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 Outdated Water Policy a Source of Conflict 
Our central challenge in updating water policy is to create a sustainable water supply 

Development Matters 
Last month, in conjunction with our 

annual newsletter renewal, we kicked 
off an effort to raise $15,000 by May 
15th to help provide the tools the Center 
for Rural Affairs needs to win the cru-
cial battles in which we are currently 
engaged – fighting for farm program 
payment limits, meaningful community 
development, rural economic develop-
ment that works, conservation, livestock 
market competition …. 

Why $15,000? We wanted to set an 
ambitious goal that would move us to-
wards our annual fundraising goal and 
make a real difference in this work. And 
$15,000 by the 15th was both ambitious 
and catchy. 

This is something we have never 
done before. So, are you up for it? We 
might be just crazy enough to pull this 
off, but the only way we can is with 
your help. Send a contribution to renew 
your newsletter or go online and find 
out more – www.cfra.org – and thank 
you for all you do for rural America. 
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Rural areas have long supplied ur-
ban areas with the resources necessary 
for survival, be it food, fiber, and, in-
creasingly, energy. But all of those re-
sources are at least theoretically renew-
able in the short term. Of course, we 
could do much more to ensure the sus-
tainability of those production systems. 

Aquifer water, on the other hand, is 
essentially a nonrenewable resource. 
Yes, aquifers do recharge – but that 
happens over a period of decades, cen-
turies, or longer. Further, the science 
behind aquifer recharge is often poorly 
understood and highly localized, mean-
ing the way in which one aquifer (or 
portion of an aquifer) recharges is spe-
cific to that particular location. There-
fore, local authorities must be involved 
in any decisions regarding water use. In 
the end, both state and local authorities 
must work together to create a compre-
hensive water use policy that accounts 
for both local and statewide concerns. 

Today, water is an ever-increasing 
source of contention and controversy. 
Throughout the Great Plains and South-
west, the serious discussions that have 
already occurred must be continued and 
broadened. The process of creating 
strong, sustainable water policy must be 
all-inclusive, with the rural communi-
ties most affected by such policies en-
gaged early and often. Most important, 
the policies that result must include both 
conservation measures and a frank, real-
istic assessment of how we will ensure a 
sustainable water supply for our future. 
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A few years ago famed oilman T. 
Boone Pickens went public with a plan 
to sell water pumped from rural aquifers 
to urban centers at very high prices. A 
general sense of outrage followed. Our 
precious water was going to be used for 
personal profit, with little regard to the 
environment, local water needs, or the 
importance of water for sustaining life. 

Now, years later, the same issues 
still confront us. Unfortunately, public 
policy has not responded to the chal-
lenges we face. In many places, water 
policy is more suited to the Wild West 
of long ago rather than to the present 
day and the central challenge of creating 
a sustainable water supply for the fu-
ture. Rural communities in particular 
have an enormous stake in this debate, 
as many face the export of their water 
for the benefit of urban areas. 

Much of our water policy was writ-
ten in the 19th and early 20th centuries – 
a time when groundwater was seen as a 
nearly inexhaustible resource. Indeed, 
the issue of water and access to it is 
enshrined in many state constitutions. 
Over the past 100 years, we have come 
to realize that our aquifers do not con-
tain a never-ending supply of water and 
that they are valuable resources that 
must be managed properly. 

Unfortunately, in many places pub-
lic policy does not reflect this new un-
derstanding. Nor is public policy ad-
dressing the challenges of a rising urban 
population, agricultural needs, and other 
demands for water; demands that could 
be lessened if serious and thoughtful 
conservation measure were in place. 
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>> The buzz is bees are dying and 
scientists don’t know why. Pennsyl-
vania State University is the lead insti-
tution conducting research on Colony 
Collapse Disorder (CCD), the massive 
die-off affecting an entire beehive or 
bee colony. 

Theories abound as to why the bee 
die-offs are occurring. Researchers with 
Penn State’s Working Group are look-
ing at stress caused by moving bees 
around, malnutrition from the practice 
of feeding bees high fructose corn 
syrup, unknown pathogens, mites, pesti-
cides, disease, or genetically modified 
crops as potential contributors. 

Bees do die off, and the number of 
U.S. honey bee colonies has been in 
decline. However, the apparent rapid 
rate of die off beginning late in 2006 
has raised the level of concern. Com-
mercial bee colonies are essential polli-

Center for Rural Affairs 
Holds Rural Leadership 
Workshops in Minnesota 

The first in a series of workshops 
to help to build the capacity of local 
leaders or aspiring local leaders to 
understand the connection to local, 
state, and federal policy will be held in 
Minnesota in May. Workshops will run 
all day, and lunch will be provided. 

Subject areas that will be covered 
in some depth include: 

1) Connecting with your elected 
officials. 

2) Working with the media. 
3) Analyzing policy to under-

stand and evaluate. 
4) Leading for change in your 

community. 
For more information, contact Dan 

Owens or Kathie Starkweather; either 
dano@cfra.org or kathies@cfra.org, or 
call the Center at 402.687.2100. 

Rural Indiana’s Inclusive Approach to Community Development 
Seven pillars and a novel attitude comprise Indiana’s rural development philosophy, the Rural Indiana Strategy for Excellence 

In community development, many approaches make sense. It is not a one-size-fits-all proposition. The best rural community 
development sparks creative and innovative ways to bring rural people together for a common goal. Indiana is no exception. 

The state has created what is known as the Rural Indiana Strategy for Excellence, or RISE. This is a 15-year plan that was cre-
ated in July 2005. It is now being implemented as RISE 2020. The Indiana Rural Development Council, using the pillar approach, 
has created an inclusive and sensible framework that will lay a foundation for development. 

RISE includes seven pillars, but clearly this strategy can be used successfully anywhere. The pillars are: 

�� Create a regional framework – GO OUT OF BOUNDS. 

�� Build civic leadership and engagement – REINVIGORATE LEADERS AND CITIZENS. 

�� Apply Asset-Based Community Development – USE WHAT WE’VE GOT. 

�� Construct a rural innovation culture through public and private entrepreneurship – INNOVATE. 

�� Embrace diversity, access, and inclusiveness – INCLUDE EVERYONE. 

�� Focus on youth engagement – INVOLVE YOUNG PEOPLE. 

�� Encourage wealth creation and retention – BUILD AND KEEP WEALTH. 
What I find the most interesting about this framework is that the state of Indiana gets it. They understand that rural community 

development is good for all of the state, both urban and rural. The foundational framework for RISE 2020 is not that different from 
other approaches we have outlined in the Center for Rural Affairs’ newsletter over the past four years. 

Notice too that RISE 2020 is based on a framework, not a detailed plan. It doesn’t say what should be done and who should do 
it. It is a summary, not an exhaustive list. Nor does it contain every great idea that may be in the hearts and minds of rural commu-
nity people. Everyone’s opinions are important, and those are what the framework depends upon. 

All of us in rural America would do well to take a good look at Indiana and how RISE 2020 evolves. Their approach makes 
sense, and maybe we can learn from our Hoosier friends. 
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Ag Research Update: Bees and Biofuels 
nators for 90 fruit and vegetable crops 
including soybeans. 

The House Agriculture Commit-
tee’s Subcommittee on Horticulture and 
Organic Agriculture held a hearing on 
Colony Collapse Disorder on March 29, 
2007. Representative Dennis Cardoza, 
D-Calif., chairs the subcommittee. Con-
gress is considering targeting more 
funding to this research. 

>> A recent article by the Univer-
sity of Minnesota’s C. Ford Runge and 
Benjamin Senauer notes that the ethanol 
rage is increasing the price of food sta-
ples around the world, and calls on the 
U.S. to: 1) pursue a comprehensive en-
ergy conservation program instead of 
mandates and subsidies for biofuels, 
2) promote solar and wind power, and 
3) invest in research on fuels derived 
from cellulose. Check the Center’s 
online newsletter for the article’s link. 

���
��
+�,"!�%�)�#��-"!#�)�#�.���
���
 ����/���������0������!����"����!�
"����

 



Center for Rural Affairs Newsletter May 2007  Page 3  CAPITOL SWITCHBOARD: 202.225.3121 

��������� ��������	
�����
������������ ������������������ ����������!����"����!�
"������
� �����
��1�����*���
��2��!"���3�
����

>> Despite passage by a signifi-
cant majority in the Iowa Senate, SF 
504, a bill that would have required 
meatpackers to purchase 25 percent of 
the hogs they slaughter in Iowa from 
independent producers, died in a legisla-
tive subcommittee. 

Representative Delores Mertz (D-
Ottosen), chair of the House Agriculture 
Committee, named herself to a subcom-
mittee to review the bill, seemingly for 
the purpose of blocking its passage. 

Despite calls to move the bill out of 
committee by farmers, legislators, rural 
Iowans, farm organizations, and even 
U.S. Senator Chuck Grassley – who has 
introduced the same bill in Congress – 
Rep. Mertz kept the bill under her 
thumb until it died a procedural death. 

I have said it before, and I will say 
it again, if elected officials want to 
claim that they fight for family farmers 
then they must mean what they say – 

and that means supporting competition 
and fairness in livestock markets. If 
they will not support competition in 
livestock markets, then they ought not 
say they stand with family farmers and 
rural communities. 

>> A lot of members of Congress 
have been hinting that they have not 
heard enough examples of the problems 
with vertical integration and anti-
competitive livestock and poultry mar-
kets. I decided to find some stories. I 
hope you will share yours with me as 
well. They will be passed along. 

A.T. Terry was a contract poultry 
grower near Lynchburg, Tennessee. He 
became concerned that Tyson, the inte-
grator who held his contract, was not 
dealing fairly in the weighing of his 
chickens prior to slaughter – a signifi-
cant concern because that weighing 
determined what he was paid. 

CORPORATE  FARMING  NOTES 
Iowa bill requiring meatpackers to buy from independent producers killed in subcommittee; telling Congress about vertical integration 

A.T. contacted the Packers and 
Stockyards Administration after he was 
informed by Tyson officials that he 
could not observe the weighing of his 
birds. He persisted, contacting Packers 
and Stockyards officials up to and in-
cluding then director Joann Waterfield. 
He was also elected President of the 
Tennessee Poultry Growers, an associa-
tion of growers that shared his concerns. 

In the fall of 2005 he again con-
tacted Packers and Stockyards and was 
referred to the agency’s Policy and Liti-
gation Division. Shortly thereafter, 
when it came time for weighing his 
birds again, he was informed by a Ty-
son representative that Packers and 
Stockyards had revealed to them that he 
was pursuing redress of his concerns, 
but still refused his request. In January 
of 2006 Tyson refused to renew A.T.’s 
contract, financially ruining his poultry 
operation. 

Online at the Center — Blogs and Comment 
The Center’s online presence continues to evolve rapidly. Just about every day 

brings a request or idea to do something new at www.cfra.org. One new and exciting 
feature we’ve added this month is comments for the online version of this newsletter. 
To leave comments on any of the articles in this month’s newsletter, visit 
www.cfra.org, and look for the newsletter button. 

The front page of our site now has links to blogs 
that are covering our work. It is a great resource to 
find out what other people are saying about the Cen-
ter for Rural Affairs online. 

Our own Blog for Rural America officially 
moved to our main webpage as well, and more 
Center staff will be pitching in to help write posts for 
the blog in coming months. You can visit the blog at 
www.cfra.org/blog.  

We’re also in the middle of an aggressive fundraising campaign to 
raise $15,000 by May 15th. This campaign brings together online and offline efforts, 
and you can visit our website to see our daily progress towards the goal. You can read 
more about the campaign in this month’s Development Matters column on the front 
page, and please consider a gift to help us reach the goal. 
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Sustainable Agriculture 
Entrepreneurial Training 

The Western Rural Development 
Center at Utah State University is hold-
ing a one-day entrepreneurial sustain-
able agriculture training workshop on 
May 29, 2007, at their campus in 
Logan, Utah. Lots of information on 
alternatives for processing, packaging, 
labeling, and marketing in retail and 
Internet environments will be provided. 

Kim Leval, senior policy analyst 
with the Center for Rural Affairs, will 
also hold a session on farm bill pro-
grams and other funding sources for 
new marketing ventures and small busi-
ness development at the workshop. 

Registration is required (no fee 
though). To register or to get more in-
formation, contact the Western Rural 
Development Center, 435.797.9732 or 
http://extension.usu.edu.wrdc.  
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Congress Must Act to Define Fair Livestock Market Competition 
In many rural places where livestock are raised there are 

only a few, or even just one, packer or processor for a given 
livestock species. Currently, over 80 percent of hogs are either 
owned outright by packers or tightly controlled through vari-
ous contracting devices. Many farmers and ranchers face price 
discrimination and severely limited market access as a result. 

The audit of the Packers and Stockyards Administration 
performed by U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Office of the 
Inspector General and released in February 2006 revealed that 
the agency has utterly failed to enforce the very law that gives 
it a reason to exist. 

Senior officials at Packers and Stockyards blocked investi-
gations from being referred to USDA lawyers or the Justice 
Department and created an illusion of enforcement activity. 
Over 1,800 so-called investigations were documented between 
1999 and 2005. But 1,739 of those investigations could not be 
traced to a specific complaint, producer, or packer. 

Repeated calls for competition reforms from family farm-
ers, ranchers, and their organizations as well as the National 
Commission on Small Farms, General Accounting Office, and 
Office of the Inspector General have fallen on deaf ears at 
USDA. 

That is why Congress must act to define the rules of live-
stock market competition and provide clear direction for 
USDA’s enforcement. Congress should not let another farm 
bill go by without making changes in the Packers and Stock-
yards Act and Agricultural Fair Practices Act that are neces-
sary to foster competition in livestock markets. 

Changes to Packers and Stockyards Act 

The Packers and Stockyards Act should be amended to: 
>> Prohibit packer ownership of livestock more than 

seven days prior to slaughter. 
>> Prohibit use of production contracts that do not fix 

base prices, with adjustments for quality, grade, or other fac-
tors outside of packer control, at the point of sale. 

>> Require the Secretary to write regulations defining the 
statutory term “unreasonable preference or advantage.” 

>> Establish that producers need not prove anti-
competitive injury to an entire sector in cases involving unfair 
or deceptive practices which have harmed them individually. 

Changes to Agricultural Fair Practices Act 

The Agricultural Fair Practices Act should be amended to: 
>> Make it unlawful for any firm to refuse to deal with a 

producer for joining or organizing an association of producers 
or a cooperative. 

>> Prohibit the use of binding mandatory arbitration 
clauses in livestock and poultry contracts. 

>> Expand the prohibition on confidentiality clauses to 
cover all agricultural marketing and production contracts, not 
just those for livestock and poultry. 

>> Require that contracts include clear disclosure of pro-
ducer risks. 

Although this list is not exhaustive, two of the recom-
mended livestock market reforms stand out. These structural 
reforms may garner the sternest opposition in the debate over 
competition policy in this farm bill; but they are also the most 
crucial. 

Prohibiting Packer Ownership of Livestock 

Major packers such as Smithfield, Cargill, and Tyson use 
packer-owned livestock as a tool for exerting market power 
over farmers and ranchers. This practice fosters concentrated, 
industrial livestock production, and the environmental night-
mares that accompany it. 

Packers claim that vertical integration increases effi-
ciency. That is a lie. Small and midsized farms and ranches 
have demonstrated, time and again, that they can match or beat 
the cost of production in the packers’ industrial facilities. 

Packers use vertical integration and captive supplies to 
manipulate livestock markets, depressing cattle and hog prices 
across the board by killing their own when prices are high and 
turning to independent producers as residual suppliers when 
prices are low – to the detriment of farmers and ranchers as 
well as the rural economy and the environment. 

Clarification of “Undue Preference” 

Packers commonly make unjustified, “sweetheart” deals 
that provide unfair economic advantages to large-volume live-
stock producers over small and midsized family farms and 
ranches. Courts have been unwilling to enforce current undue 
preference standards. Additional legislative language is needed 
in the Packers and Stockyards Act to strengthen the law and 
clarify that preferential pricing structures are justified only for 
real differences in product value or actual and quantifiable 
differences in acquisition and transaction costs. 

In the end, it comes down to this. In a nation where pack-
ers and processors own and control all of the livestock, what 
need is there of farmers and ranchers? And what hope have we 
for revitalizing family farming, ranching, and rural communi-
ties if we have no hope of revitalizing family farm and ranch 
livestock production? What hope, if we cannot breathe life and 
competition back into our livestock markets? 
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The refusal of the U.S. Supreme 
Court to hear an appeal of the district 
court ruling overturning Initiative 300 – 
Nebraska’s anti-corporate farm law – 
may end one era. But it signals the start 
of a new phase of state efforts to regu-
late corporate farming and level the 
playing field for family farms. 

The recent string of court rulings 
overturning the Iowa, South Dakota, 
and Nebraska corporate farm laws does 
not prevent state regulation of corporate 
farming. Corporate farm restrictions can 
be tough and still meet the principles 
laid down by the court. 

Those restrictions were overturned 
on the same point of law. The U.S. Con-
stitution places some limits on state 
efforts to discriminate in favor of in-
state interests over out-of-state interests. 

The Iowa law was overturned be-
cause it allowed certain Iowa coopera-
tives to farm but not cooperatives or-
ganized in other states. Activist judges 
said the South Dakota law was uncon-
stitutional because they could tell that 
proponents intended to favor in-state 
investors. 

The court ruled the Nebraska law 
was unconstitutional because it was 
hard for non-Nebraskans to meet the 
requirements of a family farm corpora-
tion – to work or live on the farm. The 
activist judges ignored the plain mean-
ing of the law, which allowed a North 
Dakota family farmer to buy land or 
feed cattle in Nebraska through a family 
farm corporation that he/she lived and 
worked on in North Dakota. 

Withstanding Future Lawsuits 

Initiative 300 itself is finished. But 
its provisions could be largely reinstated 
by the Nebraska legislature or any other 
state’s legislature. 

To withstand future lawsuits, new 
legislation would need a clearly stated 
intent that does not involve advantaging 
in-state farmers and investors over out 

of staters. And it would have to clarify 
how out-of-state farmers and ranchers 
can qualify their operations as family 
farm corporations able to do business in 
the state. 

The Agriculture Committee of the 
Nebraska Legislature will soon begin an 
in-depth study to determine what should 
be proposed to take the place of Initia-
tive 300 when the Legislature recon-
venes next January. Its findings will not 
only help guide the Nebraska Legisla-
ture, they could provide guidance to 
other states grappling with corporate 
farming. 

Key Principles in a New Approach 

Several key principles should guide 
state legislators and citizens in con-
structing a new approach to regulating 
corporate farming and revitalizing fam-
ily farming and ranching. 

>> Rural America and America 
are better off when those who work 
the nation’s farms and ranches have 
the opportunity to own the fruits of 
their labor and the land they work. 
As wrote University of California re-
searcher Dean MacCannell: 

“All the serious studies reach the 
same conclusion. As farm size and ab-
sentee ownership increase, social condi-
tions in the local community deteriorate. 
We have found depressed median fam-
ily incomes, high levels of poverty, low 
education levels, social and economic 
inequality between ethnic groups asso-
ciated with land and capital concentra-
tion in agriculture .... Communities sur-
rounded by farms that are larger than 
can be operated by a family unit have ... 
a few wealthy elites, a majority of poor 
laborers, and virtually no middle class.” 

>> Effective corporate farm re-
strictions must offer a level playing 
field to family farms and ranches by 
preventing non-farm investors from 
using the corporate form of business 

Corporate Farming Regulations Enter New Phase with I-300 Decision 

to gain unfair advantages – including 
tax advantages and limited liability that 
prevents them from being held person-
ally responsible for the debts and dam-
ages of the corporations they own. 

Limited liability is a misleading 
term. The more accurate term is shifted 
liability. When investors are allowed to 
shirk legal responsibility for damages 
they cause, liability is shifted to com-
munity members and other businesses 
left holding the bag. 

>> Any effective state policy to 
foster family farming and ranching 
must go beyond restrictions on corpo-
rate farming. Corporate farm restric-
tions are one important policy tool that 
strengthens family farming by regulat-
ing access to the corporate tax and li-
ability advantages conferred by units of 
the government. 

But state legislatures should also 
look to other measure to revitalize fam-
ily farming in the 21st century, including 
beginning farmer programs, support for 
value-added initiatives by family farm-
ers, targeted property tax relief on a 
limited amount of owner-operated farm 
land, and refundable state income tax 
credits to start farming and launch new 
non-traditional enterprises such as agri-
tourism ventures and alternative crops. 
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The recent string of court 
rulings overturning the 
Iowa, South Dakota, and 
Nebraska corporate farm 
laws does not prevent state 
regulation of corporate 
farming. Corporate farm 
restrictions can be tough 
and still meet the principles 
laid down by the court. 
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Summary of Deliberations by State Legislatures over School Funding 
Two rural senators are arguing that the state is underfunding 
nearly 60 schools. Without adequate funding, these schools 
will have difficulty operating. If given the needed funding, 
these schools would have the opportunity to start consolidation 
and/or reorganization talks. 

Ohio – A constitutional amendment to make access to 
high quality public education a fundamental right is being con-
sidered, thus giving the State Board of Education authority to 
set the level of state aid for public schools. Cost estimates for 
the measure include $600 million the first year and approach-
ing $1 billion in years to come. 

The Center for Rural Affairs has long held to the policy of 
“fund them where you find them.” Schools should be funded 
in much the same way as our roads – where roads are needed 
they are funded and maintained. Such is not the case with 
many of our small schools. 

Further developments in these legislative sessions and 
those of many other states can be found at the Rural Policy 
Trust, www.ruraledu.org.  

As many state legislatures come to a close, one issue that 
is almost always at the forefront is school funding. Each state 
funds public school education differently and uniquely. Here 
we look at what several states have been up to this session. 

Alabama – Governor Bob Riley has proposed an $850 
million bond issue to help with facility construction. The last 
time the state had a similar bond issue was in 1998 and was 
mainly used to help construct facilities that would replace 
many of the state’s portable classrooms. 

Arkansas – For the last 14 years, Arkansas has been deal-
ing with a state funding lawsuit. It appears legislation is in the 
works to address many, if not all of the suit’s issues. One of 
the burning issues is schools with dramatic changes in enroll-
ment. The state operates a “per student” funding formula, and 
proposed changes will help schools with dramatic increases 
and will considerably ease the burden of those with declining 
enrollments. 

North Dakota – Debate over reforms in state funding for 
schools has been spurred by a pending school finance lawsuit. 
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nesses. The bill was adopted by the 
Legislature’s Revenue Committee and 
made a Priority Bill by the Speaker of 
the Legislature. 

>> LB 232 would modify the 
Building Entrepreneurial Communities 
Act (BECA), a state grant program cre-
ated by the Legislature in 2005 to pro-
vide funding to rural community col-
laborations to implement projects that 
support entrepreneurship, leadership 
development, youth engagement, and 
local philanthropy. The bill would make 
the BECA program work better for 
more communities and make these 
strategies available for more communi-
ties. The Legislature has adopted the 
bill, and it now awaits the signature of 
the Governor. 

>> 2007 is when the Nebraska Leg-
islature develops the two-year state 
budget. In a budget debate dominated 
by discussion of significant tax cuts and 
fiscal restraint, the Center for Rural 
Affairs has advocated increasing fund-
ing for the Nebraska Microenterprise 

Nebraska Legislature Addressing Rural Issues Favorably So Far 
In the 2007 Nebraska Legislature, 

the Center for Rural Affairs has focused 
on legislation that will enhance eco-
nomic opportunities in rural communi-
ties and will make existing programs 
work better for small businesses, entre-
preneurs, and rural communities. 

While legislative actions on the 
Center’s priorities are not complete, our 
priorities are receiving favorable treat-
ment. That is due in large part because 
many of you who believe in the future 
of rural Nebraska, its people, and its 
communities, have become advocates 
for small business development, for new 
rural development strategies, and for 
real resources to make a difference. We 
thank you for all your efforts to build a 
strong and vibrant rural Nebraska. 

As of April 18, here is the latest on 
the Center’s legislative priorities. 

>> LB 177 would modify the Ne-
braska Advantage Microenterprise Tax 
Credit by expanding the credit to the 
kind of non-capital expenses and invest-
ments incurred by most small busi-

Partnership Fund and for the BECA 
program. The Appropriations Commit-
tee has tentatively agreed to include in 
their budget recommendation to the full 
Legislature an increase in funding for 
the Microenterprise Partnership Fund to 
$1.5 million annually (from the current 
$500,000/year) and an increase for the 
BECA program to $500,000 annually 
(from the current $250,000/year). 

>> Development of wind energy 
consistent with Nebraska’s public 
power status has gained significant at-
tention as a rural development strategy 
in this year’s Legislature. The Center 
supports development of a community-
based system to retain economic bene-
fits in rural communities and in the 
state. LB 629 would create such a sys-
tem and has been designated a Priority 
Bill.  

For a free weekly email update on 
happenings in the Nebraska Legislature, 
subscribe to the Center’s Legislative 
Update by contacting Jon Bailey at 
jonb@cfra.org. 
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REAP Selects Women Microentrepreneurs for Cash Equity Awards 
Using $10,000 in funds provided 

by the Women and Company® Micro-
enterprise Boost Program, six women 
microentrepreneurs across rural Ne-
braska will receive financial support for 
their enterprises. Award winners were 
recognized in conjunction with a 
GROW Nebraska Spring Meeting on 
April 26, 2007, by the Center for Rural 
Affairs’ Rural Enterprise Assistance 
program (REAP). 

The following women business 
owners were selected to receive the 
equity awards for 2007: 

>> Christina Wertenberger, 
Wertenberger Custom Milling, Falls 
City, Nebraska. 

>> Karen Runkle, Lil’ Ladybug 
Greenhouse and Gardens, Hay Springs, 
Nebraska. 

>> Becky Wyatt, Becky’s Health 
Hut, Sidney, Nebraska. 

>> Lesley Connot, Awaken Salon, 
Ainsworth, Nebraska. 

>> Lynn Welch and Cedonnia 

Hyke, The Pool Hall, Eustis, Nebraska. 
Monica Braun, REAP Women’s 

Business Center Director, explained, 
“This is our third year participating in 
this national project. With the nice 
boost these awards provided our mem-
ber businesses the past two years, we 
are thrilled to once again be a partner 
and help Nebraska women-owned rural 
businesses.” 

Business awardees are invited as 
REAP’s guests to training and special 
recognition events like the GROW Ne-
braska Spring Meeting, which offered 
networking and training opportunities. 
Part of GROW Nebraska’s mission is to 
maximize the state’s entrepreneurial and 
small business spirit. 

“Thanks to the Citigroup Founda-
tion and Women and Company, this 
innovative initiative makes it possible to 
provide awardees with both cash and 
skills, two critical elements for business 
growth and success,” Monica con-
cluded. REAP is one of only 15 organi-

zations selected to participate in this 
nationwide program. 

The Women and Company® Mi-
croenterprise Boost Program offers low- 
and moderate-income women microen-
trepreneurs the opportunity to achieve 
greater business success by providing 
cash awards that will have measurable 
impact on the development of their 
businesses. Started in 2005, the program 
is funded by the Citigroup Foundation 
and is administered by the Association 
for Enterprise Opportunity (AEO). 

The awards may be used for essen-
tial business development activities 
such as marketing, technology pur-
chases, website development, inventory, 
or professional services. Recipients will 
also receive technical training, business 
development guidance, and assistance 
from REAP staff on growing their busi-
nesses and maximizing their awards.  
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 NOTABLES THIS MONTH 
>> Executive Director Wanted: NSAS, a nonprofit, membership-based organi-

zation with a mission to “promote agriculture and food systems that build healthy 
land, people, communities, and quality of life, for present and future generations,” is 
looking for an executive director. 

Responsibilities include development and fundraising, program management, 
outreach and communications, planning and organizational development, and fiscal 
management. A home office is necessary, with preference given to those in eastern 
Nebraska, specifically Lincoln and the surrounding area. 

The executive director is part-time, subject to change depending on activities, 
grants, and fundraising. To apply, send a cover letter and resume by May 19, 2007, 
to Liz Sarno, 2351 Road 43, Linwood NE 68036 or email Liz at organicu2@ 
windstream.net. You can also request the full job announcement that way. 

>> Makin’ Money Youth Camp : Across the region kids are starting up their 
own businesses and making money right from home. The Rural Youth Connection is 
sponsoring a one-day entrepreneurial camp for youth in grades 5th to 8th in Laurel, 
Nebraska, on May 31, 2007. The camp will teach what it takes to get going, market-
ing tips, and advice to make a project run smoothly. 

To guarantee a place at the camp, register by May 15 by calling the Rural 
Youth Connection at the Northeast Nebraska RC&D, 402.582.4866. The cost of the 
day is $8.00. Makin’ Money sponsors include the Northeast Nebraska Resource Con-
servation & Development Council, UNL Extension, and the Center for Rural Affairs. 

Commencement Kudos 
Center for Rural Affairs’ policy 

assistant and intern Rhea Landholm 
graduated from Wayne State College 
with a Bachelor of Science Degree in 
Mass Communications on May 5, 2007. 
Rhea graduated from the honors pro-
gram with high honors, and also wore 
an honors cord for Lambda Pi Eta, the 
National Communications Honor 
Fraternity. Way to go, Rhea! 

Megan Powell, daughter of Tim and 
Marie Powell, will graduate from 

Wayne High School on May 
12, 2007. Megan will wear 
an honors cord for Quill & 
Scroll, the International 
Honor Society for High 

School Journalists. She has received a 
national scholarship to attend college at 
the University of Minnesota. 

Congratulations to all those who 
are 2007 graduates! 
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Give Consumers What they Want; It’s Good for Business and Farms 
 U.S. court says ban on testing for mad cow disease is off, a good ruling for consumers and a good reminder for rural entrepreneurs 

The federal court ruling that has 
overturned the U.S. Department of Ag-
riculture’s ban on testing for mad cow 
disease is welcome relief from a bad 
idea. The ban was based not only on 
bad law, but bad economics. 

In a bizarre twist of the law, USDA 
argued its authority to protect human 
health empowered it to prevent Kansas 
meatpacker Creekstone Farms Premium 
Beef from testing cattle for mad cow. 
Creekstone was testing to gain access to 
foreign markets that closed after mad 
cow was found in the U.S. 

It appears the ban was aimed less at 
protecting public health than at protect-
ing big meatpackers. Big packers did 
not want to compete with an upstart 
firm that was more responsive to their 
consumers. 
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Therein is the issue. The future for 
family farms and rural small business is 
in giving consumers what they want. 
Commodity production is increasingly a 
high-volume, low-margin enterprise. 
We need common sense policy reforms 
– farm program payment limitations and 
competition legislation – that retain a 
place for some family farms in com-
modity production. 

But we must also seek out 21st cen-
tury opportunities to earn greater returns 
in rural America by offering unique and 
special products for which people will 
pay a premium. Across rural America, 
new entrepreneurs are looking for and 
responding to those opportunities. 

If the Japanese want cattle tested 
for mad cow, let’s give them cattle 
tested for mad cow – for a premium. If 
U.S. or foreign consumers are leery of 
livestock in large total confinement, 
offer them a family farm alternative – 
for a premium. 

If the Europeans don’t want GMO 
foods, offer them GMO-free foods – for 
a premium. Midsize farmers have an 
advantage in producing soybeans that 
are not Roundup Ready® because they 
can provide the intensive weed manage-
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ment required. Mega farms cannot. 
The opportunities go beyond food 

production. Well-to-do Americans seem 
to be looking most of all for unique 
experiences. New ecotourism enter-
prises like Calamus Outfitters out in 
Burwell, Nebraska, are emerging to 
provide those experiences. 

Calamus is a new enterprise of the 
4th generation Switzer Ranch in the Ne-
braska Sandhills, which continues to 
raise cattle. But it also provides cattle 
drives, brandings, and calving season 
experiences for its guests, as well as 
opportunities to view grouse, prairie 
chickens, and other wildlife. 

Elsewhere rural communities are 
looking to historic preservation to offer 
unique experiences to draw customers 
from outside, such as St. James Market 
near Wynot, Nebraska. It features lo-
cally produced crafts and foods and, 
most important, a unique experience. 

USDA should not block rural small 
businesses from tapping new opportuni-
ties in giving consumers what they 
want. Rather, it should be helping rural 
people grasp the opportunity to create a 
new generation of owner-operated 
farms and businesses. 


