses over the last several
years. "'When decisions are made by
bureaucrats who have no stake in the loan
being repaid," said Holman,, "and not by
local people who understand local
conditions, then you can never have
meaningful accountability from those who
are supposed to be your employees."

Several people attending RAM meetings
in Belfield, Beach and Watford City signed
up to work on committees to address
crucial issues relating to local control
of the FCS. For further information
contact the DRC office.

Rn"drewa gote's pinst Cost of ft
A maJor provision of the Save the

family Farm Act (see the March Dakota
Counsel, p.1, for details) would require
the Secretary of Agriculture to set the
CCC loan rate program commodities at 70Z
of parity, which is about or above the,
cost of production.

At every RAM meeting, people were
consistently outraged to discover that
North Dakota Senator Mark Andrews had
recently voted against the Whitten
Amendment, which also would have required
the Secretary of Agriculture to set the
loan rate above the cost of production.

"How any North Dakota political
leader could oppose agriculture beinR paid
the cost of production at the marketplace
is beyond my comprehension," said DRC
member Tom Asbridge in one of segeral
letters to the editor resulting from the
RAM Campaign. A*ft

After passing the House, the Whitten
Amendment was defeated by three votes in
the Senate Appropriations Committee on a
straight_party line vote. Senator Andrews
Joined two ottie Tarffitate Republicans in
supporting the Reagan Administration's
efforts to kill the measure.

"if two Senators had chosen to vote
pfor the amendment, we would now have $5 a
bushel for our wheat," complained DRC
member Don Peterson in another letter to
the editor. "We can no longer afford a
party line 'no' vote like Senator Andrews
gave...

Dairyj Producers Join ORC Effort
One result of the RAM meetings was

the much welcomed support of dairy
producers. In expressing interest in
DRC's work on the commodities section of
Save the Family Farm Act, some Dairy
producers learned of efforts by the
National Save the Family Farm Coalition
(NSFFC) to draft a dairy quota bill based
on supply management principles.

From this, the North Dakota Dairy
Producers' Association appointed a quota
committee to examine the provisions of a

"We~u t a~.gnou~e~q4~ ~: A~51J Continue on Page 7
"We h.ave t aXlln ouuntt it~jiE kC- .XOJ'. mmAadno n uitctie. " - Ila.4od
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The following is a O*erpt ,,
February, 1985 Center for Rural Rtfirs
Newsletter, which shows how, qr;1 flIaeC
protection strategy should work.
FWWnw s ~ i

Agricultural pragtialss poso, a special
problem f or the protection of, _W1-tort
because the pollutants are wifel~fase and
not confined to a particular sourvO. 'MY
policymakers believe that mode"
agjriculture is impossible, without tholuse
of chemicals. Ag chemicals havo #layod a
major role in shaping policies Whiqh
promote cheap food and heavy capitel
investment in agriculture. However, many
ag chemicals migrate into groundwater,
creating unforeseen problems.

The use of ag chemicals is tied to an
emphasis on increased short-term

4production gains. This orientation does

,not foster longrange sustainable
~agriculture. Chemical fertilizers are
~of ten a substitute for healthy topsoil*

which is depleted by intensive cropping
r-* practices. Pesticides circumnvent

biological pest control, while herbicides
Sreplace crop rotation systems. Chemicals
have also replaced human labor,
contributing to increased farm size and

Sconsolidation. The major groundwater
protection proposals match these trends by

1W increasing the regulation of ag chemicals.

C It is important to remember that not

Nall farmers are alike. Five percent of
farmers run "1superf arms" which account for

CC over 50% of agricultural production.
These farmers are politically powerful.
Superfarms rely heavily on ag chemicals,
and therefore regulations are likely to
accommodate the latest technologies used

by these farmers. Conservation tillage
may reduce soil and chemical runoff, but
on well drained soils the chances of
chemical percolation into groundwater is
increased.

one strategy proposed is the
establishment-.of "Best Management
Practices" (BMPs). Conservation tillage
would probably be a BMP, on sandy soils.

In addition, chemigation might be
considered BMP, giving an advantage to
those farmers who use it. Through
chemigation, chemicals are applied to the

soil by irrigation systems. Chemigation

is touted as more efficient irrigation.. C 3)

The primary danger of chemigation is
groundwater pollutions, due to Mechanical
malfunctions, causing backf low of
chemicals into the aquifer. No Operators
are present to monitor safety equipment
and correct problems as they arise.

Who will benefit# and who will gain,
by regulating agricultural chemicals?
Regulation alone is not a viable
groundwater protection strategy against
chemical pollution. What is needed is a
two-pronged approach: short and long-term
strategies. A short-term strategy would
recognize that the dependence.on ag
chemicals can't be turned around over
night. Below are some components of a
short-term groundwater strategy:

1. Prohibit dangerous activities such as
chemigation, rather than try to regulate.

2. Immediately begin public education
about the long-term hazards of agri-
cultural chemicals.

3. Tax agricultural chemicals and estab-

lish a fund to cleanup those inevitable

spills and accidents. Those benefitting

from the use of ag chemicals should be made

to pay their full cost.

A long-term strategy would recognize

that present agricultural policies promote

pollution of groundwater and policy reform

is necessary to build sustainable farming

systems. Policies that should be estab-

lished, along with specific implementation
steps, include:

1. Begin a concentrated research, infor-

mation dissemination, and implementation

effort into more resource sustainable

farming practices.

2. Eliminate tax incentives that encourage

speculative investment into land and water

resources. Implement tax incentives for
resour~ce conservation, though care must be
taken that benefits are targeted to moder-
ate family-size operators.

3. Develop programs that will encourage
and make it possible for young people to

enter farming as a full-time occupation.

Groundwater protection strategies
Continue on Page 6
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"Much of our farm will be i ai
we want to be able to turn over out
productive farmland to our children so
that they can turn it over to their
children also. My family is here today
because they are concerned about thesq
changes and what they could mean to their
livelihoods."

- Gwen Thompson testifying at the
Reclamation Rule Change Hearing.

On March 21, 1986 the North Dakota
Public Service Commission heard testimony
on the proposed mining and reclamation
rules. Industry defended the proposed
changes, claiming that they were needed
because the current rules were out of date
and unnecessarily expensive. John Dwyer,
head of the Lignite Couttcil, stated that
the primary 3oal of these rule changes was
P reduce industry's costs. However, the
ti4 ustry could not show that the new rules
were supported by long term, conclusive
Msearch or would save a significant
amount of money.

Dr. Doll, director of the Land
ftVc lamation Research Center and coauthor
ofthe publication that the rule changes

were based on, was on the stand for much
ethe day. Dr. Doll's testimony was full

of inconsistencies. Experiments that Doll
Wiled short term a year or two ago are
now suddenly long term. Large portions of
I1lletin 514, that these rules are based

3Qare now obsolete. The commission
asked Dr. Doll to submit a copy of
&u1letin 514 showing which portions were
no longer relevant. As of today (April
14) the PSC has not received this
document. During his testimony, Dr. Doll
also stated that for his recomnendations
to work, reclamation would have to be much
more closely monitored by the mine
operators and the PSC which would raise
costs regulatory costs.

The most widely debated rule change
was section 69-05.2-15-04 Subsection 4
weakening the soil respread regulations.
The changes would replace the current
requirement that all Suitable Plant Growth
Material (SPON, also known as top and
subsoil) with two to four feet, depending
on spoil characteristics. This table is
based on Bulletin 514 published by the
Land Reclamation Research Center. The

11 Rhal' Itns
Public Service Comnission staf f has,
charactorized this research as 'somewuhat
flawed". Some of the experiments outlined
in the Bulletin 514 include experiments
showed that 2 inches of topsoil is better
than bare spoil and that chemical
amendments are too expensive to make
chemical reclamation practical. These
experiments do not contribute any answers
to the question of total soil depth. The
experiments which do address total soil
depth have the following flaws.

The proposed rule would base soil
depth on spoil propertieg. Since the soil
is removed before the overburden, the
properties of the spoil will have to be
determined before the soil is remioved.
Research has shown that is extremely
difficult to predict the properties of the
spoil before mining begins. Although the
rules allow for testing of the graded
spoils, that would like locking the stable
after the horse has run off. DRC's expert
witness, William Dancer, a reclamation
scientist from Minnesota who has worked in
Illinois and North Dakota, testified that
research in North Dakota and Illinois
showed that several of Dr. Doll's key
assumptions about mine spoils were wrong.

Doll's recommendation assumes that
only two spoil properties determine how
land should be reclaimed. The spoil
properties that the PSC proposes to adopt
are related to the snoil's water holding
properties. There are a number of other
Important properties of the spoil which
could make it difficult to reclaim, but
under the PSC's regulations would go under
the lowest subsoil depth. Toxic minerals,
acidic spoils, and certain type of saline
spoils could be reclaimed with just 24
inches of soil.

Doll also assumes that even those few
properties can be accurately predicted
before mining. The nunber of samples
needed to accurately determine spoil
properties is subject to debate. Right
now only on drill hole is needed on every
40 acres on a mine. Research by Project
Reclamation which was associated with the
University of North Dakota has shown that
in North Dakota hard to reclaim spoils
have been found right beside "good"

spoils.Continue on Page 7



Fargo members SponBW't
DRC members f rom the Fargo, area. have

schedtiled a community action forum for.
Wednesday* April 23, 1986 At 7 P.14. (CST1)
in the Olivet Lutheran Church r*ows00hiP
Malls, Fargo. we want to bring opl*' arm
the university setting and the cm*AAWty
together to discuss the ef fect oif lqv farm
income on Fargo jobs, the envikonu'nt, and
the reliability of a food supp~ly." said
John Lamb, DRC Assistant secretary and one
of the conference organizers.

With assistance from the Lague of
Women Voters, and funding from the
Lutheran Church of America, Red River
Valley* the Fargo Diocese Catholic Rural
Life Commission and the American Lutheran
Ch'irch eastern district, the forum was
pulled together through the efforts of
John Lamb, Willie Hallford, Roger

~,Schwinghammer, Mary Jenkins, Kathy Kadrmas
and Greg Lewis. A social will follov the

K% event, to give people a chance to meet DRC
members anid learn more about the Council's

Swork.

N "We're including a showing of DRC's

%08th Annual Rural North Dakota Amateur
Photography Contest at this event, to

C celebrate North Dakota's farming heritage
and its abundant natural resources," said

''Lamb. The photos vill be on display at the
Fellowship Hall from 4 - 6 P.M. on Aril
23, and throughout the evening.

The Fargo group intends to follow up
W the forum by passing petitions urging our

Congressional delegation to support
passage of legislation to raise farm
income and preserve rural communities.
"We plan on expanding our base of support
to include a greater number of Fargo
people who have a vested interest in the
preservation of the family farm," said
Lamb.

Pago 5
R noew 1RC Rfiliats

As a result of Rural Action Meetings
held earlier this winter, a group of
farmers and rural business people from
Benson, Sheridan, Welles and Pierce
counties have formed a steering committee
to establish a four-counm Affiliate of
the Dakota Resource Council. Headed by
Blaine Mack, Harvey implement dealer, the
committee has met over the last month to
plan its organizing meeting, and to
participate in DRC's farm preservation
project.

April 17, 1986 is the date of Central
Dakota Resource Council's organizing
meeting, set for 8 P.M. (CST) in the Artos
Inn, Harvey. Featured speakers on the
program include Warren Stofferahn,
Cogsvell farmer, who will address the
"Save the Family Farm Act"; Tom Dixon,
Bismarck Attorney and Farm Law specialist,
speaking on borrowers rights; Pete and Bob
Barstad, First State Bank of Harvey; Jerry
Torstenson, DRC Chairman, addressing
affiliation with DRC, and Tom Erdman* Farm
Credit Services, Carrington, who will
discuss the recent debt restructuring plan
negotiated between the Governor and FCS.

"We'll be setting up phone trees and
planning candidate accountability sessions
over the coming months, focusing on the
need fogrpositive legislation to save our
farms ancfiru tommitties," _said Mack.

~"We've iebu-ldiig, support for the
K,4ternative farm bill and fair credit
leg-islation, but we need to put on more
pressure for change," he said. "This area
is very hard hit by the farm crisis. As
of Monday, April 7, we've heard estimates
that over 50% of Welles county farmers
haven't gotten operating money," Mack
continued. "This has got to be turned
around." .- hv em

"The Odds are Better Than in Las Vegas"
That's what more than one person said

recently after being approached to buy DRC
"Rural Crisis Raffle" tickets. Members
and staff have been selling tickets since
February; the goal was to have 200 sold by
April 4. Money raised through this raffle
will go toward our work on the rural
crisis. A Grand Prize of $200, 8 First

Prizes of $100, and 16 Second Prizes of
$50 will be awarded. The ticket price is
$20. Because only 200 tickets are being
sold, and all tickets drawn are returned
to the barrel, every ticket has a 1 in 8
chance to win! All winners will be listed
in the next issue of the Dakota Counsel.
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(Editor's note: the following is roortated
excerpts from the "North American Farmer,"
a publication of the North American farm
Alliance.)

Federal Judge Bruce Van Sickle of,
North Dakota issued two orders on March 3
in Coleman v. Block, the national class
action suit filed on behalf of farmers
against the Farmers Home Administration
(FmHA) - In these decisions farmers won
substantial new rights concerning requests
for releases of farm income to pay
necessary living and operating expenses.

Judge Van Sickle amended his February
17, 1984 Final Injunction by adding a
paragraph that orders FmaU to mend all
farmer borrowers a written notice when
VhHA refuses any request to release farm

1come to pay necessary living andperating expenses, whether or not the

0 irrower has a "current" Farm and Home
'ian approved by FaMA.

The written notice FmHA is required
N send must include reasons for refusing
tp release a description of what the
lorrower must show to be eligible for a
~an deferral, notice of the right to a

tearing within 20 days, and the name of
*e official to preside at the appeal
hearing.

The second order signed by the judge
Warch 3 involves the farmers' motion for a
&reliminary Injunction which challenged
the new FmHA regulations published
November 1, 1985. The Judge did not stop
FmHA from sending out the "Notice of
Intent to Take Adverse Action," the first
step FmHA must take before commencing
foreclosure or liquidation. However,
after the farmers filed their motion, FmHA
changed its policy on who would be sent
notices.

Now FmHA will send the notice only to
those borrowers who have made no payment
for the past 3 years on one or more of
their loans, or to borrowers in
non-monetary default.

For example, notices will be sent to
those FmHA believes have sold secured
property without obtaining FmHA's
permission or without properly reporting
to FmHA, (or those who FmHA believes hav4ijr(1

i colman V. Bliock
abandoned their farms or have stopped
farming.

Supplement to FinNA 6uide fluilele#
DRC recently received a strategy *emo

from Minnesota Legal Assistance explaining
farmers' new rights secured by Judge Van
Sickle's March 3rd court order in the
Coleman case. (See above article.) The
strategy memo is now available from DRC
for a copying cost of $2.00, plus $1.00
postage.

The memo includes form letters that
farmers should use when requesting
information, or appealing decisions of
FmHA. "Broad use of the strategy memo and
the... Form Letters will present a unified
response from farmers to FmHA," said

KNOW

Thenew "Farmers
Guide to FmHA"
will tell you how to
deal with the new
FmHA regulations
plus other Important
rights and skills.
Available at ORC offic4

$4. plus $1 postage.

$2. plus 51 postage
for DRC members.

$2. plus $1 postage
for Randbook
supplement.

YOUR RIGHTS

Gumi TO
FmHA

NbamnewLq

Attorney James Massey in his letter to DRC
and other farm advocacy groups around the
country. "The unified response," he
continued, "should help to force FmHA to
change its policies so that its farmer
borrowers will be treated consistently and
fairly."

This memo should be used as an update
to the Minnesota Legal Services handbook,
"Farmers' Guide to FmHA." which is also
available from DRC.

-Os"s 019M

Continued from Page 3
should serve the goals of resource conser-
vation and a committment to moderate-scale
sustainable farming., what we don't need
are policies that rationalize currently
harmful practices, under the guise of
)"regulation."



Contuin-iea Irm YW90
Miany others expressed dout 011

whether or not the research fin44ii01wre
sound enough to base a decision of thit
magnitude upon. Among those expr11100.
doubts were Governor Art Link,PS
Candidate Jim IKusler, State Senator ,,tk,,.
Maixner, USDA State Conservationist.'Au""t
Dornbusch, and the Public Servicit
Commission's own staff.

The Public Service Comm'issioa.ttff,
dissatisfied with the Public Servit'O"
Commission'sa proposal added two mio
changes. One vas to add a simple toot
that would shore up the inadequate testing
the new rules would require. The othe ir
change would have made the proposed'soil
respread depths minimum requirements
rather than average requirements. Under
the proposed rule the companies were
allowed a six inch variance in the amount

Sof soil they had to replace. That means
that some areas could have as little as 18

Cinches of soil replaced. The coal
companies reacted vehemently to these PSC

~Staff suggestions, stating that the
current rules were would be preferable to
the PSC Staff's recommendations. "eoe It

Nl is very difficult for members of the
Li~ynite Council to believe that the PSC

Swould even consider a proposal that has a
possibility of increasing our regulatory
costs." said John Dwyer.

Stan Pollestad, DRC Vice Chair,
C- testified about the economic benefits the

rule changes to electricity consumers.
4C Using information from mine permits DRC

orcalculated that the maximum saving for
~'electrical consumers would be 73 cents a
month on a $70 electricity bill. During
the course of the hearing a representative
from Knife River Coal Company said that
the actual savings 'would be about $500 per
acre. Using this figure it was calculated
that the true savings to the consumer,
makine the generous assumption that the
entire savings would be passed on, would
be a whopping four cents a month.

Industry stated that 1500 acres a
year enter reclamation in North Dakota,
and estimated the total saving for all
mines in the state would be about
$750,000. The Industry would not document
where these savings would come from, and
how much of the savings would come from
cutting reclamation jobs in the mines.
Any cuts in reclamation staff would add to

Page 7

the economic hard ships faced in the coal
fields. Sparky Vitmaierg of Knife River
Coal, testified that savings at the South
Beulah Mline could come from a reduction in
overtime hours. Industry. spokespeople
could not show any contracts that had been
lost that would not have been lost if rule
changes would have been in place.

"Lignite is just not the best fuel
for most applications." said Pollestad,
"There is only so much the state can do to
make lignite more attractive. Reducing
our reclamation standards will not make a
silk purse out of a sow's ear."

Coal Committee Chairman Gene Wirtz
testified on the validity of the research
findings as well as other rule change.
These changes included weakening of
erosion control, waiver of reclamation for
small disturbances, and disposal of toxic
and combustible mine wastes. Wirtz also
commented on the Lignite Council's
insistance that costs must be reduced.
"We are told by the Lignite Industry that
less expensive reclamation will save us
money," Wirtz said, "but we would like to
remind the Commission, you get what you
pay for."

"One final observation. It is
disquieting to hear public commuent that it
cost more to reclaim land than the land is
worth. We are telling future generations
that after we have removed and used the
mineral resource, we could not restore it
for their use because it was too
expensive.

This is the decision the Commission
will make."

-Governor Art Link, from written
testimony.

The Public Service Commission will be
making their decision next month.

* * ** ** -jsrryKrum

Continued from Page 2

Representative Kastenmeier, D-Wisconsin.
Two dairymen represented the North Dakota
quota committee at a "Dairy Summit,"
sponsored by the NSFFC in Wisconsin to
provide grassroots input to the
Kastenmeier bill. The revised language of
this dairy :)ll will also be included as
part of the Save the Family farm Act.



ThersnY Central Dakota Resource
Apil ,17 Council's Organizing fttiiq.

8 pa Cl.0 Artos Inn . BWP~Y

AprilI,
17 is1

April
20 -22

Msonday
April 21

Wednesday

.K April 2 3

Wednesday
April 23

Monday
*rApril 28

Saturday
qW May 3

May
5 - 6

June
12 - 14

HIolding on to Li fe', aural
Economiic Distress YACture &
Workshop,. sponsored. by sU
Campus Ministry, at '00 4-8
Auditorium, IWDSU

"Faith & Resistance Retreat'
Mount St. Benedict in Crook-
ston* MN

Grant County Resource Couni
meeting, 8 ya at the Camun-
ity Hall in Carson

"The Farm Crisis" Comunity
Forum,, 7 ym CT at the Olivet
Lutheran Church in Fargo.

DRC' s Rural North Dakota
Aateur Photo Shov, 4 - 6 pm
CT, Olivet Lutheran Church
in Fargo

DRC Board of Director's meet-
ing. 7 ym in Bismarck

DRC's Rural North Dakota
Amateur Photo Show,, 5 - 9 pm
Interstate Inn, Dickinson

WORC Staff training

WORC Staff R~etreat & Board of
Director's Meeting in Mont-
rose, CO

MCI's foi*% event of the season has
finally arr iVedl The "Rural North Dakota"
Amlatieut Photoa'phy Costest will be Judped
on April i17 by '11 KJo.J ormerly
writer/photo1srapher for tha Beulah Beacon,

and Mik L~a~e StetCamera Club and

profoeor Of, pboto!ar*hy. Bismarck Junior
Colle0'.

AccordingS to@.U Baa N rsono Photo
Contest Chairperson.0 "this year's entries
are lovely, us ual. It's so nice to see
such acollection .of talent. This contest
is really an expression of our North
Dakota heritag~e, natural resources and
beauty."

Photographers and other interested
people will have two chances to view this

fine display in 1986. The first photo
shoving vill be. onWe~dnesday, April 23, at
the Olivet Lutheran Church, Farp~o. Viewinpg
will be from 4:00 - 6:00 p.m.(CST) and
7:30 to 10:00 p.m.

The traditional Dickinson photo
shoving will be held in cornjunction with a
vine and cheese taster on Saturday, May 3,

at the Interstate Inn fron 5:00 - 9:00
p.m. (MIST). Wines from Assumption Abbey
and North Dakota Cheeses will be
featured. The tickets are really a Rood

buy - $4 to view the photos and sample
wine and cheese, and only $2 if you wish
not to samaple the cheese and wines.

4% 
i 

-Wp o n

I'D LIKE TO SUPPORT DRC. ENCLOSED PLEASE FIND: $200 - "200 CLUB" Member
$100 - Patron Member

Mail to: Dakota Resource Council $35 - Ccuple Member

29 7th Avenue West $20 - S..ngle Member

Dickinson, ND 58601 $10 - Student, Low Income
(701) 227-1851

NAME

ADDRESS
If you aren' t able to pay a memership In onepayment, installments are welcome.

DAKOTA RESOURCE COUNCIL
29 7th AVENUE WEST
DICKINSON, ND 58601
(701) 227-1851

Third Class Mail
U.S. Postage Paid
Dickinson, ND 58601
Permit #43

PHONE
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SAWTIE FMIL .M AMT MONS~ TiM VAN LZ1ZDOLTON ACT'

April* ING.

Grasreto groups from around the country whe hove jolisud go as~ies"1 8ral crisis Action Coalition ore met
satisfied. to let the 5I6 Pare "l1 ruo Its course, inmi ap ef u,04WS gil lto Ve 0

support during thme d"at" s the 1 Farm Sill but Muild 96 04S. 'Isho" S~~ Io.ag with 176 other -

grops. aon mew rodroftiV4 this legislation. called the saw 41"faj 0 ly Om Is* oir gfsa fair Price for farmers,
a" .0 fture for rural America.

THE FARM POLICY KrEFU AnT

This bill was drafted after two pears of public besrimp moermetd br Toms Ag Cuomissiemer Jim Hightower and
Nhmoneseta Ag C ssoser Jim Nichols - huariegs %old at I"gmsus.iuium hundreds of farmers, Itd rural people
woftemented to see that farmer be paid o fair price Is the Varliet plac for their produts. The bill Is based on the
assmtion that farmers do met waft to receive govermt subsidies for Voir coeites In ore to cover productionj costs but rather, that the grate mothaints pay for the, it

Tie farm policy leform Act, which would coim sroiuctlam yers from IM6 1909, provides for three basic
principles

1. A referendum with at least S of the producers f'rom ath coindit 4a9 this time, arm, soybeans, wheat, grain
sorflus. barley, oatse. oaa NWCott".) vettiag io faver of isslo"Iago c I6 indies to the act before It becomes
eati40al. If eOe 50 of the producer voted In favor at this program, 61l paticioaties Of ell producer would

required. A referendum would be held every four years, giving faumers tie 004 9 f tee essuriago that they ould
havesa voice is setting cmdity Prices.. --

2. Cinmdity Credit Corperatien lom rates on Vraie would be raised t 94 6 fParity, which is slightly above the
average cost of production. .This would lncroase by IM O a of parity agoth U 1W W ih 996, at wich poist the loan
rate would reoch 901 of parity. If cost of productiom woud Increase or derease.n the CMC lewo rate would reflect these
flucustions to production costs. A recent study by thk Imikota Stfte University laoits found that the average cost
of production in North Dakota is $4.31 costs a bushel for wheat.

3. Supply menagement - Production quotas for ach farm would be establi36d with larger operators takin
poressiely larger cots Is production then family-sized operators. Grate merheting certificates would be Issued to
producers based on tme quota established for their op era ms, aodltVen certificates would be required for any sale of
covdities covered by the program.

The bill requires that a quota be set for each farm with the past acreage history used as a base in calculating hoft
many marketing certificates would be Issued for how many bushels of gWain. The quota would be In the form of bushels.
pounds. tons or whatever unit of meesuroment applies to ladividual cdities. The Secretary of Agriculture would set

*the quota each year, based an Ins-tic, export, feed and hunger program seeds. Farmers would be able 'to sell their
product only with the use of marketing certificates, issued after the quota for each farm sore established.

The first years of the program would necessitate greater production controls Or cutbacks to bring supply back in
l ine with demand, because of our surplus situation today. As the Save the family Farm Act is currently drafted, acreage

* set &sides would start at SS of a producer's eligible crop acreage for smell producers, and go no further than a 351 cut
* for producers of 100.000 bushels or mere of wheat; 150.000 bushels of barley; 130.000 bushels of corn; 5S.555 bushels of
jsoybeans.

The dairy producers o have joined the Save the family Farm Coalition have worked on a bill draft for dairy
comdities which is based on these three principles. Organized dairy producers in N1oth Dakota have joined ORC in the
national Campaign and have formed a OQuota ComitteeO whose Job It is to participate its bill drafting, lobbying and
public education. At t~is time, dairy languiage Is slated for inclusion is the Save te family Farm Act,, and is the
basis for MR ales. a bill Sponsored by Rep. Kastenmeier of Wisconsin.

DEFICIENCY PAYMNTS.- SO IOU THINK YOUE G0116 TO GET 54.36 FOR TOM WEAT

Many farmers have become dopendent open deficiency pamnts as a SuPPlmntMUl source Of income U Off set low
comoity prices. CefIcioecy Paymnts have been imstituted oer the last several years to co Bpensate a farvwr. in the
form of cash (and sometimes cmdites) for the lou morbet price which heer meor the, CCC loan rate. The loan rate
sets a price floor on comodities that are Included in too farm program. Stae the less rate is set by Congress, it hia
not approximeted anything close to actual Cost -Of prOdUCtiem figures.

Target prices are set aoe the lean rate, and are supposed to apprentmete an amount that a Producer should be pai
to cover cost of production. Thte differece between the loam rate and the target price is culled the deficiency
payment. This Is the amount that taxpayers subsidize farmers so that grain copanies can continue to pay less than thme
Cost Of Production in the market place. Lifte loan rates, target Prices are set bY Congress, and do not reflect the
realities of current form production costs, us this year's farm Progra boors out.
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The INS6 target price for 0het will aet Vteld Msk a Oushal as MM farmers art ein e obleeb
erupemst 6Of t F&Vrm LiuIdAtiu At. The 10" nW 0 001ee0 Is MS &V Congres this year (At U2.40 a bushel. With a,
everag redcties sf 6.06 a bu0hel in witorm MMr 916ota due 1Ae freight differential, the loan rate wil actulyb
Stila bushel. Gk'amas cuts will apply to the lose rate and targe Prices for this year's fare program, actordin.
to a local AICS efflee. Applying this 4.X reda too ft the loss ralt wI arive at a loe rate of 52.22 a bushel for
wheat. we can expect that the market price will hever around this low price for this year's harvest.

The Secretary of Agriculture has onmweed that deficiency, paymeet are set at 0$10 a bushel. The maximm price
that cao be paid out for deficiency payments ~ie this Surs program is $1.0 a bushel (tme difference between the
low rate of$Z.40asedthe target priceOf $4.3a bushel). f tM $1.90a kusel Is deficiescy pyments, 4 ore than
406 cap be paid Out In adveace and M5 of thiS Is suppoed to be paid fs Pig (payment Is kind) bushels. with GrIam
Rudou cuts on the coa portion of the deffilamey roymet, the total dfficenci papaent, Includingi PM wIl amount to

Ta41169 the Post-GramAmmt cut los este, of SIMt a bushel for wheat. and adding the'ps~amR~ cut
deficiency payment of 51.92 a bhel gives us $4.14 a bushel fsr wheet - the most that any farmer cao expet to receive
for their Production, even with the *h&lP of deficiency payments. lefay's target prices are net eve Close to the ces
ef Production, estimated by MDSU at $4.01 a bushel. The ell eacepties to theseg figures wold be premim paid for big
pretein wheat.

The Secretary of Agriculture has discretionary powat to make further cuts to the loam rate and target prices In th
nest pars of the current fare prom. Secretary Sleek eaorcisod this discretion to his last days with the Department
ef Agriculture. We cas only speculate on what or. ILVIg will do. Farmers who think that this progras is going to bail
them ot Of low market Prices ShOuld look at wht today's fats program has in store COMM harvest this Year, and, if the
are still in business, cmo harvest 1987, IM ad Iin.

THE EXPORT MRKET NVTN - PAYING MME TO UEP Us MMW

Mithot exception, PC members; whe have, discussed the farm Policy ftlarm Act ask NMIt will happen to our
eAPWors Todays farm program is based en a policy of lowered less rats, therefore,' leve market prices, so that the
United States can covpets in the world market, sell men grain and make up the differenc Is lost revenu to farmers

thuhdeficiency Payments. This assumtIlem Is misguided. Unfortunately, it Is the assumption that many Congressiona,
leaders are using to justify their votes on the disastrous INS form bill.

A report by the Food and Agricultural Policy ftsesrcb Institute (FAPRI), a joint research progam of the Universit
of issoui adlos State Univerityo released on February 13, projects that we will be Increasing our wheat export
uolume marginally ever the next three pars, though the VALUE of that export Is substantially less than what is
projected to be paid out for all wheat deficiency pamnts. FAPRI reports are Often ccmaissioned by Congress to analyr
the effect of farm policy on farm income and taxpayer costs. The table below shows what Aerican taxpayers are giving

* away to support the export market myth. These statistics, obtained from the FAORT report, are for wheat and corn, and
are based am pr-rs-Rumn cut figures which are projected before formar Secretary Clock used his full discretionar
power in slashing loan rates.

CURRENT FARM PROGRAR PROJECTIONS
c CROP YEARS 1066 1967 1966 198M 198 1968

Wheat price per bushel 52.47 52.39 $2.27 Corn $1.99 51.94 51.96

Export volume - wheat 1.061 1.16S 1.26 Corn 1.732 1.794 1.669
(billions of bushels)

Export Value, (billion$5) 52.621 52.781 $2.87 Corn 53.44 $3.46 53.66
(price a export volume)

Direct Governent Costs 53.93 $4.55 $4.6? Corn $5.93? MRS3? 56.307
for wheat (deficiency
paymnts in billion 5

we are projected to spend far more in deficiency payments to farmers in the next three years than ma expect to earn in
the export market. The taxpayers end up footing the bill for the export market myth so that the grain nerchiants can Dayfresaaognztoscnedta h ulcI en ildit eivn htw r oigorep

mresand that this is a large cause of the farm problm. fany point to the loss of the U.S. share of the world
exprt arkt.USDA fiue hwthat this Is unfounided, suggesting that the use of U.S. wheat end coarse grains in t
ls25years atalEXEDDU.S. production. North Dakota Wheet Commission figures from January 13. 1986 show tfha

U..wheat exports for all wheats have increased 1235 frem 1959 - 3964.

History snows whanomttrot price VlW U.S. has sold grain on the export market, other countries undercut us
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by about a nickel. a bushel. . This policy of low comdity prices alop kee peasant farmers poor int Third world
coutrift ahicht most cmete to soil frsi. i*order to pay off billions of dollars In foreign debt, often owed to U.S.
banks. At a recent food apj peae. conference Involving U.S. and Canadian farmors and orlofnilers, Canadians made it
abundetly clear that they $offer dramatically from low Prices every time that 11.5. grain Prices Arts pushed lower in tt
world market.

The export market "t also fails to address the severe environmental consequences to U.S. farming resources that
result when ftoners are fer1 to prouc fare Volvon to make up for lower price. we are shipping Out topsoil With
every bushel of wheat that's sold at less then tase cost of production. Recently Snato. Oork Andrews has said that wit
the high loe rates proposed in the Save tme family fare Act. we would net be able to Compete in the world Jarket,, and
that we would have to take hap cutbacks In production, up to two thirds. me is clearly misinformed o the sig@ of
cutbackts proposed, which ane actually less to family farmers then the curnet program0. MR Is totally neglecting the
very low VAL of these lou-priced export commodities, which simply Is met offset by the miniscule increase in volume
that we pre projected to sell I* the world market. -*.

The Save te Family ram Act also requires that the Secretary of Agriculture establish policies to maintain the
United State's share of the world export market by issuing bongs export bushels, payment-in-kind, credit, Cash, etc.
Though rojectionts indicate tht export markets aret not threatened by fair grain prices, this Provision Is included to
ensure that eargelp and other foreign policy decisions do rot threaten exports.

TODAY'S FAM PRNMGR - A BISGET BUSTER. A 515N BUSTER AND A FARMIER BUSTER

According to FAPRI Is analysis of the 1905 farm bill, net form 1incow for Mll commodities under today's farm progr.
Is projected to drop from 5U6.9 billion lot3965 to S21.8 billion In IM,5 despite the huge subsidies paid to farmers te
alleviate the burden of low commodity prices. The North Dakota Wheat Producers, Inc. recently published a poll of sta-
wheat farmers showing that 05 of these surveyed didn't. expect to be In business In the next five years because of low
commodity prices. Countless ote findings, including a recent Office of Technology Assessment study show that todayo
farm program will result In Increased farm failures, higher government spending OR deficiency payments and on programs

tailored to ease the farmer off the land int a 0smooth transitions, and countless rural business failures.

Some 011C menkers have taken figres from tame current farm progra and Applied these to their operations, then
I") compared the outcome to their Income If they wer to receive 709 of parity for their wheat. The description below is

actual western Worth Dakota farm operation.

1906 FAR PROGRAM (APPLIED TO WESTERN NORTN DAKOTA WHEAT OPERATIONS)
0SOO acre wheat base with 2Sset aside 375

25 bushel yield a 375 acres 9.37S
Loan rate at S2.22 a bushel 520.812
Deficiency payment of 51.92 a bushel 516,000

Total Incom 38.812

C Production Costs - Sm ID Coop Extension NDSU
595.94/acre x 375 acres 535,977

Net Income 52.835

SAME FARM OPERATION - FARM POLICY REFORM ACT
SOO0 acre wheat base with 251 set aside 375
25 bushel yield a 375 acres 9.375

%C Loan rate at SS a bushel 701 of parity $46,875
Cost of production at S95 .94/acre 535,977

4tNet Income 110.897

The current farm program requires the government to spend over $18.000 in deficiency payments because this farmer is
unable to get a fair price for his wheat in the market place. The Farm Policy Reform Act not only results in higher nf
income, but it results in huge savings to the U.S. taxpayer. The grain merchant pays for the product at its cost of
production rather the farmer receiving subsidies fror the federal government.

The Cooperative Extension Service Cost of Production figures assume a 113 2/3 fallow operation. Factored into th4
255 cut scenario above under the current farm program and the farm Policy Reform Act are the costs of managing the set
aside lan.

Ore DPC member cofmented 'It is costing more tc, keep us poor!!*

EFFECTS Oh CONSLUMERS AND RUIRAL CawtAJITIES

A cown tactic, divide and conqur has been used for years to pit one powerless group against another powerless
group so that the powerful can reign. Such is the case with the consumer and the farmer, ano the farmer and labor.
Uneoployed farmers mving off of the land are now coweting in an already-tight employment market with laborers. many

whmhave bee" laid off because of the poor farm economy. The Steiger plant in Fargo provides just such an example.

'3-



Tamser omld %a e ssible 415 tacrewI* fogS imsts firat year of th emo Pei Icy Weers Act and

Would be offset *p US reoties IA peattS tW fa#Mw 11110 a0e Aft b104#4 4d b01 the fedea gvretot Itn
to our Netteet's burg"ees deficit %UaIis belng 0c'4 l olstleg vit Social progams

;'y the effect of fair grein Prices en te livestock industY hgg beep a Point of controversy aXOng USC mmbers and
others ve rnoer losve esproed concern thst bilk grae prices wi1l adversely affect cattle Producers. elf Cest

palepoies nd vlunarycamaltyproramare beneficI Wa the livestock industry thef cettlemen should be enJolit
a 6b"es. Saide a toes Sopertsea of, Ariculture oerseectivesoa Agriculture piece.

6It a Cstgricst ft that MINh grals pices see high Cattle OMM9es Said a S rantcher. 'M reason for this
*Is that VS prime of ~asl Is elablibted by t vice of vogulable Vr Orel* peost. ARIsyis grain proee is chee

SIt pats t"e cattle preaocr, is s vnfaverable position.* 9Sre of t" save *e rally rame Act le boom working
wowh livesteck peodocers ever 0i lest sevrsI "mto aeenm" that 10"Ip'siuud ivteck "oefstiens aren't, hamd as
a resut of legistetlen ei r ole e. prices to fth cost of preduction.

liest learltaft ts bth Wohtane is the effect thst the Vte PolIcy %tfeo Act amuld have, as rural Income.. if
farmers received S fair price for theIr wheat, Vtei set loose increase weuld Is turn benef it MeInstret businesses,
lending instituotion and would provido greater assurances of loale, not corporate, contrel of farming resources. ?he
Teoas Agriculture ft. is argues that If farm preducer had been Paid a fair "ag each par Since 1973. we could bet
reduced th budget deficit to aere because the editlemel earned Income fees rural Amrica mould have generated
Sufficient tangs to plea us In a balance budget position.

It is leporIMtatoh keep is wind thst the fame crisis Is not the result Vf Inexplicable forces. It is the result c
feicies, mdo'by people -policies which do not provide b"sic economic security to rural Americans. Neo's an example C
lhow the Poi cies are adi.

IN MIE WHITTEN MEuT

- ~In December of IM,5 as the Fare bill debate grew m bleak for fadly farers, Josie, Whitten, a Congressmen trw
HISSISSIPPIwh e a baes io office Since the first dips of the fees Program in t 0406s, attached a resolution en to

fV) the aPprOPriatiens bill authoarln expenditures he keep the govermeent going. Iii did so I0 an effort to restore equit
to the farm progra.

ITheWhitten Amnmnt called for raising the lean rate eat such levels as will reflect a fair return to the farm

oProducer ahove the csofpdetnadtoprovide for payment by the -purchaser, rather than by approprition.0
Wh~t4"* twoPopreslutin iconwtedtheprinciplies of VSe fare Policy Reform Act, which would have guaranteed

that fa"res be laid for their comodities by VS* 'purchaser' rather then by the goveesmmt.

The Whitten amendent also would have reqired VSe Secretary of Agriculture to determine on a case-by-case basis
utich borrowers ar e t now able to make principal and interest payments o federal loans due to losses incurred becaus
of grain emalge and ether foreign policy. Once this determination is mdi, a 12 month foreclosure moratorium would

o have been instituted en all fare loans owed to VSe Federal Government.

Th Witten Amndmnt passed committee and passed the House. Wihen it reached the Senate Appropriations Committee,
It as iled y anarow3 vtomergis. Senator Mark Andrews voted against the Mitten hNMnn bX 5rqU. In doing

S*Senator Andrews M9 Is. tomm at Immo InaL n=a AN ee ektpip for our farm ComdIlier. mel 1 bel ow the
C cost of production. And he voted for deficiency payments that will cost farmers and taxpayers billions.

'.0 Senator Andrew's explanation for his vote is that he thought an amen~mt dealing with Cost of Productior for
farming didn't belong on an appropriations bill, evcn though the government has to appropriate billions in deficiency
paymnts because farmers aren't getting Cost Of Production. He also noted that he has a sound record on votes ensurir;
that farmers are paid cost of production, though VSe Farm $ill, which he supported, results in a great reduction in far-
income.

Since he has been confronted on his anti-farmer vote, Senator Andrews has made public statemsents and sent letters
to the editor which distort the Intent of the Whitten amendment, and the extent of the farm problem. His most recent
radio statements Incorrectly note that the Fare Policy Reform Act uould result in farmers taking upwards of a SOS cut
Production, and that VSe National Farmers Union and National -Farmers Organization supported lowering the loan rate and
market price of Comodities during the 198S farm $ill Debate.

II'S TINE TO CHANGE THESE POLICIES AND T0 SUING A FAIR PRICE SACK TO AGRICULIURE

Tou have an opportueity'to do something about the current fare program. You can. join with the Dakota Resource
Gouncil In urging a reopening of the farm bill debate. lou can join in a direct action caMP819n coordinated by OR: anc

00t1Per 9OW supporting the goels.ef the Save the Family Fare Coalition.

You' canalso ~ricipo~i n sllecj candijfl., and in holding our elected aff tiiIs a~u ble to thirrua

Cqg%'Q*%cy. You can 1 56re friends and neighbors of the difference between the Farm Policy Reform Act and the currer
TOre program. And yow can talk to many different groups which have a vested Interest in the preservation of family far
agriculture.

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Join VSe Dakota Resource Council. Membership dues are $35 family; $20
single; $10 student/low income; M5 contributing; $100 patron; $200 '200
aim'6.

N.E ADDRESS_______________

PHONE An"Tm MHOSES__________
poil to tee Dakota Resource Council 29 7th Av enus~t Dickinson. HO 58601
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TO: The Dakota Resource Council

AS used herein the terms listed below are defined as

follows:

a. OCouncil" shall mean the Dakota Resource Council.

b. "Identify" vith respect to a person shall mean the

name, address, and occupation of such person. OIdentifym with

respect to any other entity shall mean the name and address of

N such entity.

l>C. The term 'documents" or "records" shall mean, unless

otherwise indicated, writings of any kind, including, but not

limited to, correspondence, memoranda, reports, transcripts,

minutes, pamphlets, leaflets, notes, letters, lists, telexes,

telegrams, messages (including reports, notes, memoranda, and any

other documentation of telephone conversations and conferences),

calendar and diary entries, contracts, data, agendas, printouts,

account statements, ledgers, billing forms, receipts, checks and

or other negotiable paper, and compilations in the possession or

control of the Council.

d. The terms "and" and nor" shall be construed

disjunctively or conjunctively as necessary to bring within the

scope of this request any documents which may be otherwise

construed to be out of its scope.

e. "Candidates Accountability Publication" shall mean any

documents or materials assembled or recorded from the "candidates

/4~~,, 77A//:?t& J ')
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ACsOoftability sessions* noted in the Dakota Resoujrce Council's

to the complaint In MUR 2182 at pages 4-50

Ploes, respond to the following questions:

3,. For each candidates accountability session conducted,

from 197S to the present, state:

a) The, date of the session.

b) whether attendance was limited to members and

employees of the Dakota Resource Council and their

families. If the answer is no, state to vhom the

meeting was open.

c) The identity of each candidate, including the

office sought, or party representative who

appeared at the session.

d) How it was determined which candidates and party

0 representatives would appear.

e) Whether all candidates and party representatives

C who requested to appear vere permitted to do so,

and if not, identify which candidates and parties

Cr were denied such request, and when they were

denied.

f) Whether contributions were solicited at the

session. If so, identify who made the

solicitation and the manner in which it was made.

2. In the Council's response to the complaint filed in MMR

2182, the Council stated the candidates accountability sessions

are recorded and may be used to hold a candidate accountable for

his or her earlier campaign promises at a later date. For each

3c.-)
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CanidaesAccountability Publication assembled from information

gathered at these sessions p

a State the form of the Candidates Accountability

Publication (e.g. video, mailer, newsletter, flyer

etc.).

b State the number of copies made of the Candidates

Accountabil1i ty Publication.

c. Identify the persons vho received or had access to the

Candidate Accountability Publications, and include

whether such persons are members or employees of Dakota

Resource Council and/or families of members or

employees.

0d. The manner in vhich the Candidates Accountability

Publication was distributed.

e. Identify the candidate(s) whose record(s) vere included

in the Candidate Accountability Publication.

C

%r The Comission further requests you to provide copies of all

cc Candidates Accountability Publications.

ky3 )



FEDMRALIE -I*TOR~ COMMISSION
WASOOGOK 2046

Wiliam, C Od'~
tevi, WkerV *se ta Green, P.C.

RE:MUR21*2
Dakota Resource Council

bear Ur.' 4ldkers

fte ~rea ." tjou..Vowission notified your client on June
27, .106 t~c l a.1leging violations of certain sections
of tho Feftwa1 EcinCampaign Act of 1971,p as amended ('the
Act )e opy of te copaint was forwarded to your client at

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the
complaint, and information supplied by your client,, the
Commission, on p 1986, determined that there

O is reason to believe that your client has violated 2 U.s.c.
S 441b(a)t a provision of the Act. Specifically, it appears that
your client made expenditures for "candidates accountability

c sessions* which may have been open to non-members. Additionally,
the record created from these sessions may have been used in
connection with a federal election.

cc Your client's resoonse to the Commission's initial
notification of thIs complaint did not provide complete
information regarding the matters in question. Please submit
responses to the enclosed questions and the documents requested
within fifteen days of receipt of this letter. Statements should
be submitted under oath.

If you are interested in oursuing pre-probable cause
ccnciliation, you should so request in writing. See 11 C.F.R.
S 111.18(d). Upon receipt of the request, the Of1Tce of General
Counsel will make recommendations to the Commission either
proposing an agreement In settlement of the matter or
recommending declining that pre-probable cause conciliation be
pursued. The Office of General Counsel may recommend that pre-
probable cause conciliation not be entered into at this time so
that it may complete its investigation of the matter. Further,



requesw~ts. fot, pr WvtO~l* cogs* 0cotliation will not be
enterttinod ati brltf on p-robable cauase have, been maled to
the reiodet

I euests lor Oxteu'stna of tino will not bevou.01t$r27
grantted. heusts must be- a4$e -writinga let fji* days
PC tot to the,~~ ae0 the , r*4Pns* and sol ftia 9000 "use
must be demwstrtO. .: adlttow~ii teffleoQn4Counsel
Is not buthori*4m to give, **tenslona beyond 20 da vE

This matter will remain confidential In accordance with
2 U.S.C., SI 437qI(a)(4)(3),and 437q(a)(l2) (A) unless you notify
the Commission in writing that you 'wish the matter to be made
public.

If you have any questions,, please contact Patty Reillyo
attorney assigned to this matter, at 376-8200.

Sincerely#

0 Joan D. Aiken$

Enclosures Cara

Procedures
Questions and Request

0O
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Wi~Jn 27.ta- 20443

Dari Mr .Steee,3qu*e8

CC1WO 1deDW orot~ th woncl) oa oiIn, t
ashngeogaA a.. - tfheC. 204Aknsn'63mlan

theompist letteuratconstitutes tht resohe Daoa thesDaotacCeouceha C oclae 2s orC th 4C41n() to enan cpinatisMan

ctportes fundsatmn to influence a federal election, criny

particular the reelection bid of Senator mark Andrews.

While the Council has and will continue to dis-seminate information (via newsletters, counsel meetings, factsheets, ae.) to its members on issues pertaining to the currentfarm crisis and the various positions of elected officials onfarm legislation, the Council has not participated in theelectoral process and espouses no position regarding voting
choices.

Thetefore, as w demonstrate herein, the complaint ismeritless as it Is replete with baseless allegations, mis-interprtations and f lawed legal conclusions. The Complainantfails .to provide the FUC with *ee a scintilla of evidence thatthe Council is using &~&oa~ funds to influence a federalelection under the purview of the Federal Blection Campaign Actof 1971, as amended, 2 U.S.C. S 431 at m,. (the mAct). Sig-nif icantly there is no evidence of any wrongdloing to provide.
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Charles. N. $to e e Equire
June 27s, lS"
22a2e Two

by te ~ m. Inm~set~~ .* t tot~bS@smission
py 'hs te mpkt* 't'b of the

council, thismeritleeslo Abeie i ~~a snst by
side uLs tboter MC. t titicizingthe fieatxos' MftFU*farm legisekt uIot sM~d be dis-

!be~bea RsouceCouncil, established In 1978, isa non-pro it beship organisatkon emmpt frcm federal in-cam tauti.# Umdw 26 us.C. #s O1~c)(4).O The Coucil's fiveMajor fat4 inld:()oansiog(4: reeeetch (3)counica ~ (A)' L 4 education I Ij 5 doac.truhu
Its history. 'the grassroots ory atn has uedIts rural
members to prtticipate in th political prcesand to make

o their voice&', beard -on importanit issues faciiig family farm
agriculture and farming resources in North Dakota.,

%r The Council's membership is comprised, inter aliat of(1) farmers. dedicated vocationally to food producion; (2)
0 farmrst business and community people who believe the long-range economice wellbeing and stability of North Dakota rests onits agricultural prosperity; (3) people who value the quality

of life in rural North Dakota; and (4) people whose livelihood
C or lifestyles, are threatened by the arbitrary acts of cor-

porations and/or government entities. Accordingly, the Coun-
cil works actively with its members, legislative bodies and
government agencies via newsletters, fact sheets and continual
contact with state and national organizations to ensure that
North Dakota's agricultural and rural interests are protected.
(For a more in-depth discussion of DRC's activities, see
documents attached as Exhibits A and B).

The DRC has not, and will not, endorse, support oroppose candidates or elected officials for party or political
of fice. Rather, by virtue of its grassroots nature, the Council
seeks to elicit participation of its members in the political
process, and in so doing, to inform them of various public
officials' positions on the issues. Thus, DRC espouses no
position regarding the election or defeat of candidates or
elected officials.



Charles N. Steele, Esquire
June 27, 196
Page Three

By exposing those individuals who renege on theircampaign promises and by encouraging officeholders to suppotpro-farm legislation, DRC is engaging in a clearly permisibleactivity of a S 501(c)(4) organization. Sound farm legisla-tion, ensuring that farmers be paid a fair price for theircommodity in the marketplace with responsible supply manage-ment, is not a partisan issue, but rather a very grave issue ofimportance to all North Dakotans. See Federal Election ccm-mission v. Massachusetts Citizens forF- Lie Inc.,# 769 7.2d-13(1st Cir. 1985) (prohibition of expenditures forF special new-letters would unduly infringe on corporation's First Amendmentrights); Federal Election Commission v. National ConservativePolitical Action Committeer U.S.- 105 5. Ct. 1459r 1468o (1985)(corporation's expendl'tures to propagate its views onissues of general public interest are of a different con-stitutional stature than corporate contributions to candi-dates). in fact, this issue is presently bein~g debated amongNorth Dakotans as a result of unified work by the DRC, FarmersUnion and the National Farmers Organization as they encouragepeople to participate in an upcoming USDA wheat poll. Accord-C4 ingly, the Council's activities in no way contravene the Act,
%r as amended, or the regulations thereunder.

0 THE ALLEGATIONS SET FORTH IN THE
V ~COMPLAINT ARE MERITLESS,

e The Complainant alleges in MUR 2182 that DEC hasmisused corporate funds by engaging in partisan activities andattempting to influence a federal election. However, he offersno evidence to support his claim. Although the Complainantprovides the Commission with several excerpts taken out ofcontext from DRC letters, he fails to present any evidence thatDRC actively engaged in promoting the election or defeat of anycandidate or officeholder. The Complainant erroneously be-lieves that a corporation is precluded from ever mentioning aSenator's name in any context. This is clearly not true.

A. Excerpt Concerning Senator Andrews
(Complaint at paragraph 7)

The Complainant submits an excerpt from a Councilletter that portrays the Council's disillusionment over aSenator'Is lack of support on a. farm issue of significant impact.In order to involve its members in getting favorable resolu-tions before their respective political parties and other



Charles N. Steele, Esquire
June 27, 1986
Page Four

organizations in the state, the DRC clearly has a right toattempt to educate its members on what an off iceholder has orhas not done.

B. Excerpt Concerning Candidate __Selection
(Complaint at paragraph 10)

Although the DRC is precluded from participating inthe candidate selection process, the DRC is free to enour'agethe participation of its members in uuch a process by eitherencouraging its own members to run for office in either politi-cal party or by encouraging them to support other candidates oftheir choice. Nowhere has Complainant shown that the Councilitself has engaged in any activities to select candidates,, Tothe contrary, DRC goes to great lengths to ensure that itencourages participation on a strictly non-partisan basis. Forexample, according to one DIC meimber, in all of DRC's efforts,"we're taking a bipartisan approach. We need the help ofeveryone because indirectly everyone is going to be touched bycm [the farm crisis]I. Farm organizations have politically alignedthemselves, so they've killed their effectiveness. We have toalign ourselves with the-2r gram and not with any litidcallie." Dic nson Press, March 3018 (emphasis addd*

C. Excerpt Concerning Phone Trees and
Candidates Accountability Sessions

e By providing this third excerpt, Complainant accusesthe DRC of engaging in political activities. once againComplainant fails to provide any evidence of DRC's intent tofX influence an election. Although the Council has set up phonetrees, it has done so strictly for non-political fund-raisingpurposes and for notifying members of meetings. At no time hasDRC ever contemplated using the phone trees for the purpose ofadvocating the election or defeat of specific candidates.Similarly, the DRC's proposal to conduct candidates account-ability sessions (such sessions having been conducted in priorelection years) entails inviting both candidates and incum-bents on a non-partisan basis to a DRC meeting to present their
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positions via a recorded question-agd-Paasvsr LdaAWt
name of the session suggests,, DWI's only *or;ubt V0
a record that l ater may be ueed to hold a "Mnldt 0oosa~
for his or her earlier campaign poIse

CG0WSIO

Based on the reaon discussed above, the OCaiant
should be dismissed forthwith.

Sincerely,

4 41 e C && I4i e
William C. Oldaker
Counsel for Dakota Reore
Council

Attachments

WCO:LCRzcb
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DEC Rams '085 Farm Bill

"The (1985) &mm Un bi,6 a budget bu6WL9, a
VotdaX, 5atne,6 Coantg davA and P1W membeA

"We were well received by people
everywhere," said Randolph Nodland, a DRC
metaber who has helped spearhead the new

1W DRC organizing drive which has brought the
National Rural Crisis Action Campaign

-gry (NRCAC) to communities across North
Dakota. (See the March issue of the Dakota

N. Counsel, p.1, for more details on the

ONNational Campaign.)

N Fromn his RAM experiences Nodland
stated that he had, "1no doubt," that There

%r was a consensus among farmers and other
rural people alike that the current farm
program is a disaster, and that
alternatives must be provided.

"I had people," continued Nodland,
"1who had given up all hope--- who were

%r ready to get out of farming --- come up to
me after meetings and offer to work with

Cr DRC on our proposal [the Save the Family
Farm Act]. They said that supply
management had made the most sense to them
of anything they had heard in a long, long
t ime."

A DRC steering committee, working to
establish new DRC affiliates in central
and eastern North Dakota, initiated the
RAM meetings as a means to build support
for DRC's rural action campaign efforts at
the state and local levels.
February/March Meetings were held in
Jamestown, Oakes, Lakota, Carrington,
Harvey, Cooperstown, and Dickinson.

The success of the initial meetings
encouraged existing DRC affiliates to hold
their annual meetings in conjunction with
a second series of RAMs held at the

bin bu6Wte, and a 6&va'meL bu,6teA."- Hew~'ik
&6peaking at a tecent "RAM" meet-ing.

beginning of April. RAM Meetings were also
held in Beach and Stanley.

Steering committees are currently
working towards DRC affiliation in the
Harvey, Carri~ngton and Stanley areas.

fAdoice On raHA NoticS
North Dakota Assistant Attorney

General Sarah Vogel, and-state credit
counselors provided farmers with advice on
how to fill out the notorious, "Intent to
Take Adverse Action," FmHA foreclosure
forms. And while DRC of feregd handbooks on
FmHA borrowers' rights (see adjoining
article, p. 6), Ralph Leet, FmHA State
Director for North Dakota, gave the
agency's perspective on the current credit
crunch.

At one meetings Leet was asked about

a provision in the law that authorizes

Photo by Julie Ruplinger

TA
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P'mlA to write down debts to cr~
value of a farmer's land as o
alternative to foreclosure-* -Le't~ 4d~
that FuHA had any such authority* until
Assistant Attorney General'VogeI ,held Up
the law and pointed out thie provtSio".

The intent of the law was tp-give a
break to the farmer currently an tbq- land,
rather than have FamA foreclose dI4s*l
the land at a loss to someene 41AOft,
Independent Rural Beeks vWnd
Businesses In Trouble

Duane Anderson, President Qf-,Liberty
National Bank & Trust in Dickinson and
panelist at the Dickinson RAN meeting,
gave a banker',s perspective of ftbe farm
crisis. He told how the farm crisis
affects not only farmers, but ruiral.
businesses as well.

John Guenther, DRC moderator for the
r.Wckinson meeting, added that the FD IC
documented the failure of 120 banks in
9985. "That's the highest number of bank
failures since 1933," asserted Guenther,
Nnd FDIC projects an even larger number

these banks to fail in 1986-."

elControl of FCS Urged
Luman Holman, Executive Director of

.YGrassroots", was a keynote speaker for
the annual meetings of DRC affiliates in
Cant, Billings and McKenzie counties.

fr a ssroots is dedicated to maintaining
ocal stockholder control of the Farm

&,redit System.

%r Holman asserted that the continued
centralization of the FCS has been a
Trimary cause of the cooperative's billion
dollar losses over the last several
years. "When decisions are made by
bureaucrats who have no stake in the loan
being repaid," said Holman, "and not by
local people who understand local
conditions, then you can never have
meaningful accountability from those who
are supposed to be your employees."

Several people attending RAN meetings
in Belfield, Beach and Watford City signed
up to work on committees to address
crucial issues relating to local control
of the FCS. For further information
contact the DRC office.

"We have to at4gn ouaetveAutith the pto
Odew-n, Vng& -4-County 'vA-mcZQt 8 VRC m

I

From this, the North Dakota Dairy
Producers' Association appointed a quota
committee to examine the provisions of a
dairy bill that has been sponsored by

Continue on Page 7
;'Lam and not any potit.Lc tine." Hatotd

Andrews MotWl against Cost of Production
A major provision of the Save the

Family Farm Act (see the March Dakota
Counsel, p.l, for details) would require
the Secretary of Agriculture to set the
CCC loan rate program commodities at 702
of parity, which is about or above the
cost of production.

At every RAM meeting, people were
consistently outraged to discover that
North Dakota Senator Mark Andrews had
recently voted against the Whitten.
Amendment, which-also would have required'the Secretary of Agriculture to set the
loan rate above the cost of production.

"How any North Dakota political
leader could oppose agriculture being paid
the cost of production at the marketplace
is beyond my comprehension," said DRC
member Tom Asbridge in one of several
letters to the editor resulting from the
RAM Campaign.

After passing the House, the Whitten
Amendment was defeated by three votes in
the Senate Appropriations Committee on a
straight party line vote. Senator Andrews
Joined two other farm state Republicans in
supporting the Reagan Administration's
efforts to kill the measure.

"If two Senators had chosen to vote
for the amendment, we would now have $5 a
bushel for our wheat," complained DRC
member Don Peterson in another letter to
the editor. "We can no longer afford a
party line 'no' vote like Senator Andrews
gave....1

Dairyj Producers Join ORC Effort
One result of the RAM meetings was

the much welcomed support of dairy
producers. In expressing interest in
DRC's work on the commodities section of
Save the Family Farm Act, some Dairy
producers learned of efforts by the
National Save the Family Farm Coalition
(NSFFC) to draft a dairy quota bill based
on supply management principles.



The f ol lowing is a Iexierpt fIsb the
February, 1985 Center for Rural Affairs
Newsletter, which shows how a groundwater
protection strategy so~ ot

Agricultural practices 0ose a special
problem for the protection: Of' 9tudatoe
because the pollutants are widely as"4 and
not confined to a particar souro. Many
policymakers believe that modern.
agriculture is impossible without the use
of chemicals. Ag chemicals have played a
major role in shaping policies which
promote cheap food and heavy capital
investment in agriculture. However, many
ag chemicals migrate into groundwater,
creating unforeseen problems.

The use of ag chemicals is tied to an
emphasis on increased short-term
production gains. This orientation does

'not foster longrange sustainable
agriculture. Chemical fertilizers are
often a substitute for healthy topsoil,

Swhich is depleted by intensive cropping
practices. Pesticides circumvent

Sbiological pest control, while herbicides

C4replace crop rotation systems. Chemicals
have also replaced human labor,

%rcontributing to increased farm size and
consolidation. The major groundwater

C. protection proposals match these trends by
increasing the regulation of ag chemicals.

It is important to remember that not
all farmers are alike. Five percent of
farmers run "superfarms" which account for
over 50% of agricultural production.

Cr These farmers are politically powerful.
Superfarms rely heavily on ag chemicals,
and therefore regulations are likely to
accommodate the latest technologies used
by these farmers. Conservation tillage
may reduce soil and chemical runoff, but
on well drained soils the chances of
chemical percolation into groundwater is
increased.

one strategy proposed is the
establishment of "Best Management
Practices" (BMPs). Conservation tillage
would probably be a BMP, on sandy soils.
In addition, chemigation might be
considered BMP, giving an advantage to
those farmers who use it. Through
chemigation, chemicals are applied to the
soil by irrigation systems. Chemigation
is touted as more efficient irrigation.

The primary danger of chemigation is
groundwater pollution, due to mechanical
malfunctions, causing backf low of
chemicals into the aquifer. No operators
are present to monitor safety equipment
and correct problems as they arise.

Who will benefit, and who will gain,
by regulating agricultural chemicals?
Regulation alone is not a viable
groundwater protection strategy against
chemical pollution. What is needed is a
two-pronged approach: short and long-term
strategies. A short-term strategy would
recognize that the dependence. on ag
chemicals can't be turned around over
night. Below are some components of a
short-term groundwater strategy:

1. Prohibit dangerous activities such as
chemigation, rather than try to regulate.

2. Immediately begin public education
about the long-term hazards of agri-
cultural chemicals.

3. Tax agricultural chemicals and estab-
lish a fund to cleanup those inevitable
spills and accidents. Those benefitting
from the use of ag chemicals should be made
to pay their full cost.

A long-term strategy would recognize
that present agricultural policies promote
pollution of groundwater and policy reform
is necessary to build sustainable farming
systems. Policies that should be estab-
lished, along with specific implementation
steps, include:

1. Begin a concentrated research, infor-
mation dissemination, and implementation
effort into more resource sustainable
farming practices.

2. Eliminate tax incentives that encourage
speculative investment into land and water
resources. Implement tax incentives for
resource conservation, though care must be
taken that benefits are targeted to moder-
ate family-size operators.

3. Develop programs that will encourage
and make it possible for young people to
enter farming as a full-time occupation.

Groundwater protection strategies
Cntinue on Page 6
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of urfam wll ~ ights
"Much oforfr ilbe mined and

we want to be able to turn over our
productive farmland to our children so
that they can turn it over to their
children also. My family is here today
because they are concerned about these
changes and what they could mean to their
livelihoods."

- Gwen Thompson testifying at the
Reclamation Rule Change Hearing.

On March 21, 1986 the North Dakota
Public Service Commission heard testimony
on the proposed mining and reclamation
rules. Industry defended the proposed
changes, claiming that they were needed
because the current rules were out of date
and unnecessarily expensive. John Dwyer,
head of the Lignite Coutacil, stated that
the primary goal of these rule changes was
r reduce industry's costs. However, the

industry could not show that the new rules
vere supported by long term, conclusive
research or would save a significant
ftmount of money.

C7 Dr. Doll, director of the Land

I4clamation Research Center and coauthoro the publication that the rule changes
,were based on, was on the stand for much
of the day. Dr. Doll's testimony was full
Of inconsistencies. Experiments that Doll
called short term a year or two ago are
Tow suddenly long term. Large portions of
ulletin 514, that these rules are based
on, are now obsolete. The commission
.psked Dr. Doll to submit a copy of
Bulletin 514 showing which portions were
Cgo longer relevant. As of today (April
14) the PSC has not received this
document. During his testimony, Dr. Doll
also stated that for his recommendations
to work, reclamation would have to be much
more closely monitored by the mine
operators and the PSC which would raise
costs regulatory costs.

The most widely debated rule change
was section 69-05.2-15-04 Subsection 4
weakening the soil respread regulations.
The changes would replace the current
requirement that all Suitable Plant Growth
Material (SPGM, also known as top and
subsoil) with two to four feet, depending
on spoil characteristics. This table is
based on Bulletin 514 published by the
Land Reclamation Research Center. The

Rule changeF
Public Service Commission staff has
charactarized this research as "somewhat
flawed". Some of the experiments outlined
in the Bulletin 514 include experiments
showed that 2 inches of topsoil is better
than bare spoil and that chemical
amendments are too expensive to make
chemical reclamation practical. These
experiments do not contribute any answers
to the question of total soil depth. The
experiments which do address total soil
depth have the following flaws.

The proposed rule would base soil
depth on spoil properties. Since the soil
is removed before the overburden, the
properties of the spoil will have to be
determined before the soil is removed.
Research has shown that is extremely
difficult to predict the properties of the
spoil before mining begins. Although the
rules allow for testing of the graded
spoils, that would like locking the stable
after the horse has run off. DRC's expert
witness, William Dancer, a reclamation
scientist from Minnesota who has worked in
Illinois and North Dakota, testified that
research in North Dakota and Illinois
showed that several of Dr. Doll's key
assumptions about mine spoils were wrong.

Doll's recommendation assumes that
only two spoil properties determine how
land should be reclaimed. The spoil
properties that the PSC proposes to adopt
are related to the spoil's water holding
properties. There are a number of other
important properties of the spoil which
could make it difficult to reclaim, but
under the PSC's regulations would go under
the lowest subsoil depth. Toxic minerals,
acidic spoils, and certain type of saline
spoils could be reclaimed with just 24
inches of soil.

Doll also assumes that even those few
properties can be accurately predicted
before mining. The number of samples
needed to accurately determine spoil
properties is subject to debate. Right
now only on drill hole is needed on every
40 acres on a mine. Research by Project
Reclamation which was associated with the
University of North Dakota has shown that
in North Dakota hard to reclaim spoils
have been found right beside "good"
spoils.

Continue on Page 7



Fia lembers Sponsw?
DRC members from the Fargo area have

schedbled a comm~unity action forum tfor
Wednesday* April 23, 1986 at 7 P.M,*'-(CST)
in the Olivet Lutheran Church Fellowship
Hall# Fargo. "We want to bring papp)* from
the university setting and the cawm~tIty
together to discuss the effect of low farm
income on Fargo jobs, the environmositp and
the reliability of a food supply# ai
John Lamb, DRC Assistant Secretary 'and one
of the conference organizers.

With assistance from the League of
Women Voters, and funding from the
Lutheran Church of America, Red River
Valley, the Fargo Diocese Catholic Rural
Life Commission and the American Lutheran
Church eastern district, the forum was
pulled together through the efforts pf

00John Lamb, Willie Hallford, Roger
Schwinghammer, Mary Jenkins, Kathy Kadrmas

V- and Greg Lewis. A social will follow the
event, to give people a chance to meet DRC

F.members and learn more about the Council's
work.

"We're including a showing of DRC's
N8th Annual Rural North Dakota Amateur

SPhotography Contest at this event, to
celebrate North Dakota's farming heritage

n~ and its abundant natural resources," said
Lamb. The photos will be on display at the

''Fellowship Hall from 4 - 6 P.M. on April
23, and throughout the evening.

The Fargo group intends to follow up
the forum by passing petitions urging our

O'r Congressional delegation to support
passage of legislation to raise farm
income and preserve rural communities.
"We plan on expanding our base of support
to include a greater number of Fargo
people who have a vested interest in the
preservation of the family farm," said
Lamb.

Pa ge S

R m fle DU ffiiliate
As a result of Rural Action Meetings

held earlier this winter, a group of
farmers and rural business people from
Benson, Sheridan, Welles and Pierce
counties have formed a steering committee
to establish a four-county affiliate of
the Dakota Resource Council. Headed by
Blaine Mack, Harvey implement dealer, the
committee has met over the last month to
plan its organizing meeting, and to
participate in DRC's farm preservation
project.

April 17, 1986 is the date of Central
Dakota Resource Council's organizing
meeting, set for 8 P.M. (CST) in the Artos
Inn, Harvey. Featured speakers on the
program include Warren Stofferahn,
Cogswell farmer, who will address the
"Save the Family Farm Act"; Toml Dixon,
Bismarck Attorney and Farm Law specialist,
speaking on borrowers rights; Pete and Bob
Barstad, First State Bank of Harvey; Jerry
Torstenson, DRC Chairman, addressing
affiliation with DRC, and Tom Erdman, Farm
Credit Services, Carrington, who will
discuss the recent debt restructuring plan
negotiated between the Governor and FCS.

"We'll be setting up phone trees and
planning candidate accountability sessions
over the coming months, focusing on the
need for positive legislation to save our
farms and rural communities," said Mack.
"We've been buildin~g support for the
alternative farm bill and fair credit
legislation, but we need to put on more
pressure for change," he said. "This area
is very hard hit by the farm crisis. As
of Monday, April 7, we've heard estimates
that over 50% of Welles county farmers
haven't gotten operating money," Mack
continued. "This has got to be turned
around.". 

-T e m K w

"The Odds are Better Than in LVas"
That's what more than one person said

recently after being approached to buy DRC
"Rural Crisis Raffle" tickets. Members
and staff have been selling tickets since
February; the goal was to have 200 sold by
April 4. Money raised through this raffle
will go toward our work on the rural
crisis. A Grand Prize of $200, 8 First

Prizes of $100, and 16 Second Prizes of
$50 will be awarded. The ticket price is
$20. Because only 200 tickets are being
sold, and all tickets drawn are returned
to the barrel, every ticket has a 1 in 8
chance to win! All winners will be listed
in the next issue of the Dakota Counsel.

Pa ge 5
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(Editor's nlote: the following is repintted
excerpts from the "North American Farmer,"l
a publication of the North American Parm
Alliance.)I

Federal Judge Bruce Van Sicki. of
North Dakota issued two orders on March 3
in Coleman v. Block, the national class
action suit filed on behalf of farmes
against the Farmers Home Administration
(FmHA). In these decisions farmers Von
substantial new rights concerning requests
for releases of farm income to pay
necessary living and operating expenses.

Judge Van Sickle amended his February
17, 1984 Final Injunction by adding a
paragraph that orders FoHA to send all
farmer borrowers a written notice when
FmHA refuses any request to release farm
INcome to pay necessary living and
,,nperating expenses, whether or not the
o rrower has a "current" Farm and Home

aklan approved by FmHA.

1! The written notice FmHA Is required
to send must include reasons for refusing

release a description of what the
,borrower must show to be eligible for a
loan deferral, notice of the right to a

srearing within 20 days, and the name of
the official to preside at the appeal

~Thearing.

C~ The second order signed by the Judge
,parch 3 involves the farmers' motion for a
Preliminary Injunction which challenged

Cythe new FmHA regulations published
November 1, 1985. The Judge did not stop
FmHA from sending out the "Notice of
Intent to Take Adverse Action," the first
step FmHA must take before commencing
foreclosure or liquidation. However,
after the farmers filed their motion, FmHA
changed its policy on who would be sent
notices.

Now FmhA will send the notice only to
those borrowers who have made no payment
for the past 3 years on one or more of
their loans, or to borrowers in
non-monetary default.

For example, notices will be sent to
those FmHA believes have sold secured
property without obtaining FmHA's
permission or without properly reporting
to FmHA, [or those who FmHA believes have]I

0It in Colemnan V. Block
abandoned their farms or have stopped
farming.

Supplement to FmNfA Guide Ateaileble
DRC recently received a strategy memo

from Minnesota Legal Assistance explaining
farmers' new rights secured by Judge Van
Sickle's March 3rd court order in the
Coleman case. (See above article.) The
strategy memo is now available from DRC
for a copying cost of $2.00, plus $1.00
postage.

The memo includes form letters that
farmers should use when requesting
information, or appealing decisions of
FmHA. "Broad use of the strategy memo and
the ... Form Letters will present a unified
response from farmers to FmHA," said

r KNOW YOUR RIGHTS
Thenew "Farmers
Guide to FmHA"
will tell you how to
deal with the new
FmHA regulations
plus other Important
rights and skills.
Available at DRC otfic4

$4. plus $1 postage.
$2. plus $1 postage

for DRC members.

$2. plus $1 postage
for Handbook
supplement.

Attorney James Massey in his letter to DRC
and other farm advocacy groups around the
country. "The unified response," he
continued, "should help to force FmHA to
change its policies so that its farmer
borrowers will be treated consistently and
fairly."

This memo should be used as an update
to the Minnesota Legal Services handbook,
"Farmers' Guide to FmHA1" which is also
available from DRC.

-Ouues ONso

Continued from Page 3
should serve the goals of resource conser-
vation and a cornmittment to moderate-scale
sustainable farming. what we don't need
are policies that rationalize currently
harmful practices, under the guise of
"regulation."

FARmERs'
GUIDE TO
FmHA

kneaf Le'..

MM



ConAINued from- Pae
Many others expresser doubill*b9Vt

whether or not the research UAWin&ir
sound enough to base a decision of'***_.
magnitude upon. Among those expressing
doubts were Governor Art Link,PS
Candidate Jim Kusler, State S*"*tt Rck
Maixner, USDA State Conservationlit August
Dornbusch, and the Public Service'.
Commission's own staff.

The Public Service Commission S~sfft
dissatisfied with the Public Service
Comamission's proposal added two minor
changes. One was to add a simple teat
that would shore up the inadequate testing
the new rules would require. The other
change would have made the proposed soil
respread depths minimum requirements
rather than average requirements. Under
the proposed rule the companies were
allowed a six inch variance in the amount
of soil they had to replace. That means

o: that some areas could have as little as I8
inches of soil replaced. The coal

IIe companies reacted vehemently to these PSC
Staff suggestions, stating that the
current rules were would be preferable to

~,the PSC Staff's recommendations. "..It

is very difficult for members of the
NLi~nite Council to believe that the PSC
would even consider a proposal that has a

"~possibility of increasing our regulatory
costs." said John Dwyer.

Stan Pollestad, DRC Vice Chair,
testified about the economic benefits the
rule changes to electricity consumers.
Using information from mine permits DRC

%r calculated that the maximum saving for
electrical consumers would be 73 cents a

0r month on a $70 electricity bill. During
the course of the hearing a representative
from Knife River Coal Company said that
the actual savings would be about $500 per
acre. Using this figure it was calculated
that the true savings to the consumer,
making the generous assumption that the
entire savings would be passed on, would
be a whopping four cents a month.

Industry stated that 1500 acres a
year enter reclamation in North Dakota,
and estimated the total saving for all
mines in the state would be about
$750,000. The Industry would not document
where these savings would come from, and
how much of the savings would come from
cutting reclamation jobs in the mines.
Any cuts in reclamation staff would add to

Pag 7

the economic hard ships faced in the coal
fields. Sparky Witmaier, of Knife River
Coal, testified that savings at the South
Beulah Mine could come from a reduction in
overtime hours. Industry. spokespeople
could not show any contracts that had been
lost that would not have been lost if rule
changes would have been in place.

"Lignite is just not the best fuel
for most applications." said Pollestad,
"There is only so much the state can do to
make lignite more attractive. Reducing
our reclamation standards will not make a
silk purse out of a sow's ear."

Coal Committee Chairman Gene Wirtz
testified on the validity of the research
findings as well as other rule change.
These changes included weakening of
erosion control, waiver of reclamation for
small disturbances, and disposal of toxic
and combustible mine wastes. Wirtz also
commented on the Lignite Council's
insistance that costs must be reduced.
"We are told by the Lignite Industry that
less expensive reclamation will save us
money," Wirtz said, "but we would like to
remind the Commission, you get what you
pay for."

"O0ne final observation. It is
disquieting to hear public comment that it
cost more to reclaim land than the land is
worth. We are telling future generations
that after we have removed and used the
mineral resource, we could not restore it

for their use because it was too
expensive.

This is the decision the Commission
will make."

-Governor Art Link, from written
testimony.

The Public Service Commission will be
making their decision next month.

* * ** ** -JsrryKram

Continued from Page 2

Representative Kastenmeier, D-Wisconsin.
Two dairymen represented the North Dakota
quota committee at a "Dairy Summit,"
sponsored by the NSFFC in Wisconsin to
provide grassroots input to the
Kastenmeier bill. The revised language of
this dairy !)ll will also be included as
part of the Save the Family Farm Act.

-Dow 0sM



Thursday
April 17

April
17 -18

April
20 -22

Monday
April 21

Wednesday
April 23

tP" Wednesday

rApril 23

N Monday
,~April 28

SSaturday
May 3

C*May

cc June
12 -14

of Evbu
Central Dakota Rssourc*
Councill's Organizing Meetimgr
8 pmu CT, Artos Inn, Harvey

"Holding on to Life", Rural
Economic Distress Iaictvwe
Workshop, sponsored by U5)SU
Campus Ministry, at the 4-H
Auditorium, NDSU

"Faith & Resistance Retreat"
Mount St. Benedict in Crook-
ston, N

Grant County Resource Council
meeting, 8 pm, at the Coun-
ity Hall in Carson

"The Farm Crisis" Cmunity
Form, 7 pm. CT at the Olivet
Lutheran Church in Fargo.

DRC1s Rural North Dakota
Amateur Photo show, 4 - 6 pm
CT, Olivet Lutheran Church
in Fargo

DRC Board of Director's meet-
ing, 7 pm in Bismarck

DRC's Rural North Dakota
Amateur Photo Show, 5 - 9 pmn
Interstate Inn, Dickinson

WORC Staff training

WORC Staf f Retreat & Board of
Director's Meeting in Mont-
rose, CO

DRC'S social event of the season has
finally arrived! The "Rural North Dakota"
Amateur Photography Contest will be judped
on April 18 by Tim Kjos, formerly
writer/photographer f or the Beulah Beacon,
and Mike LaLonde, Bismarck Camera Club and
professor of photolraphy, Bismarck Junior
Col loge.

AccordinS to Bea Peterson, Photo
Contest Chairperson, "This year's entries
are lovely, as usual. It's so nice to see
such a collection of talent. This contest
is really an expression of our North
Dakota heritage, natural resources and
beauty."

Photographers and other interested
people will have two chances to view this
fine display in 1986. The first photo
showing will be on Wednesday, April 23, at
the Olivet Lutheran Church, Fargo. ViewinR
will be from,4:00 - 6:00 p.ri.(CST) and
7:30 to 10:00 p.m.

The traditional Dickinson photo
showing will be held in conjunction with a
vine and cheese taster on Saturday, May 3,
at the Interstate Inn frori 5:00 - 9:00
p.m. (MST). Wines from Assumption Abbey
and North Dakota Cheeses will be
featured. The tickets are really a good
buy - $4 to view the photos and sample
wine and cheese, and only $2 if you wish
not to sample the cheese arnd wines.

-JuN -u

I'D LIKE TO SUPPORT DRC. ENCLOSED PLEASE FIND:

Mail to: Dakota Resource Council
29 7th Avenue West
Dickinson, ND 58601
(701) 227-1851

NAME

$200 - "'200 CLUB" Member
$100 - Patron Member
$35 - Ccuple Member
$20 - SIngle Member
$10 - Student, Low Income

PHONE_________

ADDRESS
If you aren't able to pay a membership In oneimyment, instailments are welcome.

DAKOTA RESOURCE COUNCIL
29 7th AVENUE WEST
DICKINSON, ND 58601
(701) 227-1851

Third Class Mail
U.S. Postage Paid
Dickinson, ND 58601
Permit #43
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DEFICIENCY PAYMENTS - SO YOU THINK YOU'RE GOING TO GET $4.38 FOR YOUR VIHEAT

14any farmers have become dependent upon deficiency payments -as a supplemental source of income -to offset low
coamdity prices. Deficiency payments have been instituted over the last several years to compensate-&a farmer, in the
form of cash (and sometimes commdities) for the low market -price which hovers wear the JCCC loan rate. Tft loan -rate
sets a price f loor on commdities that are Included In the farm program. Since the loan rate Is set by Zongress., it has
not approximated anything close to actual cost-of production figures.,

Target prices are set above the loan rate, and are supposed to approximate an amount that a producer should te paid
to cover cost of production. The difference between the loan rate and the target price 4s called the deficiency
payment. This is the amount that taxpayers subsidize farmers so that grain companies aon continue to pay les than the
cost of production in the market place. Like loan rates, target prices are set by Congress, and do vot reflect the
realities of current farm production costs, as this year's farm program bears out.

*29 Seventh Avewrm at ~ ~ .

* DICIUNSON, N DAICOTASM N.,0

SAVE THE FAMILY FARM ACT VERSUS THE FARM LIQUIDATION ACT

April. 1986 -- -~ *>

.Grassroots groups from around the country who have joined the tationalRural Crisis Action Coalition ame tot -
satisfied totet the.1985 Farm Sill run its course,, running fatrmers off iteIlnd, ,rid rural. communi ties Jo t

groui,. theilota fesoirce.C~uncil Board has decided' to join- this broad-based M1IVTW jt-n effort tio. ~ I
bi e and -bas v t o thFa" pport the passage of th FrmPolIcy Refim It. his .18gisation'pid~p~

support during the debatebon the 1085 farm Bill but tailed to pass. Dakota Iesouirefouncl(. along*wt.*bbr
groups, are now redrafting this legislation, called the Save the family far, lict. It offers a f#pir vr~c~ravos
pnd future for rural America. **.;. ,,

THE FARMI POLICY REFORM ACT -

This bill was drafted after two years of public hearings coordinated by Texas Ag Commi ssioner -Jim Hightower. and
Ainne'sota Ag Commissioner Jim Nichols - hearings held at the grassroots, 'Involving hundreds offamr dvja)eoe-
who wanted to -see that farmers be paid a fair price In the market place fpr thir products. The bill Is bialsed.4i t
assumption that farmers do not want to receive governent subsidies for their. commodities In order tocover production
costs but rather, that the grain merchants pay for the commodity.,.,~ ~~

The farm Policy Reform Act, which would cover production years from1986 19999 provides for three.bsi
principles--

1. A referendum with at least 50% of the producers from each commodity (at this time, corn,#so$bas ~At yiw
sorghums, barley,.oats, rye, upland cotton) voting in favor of including their comodities in teactbfri~~p
operational. If over 505 of the producers voted In favor of this program,. full .participation ofal m V u out-"
required. A referendum would be held every four years, giving farmers the ,right -to vote,,and ensuringtat h~o1d
have 0 voice In setting commodity prices. 40,

2. Commodity Credit Corporation loan rates on grain would be raised to 705 of parity, which issligjhtfr abovq the'
average cost of production.- This would increase by two percent of parity each year until 1996, at which poiat th loan
rate would reach 90% of parity. If cost of production would Increase or decrease,,the CCC loan rate would reflect these
flucuations in production costs.. A recent study by Worth Dakota State lpiversity economists found that the average cost
of production in Worth Dakota is $4.81 cents a bushel for wheat. V . - -A

-- - a I , -, 4 ~-~
S. Supply managmnt -. Production quotas for each farm would be established with larger operators t '

progressively larger cuts In production than family-sized operators. girain marketing certi ficates wmould be litued to
producers based on the quota established for their operations, and these certificates would be required for any sale of.
commodities covered by the program.

The bill requires that a quota be set for each farm with the past acreage history used as a base in calculatingj how
many marketing certificates would be issued for how many bushels of grain. The quota would be in the form of bushelso
pounds, tons or whatever unit of masurement applies to Individual co modities. The Secretary of Agriculture weould set
the quota each year, based on domestic, export, feed and hunger program needs. Farmers would be able%*o sell'their
product only with the use of marketing certificates, issued after the quota for each farm were established.

The first years of the program would necessitate greater production controls or cutbacks to bring supply back in
line with demand, -because of our surplus situation today. As the Save the family rarm Act is currently drafted, acreage
set asides would start at 5% of a producer's eligible crop acreage for small producers, -and go no further than a 355 cut
for producers of 100,000 bushels or more of wheat; 150,000 bushels of barley; 130,000 bushels of corn; 55,555 buishels of
soybeans.

The dairy producers who have joined the Save the family Farm Coalition have worked on a bill draft for dairy
commodities which Is based on these three principles. Organized dairy producers In North Dakota have joined IIUC in the
national campaign and have formed a OQuota Committee" whose job it is to participate in bill drafting, lObbying and
public education. At this time. dairy language is slated for inclusion in the Save the Family fare Act' and Is-the
basis for HR 4148, a bill sponsored by Rep. Kastenmeier of Wisconsin.
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* The 1986 target price for wheat will not yield $4.38 a otjshel as many'farmers are being led Ito believe by
proponents of the Fars Liquidation Act. The loan rate for wheat is set by Congress this year at $2.40 a bushel. With at~
average reduction of $.08 a bushel in western North Oakota due to a freight differential, the loan rate will actually be
$2.32 a bushel. Grammn-Rudman cuts will apply to the loan rate and target prices for this years farm program, according
to a local ASCS office. Applying this 4.3% reduction to the loan rate, we arrive at a loan rate of $2.?? a bushel for
wheat. We can expect that the market price will hover around this low price for this year's harvest.

The Seeretary of Agriculture has announced that deficiency payments are set at $1.83 a bushel.- The maximm price
that can be paid out for deficiency payments under this year's program is $1.98 a bushel (the difference between the
loan rate of $2.40 and the target price of $4.38 a bushel). Of the $1.98 a bushel in deficiency payments, no more than
401 can be paid out in advance, and 25% of this is supposed to be paid in PIK: (paymnt n'ideufis.Wt-OAN.*.
Rudniin cuts on the cash portion of the deficiency'payment, the total deficiec amnt, in bustn' elPIK witham o

Taking the post-Grammn-Rudman cut loan rate of $2.22 a bushel for wheat, and adding the lost Granm-Ruda t
deficiency payment of $1.92 a bushel gives us $4.14 a bushel for wheat - the most that any farmer can. expect to recelve
for their production, even with the 'help" of deficiency payments. Today's target prices are'not even close to the cost
of production, estimated by NDSU at $4.81 a bushel. The only exception to these figures would be premiums paid for high
protein wheat.

The Secretary of Agriculture has discretionary power to make further cuts to the loan rate and target prices-in the
next years of the current farm program. Secretary Block exercised this discretion in his lst days with the Departmient
of Agriculture. We can only speculate on what Mr. Lyng will do. Farmers who think that this program is going to tiaii
them out of low market prices should look at what today's farm program. has In store come harvest this year, and, 4f thy
are still In business, come harvest 1987, 1988 and 1989. - -- 4

THE EXPORT 14ARKET MYTH - PAYING "ORE TO KEEP US POOR

Without exception, DRC members who have discussed the Farm Policy Reform Act ask OWhat will happen to our
Oxports?6 Today's farm program is based on a policy of lowered loan rates, therefore, lower market prices, so that the
United States can compete in the world market, tell more grain and make up the difference In lost 'revenue to farmers
th rough deficiency payments. This assumption is misguided. Unfortunately, it Is the assumption that many Congressional
leaders are using to Justify their votes on the disastrous 1985 farm till.

A report by the rood and Agricultural Policy Research Institute (FAPRfl, a joint research program of the University
of Missouri and Iowa State University, released on February 13, projects that we will be increasing our wheat export
volume marginally over the next three years, though-the VALUE of that export Is substantially less' than what Is
projected to be paid out for all wheat deficiency payments. FAPRI reports are often commissioned by Congress to analyze
the effect of farm policy on farm income and taxpayer costs. The table below shows what *merIcan'taxjayers aregiviefg
away to support the export market myth. These statistics,*baie ro"hetPoneotae c A *~ core- end,
are based on pre-ramm-Rudman cut figures which were projected before #ormer-Secretary Slock used bIs. 01 ull icretionary
power in slashing loan rates. 401

CROP YEARS 1986

Weat price per bushel $2.4;

Export Volume - wheat 1.01
(billions of bushels)

Export Value tbillion $) $2.6;
(price x export volume)

Direct Government Cpsts $3.9.:
for wheat (deficiency
payments in billion S)

1987 1988 1986 1987 1988

17 $2.39 $2.27 Corn $1.99 $1.94 11.96

11 1.165 1.26 Corn 1.732 1.794 1.869

11 $2.784 $2.87 Corn $3.44 $3.48 $3.66

3 $4.55 $4.67 Corn $5.932 $6.325 $6.307

IWe are projected tothe export market..
half of the cost of

spend far more in
The taxpayers end
production in the

deficiency payments to farmers in the next three years than We expect to earn In
UP footing the bill for the export market myth So that the grain merchants can pay
market place.

Many farmers and organizations contend that the public is being misled into believing that we are losing our export
markets and that this is a large cause of the farm problem. Mlany point to the loss of the U.S. share of the world
export market. USDA figures show that this is unfounded, suggesting that- the use of U.S. wheat end coarse grains In -the
last 25 years actually EXCEEDED U.S. production. North Dakota Wheat Coiniission figures from January 13, 1986 show that
U.S. wheat exports for 0ll wheats have increased 1231 'fram 19S9 - 1984.

History shows that no matter what price the U.S. has sold grain on the export market, other countr~ies undercut g&-.



-by&bot anicel buhel. Tispolicy of low comodty prices also keeps peasant farmers poor-it Third Vorld
countries which must compete to sell grain In arder to pay off billions of dollars In foreign debt, often Owed to O.S.,
banks. At a recent food and peace conference involving U.S. and Canadian farmers and organizers, Canadians made it
abundantly clear that they suffer dramatically from low prices every time that U.S. grain-prices are pushed lower In tht
world market.

The export market myth also fails to address the severe environmental consequences to U.S. farming resources that
result when.Aarmers are, forced to produce more volume to make up for lower price. We are shipping out 'topsoil with
every bushel of wheat that's sold at less than the cost of production. Recently Senator M1ark Andrews has said that wit
the high loan rates proposed In the Save the Family Farm Act, we would not be able to compete In' the world market, andtht epiud have-to take huge cutbacks in production, up to two third&. fie is clearly misinformdo
cutbacks proposed, which are actually less to family farmers than the current Orogram. Ifils- totally felictmg7 't -th
very low VALUE of these low-priced export conuoditles. which simply Is not offset by the mini scule .1ncrease An vol
that vee areprojected to sell -in the world market. , -, . 'a ,> ~V

The Save the family Frm'Act also requires that the Secretary of Agriculture establishi policies to maintain the
United State's share of the world export market by issuing bonus export bushels, payment-in-kisd, credit, cash s :t.-$c
Though proJections indicate that export markets are not threatened by fair grain prices, this provision Is Included to:
ensure that embargoes and other foreign policy decisions do not threaten exports.

* TODAIS FARM PROGRAM - A BUDGET BUSTER. A BIN BUSTER AND A FARMER BUSTER

According to fAPRI's analysis of the 1985 farm bill, net farm income for all couundities under today's farm program
is projected to drop from $26.9 billion in 1985 to $21.B billion in 1989. despite the huge subsidies paid to farmers to
alleviate the burden of low commodity prices. The North Dakota Wheat Producers, Inc. recently published a poll-,of state
wheat farmers showing that 601 of those surveyed didn't expect to be in business In 'the next live years because of low*
commodity-prices. Countless other findings, including a recent Office of Technology Assessment study show that today's
farm program will result in increased farm failures, higher government spending on deficiency payments and on programs
tailored to ease the farmer off the land in a 'smooth transition3, and countless rural business failures.

some ORC members have taken figures from the current farm program and applied these to their eperattous., thee
compared the outcome to their income If thpy were to receive 701 pf parity for their wheat. The descriptioe belaw'Is a
actual western Worth Dakota farm operation. Al.

1986 FAR14 PROGRAM .(APPLIED TO WESTERN NORTH DAKOTA WEHEAT OPERATIONS),_. ,-

500 acre wheat base with 251 set aside 375 - ~ -- .-

25 bushel yield x 375 acres 9g375
Loan rate at $2.22 a bushel $20,812
Deficlency payment of $1.92 a bushel $18,000 --

Total Income $38,812

Production Costs- SW WD Coop Extension JIDSU-
$95.94/acre 'a 375 acres $35,977

Net Income $2,835

SAME FARM OPERATION - fARM.POLICY REFORM ACT
500 acre wheat base with 25% set aside 375
25 bushel yield x 375 acres 9,375
Loan rate at $5 a bushel 701 of parity $46,875
Cost of production at $95.94/acre $35,977

Net Income 510,897

The current farm program requires the government to spend over $18,000 In deficiency payments because this farmer is
unable to get a fair price for his wheat in the market place. The Farm Policy Reform Act not only results in higher net
income, but it results in huge savings to the U.S. taxpayer. The grain merchant pays for the product-at its cost of
production rather the farmer receiving subsidies from the federal government.

The Cooperative Extension Service Cost of Production figures assume a 1/3 2/3 fallow operation. -Factored Into the
251 cut scenatio. above under the current farm program and the farm Policy Reform Act are the costs of managing -the set
aside land.

One DRC member commented "it is costing more to keep us poor!!"

EFFECTS ~i Ou CiOUMRS ND UR% oAL oMMnuNJiES v#



- ~Cnsumers would face 'a possible 4 9 Increase In food costs In the, first year of the Farm Vol Icy Reiform Act and 1
-:a~t a V2 5 per year 'Increase thereafter until commdity prices rose to M0 of parity. This Increase In food csC
would be offset by the reduction In payments to farmers that are now being made by the federal government, -contributing
to our nation's burgeoning deficit which is being cut by eliminating vital social programs.

The effect of fair grain prices on the livestock industry has been a point of controversy among-DRC members and
others. Some ranchers 1have expressed concern that high grain prices will adversely affect cattle' producers. 'ilf cheap
grain prices and voluntary consodity programs are beneficial to the livestock industry then cattlemen. should be enjoyinj
a bonaa said a Texas Department of Agriculture OPerspectives on AgricultureO piece.,-

1 It's a historical fact that high grain prices mean high cattle prices.* said a ORC 'ranhr Tho easnfr~
Is' that the price of protein is establi'shed by the price of vegetable or grain poen anytime aWrtl ~'lA
!i- Puta-the cattle producer in an unfavorable position.0 -irafters of tfteSave teFml Fr c
withvIW ivestock producers over the' last several month's to ensure that -family-sized livestock'operaitions aren t ai'eE
a resul t of legislation to raise grain prices to the cost of production.,

HNost Important to Worth Dakotans is the effect that the farm Policy Reform Act would havie nrural income, V
farmers received a fair price for their wheat,, their net Income Increase would ifi turn benfi t atfsteet buihetsss
lending institutions, and would provide greater assurances of local, not corporate, control of farming9 resources.,Ti.
Texas Agriculture Department argues that if farm producers had been paid a fair wage each yearsic 2973, we V l04haft
m rduced the budget deficit to zero because the additional earned income from rural America would Ihav Ieneated

~-sufficient taxes to place us In a balanice budget position. -

.j It is important to keep in mind that the farm crisis is not the result of inexplicable forces. it Isth eI41
olicies madeby people - policies which do not provide basic economic securit to rural Americans. ie's An exs- l

THE JAMIE WHITTEN AMENDMENT

In December of 1985, as the Farm Bill debate grew more bleak for family farmers, Jamie Whitten, a Congressman Tro' m
N4ississippi -who has been in office since the first days of the farm program in the 040's, ttached a'resolution-eon1to
the appropriations bill authorizing expenditures to keep the government going." He did so-in an effort to restore equity
to the farm program. ~-.-- -

The Wihitten Amendment called for raising the loan rate 'ast such levels as will reflect a fair return to the form
producer above the cost of production and to provide for payment by the purchaser, rather than by appropration.0
Vhitten's two page resolution incorporated the principles of the Farm Policy Reform Act, wich would hlave guaranteed-
that farmers be paid for their commodities by the 'purchaser" rather than by the government.

The Whitten amendment also would have required the Secretary of Agriculture to determine on a case-by-ease basis-.
which borrowers are* not now able to make principal and interest payments on federal loans due to losses Icre because
of grain embargoes and other foreign policy. Once this determination is made, -a 12 month foreclosure moratorium would
1have been Instituted on all farm loans owed to the federal Government.

'The Whitten Amendment passed committee and passed the House. When it reached the Senate Appropriations Cammi ttee,
It was killed by a narrow 3 vote margin. Senator Mark Andrews voted against the Whitten fto*tat biy pro..in doing.
so, Senator Andrews votn4i&o. amaot L loezI~n Latp AM lower market prices for our farm couodilar. well below the
cost of production. And he voted for deficiency payments that will cost farmers and taxpayers billions.

Senator Andrew's explanation for his vote is that he thought an amendment dealing with cost of production for
farming didn't belong on an appropriations bill, even though the government has to appropriate billions ini deficiency
payments because farmers aren't getting cost of production,.tHe also noted that he has a sound record on votes ensuring
that farmers are paid cost of production, though the Farm Bill, which he supported, results in a great reduction in farm
Income.

Since he has been confronted on his anti-farmer vote,, Senator Andrews has made public statements and sent letters
to the editor which distort the intent of the Whitten amendment, and the extent -of the farm problem. His most recent
radio statements incorrectly note that the farm Policy Reform Act would result In farmers taking upwards of a 56i cut in
production, and that the National Farmers Union and National -Farmers Organization supported lowering the loan rate and
market price of commodities during the 1985 farm Bill Debate.

IT'S TIMlE TO CHANGE THESE POLICIES AND T0 BRING A FAIR PRICE BACK TO AGRICULTURE

Vou have an opportunitfto do something about the current farm program. You can join with the Dakota Resource
Spn 2l-n rgn-arepein.f_ hefam il ebte-YucajinInaiec itin apagncordnte b-CC-n
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June 27, 1986

Charles N. Steele, Esquire
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, NW.P Suite 657
Washington, D.C. 20463

FOUR EWSARCAOERO
FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 941110954

(aSs) 3Se-sue
WM05 CENTURY PARK EAST

AWNW*S, CALIFORNIA 900e7-9601
f8ts) S66-@S61

9WU4 PARK A4V'EIUE

;z

V&

P

Re:* MUR 2182

Dear Mr. Steele:

This letter constitutes the response of the Dakota
Resource Council (6DRC* or the "Council*) to a complaint, MUR
2182, filed with the Commission by Myron Hilton Atkinson, Jr.,
a long-standing opponent of the DIC. Mr. Atkinson's complaint
falsely alleges that the Dakota Resource Council has misused
corporate funds to influence a federal election. Accordingly,
the complaint inaccurately alleges that the Dakota Resource
Council has violated 2 U.S.C. S 441(b) by engaging in partisan
activities and attempting to influence a federal election, in
particular the reelection bid of Senator Mark Andrews.

While the Council has and will continue to dis-
seminate information (via newsletters, counsel meetings, fact
sheets,, etc.) to its members on issues pertaining to the current
farm crisis and the various positions of elected officials on
farm legislation, the Council has not participated in the
electoral process and espouses no position regarding voting
choices.

Therefore, as we demonstrate~ zerein, the complaint is
meritless as it is replete with baseless allegations, mis-
interpretations and flawed legal conclusions. The Complainant
fails to provide the FEC vith even a scintilla of evidence that
the Council is using corporate funds to influence a federal
election under the purview of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971,, as amended,, 2 U.S.C. S 431 et sea. (the 'Act). Sig-
nif icantly there is no evidence of any wongdoing to provide.
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Rsoerpts fr!o Council newsletters shit4to the C001
by theCmplainant only help to demonstrate the ef fort$ t2ibh

I notl to engage In partisan Politics.Acrigba
mitess coplaInt, f led as pert of the oagoiuhg 4nL*0bity,,b

supporters of Senator Andrew against the 13.C for Wr~ti$~ng
the Senator's anti-farm legislation sapot, should: be, 44-
missed.

FACTS

The Dakota Resource Council, established in 1978, i?
a non-profit membership organization exempt from federal i-&-
com taxation under 26 U.S.C. S 501(c)(4). The Council's five
major functions include: (1) organization; (2) research; (3)
Communication; (4) education; and (5) advocacy. Througb~ut

itits history, the grassroots organization has urged its ri1L
members to participate in the political process and to make

I' their voices heard on important issues facing family far
agriculture and farming resources in North Dakota.

The Council'0s membership is comprised, inter alia, of
(1) farmers dedicated vocationally to food prodcton; (2)
farmers, business and community people who believe the long-
range economic wellbeing and stability of North Dakota rests on

C its agricultural prosperity; (3) people who value the quality
qT of life in rural North Dakota; and (4) people whose livelihood

or lifestyles are threatened by the arbitrary acts of cor-
porations and/or government entities. Accordingly, the coun-
cil works actively with its members, legislative bodies and
government agencies via newsletters, fact sheets and continual

Cr contact with state and national organizations to ensure that
North Dakota's agricultural and rural interests are protected.
(For a more in-depth discussion of DRC's activities, see
documents attached as Exhibits A and B).

The DRC has not, and will not, endorse, support or
oppose candidates or elected officials for party or political
of fice. Rather, by virtue of i ts grassroots nature , the CouncilI
seeks to elicit participation of its members in the political
process, and in so doing, to inform them of various public
officials' positions on the issues. Thus, DRC espouses no
position regarding the election or defeat of candidates or
elected officials.
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By exposing those individuals who renege on their
campaign promises and by encouraging officeholders to support
pro-f arm legislation, DRC is engaging in a clearly permissible
activity of a S 501(c)(4) organization. sound farm legisla-"
tion, ensuring that farmers be paid a fair price for their
commodity in the marketplace with responsible supply manage-
ment, is not a partisan issue, but rather a very grave issue of
importance to all North Dakotans. See Federal Election Com-
mission v. Massachusetts Citizens f63FLife, Inc.,p 769 F. 2d 13
(1st Ci. 1985) (prohibition of expenditures for special news-
letters would unduly infringe on corporation's First Amendment
rights); Federal Election Commission v. National Conservative
Political Action Committee, U.S. __105 S. Ct. 1459, 1468
(1985) (corporation's expendl-ures to propagate its views on

0o issues of general public interest are of a different con-
stitutional stature than corporate contributions to candi-

VA~ dates). In fact, this issue is presently being debated among
North Dakotans as a result of unified work by the DRC, Farmers
Union and the National Farmers Organization as they encourage
people to participate in an upcoming USDA wheat poll. Accord-
ingly, the Council's activities in no way contravene the Act,
as amended, or the regulations thereunder.

THE ALLEGATIONS SET FORTH IN THE
C COMPLAINT ARE MERITLESS

The Complainant alleges in MUR 2182 that DRC has

c, misused corporate funds by engaging in partisan activities and
attempting to influence a federal election. However, he offers
no evidence to support his claim. Although the Complainant
provides the Commission with several excerpts taken out of
context from DRC letters, he fails to present any evidence that
DRC actively engaged in promoting the election or defeat of any
candidate or officeholder. The Complainant erroneously be-
lieves that a corporation is precluded from ever mentioning a
Senator's name in any context. This is clearly not true.

A. Excerpt Concerning Senator Andrews
(Complaint at paragraph 7)

The Complainant submits an excerpt from a Council
letter that portrays the Council's disillusionment over a
Senator'Is lack of support on a f arm issue of signif icant impact.
In order to involve its members in getting favorable resolu-
tions before their respective political parties and other
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organizations in the state, the DEC clearly has a right to
attempt to educate its members on what an officeholder has or
has not done.

B. Excerpet Concerning Candidate Selection
Td-omplaint at paragraph 10)

Although the DEC is precluded from participating in
the candidate selection process, the DEC is free to encouraj e
the participation of its members in such a process by eithr4
encouraging its own members to run for off ice in either politi-
cal party or by encouraging them to support other candidates of
their choice. Nowhere has Complainant shown that the Council
itself has engaged in any activities to select candidates. To
the contrary, DRC goes to great lengths to ensure that it
encourages participation on a strictly non-partisan basis. For
example, according to one DEC member, in all1 of DRC'Is ef forts,#
"we're taking a bipartisan approach. We need the help of
everyone because indirectly everyone is going to be touched by

o [the farm crisis]. Farm organizations have politically aligned
themselves, so they've killed their effectiveness. We have to

N align ourselves with the program and not with any political
line." Dickinson Press, March 30, 1986 (emphasis added).

C. Excerpt Concerning Phone Trees and
Candidates Accountability Sessions

By providing this third excerpt, Complainant accuses
ethe DRC of engaging in political activities. Once again

Complainant fails to provide any evidence of DRC's intent to
influence an election. Although the Council has set up phone

cc trees, it has done so strictly for non-political fund-raising
purposes and for notifying members of meetings. At no time has
DRC ever contemplated using the phone trees for the purpose of
advocating the election or defeat of specific candidates.
Similarly, the DRC's proposal to conduct candidates account-
ability sessions (such sessions having been conducted in prior
election years) entails inviting both candidates and incum-
bents on a non-partisan basis to a DRC meeting to present their
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positions via 4-w reOrdied maet 400wo , As~# M tbe
nae of tbe ssson suggsets, 1D461 *pl*wtV$ to, @0g

arecord tbat-later may be Used to tb4d .n m~p Ab
for his o brearlier campaign prtI'

Based on the reasons dimscuse above, the complaixit
should be dismissed forthwith.

Sincieey,

William C. Oldaker
-0 Counsel f or Dakota aesources

Council

Attachments

WCO:WCR:cb
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"The lower farm prices sent by Congress in the 1985 Farm Bill have turned the farm crisis into a rural

economic emergency, with record foreclosures, bankruptcies and business failures. These economic conditions are
causing suicides, mental depressions, and unprecedented family violence. This emergency is accelerating the
corporate takeover of our food production, setting the stage for skyrocketing food prices, environmental
destruction, and the elimination of family owned and operated farms and ranches." - Problem Statement from the
National Rural Crisis Action Campaign

On February 23rd & 24 of 1986 scores of various grassroots groups from throughout the Midwest and across
the country will converge on Des Moines, Iowa. Their purpose will be to convene the first membership meeting of
the National Save the Family Farm Committee (NSFFC), and to kick off the the National Rural Crisis Action
Campaign (NRCAC). The key demands of this national campaign are: 1) Full parity farm prices and supply

tmanagement; 2) Debt adjustment with moratorium on foreclosures and repossessions; 3) Emergency survival
assistance for those who need food, clothing, shelter or health care.

The DRC Board of Directors has endorsed the three principles of the NRCAC. It has also appointed DRC
members to represent DRC on the three committees of the national campaign. Marion Lefor will represent DRC on

Nthe National Save the Family Farm Committee; Randolph Nodland on the National Farm Bill1 Coordinating Committee;
and Frank Kirschenheiter on the National Farmers' Fair Credit Committee.

7 The following articles summarize specific proposals
fair conmmodity prices for family farmers.

of the NRCAC to achieve equitable debt adjustment and

1RFuirPri farlrlfuuc
Members of the Dakota Resource Council voted at

%C their 8th annual meeting to support action that will
allow family farm operators to obtain a reasonable

~'profit by raising market prices and lowering
production costs. "My goal for this year is to see
to it that DRC does everything possible to get a fair
price for farmers, and to stop the farm failures that
are happening around us," said Jerry Torstenson, DRC
Chairman in his opening address at the annual meeting
banquet.

Grassroots groups from around the country who
have joined the National Rural Crisis Action Campaigr
are not satisfied to let the 1985 Farm Bill run its
course, running farmers off the land, and rural
commnunities into the ground. The DRC Board has
decided to join this broad-based movemnent in an
effort to reopen the farm bill debate, and has voted
to support the passage of the Farm Policy Reform Act.
This legislation gained a great deal of support
during the debate on the 1985 Farm Bill but failed to
pass. While it doesn't solve all problems, it offers

Continue on Page 2

U

nou Dtfian Fair Credit Pla
Frank Kirschenheiter, a DRC member who is also a

credit counselor, has been appointed to represent ORC
on the National Farmers' Fair Credit Committee
(NFFCC). The NFFCC has developed a working proposal
on a Fair Credit Plan for both family farmers and
rural lenders. This plan is consistent with a
resolution passed at DRC's annual meeting which
directs DRC to work to ensure that lenders and the
U.S government share farmers' losses resulting from
the current credit crisis. Various rural grassroots
groups in the NRCAC have endorsed this proposal. It
is in currently being drafted into bill language for
introduction into Congress.

The principles of the Fair Credit Plan are that:

* It be federally funded and locally administered;
* The program should be tied to the farmer's ability

to pay back debts based on the prices received for
farm commodities;

* The program should provide for debt adjustment;
* The program should be targetted to family farmers.

Continue on Page 6
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afair price fQr farmers, and T7 uu (r ua
America.

Thw Faftm fillq II ad,
This bill was drafted after two years of publ ic,

hearings coordinated by Texas Ag Commissioner km
Hightower and Minnesota Ag Commissioner Jim Nichols,*P*
hearings held at the grassroots, involving huadreds'
of farmers and rural people who wanted to see that
farmers be paid a fair price in the market place for
their products. The billl is based on the assumption
that farmers do not want to receive government
subsidies for their comodities in order to cover
production costs but rather, that the grain merchants
pay for the commodity.

The Farm Policy Reform Act, which would cover
production years from 1986 - 1999, provides for three
basic principles

1. A referendum with at least 501 of the producers
from each commodity (at this time, corn, soybeans,
wheat, grain sorghums, barley, oats, rye, upland

'Notton) voting in favor of including their
4odities in the act before it becomes operational.
A referendum would be held every four years, giving

3%farmers the right to vote, and ensuring that they
would have a voice in setting commodity prices.
0

,7.Commodity Credit Corporation Loan rates on grain
.would be raised to 701 of parity, roughly the average
,.cost of production. This would increase by two
percent each year until 1996, at which point the loan

C:)ate would reach 90% of parity. The term of the loan
would run for three years.

Supply management - Production quotas for each
farm would be established with larger operators

qftaking progressively larger cuts in production than
family-sized operators.

Under the current farm program, the ASCS sets
target prices for wheat at $4.30 a bushel. The
difference between this and the loan rate of $2.47
(around which the market rate hovers) is called the
deficiency payment. This is the amount that the
government subsidizes farmers to be paid at less than
the cost of production by the grain companies.
Today's target prices are not even high enough to
cover cost of production, estimated at $4.81 a bushel
for wheat. With the Farm Policy Reform Act, there
would be no target prices, no deficiency payments,
and no payment to farmers for storage of surplus
grain produced above the established quota.

The Farm Policy Reform Act requires that a quota
be set for each farm with the past acreage history
used as a base in calculating how many marketing
certificates would be issued for how many bushels of

grain. The qi~!a would be in the form of bushels,
pounds, tons or whatever unit of measurement applies
to individual commodities. The Secretary of
Agriculture would set the quota each year, based on
domestic, export, feed anid hunger program needs.
Farmers would be able to sell their product. only with
theuse of marketing certificates, issued after the
quota for each farm were established.

The first years of the program would necessitate
greater production controls or cu tbacks to bring
supply back in line with demand, because of our
.surplus situation today.

ame Eupur Muket Mih
Without exception, DRC members who have

di-scussed. the farm- Pol icyJeform.'-Act'ak 4 ht1.l
happen to our exports?" Today's farm program is
based on a policy of lowvered loan rates, therefore,
lower market prices, so that the United States can
compete in the world market, sell more grain and make
up the difference in lost revenue to farmers through
deficiency payments. This assumption appears to be
misguided.

A report by the Food and Agricultural Policy
Research Institute (FAPRI), a joint research program
of the University of Missouri and Iowa State
University, released on February 13, projects that we
will be increasing our wheat export volume marginally
over the next three years, though the value of that
export is substantially less than what is projected
to be paid out for all wheat deficiency payments.

The table below shows
are giving away to support
These statistics, obtained

what American taxpayers
the export market myth.
from the FAPRI report,

for wheat, North Dakota's chief farm commodity.

CURRENT FARM PROGRAM PROJECTIONS
CROP YEARS 1986

Wheat price per bushel

Export Volume
(billions of bushels)

Export Value (billion $)
(price x export volume)

)irect Government Costs
for wheat (deficiency
payments in billion $)

1987 1988

$2.47 $2.39 $2.27

1.061 1.165 1.266

$2.621 $2.784 $2.874

$3.93 $4.55 $4.676

We are projected to spend far more in deficiency
payments to farmers in the next three years than we
expect to earn in the export market. The taxpayers
end up footing the bill for the export market myth so

- ____ __= a N



that the grain merchants can pay half of the cost
of production in the market place.

If farmers were paid $5 a bushel for their
wheat, we could export half as much wheat as we are
projected to in 1986 and obtain more in export VALUE
for wheat than under the current farm program
displayed on the table above'- at no cost'to the
government in deficiency payments.

CROP YEAR 1986

Wheat price per bushel $5.00 I
Export volume 531 million bushels
Export value (price oue $2.66 billion

Says the FAPRI report, "A substantial and

sustained turnaround in world and domestic markets
will have to occur if net farm income is to approve

appreciably." Net farm income for all commodities
")is projected to drop from $26.9 billion in 1985 to

$21.8 billion in 1989, despite the huge subsidies
"~paid to farmers to alleviate the burden of low

commiodity prices.

oThe export market myth also fails to address the
severe environmental consequences to U.S. farming

'Nresources that result when farmers are forced to

produce more volume to make up for lower price. We

are shipping out topsoil with every bushel of wheat

that's sold at less than the cost of production.

History shows that no matter what price the

U.S. has sold grain on the export market, other

C'countries undercut us by about a nickel a bushel.

This policy of low commodity prices also keeps

peasant farmers poor in Third World countries which

r muIst compete to sell grain ir order to pay off

bill ions of dollars in foreign debt, often owed to

U.S. banks.

Impacts ea Sue North Saketa Farm
Some DRC members have taken figures from the

current farm program and applied these to their

operations, then compared the outcom~e to their income

if they were to receive 70% of parity for their

wheat. The description below is an actual Western

North Dakota farm operation. At the time of this

writing, we haven't done the same work-up on an

eastern North Dakota operation.

The current farm program requires the government

to spend over $17,000 in deficiency payments because

this farmer is unable to get a fair price for his

wheat in the market place. The Farm Policy Reform

Act not only results in higher net income, but it

results in huge savings to the U.S. taxpayer. The

grain merchant pays for the product at its cost of

production rather than subsidization from the federal

government.

The Cooperative Extension Service Cost of

Production figures assume a 1/3 2/3 fallow operation.

Factored into the 25% cut scenario under the current

farm program and the Farm Policy Reform Act are the

costs of managing the set aside land. This is

factored into the 50% cut scenario only up to the

costs of a 25% cut.

One DRC member commiented "It is costing more to

keep us poor!!"

noe Jmm Mitt"i mmimat
In December of 1985, as the Farm lill debate

grew more bleak for family farmers, Jamie Whitten, a

Congressman from Mississippi who has been in office

Continue on Page 7
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1986 FARM PROGRAM (APPLIED TO WESTERN NORTH 7
DAKOTA WHEAT, 'OPERAT IONS)

500 acre wheat base with 25% set aside 375

25 bushel yield x 375 acres 9,375
Loan rate at $2.40 a bushel $22,500
Deficiency payment Of $1.90 a bushel $17,812

(based $4.30 bushel target price)
Total Income $40,312

Production Costs - SW ND Coop Extension NDSU

$95.94/acre x 375 acres $35,977
Net Income $4,335

SAME FARM OPERATION - FARM POLICY REFORM ACT

500 acre wheat base with 25% set aside 375

25 bushel yield x 375 acres 9,375

Loam rate at $5 a bushel 70% of parity $46,875
Cost cf production at $95.94/acre $35,977

Net Income $10,897

SAME FARM OPERATION - FARM POLICY REFORM ACT

50% CUT

500 acre wheat base with 50% set aside 250

25 bushel to the acre yield 6,250
Loan rate at $5 a bushel 70% of parity $31,250
Cost of $95.94/acre (x 250 acres) $23,985

Net Income $ 7,265



The following is an exerpt from a press are 0on-Fm$A borrowers to support their friends andstatement made by Marion Lefor at Press Conference neighbors who are-. If you lose them, you may be
held by DRC in Bismarck on January 22, 1986. The DRC next.
press conference was held in conjunction with the
hearing held that day in Bismarck Federal District DRC calls on the vast majority of FmHA CountyCourt. At that hearino James Massey, lead attorney in Supervisors, who are trying to do their jobs, to usethe landmark FAIHA Coleman v. Block case, asked Judge their maximum -discretion in the implementation ofBruce Van Sickle to strike down several provisions of these new regulations to help farmers stay on thethe newly promulgated FMHA regulations. (See land. FmHA county committee members also need toJanuary/February Dakota Counsel, p. 5) exercise their full authority to make FmHA programs

The Dakota Resource Council is here today to
express our solidarity with FmHA borrowers who will
unnecessarily lose their farms if these new F.HA
regulations are upheld. DRC calls on Judge Van
Sickle to continue his positive oversight, and make
FmHA live up to its responsibilities, mandated by
Congress, to assist family farmers in their efforts
to stay on the land.

DRC members, who are also FmHA borrowers, did
Vtwant to risk participating in this press

~onference today. They are up for loan renewals, and
-Cd not want to risk being denied FmHA funding. We

Kenot in the Soviet Union, or the Philippines, yet
American citizens cannot speak out freely about their

Mwnf government's policies that are driving them to
take desperate actions, such as killing their
_-Anders, their families and themselves. They are
-.Pu rning to extremists groups which funnel farmer
frustrations into hate and violence, thereby
0 verting them from positive responses that could
keep them farming.

I am here today, as a farmer, to speak out
against certain provisions of the new FmHA
regulations. I believe, even though I am not an FmHA
Torrwerthat my fate, and my children's fate, will.&e directly linked to whether or not Judge Van Sickle

allows FmHA to implement these regulations as they
are now written.

It appears that the Reagan Administration wrote
these regulations as a part of their conscious policy
to accelerate the "transition" away from smaller,9
family owned and operated farms and ranches, towards
more corporate-owned and tenant-operated
agribusinesses. These regulations are designed to
humiliate, demoralize and starve farm families off
the land. It is time for Rural America to say enough
is enough.

DRC encourages FmHA borrowers to continue their
struggle to stay on the land, even if it means
challenging these new regulations every step of the
way. You are the first line of defense for the
American family farm. ORC also calls on farmers who

available to qualified farmers in these times when
they are needed the most.

Farmers need to work with credit counselors to
come up with practical proposals to keep themselves
farming. They then need to take these proposals to
their county supervisors and negotiate. This will do
much more to keep you con the farm, than arming
yourselves to fight foreclosures with violence, or
buying into dangerously espoused common law defenses
to try to save your farm.

DRC in North Dakota, and other groups around the
country, have received FmHA handbooks which explain
borrower rights under the new regulations. DRC will
hold meetings around the state using these handbooks
to organize rural communities so that farm, and
non-farm rural people alike, can help FmHA borrowers
to exercise their rights under the law, and pressure
the agency to once again live up to its primary
purpose: keeping family farmers on the land.

tblon Lefor. Chairpeson. ar Pugw mCrvtg
Photo by Jr"' Krum

FmHBl Handok n=h fivuilabi.
DRC has received its first shipment of the 3rd

Editions "Farmers' Guide to FmHA," from Minnesota
Legal Assistance. The handbook was released in
January of 1986, and contains a complete chapter and
updated sections that address farmers' rights under
the new controversial regulations. It is available
from the DRC office for $2.00 for members, and $4.00
for non-members, plus postage.



The DRC Oil and Gas commnittee met on Jah'uary 20.,
1986, chaired by Dave Nelsons Keene. Though the price
of oil is falling and drilling activity in th ooil
patch is also decreasing, the committee contirhies its
battle with law makers and enforcement agencies to
recognize and solve problems that face farmers anO
ranchers - and indirectly all North Dakotans 7-due to
inadequately supervised energy developmnt.

Since early last sunmmer, the committee's
atte~ition has focused on the work of tho Interim
Legi-4lative Oil .AGas Committee, whose purpose is
to study problem.s tlating to oil and gas production
and recommnend soluti~ns to the 1987 stateL
legislature. DRC men.')ers have presented testimony
and comments to the le 'iislative committee, including
a three day field trip 1hrough the oil patch, at
hearings in July, August, September, November, and
January.

IAter~ U wd 6a Cemitte
Msshu~mgfW FlapU er isimPute

The Interim Legislative Oil and Gas Committee's
INWiOt recent meeting was held in Bismarck on January
15. An Oil and Gas Development Problems and Issues

survey, conpleted by 15 committee members, was

,*~resented for discussion at this meeting. Members
were asked to prioritize (1-5) the 29 problem areas

%0'brought to the attention of the committee by previous
testimony. 1125 venting and flaring ranked 13th and

0 reserve pit reclamation ranked 14th on this survey!

At this same 1h-'Ing, the committee voted to

cnave two bill drafts prepared by the next scheduled
meeting, which is March 5. The first bill draft deals

"t'witn the inadequate enforcement of oil and gas

pro-'Ims by the Industrial Commission. It was
Wproposed by two citizen members; Dean Winkjer and

Greg Schneider. This bill proposed to transfer

regulatory control of the oil and gas industry from

the Industrial Commission (composed of Governor
Sinner, Attorney General Spaeth, and Ag Commissioner

Jones) to an oil and gas commission composed of 3
members appointed by the governor anid confirmed by

the senate.

Many committee members feel the Industrial

Commission's record *'is nothing to be proud of", they
lack expertise and/or time to deal with oil and gas
related problems, and that "enforcement of existing
laws, rather that the creation of new laws, could

solve many of the problems brought before the
commnittee. " (from, January 15 hearing transcript)

The second b'il -;raft, developed by Senator Rick
Maixr'er, will amend the Oil and Gas Production Damage

the Oil 1'e c

Compensation Act's definition of surface owner so as
not to preclude damages being paid to the actual
surface owner for damage to the surface estate caused
by drilling operations. The life of the Interim
Legislative Oil and Gas Committee is short - it has
been meeting since July 1985, and the study will
conclude around September 1986. This may be the only
meaningful piece of legislation that will come out of
the magnitudes of testimony presented to the
committee by concerned citizens and professionals.

DRC's Oil and Gas Committee's most recent
dealing with the legislative committee members was in
the form of a letter addressing the ranking system of
the Oil and Gas Development Problems and Issues
Survey. Concerns were raised as to a "top 5" ranking
system versus a 1-29 ranking system used to decide
which issues the legislative commuittee will
concentrate their time and efforts on for the '87
legislature. The overwhelming majority of testimony
on environmental problems compared with complaints on
only royality issues was stressed. The legislative
committee was also urged to review information from
other states utilizing agency and industry expertize
to resolve the problems.

A second letter to the Industrial Commission
stressed that any new laws and regulation which may
come out of the '87 legislature will have little or

no impact - just as the current laws have - if there

is no enforcement of these laws by the Oil and Gas

Division of the Industrial Commission. Concerns were

also raised as to whether a new, 3 person committee
appointed by the governor will solve the problems at

hand. To date, the Industrial Commission has not

responded to this letter.

Other actions taken by the oil and gas committee

are 1) to have staff coordinate a re-work and update

of seismic guidelines used by affiliates and to

develop generic guidelines for -ise by all counties,

L")monitor federal legislation on ground water and oil

and gas, and 3) research DeCaulion, which is an

experimental process which converts "sour gas" into a

useable product.
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These principles would require the government
and lenders to assume partial responsibility for the
current financial crisis in agriculture, rather than
allowing farmers to suffer the entire burden like
they are doing now.

In the Fair Credit Plan, lenders would be
required to write off a portion of the debt owed them
by the farmer. The lenders would lose some money,
but not as much as if they were to continue to
foreclose on farms and force land prices even lower'.
In exchange for writing off a portion of the farmer's
debt, the lender would be guaranteed the remaining
interest payments by the federal government.

A determination would be made each -year by a
state administered board such as North Dakota's
Credit Review board, or perhaps a local democratic
structure like county ASCS coumfittees, as to how much
income produced by a farm operation, above family
living and operating expenses, was available for debt

%servicing. The farmer would then pay the amount that
the local review board determined was available for

*rdebt servicing. If the determined amount was less
than the remaining interest payment, which will first

N-be reduced by the lender write-down, the government
C would make up the difference.

IN The amount of interest paid by the government
for the farmer would be a loan. The farmer must

.,oeventually pay it back, but the farmer's operation
must first be able to service the remaining debt

Cagainst it. This would be comparable to the loan the
government gave to the Chrysler corporation.

~.Interest payments would be the first priority
for any income available for debt servicing.

%..'Therefore, if commodity prices rose to a level where
the farmer could make all of mis or her interest

Mpayment, then the government would no longer have to
pay the lender on behalf of the farmer.

The farmer would then take over the entire
interest payment, provided that his or her farm
income allowed. This would provide the government
with an incentive to raise commuodity prices, because
outlays for the program would be reduced as the
farmer received more income from the market place.

The second priority for income available for
debt servicing would be principle payments to the
lender. Principle would be set aside until commuodity
prices rose to a level that allowed the farm
operation to produce enough income to service both
interest, and principle payments. This provision
would give lenders incentive to work with farmers for
higher commnodity prices, so that the farmer could
again begin to make principle payments to the

l ender.

The final priority for debt servicing, above and
beyond interest and principle payments, will be for
the farmer to begin paying the government back
whatever the total subsidy amount was for the
interest payments during the time when the farmer
could not make the full interest payment. This would
be the last incentive for the government to raise
commnodity prices to parity levels.

Work is presently being done to introduce this
Fair Credit Plan into Congress. DRC, along with many
other grassroots groups and rural organizations and
institutions from around the country, offer this
proposal as rallying point for local, state and
national actions by churches, farm groups, rural
bankers, local governments, business and other rural
leaders to challenge the current policies of our
government which are destroying Rural America.

DRC is calling on state legislatures and
governors, especially in those states such as North
Dakota who are so dependent on agriculture, to enact
strict moratoria oh foreclosures which would include
all lenders, and would cover farm chattel and real
estate, rural businesses, and residential homes.
These moratoria should remain in affect until such
time as Congress acts to provide debt restructuring
on the principles consistent with those outlined
above. Finally, Congress should also reopen the farm
bill debate to secure parity prices for family
farmers and all rural Americans. -DOj4ts(N5Mw

Cleain the f1ir meat Plains?
DRC and MCLA have put the pressure on, so now

the Health Department is trying to cover its tracks
over its mishandling of the enforcement of Great
Plain's air quality permits. In the last Dakota
Counsel, it was reported that DRC and MCLA had sent a
letter Dr. Wentz, State Health Officer, pointing out
the questionable legality of the Administrative
Consent Agreements (ACA's) with Great Plains and the
Health Department's granting Basin and Nokota's air
quality permit extentions without following their own
guidelines for granting the extentions. DRC and MCLA
resolved to ask the Environmental Protection Agency
to exercize its oversight responsiblity in North
Dakota.

In response to this letter, the Health
Department wrote to DRC and MCLA to tell them that
they will be allowed to speak at a public meeting on
the conversion of the ACA's to judicial consent
agreements. The difference between the two kinds of
agreements boils down to one key feature; in a
judicial consent agreement a polluter is publicly

Continue on Page 7
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charged woith a violation and is tw 7Ief 160 a ue
to detet*tne penalties and remediet, pith 1"itb~ng
being hidden; in an administrative cqnse'"z agreement
the polluter and the Health Department get together
behind closed doors to negotiate what penalties and
remedies will be required.

The Health Department has negotiated two ACA's
with Great Plains. The first was negotiated. to
mitigate the odor problems with the plant and the
second, in effect, delayed the date that Great Plains
would have to come into compliance with its S02
emissions permit by up to 13 months. The agreements
were signed in late February of last year. The
Health Department has maintained that there is
nothing wrong with using ACA's ever since ORC.
discovered their use last summer.

"If there isn't anything wrong with the use of
ACA's, why are they in such a stinking hurry to
change them into Judicial Consent Agreements?" asked
Leo Kallis, DRC Treasurer. The ACA's have been in

~effect for almost a full year now and DRC has been
aware of them since June. The Health Department

,,rapparently feels that these agreements must be
legitimized so they will not be challenged.

The meeting, described by the Health Department
aan informational meeting, was tentatively

..scheduled for February 26 in Beulah. Although one of
the major reasons for this public meeting is to allow

4.r the Health Department to address DRC's concerns, DRC
had not received any formal notice of the meeting nor

chad any notice been published in any daily or weekly
paper as of this writing (February 18). If the

Deprtmntis truely seeking public comment on their
actions, they should have the common courtesy to tell

Cthe public. After pointing out to Bill Delmore, SHD

,r Chief Enforcement Officer, that the Department cannot
have a public meeting without telling the public the

~Department rescheduled the meeting for mid March.

-Jw"r Krem

Hi 1hmvI
There's a new kid on the block up at the DRC

office. Her name is Julie Ruplinger, and she is
DRC's new organizer on Oil and Gas issues. She will
also be working on groundwater issues. She will work
with the Billings County Surface Interest Association
and the McKenzie County Energy and Taxation
Association.

Julie grew up near Milwaukee, Wisconsin and
graduated from the University of Wisconsin - Stevens
Point with a B5 in Wildlife Management and Biology,
with a minor in Water Resources. She enjoys
photography, crafts and tennis, and is looking for
someplace she can ride horses.

~.f h~ ~olI4~e -- page 7
since the first days of the farm program in the
'40's, attached a resolution on to the appropriations
bill authorizing expenditures to keep the government
going. He did so in an effort to restore equity to
the farm program.

The Whitten Amendment called for raising the
loan rate "at such levels as will reflect a fair
return to the farm producer above the cost of
production and to provide for payment by the
purchaser, rather than by appropriation." Whitten's
two page resolution incorporated the principles of
the Farm Policy Reform Act, which would have
guaranteed that farmers be paid for their commodities
by the "Purchaser" rather than by the government.

The Whitten amendment also would have required
the Secretary of Agriculture to determine on a
case-by-case basis which borrowers are not now able
to make principal and interest payments on federal
loans due to losses incurred because of grain
embargoes and other foreign policy. Once this
determination is made, a 12 month foreclosure
moratorium would have been instituted on all farm
loans owed to the Federal Government.

The Whitten Amendment passed committee and
passed the House. When it reached the Senate
Appropriations Committee, it was killed by a narrow 3
vote margin. Senator Mark Andrews voted against the
Whitten Amendment by proxy. In doing so, Senator
Andrews voted in favor of lower loan rates and lower
market prices for our farm commodities, well below
the cost of production. And he voted for deficiency
payments that will cost farmers and taxpayers
billions.

Senator Andrew's explanation for the vote is
that he thought an amendment dealing with cost of
production for farming didn't belong on an
appropriations bill, even though the government has
to appropriate billions in deficiency payments
because farmers aren't getting cost of production.
He also noted that he has a sound record on votes
ensuring that farmers are paid cost of production,
though the Farm Bill, which he supported, results in
a great reduction in farm income. -hr em

4%-Rvnolph siuwd



Saturday National form 8il1 Coorditflaq,
February 22 Comittee, Des Moines Iowa.

February 23
February 24

Wednesday
February 26

Wednesday
February 26

Friday
February 28

Tuesday
March 4

ccWednesday
~March 5

%C.Mac 1

KMarch 101
Mach1

Thursday
'March 13

Friday
COMarch 14

'WFriday

C March 21

Nation Save the Family Farm
Committee, Des Moines, Iowa

Rural Action Meeting Kick-Off
1 PM Eagles Club, Jamestown

Rural Action Meeting
7:30 PM American-Legion, Oakes

Rural Action Meeting
I PM Stickney Hail, Dickinson State
College

Rural Action Meetings
1 PM Chieftain Lodge, Carrington
7 PM Artos Motel, Harvey

Rural Action Meetings
I PM Sun Lac Inn, Lakota
7 PM Coachman Inn, Cooperstown

ND Water Well Drillers Annual
Meeting, Bismarck

DRC Fundraising Training
Sacred Heart Priory, Richardton

Fundraiser training
ORC Office

Public Service Commission Reclamation
Hearing 9:30 A.M. (CST) State Capitol

Hello all yofh photographers! it's that time of
year again - the ORC is now accepting entries for its
eighth annual "Rural North Dakota Photo Show".
There's plenty of time to get your favorite negatives
and slides printed up. The entry deadline is April
17th, and the Judging will be on the 18th. The rules
for entries are listed at the end of this article.
Sorry, but no photos entered in 'previous ORG photo

shows may be entered.

DRC is planning to display the Photo Show at DRC
events in Grand Forks, Fargo, and Bismarck. The
Dickinson Photo Show and Wine and Cheese Taster will
be held on May 3. More details about the scheduling
of other shows will be sent to this year's Photo Show
entrants as soon as they are set.

The Fall, 1986 issue of North Dakotd Horizons
magazine will feature selected photos from this years
show. The Photo Show is a major fundraiser for ORC
so encourage all the photographers and photo lovers
you know to enter or attend.

Heres how to enter:

1. Phctos must be taken in North Dakota.
2. Color and Black & White Prints. NO SLIDES
3. Prints must be 5x7 or larger.
4. Prints must be matted or mounted. Photo mats and

mounts must be 8x10 or larger. NO FRAMES
5. Only 5 prints per entrant; entry fee is 5$ per print.
6. Attach a card with name, address, category, and

sale price(if for sale) for each print.
7. Send a stamped, addressed mailer for photos to be

returned by nail. Photos delivered to the DRC
office must be picked up after the Dickinson show.

I'D LIKE TO SUPPORT DRC. ENCLOSED PLEASE FIND:

Mail to: Dakota Resource Council
29 7th Avenue West
Dickinson, ND 58601
(701) 227-1851

NAME

$200 - "200 CLUB" Member
$100 -Patron Member
$35 - Ccuple Member
$20 - s-'ngle Member
$10 - Student, Low Income

PHONE__________

ADDRESS
If you aren't able to pay a membership in onepaymento instailments are welcome.

DAKOTA RESOURCE COUNCIL
29 7th AVENUE WEST
DICKINSON, ND 58601
(701) 227-1851

Third Class Mail
U.S. Postage Paid
Dickinson, ND 58601
Permit #43



JOIDRC
As a member of DAC you wiN re-a u l~tr h

M*ftQUd.o~f DRO C.aDakot You will hav aces to 00wti Ur iw As well

You Can also help form and carry out ORG'Mc a on
loal, stte, and national issues.

Fill out and return to:

Dakota Resource Council
29 7th Avenue West
Dickinson, ND 58601

For More Information Call:
(701) 227-1851

U" Paro Membera110 nmb u
"200 Club" (20pw

-WContribution
Iwould like more iInmtonon
Mk*1G and ReclamatH-ion --OIaW$Gm

-...Groundwater Prolection AiNr Quality
Othm___ -Ag Poftc

I Have Time To Voluntee. Call NMe

Nam
Address
city.
Phone

Zip_

Pleas Slime fts ftdOc

DRC Works For:
oY* Family Farm Agriculture

cLocal control of Economic
G rowth

*Clean Air
*Groundwater Protection
*Soil Conservation
*Conservation and Renewable
*Energy

Strong Mine Reclamation
Standards and Enforcement

*Responsible Oil and Gas
Development

DAKOTA

RZESOURCE

COUNCIL

297 th Avenue W., Dickinson, ND, 58601
Phone (701) 227-1851

Jar
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FEDERM. ELE a-, ON COMMISSION
WASWPICTON. D.C.2

Myron Hilton Atkinson, Jt,
P.O. Box 1176
Bismark, N.D. 5852

Dear Mr. Atkinson:

This letter wi ackrowl. f9e -oc~ipt of a complaint
filed by you vbicb twe roctive onJune 4, 1986#' vbich alleges
possible violations of the FederVal Election Cam .paign Act of
1971, as amended, (the,"Act'), by the Dakota Resource
Council. The respondenwt -will, be notified of this complaint
within five days.

You will be notified as soon as the Comnmission takes
final action on your complaint. Should you receive any addi-

0 tional information in this matter, please forward it to this
C office. We suggest that this information be sworn to in the
q7 same manner as your original complaint. For your

information, we have attached a brief description of the
C Commission's procedures for handling complaints. We have

numbered this matter under review MUR 2182. Please refer to
this number in all future correspondence. If you have any

cc questions, please contact Lorraine F. Ramos at (202) 376-
3110.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
Gener, 1 Counsel

B*Lawrence M. Noble t
Deputy General Counsel

Enclosure



FEDERAL ELECTION:CMAISSION,
* WASMINCTOW. D. *

Jun n, Is#

Dakota Resource Coaacil
C/o Theresa M. 9eaVerY
Box 254
113 West First Street
Dickenson, North Dak~ta 50601

Re: NOR 2182

Dear Ms. Keavery:

This letter is to notify you that the Federal Election
Commission received a com plaint which alleges that the

0 Dakota Resource Council may have violated certain sections of

C4 ~the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the
"Act"). A copy of the complaint is enclosed. We have numn-
bered this matter MUR 2182. Please refer to this number in
all future correspondence.

Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate
in writing that no action should be taken against you and
your organization in this matter. Your response must be sub-

C mitted within 15 days of receipt of this letter. If no
response is received within 15 days, the Coimmission may take
further action based on the available information.

Please submit any factual or legal materials which you
believe are relevant to the C omm ission's analysis of this
matter. Where appropriate, statements should be submitted
under oath.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with
2 U.S.C. 5437g(a) (4) (B) and S437g(a) (12) (A) unless you
notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to
be made public.



if you have any questions, please contact Patty Reillyv
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (202) 376-8211. Tor
your information# we have attached a brief description of the
Commission's procedures for handling complaints.

sincerely,

Charles N. Steele

General Counsel

c Deputy General Counsel

%r Enclosures
complaint

c Procedures
Designation of Counsel Statement



aVl-

FEDERAL ELIECTION COMMIS$ION
WASHINCTON. D.C 20W

Dakota Resource Council
c/o Theresa M4. KeaverY
Box 254
113 West First Street
Dickensoa, North Dakota58l

Re: MRU 216 2

Dear Ms. Keavery:

This letter is to notify you that the Federal'Election

0 Commission received a complaint which alleges that 
the

N Dakota Resource Council may have violated cer'taift 
sections of

the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the

"Act"). A copy of the complaint is enclosed, We have numn-

bered this matter IIUR 2182. Please refer to this number in

0 all future correspondence.

17 Under the Act, you have the opportunity to demonstrate

C in writing that no action should 
be taken against you and

your organization in this matter. Your response must be sub-

mitted within 15 days of receipt of this letter. If no

response is received within 15 days, the Commuission may take

further action based on the available information.

Please submit any factual or legal materials 
which you

believe are relevant to the Commission's 
analysis of this

matter. Where appropriate, statements should be 
submitted

under oath.

This matter will remain confidential in accordance with

2 U.S.C. 437g(a)(4)(B) and 437g(a)(12)(A) unless you

notify the Commission in writing that you wish the matter to

be made public.



If you have any questions, please contact Patty Reilly#
the attorney assigned to this matter, at (2U2) 3,76-8206. For
your information, we have attached a brief description of the
Commission's procedures for handling complaints.

Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

(7 - (V I r
By: Lawrence M. Noble
Deputy General Counsel

Enclosures
%r Complaint

Procedures
C! Designation of Counsel Statement



FRONAL ELECTIO9N COmMISSI ON4
WASH W4CTOKP .C. 20W)

Myron Hilton Atkinson# Jr.
P.O. Box 1176
Bismark, N.D. 58502

0 Dear Mr. Atkinson:

This letter will OcktiOWled9* recIPt ofacopit

filed by you which we received Oa June 4t 1986, 
which alleges

possible violations Of the federal Zlection 
Campaign Act Of

o1971, as amended, (the "Actu), by the Dakota Resource,

Council. The respondent will be notified Of this Complaint

N within five days.

%.r You will be notified as soon as the coimmission takes

CD final action on your complaint. 
Should you receive any addi-

tional information in this matter, please 
forward it to this

~. office. We suggest that this information be sworn 
to in the

same manner as your original complaint. 
For your

c~information, we have attached a brief description 
of the

Commission' s procedures for handling complaints. 
We have

'~numbered this matter under review MUR 2182. Please refer to

cc this number in all future correspondence. if you have any

questions, please contact Lorraine F. 
Ramos at (202) 376-

3110.
Sincerely,

Charles N. Steele
General Counsel

By: Lawrence M. Noble
Deputy General Counsel

Enclosure



WA?3 DhW OF E I W ~ p 0 D

NMM o1p 3~wu William C. Oldaker, B~q.
uDRESS EPSTEIN BEOCER DORSODY&G EP

1140 19th Street# NW.. Suite 900o

Washington# D.C. 20036
noEP0~ (202) 861-0900

The above-named individual is hereby designated as 3my
counsel and is authorized to receive any notifications and
other Oomunications from the Commission and to act on my behalf
before the Commiission.

RESPONDENT~ I S NAME:

ADDRESS:

ROME PHONE:

BUSINESS PBOU:

DAKOTA RESOURCE COUNCIL

29 7th Avenue West

Dickinson, North Dakota 58601

(701) 227-1851
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MYRON F. ATK*450N, JR. ryINW
ATT@NUVAT4AW

P.O. 80 I I?.
SMGARCK. NORTH DAKOTA 6000

~.mi6 (?t~asS~agMay 27# 1986 ~

Mr. Charles N. Steele
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, NW
Washington, D. C. 20463

Dear Mr. Steele:

This formal complaint is filed pursuant to 2 USC 437g(a)(l)
and 11 CPR 111.4. The facts and allegations set forth are
true to the best of my knowledge, belief and information.

The Dakota Resource Council (the Council) is incorporated
under the laws of the State of North Dakota. The registered
agent of the Dakota Resource Council according to the records.
of the Secretary of State of North Dakota is Theresa M.
Keaveny, Box 254# 113 West First Street, Dickinson, North
Dakota 58601.

The Council is a self-styled grassroots organization
N with its initial purposes concerned with natural resources

%Oft and environmental issues. More recently the organization
has become involved in assisting farmers through the current
farm crisis.

While some of the goals of the Council may be desirable
both its actions and organizers show a partisan bent inappropriate

e* for a corporation. Not only does the Council utilize its
membership funds but it also has received grants from various
church groups. The Council, by seeking the protection of

cc incorporation, has done a disservice to the people of North
Dakota and their right to know who is spending what on their
federal elections.

As you are aware, it has been long standing law and
public policy that corporations should not be able to use
corporate funds to influence federal elections. Employees
of corporations may, of course, legitimately participate
in elections by establishing a separate segregated fund
and publically disclosing the source of funds and to whom
those funds are contributed. However, corporate funds may
only be used to establish and maintain these separate segregated
funds. A corporation that spends corporate funds directly
to influence a federal election goes against both the law
at 2 USC 441b and the clear public policy of public disclosure.



Mr. Charles N. Steele
May 27# 1986
Page -2-

The following excerpts from Council publications clearly
indicate an intention to influence federal elections, in
particular the reelection bid of Senat6r,*Rat Andrews:

as"The Whitten Amendment passed committoe and passed
the House. When it reached the Senate Appropriations Committee,
it was killed by a narrow 3 vote margin. Senator Mark Andrews
voted against the Whitten Amendment by proxy. In doing
so, Senator Andrews voted in favor of lower loan rates and
lower market prices for our farm commodities, veil below
the cost of production. And he voted for deficiency payments
that will cost farmers and taxpayer billions.

"Senator Andrew's explanation for his vote is that
he thought an amendment dealing with cost of production
for farming didn't belong on an appropriations bill, even

0' though the government has to appropriate billions in deficiency
payments because farmers aren't getting cost of production.
He also noted that he has a sound record on votes ensuring
that farmers are paid cost of production, though the Farm
Bill, which he supported, results-in a great reduction in

o farm income.

"Since he has been confronted on his anti-farmer vote,
%r Senator Andrews has made public statements and sent letters

to the editor which distort the intent of the Whitten amendment,
and the extent of the farm problem. His most recent radio
statements incorrectly note that the Farm Policy Reform
Act would result in farmers taking upwards of a 50% cut
in production, and that the National Farmers Union and National

C Farmers Organization supported lowering the loan rate and
%r market price of commodities during the 1985 Farm Bill Debate."

(Council letter dated April 1986).

"You can also participate in selecting candidates,
and in holding our elected officials accountable to their
rural constituency." (Council letter dated April 1986).

"*" We'll be setting up phone trees and planning candidatesaccountability sessions over the coming months..." (Blaine
Mack in April 1986 newsletter).

Based on the foregoing information, I believe the Council
has violated the provisions of 2 USC 441(b). I urge the
Commission to conduct a full and complete investigation
of the Council's apparent use of corporate funds to influence
a federal election.



fr. Chatl#4U., st~q
Nlay 27,* 196
Page -3-

I am# of coursel willing to provide the Commission
with any additional..information or assistance it may require.

myzgj '!ilton Atkinson# Jr.
P. 0. Box 1176
Bismarck, ND 58502
Work phone: 701-255-2586
Home phone: 701-223-5257

Sworn to before me this 27th day of May, 1986.

My Commission expires:

pawl om MUMiM "D u

Notary Pub c,79r eW Coun y,
North Dakot
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MYRON H. ATKINSON, JR.

P.06 SN It 749
OWMARCK. NOTH DAKOTA "602

May 27, 1986

Mr. Charles N. Steel.
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
999 E Street, N
Washington* D. C. 20463

Dear Mr. Steele:

This formal complaint is filed pursuant to 2 USC 4379(a)(1)
and 11 CPR 111.4. The facts and allegations set forth are
true to the best of my knowledge, belief and information.

The Dakota Resource Council (the Council) is incorporated
under the laws of the State of north Dakota. The registered

or agent of the Dakota Resource Council according to the records.
of the Secretary of State of North Dakota is Theresa H.
Keaveny, Box 254, 113 West First Street, Dickinson, North
Dakota 58601.

The Council is a self-styled grassroots organization
with its initial purposes concerned with natural resources
and environmental issues. Nore recently the organization
has become involved in assisting farmers through the current

C farm crisis.

While some of the goals of the Council may be desirable
Cboth its actions and organizers show a partisan bent inappropriate

for a corporation. Not only does the Council utilize its
membership funds but it also has received grants from various
church groups. The Council, by seeking the protection of
incorporation, has done a disservice to the people of North
Dakota and their right to know who is spending what on their
federal elections.

As you are aware, it has been long standing law and
public policy that corporations should not be able to use
corporate funds to influence federal elections. Employees
of corporations may, of course, legitimately participate
in elections by establishing a separate segregated fund
and publically disclosing the source of funds and to whom
those funds are contributed. However, corporate funds may
only be used to establish and maintain these separate segregated
funds. A corporation that spends corporate funds directly
to influence a federal election goes against both the law
at 2 USC 441b and the clear public policy of public disclosure.
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43~ii~~i~i~l @ '~t~~hC it5y require.

iyro~lt~uAtkinsons* Jr.
P. 0. SOW 1176

siems s 3835602
Wock pbe"W: 701"255-256
some phone: 701-213-5257

Sworn to before "O this 27th day of May, 1966.

my Cinission expires:
so
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county
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DAKOITA - awe.MMM
May 27, 1986,

Mr. Charles N. Steel.e~f
General Counsel
Federal Election Commission
99938 Street. NW
Washington* D. C. 20463 -V

Dear M4r. Steele:

This formal complaint is filed pursuant to 2 USC 4379(a)(1)
and 11 CFR 111.4. The facts and allegations set forth are
true to the best of my knowledge, belief and information*

The Dakota Resource Council (the Council) is incorporated
under the laws of the State of North Dakota. The registereid-
agent of the Dakota Resource Council according to the rocotds
of the Secretary of State of north Dakota is Theresa H.
Keaveny, Box 254, 113 West First Street# Dickinson, North
Dakota 58601.

The Council is a self-styled grassroots organization
with its initial purposes concerned with natural resources
and environmental issues. more recently the organization
has become involved in assisting farmers through the current

0 farm crisis.

V While some of the goals of the Council may be desirable

C both its actions and organizers show a partisan bent inappropriateC for a corporation. Not only does the Council utilize its
membership funds but it also has received grants from various
church groups. The Council, by seeking the protection of

Cr incorporation# has done a disservice to the people of North
Dakota and their right to know who is spending what on their
federal elections.

As you are aware, it has been long standing law and
public policy that corporations should not be able to use
corporate funds to influence federal elections. Employees
of corporations may, of course, legitimately participate
in elections by establishing a separate segregated fund
and publically disclosing the source of funds and to whom
those funds are contributed. However, corporate funds may
only be used to establish and maintain these separate segregated
funds. A corporation that spends corporate funds directly
to influence a federal election goes against both the law
at 2 USC 441b and the clear public policy of public disclosure.



Kro'Charles N. Steelt
May 27, 1986
Page -2-

?be fol20lOkin *xd~kpts from Counail ,&jii l4*
indicate an intontion to inf luence federal-4 f~e#iflto
particular the 'reeeto b4 oSeaor.-Mack AndWV3"

OThe Whitten Amendment paased comite.~l, a d
the House. When, It reached t Senate Appropit01 Cmite
It was killed by a nrtrov 3 vote margin.,,,eotor Rak Andreva
voted against the Whitten Amendment by progy'O In doing
so, Senator Andrews voted in favor of lower loan rate& and
lover market prices for our farm commodities,#well beloV
the cost of production. And he voted for de'ficiency payments
that will cost farmers and taxpayer billions,'

wSenator Andrew's explanation for his vote is-that
he thought an amendment dealing with cost of production
for farming didn't belong on an appropriations bill- evon.

0 though the government has to appropriate ,billions in defMAieny
payments because farmers aren't getting cost. of pcoduationo
He also noted that he has a sound record on vot~l,,* esc

p,, that farmers are paid cost of production, though the ftarn
Bill, which he supported, results in a great reduction in

0 farm income.

N"Since he has been confronted on his anti-farmer-lvote,
Senator Andrews has made public statements and sent letters
to the editor which distort the intent of the Whitten amendment,

o! and the extent of the farm problem. His most recent radio
statements incorrectly note that the Farm Policy Reform

17 Act would result in farmers taking upwards of a 50% cut
in production, and that the National Farmers Union and National

C Farmers Organization supported lowering the loan rate and
market price of commodities during the 1985 Farm Bill Debate."
(Council letter dated April 1986).

.. "You can also participate in selecting candidates,
and in holding our elected officials accountable to their
rural constituency." (Council letter dated April 1986).

*0 We'll be setting up phone trees and planning candidates
accountability sessions over the coming months.*O" (Blaine
Mack in April 1986 newsletter).

Based on the foregoing information, I believe the Council
has violated the provisions of 2 USC 441(b). I urge the
Commission to conduct a full and complete investigation
of the Council's apparent use of corporate funds to influence
a federal election.
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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, 0 C 20463

THE FOLLOWING MATERIAL IS BEING ADDED TO THE

PUBLIC FILE OF CLOSED MUR " ! J' •



r SENDER: Complete items 1 2 3, and 4.
Add your address in the "RETURN TO" space- on reverse.

(CONSULT POSTMASTER FOR FEES)
I The following service is requested (check one).

[] S h ro w t o w h o m nd d a t e d e l i v e r e d .................... .- 0
[ Show- to whomn, date, and address of delivery.. __._0

2. [] RESTRICTED DELIVERY
(iTh' restricted deliver y fee is charged jq itonto
the rcturn receipt fieeA

A: 4. TYPE OF SERVICE, ICLT NUMBER :D ']REGISTERED D. ISURED I .- .E "

3. ARTICL ADREOT

(Always obtain signature of addressee or &genm)01 have received the article de'sciibed above,'
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