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'INTRODUCTION

This second volume of the Rural Development Councils: Preliminary Findings aﬁd
Conclﬁsions contains‘t\‘he eight state case studies that have been developed to track the
develobmenf 6f th'e'federal-étate iniiia_tive. Case studies were written by members of fhe
the Case Sfudy Team following é common outline. The team members met together
during the.summer of 1991 to compare findings and to identify areas of further inquiry.

These case studies represent a,.baseline‘ analysis of the process; it is much too early to
| provide.an assessment of the outcomes of thus initiative. :

Descnptlons of relevant background |ssues and the Councn process in Kansas
| Maine, Mississippi, Oregon South Carolma South Dakota, Texas and Washington are
included. |

Each case study includes the followmg elements:

|. Nature of the rural sector
Governmental structure
‘Past relationships and efforié
Membership-hon thé Council
Council staff
Meetings
The Council's substantive agenda

Participation in institutes

2,
3.
a.
5.
. 6.
7.
8.
9,

Future plans-~ |
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I. NATURE OF THE RURAL SECTOR

The state of Kansas is predominantly rural in character. The state has three
major highly urbanized population centérs; they are Kansas City, Topeka (the state
capitol), and Wichita. The rest of the state is predominantly small towns.. The state
overall has experienced a decline in population; it will lose a seat in the national
House of Representatives based upon the 1990 census. The rural areas have
.experienced more decline than the urban areas. :

Demographics

The state of Kansas has a total population of 2.475,258.1  This figure
represents 1.00 % of the total U.S. population. its population of urban places, defined
as having 10,000 or more residents, is 2,158,691. The population of small urban
places (with a population between 10,000 and 50,000) is 853,766; which is 34.5% of
the state's population. The rural population is 316,667. This represents 12.8 of the
state's population. The state's farming population is 173,000, which represents 7.3%
of the state's population.2

“Using U.S. Bureau of the Census standards, Kansas has only nine metropolitan
counties (an area with a central city of at least 50,000 and towns and cities
economically tied to it). This group of counties has over 53 percent of the entire state
population.3 It has 35 counties with a total population of 10,000 or more that are non-
metropolitan. These mid-sized counties have 34 percent of the state's population,
853,776 people. The remaining 61 Kansas counties with a total population less than
10,000.4 Siightly over 58 percent of the state's population is employed in the farming
sector. The state has 69,000 farms, covering 48 million farm acres.S

Nature of Rural

Kansas has two distinct economies, metropolitan and non-metropolitan.
Historically almost all of the growth in Kansas has been in the metropoiitan areas. -
Little had been done in Kansas to address development issues in communities with
less than 10,000 population.

In its deliberations, the Kansas Rural Development Council (KRDC) recognized
that it would not be possible to reach a consensus on the definition of a rural
‘community, so they bypassed the issue. For purposes of KRDC activities, all of
Kansas is defined as rural. Yet members readily admit that they are focusing their
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energies on the non-metropolitan communities. For example, some of their efforts
have been focused on Hutchison, KS, which is considered rural even though it has
approximately 50,000 in population. It is surrounded by counties of low population
density.

When people in Kansas talk about a rural culture they are referring to
communities that have people who are fiercely independent and who do not like
anyone else telling them what to do. Rural residents typically value hard work, family,
and control over their own destiny. Residents enjoy a sense of community and they
tend to have an intense loyalty to place and a great deal of pride. Examples often
mentioned were the voluntary clean-up efforts that took place after a recent tornado hit
a rural community. Members of KRDC characterized these rural communities as
lacking in a cross-fertilization of people and ideas. - There is out-migration but no in-
migration. ~

There is a misconception that rural communities are agricultural. While rural
communities may have strong roots in agriculture as the foundation of their local
economies, and they may afford a pastoral lifestyle, they are not necessarily heavily
dependent upon agricuiture. For examplé, Montgomery County, KS is considered
very rural, yet its dominant industry is manufacturing.6 Thirty percent of Montgomery
County's employment is in manufacturing, a percentage which is comparable to

Wichita's economy. In smaller counties (under 10,000) 30 percent of the employment
is government employment; the norm in the state is 18.5 percent government
employment.? Rural communities may have limited access to some services, such as
health care.

Regarding development, residents of rural communities tend to be parochial in
their thinking and have very-high expectations for themselves, government services,
and their potential for growth. They expect clean air and a safe environment. They
tend to adopt a defensive posture vis-a-vis any indicators of decline.

Il. GOVERNMENTAL ‘STRUCTURE

Governor-Legislature .

The state of Kansas has a bicameral legislature and a Governor who is elected
for a four-year term. There are 40 Senators and 125 Representatives, for a total
legislative body of 165.  The legislators are part-time representatives. The legislature
meets for approximately 100 days annually, running from mid January to late April or
early May. Legislators are paid a salary and per diem for each day the body is in
session.




Kansas is a predofninantly Républican;st~ate but the policy distinctions between
Republican and Democrat partisans. are not great. The Republican party has
traditionally controlled both the Senate and the House, yet the Governor's Office is
often filled by moderate-to-conservative Democrats. The. recent history of Kansas is
one of moderate: Republican/conservative Democrat coalition government. The state
makes progress slowly, but there are novdeep-seated partisan schisms that undermine
good working relationships. :

Kansas governors are often drawn from the Ieglslature and tend to come from
rural backgrounds. For example, the two most recent past governors, Carlin and
Hayden, both held leadership positions (former Speakers ;c')f, the House) in the
legislature before being elected Governor. Carlin js ostensibly a farmer. Hayden had
an insurance business in a rural town.

A rural/urban split is a defining characteristic of Kansas politics. State political
issues are increasingly played out in the urban areas, especially the governor's races.
Governors can not win office without urban votes. Party affiliation is not as good a
predictor of political success or acceptance as whether one is an "insider." . The current
Governor served as State Treasurer for 16 years before running for Governor. She
began her political career as a Republican but switched parties several years ago
when she saw her career prospects blocked in the Republican party. Finney was

elected due to an anti-incumbent reaction among the voters of Kansas. Even though
she served in statewide office for so long, Finney is an outsider in the politics of both

parties, Republican and Democrat. For example, Democratic Governor Joan Finney's
strongest allies are conservative Republicans; they agree on a low tax, no spend
policy agenda. .

While. Kansas is a predominantly rural state, it is becoming increasingly
urbanized. The most urbanized county, Johnson County in northeastern Kansas is
considered a Republican stronghold but it has been a partisan toss-up in the past two
governor's races. Kansas urban counties can be as antagonistic toward Republicans
as Democrats.

Under normal circumstances, the governor acts as the agenda leader in the
state and works with the Iegnslature to try and get that agenda enacted into law.
Finney took a different approach. She announced her main agenda items and then
left it to the legislature to consider th,em. She bas,nca]ly took a "hands off" approach.
Her proposals for initiative and referenda and pro'perty}tax relief saw no action in the
legislature. As a result, the state has had a deadlock between its legislative and
executive: leadership. , ‘

Most of Finney's impact on government thus far has been negatlve The newly
elected governor does not share the agendas of most legislators, nor of most of the
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influential interests in the state. She successfully vetoed a bipartisan tax package that
was hammered out in the legislature to deal with the state's fiscal problems. The
House was unable to override her veto; it was 4 or 5 votes short of those needed. The
Senate did not even try. The near-term prospects are for more governance deadlock.

Governor to Agencies

Six months into the term of her new administration, Governor Finney is still
working out her relationships with the state agencies. She has had a great deal of
trouble finding candidates to fill cabinet positions.

Generally, state agencies in find themselves in a state of limbo. They have
faced budget and staff cuts and a lack of executive leadership. This includes the
economic development programs which are housed in the Kansas Department of
Commerce.

The reporting relationships between the governor and the state agencies are
relatively straightforward in Kansas. An organization chart is included in the appendix.
A somewhat different arrangement characterized the Department of Agriculture. The
Dept. of Agriculture in Kansas is run by the Secretary of Agriculture. The Secretary is
appointed by the Board of Agriculture, which is a 12 member elected body. The
Secretary of Agriculture is not a member of the Board of Agriculture. The Secretary of
Agriculture is considered part of the governor's cabinet if the governor chooses. It has
been an off-and-on again situation with Governor Finney. At present, the Secretary of
Agriculture is considered part of the Cabinet.

Leqislature: Leadership patterns, role of rural legislators

Location is a key factor in the legislative leadership races. The rural/urban
splits are important; so too is an east-west balance. The bodies try for balance in
electing leaders. For example, if the President of the Senate is from a rural area, then
they try to draw upon an urban area for the next lower level of leadership. The Senate
President, Bud Burke, is from the most urbanized area in the state, Johnson County.
The current Senate majority leader is from the western part of the state (Fred Curr,
Pratt), which is rural.

The ruralfurban split manifests itself in political struggles over state policy
regarding agriculture, the state's educational funding formula for grades K-12, state
funding for highways, and the state revenue for the mineral severance tax (which
represents a redistribution from the state's rural areas to the state's general fund
coffers), the state income tax (which disproportionately impacts the urban areas), and
the state's water plan.




The role of rural leadership in the Kansas legislature will change because of
redistricting. In last redistricting in the House of Representatives, (1989) urban areas
picked up a number of seats (four each in Johnson County and Wichita). The Senate
will be reapportioned in 1992. The pattern is a common one: the rural areas are
losing substantial population and hence losing seats. The urbanized areas, especially
Johnson County (Kansas City vicinity) and Sedgwick County (Wichita) are gaining
representation. After redistricting in the Senate, there may be 6 or 7 senators who
represent (geographicaily) half of the state.

Senate ,
The urban/rural split also plays itself out within parties.’ Johnson County
Republicans are viewed with a bit of suspicion by western Republicans. There is a
long tradition of western Kansas Republicans who favor low spending and are
generally very skeptical of government. This very different from Johnson County
Republicans, who more or less recognize the complexity of contemporary life and
believe in government's role in it.

The minority- party (Democrat) in the Senate doesn't have to worry about
balance as much because they haven't had control of the body in quite a while. They
just try to pick the best people for the leadership roles.

House

Rural interests tend to dominate the House leadership and most committee
chairs are from rural districts. Four of the last five Kansas House Speakers have been
from rural areas. The most recent one, Miller, has just retired; he was appointed by
Governor Finney to the State Parole Board for a three-year term.

The Kansas House was reapportioned in 1989. In 1990 the Democrats became
the majority party in the House. Kansas Democrats tend to be from urban areas,
although there are some rural Democrats. A high percentage of the Democratic
leadership is from urban areas. As a result, some long time urban Democrats became
committee chairs.

The Kansas House is now controlled by Democrats for the first time in ages.
There, they have tried to balance leadership positions. Speaker Barkis is from Paola;
this is a rural area even though it is located in mostly urban Johnson County. The
House Majority Leader, Whiteman, was from Wichita. He is now moving into the
governor's cabinet. His successor as House Majority Leader is from an urban area.

The next echelon of political leadership in the state includes a number of
women who have finally worked their way up the political pipeline in both parties.
Observers judge them to be more talented than their male counterparts. And, since
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many of them have husbands who support them financially, many of them have the
time to be full-time legislators. As a resuit, observers see a trend toward more
emphasis on rural health care issues than economic development issues.

State-Local Relationships }

Local governments get their operating authority from the state constitution.
Local governments are continually lobbying the legislature. As a general rule, local
governments want the state to stay out of local government issues. They argue that
decisions are best made at the local level. While local governments get a great deal
money from the state, through the local ad valorem property tax reduction fund, grants,
and the like, these revenues have been shrinking of late.

The general relationship between state and local governments can be
characterized as somewhat adversarial. For example, several counties recently filed
suit against the state's criteria for counting residency in the state's census. (The
counties lost.) Several school districts are currently suing the state over its funding for
K-12 education. One sign of how local governments are viewed by the state is seen in
the requirement that local governments register as lobbyists in Topeka. They are
subject to the same rules as private sector lobbyists.

Kansas has not had an intergovernmental body since the 1970s. There has not
been any formal structure for the past 15 years. The Kansas League of Municipalities
tried to do something about it three years ago, in the summer of 1988. They tried to
recreate the Intergovernmental Relations Advisory Body. The initiative died because
the then governor, Hayden, wouldn't even send a representative. The legislature said
they would not participate if the governor was not interested. The Kansas League of
Municipalities tried again in 1991 but were unsuccessful again. The legislature has
been indifferent to it; they were not even willing to fund a study of intergovernmental
relations.

There is not much interaction between local governments and state agencies.
The general pattern is haphazard; relationships vary between different local
governments and the state. Some local governments have good relationships with
individuals and agencies; others do not. For example, if the Kansas Dept. of Health
and Environment is charged with responsibilities that overiap local governments, it
may or may not try to coordinate its activities with the relevant local governments

Role of Private Sector

Not surprisingly, agricultural interests carry a great deal of weight in the state
economy, for example, the Kansas Farm Bureau and the Kansas Oil and Gas
Association. Their impact was noticeable in the deliberations over the property
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classification amendment, which exempted farm machinery from property'taxes. Agr'i-
cultural property is now appraised on use value as opposed to development potential.

Commercial property owners and utilities also play a large role in state policy-
making. When proposals to modify the property classification amendment (for property
tax purposes) are made, the private sector lobbyists become very active. As a result,
no changes in the amendment have passed; current vested interests have been very
successful in thwarting change.

M. PAST RELATIONSHIPS AND EFFORTS

Federal-State _

The pattern of existing relationships between federal and state agencies has
been one of substantial overlap, especially as it relates to rural deVelopment. There
has been very little communication oar\coo,rdinativon among actors. One exception to
this pattern seems to be the relationships between HUD and the Kansas Department
of Commerce. The Director of the Community Development Division of the Kansas
Department of Commerce reports a good working relationship with the U.S. Housing
and Urban Development Department and her office.

In the area .of rural development, there is still some nervousness between the
federal and state actors in the arena. The Extension Service people have not been
active. in the state of Kansas' initiatives regarding economic development. They have
not been deliberately excluded. It's just that Extension has been reluctant to introduce
or promote initiatives in agriculture. The Extension service has been active in Kansas
facilitating strategic planning and leadership development in rural communities.

Federal-Federal ,

Within the state of Kansas the pattern of relationships among federal agencies
has been one of passive cooperation. Each agency had its own agendas and
pursued them separately. There were no joint efforts. They have good current
relations with each other.

Past Efforts on State Level |

The state of Kansas hit a recession in 1981. The state's economy went deeper
than most states and came out of it slower. In 1985 the Institute of Public Policy and
Business Research at the University of Kansas developed recommendations for
stimulating economic development in the state of Kansas; these proposals were
presented to the state legislature in 1986. Past efforts at the state level have focused

8




more on metropolitan economies. Almost all growth in the state has historicaily been
in the metropolitan issues.

The state of Kansas' strategy regarding economic development is a balanced
approach to 1) new business start-ups, 2) competitiveness of existing industry, and 3)
recruitment of business from outside. By 1990, 46 out of 50 recommendations had
been acted upon by the state legislature, including 10 basic pieces of legislation and
seven constitutional amendments which were specifically tied to economic
development.8

Reforms were instituted in the areas of human capital, infrastructure,
entrepreneurial environment, capital markets, technology, quality of life, and
institutional capacity/responsiveness. Specific reforms included:

Human capital: increase emphasis on education, fund Small Business
Development Center.

Infrastructure: repeal the internal improvements prohibitions in the state
constitution.

Entrepreneurial environment: sales tax exemption of manufacturing machinery
and equipment. Expanded property tax abatement opportunities.
Eliminated property tax on inventories, developing an agricultural marketing
program.

Capital markets: established Kansas Venture Capital Inc., a public/private
program for firms that are unable to get conventional capital.

Technology: expand funding for product development. Established the Kansas
Technology Enterprise Corp.

Quality of life: Expand the state's commitment to the arts.

Institutional capacity/responsiveness: established a joint House-Senate
committee on Economic Development; reorganized the Dept. of Commerce;
it is now responsible for all economic development.

The state of Kansas is now systematically evaluating whether these different strategies
have had an impact.
In 1987 Governor Hayden constituted a Task Force on the Future of Rural
Communities to respond to complaints that most of the economic development
initiatives were oriented toward metropolitan areas. And Kansas, Inc. developed a
Rural Development Action Plan.9 The general thrust of the initiatives is to involve rural
~ communities in their own .economic development. The shift has been to- give rural
communities a sense that they are responsible for their own economic development
rather than the state being solely responsible. Specific action items included:10
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Health: the creation of the Office of Rural Health in the Kansas Department of
Health and Environment and medical malpractice insurance reforms.

Strategic planning: creation of a strategic planning grant program for
communities; program is administered by the Kansas Department of
Commerce

General: creation of the Rural Assistance Center in the Kansas Department of
Commerce.

In addition the National Institute for Rural Development was established through a
national initiative. It is known as The Huck-Boyd Institute at Kansas State University.

The most recent trend in the state is to do much more for rural development.
The current emphasis is on networking.

IV. MEMBERSHIP ON THE COUNCIL

Member Selection

The criteria for inclusion in the Kansas Rural Development Council inciudes
having an interest in rural development and program responsibilities that relate to rural
communities. The USDA sent out letters of invitation to all federal agencies having

anything to do with rural issues asking that they join the new initiative. Anyone who
responded with interest was included.  The state of Kansas followed the same
process. The Kansas Secrétary of Commerce sent out invitations to all affected
agencies asking them to participate, including representatives of local governments
and the private sector. Efforts were made to get some female representation.

Steering Committee

The federal co-chair convened a Steering Committee to get KRDC off the
ground. The co-chair selected committee members based upon people he knew and
trusted. The committee was drawn from three federal agencies (HUD, SBA and
Extension) and the Kansas Department of Commerce. The state agency
’ "representative was also the state co-chair. ’

Executive Committee _

The Executive Committee has eleven members; four of them are from federal
agencies, four state agencies, and three at-large members Who were voted upon by
the whole Council. These three at-large members are all drawn from the private
sector.




Full Council

The KRDC has 49 members. The composition of the fuli Council is as foliows.
There are 21 federal members. Federal members are drawn from one national office
(the federal monitor who is with the Small Business Administration), 12 regional
offices, and 8 state offices of federal agencies. There are 15 state agency
representatives. Two KRDC members are drawn from local government associations,
and there are 11 private sector members. Of the group, there are two African-
Americans and five women. A

Procedures followed by the KRDC in meetings is a group process. Group
processes are seen as very important because the Council's success depends upon
membership commitment to its broader interorganizational mission and goals. The
Executive Director is not a voting member. |

The Executive Director staffs the Executive Committee and the full KRDC. The

Executive Director is a federal employee who has been "detailed" to the project by the
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service.

Chairs, Co-chairs and Other Officers

The by-laws of the KRDC specify that the Council will have co-chairs, one a
federal agency representative and the other a state agency representative. The by-
laws further stipulate that the Secretary of the Kansas Department of Commerce will
be the state's co-chair. The State Director of the Farmers Home Administration in
Kansas is the federal co-chair.

The rationale behind having co-chairs was to make sure that the KRDC enjoyed
state and federal cooperation. The state director of the Farmers Home Administration
was the federal individual charged with getting the Rural Development Council up and
running. Because of this charge, he was not willing to let go of the initiative
completely. Nonetheless, he wanted to increase the chance that state agencies would
cooperate in the interorganizational process. So he proposed the co-chair
arrangement.

In the opinion of the federal co-chair, it hasn't worked. In the opinion of the
representaﬁve of the Kansas Department of Commerce who has filled-in for the state
co-chair in her absence, it hasn't worked. No one has a better suggestion; they just
agree that it has not worked well. It is difficult for the Executive Director to deal with
two bosses. '

The chairs' roles in Council have been to attend to issues of operation. They
alternate- in directing meetings; together they set agendas. In other matters the co-
chairs rherély serve as members of the group.
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Missing Agencies

At the time of these interviews, the Bureau of Reclamation of the Dept. of Interior
had not been involved. They were reported to be joining soon. Nor has there been
much participation from the Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service.
There is a sense that they lack commitment to the overall mission of the Council.

The State Board of Education ‘has not participated. The presumed reason for
their lack of involvement is a sense that their individual agency agendas are more

pressing.

The local government actors,, the Kansas League of Municipalities and the
Kansas Association of Counties, have assumed very low profiles in the process. They
remain a bit skeptical about whether there will be much pay-off in the process for local
governmehts. Many similar programs have come and gone over the years.

Members Reasons For Involvement )

Most of the people involved in KRDC admm:ster programs that relate to the
development of rural communities. They participate in KRDC because they see it as
an opportunity to make their processes work better, more efficiently. Both federal
agencies and state agencies seem to want to make a difference, to succeed in
enhancing rural development. KRDC members report they are willing to change their
operations somewhat and cooperate with others in an issue area if it means that their
own agency's performance and mission will be enhanced: There do not appear to be
any historical animosities among members; they've just never cooperated before.

Everyone reports they anticipate tremendous returns on their investment in
networking. They value the chance to get to know others working in same issue areas
and the chance to learn what other agencies do. They anticipate being able to use
this new knowledge of individuals and programs to facilitate cooperation when future
issues arise.

Obijectives and Goals

Despite the fact that-KRDC has adopted a mission statement, the Council is still
working to develop a consensus on.its mission and the goals of this endeavor. Most
members recognize the goal of getting state and federal agencies to work together, to
minimize the negative impact of conflicting rules and regulations by facilitating
coordination and cooperation. In this regard, KRDC has served federal and state
agencies well. It is unclear whether local government and private sector members see
how they relate to this objective. |

One key goal is to build an element of confldence and trust in mtergovernmental
cooperation. To do this, many agencies and individuals will need to reconflgure their
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thinking about their responsibilities. They will have to shift their role emphases from
those of enforcement to facilitation.

The Executive Director reported that his goal is to respond to the national
mandate. His interim goals are to build trust and cooperation among the Council
members. Heis trying‘to develop a shared sense of mission among the KRDC.

Interdepartmental cooperation and networking among KRDC members is one
shared goal. Members see this as an immeasurable accomplishment that is
invaluable to future success of individual agencies and broader progress in rural
development. Members see KRDC as affording opportunities to make everyone's
program look better. If KRDC can demonstrate this, then jt will have accomplished a
great deal. Some members reported feeling some pressure to justify (to their agencies
or supervisors) the great expense of time they have invested in KRDC to date.

KRDC members do not report as much measurable success as they would like.
They have not yet reached agreement on how to define success. There does seem to
be some consensus that KRDC cannot take over the legal responsibilities of member
agencies, nor should it become a superagency that supersedes the tasks and
functions of its members. ’

Some members have suggested KRDC should be judged successful if
individual administrators and agencies are more effective at doing their jobs since they
became part of KRDC. Others have suggested determining whether there is evidence
of improved cooperation and intergovernmental relationships among agencies
working together. Long term success will be possible if KRDC manages to create
working relationships among the various federal, state, local, and private sector
organizations in the state. Is there any commitment to the processes of coordination,
communication, and combining of resources among agencies? |s there an improved
awareness of what other organizations are doing so something significant can
happen? 4

Others object that it is too early to judge the success of KRDC. They suggest
that KRDC is still developing its action plans and cannot be expected to show much in
the way of measurable success. They argue that one cannot measure change in
‘number of jobs or growth in one year.

KRDC has succeeded in getting itself organized. It has adopted by-laws, a
" mission statement, and a decision flow chart. Subcommittees have submitted reports
and action plans have been developed. KRDC has enjoyed one clearly visible
success that furthered economic development. There was a local economic
development issue where the Kansas SBA and the Kansas Power and Light were
able to knock down barriers to a small manufacturer relocating into a rural area.
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KRDC hopes to create a data base so people would know whom to call if they
have problem or opportunity for rural development and don't know where to go next.

State Goals

The state agencies want to know if they can get increased federal monies
targeted for Kansas. They report. some frustration about vague, implied promises
about federal action in the future.

Federal Goals _

Federal actors are responding to a national mandate for rural development.
Hence, one of their goals is to participate in the KRDC. They report a great deal of
progress in networking. - They find it especially useful to get to know what other federalv
agencies are doing. They also want to know how. they can work in concert with what
the states are doing.

V. COUNCIL STAFF: EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

Process of Selection , :

Phone calls went out from'the USDA to state offices in Kansas wondering which
federal agencies have people who can do the job of Executive Director for such a
Council. The current Executive Director was one of the individuals who was asked if
he was interested. Interested individuals attended a meeting where there were
approximately 60 other people. Candidates talked to Walt Hill and Bob Lovan. A few
people were interviewed, Richard Cox was hired. |

1w

Reasons for Choice

it was decided that the Executive Director should be someone.who had some
knowledge about starting up a cooperative relationship. In this instance, that included-
. someone who had experience with federal and state liaison work. Such an Executive
Director needs unique interpersonal skills. The individual needs to be positive,
energetic and personable, and able to build networks among KRDC co- chanrs
Executive Committee and members. :

The KRDC Executive Director was hired for his ability to deal with people and’
his familiarity with the issues facing rural communities. The Executive Director has a
B.A. in agronomy and a Masters degree in Theology. He has worked for 15 years for
the USDA in the Soil Conservation Service. He has a strong background in rural and
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‘urban development and in Kansas. At one point he served as area resource
conservationist for 18 Kansas counties.

Location of Staff Office

The Executive Director is the sole staff of the KRDC. His office is located within
the Kansas Department of Commerce. He receives limited secretarial support from the
Kansas Department of Commerce staff. KDOC positions for rural assistance were cut

recently within the agency when the governor cut its budget. Hence, secretarial
assistance envisioned for the Executive Director when KDOC offered him office space
has evaporated.

Executive Director's Responsibilities

The Executive Director perceives his job résponsibility to be provision of staff
support to KRDC and the Executive Committee. He defines his job as work with the
Council to build commitment to the mission of the organization and trust among mem-
bers. He tries not to favor either the state members nor the federal members. He sees
himself as a facilitator whose charge is to develop a shared sense of vision among
Council members.

Available Resources

Minimal resources are available to the KRDC Executive Director. USDA Soil
Conservation Service pays his salary, travel and automobile expenses. Minimal
secretarial support and supplies are provided by the Kansas Department of
Commerce.

Relationship to Federal Monitor

The relationship between the Executive Director and the federal monitor for
Kansas is reported to be very good. The federal monitor tries to take a broad view of
his job. He defines his role as alerting KRDC to matters of importance that may arise
in D.C. because it is a federal initiative. The monitor says he tries to avoid giving
detailed directions from D.C. He wants to give the KRDC, its Executive Committee,
and the Executive Director wide latitude to do whatever they need. The federal
monitor feels he can do this because he thinks the Kansas group has its act together -
organizationally and politically. The monitor has confidence in the co-chairs and the
executive director. He reports that the Executive Director asks the right questions. In
turn, the Executive Director reports having a good relationship with the federal monitor.




VI. MEETINGS

Description of Meetings ,

The KDRC had its initial meeting on Nov. 8, 1990. The state director of the
Kansas Office of the Farmers Home Administration (FmHA) called a. four-member '
Steering Committee together (three members from were federal agencies and one
from a state agency). The state director asked members whom he knew and had
confidence in. - '

The state director of FmHA. extended invitations to join the KRDC to all federal
- agencies that might be interested. Kansas Governor Finney delegated the state's
responsibility to her Secretary of the Kansas Department of Commerce (KDOC). The
secretary of KDOC issued invitations to state and private sector actors. The Steering
Committee met twice, in December - 1990 and February' 1991, and had one conference ‘
call. The Steering Committee convened the KRDC -and drafted the KRDC by-laws
which they then took to the whole Council for adoption. '

The by-laws were adopted by the KRDC after little discussion. The perceptions
of the by-laws adoption process differ between state and federal Council members.
According to some state members, the Council did not spend enough time discussing
the by-laws to get state people to feel ownership in them. This perception has made it
difficult for nonfederal Council members to buy into the process over the long haul. In
contrast, some federal members of the Council lamented the fact that some people
wanted to spend too much time on by-laws. .

KRDC began its business early in 1991. To date four full Council meetings
" have been held. The first was the training institute held in San Diego; 27 KRDC
members attended. Meetings were also held on February 6, May 1, and June 18-21,
1991. The June meeting was devoted to a three-day Strategic Planning Institute.
Another full Council meeting is scheduled for August 13, .1991. The Executive
Committee has met three times, on May 23, July 1, and on July 29, 1991.

¥

Meeting Agendas . ;
- Meeting agendas are determined by the cp-chairsﬁ They consult and give the’
agenda to the Executive Director.

Decision Rules |

; The KRDC meetings emphasize group process heévily. When votes need to be .
taken on an issue, the KRDC uses Roberts Rules of Order. The Executive Director.
takes the time in meetings to bring members who were absent from previous
meeting(s) up-to-date on previous discussion\. He tries to have everyone talk as much
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as they need to so that they can buy into the overall mission. Despite this emphasis on
discussion, some Council members still are undecided about whether their
participation was welcome or meaningful.

-VIl. THE COUNCIL'S SUBSTANTIVE. AGENDA

Content of the Agenda

"KRDC is working off the federal mandate. It has set up subcommittee structure
to addréss: Needs Assessment, Resources Inventory, Outreach, and Demonstration
Projects.

Beyond the committee reports, these are the issues that members noted in their
interviews. ,

Nature of the mission of KRDC. Even though the Council adopted a mission
statement, it is still working to clarify the Council's purpose. They wonder if the KRDC
should have a life of its own beyond the synergy of its member agencies. They are
working to clarify the authority of KRDC.

In particular, KRDC is wrestling with the question of whether it should pursue
case work or seek to develop a broader vision of its mission. The federal co-chair
wants to avoid casework. The federal monitor sees case work as useful in the
development of a broader vision. He thinks that solutions developed in response to
case work may suggest broader policy initiatives. These individuals are
representative of the diversity of opinion within the Council on this matter. Some
members see the KRDC as providing a new vision for Kansas and creating new ways
rural Kansas can deal with rural development problems. Other members think KRDC
should take a project-by-project approach. '

Since most of the members of KRDC work in large organizations, they tend to
think of solutions in organizational terms. Some sense a pressure to create a
superagency. Members are trying to resist that tendency. Nonetheless, they wrestle
with the question, If KRDC doesn't have a life of its own, then what is its purpose?
What is KRDC's unique role separate from its member agencies?

Thus far the consensus answer is that the Council will channel its energies
through the various member agencies. KRDC does not see its role as one of
'developin'g its -own clientele; rather, the Council prefers to help member agencies
develop relations with their own clientele. The KRDC is trying to structure itself in such
a way to insure that it functions as a communication and coordination agency rather
than as a policy group. If the Council adopts this mission, then it must decide how

KRDC can rally the forces of the various agencies to make things happen.
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Visibility. Related to the issue of whether the KRDC is a separate 'agency and
its mission is that of KRDC's visibility. - The Council has discussed whether it should.
promote itself. The answer has been that the. KRDC should only promote itself -through
action. This question of visibility raises the related issue of demonstration projects.
The Council is still working on how to identify demonstration prolects Caution has -
been expressed that KRDC avoid raising expectatlons L

Accessibility. The Council has dlscussed the issue of access to KRDC
coordinating processes. They face the question of who has legitimacy to raise an
issue before the KRDC? Can an individuavlvcojmbany that is trying to relocate cohtact
KRDC? Or will KRDC only accept requests from public sector entities? It is unclear
whether the Council has resolved this question to date. ’ |

Scope of the Council's mission. There is a diversity of opinion. about the scope
of KRDC's mission regarding rural development. Is there a difference between rural
development and economic development? Some see rural development as a broader
concept than economic development, one which encompasses concerns for the
infrastructure, education, quality of life and economic development of rural
communities. Others see rural development as a sub,category of economic
development. : L |

Changing old administrative ways. The Councn faces the task of reconﬂgunng
the thinking of federal and state -administrators away from the-more conventional
enforcement mentahty to that of -a facilitating posture vis-a-vis activities in rural
communities. :

Definition of rural. The KRDC decided that, for purposes of its deliberations, all
of the state of Kansas is rural. . Nonetheless, the:President of Kansas, Inc. notes that
there are vast differences in problems and prospects of metropolitan, midsize and
small communities in the state of Kansas. ) :

Involvement of local governments. Service delivery in ,erraI communities is an ﬁ
important challenge. .How can KRDC tap the energies of local communities in the

interests of rural development’? How can KRDC get intergovernmental cooperatlon
when problems fall into multiple jurisdictions? - Is it possible to consolidate services in

rural areas even if vested interests cannot countenance political consolidation of
counties? How can KRDC become more representative of local.government interests?
Data base. - The Council has decided it would be valuable to develop a data
base on rural.development opportunities to which others in state can have access, But
if KRDC is not a freestanding.agency then the queéstion arises as to how to build and
support such a database. Questions that need to be answered include: Who pays?
Who manages? Who is responsible? o | | ,




Priority Issues. At its strategic planning institute in June the KRDC developed a
combined priority issues list. Those eight issues included: water, capital availability,
health care, local government fragmentation, telecommunications, rural leadership,
coordination of rural service delivery, and rural employment. Twenty-nine action plans
were developed for KRDC members to pursue these combined priority issues.

Consolidation/Coordination of State and Federal Programs. KRDC recognizes
it must address the question of how to consolidate and coordinate among state and
federal programs.

Balance Between Conservation and Rural Development. KRDC recognizes
inherent tensions arise between conservation and agricultural practices. When the
issue has arisen in the Council, agriculture has won out. The Council also recognizes
tension between economic development and water conservation. The Council has not
‘ yet reached a consensus on these issues.

Avoiding Favoritism. Council members have noted a tension between using

telecommunications to solve some rural development problems without seeming to
favor that industry over others. While telecommunications are seen as an answer to
serious problems by some Council members, it can be seen as giving an unfair
advantage to that one industry by others.
' Rural Leadership Development. The Council faces the question of how to foster
rural leadership development. Should KRDC adopt an advocacy role to overcome the
reticence of established political leadership in rural communities who are too
complacent or old to care about the future and the need for change? How can KRDC
utilize the expertise of people responsible for development in rural communities, such
as chamber of commerce types, and city/county governments?

Whither KRDC? Questions have been asked about the future of the Council.
Can KRDC be sustained beyond this year and this initiative? Will there be funding
forthcoming? If so, from where?

Process of Setting Substantive Agenda

The by-laws are in place. KRDC has agreed upon an organizational flow chart
to determine how to deal with issues which arise within KRDC. A copy is attached in
the appendix to this report.

KRDC worked on developing a consensus of the Council's mission though
group processes. Consensus among a 50 person body of volunteers is difficult at
best. KRDC tries to balance broad participation of all members with the need for
making some decisions and getting some action. The result is a decision making flow
chart.




The KRDC .has encountered time problems and a floatingl membersh'ip problem.
The state co-chair tried very hard to encourage only agency heads to participate in the
KRDC. The idea was that decisionf?m_\akers were needed to be part of the process, not
their designees. KRDC has found that these same people are too busy in their normal
jobs to sustain the heavy.time commitment needed to attend KRDC faithfully. There
are questions about the payoff for these executives' time. The de facto, solution has
been a system where "designees” are used but there are some problems when even
the designees cannot attend with any degree of regularrty.

There was, a problem with the early membership of KRDC because it was
skewed toward federal and state actore. " The question arose as to how to insure
private sector participation and how to elicit local government.participation. KRDC
tried to solve this problem by electrng three prrvate sector members to the Executive
Commrttee No local government representatron exists on the Executive Committee.

Dlsputed Issues :

A long list of substantrve issues have been considered by the Councrl over its
deliberations. Some of them represent issues that clearly have proponents and
opponents; most merely represent issues that do not have clear cut problem
definitions or.solutions.. .No one reports any disputes outstanding. .Disagreements
have either been papered over (such as defining all of Kansas as rural) or dealt with
by voting under Roberts Rules of Order. The Council has made a concerted effort to
focus on-concrete issue and avoid discussions about grand visions. |

Relationship between National Agenda and State Agenda

The federal agenda seems to be to develop better working relationships among
federal agencies and between federal and state agencies. It appears that they are on
the road to accomplishing this through the networking inherent in the process.

The state actors keep waiting to find out whether the federal government
intends to provide any incentives for the intergovernmental cooperation in-the form of
an infusion of federal dollars. Regarding rural development, while state actors tend to
have more of a sense that they are wor‘kin‘g together that federal actors do, there is a
definite sense of a lack of state agenda}regarding rural development. It is not high on
the current Governor's agenda; hence the state lead agency (KDOC) has not had
much direction on this point.




VIIl. PARTICIPATION IN INSTITUTES

Members reported feeling that, while the San Diego meeting gave them a
chance to get to know each other, it was not time well spent. The timing was horrible.
it reqﬂired members to be out of state in March, which is at the peak of the legislative
cycle in Kansas. Complaints were voiced about the content of the San Diego meeting
being too specific. _

Members reported that the Strategic Planning Institute held in Hutchison in
June was more productive. Some expressed frustration that the Council had to start
over (to bring absentees up to date on Council deliberations) but that the Council did
- succeed in developing a series of action plans. One member observed that there is
still a dearth of strategic thinking among the Council. The action plans are very
specific, not very visionary.

IX. FUTURE PLANS

The Executive Committee plans to meet on July 29-30 to review the results of
the Strategic Planning Institute in June. The full Council plans to meet in August.

X. ADVICE IF OTHER STATES TRY RDCs

1. Pay attention to timing. The timing in Kansas was abysmal. The RDC
initiative got underway right after an election that saw a turnover in the governor's
office. The issue was associated with the agenda of the new governor's predecessor,
and the new governor did not demonstrate much interest in the issue.

2. Governor must support. If the governor of the state is not interested in
facilitating rural development, it may be fruitless to pursue the initiative. As an
intergovernmental collaboration, the state needs to have the issue on its agenda
before this kind of initiative can hope for success.

3. Avoid the co-chair arrangement. The KRDC used a co-chair arrangement for
political reasons but it is not working well.

4. Recommend some different Council arrangements. KRDC is wrestling with
the challenge of juggling broad participation with the need for making some decisions
and getting some action. KRDC members have suggested some different Council
arrangements to deal with the cumbersome nature of decision-making in such a large
group. A 49 member body is too unwieldy.
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One suggestion was to reconfigure the full Council from a decision-making
body to an advisory role for the executive committee. This would allow the much
smaller (and more manageable) executive Council to make the decisions. With this
reconfiguration the full Council could get even bigger and it would not matter if the
Council got bogged down in process issues because only would only be advusory
anyway. This would deal with the problem of extensive time mvolvement for Council
members. The Council could meet once a quarter and be as big as necessary to give
a broad feeling of participation. :

5. Working conditions and job descrlptuon of the Executlve Director need to be
rethought. The worklng conditions of the Executive Director are barely adequate to

provide staff support to the Council. Some members have noted the need an

Executive Director who takes a directive approach to the job rather than a facilitative
approach.

6. Some members have suggested it might be useful to develop a start-up
manual for other RDCs so they do not have to reilnvent the basic processes. This
manual could provide guidance on such issues as: organization, by-laws, decision’
processes, agenda procedures, who chairs, meetings, Executive Director (including
preferred job- qualifications, role), mission statement, and a definition’ of rural. With
such a manual the rural deve‘lopment Council so could avoid spending time on

organizational issués and can get right down to the substantive concerns.
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l. NATURE OF THE RURAL SECTOR

What is Considered Rural? .

"Rural" is a concept or a construct to be deflned rather than a fact or a truth to be
found The most frequently -used deflnltlon of "rural" is that of the U.S. Census
Bureau1 The Census Bureau defines as rural every area that is not urban and
identifies three types of urban areas: all municipalities (local units of government) with
cnty charters from the state; all portions of metropohtan statistical areas (MSAs) where
populat|on densities exceed 100 persons per square mile; and all places (settlements
or population c|usters) outside of MSAs with population densities in excess of 100
persons per square mue and total populations of 2,500 or more persons. The Census
‘Bureau, therefore, co\nsiders_ all other areas to be rural. Using this definition, 52.5% of
the Maine population lived in rural areas in 1980.- Approximately 85% of the state's
local governments (munumpahtues) and more than 90% of the land area were rural in
1980 :

Between censuses, some state agencies use a substitute measure that defanes
as urban all munncvpalmes (Iocal government jurisdictions) with populations of 2,500
or more. Using thus definition, 29% of Maine's population lived in rural areas in 1980,
and approximately 93% of the local governments and 96% of the land area are rural. .

In.order to comply with federal agency and program requirements, some state
agencies define the portion of the state that is outside of any MSA as "rural.” There are
three MSAs wholly in Maine and a fourth that includes part of Maine and New
Hampshire ~Using this definition, 67% of the Maine population lived in rural areas in

1980, and approx:mately 93% of the local governments and 96% of the Iand area
were rural. | , t

The Farmers Home Admumstratlon (FmHA) characterizes as "urban" any local-
government jurisdiction -with. a population of 10,000 or more persons. Using this
definition, 67% of Maine's population lived in rural areas in 1980, and approximately
96% of the local governments and 98% of 'the land area were rural. Yet another
definition that is used by some federal‘- agencies characterizes any local government

'jurisd'iction with a- population of 50,000 or more 'people, as "urban." Under this
definition, the o'nlyvarea in Maine that is urban is the City of Portland. The other 493
municipalities and 419 unorganized townships,are considered "rural.” This includes

' 95% of the state residents and 99.9% of the land area.
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"Rural,” however, connotes more than population density. It also includes a
"sense of ruralness,” a way of life, or a rural culture. Thus, under a grant from the
FmHA, the Maine State Planning Office (SPO) has constructed a classification system
for municipalities in the state that is used by many state agencies. The SPO
classification system uses 15 items of information about municipalities to divide them
into 3 categories: urban, suburban, and rural. In this classification system, rural
municipalities exhibit several characteristics: Low population densities; high
proportions of residents are employed in farming, fishing, or logging; few retail and
service establishments; no (or small) compact settlements (villages); few residents
commute elsewhere to work; and few workers are attracted from elsewhere.

Using this SPO definition,” 15% of Maine's residents lived in rural areas in 1980,
and approximately one-half of the municipalities and 75% of the land area were rural.
The SPO definition includes far fewer rural municipalities than the other definitions
because it includes the category, "suburban.” Many small towns in Maine with low
population densities have minimal dependence on the land. They are bedroom
communities for neighboring cities. Many of their residents are office or factory
workers in cities.

SPO has also begun to delineate "extended communities” and to categorize
them as urban and rural. Each extended community consists of a trade and
employment center and also the surrounding towns whose residents usually work,
shop, and obtain services in the center. SPO's preliminary analysis suggests that six
communities (Kittery, Portland, Lewiston, Brunswick, Augusta, and Bangor) are urban
in character. The remaining 30 are rural. Under this definition, approximately 45% of
Maine's population was rural in 1980, and approximately 80% of its municipalities
and 75% of the land area were rural.

Demographics
(Exhibit 1 is excerpted from the February 1991 draft report, "Economic & Social
Trends & Conditions in Rural Maine," prepared by the Maine State Planning Office.)

l. GOVERNMENTAL STRUCTURE

Before proceeding with a description of governmental structure and authority in
Maine, it is necessary to explain the current, complex, political-economic context in
which the Maine Rural Development Council (RDC) has tried to function. The context
has had very evident effects on the dynamics of the RDC as well as on the articulation
or development of a state rural development strategy.
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Briefly, the economic and political environments have consumed policy-level
decision-makers and their staffs and have paralyzed policy processes in the executive
and legislative branches of state government. Commissioners of state departments
have not been able to participate in the RDC let alone provide leadership. A few
deputy commissioners have been participéting actively. Maine state government
simply has not been able to exert leadership in rural development policy and strategy -
-- or any other policy arena -- for more than a year.

Governor-Legislature , , ,

Relations between the Governor and the state legislature are very stormy.
instances of agre,emént, collaboration, or cooperation are infrequent. The problems
have intensified with the on-set of a severe economic recession that has required
repeated downward adjustments of state government revenues, several revised state
budgets.for 1990-1991, and state government employee.lay-offs and forced furlough
days (spring 1991). The Governor insisted on tying "Workers Compensation reform” to
adoption of a 1991-1993 budget, vetoed several budgets that were passed on pure
party-line voting (without Workers Compensation reform), "closed” state government
for the first week in July 1991, and re-closed.it for more than a week starting on July
11. Although a budget has been adopted, the conflicts are not over. |

Governor-Agencies
Governor-agency relations are typical of other smaller states. The Governor
communicates with Commissioners and other managers of departments directly,
throUgh his staff, or through intermediaries (for example, the State Planning Office).
The quality and quantity of .interactions depend on the Governor's interest in issues
pertinent to specific departments, what is "hot" at the moment, and the nature of
established personal relations. As in many states with small populations, most key
actors have known each other for years (or generations) in multiple settings and roles.
Economic development is a policy arena that involves almost every department
and many bureaus and offices of state government. The Department of Economic and
Comrhunity Development (DE&CD), is only one of several agencies with an interest in
this issue. The legislative majority has been trying to reorganize DE&CD out of
existence, while the Governor has defended and advocated for it. Probably, the State
Planning Office (SPO) has had the greatest influence on the Governor's strategizing
for rural development. |




State-Local, and Private Sector

The most relevant aspects of state-municipal relations in Maine include:

Limited Local Taxing Authority. The state excludes municipalities from engaging
in almost all forms of revenue generation except property tax. The state reallocates
- some state sales tax revenues to municipalities, but the reallocation was reduced
substantially in 1990 and 1991 as the state struggled to balance its budget.
Municipalities have been lobbying for the right to collect sales tax.

Counties are very weak in Maine. They are funded through municipal budgets.
Unsuccessful recent legislative proposals would have abolished counties, made
counties agents of state government, or funded counties or. essential county functions
directly from the State General Fund (e.g., county jails). Although the proposals have
been unsuccessful, they have been heard and received attention.

Sub-state Regions are specific to federal government programs. Regional
development commissions (RDCs) exist in several forms, claim some of the same turf,
and sometimes compete with each other. Some regional development commissions
are instrumentalities of municipal and/or county governments (e.g., Eastern Maine
Development Corporation and Northern Kennebec Regional Planning Commission).
Others are nonprofit organizations with only contractual ties to units of government
(e.g., Coastal Enterprises, Inc.). Other active participants in the RDC view themselves
as equally or more representative of local interests than the RDCs because they
reflect different histories, constituencies, and thus perspectives. Examples include
community action agencies such as Community Concepts and Western Maine
Community Action; and other nonprofit groups with strong rural agendas, such as The
Maine Ambulatory Care Coalition and the Western Maine Alliance. All regional
organizations that are active on the RDC pursue state and federal funding for rural
local development projects.

Cooperative Extension. As in other states, Cooperative Extension is a complex
- mix of federal, state (including State University), and county funds, program priorities,
and decision-making. Cooperative Extension has expanded its role and activities in
rural community development nationally and in Maine.
Private Sector has been defined operationally as sub-state regional nonprofit
agencies. A few representatives of private for-profit firms have attended meetings but
not regularly.
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Il. PAST RELATIONSHIPS AND EFFORTS

. HUD, EDA, -SBA, SCS- RC&Ds FmHA, and other federal agencies were key
actors on. Maine's rural development scene long before the RDC was formed.
Federal-state, federal-federal, and federal Ioca| relationships in the state. vary by

" nature of program, agency structure - and mlsswn and to an extent by personal

relations among the key actors. State and federal government informants are nearly
universal in describing vertical and horizontal working relations as extensive and
long-standing. Problems mentioned by RDC members include "red.tape” and rigidity
associated with categorical programs and funds mcompatlble eligibility requnrements
and definitions, the: need.for muitiple clearances and forms, and the long- standing
participant network. Representatives of EDA, FmHA, SBA, SCS and other agencies
that have been working in rural development for many years, claim to coordinate
efforts with each other and with agencies of state government "much better than in
most other states." By and large, state government informants agree.

Numerous prior rural development collaborative initiatives have been attempted
over the years. A few are described Ab"&r,ieﬂy below. ..

. The Governor's Committee on.fRufal Development..In 1979, the former governor
established a Governor's Committee on Rural Development. The Committee consisted
of state and federal agency heads, elected officials, and local representatives from
rural areas. On January 19, 1988, the current governor. issued Executlve Order 11
that continued.the Governor's Committee on Rural Development, the predecessor
organization to the RDC. The Governorﬁs Committee's - primary charge was to
implement the Federal-State Rural Development Cooperation Agreement. Although
the Governor's Committee was not highly ective,'.it was an officially sanctioned forum
and visible focus for rural development in the state. Opinions about its effectiveness
and usefulness are mixed. The Governor's Committee has not been officially
disbanded or folded into the RDC. An executive order was drafted on March 27,
1991, but has not been finalized and issued. Thus, the. Committee still exists although
in practice it was blended into the Council in spnng 1991.

The Governor's Commlttee ‘had substantial U.S. .government representatlon
including: State Director, Farmers Home Administration (USDA); State Director, Soil
Conservation Service (USDA); State Executive Director, Agricultural Stabilization and
Conservation Service (USDA); Project Leader, U. S. Forest Service (USDA); and
State Director, Economic Develdpment Administrationv(USDC). Also included were
the Director of ‘Cooperative Extension, two legislators, and five "local representatives.”
All of the U.S. government representative members on the Governor's - Committee’
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have been active in the RDC except the State Executive Director, Agricultural
Stabilization and Conservation Service (USDA). -

Federal and state government members of the Governor's Committee have
provided formal and informal leadership during the RDC's first year. The Co-chairs of
the Governor's Committee were the Maine Commissioner of Agriculture and the
District Director, Small Business Administration. In December 1990, these two
persons were named Co-chairs of the RDC at an organizing meeting called by the
State Director of the Farmers Home Administration (USDA).

1987 Job Opportunity Zone Program. The Maine Job Opportunity Zone (JOZ)
program was enacted to promote development in the "other Maine " rural areas not
sharing in the State's wave of prosperity, through targeted state investments. The JOZ
program, which was modeled after the U. S. Opportunity Zone Program, was
administered by the Department of Economic and Community Development and the
Finance Authority of Maine. ‘

1987 Maine Economic Development Strategy Task Force. A 42 member Maine
Economic Development Strategy Task Force was assembled with the charge, "t
design a strategy that would position Maine to take advantage of new economic
opportunities, strengthen the state's competitive position in a changing world
economy, and create quality jobs for our workforce." The Task Force's primary
product was a report entitled, "Establishing the Maine Advantage: An Economic
Development Strategy for the State of Maine." The project was supported by the
Aspen Institute and the Ford Foundation. -

CSPA Academy on Rural Development (1990). The Maine team was led by the
SPO Director who also reportedly selected the team members. Participants in the
Academy are still very positive about the approach and process used, and the quality
of their experience. Most of them continue to view themselves as collaborators and as
allies who are interested in rural development. Some remain positive about the
outline of a rural development vision/strategy for Maine that started at the Academy.
Others, in hindsight, question the quality of the products they produced.

IV. MEMBERSHIP ON THE COUNCIL

Members, and How They Are Selected

Membership and membership criteria have not been an issue to date. Since the
first organizing meeting in December 1990, membership has been open. Depending
“upon how membership is defined, there are between 60 or 70 and = about 120
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member,s. The operating criteria t_hat" are used to judge RDC inclusiveness.are
organizational. and position represeéntation-and -participation. Thus, issues involving
"alternates” have not been completely resolved.

The membership statistical profile depends on definitions, most importantly but
not exclusively, "who is-a member?". The June 4, 1991, "Maine Rural Development
- Council Organizational-Membership” roster compiled by the Executive Director lists
113 members Some people who are listed have not attended meetings or
partrcrpated in actrvrtles Thus, the June 4 listing might be considered a list of desired
or potentrat members - Yet, rt is not.possible to assemble a single, accurate, all-
purpose listing of members at this point in time. Thus the June 4 roster is the best list
'avartable is ‘quite .accurate in what it contams and the followrng tables have been
comprled from it C

The, geographrcal drstrlbutlon of in- state At- Large Regronal and Local
- members is shown in Frgure 4-1.

3

T.ABLE_v 4-1:- Membership Distribution 'by Category and Gender

*). L
~ Membership . Total . . Male Female
Category Number %  Number %  Number %
Federal : 33 20 30 9 3 9
State - . 28 25 21 75 7 25
AtLarge(*™) . 40 35 32 80 8 20
Local (**) . 6 .5 6. 100 0
Regional (**) .6 5 5 B3 1
TOTAL 113 99% 94 83% 9

1
17%

Membership in categories is approximate.. Written criteria for assignment to categories have
-not been:developed. Whereas some assignments are ‘obvious, others are not. '

" Most "Regional" members are repres'entativesof development cordorations, councils of
government, and-planning commissions. in the vernacular of the RDC, these are all considered
“private." In addition, "At Large" members include a few bankers and attorneys, as well as
advocacy groups and community action agencies. The former should be considered “private." in
contrast most "Local" members are direct employees of local units of government.




Federal members are distributed geographically as indicated in Table 4-2.

TABLE 4-2: Geographical Distribution of Federal Members
%
In Maine: 18 55%
Regional or Field Offices: 14 42
Washington, DC: 1 3
TOTAL 33 100%

Using the same membership categories and assignments of members to
categories (when possible), the member profiles in Tables 4-3 and 4-4 are from the list
of attendees at the May 16, 1991, meeting of the full RDC. Tables 4-3 and 4-4 present

- moderately accurately representations of the RDC's active membership.

Table 4-3: Membership Distribution by Category and Gender
™ Gender Distribution

Membership - Total Male Female

Category Number % Number % Number %

Federal 16 38 13 81 3 19

State : 9 2 7 78 22

At Large (**) 11 2 9 82 18

0
0
17%

Regional (**) 5 12 5 100

2
2
Local (**) 1 2 1 100 0
0
TOTAL 42 99% 35 83% 7

Federal members who attended the May 16 meeting are distributed
geographically in Table 4-4.

Table 4-4: Geographic Distribution of Federal Members
%
In Maine: 10 63%
Regional or Field Offices: 4 25
Washington, DC: _2 13
TOTAL 16 101%




Chairs, Co-chairs, and Other Officers

In December 1990, the Federal and State Co-chairs of the Governor's
Committee were named Co-chairs of the RDC. The appointments signaled
cooperation and helped to ease the transition of activities from the Governor's
Committee into the RDC, and thereby to maintain a sense of continuity. The
appointments also have been criticized, however, for perpetuating a questionably
effective status'quo model! at a time when new paradigms are needed. Further, as real
or perceived pressures to meet Presidential Initiative deadlines increased in spring
1991, a group of ‘insiders," including a Co-chair, began making decisions and
initiating actions. Some other members criticized and then objected and challenged
"closed door decisions by a self-s'electedbinner‘ circle." The vocal group of "non-
insider" members began to challenge decisions in February and March 1991.
Tempers began to flare in several settings, including the New Orleans Institute, and
the first meeting of the full RDC was rancorous (May 16, 1991).

By-laws were adopted on May 16 after several changes were made from the
floor. They provided for the selection of a Nominating Committee and for the
Nominating Committee to nominate a single slate of candidates for Federal Co-chair,
State Co-chair, and members of the Executive Cofnmittee. The Executive Committee
consists of: Two members representing federal agencies; two members representing

state agencies; one member representing regional development organizations; one
memberfepresenting municipal-and county goverriijnents; and six members at-large
not represented by any of the above.

A slate of nominations for the Nofninating ‘Committee was presented to the
members by the Executive Director at the May 16 meeting. During the discussion that
followed, the question was raised: "Is the Nominating Committee allowed to nominate
its own members for Co-chair. andfor the Executive Committee?”. The Council

decided not to permit Nominating Committee members to be nominated for leadership
positions. The Nominating Committee's nominees were elected at the Summer
Institute (Augdust 6, 1991). '

Unrepresented Agencies

All of the important federal and state agenciés are represented on the June 4
inclusive membership list except the Agricultural” Stabilization and Conservation
Service, USDA. However, the Maine State Legislature is not represented. In reality,
few if any legislators could have participated during the spring of 1991. Time, energy,
and emotional demands on legislators have been enormous. Legislative involvement
may not even be appropriate yet, but the question should be asked and answered.
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Reasons.for Involvement: Self.and Perceptionis of -Others' Motivations

Stated reasons for RDC involvement range widely. Motivations offered by

informants for themselves and as they perceive them for others include:2 .

o

New approaches to rural development are urgently needed in Maine. This is a
vitally important- effort.

- This has the potential to be exciting. The feds are not just comlng in telling us

how it will be done

This agency works directly with rural people. The RDC's success will
advance this agency's mission.

| have been instructed to be here, and it is part of my pérformance
appraisal. ‘

I have believed all along that the RDC can develop and implement an
effective rural development strategy, and I want to be a part of it. | want to
see something happen, and | can help make it happen. It takes more than
agency interest, there also must be personal commitment.

~ All of us who are involved in rural development need to be talking with each

other regularly. Participation is worthwhile for the communication and E
relationship building that go on, even if a substantive agenda never develops.

To make certain that the RDC goes down a sensible route. If | back away,

the RDC's agenda could turn into "smoke and mirrors."

To protect turf.

To impose a [federal government] [regional development commission]
[federal-state] [Cooperative Extension] [liberal social] agenda on the RDC.
(Readers may select their own favorite. ) : ,

One Year Goals, Objectives, or Success Criteria

Goals, objectives or success criteria are presented below in two groupings:

internal processes and external processes/impacts. Goals could not be drfferentlated

among federal, state, and local members

Interna/ Process Goals/Ob/ectrves

o

.0‘

Learn to work together through personal and professronal confllcts

Mature as a Council to the point that we can get back into constructrve
engagements Without the ability to work constructively wrth conﬂuct we will not

~ succeed in establishing a new paradigm.

35



E

, New partnershlps that benefit rural communlty development will evolve from

RDC participation. They wull result from partncrpatlon not from conscious actions

-or plans.-

Develop ROC “ownershrp“ by the members T

5. Provide a think tank-like forum for rural development pollcy debates It should

External Process ana lmpactGoa/s/Ob]'ecﬁvés:

o

have a very carefully thought through strategy in place with widespread buy-in.

“Flve or six people" from specrflc communities will, come to the RDC. The

RDC will select which communities to support using local initiative, commitment,
and potential capacity as the prlmary decrsuon criteria. These cnterra wrll
outweigh "need "

Thus, our underlyrng principles/goals need to be: build local capacrty,
empower- people and support communlty leaders. -

The. RDC will "attack" a few communltles -- not many -- that will have
defined their own needs and problems Something visible and tangible will
result, three- to-flve year projects that create new ]obs and awareness. They

,wnl radiate out into the communities.

‘Design and rmplement "a new rural development paradlgm" before funding

runs out.

Break out of old top down models of rural development. implement a

~strategy that works through unrts of local government and their

rnstrumentalltres

- Implement a. rural development strategy that has staying power, in whrch
advocacy forrural issues and proyects doesnt ebb and flow wnth elections.

My agency will begin to-alter its decisions and how it makes them It will begin to
target resources and assistance to communities based on collaboratlve
decisions and joint activities with.other federal and state agencies.

My success criterion is: 1, an administrator, will be challenged about how |
make resource allo¢ation:decisions. This means common decrsrons that

" are conS|stent wrthastrategy oraplan. . .. . N

.~

There must be a strategy plan and tangrble and vrsrble actlons We must do
more than talk : t ‘

We will wrtness the begmnlngs of "non patrrarchal non- -power brokerrng

“economic development in, Mame o e

The federal government will change the. way it operates Program fragmentatron
will diminish. Programs and servrces for’ commumtles will be dellvered through
multr agency clusters : t




o Function as a point of entry and leverage for communities to tap into resources.

o The RDC should not try to become the "State of Maine Economic Development
Corporation."

V. COUNCIL STAFF: EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

Process of Selection .

"Rural Economic Development Specialist (Position #35)" was advertised in
December 1991 by the University of Maine Cooperatlve Extension (UMCE). The:
position announcement opened with:

We seek a Rural Economic Development Specialist (Assistant/Associate
Educator) to be housed in Orono, who will serve as the Executive
Director of the Maine Rural Development Council. This is a twelve-
month, three-year nonrepresented faculty appointment. . ..

An interview team was assembled late in 1990, applications were screened,
interviews were conducted on February 7 and 8, and an Executive Director was
selected. The Executive Director participated in the New Orleans Institute but did not
formally start on the job until April 1991. ’

There were heated objections to the selection process: (1) The search and
selection processes were conducted by a small, self-selected group. (2) The
Executive Director was fiscally, physically, and administratively in the University of
Maine Cooperative Extension (UMCE).

Objections to the closed-door selection process were discussed in Section V.
The second objection, to the Executive Director being an employee of UMCE, has
several facets. :

- Some RDC members note a national movement by Cooperative Extension to
de-émbhasize agriculture and emphasize rural community and economic
development. |

- The UMCE Director is viewed as a strong proponent of the re-emphasis and
also has been one of the most actively and deeply involved people in Maine's rural
development strategizing.

- Fiscal stress at the University has been high for more than one year, but it
escalated in November 1990. At the peak of public concern about the University's
fiscal health and its spending, thg’ University President authorized funding for a UMCE
educator position -- the RDC Executive Director. UMCE also offered to fund operating
and travel costs, a half-time secretary, and an office in Orono.
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- 'The University President has been publicly critical of the nonprofit development
corporation approach to rural development in Maine. Reportedly, he has also made
strong statements about the suitability of the UMCE network of field offices and agents
for rural development endeavors.

Reasons for the Choice , o

Participants in the selection process claim that the person selected was the best
candidate by virtue of his extensive experience with federal programs and agencies
particularly in rural Maine, educational backé;round, ‘and perceived ability to work with
groups and through inter-agency relations. -

Location of Office - .

When the University Presndent authorized funding for the Executive Director
position and support, he stipulated.that there had to be an obvious and visible tie-in of
the position to the University. The position must be located on the University campus
in Orono, about an hour and one- ha|f drive from the state capltal in Augusta. Search
Committee and RDC members urged housmg the posmon in Augusta. The pro-
Augusta arguments. are convenience/access and symbolic message. First, the state
capital is the most central and convenient location for RDC busmess Second, for the
reasons enumerated in Section V (A) perceived UMCE influence over the Executive
Director and the RDC has been an issue.

The University stood firm on its requirement. The Interim Co-chairs accepted the
University offer. The Executive Director's office and  secretary were located in UMCE
space in Orono. RDC members continued to object to the Orono location. In spring
1991, the AFederaI Co-chair offered use of an office and support for the Executive
Director in his agency's space in Augusta. i was agreed that the Executive Director |
would spend "two or three days a week" in AuguSta. The offer and request were
accepted. At the first meeting of the Executive Committee (Athust 6, 1991), the State
Co-chair offered office space in Augusta. The Executive Committee aecepted the offer.

-Job Responsnbilities and Balancing Interests

Federal-state differences in interests are not substantlai Even most federal
members acknowledge the need to reject the categoncal “"top- down" approach to
rural and economic development that has been typlcal of federal programs. The
following is a paraphrasmg and blending of statements made by several federal
agency RDC members: "This Initiative  will change the way the federal government
operates. It will never be the same again. The old fragmentation will end. We will offer
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assistance . through clusters that involve more than one agency. This is why this
Initiative is exciting!”

In Maine, the substantive differences in perspective have more to do with
representation of local interests. Attempts to adhere to a real or perceived Presidential
Initiative time-table for RDC development has caused friction. The Executive Director
and some members have tried to move the RDC agenda forward and to respond to
Presidential Initiative scheduling interests. Other members have urged a more
deliberate developmental schedule that permits shared learning, relationship and
trust building, and constructive handling of sensitive issues. A balance between these
two interests may be emerging.

Available Resources .

The Executive Director has a one-half time secretary, travel and expense
budgets, and offices in Orono and Augusta. A consultant has been providing group
process facilitation.

Relationship to Federal Monitor

The Federal Monitor is described as good, knowledgeable, interested and
concerned about Maine, a regular participant, and "he knows what is going on." He
was originally from rural Maine, volunteered to work with this state's RDC, has
attended all major meetings to date, is acknowledged to be an asset and a resource,
and has not been an impediment.

VI. MEETINGS

“May 16 and August 5-6, 1991, have been the only two meetings of the full RDC.
Forty-four people participated in the May 16 meeting. Approximately 43 voting
members participated in the August meeting. Three committees were appointed at the
May 16 meeting: the Nominating Committee (5 members), Strategy Committee (12
members), and Summer Institute Planning Committee (3 members). Each has met at
least twice.

How Meeting Agendas are Determined

Meeting agendas have been determined differently at different stages in the
RDC's development. Prior to the employment of the Executive Director, the State
Director of the Farmers Home Administration (as the lead agency nationally for the
Presidential Initiative) or the Federal Co-chair, reportedly usually in response to input
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or suggestions from Federal Initiative people, would consult with several active
members and then would act.

Decision Rules , _ _
The RDC is too early in its development for a useful description or analysis of its
decision rules. '

VIl. THE COUNCIL'S SUBSTANTIVE AGENDA

Content of the Agenda: Issues and Problems A

The vision/macro-strategy for rural development in Maine is largely shared by
the persons interviewed for this project who in fact have a vision. However, the
collective vision/strategy is still evolving. It is not complete and has not been adopted.
The vision seems to have originated at the 1990 CSPA Academy. It continues to .
surface with modifications in subsequent documents. (Once again, the following
paragraphs present a:‘ paraphrased composite statement of the vision.)

Vision Statement

Rural development as it will be implemented by the Maine RDC, will begin in
communities. Probably five or six permanent residents of a community will come
together and agree that a need, problem, or opportunity exists for development. These
initiators may or may not be local officials. The community initiators may approach the
RDC through different means but most likely either through “service centers” located
around the state or by contacting an agency for assistance with a project whose RDC
representative is active (for example, a development corporation, DE&CD, or SBA).
The agency would decide whether to notify . and involve the RDC. Not all rural
development projects will warrant RDC involvement. This second approach assumes
that people in rural communities usually will not know about the RDC and would not
seek it out deliberately. The RDC will decide whether to work with a community.
Although measures of "need" will not be ignored, more decision weight will be given
to community capacity and initiative.

Communities and community projects will provide targets for federal and state
agencies to "plug into." The RDC will organize, broker, and arrange for resources to
help implement three-to-five year projects that have tangible and visible components.
Community projects should result in new awareness of potentialities as well as jobs.
Thus, tangibility and visibility of projects are important components of the strategy.
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They are necessary for creating new awareness and for allowing the effects of projects
to radiate out, stimulating additional development activity.

The RDC will influence but not control how and where agencies allocate rural

development resources. When the RDC decides to support a particular corhmunity
" and development needs and -projects have been identified, agencies will be
expected, influenced, and encouraged to give priority to them for the allocation of
_ resources and assistance. Non-fragmented assistance and resources will be delivered
to targeted communities by. cooperating clusters of federal, state and sub-state
agencies, as well as private organizations. These "new partnerships” will evolve from
relationships built through participation in the RDC as much as through conscious
~decision-making. The RDC also will become a central source of non-project-specific
public information and education about rural development needs, resources, and
models.

The vision that emerged from the CSPA Academy included several "guiding
principles.” Assistance to targeted communities should include capacity building for
individuals and groups, empowerment, and support for community Ieaders and
initiators. RDC support to a community normally would begin with helping to organlze
a process for |dent|fy|ng development needs -- the basic human and physucal
infrastructure barriers/opportunities to development.

The July 1991 report of the Strategy Committee, "Development Issues and

Needs in Rural Maine," is the most recent articulation of the vision. The report contains

a "thoughtfully shaped conceptual framework within which strategic action planning

for rural de\)elopment may well be done for Maine." Practical concerns about the
vision/strategy include: '

- The absence of financial incentives that can be used to lever disparate
agencies into working together, to drive agencies toward "rational behavior."

- The absence of start-up or implementation funding. Funds are needed to
increase public awareness, establish demonstration projects, identify
communities that are "in a state of readiness," and to fund start-up activities.

- The absence of funding necessary for creating staying power. There have been

many short-lived prior initiatives. Perceived staying power is crucial to the
RDC's credibility.
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RDC Structure and Process Agenda Issues

Although these structural and process agenda |ssues are concerned with the

RDC's design and internal functions, most of them also reflect important questions of
" philosophy and opinion.

a)

b)

d)r

9)

h)

Can and should RDC membership remain ‘open -and inclusive? Can the RDC
balance its need for action on its instrumental agenda with its need for
involvement and engagement with myriad diverse interests and organizations?
Can working committees prowde the balance? Should membership be closed
or reduced? if so; when? How can psychological ownership of the RDC by its

member be developed and maintained? .

Who represents or speaks for "Iocal interests"? Is it necessary for an
organization to consist of permanent communlty residents in order to be

“operationally defined as "local"? Alternatively, is it necessary for an

organization to be an instrumentality of municipal and/or county government in

_order to be "local"?

When will Maine State Government recover from its 1990 and 1991

crises? Will it be able to re-assert a leadership role in rural development? Until

then, will rural development be possible to impiement in Maine? Will state
agency commissioners who have not participated to date attempt to assert RDC

|eadersh|p’7 Will thelr Ieadershlp be accepted’7 .

‘Will the RDC be able to implement a new parad|gm in light of the amount

of conflict that has transpired? Will members, risk the creative/ constructive

forms of engagement needed to create a new paradlgm’?

(Especially in Ilght of [a] and [d]), can the RDC create new paradlgms when
many new and marginal members are not familiar with the old paradigms?
They don't know the existing and historical structures and contexts of rural
development in.Maine. With open membership, can new and marginal
members be brought "up to speed" about complex issues, many of which have
long. hlstones? : .

Is the federal government seriously commltted to the Presndentlal Imtratrve’? The
Initiative envisions sharing decisions and power with communities and state
government. Historically, the federal government has not worked this way.

When will it be appropriate, useful, and feasible to involve legislators or
legislative staff.in the RDC, for short term purposes_and for long-term

commitment? It may not have been possible for Ieglslators to participate
date, but'is it already too late?

The federal and state co-chair design has advantages but it also creates
operational problems, hazy authority, and confused directions. Is it desirable or
necessary on balance’7

The Maine RDC vision consists of a Iocatly |n|t|ated and driven rural
development strategy. Why then are the co-chairs restricted to federal and state
agency representatives?

42



Have the state and federal government let go of too much control of the RDC
already? Is there too much local influence now?

Is it possible to keep key actors involved in the RDC?

In the vision/strategy, the RDC will decide whether or not to work ‘with
individual communities. Is this politically feasible? Will the RDC, a loose
confederation of disparate agencies, be strong enough to challenge or refuse
to support local decisions and involvements?

Process for Setting the Substantive Agenda

The vision of a locally initiated and driven strategy of rural development has
been evolving since the CSPA Academy in 1990. Planning documents produced by
SPO and the RDC Strategy Committee have reflected a similar philosophy. The
locally-driven approach or strategy has attracted considerable support amgng RDC
members at all levels of government as well as in the private sector. No organized
opposition to it has been voiced. However, the issues listed above indicate the array
of complex questions that remain.

Most of the time at the Summer Institute was devoted to substantive planning.
Policy needs, issues and tangible/visible projects were identified. Action plans were
developed. In its meeting immediately following the Summer Institute, the Executive
Committee formed a task group to review all action plans that were created, expand
and clarify them, and eliminate duplication. The RDC's substantive agenda was
advanced markedly in the two days.

Disputed Issues

The RDC structure and process agenda issues listed above have been or
probably will be disputed topics. It is not possible to predict how they will be resoived.
However, the probability that they will be resolved increased substantially during the
Summer Institute.

VIIIl. PARTICIPATION IN INSTITUTES

Most Maine participants in the March 1991 New Orleans Institute report that they
were underwhelmed and left it angry. Several have expressed satisfaction at having
been able o argue successfully for individual state institutes to replace the proposed
Summer-Atianta-National Institute.

The Summer Institute was an extremely important event in the RDC's
development. This observer doubts that the RDC could or would have survived in a
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viable form if the Summer Institute had degenerated. Key actors and several 7marginal
members alike reported that they would withdraw from participation and prediéted that
one of several coalitions probably would gain control and possibly impose a
substantive agenda. |

On balance, however, the Summer Institute appears to have been a positive and
productive experience for the members. The RDC's structure is in place, commitment
seems to be high, and staff-office questions probably have been resolved. Hopefully,
conflict will diminish, and the RDC will be able to proceed with its substantive agenda.

IX. FUTURE PLANS

Numerous substantive action plans were developed at the Summer Institute.
They are in six groupings: Coordination (between all levels of public and private
organizations), physical infrastructure, human infrastructure, natural resource
development, local leadership, and business development. A few project compietion
dates are scheduled for as soon as fall 1991. ‘ :

On August 6, the Executive Committee formed an ad hoc task group to address
the question of the Executive Director's office location. Location criteria given to the
task groupinclude: Program effici‘ency and productivity, cost, and statewide
presencelvisibility. Also, the Executive Committee established an interim committe'e to
follow-up on the information and action plans developed at the Summer Institute. The
committee is responsible for reviewing the data, integrating information and projects,
and taking such actions as are necessary to ensure the successful impleméntation of
the action plans. ' '




NOTE

Hinformation for this section was provided by Richard Sherwood, Maine State Planning Office, July 1991.
His assistance is gratefully acknowtedged.

2Statements are paraphrased composites. No reason has been included unless it was stated by at least
two persons interviewed.
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APPENDIX A

Excerpts from: "Economic and Social Trends and Conditions in Rural Maine" -
(Draft)
Prepared by the Maine State Planning Office, February 1991




Maine's : anBuren  GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBU- .
Fort Kent TION OF RDC MEMBER-

30 Rural Areas . SHIP

a nd ' (From 6/1991 member-

ship list. Includes
6 Urban Areas Plesaue | At large, Regional,
: b and Local members

'-[ only)

H0ulton

{ .
Dover:fFoxcroft

£astpori

Rumford ' jonesport
‘ Machias

Augusta
/ ugbat
WRBAY Bar Harbor
Lewiston

Fryeburg

3 0(&‘\4 Damar.i scotta

Portland

MAP SOURCE: "Economic and Social Trendsand Conditions in Rural
* MaiHe" (Draft). Maine State Plannilg Office, February
1991.




FIGURE 4-2
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Overall the 1980’s were a lower, unemployment is higher, and
period of growth for the State. THe the population is more dependent on
labor force was 30% larger in 1989 self employment.
than in 1980.  But the gap in
employment  opportunity  between
urban and rural areas widened as job
growth in urban areas outpaced that in
rural areas (32% vs 28%).

Growth in Jobs and Labor Force '
Rural & Urban Areas, 1981-1989 '

e e e o
P

-, i ¥ Rural -i
. { Urban

: [
i j P
! i

-
Labor Force Jous

This imbalance in worker - to -
job ratio has a major impact on rural
employment characteristics. Access to
employment opportunities is more
limited and the cost of gaining access
is higher. Since rural residents must
commute greater distances to find
work, benefits to rural residents are
diminished by increased commuting
time, transportation costs, lack of
access to child care and other services.

Thus the labor force
participation rate’ in rural Maine is



B. Economic Sectors:

Over the past two decades the structure of the Maine economy has followed
a national trend, transforming from a manufacturmg dominated economy to a trade
and service economy. Yet in spite of this overall trend, rural Maine harbors a
wealth of natural resources. Agriculture, forest and fishing continue 10 be a
significant part of the economy in many rural areas while others continue 10 rely
heavily on manufacturing as a key source of employment.

Rural Employment by Sector’, 1989

Non-farm wage & salary jobs only

A

Mfg Cons ' Trade Sves

Rural Maine cannot be singularly characterized. Some rural areas are
relatively well off while others:are extremely poor. Some rely heavily on tourism
while others are mill towns, farm communities, or fishing villages. Some have
diverse economies while others are hlghly specialized. This report hlghhghts
obvious differences that exist bétween rural and urban Maine. “ It also focuses on
the great diversity among the 30- commumues that make up rural Maine.




Most of the Unemployed live in Rural Maine:

- Sixty percent of those
unemployed in 1989 live 1n rural
Maine. Rural Maine had an
unemployment rate that was nearly
twice as high as that of urban areas,
averaging 5.4% in 1989 compared to
only 3.0% n urban areas.

Maine's
310 Rural Areas

Unemploviment Rale

FAB9 Al A\verage

Annual Average
Unemployment Rate,
1989

|
e

RS 2% or more above State Average
0-1.9% above State Average

Below State Average {4.1%}

Rural Maine has a much higher rate of self-employment:

"When employment opportunities manufacturing firms, primarily pulp

are fewer and further away, people

seek to create their own niche in the -

economy.

Small businesses .and self-
employment characterize . the rural
Maine economy. ~Although large

and:paper, play a major role in the
economy of areas where the forest is
the dominant economic resource, 18%

of Maine’s rural work force is self-
employed,

compared . to 10%

statewide.




Housing

Maine’s housing stock reflects
the State’s  long “history and  the Maine's
uniqueness . of its culture and - 30 Rucal Areas
independent character of its people.

Home Ownership Patterns:

Maine ranks 4th in the nation in
the proportion of residents who own
their own homes. Three fourths of
Maine households own the home they

live 1n. In rural areas of Maine,
85% are homeowners. :

Maine's / . . Housing Stock
30 Rural Areas s ' ; SRy G Construcled Prior to 19

{(Percent)

40 - 44.9%

45 - 49.9%
S0 - 54.9%
EEY ssx or More

An Older Housing Stock:

Maine’s housing stock is also’

-the, oldest -in. the nation. Maine ranks

first in the proportion of the State’s

- housing stock. that was built prior to
1940.

-
R

.

‘Percentof L : . o
: Housing Units .. . ne:ic - 11 o
Owner Occapied, 1980 Older hous‘mg_l_s‘ more A,hlg_(.a.ly Eo
L be inadequately  insulated and. in-

‘Below State Avg (73.5%) . - .

73.5% 10 79.9%

80% to 89.9%
© 90% or Above




greater need of repair and
maintenance. Because rural
residents on average have lower
incomes and because most own their
own heme, the housing needs of rural
Maine, and especially of the low
income population, differ substantialiy
from those in urban areas where a

greater share live in subsidized rental
units.

Selected Housing
Charactenistics of Rural & Urban
Maine

Percent Percent
Owner Built Prior
Occupied  to 1940

Rural 79.3 55.6
Urban 68.3 490
Statewide 73.5 52.2

Growth in Housing stock:

The trend toward smaller family
size and fewer persons per household
that began in the 1970’s continued
through the 80’s in all areas of Maine.

This changing “structure of the
population is reflected in changes. in
the housing stock. During the .1980’s
Maine’s housing stock grew by nearly
15% while the State’s population grew
by 8.2%.

On average, however, the rate
of growth in rural Maine was slower,
lagging in both housing and
population growth. Rural areas
immediately surrounding the Portland
metropolitan area were a notable
exception, gaining population and new
housing at a more rapid pace.

Maine's
30 Rural Arcas

Growth in
Housing Stock,
1980 - 1988
Less than 5%
5% 10 9.9%
10% to 14.9%

W 15% or More




HEALTH

Graph (DOCTORS AND DENTISTS]
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. specialized care. Map

{DOCTORS ], however, shows

fifteen rural communities have fewer than half ihe urbanr average of

166 doctors per hundred thousand residents. One rural community,
Ashland, has no doctors.

Rural communities also have comparatively few dentists. Map

{DENTISTS] shows nine rural communities have fewer than.half the

urban average of 52 dentists per hundred thousand residents. Two,

Ashland and Patten, have no dentists.
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Despite the significant changes that have taken place within Mississippi over
the past two decades related to enfranchisement of the African American population,
the state is still plagued by poverty, low educational achievement and declining
economic development. During the past few years, the Mississippi state government
has attempted' to address these issues. But it does so in the environment of
fragmented authority, conflicting views about strategies, and a reality of budget crises
and diminished resources. Mississippi government is staffed by an impressive array of
individuals who -- despite the uphill battie -- are committed to change within the state.
While the immediate future is not hopeful in terms of increased resources, there is a
strong will to change by both African Americans and whites within the state.
Movement has occurred within the state as it has focuéed on economic and community
development -- but progress is very slow.

I. NATURE OF THE RURAL SECTOR

A It is rare to pick up any document describing the State of Mississippi that does
not begin with some variation on the statement, "Mississippi is one of the most rural
states in the country." Similarly, it is also common to characterize the state as the
location of the poorest and least educated population in the U.S.

Mississippi's population of 2.5 million lives in only seven counties that are
classified as metropolitan statistical areas (MSA). The remainder of the 82 counties
within the state are classified as non-metro or rural areas. In fact, only 175,000 of the
1.4 million rural residents in the state live in Mississippi's 310 Census-identified
places; almost 70% of the places have populations of less than 1,000.1 Even the
eleven counties within the state that contain municipalities of over 20,000 people have
large areas with rural characteristics.

Because of these population characteristics, defining "rural” within Mississippi is
not a simple task. The traditional definitional relationship linking "rural" and agriculture
is not helpful since the large majority of people in the state who live in rural areas are
not farmers nor do they work in agriculture related jobs. To many in the state, the term
"rural” is a way of describing a low level of income, chronic unemployment, lower
levels of education, substandard housing and restricted access to opportunities to
improve the standard of living.2 Given these problems, it is not surprising that the
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population of the state living in the most rural areas of the state has declined
continuously and dramatically throughout the 20th century.

In addition, it is difficult to talk about "rural” in Mississippi without attention to
issues of race and the legacy of segregation within the state. Mississippi has the
largest percentage of African Americans of any state in the country (more than 36% of
the population, compared to the national average of approximately 12%). Almost
three times more African Americans live in non-metropolitan areas than in the
metropolitan areas.3 There are some in the state who believe that many African
Americans remain in -- or return to -- Mississippi because of the positive factors
associated with its lifestyle, despite its accompanying problems.

One definition that has been used recently categorized’Mississippi counties into
three groups: 4

Least rural -- counties containing wholesale and retail centers that serve multi
county areas. Residents have easy access to urban amenities. "Least rural" counties
are those in which there is a municipality of at least 20,000 people. There are 11
counties in this category.

Moderately rural -- counties that contain mixed attributes. Some offer
amenities similar to the "least rural" counties but also have some characteristics of the
"most rural® counties. These are counties whose largest municipality contains
between 2500 and 20,000 people. There are 47 counties in this category.

Most rural -- counties that have virtually no trade or population centers. "Most
rural" counties are defined as those with no municipality of over 2500 residents.
Twenty-four counties are in this category.

A number of elements can be usefully analyzed within this three level
framework:

Population changes. Not surprisingly, the population distribution within the
- state has moved from "moderately rural" and "most rural" areas to the "least rural."
From the period of 1920 to 1988, the percentage of the population living in the "least
rural" areas has more than doubled, increasing from 20% in 1920 to over 40% in 1988.
During the same period, the population of the population living in the "most rural"
counties fell from 20% to 10% and in the "moderately rural" counties from 60% to less
than 50%.9

Age distribution patterns have also changed as this movement has occurred.
Data from 1987 indicates that the "most rural® counties have a higher percentage of
children and elderly than do the other cat’egories.6

Educational data. Overall, Mississippi has one of the least educated
populations in the country. But the problem is even worse for those residents who live
in the "most rural” areas of the state. Data from 1980 indicates that individuals who live
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in "least rural" areas of the state are likely to have attained higher levels of education.
Sixty-four percent of individuals 25 years and older in "least rural" counties completed
12 years of schooling while only 45.5% of the "most rural" residents who were the
same age did so. Similarly, aimost 16% of that population group in “least rural”
counties attained 16 years of school compared to 8% of those in "most rural®
counties.” | |

Local revenue support for elementary and secbndary education also varied by
these categories. Because of dependence on the property tax for education funding,
local education support in 1987-88 per pupil in the "least rural” counties was almost
twice as much as that for those in the "most rural® areas ($1064 compared to $561).8
The state as a whole ranked 48th in the U.S. in terms of expenditures per pupil and the
state's high school students are lowest in the nation in performance on standardized
college entrance tests.2  In addition to this low ranking, many Mississippians are
concerned about a "brain drain” that is occurring as individuals with education leave
the state.

Health issues. The more rural an area in Mississippi, the fewer hospital and-
nursing home facilities are available.10  While regional hospitals may be only one or
two counties away, poor transportation availability means that many rural people have
difficulty quickly accessing health care. All of the 11 counties in the "least rural"

category had more than 300 hospital beds; of the 24 counties in the "most rural”
~ category, none had over 100 hospital beds. Similarly, the "least rural" counties had
accessibility of nursing home beds while "most rural® counties did not. In addition,
almost two thirds of the medicai/surgical hospitals in the state -are in rural areas and
depend on nurses as the primary deliverers of health care. 11

However, Mississippi was among the first states in the nation to provide
Medicaid reimbursement to mothers and infants at up to 185% of the poverty level.
And the state has made some improvements in areas such as infant mortality. The -
infant mortality rate within the state improved over the past 20 years; the state went
from the highest rate within the U.S. in the 1960s to a rate just somewhat higher than
the national average.12

Economic ‘indicators. Mississippi has the country's lowest per capita wealth,
with a rate that was approximately 72% of the U.S. average in 1983.13 |t has been
noted that as a. general rule, the more rural a county within the state, the greater
incidence of people in poverty.14  1n 1980, "most rural" counties had almost 30% of
the population below the poverty line while approximately 18% of the population in
"least rural” counties was at that level.  "Most rural" counties had a higher rate of
welfare payments per capita (e.g. "most rural” counties had 8.4% of the population as
AFDC recipients while "least rural” had 6.1%).
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Employment opportunities also vary by type of area. Wholesale and retail trade,
services and government make up about two-thirds of the employment in the "least
rural” areas while less than half of the jobs in the "most rural" areas are in these
categories. Agriculture related jobs make up less than 2% of the total employment in
the "least rural" counties while constituting almost 17% in the "most rural."19
Statewide, agriculture related jobs make up slightly more than 6% of employment; it

has been estimated that less than 2% of the population is engaged in full time
~ farming.16

At the same time, agriculture is and continues to be the largest industry in the
state. The annual value of production is more than $3 billion; about one of every four
employed persons .in Mississippi works in the food and fibre sector. Mississippi
farmers have ten major enterprises: catfish, cotton, feed crops, food grains, forestry,
horticulture, meat animals, milk, poultry; and soybeans.1/  Growth that has occurred
in a number of these enterprises has taken place through large enterprises. For
example, in 1987, the state had 400 catfish producers employing more than 3,000
persons in producing, processing or other services associated with ﬂ production.18
For some, the development of the catfish industry was viewed as a "shadow of
plantations,” because of its low wage, poor working conditions, and low benefits
characteristic.19 -

Agriculture employment has shown a gradual decline over time; "most rural"
‘counties also suffer the vagaries of weather and variable prices in the agriculture
sector. Seven of the nine counties where agriculture related employment was the
major source of employment were located in the "most rural" counties (mostly in the
Delta region).20

Per capita income ($12,567) in the 11 "least rural" counties was almost 40
percent greater than per capita income ($9,066) in the 24 "most rural” counties.21
Transfer payments were the major source of income in 18 of the "most rural” counties;
manufacturing was the major source of income in five counties and agriculture the
major source in one county. 22 StateW|de agriculture related income was less than
4% of the total personal income.

As these patterns suggest, discussions of rural policy issues within Mississippi
are closely intertwined with other questions related to equity and opportunity. The
state has made much progress over the past 25 years since the civil rights revolution
(now more than 70% of the African American population in the state is registered to
vote and, as of 1990, there are 22 African Americans in the state legislature and 294
on city councils). At the same time, the social and economic problems within the state
continue to be severe. It is difficult to talk about social change of any sort within the
state without confronting the inheritance of segregation.
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in its December 1989 report, The }Mississippi Special Task Force for Economic
Development Planning (a group created by the legislature, appointed by the governor,
and chaired by the state treasurer) characterized the legacy of the state:

As Mississippi looks ahead to the challenges of the next century, it
does so fighting a legacy of dependency. For generations Mississippi
has been a paternalistic society -- timber companies, railroads, plantation

~owners, plant owners, the government -- handed out the jobs, land,
money. There was never enough to go around. Over the years, without
the development of a strong middie class and a diverse economy,
each Mississippi boom quickly dried up Ieavrng worn-out resources,

impoverished communities, and successive generations of
Mississippians poorer than other Amerrcans and poorly prepared to face
the future. ;

This legacy -- and the fear of change that accompanies it -- is

insidious and persistent.23

. GOVERN‘MEN'AI'AL STRUCTURE

Over the past decade, political |ife in Mississippi has undergone dramatic
changes, reflecting the enfranchisement of the African American population within the
state. Campaign promises for modernization, professionalization and economic and
educational reform have been a part of the political landscape for seme time,
" expressing a commitment by many within the state to chahge both the image and
reality of Mississippi Along with these changes came the introduction of a two party
political system within the state, setting the scene for serious political contests for both
national and state elected positions. Like: many other southern states, the MISSISSIppI
governmental structure does not provide its governor with strong executive authority.
A 1987 analysis by the National Governors Association classified Mississippi as having
"weak" powers of the governorshrp 24 |n addition to the legislature, the state
constitution establishes an array of nine other drrectly elected officers, rncludmg a
Commissioner of Agriculture. (See Appendrx A). :

The governor shares authority wrth the Ieglslature in many areas and.is limited -
to appointments of mdrvrduals (in staggered terms) to a number of boards and
commissions. The battle bet_yveen the legislature and the governor has increased in
intensity over the pas‘t‘ several decades because the old methods of operation have

been challenged. This situation- has been described as a “clash between two

systems" -- one in which the agencies continue their long standing close relationship
with the legislature and the other ‘where agencres have dual reporting responsibilities
to both the legislature and the governor. In the latter system, agencies have been
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pushed to focus on policies not simply on politics and personal 're|ationships. And in
tight budget times, -agencies have had to seek the governor's help in obtaining
resources.

Since 1930, there have been at least six comprehensive reorganizations which
proposed large scale changes ‘in the state's administrative structure. The (988
Executive Branch Reorganization Study Commission reported that the state
government was "highly fragmented, not directly accountable to the voters, not
structured to operate efficiently, not structured so that state needs can be readily
identified and the state's resources focused on meeting those needs."25  The 1984
reorganization focused on the state's fiscal and capital resources as well as oversight
of the state budget process; the 1986 reorganization abolished the Board of
Corrections and the Board of Economic Development, giving the governor
responsibility for these areas. Although the proposal by the governor called for
broader reorganization authority, the 1989 reorganization that was approved
eliminated 15 boards and transferred their functions to five departments created by the
act. Several other boards became advisory, vesting more responsibility in the
governor and the executive committees of departments. 26 The governor has
executive control over the Department of Economic and Communlty Development,
Corrections, Public Safety and Medicaid.

At the same time that it agreed to some movement toward a stronger
gubernatorial role, the legislature continues to be uncomfortable with a strong
executive branch. In 99|, over the objections of the governor, the legislature pulled
out the vocational rehabilitation programs from the Department of Human Services

that it created in 1989. It also zeroed out all of the governor's budget positions,
attempting to hamper his ability to prepare the budget.27 However, the governor was
able to transfer general funds to keep the budget office functioning.

The Mississippi legislature has been undergoing changes over the past few
decades. There are eight women in the House and four in the Senate. Of the 122
members in the House, 20 are African Americans-and between 18 to 20 are
Republicans.28 The Senate's 52 members include 2 African Americans and 9
Republicans. In the current redistricting plan before the legislature, the number of
African American members of the legislature is expected to increase significantly.
About 12 of the 52 Senate members and 34 of the 122 House members have some
association with farming or agriculture.

While a major player in the decision-making structure, the Mississippi
legislature has fimited staff and analytical ability. The major staff services are shared
between the House and the Senate, including a Legislative Reference Bureau, a Joint
Legislative Budget Committee (composed of legislators and the lieutenant governor)
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and a Joint Legislative Committee on Performance Evaluation and Expenditure
Review. Members of both houses of the legislature are elected for four year terms that
coincide with the governor's term. Sessions of the legislature are limited to 125
calendar days during the first year of the term and 90 day sessions the remaining three
years. Sessions may be extended by a two-thirds vote of both houses or by the call of
the governor for a special session. When the legislature is not in session, a
Management Committee has limited authority to act. Two members of the legislature
(the chair of the Agriculture Committee in the Senate and the chair of the same
committee in the House) were a part of the Mississippi CGPA Academy Team.
However, neither of them was particularly active although they were generally
supportive of the effort. - - | S -

At the present time, the Mississippi legislature is in some turmoil over its
redistricting ptan. The initiral plan submitted to the Justice Department was rejected
because of its failure to ‘meet the.requirements of the Voting Rights Act. In addition,
the gubernatorial election of 1991 marks a turning point in Mississippi politics. This
election will be the first time since Reconstruction that a sitting governor has been
able to stand for reelection beyond a single four year .term. While the current
governor -- .Ray Mabus -- has some opposition within the Democratic primary as well
as a serious Republican opponent, current polls suggest that he is likely to be
reelected. However, the reality of a reelection campaign puts pressure on the
governor to focus on results and impacts of the programs that have been supported for
the past four yearé. The Department of Economic and Community Development
(DECD) is one of the few agencies that is under the direct control of the governor; thus
it is believed that the activities of this department will receive attention during the
_campaign. - , |

The Governor's Office includes an executive staff which deals with political and
short-term issues as well as an Office of Policy Development in the Department of
Finance and Administration. Appendix B, Organizational Chart of the State of
Mississippi, indicates the-array of organizations and officials within the state.

.

ill. PAST RELATIONSHIPS AND EFFORTS

The fragmentation of authority and the legacy of segregation that characterize
Mississippi make it both essential-and extremely difficult to devise methods and
mechanisms for policy.and program coordination. There is no "natural” institution or
organization that has either formal or informal power to pull actors together.. At the
same time, thevefforts of the past few years have begun to create venues for groups to




convene and determine where they may develop methods of coordination and
cooperation.

Whenever a networking effort begins in the state, there are predictable
obstacles that must be confronted before moving toward action. The legacy of Jim
Crow is complex at both a personal and institutional level. White Mississippians who
believe that they have personally moved away from the values of their parents and
grandparents sometimes have difficulty understanding that the institutions of the state
may continue to express these values. Conversely, some Mississippi African
Americans have difficulty believing that White Mississippians are ready to give up
their power and prestige within the society. And while the attention has largely been
placed on issues of race, the state also confronts the inheritance of class separation
and policies that maintained a population of "poor whites."

This overlay of race and class is placed on top of the diffuse array of institutions
within the state. Doing business in Mississippi means dealing with the tension
between the governor and the legislature, between the governor and other elected
officials (e.g. the Agriculture Commissioner), and between the career bureaucracy and
the politicians. It is probably not an accident that the previous reform efforts avoided
the detailed discussion of the mechanisms that might be put into place to make

change; to accentuate these elements would be to explicitly confront the conflict that is

endemic to the state.

Federal-State

The relationship between the state of Mississippi and the federal government is
somewhat schizophrenic. Federal programs that began in the 1960s (through the
Office of Economic Opportunity as well as federal social program cabinet departments)
play an important role in providing resources to those who are committed to change in
the state. The pivotal role that the Office of Federal-State Programs played within the
state governmental apparatus was testimony to this pattern.

At the same time, however, there are a range of federal programs within the
state that -- whatever the motivation of the federal agency officials -- have served to
prop up the old values and institutions within the state. Department of Agriculture
programs, for example, have been constructed upon a base of a post Reconstruction
segregated agricultural society in which African Americans were systematically
disenfranchised.29 |

In addition, the gradual development of a two party political system in the state
has complicated the picture. For more than a decade, Republican national
administrations have attempted to build support for their party in both national and
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state levels; federal relationships and resources are a potential reservoir of assistance
for this goal.

Federal-state relationships in Mississippi are constructed within this overlay.
Some of the state-level federal political appointees have a complex agenda, focusing
not only on the administration of their programs but on the goal of shifting political (if
not economic) relationships. Other federal officials are careerists who must work
closely with state officials, some of whom are associated with the old ways of operating
while others are linked to the movement for change. '

Federal-Federal . ,

Reguiar relationships between federal officials within the state appear to take
place through two settings: the Federal Executive Council (made up of the heads of
federal agencies within the state) and through the Food and Agriculture Council
(composed of federal officials in this policy area). The Federal Executive group
appears to be variable in terms of both the involvement of a range of officials and
agencies and the impact of the setting. The Food and Agriculture Council, by contrast,
appears to have provided a more effective venue for discussions by a specialized
cluster of officials.

State

Despite the rhetorical attention to rural issues related to economic and
community development in the state, there are few top level policy individuals who
have made these issues the priority for their activities. It is difficult to develop rural
issues as a statewide concern in Mississippi; for some, "rural" is still closely associated
with an agricultural economy based on 20th century variations of plantation norms.
For others, "rural”" is a way of talking about poverty in Black Mississippi, particularly in
the Delta region of the state. As a.result, the political space for these issues and
related activity is limited. Although the authority distribution within the state
government is fragmented and distributed across a number of agencies and actors, on
balance the state has'been the stronger actor in terms of state-local relationships.

During 1991, the major political and policy figures in Mississippi have been
preoccupied with a budget deficit of $105 million, reelection imperatives,
reapportionment, and other policy agenda items. Governor Mabus has tended to
avoid specific initiatives related to "rural," focusing instead on issues involving the
general economy and community development. While he has been supportive of
others who talk about rural issues, they are not his priority. Mabus is viewed by many
in the state as a supporter of modernization and there is not a natural fit between
“rural" and the Mabus agenda. As one individual described it, "the challenge for
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ruralists is to be able to adapt to modernization and maintain an acceptable quality of
life for citizens who desire to live in non-urban areas."

In 1988, the legislature gave the governor authority to reorganize and to bring ali
state government agencies concerned with economic development under one agency.
At the same time, Governor Mabus appointed J. Mac Holladay as director of the newly
created department. Holladay's background included several economic development
positions in South Carolina and he was known as an individual who wanted to move
beyond "the buffalo hunt" and recruitment.

Education Reform. Predating the changes in economic development within

Mississippi were efforts designed to reform education.  In 1982, an effort led by
Governor William F. Winter resulted in the passage of the Education Reform Act, a
“multi-faceted program calling for a restructuring of the State Board of Education and
the state's school system. These efforts attempted to address the low ranking of the
state nationwide. The reform included performance-based school accreditation, new
teacher certification standards, dropout prevention programs, upgrading of managerial
and administrative systems, higher graduation standards and testing, and
establishment of public kindergarten programs.30 The Mississippi chief state school
officer is not directly elected.

In addition to the elementary and secondary education system, educational
reform in the state has focused on the higher education facilities. The Mississippi
Institutions of Higher Learning has coordinating responsibility for the 15
junior/community colleges as well as the 11 colleges, universities and laboratories in
the state. " :

Agriculture. Although changes have occurred in other program areas within the
state, the Department of Agriculture and Commerce has not been at the vanguard of
attempts to modernize. The current Commissioner of Agriculture and Commerce, Jim
Buck Ross, has been elected to that position for 23 years. Although there have been
occasional attempts to oust him, there has not been a serious challenge to him over a
several decade period.

Extension. - Like other states in the south, the Mississippi Cooperative
Extension Service carries with it the residual of a racially segregated system. As a
result, Extension activities take place in two locations: the Mississippi State University
and Alcorn State University (the historically Black college within the state). Working
through its community development staff, Extension has been invoived in a number of
initiatives with other state actors dealing with rural revitalization and economic
development. The staff at Mississippi State has been attempting to build bridges
between the two communities and focuses on activities that encourage an integrated
approach.
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Health. The Miésissippi State Department -of Health is responsible for the
general health of the state's citizens, operating through a statewide network of county
health departments organized into nine districts.  Although there has been extensive
~ utilization of federal programs (e.g. WIC, MCH, Community Health Centers), the
pervasive poverty in the state has had significant impact on the health status of the
citizens. It has been noted that the state suffers from high morbidity, mortality and
disability rates; has inadequate resources to address these needs; and has not been
able to respond to these problems through the existing health care sys'cem.31

The Department of Economic and Community Development (DECD)

Since its creation in 1988, DECD. has been one -of the most active components
of Mississippi state government. The Department is visible, active, and spread across
five regional offices throughout the 'state. The reorganization that finally resulted in
the -current organizational configuration occurred in several stages. The first stage
took place in November 1988 and merged the Department of Economic Development
with the business development functions of the Research and Development Center (a
unit created by the Iegisl‘ature»in 1970 to stimulate development within the state). The
program units within that reorganization included corporate development, tourism
development, enterprise development, and regional operations. .

The second reorganization took place a year later (in July 1989) when six
organizational entities concerned with economic and community development
programs and services were brought into the agency. The modifications doubled the
agency's .staff size and increased its budget 1000 percent by bringing in the
community development programs, Job Training Partnership Act and other labor
assistance programs, energy and transportation programs, occupational information
services, the Mississippi Aeronautics Commission, and the Appalachian Regional
Commission programs. ~ Most of these programs had been located in the Office of
Federal-State Programs and were transferred into the newly constructed Department
of Economic and Community Develbpment. Around the same time, there was an
attempt to move the Mississippi Small Business Development Center (an SBA funded
enterprise located within the University of Mississippi) into the Department; however,
the intervention of Congressman Jamie Whitten precluded the move.

In October I9§0 the third reorganization took place. This one did not involve the
transfer of any programs or units but rather served to adjust the internal structure of the
agency and reduce the number of people reporting directly to the director from 17 to 8.
Three major areas were created; the two major program areas -- economic
development and community development -- were each headed by a deputy director.
Economic development includes the national development division (recruitrﬁent
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activities); international development division (focusing on export and trade); tourism
development; business services (including assistance to entrepreneurs through
centers and regional offices); and the office of minority business enterprises.
Community development includes the CDBG program, labor assistance, employment
training-(including JTPA), aeronautics, and energy and transportation. No one from
the community development part of the Department participated in the Academy team
and there appears to be minimal programmatic linkage between the community
development and economic development elements of the Department. However, the
CDBG program has provided resources for local development efforts (approximately
50% of the loans to industries and grants for infrastructure improvement were CDBG
related) but some are apprehensive about the impact of the 1989 move of that program
from the Office of Federal-State Programs into DECD. According to one commentator,
"Moving the CDBG and other programs into a traditional economic development
agency poses some dangér in maintaining a commitment to a development
philosophy that emphasizes people and places."32

Five regional offices operate out of the Community Services Division within the
community development area and. offer services to existing businesses, local
leadership and others 'éoncerned with economic development. Although the state has-
10 Planning and Development Districts (PDDs), these units are governed and funded
by local governments; some of them provide coordinated services with DECD regional
offices but others do not. Several of the PDDs have racially integrated staff,
responding to the population and political realities of the area.

Préevious Activity ,

Mississippi's participation‘in the State Policy Academy on Rural Economic and
Community Development is an example of the state's attempt to utilize outside
resources as a part of the change strategy. The proposal that was submitted to CGPA
for participation emphasized the state's economic problems, its potential, and the
institutional difficulties of making change. The goal of the effort was to be:

To reach consensus about the key problems and opportunities facing
rural Mississippi and identify needed actions. Set priorities on the
actions and a timetable for accomplishing them. Clarify who is
responsible for accomplishing the needed actions. Maintain supportive
working relations among the participants while carrying out the actions

identified'33

Anne Sapp, the Director of Policy Management in the Governor's Office, served
as the state team leader. As originally proposed, the team included representatives
from’ the two Extension programs, two legisiators (who were concerned about rural
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issues), a. representative from DECD,. the Department of Human Services, the
Mississippi Institutions of Higher Learning, the Farm Bureau and the Delta Council.
(Another member was eventually added from the Department of Agricuil'_(ure*a,nd
Commerce.) The specific individuals who would represent the agency participants in
the Academy team were determined by the agency heads. As the team experience
unfolded, a number of individuals felt that the designees were not able to speak for
their agencies, that they -were-in middle level technical jobs that did not have broad
- authority or influence over the agency leaders. :

After the first Academy session, the Mississippi-group recognized that it would -
not be able to meet the CGPA expectations to develop a plan, with specific goals.
Instead, as one individual commented, "Ours is a sketch. We focused on building
bridges and the implementation that would take place by different agencies on their
own. This may lead to duplicative services, but that is what is possible.”

The CGPA template also appeared to the Mississippi team to push for an over-
accentuation of the role of the governor as the agent of change. "We didn't want the
governor to take a visible role because even though theiss,ﬁe ‘might be good for his
campaign, it would not lead to institutionalizing change in rural development.” Despite
these misgivings, a number of the participants valued the Acad,_e,myr, experience as an
opportunity to exchange views within the state group and to develop a set of new
contacts that would be useful for the future. None of the participants had worked with
all of the other team members before that experience although several of the team
members knew three or-four others on the team. ,

The Mississippi group never met as a group after the Academy experience nor
did it complete the final product -- the plan -- as spécified by CGPA. However, several
of the participants céllaborated to develop a profile of rural Mississippi, modeling it
after publications developed by other states. There was some frustration about the
inability of the participants to find an individual or agency agreeable to be the recipient
of the preliminary work or, as one individual put it, "someone we could hand the baton
to." Anne Sapp did not have the time or position to carry on the work and Mac
Holladay was not interested in carrying the rural issue forWard as a distinct policy
thrust, separate from other de\)elopmént agendas.  Until ‘,th‘e Federal-State Rural
Council began to meet with some of the individuals who had been on the Academy
team, it appeared that the team efforts would yield lttle. ” |

In addition to the Academy activity and the current Federal-State Council; there
have been three significant efforts dealing with economic and community development
within the state that have supplemented the DECD operations. - In 1989, a workshop
was held on "Developing Policy for Revitalization of Rural Mississippi," sponsored by
the Mississippi Cooperative Extension Service, DECD, and. the Southern Rural
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Development Center and funded by a grant from the National Governors Association.
The workshop was cosponsored by more than 50 other public and private groups and
sought to identify the most critical rural development policy issues and options for the
state; to educate rural leaders on these issues, options and consequences; reduce
fragmentation, increase communication and begin building a consensus between
government and others; and provide the results of this process to the 1990 Mississippi
Legislature. ,

Also in 1989, the Special Task Force for Economic Development Planning
issued its report to "develop a long-term strategy to revitalize Mississippi's economy
and help it become globally competitive."‘34 Members of the Task Force were drawn
from both the public and private sectors; the report was based on submissions from
CfED, Jobs for the Future, Mt. Auburn Associates, Southern Growth Policies Board,
and others. The process of developing the document included information gathered
from individuals and groups throughout the state. The staff utilized the state's
community colleges in this data collection endeavor.

The third effort within the state that is related to economic and community
development involves the Mississippi Social Reconnaissance Team, a project funded
by the Kaiser Foundation. The project team was made of up public and private
officials and was designed to listen to all sectors of local communities to hear their
ideas on health promotion/disease prevention. The effort undertaken in- 1989
continued through 1990 and 1991; it focused on several communities across the state,
working to identify issues that may be appropriate for action by state (and other)
agencies. (During the past month, the state has applied for participation in the federal
Healthy Start program, building on the Kaiser efforts in the Delta).

Philanthropic foundations have also invested resources in the state; programs
supported by the Ford Foundation, the Kaiser Family Foundation, the Kellogg
Foundation, Carnegie, and other foundations have supported data collection,
economic-investment, business development, demonstration projects, and leadership
training. The fragmented nature of the decision-making structure in the state has
meant that it is difficult to devise a strategy that encourages synchronicity between
assistance givers. For example, leadership development projects have been
supported by Kellogg, Kaiser, Ford, as well as through DECD's community
assessment and community development efforts.  While these programs may be
focused on different population elements within the community (e.g. some are targeted
on chambers of commerce and business people while others focus on grassroots
citizens), there is little done to assure that the projects build on one another or support
broader goals. |




Although Mississipbi continueé to develop initiatives that impact rural residents,
there is little that one can point to in terms of specific outcomes of previous change
proposals. During the past year both the legislature and the governor have been
overwhelmed by the budget crisis, reapportionment, and the 1991 elections.  The
national economic difficulties have made it increasingly difficult to attract businesses'to
the state or to see momentum and growth emerging from existing businesses. Indeed,
some of the new businesses developed in the Delta by MACE and the Delta
Foundation have closed or moved away from the state. '

While the state does have some sense of a "vision" about what it wants to
accomplish, it continues-to have difficulty establishihg priorities on the actions or
assigning responsibilities for accomplishing particular tasks.  Despite these major-
problems, there are, howe\/er, indications that some movement is occurring. The
Department of Agriculture and Commerce seems to be more willing-to work with other
agencies. DECD seems to be less resistant to the concept of “rural” than it was before
and the community development side of the agency has become a more visible actor
in activities.  During the 1991 budget debate, agencies found that they needed
support and thus had to find ways to deal with the governor and to be more attentive to
public demands for resuits from tax money. Some legislators have expressed more
interest in the development of collaborative relationships with the executive branch.

The problems that plague Mississippi are hardly new. It continues'to be difficult
to obtain resource commitment for the level of support that is needed. And there is
little indication that rural development problems will become "front burner" issues
within the state although there is concern about these areas.

IV. MEMBERSHIP ON THE COUNCIL

The organizing meeting of the Council took place on November 9,990 at a
meeting attended by 55 people drawn from federal, state, local and congressional
offices. Chaired by Jim Huff, the state head of the Farmers' Home Administration, the
session followed the format designed by Washington. According to one participant,
the 55 individuals in attendance (out of 65 invited) appeared to be favorably inclined
toward the project. When the meeting concluded, a Steering Committee was
appointed (chaired by Huff with seven other members) that was scheduled to meet in
late December. The Steering Committee was drawn from both federal agencies (HUD,
SBA, Labor, FHA, Soil Conservation Service, and HHS) as well as state organizations
(the community development section of DECD and the Extension Service). Two of the
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original Steering Committee members were African Americans and two of the federal
representatives (HHS and Labor) came to the meetings from the Atlanta Regional
Office. .

Because of what was termed a "discrepancy as to whether or not state members
could be voting members,"35 the meeting that had been scheduled for December was
postponed until clarification was received from Washington about the status of federal,
state and local participénts. When word was received that all participants could be
voting members, the Steering Committee finally met on January I, 1991, with all
members in attendance. At that meeting, the group was informed that the Executive
Director would be Pete Perry, a Mississippian who had been involved in the
Washington based activities of the Federal Rural Initiative from the Economic
Development Administration. The group established a membership committee, added
a member from the Cooperative Extension Service at the predominantly African
American College, and decided to form an Executive Committee that would work
closely with the Executive Director.

From February to April the group went through an organizational turmoil. Jim
Huff -- a political appointee -- had agreed to serve as the chair of the group only for the
convening role; while he was willing to continue to be active, he did not want to do so
as the chair. Sandra Freeman -- a poli"tical appointee from HUD -- volunteered to be
the chair and served in that capacity for about a month; according to participants, at
that point she was told by the Atlanta Regional Director that she couldn't continue to
play that role. While the reasons for this directive are not clear, she quickly moved
from a leadership role in the organization to non activity. In April, Jack Sullivan -- a
career public servant from the Federal Highway Administration -- agreed to serve as
the chair of the Council; he continues in that role today.

When the Council first began meeting, membership on the Council was
~envisioned as 25 to 30 individuals of whom about 13 were federal officials. As the
activities progressed, there was an increasing feeling that there wasn't any point in
establishing a cutoff of size. As one individual put it, "Anyone who wants to be on the
Council should be considered. | envision somewhere between 50 and 100 individuals
who are people carrying the message but the detail work will be done by active
committees." N

By the end of May, patrticipants -- or those invited to participate -- had reached
almost 50. The core group, however, was defined as 26 state or federal agency
members. Additional state people were added from higher education, the Department
of Human Services, the Arts Commission, the Department of Agriculture and
Commerce, the Institutions of Higher Education, and other parts of DECD. However,
DECD Deputy Director Gary Anderson continued to play the major state leadership
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role because of his CDBG experience and interest in rural development iSsues,
serving as the Sécretary-Tre’asufer for the Q(dup. Several other federal people were
. added from NASA, the ‘Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service, and the
Army Corps of Engineers. But the major increase in membershlp recommended by -
~ the membership committee was to be drawn from local government and from private
industry (primarily from the utility companies). Additional individuals are expected to
be included, particularly representatives from nonprofit organizations within the state.

The process of adding members occurred after a recommendation of the
membership committee and a vote of the QOunciI. From that point ‘on, new members
recommended by the committee were accepted as members upon their notification
and acceptance. With the exception of the representative from ‘'the HHS Atlanta
Regional Office, all of the federal people,involved are white. Some of the state
representatives, including Gary Anderson from DECD, are African Americans. There
‘are a few women who are involved, including Beneta Burt, an African American
woman from DECD.

Officers of the Councul

After Jack Sullivan from the Federal Highway Admlmstratlon was named as the
chair of the Council at the April 18- 19, 1991 meeting, a more routinized process of
leadership began to emerge-. By-laws were adopted in May that detailed the structure
of the organization and: procedures for activities. The officers include a chair, a vice-
chair, a secretary and a treasurer; six other individuals (the past chair, the Executive
Director and four at-large members) join the officers to serve as the Executive
Committee . - While the original structure of the organization. had a single secretary-
treasurer, the responsibilities were separated and two individuals were named to
those jobs.

Committees were establlshed that had both substantwe -and procedural
‘responsibilities; a membership committee and a finance committee were charged with
_organizational matters while five other committees .-- policy and clearinghouse,
education, medical, infrastructure, and economics -- were established to focus on the
substantive aspects of the Council's work. A rhythm of meetings began to emerge
with the Executive Committee convening before each Council meeting (and
sometimes afterwards).

Constitution and By-laws ,

The by-laws, adopted May 23, 1991, establish a mission for the Council which
incorporates a broad approach to rural development: "to improve the quality of life in
rural Mississippi through addressing the economic, infrastructure, medical,
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educational, and environmental needs of Mississippi's rural people." Implementation
is to be guided by the four USDA-defined principles: (1) the private sector must be
involved;  (2) benefits of development must be shared; (3) new governmental
partnerships are required; (4) a strategic approach is needed.

Mississippi adopted the federal template to detail the purpose and objectives of
the Council: "The Council is to provide an institutional framework within which
Federal, State and Local government resources can be used in combination with
those of private enterprise and nonprofit organizations to promote rural
development...." The Council has added a Mississippi "spin," defining rural
development as "a rising standard of living, consistent with an improved quality of life."
Objectives included providing leadership in making strategic use of available
resources, serving as a focal point for identifying interdepartmental/ intergovernmental
barriers to rural development and elevating national issues to the Federal Working
Group.

Reasons for Involvement

For some of the participants, their involvement in the Council was a:simple
response to a directive from their superiors. The model that was devised in
Washington triggered the process through the state director of the Farmers:Home

iAdministration. Other federal officials -- such as those from the SBA, the Federal
Highway Administration, and the Forest Service -- responded to these directives.
Some were interested in the substance:of the project -- one individual noted that he
would have volunteered to be on council even if his superior hadn't asked him to do
SO.

While the state participants emerged in a less structured fashion, most of them
were chosen by Gary Anderson who had been designated by the Governor as the
lead for the state. Because the Mississippi state government is controlled by
Democrats, there was some concern by both the federal and state participants that the
effort would fall victim to partisan battles. While some critics argued that Mac Holladay
(or some other highly visible individual from the Governor's office) should be involved
in the process, Anderson not only had been involved in rural development issues in
the state but had spent considerable time over the past several years working on the
federal rural development bill for the: Governor. In total, four individuals from four
divisions within DECD are involved. Two individuals who had been involved in the
Academy team have become active in the Council, providing a link to the previous
efforts.




Expectatlon ‘
Participants in the MISSISSIppI Councrl expressed a number of different goals for

the effort. For some, the program was related to a national agenda As one federal
official put it, "I see this program servmg as the soundlng board advrsory mechanism
~ for the new Rural Development Admlmstratlon We will come up W|th
’recommendatlons and forward them to Washmgton o

~ Other federal officials focused ‘on.the |nformat|on that would be gleaned from
the process that might change the way that they admmlstered thelr programs "We will
go out through the. state, get local views and listen to their comments We don't have
any new money but we can think about our own programs and how to target resources
to areas in need. Because there is so much uncertainty about what is happening
federally, that's what we should be doing.". -, .

. Still other federal st"aff"e;mphas‘ized .the interaction'that might occur between the
range of players involved. "The Council should become a place where people can
meet in. a formal ‘way to establish better, closer relationships.”

o The strength of the process is gettlng us:to talk to other agencies; that might lead to

some identification of duplication of serwces Maybe agenC|es will work more closely
“ together as a result.” t

Some of the federal part:mpants were skeptlcal that much would occur as a
result of the process. "I don't have high expectations about the Council. | am
| rconcerned that it will become a pow‘er struggle between agencies. There are lots of
. studies- that have already been done Itis lmportant that we don't reinvent the wheel
but build on what IS already done." - Whatever we do commented another, "will take
alot of time." | o

One federal staffer had a specmc sense of what could be accompllshed "We
‘should go-through all of past StUdIeS,i,:lelde the state into 10 to 15 areas responding to
- different realities. 'This is important because past consultants did not focus on
differences between geographical reglons ThlS will allow us to pinpoint needs.’. We
should have meetlngs with local governments private sector, and quasi publlc groups.
They may not focus on issues which lnvolve the feds, rather the adwce may be to the
state or the private sector” C

For state part|C|pants the process was not always clear. One noted, "Who are
we doing this for? ‘There is not a clear artlculatlon of the relationship between the
Council activities and the plans for the new Rural Development Administration." At the
same time, state off|C|aIs noted that the mvolvement of the federal agencies in the effort
“does constitute a new mgredlent ,

“One state official noted: "I would hope that whatever the Council produces
-would" |mpact all of the parties invoived. This |mpact would be both in terms of
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sensitivities and responsiveness to rural areas as well as formal requirements for
program participation. We should emerge with a sense of what programs are working
and which are not."

V. COUNCIL STAFF

Pete Perry was chosen as the Mississippi Executive Director even before the
Council was organized. The former Mississippi State Director of the Farmers Home
Administration from 1981 to 83, Perry was in Washington serving as the Deputy
Assistant Secretary of Commerce for the Economic Development Administration when
the Rural Initiative was begun. At that point he was involved with the Working Group
on Rural Development as the Commerce Department representative. When
Mississippi was chosen as one of the pilot states, Perry decided that it was time to
return to the state and suggested that he serve as the loaned executive to Mississippi.
Still on the EDA payroll, Perry returned to Jackson and in April began working full time
as the Executive Director.

Although Perry's situation was not formally announced to the Mississippi
participants until the January meeting, the Washington staff agreed to this move in
September and some in the state knew about his appointment at the time of the first
organizational meeting in November. Perry was known to a number of the
participants. He was an active Republican; through both his Farmers Home and EDA
activity he had been involved in decisions affecting rural Mississippi.

Until August, Perry operated out of an office 20 miles outside of Jackson, at
Hinds Junior College, a Mississippi State Extension facility. In August, the office will
be moved to facilities in the Mississippi Farm Bureau office. Half of the rent will be
contributed by the Farm Bureau while the other half is expected to be raised on the
basis of assessments of the participating agencies.

Perry's perception of the responsibilities of the position and the role of the
Council emerged as a result of what he calls "a year and half of knowledge and
involvement in Washington with the federal initiative." He expects that the council will
"revolutionize the process or fall on its face. Some states are looking at programs or
projects. | want to push at the way-that programs operate. My agenda is a broad scale
one involving rewriting of rules and regulétions."

"I expect the Council to sit down and make hard decisions regarding program
resources and money spent within the state. ‘We -should change the way that both
state and federal monies are spent to focus on priorities." At the same time, Perry is
not optimistic about the Council's ability to target money jointly to specific places.
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Perry,:is clear that the Council has no authorlty to,really make decisions. "But if
we came up with a plan, we can say that "x" agency i§ not in conformance with the
plan. The Council is advisory but | can conceive of a time when the Council could
come in and as a group, say this is what. should be done ThlS can act to shield the
agency as well as providing information to it.” , :

Dlrect funding for the staff position comes through EDA (Wthh contlnues to pay
Perry's salary) but the resources available to the Councrl are limited. Although the

-group decided to assess federal and state agency members $1,000 each; the current
' state budget crisis has made it difficult to obtain payment‘ from the state organizations.
It is not clear how additional funds will be raised. | »
Although the federal monitor for Mrssrssrppl has some knowledge of the
" activities of the-Council, it does not appear that he has an understanding of the state
that allows him to put this information in context.

VI. MEETINGS

The chronology of meetlngs is:as follows :
- November 9, 1990. Organizing meetrng, 55 mdrvrduals in attendance.

- January 11, 1991. Steering .Committee meeting, Eight individuals in
, /'attendance. Discussion of Executive Director, Executive Committee, membership, and
~ attendees at San Antonio Leadershlp Conference in JanUary.
- February 11, 1991. Executive Committee meeting. Discussion of budget,
meetings, communications, by-laws, committees, and needs.
- March 199].  Training Session. New Orleans , A
© - April 3,199 Executive Committee meeting. Dlscussron of new chair, by-
'laws office space,, ‘budget. and funding, hiring .of secretary, schedule for meetings,
plannlng April session, membershlp additions and procedures, discussions with state
about partlcrpatlon :

- April 18 to 19, IQQI _Council Meeting/_Re,tre‘at.c Report on chair change,
traimng Instltute membership, by-laws, operational costs, draft mission statement and
goals _Training sessron on "Creative Thinking” and brainstorming.

- May 21, 1991. Executive Commlttee Plans for Council meeting, discussion of
15 existing reports and ‘studies, methodsof galnlng input from grassroots people,
summer Institute, funding/budget, office. space, and committee structure and chairs.

- May 23,-1991. .Council Meeting. 23 in attendance Reports from committees
(including membership plans to increase to mclude nonprofit groups), plans for
summer Institute, reports from past efforts (including the Special Task Force and the
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Academy), and methods of soliciting input from communities (utilizing the community
colleges or other institutions as a base for community involvement.) The Constitution
and by-laws were adopted and the draft mission statement was also discussed.

- June 20, 1991. Executive Committee Meeting. 10 in attendance. Discussion
of federal developments (including budget requests), membership assessments
(appointment of a finance committee) and an update on committee work. Reports on
the plan development process, the summer Institute in August (including involvement
of the committee chairs), and possible program demonstrations (3 were proposed).

- July 16, 1991. Executive Committee Meeting. Discussion of budgets,
presentation to House Budget Committee hearing in Memphls demonstration projects
and summer Institute. ’ '

- July 18, 1991. Council Meeting. Discussion of same issues as Executive
Committee. Focusing on summer Institute 27 to 29 August and on possible
demonstrations. '

- An August Executive Committee meeting is planned but may be cancelled if
planning for the Institute is under control.

As the Council activities have developed, the Executive Committee appears to
play an extremely active role in the process. The Executive Director is proactive but
the chair of the Council is also involved.

VIl. THE COUNCIL'S SUBSTANTIVE AGENDA

To some participants' surprise, the process of organizing and structuring the
Council consumed much more time and energy than was anticipated. Although the
recent discussions within the Council and the Executive Committee have begun to
focus on a substantive agenda, that effort is still inchoate. There are several directions,
however, that can be gleaned from the process thus far:

* The group does not want to revisit territory that has been studied in earlier
efforts. Thus the group has agreed that it should develop a synthesis of existing
reports and studies and find some way to solicit comments from community people.
The determination of a methed of doing this has been deferred until the discussion at
the summer Institute; however, some members want the community college catchment
areas to be the vehicle for hearings or meetings.

*  The state participants in the process continue to be involved although both
the chair and vice-chair are federal officials. There is an undercurrent of grumbling
about the extent of state participation.




* A political agenda seems to have been replaced by a programmatic thrust,
reflecting the influence of a career bureaucrat as the chair and the input from the state
officials. : ) l, | \ -

* There is an unspoken belief that existing programs have flexibility that allows
them to be more finely honed and targeted toward sections of the state in need.

*  Although there is rhetorical attention to the role of local officials and private
sector representatives, there is little indication that those perspectives have been
prominent in the discussion. : T

* The Council is planning to proceed with a demonstratnon proposal from the
City of Sardis related to tourism and recreation, based on the recent lease of land to
the city from the Army Corps of Engineers. Sardis heard ‘about the Council and
submitted its idea to it. Although the Council had not yet devised criteria for
demonstrations, there was a feeling that this was a target of opportunity that met
existing state prlontles local needs and involved collaboratlve efforts from a number of
actors. .
As the Council has developed, the federally oriented focus of the early
discussion (moving toward program consolidation and a block grant approach)
appears to have been diluted significantly. The focus now appears to be more modest
and aimed at specific projects within the state. As a result, the group has tended to
ignore the directives from Washington that impose deadlines and report requirements.
As one patrticipant put it, "Washington keeps calling for reports and gives us deadlines.
We don't care what they want. This is MISSISSIppI We want to do somethmg that will
serve us." -

Vill. PARTICIPATION IN INSTITUTES

The experience of the Mississippi participante in the March New Orleans
training session is one of the major reasons that the Council moved away from the
federally defined agenda. Few, if any, of those who attended the session found it
- satisfactory. Some individuals who were new to the policy field thought that too much
information was thrust at them; others who were lgn’owledgeable about rural
development issues felt that the presentations were elv'eme}ntary and\ihadequate. Both
groups, however, agreed that the lecture manner of presentation- was singularly
ineffective. The participants did find it useful to meet as agroup and several noted that
the Council process was moved forward as-a resu!t of the opportumty for the
Mississippians to meet and discuss their |ssues.» As a result, the Council decided to
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control its own summer Institute, deciding not even to collaborate with South Carolina
but, rather, to hold its own session in late August.

IX. FUTURE PLANS

The August Institute should provide an opportunity for Council members to have
an extended discussion of future plans. The Institute agenda will be largely controlled
by the Council committees and it is hoped that progress will be made in the definition
of outreach methods as well as movément toward the development of a plan and
demonstration projects. "
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. NATURE OF THE RURAL SECTOR

Demographics ,
"It is no simple matter to distinguish rural from urban Oregon. Two recent reports

have used county boundaries to do so only because they were constrained by the
data. These reports, published in October 1990, point out that key economic and
'social indicators that might be used to determine whether an area is urban or rural are
disaggregated by county not by urban/rural area. One done for the Joint Legislative
Committee on Trade and Economic Development (T & E Committee), says that the
Census Bureau has designated 28 of 36 Oregon counties as rural.1  The other,
produced as a result of a Kellogg grant, noted that some of these non-metropolitan
counties "include urban-like centers of economic activity, whereas some urban
counties include large areas of sparse population."2 The authors of this report used
"local knowledge of the state's economy to alter the list to more accurately reflect the
nature of these local economies,” and concluded that 30 of Oregon's counties are
indeed rural.3

Using 1990 population estimates, some 32 percent of Oregonians live in rural
counties as defined by the legislative committee report, and 38 percent as defined by
the "Rural Profile” document.4 Interestingly, the figure most often cited in Oregon is
that "about 40 percent” of the population resides in rural areas.

Other pertinent characteristics of rural Oregon are these:5

«It covers more-that 85 percent of the state's land mass;
«Its population grows at about half the urban rate;

*Average unemployment is about 2.4 percént higher than in urban
counties;

*Per capita income is about 16 percent lower than in urban areas;
«It has a slower rate of job recovery;
-There is a continuing reliancef on the declining timber industry;

*It has experienced significant loss of jobs in high wage industries like
timber, mining, and construction;

«Rural areas have problems of distance and'accessibility;

*They have narrower bases of economic activity, making them more
vulnerable to sectoral swings in economic activity;
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*Rural areas lack a "critical mass" of pbpulation often making it difficult to
sustain viable communities;

Smaller tax bases make the financing of public services more difficult;

Rural areas have less access to and less local control over investment
capital; and

*Are dependent on a small circle of leaders who are. often volunteers
serving in a variety of roles.

Nationally, rural is often thought to be synonymous with agricultural, but not in
Oregon. In 1989 the agricultural sector accounted for only 2.7 percent of the state's
total employment, and it has been argued that much of Oregon's rural economy is not
agricultural dependent. One expert has said that "there are at least three distinct rural
economies” in Oregon: (1) a traditional agricultural economy; (2) a rapidly changing
recreation and retirement rural economy; and (3) a very diverse Willamette Valley rural
economy, closely tied to the metropolitan economy.6

What is Rural?

The question remains, what is rural? Should one rely on the Census Bureau
definition or is there a better way to make the urban/rural distinction in Oregon? The
answer depends on why one wants to make the distinction. If one wants to examine
economic and social indicators, the Census Bureau urban/rural county distinction is
- the way to proceed. This seems to be the way most policy makers in Oregon think
about rural. A definition that might be different is contained in a draft concept paper for
a proposed rural development Executive Director for the state. Rural is defined therein
as "those regions outside the Urban Growth Boundary of the state's MSAs.
Community is defined as an economic entity which could be an individual town that is
fairly isolated...or it may be a group of towns that make up an economic entity...."7 8

There is a major debate (literally as well as figuratively) in the state as to
whether there ought to be a distinct rural policy. Some of those variously involved in
policy development feel that to focus on-rural per sé would produce needless political
polarization. Others feel that it is more éppropriate to discuss regions since rural
makes sense on some issues but not on others. Still others fear that rural may be a
-fad and that policy makers will soon move on to a new set of issues. The fact of the
matter is, however, that much of economic development policy in Oregon focused on
rural towns and rural regions, and everyone acknowledges that much of the hurt in
Oregon is in rural areas. Generally, rural seems to mean smaller communities or
groups of communities dependent upon a single economic sector (such as timber or
agriculture) for their viability. "




There truly is more than one Oregon. The so called "other Oregon” has not fully
recovered from the economrc downturn of the early 1980's and is in decline.

The "other Oregon confronts ongomg problems of high
- unemployment, low income, and out migration. The communities
that make up the other Oregon depend for their economic health
on single-staple industries, based aon agricultural and/or natural

resource extraction--timber, mining, and fisheries, for example.9

Most rural counties in Oregon aré-in the other Oregon and they have been officially
designated by the governor.as Economically Lagging Areas.

. Governmental Structure

The key public sector actors ‘and’institutions at the ‘stater-level are the governor,
legislature (in particular the T & E Committee), Oregon Department of Economic
Development (OEDD), the Oregon Prbgress-Board. the Agricultural Extension Service,
various units of the higher education system and the Office of Rural Health in the
Oregon Health Sciences University. - . Elements of the Department of Agriculture and
Department of Human Resources also have roles to play in rural economic
development. - -

Governor Roberts, a Democrat, and the former Secretary of State is in the first
six months of her frrst term. Reportedly, the economic development agenda hasn't
changed dramatically ﬂwith"Rob'erts, ‘though she hasn't yet been as actively involved as
her predecessor Neil Goldschmidt.

ngerngrnggrslgturg

The governor, and his or her executive branch agencres have traditionally
played a very strong leadership role with respect to Oregon public policy. Governor
Roberts evidently has a good, but subdued relationship with the legislature. In terms
~ of formal power, a recent analysis shows that Oregon's governor is moderately
powerful.10  The major institutional limitations on her capacity to control the policy
making process lie in two areas. First, she has full responsibility for-developing the -
biennial budget, but the legislature has' unlimited power to change it. Second, the
governor has the power to appoint officials to major offices, but her power to remove
officials from office is severely limited.

The Oregon Legislature is a citizen legislature which meets brennrally and
sessions generally last about six months. It is also very active in the interim between
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sessions. The state Senate has a Democratic majority, and control in the House just
shifted this year to the Republican side. It remains to be seen how this latter fact will
affect the relationship between the governor and the legislature, but most observers
feel it won't have much of an effect on economic development policy, at least in the
near-term.

There are 30 senatorial districts in Oregon and 60 house districts.11 Each
sends one member to the legislature, thus the state senators represent the equivalent
of two house districts. The vast majority of senators (73 percent) represent at least
portions of urban counties while the house has about 68 percent. Half of the 14
members of the 1991-92 T & E Committee though, including the house and senate co-
chairs, represent rural Oregon. The President of the Senate represents a rural district,
while the Speaker of the House represents portions of an urban and a rural county.

Despite the lack of annual sessions, it can safely be said that the legislature,
‘through the T & E Committee, and its professional staff, plays a key role in rural
economic development policy making. The legislative authority with respect to the
budget also makes that body a key player in economic development decisions.

vaemornggarim'gntg

The governor appoints the heads of cabinet agencies such as OEDD,
Agriculture, and Human Resources within which is the Health Division. The
Superintendent of Public Instruction is a constitutional officer and is elected by the
people of the state. The governor appoints the seven members of the State Board of
Education. The Department of Education carries out the policies of the Board with the
advice of some 50 advisory boards and commissions. Agriculture and OEDD both
have advisory boards appointed by the governor, and various advisory groups
appointed either by the department directors or the governor.

The state's 16 community colleges work within the State Department of
Education, under the direction of the commissioner of community colleges. They are
not part of the state system of higher education. According to the Blue Book,

The community college network is a primary delivery system for
education programs that are essential to Oregon's economic health.
Community colleges serve as the home of Small Business
Development Centers (SBDC's)....SBDC's work with local businesses
to foster entrepreneurship, good management skills, economic

development, joint venture capital and creation of locally based jobs.12

The governor appoints an 11 member board of higher education subject to
senate confirmation. The Extension Service is located at Oregon State University and
employs a network of 170 county agents in agriculture and other areas.
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There are.two other agencies of state government which are important to rural
economic development and which deserve mention: the Office of Rural Health and the
Oregon Progress Board.

The Office of Rural Health was created and-funded by the Iegnslature in 1979.
The intent was to centralize and coordinate efforts aimed at addressing the special
_problems of health care delivery in rural areas. The Office was transferred by the
legislature from the Health Division of the Department of Human Resources to the
Oregon Health Sciences University (OHSU) in 1988. Prior to the move it had a
regulatory orientation consistent with its parent institution. The move to the university
was fueled by the rural health constituency bécause of the community outreach and
rural health focus present there. This is thought to be a better home for the Office's
programs that the Health Division because it is easier to provide technical assistance
and support to rural communities without the Certificate of Need and rate regulation
baggage of the latter. ‘ .

The Oregon Progress Board grew out of a strategic planning effort begun in
June 1988 by then Governor Goldschmidt. The charge of the strategic planning group
was to "examine and recommend how Oregon should shape its economic future,” and
it was an element of Goldschmidt's program for economic recovery‘13 The Progress
Board (originally called the Oregon Development Board) was proposed to "become a
forum for defining and communicating a vision for Oregon in the next century,
measuring our progress in the achievement of that vision, and describing the work still
ahead."14 The nine member Progress Board was created by the legislature in 1989.
It has a small staff housed in the Oregon Economic -Development Department. lts
budget is a part of the OEDD budget, but its director reports directly to the governor.
The Board's ad’ministratiye home in OEDD makes it more likely that it will endure
beyond the term of office of any one particular'govemor than if it were housed in the
Office of the Governor.

Economic Development nment :

The Oregon Economic Development Department is d cabinet level agency
directly accountable to the governor.15 The current head of OEDD, Steve Peterson,
was Acting Director when Governor Roberts came into office and she named him the
permanent director. He had served in the Goldschm:dt administration, and was
Director of Economic Development in Portland ‘when Goldschmidt was mayor there.
Peterson was on Goldschmidt's transition team, and was instrumental in bringing the
Community Development Block Grant (CﬁBG) and Job Training Partnership Act
(JTPA) programs into OEDD.




OEDD was created by the legislature in 1973. Its major pr’ogfammatic divisions
16 ‘
are:

‘Business Development which includes six regional and two international
business development officers. The business development officers help
coordinate state programs with local community efforts in business expansion,
recruitment, retention, and start-up.

*Business Resources which includes JTPA and CDBG. It coordinates job
training, welfare reform (Job Opportunities and Basic Skills), business finance
and community development resources for individuals, business-and local
jurisdictions.

*International Trade which, among. other things, serves as an advocate of
international trade in both the public and private sectors as well as other state
agencies. -

*The Partnership Policy and Planning Division contains three major programs
related to rural economic development; community initiatives, regional
strategies, and workforce development. :

*Ports manages research activities related to seaports as well as the Oregon
Port Revolving Fund loans.

~ *Tourism, Film, and Video coordinates statewide efforts to promote tourism in

the state and it supports and encourages film and video business in Oregon.

The OEDD mission has expanded beyond the traditional business development
function in recent years. Guided by the state's strategic plan OEDD's mission includes
building a competent workforce, protecting and enhancing the state's quality of life,
and creating "an international frame of mind that distinguishes Oregonians as
unusually adept in a word economy."17

Discussants noted that former governor Goldschmidt had a very close
relationship with OEDD. He was known as an urban governor, but it was said that he
probably started more rural initiatives than any other governor in the recent past.

To some degree the jury is still out on Governor Roberts. She was described as
an urban Democrat who is most interested in social/human resource issues. She was
not elected on an economic development platform, and has not been heavily involved
in the work of OEDD to date. Most agree, though, that it's on her agenda. It is said that
she realizes the relationship between economic development and other iséues, and
that she is a very active supporter of the OEDD budget and its activities. Given the
difference in the amount of specific attention she gives to OEDD and Governor
Goldschmidt's interest in it, the department is able to operate with a bit more freedom
than it did in the past.




' The CDBG and JTPA programs are in OEDD because the director and the
former governor setw them as economic development tools." They wanted to bring all
such tools together under one umbrella in order to make more effective use of
resources. Discussions’ with OEDD officials sugge'sted tﬁht'federal programs such as
these are a big drain on management.time and energy, but because of their relevance
to economic development it is crucial to have them in the department. It was said
further that some internal restructuring may. be in the offing to bring about more of a
collaborative relationship between programs like CDBG Community Initiatives, and
Regional Strategies. Officials acknowledged that there is some rivalry. Some
informants believe that the director needs a management team that can run the
agency so that he can be out dealing withthe constituency. He has to be visible in the
business community so the department can maintain legislative support.

State-Local

Oregon has erght economic development dlstncts (EDDs) which are locally
chartered and controlled. " Each has been recognlzed by the federal Economrc
Development Administration, and according to a ,descnptlve. brochure, "Local
governments and the private sector have banded together to create the Districts in
order to provide regional economic development resources, especially in rural areas.”
Each EDD is unique, but in fotal they offer loans and other forms of assistance in six
areas: small business lending; new business and industry recruitment; economic
analysrs economic development planning and technical assistance; assistance in
secunng funding for publlc works; and spemal projects rangrng from international trade
promotion to small business incubators.

The relatlonshlp between OEDD and substate planning regions is somewhat of
a mixed bag. Thereis a loose practitioner network on the local level. One discussant
told us that local people network with various groups including economic development
districts, COG's, the Northwest Policy Center and the newly formed Federal-State
- Rural Development Councrl (RDC) There are business recruitment and economic
development agencies in some local and county governments. Also, some of the
state's COG's have reportedly helped pull groups into the OEDD Regional Strategies
program In short, local activity is quite varied.

In addition to its Reglonal Strategles program, which employs a manager and
three program coordmators, the department does have seven regional business
development officer positions, and maintains seven regional offices. According to the
Oregon Blue Book, S | ' '




An extensive network of state level committees, community based
economic development organizations, and involvement by the private
sector enhance the department's efforts. Advisory groups represent the
collective efforts of more than 150 volunteers who work closely with the
department in carrying out its program. Oregon's communities are also
supported by thousands of volunteers who serve locally on boards and
commissions.1

Role of the Private Sector

" The Oregon Business Council is an important actor on the Oregon rural
development scene. lts Executive Director, Bill Wyatt, is one of the originators of a
newly proposed Rural Development Institute (RDI). The Business Council was
founded as a business roundtable in 1984, partially in response to the recession and
the sharp decline in the timber industry. The Business Council itself has little money
and a small staff, but its members have a clear interest in helping small communities
maintain economic viability. Wyatt sees rural economic development in terms of
capacity building and human resource development. He is committed to the RDI as a
means of providing technical assistance and leadership training to smaller
communities so that they could ultimately become less dependent on declining
resources such as timber.

The private sector is also involved at the local level. The Business Council at
-one time was conducting community assessments but gave that effort up because it
was expensive and arbitrary in terms of selecting communities to assess. Its resources
and community needs were not necessarily consistent, and some in the communities
were suspicious of big business' intentions. The business council as a resuit decided
not to impose itself on communities.

There have been some utility company and bank efforts to aid local economic
development but it was reported that there was a point when corporate managers
didn't want to get involved in their communities because it "didn't put money in the
bank." The Business Council then set up a 10 week training program to encourage
involvement because it realized that human resources and leadership capabilities
available in the business sector are tremendous resources for localities.

A survey done in the summer of 1990 found a "stunning” change. Now
corporate managers really want to be involved, and involvement has now become
institutionalized in a number of companies. "Managers now feel it's appropriate and
"right” to be involved in community affairs,” one discussant said.

There are some not-for-profit economic development organizations in the state,
but there was actually very little discussion of them. One such organization is the
Council for Economic Development in Oregon (CEDO). CEDO sees itself as a network
of peopie who are doing local economic development work without government
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support. It was described as a hodgepodge of peopie that tries to highlight local |
success. The suspicion is that the connedtion with state activities is not great because
the networking costs are too high for OEDD. - ~

l. PAST RELATIONSHIPS AND EFFORTS

Federal-State

The best that can be said on the basis of interviews in Oregon is that existing
federal-state relationships are not hostile. Discussants at both levels described them
as largely cordial, but there is a-great deal of skepticism regarding the RDC on the part
of the state officials who were interviewed. Even one private sector member of the
RDC said he is "waiting to see if various federal and state agencies can really work
together; programs similar to this have gone on before with no results." A state official
speaking p‘énicularly of the RDC said, "I'm a cynic. I've been in economic .
development for a Iohg time and | know one pays dearly for every federal dollar. They
~ raise expectations and don't deliver.” Another acknowledged that state agencies aré
not anxious to participate in the RDC "because of past experiences. with the feds....lt's
not that they're disinterested; it's that they don't believe anything will come of the
effort.” : | : |

Federal policy, including court decisions in environmental cases, plays a
significant role in rural economic activity in Oregon, and is blamed by many for the
decline in the timber industry. There-are other reasons for this decline of.course, chief
among them a national recession and a depressed housing market. Still one
economist's assessment is that: °

The sharp reduction in federal timber sales will keep log supplies
limited, but the real supply crunch will not come until 1992, when wood -
product demand rebounds. The northwest timber harvest may decline
22 percent this year from 1986-89 levels, or fall even more if

environmentalists tie up large numbers of sales. 19

The key federal actors in Oregon are the U.S. Forest Service, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, the Park Service, Bureau of Land Management, the Environmental
" Protection Agency, Farmers-Home Administration, and the Economic Development
Administration and the Small Business Administration of the U.S. Department of
Commerce. The first five of these .eight agencies affect rural economic development
largely through their regulatory activities, and in some cases their large land holdings.




It appears that there is minimal connection between state and federal economic
development programs but that is not to say that there is little federal activity. The
FmHA and SBA operate programs ranging from low interest loans to communities for
public facility construction, to business and industry development loans, and loans and
technical assistance for small business start-up.

The FmHA has a number of rural programs operating in Oregon: housing units
in rural areas; loans for low income housing projects; and sewer and water grants
and loans in over 100 rural communities. The EDA plans to provide services under
the SSED program to ten counties suffering wood products job losses as well as
planning grants for an OEDD study of new private sector jobs.

One area where there is a lot of interaction and where an effective working
relationship exists is in the area of agriculture statistics. The State Statistician, a
USDA employee, works closely with the Oregon Department of Agriculture and the
Extension Service in his data collection and reporting function. Thus, while there has
been federal economic development support in Oregon, but its impact is unknown.

Federal-Federal

The past relationships between federal departments operating within Oregon
were described as good, but there hasn't aiways been a lot of interaction. There also
hasn't been a great deal of understanding of each other's programs. The RDC Chair
sees that changing through federal participation on the Council. There are still
disagreements between agencies, and the usual turf battles are present. Still,
according to the Chair, federal officials on the Council are aware of their need to work
together and they are learning from one another.

On this issue another non-federal participant on the Council said, "Judging by
what happened in San Diego [at the National Rural Economic Development Institute]
the fed's hadn't talked to each other in years. They are now talking though, so there
has been some progress.” That individual's impression is that some federal officials
are only participating in the RDC because they were ordered to and this is another
indicator that there wasn't a great deal of interaction in the past.

One observer that one of the biggest barriers to more interaction is that program
people from federal agencies with diverse missions such as heaith, and say the Forest
Service, operate with different models, different orientations and so on. Another
discussant observed that "the players in RDC are long time bureaucrats. Bureaucrats
are not mavericks; they do certain things because they've always done them that way
so it will be difficult for them to collaboratively address significant rural development
issues.” Another federal discussant said that "before the RDC there hadn't been too
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much cross program communication and not much perception of how some agencies
have relevance to rural issues.”

Past e Level Efforts Rel rdination

An effort called the Oregon’ Rural Enterprise Team (which included five federal
and two state officials) did exist in the past but appears to have little impact (it was
never mentioned by discussants, three of whom are listed in the brochure as
participants on the team.)

There was no evidence that the Oregon CDBG program had ever been used as
a mechanism to coordinate economic development activities, rurgl or otherwise. That
simply is not the function of the program. That it is in OEDD, and that it was put there
by former governor Goldschmidt, is evidence of the economic development role the
program can and does play, however. The current OEDD Director definitely sees
CDBG as an economic development tool It is his intention to have it more fully
integrated into the department's other economic development programs. The grant
fund's monies have been used directly to support rural development efforts, and they
have been used to leverage other funds. Currently, at least one-third of the CDBG
infrastructure building projects are required to be in non- -urban areas. There
reportedly has been some coordination between CDBG and OEDD's Regional

Strategies program with a' $ 1 million set aside for Regional Strategles projects.
Likewise the Extension Service has been active though it has not played a
coordinating role. Extension has a network of 170 county agents operating in each of
. Oregon's 36 counties. They carry out community development projects as well as
activities in a number of other areas. The community development program leader in
the Extension Service is on the RDC and is also the Director of the Western Rural

Development Center (WRDC). The WRDC however, does not play a direct role in rural
development in Oregon. The CDBG program is much more closely aligned with the
rural development efforts of OEDD than is Extension. Through a pending Kellogg
grant, however, Extension may be pulled into an active role providing leadership
training in rural areas for the newly-created Oregon Rural Development Institute.

Since 1987 the State of Oregon has significantly stepped up its economic
development efforts, particularly those aimed at rural areas. One of the more important
was former Governor Goldschmidt's strategic plannmg exercise which produced a
document called "Oregon Shines." The plan included a section entrtled “Partnershlps
to Support Rural Economic Development.” It was noted therein that "although State
agencies already provide services to rural econo_miés, they have not done so in a
comprehensive manner....The state‘nee'ds to help communities broadly assess their
economic development prospects, and identify key stekps to improve the
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