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Thank you for picking up the SECOND EDITION of Potter County Ag 

Talk!  My name is Austin Voyles, and I have recently assumed the 

role of Extension Agent for Agriculture and Natural Resources in 

Potter County! 

 

WHAT IS THE JOB OF THE COUNTY AGENT? 

 

This is a question that I get asked very regularly from common 

stake holders, home owners, producers, and 4-H Families.  I hope 

that this quick outline will help everyone understand! 

 

 As the Ag/NR agent, one of my responsibilities is to help convey 

information to agriculture producers throughout the county.  

We as an organization pride ourselves on conveying timely, rel-

evant, research-based information to help our producers in our 

counties become more profitable and better land stewards. 

 I also have a heavy responsibility to provide the same type of 

information to small acreage land owners and urban home 

owners throughout the county as the need arises.  

 I have asked and been granted 4-H Livestock responsibilities in 

Potter county.  This will take place in the form of teaching 

young livestock exhibitors all about their 4-H livestock project 

from facility preparation and feeding, to evaluation and show-

manship. 

 

I list these 3 main areas and I hope that everyone quickly under-

stands that this is just a glimpse into the day to day activities that I 

take part in.  We have a great team here in Potter County, and we 

all work together to ensure that we have a successful program full 

of enriching experiences. 
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We typically strive to have several important excerpts from the Agrilife Beef Cattle Newsletter 
however, given the recent statements from W.H.O regarding beef, I deemed this the most im-

portant!  Find the browsing newsletter on our website! (potter.agrilife.org) 
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Excerpts from Beef Cattle Browsing - Texas A&M Agrilife Extension Beef Cattle 

HOW  MUCH  DO  CONSUMERS  CARE  ABOUT  HOW  BEEF  IS  PRODUCED? 
 

A survey was conducted of beef consumers on purchases of ground beef and steak. At least 2-
3 times a month, 82% of consumers bought ground beef and 60% bought steak. Consumers 
were asked if they had bought ground beef or steak 
based on product with label claims for being organic, 
natural, animal welfare assured, locally produced, sus-
tainably produced, guaranteed tender, antibiotic-free, 
or hormone-free. Depending on the claim, 25-47% 
didn’t know if any of these applied to their purchase. 
Consumers were asked what they were willing to pay 
for the various label claims. There was higher willing-
ness-to-pay-extra for claims for steak than ground 
beef.  
Depending on the claim, 12-25% would not be willing to pay any extra. Willingness-to-pay-
extra was higher for “natural”, “locally produced”, and “guaranteed tender” product. “Animal 
welfare assured” and “sustainably produced” ranked lowest. 
Consumers also were asked if they would pay a premium based on various production practic-
es. Willingness-to-pay-extra was highest if cattle were “provided access to fresh, clean feed 
and water” and “provided adequate comfort through the use of shade, windbreaks, and ven-
tilation assuring clean, dry, sanitary environmental conditions;” lowest willingness was ex-
pressed for “dehorning before horn tissue adheres to skull or with pain control”, “castrate ei-
ther within first three months or with pain control”, and “plan transport to minimize travelling 
and waiting time.” 
Willingness-to-pay-extra tended to decrease as the cost of required premium was more ex-
pensive. Still, depending on the product and particular production practice, from 17-40% 
were willing to pay $3.00/lb or more. (The authors noted that previous research shows what 
consumers say they are willing to pay is generally about two to three times more than what 
they are actually willing to pay.) 
(www.agmanager.info/livestock/marketing; Kansas St. Univ., Michigan St. Univ) 
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WHAT FARMERS NEED TO KNOW ABOUT SEED SAVING LAWS 

BY:  TIFFANY DOWELL-LASHMET 

In 2012, an Indiana farmer, Vernon Hugh Bowman, found himself before the United States Supreme Court in a battle 

over his planting soybean seeds on his 65-acre farm.  The seeds Bowman planted were produced by Monsanto and 

genetically modified to survive the spraying of the popular herbicide Roundup.    

Monsanto, after spending millions to develop this genetically modified seed, also obtained legal protection that pre-

vented farmers from saving and replanting second-generation seeds.  Bowman had done just that. He went to the lo-

cal grain elevator, purchased seeds harvested from Roundup Ready soybean plants that the elevator believed he 

would use for feed purposes, and replanted these seeds. When he sprayed Roundup and his crop survived, he contin-

ued this practice for the next eight years. When Monsanto caught wind of this situation, they filed suit against Bow-

man for patent infringement. The U.S. Supreme Court issued a unanimous decision in favor of Monsanto, making clear 

that seed companies are afforded legal protections for certain genetically modified seeds. Bowman was ordered to 

pay damages in the amount of $84,456. 

This case illustrates the serious consequences farmers may face for violation of laws related to seed saving. There are 

three main sources of protection for seed companies under the law. It is possible, and indeed likely, that all three of 

these protections may apply to a given seed variety.  

Plant Variety Protection Act  
Seed companies are afforded statutory protection under federal law. The first such law, the Plant Protection Act (PPA) 

was passed in 1930 and applied only to the discovery and creation of distinct varieties of asexually reproducing plants.  

The Plant Variety Protection Act (PVPA), which was passed in 1970, expanded the reach of statutory protection. The 

PVPA is administered by the USDA. This act offers broader protection than the PPA, including protection for asexually 

reproducing plants.  

The act requires that the seed be “new,” “distinct,” “uniform,” and “stable” and provides the 

certificate holder with the right to exclude others from selling, marketing, offering for sale, re-

producing, consigning, exchanging, importing or using a variety in the production of hybrid or 

different varieties for 20 years.  Seed companies may obtain a PVPA certificate in order to enjoy 

these protections, and anyone selling protected seed must inform the buyer that such seed is 

protected.  Two exemptions, however, lessen the protections offered by this act. First, one ex-

emption allows replanting of seeds for research and development of new seed varieties.  

Second, farmers who lawfully purchase such seeds are permitted to save enough seeds to replant on his or her 

own property (no larger than the area originally planted).  Importantly, farmers may not sell or otherwise transfer 

these seeds to others for use as seed.  Farmers who violate the PVPA protections are subject to statutory penalties, 

including an injunction against the farmer from using the seeds, monetary damages to compensate the certificate 

holder for the infringement, attorney’s fees and, if intentional, treble damages, which multiply actual damages three 

times.   Most frequently, cases under the PVPA involve seed companies selling a PVPA variety without paying required 

royalties or including proper notices, or farmers who intentionally sell brown-bagged seed to neighbors.    

(See this entire publication at our website:  potter.agrilife.org) 
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