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" Yo the Chairmen and Ranking Minority Members of the Senate Commjttee on A
Agricu]ture;/ﬂutrition, and Forestry and the House Committee on griculture: /'

Transmitted herewith is a progress report on the formulation of. tf national /
rural development strategy called for in the Rural Development Pod%cy Act of '
-1980. - - R . L PR :
" We have directed-our Office of Rural Development Policy to prepare a §fﬁategy
that will pravide for (1) identifying emerging rural issues and  needs on an
" ongoing basis; (2) strengthening.State and local government-roles in rural
development; (3) contributing to strengthening local economic viability and
- improving community resources through .encouraging the private sector- to .expand
_its rele in rural development; and (4) gevelopifig and implementing policy
guidelines that can-provide sound government progcam direction for service to. _.
rural America. .- N Y

& ! s
cow . ) e !
We want this strategy to Be a practical and positive response.to the d%verse
problems and opportunities of rural America. Such a rural development strategy

must be flexible, based on regional, State, and loca} differences. o, -
‘This report provides asbrief overview of current rural conditions, identifies
emerging rural policies, and details the process that is-being established-for
formulating and updating the national rurE’ development - strategy. We believe
/ you will find our approach sound and respbnsive to the current national pove
toward greater involvement of State and local governments' ard ‘the private sector:
. in shaping developmental thrusts. We will keep you §nformed of our progress :and

would welcome your comments. - \ )
. . : . . ‘e’ /‘;‘.‘
Sincerely,. . . A . ' i
. o . = A N . \
' ' / . K , .-f( . . d\
Enclosure. ‘ . ] - QL . ‘
. v - 1) | |
a.‘ . - 7] ", - ‘ “ . . E '| | .
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. . 1. INTRODYCTION
T .’ '\, | e . ‘\" - s . '

" /‘:‘ . “J ‘. \ . :
-"' ‘ rat Deve]opment Po11cy Actuof 1980 ca]]ed for the Secretary of *
§e to prepare a nat1ona1 rura] deve]opment strategy '

~ '
h&?act requ1res that the nat1ona1 rural deve]opment strategy be pr1mar11y
A7

base@on .input from S{ates, substate reg1ons, and 1oca1 commun1t1es The
y*be1ng p]anned goes/further " It ant1c1pates that State and local,

government ‘will have an even greater respons1b111ty for'rura1 deve]opment o

- Further, 1t is based on the precept that programs that the’ Federa] Goverdment

“necessary fdundation% for .a meaningful rural strategy.

adm1n1sters will be operated in a manner responsive to State and local -

pr1or1t1es The f1rst step 1n implementing the Rural Deve1opment Po11cy Act. has -

been to work toward the estab11shment of a process for formu]at1ng the strategy. -
based on mu1t11eve1 contr1but1ons and ant1c1pat1ng 1oca1 and State goverdﬁéﬁf§"”“
respons1b111t1es andgpr1t1cal-ﬁb1e. Al1so, during the deve]opment of th1s
process, data from the.1980 census will become available and neulAdministrationf
and erartmenta},po1ioies_directly«affecting rural development. strategy will
have.evkoed. Mu]tilevel inputs, census data, and the policies areya11

-

The stratégy ca]]ed for in the act is to be comprehens1ve in funct1ona1

scopehas well as in Jur1sd1ct1ona} boundary coverage. Funct1ona11y, the 1aw ,
spec1f1es that fhe strategy w111 take 1nto account the need to: .
* Improve the ec0nom1c ‘well be1ng -of all rura] res1dents ‘and a]]ev1ate the ,
v » problems of d1sadvantaged rura] res1dents, ‘ o
o Improve bus1ness atd emp]oyment opportun1t1es._hea1th care, educat1ona1
and tra1n1ng opportun}tqes, hous1ng, transportat1on, commuh1ty serv1ces
| and fac111t1es, and accessibility to pr1vate and pub11é f1nanc1a1

¢ -

resources for emp]oyMent purposes, ’
0 Improve State and local government management, 1nst1tut1ons, and programs'

: rélated .to rural deve]opment,

. $:' . -
’ ' ! 5 - v

-
N
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. o }Strengthen the fam11y farm system“ and ~ DA

i
b

o Ma1nta1n and protect the env1ronment and natura] resources of rura]

.

areas. - N e }f I g !

‘Rural'ﬂkvelopment Budget o l_waf S . o s 4"‘f'i r“

v

The fiscal year 1982 budget ref]ects the Adm1n1strat1on s act1ons to "‘.
. red1rect rura1 deve]opment pr1or1t1es and to. return respons1b111t1es to the -
pr1vate sector and to State and local governments Based on Adm1n1strat1on i
.recommendat1ons for a. number of Federa] departments and-agenc1es, 1t w111
contain over $8 1. b1]11on 1n expend1tures and cred1t for rura] communlty and
' 1nfrastructure deve]opment over $1.4 b1111on for rura] bus1ness and econom1c 1":
assistance; over $11 5 b111aon for rura] hous1ng ass1stance, and over $1 2
" billion for revenue shar1ng In add1t1on to these amounts, substant1a1 port1ons
of the expend1tures in farm and conservat1on programs are d1rect1y related to
rural. deve]opment but it is: a]most 1mposs1b1e to spec1fy re]atzve shares.
The Adm1n1strat1on s f1sca1 year 1983 budget was not comp]eted in t1me to be..
ana]yzed for th1s report _ . ’ .
. ' C R
T HJ T ' 3 A - " ’ { “ ; -1.‘

. Th1s report documents the: act1ons taken dur1ng 1981 ﬂbward’deve]opment of

.Report Contents

. the nat1ona1 rura] deve]opment strategy called for in the\Rura] Deve]opment

"Pol1cy Act of 1980 It conta1ns - :

‘ 0 Data and commentary on current rural s1tuat1ons and opportun1t1es,‘ ]
o A statement of Federal policies app11cab1e to rura] deve]opment that have :
T emerged during th1s Adm1n1strat1on, B 1;~°,: o |

"0 D1scuSS1on of some of the rural deve]opment act1ons that have been taken

to support these policies; and : . S o | .



“\

. ". o An ou¢11ne of the act1ons that have been or w111 be taken to formu]ate

NI )

-, the mandated nat1ona1 rura] devg]opment strategy dur1ng the com/}g ye%ﬁ

«

I1. " DATA AND COMMENTARY- ON RURAL CONDITIONS A:5?

121}

.
[

Introduct1on

In the Un1ted States, rura] areas share many of th{jj;me cond1t1on9 as ’

urban breas But no matter how rura] areas are def1ned (here we have used the

} )

unsat1sfactory "nonmetropoﬂdtan" concept because mOSt data are gathered on th1s :

*

bas1s), they have.un1que features stemming from small sca]e, isolation in

various forms, a traditional association with farming and natural resources, and
\-’.
d1ffer1ng h1stor1es of econom1c and soc1aT deve]opment These un1que rura]

features 1ead to four primary concerns that .are current]y shap1ng nat1ona1 rura]
. . . .7

policy: '

- [

(1) While rural popu]at1on and emp]oyment have ‘become 1ncreas1ng]y
d1verse phys1ca1 1so1at1on and low population dens1ty in many

rura] counties still pose a ser1ous cha]]enge to efforts to meet

K3
© . e .

essential pub]ic faci]ity and serv1ce needs;.
(2) Very h1gh rates of\extreme1y low incomes continue among a

s1gn1f1cant umber of eograph1ca11y concentrated rural count1es,
q? 9

-~

(3) Rural governments are hav1ng to ant1c1pate and' adapt to a var1ety of
" social, economic, and, demograph1c changes apd’ to provide an

1ncreas1ng1y d1verse array of,pub]1c serv1ces,,a‘d

A

s
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(4)" The reTht1onships among natura] resources, agriculture, and rura]

. commun1t1es are s1gn1f1cant and have a major 1nf1uence on rura]
deve]opment ”
Th1s sect1on br1ef1y d1scusses these four rura] cond1t1ons as they re]ate

¢

'to rura] deve]opment ' L <. L o

'Populat1on and EmpJoyment

Rura] areas grew s1gn1f1cant1y dur1ng the 1970‘s--1n popu]at1on by 15 8
percent and 1n emp]oyment.by‘28.5 percent. Their re]at1ve income pos1t1ons also
.inproued, a]though°that improvement.appears to have cEased by the mid-1970's. |
Rural 1ncomes are still on]y 80 percent of metropb11tan area incomes. _

Nonmetro popu]at1on totaled 63 m1111on 1n 1980 (using 1974 SMSA boundar1es),
'28 percent of the u. S~ “total. From 1970 to 1980 the nonmetro popu]at1on growth
rate exceeded the urban growth rate for the first time in 160 years., Nonmetro

"areas grew by more than 8 m1111on peop]e, at least 3. 5 million of whom m1grated

from metro areas his growth took p]ace in every reg1on of the country,

45 rural count1es (pr1mar11y in the Great\P1a1ns the Corn Be1t,

"\. -

‘a1thougH son

and the M]SS1SS1pp1 Delta) cont1nued to 1ose popu]at1on
| o 1979, nonmetro nonfarm emp]oyment tota]ed 21.5 m1111on (23 percent of
tota] U S. nonfarm emp]oyment) The 1ead1ng nonmetro ehp]oyment category 1s _
‘manufactur1ng, followed by government trade, and serv1ces Manufactur1ng is :
the 1ead1ng source of emp]oyment in the South and East while' sgrv1ces 1ead in
the West. ‘. o S ' 'gk; ;r
Farming continues to'beﬁa }eading source of income, provid?ng 20 percent or
“mpre of p:opr1etors and 1aborers' 1ncome in nearly 670 rural count1es These»
~counties are concentrated in a 1arge triangle of the M1dwest, w1th 1ts corners

h1n eastern Montana, western H1scons1n, and}west-centra] Texas. Decades of farm
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_conso11dat1on and accompany1ng outm1grat1on have teft’ these counties sparse]y
sett1ed -In total, they conta1n 13 percent of the nonmetro populat1on, .
ave?ag1ng 12 000 resjdenisAUEr county v ) - - . ‘ ::
"\ - Another measure of ’Erm1ng 3 1mportance is that there were 1 m1l11on farm.
operators who reported no off-farm employment 1n 1978 and 1 5 m1111on h1red
farmworkers who reported working only in farm1ng (1979) In add1t1on there
‘were near]y 1 million farm operators and 0.5 million farmworkers whose principal
emp1oyment was in, other sectors,lbut who -also had .income .from part-time‘ | b
' participation in farm1ng | .. ‘ - .
Nonfarm wage and sa1ary employment in nonmetro areas grew by almost 4 8
mi111on'dur1ng°the.1970 S. Near]y 80 percent of th1s growth was accounted for - N
'by four sectors wholesa]e and retail trade, services, mapufacturing, and
the State and local part of government Rap1d emp1oyment growth--more than 50
percent for the decade--occurred’in'two trad1t1ona11y rural 1ndustr1es,
agr1cu1tura1 services and m1n1ng (see table 1), but comb ined these sectors

¥
prov1ded only 3. 4 percent of rura] nonfarm wage and sa]ary JObS

N e
-




Table I;L-Estimates’of Nonfarm Wage ﬁnd'Salary Emp]oyment 1/ L

>

Item -, | 1969 | 1979 | Change, 1969-79.
S ' . B o . Absolute Percentage
. . :, o ] - ‘\'
Nonmetro: . o
Goods-producing industries 5,751,763 ° 7,827,751« 1,275,988 22.2
* - Mining . . 346,709 . 540,944 - 194,235 56.0
Contract construct1on 744,604 1,078,626.. 334.022 . 44.9
" Manufacturing | -~ 4,660,450 5,498,181 747,731 16.0
Service-producing industries . 10,975,663 14,470,515 3,494,852 51.8'
Agricultural services 110,952 188,943 77,991  70.3
Wholesale and retail trade - 2,910,250 4,260,872 1,350,622 - 46.4°

Transportation, commerce

and public utilities 794,347 1,001,843 207,496 ' 26.1
Finance, 1nsurance, and real : ’ . :
estate 410,981 679,107 268, 126‘ 65.2 -
Services : 2,618,167 3,524,530 = 906,363 3.6
Government ‘ ' 4,130,967 4,815,219 684,252 16.6° -
Total . . 16,727,426 21,498,265. 4,770,839 28.5
1. Metro total | 60,251,562 73,023,720 12,772,158 ~ -21.2 °
1/ Detail may not add exactly to totals due to rounding. |, ' 7 .

Source: -Bureau- of Economic- Analys1s, u. S Dept Commerce
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New m1grants to rura1 areas are most’ 11ke1y to be work1ng 1n serV1ce JObS,

wholesale and reta11-trade, and manufactur1ng ’They are much 1ess 11kely than

1onger term-rura1 res1dents to be employed in farm1ng _The 1arg2yshare of new

m1grants work1ng in- serv1ces and trade, and their low representat1on in farm1ng,- :

contr1butes to’the 1ncreas1ng d1vers1ty of rura] pursu1ts

k]
.. Transfer payments\as a share of tota] persona] “income in nonmetro areas were

»

12.]1 percent in 1979 compared to- 7.9 percent for metro aréas During the
decade, 1gcreases in transfer pa9ments--cons1sting primarily of sOC1a1 secur1ty

.ret1rement and d1sab111ty, not public ass1stance, food stamps, medicaid, or

N other\welfare-type programs--were the third 1argest contributor ‘to nonmetro
persona1{1ncome growth. They were exceeded only by earnings from manpfactur1ng
and 1ncreased property income: V; , ) ;g : ‘

Popu]at1on and eﬁployment are d1str1buted in three distinct geograph1c

-categories of nonmetro Amer1ca' (1) ‘counties: adJacent to :mtropo11tan areas,
(2) nonadJacent count1es with c1t1es of 10,000 to 50 000 popu]at1on, and (3)
nonadJacent count1es with no cities of 10,000 or more popu1at1on ‘The.

d1str1but1on of populat1on and emp]oyment within these categor1es 1s shown in

tah]e 2. _ - o 4 j\ B | '

- T .
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e Tab]é 2.--Nonmetro Population - and Employment - R

 Population, 1980° Ti‘- Emp]oyment 1979 1

Item |Total (mil.)| % of" nonmetro Tota] (m11 ) % of nonmetro
Adjacent counties ' '32t9 R _&ssz 2 wa so 7.

' NonadJacent ‘counties: w1th I : »‘-.-f IR ;,'?; , 2\

cities of 10,000- - - - AU SRR 2

50,000 populat1on 136 28 5.5 26,1

NonadJacent counties
with no cities over -

10,000 populatfon . -~ 16.5 . 26.2 - 4.9 .. 23 2"
Total nonmetro - 63.0  .100.0 .~ 2/ 2l.1 ﬁ,” 1oo 0
Lo ”'%. SP 4 TN e

1/ Nonfarm wage and sa1ary emp]oyment only. ' B ERRETEN

2/ This total differs slightly from that in table 1 because a s11ght1y
. different def1n1tuon of nonmetropo11tan was used 1n gather1ng the data .
Source Census data. e .

e o . o - - »

There are many rura1 count1es 1ack1ng an urban center of 10, 000 or more, and _-7
w1thout ready access‘to a 1arger sca]e nonmetro c1ty or metro—center ' For such h

‘areas, phys1ca1 1se1at1on and 1ow populat1on dens1ty pose a’ ser1ous cha]]enqe in

oL

meet1ng pub11c fac111ty and serv1ce needs Some of these areas have been anong "

: the most rap1d1y grow1ng in rural Amer1ca dur1ng the 1970 S.

’_Low-Income Families -

=

oy,

In 1980 11 3 m11110n nonmetro res1dents were at the 1ower end of the 1ncome'"

sca]e These peop]e compr1sed one-th1rd of a11 the Nat1on s poor Saxty

fpercent of the 11.3 m1111on 11ve in the Southern States, where over 18 percent

o of'nonmetro restpents have low 1ncomes Al] in a]] 41 percent of nonmetro

12
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b]acks; 27 percent of the Hispanics, and 13 percent of the whites are poor.
. uMuch hf%her pngportions of Indians on\reservations are poor.
| In contrast to many of their urban counterparts; Tow-income rura]lfami1ieso
" are often active in the Labor force. In other words, rural 1gy-incomes result
not on]y'from'onempioyment_}/ but_aTso from 1on.wages andhpart-time‘employment.
In part, these problems‘stem from limited skills,.training, and education; but,
"they also reflect ‘a shortage of adequate.emp1oyment opportunities in many rural
counties. - ; - ) . {

| In the hundreds of ruraT counties that haye suffered from persistent
ﬁ'-d1sadvantage for decades--mostly'1n Appa]ach1a and in. the predom1nant1y black
count1es of the South--the lack of educat1ona1 and economic opportunities has
'_produced a 1abor force }ess able to’ compete for increasingly skilled and |

;techn1ca1_jobs_ “Poor hous1ng and inadequate water and sewer systems and medical

-"services'also are part of the her1tage-of low incomes and restricted revenue

L sources Most 1mportant1y, poor educat1on and 11m1ted job experience an—\sk111s o

: }-constra1n many individuals from improving their 1ncomen1eve1s Thus, very high

: rates of poverty continue among a s1gn1f1cant number of - geograph1ca11v
- concentrated rura] count1es Ne1ther the strong rural qrowth trend of the

1970's ‘nor - pub]?c deve]opment programs begun in the 1960's have ameliorated -

t:their poyerty conditions.-

te

1/ Unemp1oyment rates in nonmetro areas have been as high-as those in metro

kS areas since the first quarter of 1980. They also peaked at a higher rate during

the last recess1on, and are 11ke1y to do so again.

-
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Furthermore, in growing rural communities, those 1on§?term residents with
.the most limited job skii]s may ‘not be able ‘to compete with newcomers fof the
best jobs. This means‘many of them may not benefit from the growth. In fact,
their plight éay somet imes be worsened by growth in the face of localized
inflagion eaused by sudden shortages of housing and desired services.
Nevehthe]ess, unpublished data from an Economic Resea;ch Service survey indicate
E + that 1oeger term residents do remarkably well overall in competihg‘for

executive, administrative, managerial, and professional jobs with new migrants. .

Local Government

In recent years, rural governments have grown in size, capability, and
impoktance."By 1977, nonmetro goverhmental employment was near]y as great as.
" that of metro areas, on a per cap1ta basis.
Often, prob]ems faced by rura] governments result frqm the fact that
ex1st1ng Federa] progranms, de11very systems, and e11g1b111ty cr1ter1a are best
.su1£5ﬁ to. urban areas. Innpvat1ve adaptat1on has been requ1red to make them
appropriete_in a-rural setting. |
.'The needtfer more sophistjcated local government -has also been amplified by
new residents brihging urban ve1ues to nonurban settings. OJt of these.values
sbring demands for urban-type services that rurai governments afe not accustomed

to dealing with.

14
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In most‘grbwing'commpnities, moderate growth has raised incomes and has
brought about i pfs;ed'services and facilities. In some conunitieﬁ, however--‘
such as Ehe fastest growipg or those stafting from the iowest levels of past
pdb]ic investment-;ipvestment in public féﬁ%iities se:igﬁ;1y lags behfnd
population growth because sufficient new revenues 159 thind the needsl~ Fgr'
example, even though new plant constructi?n brings §n415f1ux'of'w0rkérs whose
pay contributes immed%ately'to the local economx<;téesé workeré--as'well as
iﬁmigratjng Qnemp]oyed peop]é hobing.to fin future.qufopénings--create demands
for both .public and private sérVice§. However,'not a]] tﬁé new revenues that -
.wi11-accrue to the community from the plant ére rea]izgd unti] plant ope(ations
start up'3 which may take several yéafs. 8

A];o, growth does not always provide the expected'f}sca1 benefits to thg
local communities. Communities usua]]y'hope that a néﬁ-p]ant wi]i in?rease tax
revenu‘dvand allow tax rétes to bé']oweped for their citizéns. However, they
often underestimate increased public costs, such as §éwer hookups, tax

exehptions, school expansions, and the 1ike, SO thatf,for some”years, the local
fiscdi situation may be worsened rather than he]ped by'new p]dnts, )

Poéu]étion increases and changes in deﬁgnd for #ervices create two prdb]ems.
for rural America: (1) costs of the néw1y démanded;§ervices aré often highef

- than in urban areas because of scale (smailvpopq]atisns scattered over” large

areas); and (2) value cbﬁfiicts between longer térm“rbrql residents and
inmigrants, and between urban and rural ways of dofhg thihgs, create social
tensién and cah.méke brob]em resolution more difffcu]t.

Even thbugh tﬁe ratio of rura1b1oca1 governmenta1‘emp1oyment to tota]

population is as high as in urban areas, rural governments are many and

v
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smai] in scale. 'The,sma11est jurisdictions,'with very few public emp]oyees,‘
often deal with the same myriad_oflissues.(including public health and safety, .
streets and oridges economic deve]opment and eoucation) that in 1ar§er
jurtsd1ct1ons emp]oy dozens or even hundreds of spec1a11sts Tradicionally,
rura] commun1t1es have relied on volunteer and community organ1zed efforts to .
assist local governments with many pub]ic health and safety~responsibilities.

In addition to issues relating to increasing and conf11ct1ng demands for | \\F
serv1ces, local rura] officials are 1ncreaS1ngly required to deal w1th an
ever-broaden1ng range of issues that are national in scope. These include
Federal (national) decisions on'energy policy, énvfronmentai onocection,' .
regulation and deregulation (for example, in transportation); the continued
disp]acement of irrep1aceab1e farmland: and, in many important'farming‘regions;

depletion of available water supplies and competition for water between

" -agriculture and new municipal and industrial uses.

Natural Resources, Agriculture, and the Community

Agricultural/Community Relationships. The relationships between agriculture’

and rura1 communities continue to have major significance for rura]ldevelopmenc;
For example, as agricufture becomes more specialized, greater stress is placed:
on the natural resources. In areas of high soil .erosion this.can cause

. agricu]tura1 production to decrease, creating economic stress on the community.
In other ways, agriculture has had, and continues to have,-a significant‘
positive 1mpact on employment and income levels in many- rural communities.
Conversely, as rural life has become more complex, agriculture has become more -

‘dependent upon the rural community in which it is carried out.

16
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Historica]]y, more-rura] communjtie§ have depended upon agriculture fory
thetr economic livelihood. In'recent decades, however, the rUra]_economy has
become 1ncreas1ng}y nonagr1cu1tura] in character. In 1979, agricu]tore provided :
on]y about 11 percent of tota] nonmetro emp1oyment during the 1970 S,
agr1cu1ture actua]]y exper1enced a sma]] dec11ne in tota] employment.. * As o
q 'l'agrlcu1tara1 emplﬁ}ment dec11nes, other séctors must expand lf a commun1ty IS to

' m'a;"ntain or expandwts 1eve1 of employment. However, some regions have \
exper1enced dec11n1ng agr1cu1tura1 emp]oyment that has. hot been offget by '
-. lncreased honagrlco1tura1 emp]oyment, In these reg1ons, rurd] communties a]so
tend to be dec11n1ng Under these .rural emp]oyment cond1t1ons, successfu] rura]
development policy and programs focus on the ent1re rural common1ty -and not
',pr1mar11y on a s1ng]e sector such as manufacturlno or farm1n£ .

To be hea]thy and v1ab1e, product1on agriculture needs to be part of hea]thy
and viable rura] communities. Agr1cu]ture is increasingly dependent upon‘rural
community decisions and policies relating to taxation;*water,.land use,

_ transportat1on, the env1ronment, and so forth These community’decisions, in
turn,, depend heav11y upon the management and problem-solving abilities of local

government officials.



Natura] Redources and Agr1cu1ture Agr1cu1tura1 product1on has become *\‘~*

anreas1ng]y 1mportant to meet world food demand and is a foundatton for the

econom1rs-of many rural commun1t1es as we]] as for our Nat1on as a whole. At
A

the same time, increased product1on is creat1ng a strain on natura1uresources

\Y

Vs ' -

. Late in. 1981 USDA established priorities for addres$ing prob]ems associated
with soil,’ water, ‘and related resources. ' f//? ' |
W The highest priorit&’fs/reduction of soil erosion to maintain the 1ong-term'
) product1v1ty of agr1cu1tura1 1and~ Soil eros1on is reducing product1v1ty on 141
'm1111on acres of cropland one out oF\EVEFQ 4 acres. farmed. Between 1969° and
1980, land in crop product1onz1ncreased from 299 m1]11on to about 364 million
acres. Much of the.increase occurred in regions having high auerage per acre
rates of/sﬂﬁﬁt and ;111 or w1nd eros1on Many of these newly planted acres have

been ‘devoted to crops that s.EJect 1and to greater erosion than in 1ts prev1ous

- Fa .

- use as pasture, range, or forest 1and
w‘!he second highest need is. reduct1on of flood damageJ in upstream areas.
About 175 m1111on acres of flgod plains on nonfedera] rural lands in the ’
' Un1ted States are subject to flooding from a 100 ~-year storm About.16 percent~_
of the Nation's pr1me'farm1and is on flood plains. Flood d’mages in 1975 to
crops, pasture, urban property, and other propert1es such as roads, br1dges, and
utilities were more than $1.7 billion (in 1975 dollars).

4

ﬂater<gonservation and SUpp1y~management, water qua]ity improvement, and

' asmmunitygre1ated conservation problems have the next_priorfty.
The*importance of water supply for agriculture and rural communities is
" Y ' N X '. .“ . ’
" underscored by the rea]izatjon that irrigation accounts for 47 percent of the

LY

-
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fresh watet diverted or withdrawn and 81 percent of all water consumed in the
: L 4
' \ . . ’ )

United States. )
po1fation fron nonpoint sofces is receiving wider attentio

as point .
. °

“qurces are gradually brdught,undgr control. Chief adricultural ponpoint source

1\ o [ A

potlutanys include sediment, salinity, animal wastes, nutrientsy” and toxic
. : ' : . .
} -
[ ) ; '\ "
Rura] and urban commun1tges make cr1t1ca1 Jand use dec1s1ons that requ1re\\ ;
f A Y
techn1ca1 gu1dance--for examp]e, gu1dance on how to avoid deuelopment 1n flood o
p1a1ns, on pr1me or un1que farmlands or where there are unstable so1}sq,;
' e . \ .
-‘,"’ ' A . " - l
. a“ - ) ’
‘\ . 3
Kl ’
< /
~ I d ~
. AR | o
¢ 3 : ? S . : v r
'_" RN
e ’
L} ‘- 4
¢ . ‘ - - 'h
l a .
- 4 o .' v" '
y . : T : -
: 4 . v '
. H : . ! - ) 4 »
- s
v ? A\‘w :
LIS ‘ t




. ? N' AN l N .. 'I“ ) » A‘- \/ °
L - <7 II1. EMERGING POLICY DIRECTIONS

Introduction . f .ot

Jementation of the basit po]icy of returning responsibility to State and

—

v1oca1°§bvernment was begun early in /1981 and will continue in the months and

~
years ahead Th1s return1ng of respons1b111ty plus the d1m1nlshed fund1ng for,

'rema1n1ng Federal programs makes it essent1a1 that Federa] act1ons are focused
n.on those areas and funct1ons where need is.greatest and are coordinated w1th
_ related aét1onsdh’$taf!s and 1oca11t1es. Th1s is part1cu1ar1y true for ruraJ
areas. L _ L L ‘ | |
| A number of po]icy_directtons that are morg speciﬁically rnra1'ré1ated have
emerged during this Administration that support this approadh‘and'respond to .
these ef\?c1ency and coord1nat1on 1mperat1ves This sectfbn‘of‘the hebort ‘
d1scusses these po]1cy d1rect10n§ and the beg1nn1ng USDA act1ons ‘that have' been
takén in neﬁponse to them as the Department carr1es oyt its overa11 rura]
.development leadershjp a.d coord1nat1on respons1b111t1es It a]so d1scusses our
response to the pb!'lcy emphasis on local- State-Federa] partnersh1ps and prwate
sector 1n1t1at1ve from the v1ewpo1nt of meet1ng rural deve]opment objectives.
As we proceed with f&rmu]at1ng,a nat1ona1 rura] dege]opmenyestnategy, further .
poﬁicy!guidance will be derived from the Administration's response to inputs

from localities and States. : <



. . ) ' ‘ o i

”Rura] Deve]opment Po11cy Funct1on

: *
The Rural Devel;pment Po]1cy funct1on has been elevated within the '

Department of Agr1cu1ture To 1nd1cate clearly the Adm1n1strat1on 3 Jntent to

g1ve strong support to rural deve]opment to strengthen the po]acyvmanagement
. ! *
fo us within USDA and to fac111tate interagency, 1nterdepartmenta1, and »

)

1ntergovernmenta1 coord1nat1on, the Secretary has transferred the rural

I

'development pb11cy function from a 11ne agency--the . Farmers Home

‘ Admrn1strat1on--and created the 0ff1ce of Rural Development Po]1cy (ORDP) . ORDP“
reports: directly to the Under Secretary for Sma]] Commun1ty and Rural _,
Deve]opment who is the Secretary s principal on matters réTat1ng to rura]

- development. The policy office has respons1b111ty for working cooperat1ve1y '’
with all USDA agenciess other appropriate Federal agenc1es, and* State and local
government; in address1ng rura] development policy issues. TheVOfficeaa1so
'1eads the executive branch effort in coordinating the formulation of the rura1

deve]opment strategy ca]]ed for in the Rural Deve]opment Po11cy Act of 1980. -

~ [
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"Gy u1ne1y Rura]" Emphas1§ o '

The Adm1n1strat1on has d1rected that USDA rural deve]opment grant and loan

: programs focus on commun1t1es that are most rura] in character This

determination is to be 1mp1emented in cases where existing author1t1es perm1t
Current authorizations for some rura] development grant and 1oan programs permit

¥ funding 1n-commun1tTes up to 50,000 population, Many such commun1t1es are in
theﬂsuburban trﬁnge of major_metropolitan areas.and ane, therefore, more urban
than rural in character. '-i ' '-_‘ #

‘ As one step in 1mp1ement1ng th1s po11cy,,the Department is exp]or1nq a
unjform and appropr1ate "rural® eligibilit requ1rement for purposes of USDA
nonfarm loan and grant programs Meanwhyile, FmHA commun1ty programs have been
focused/toward the smaller, genu1ne1y rg;aT commun1t1es

The smaller, more rural commun1t1es are genera]]y the ones whose most -

ser1ous commupﬁty fac111t1es needs are those concern\q with commun1ty hea]th and
safety (for example, water, sewer,_f1re protect1on, and pr1mary health care)
However, USDA!progran authorities. current]y permit ass1stance to a wide range of
commun1ty facilities and services. In keeping w1th the new focus on the .
sma11er rura] communities, the Administration has d1rected that the Department S
commun1ty fac111t1es programs concentrate on commun1ty facilities c]ear]y

’ essent1a1 for the health and safety of ‘the commun1ty | In support of this

fpo]1cy, USDA has modified the focus of an ongoing commun1ty fac111t1es needs
study to emphas1ze the most essent1a1 commun1ty fac111t1es '

| In addition, USDA-supported deve]opment projects. are be1n§ examined as-to

scale, and support is being extended to proposals only of a size and

manageability suitable to rural areas.
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Agﬁ1cu1ture and Rura] Deve]opment Partnersh1p

The Adm1n1strat1on has d1rected that rural development po]1cy and programs

treat farm1ng as an 1ntegra1 part of rural development. This is in recogn1t1on

'~ -discussed further on pages 25 and 26. 5.%»;1

of the 1mportant ro]e of agr1cu1ture and farm fam111es in the stability and g
prosper1ty of numerous counties infural Amer1ca,4aor1cu1ture S s1gn1f1cance for
our gross nat1ona1 product and ba]ance of payments, and its contribution to the
very character of our rura] areas and the deepest va]ues of the Nat1on The

Adm1n1strat1on is aware that the: Congress has in the 1981 Farm Bill reaff1rmed

" the h1stor1ca1 po11cy of the United States to foster and encourage the fam11y

farm system of ag;1cu1ture in this country.
' As‘evidence of the increased emphasis~on the role'of agriculture in rural

deve]opment the Adm1n1strat1on has broadened the focus of the Cabinet Counc11'

" on &pod and Agr1cu1ture to inGlude rura] deve]opment w1th1n its concerns. Thus,

rura] development concerns are receiving, the same h1gh level attent1on as farm, :

"commodity, and food programs, and are considered in re]at1on to them Th1s

%ct1on and the rural development coord1nat1ng role of the Cab1net Counc11 are

In a recent rura] development act1on, USDA has started the New Fu]] -Time '

N

Family Farmer and Rancher Deve]opment ProJect in 81 count1es 1n 10 States.

Act1ve or retired successfu] farmers and rdnchers and other commun1ty members,_

~ voluntarily serv1ng on Loca] Deve]opment Committees, prov1de management p]ann1nq

assistance and ons1te gu1dance to the project part1c1pants Private sector
vo]unteers who represent farm and forestry organ1zat1ons, farm 1end1ng

\
instit t1ons, vocational agriculture, Future ‘Farmers of Amer1ca,,and other

groups serve on the comm1ttees along w1th the vo]unteer farmers and ranchers.

"The farmers and ranchers are those who current]y serve on. USDA comm1ttees or

i
who, in some other way, assist.in the local adm1n1strat1on of USDA progrhms and

services.

23
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Hand ranchers.

| . o
Local State-Federa] Partnersh;p - S S; '

. 20

-

A s1gn1f1cant feature of the proJect is the presence of private Tenders on.

IS

_the local committee. Part1c1pat1on of pr1vate Tenders as committee members from,~

the outset will facilitate part1c1pants movement from FmHA cred1t to commercial

credit 1n an orderly fashion w1th1n 5 to 10 years -With its emphas1s on 1oca1_\‘l
control, the project a]so«prov1des a greater opportunity for local deve]opment,w

officials to input into oOOrdinated'FederaT assistance t0'family farmers"

P E : \/
It shou]d a]so be noted that in recognition of the v1ta1 1mportance of

agriculture in the rura] and nat1ona1 economy, the 1981 Farm B111 1nc1uded a new

thrust to promote soil and water conservat1on, improve the qua11ty of the

‘Nation's waters, and preserve and protect natural resources through the use of

effective conservation and pollution abatement programs. ‘;;;.j

-

N

The Adm1n1strat1on ] pol1cy,emphas1s on transferr1ng respons1b111t1es back

to»]oca] areas is being applied to rural deve]opment to achieve an

1ntergovernmenta1 partnership appropr1ate for the 1980's.

State and 10ca1 officials are‘fac1ng)severe pressures to 1hprove local -
fac111t1es and services for a number of reasons. These 1nc1ude the return of ”

conj}ﬂe rable respons1b111ty and author1ty to State and 10ca1 units of‘

fgoVernment the pers1stence of TOW\lgtomes and - a111ed prob]ems in a number of

®
rura] areas, “and prob]ems assoc1ated with over]y rap1d growth'1n others. The

~Adm1n1stratlon s policy here is one of prov1d1ng to the max1mum extent poss1b1e
1

_techn1ca1 1nformat1on and. know]edge transfer to he]p TocaT governments increase.

o | ——
: the1r role in 1n1t1at1ng and manag1ng rura] deve]opment A successfu] 10ca1

. and 10ca1 government management systems,’as well as greatly 1ncreased voluntary

response to these cha]]enges requires_ more eff1c1ent serv1ce-de11very systems

- *

e
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1nvo1vement -of 1oca1 c1t1zens and the pr1vate sector in community dec1s1onmak1ng

- r
.for rural deue]opment .'f ', L e

14

Ever more rap1d change in techno]ogy in both the pub11c and pr1vate sectors
3

creates added prob]ems for rural areas.: Modernizing rura1:>ndustr1es and
"attracting new manufacturnng or serv1ce/1ndustr1es requ1re skills 1in app1y1ng
‘the ‘latest techno]ogy Tak1ng advantage of the eff101enc1es of new techno]og1es
in the prov1s1on of pub11c serv1ces also requ1res’frequently updated sk111s
Thousands of part-t1me e]ected and appo1nted off1c1a1s highly. ded1cated and’
: mot1J§ted in their pub11c service are greatly in rieed of additional tra1n1ng and-
in 1nvo]v1ng a broader’ ‘base of volunteer local c1t1zens in the rural deve]opment_~
process Nhereas a system ex1sts to transfer the 1atest technology and
.management pr1nc1ples to agr1cu1tura1 producers, there is a need to deve]op the
means of transferr1ng 1nformat1on ohn management and techno]ogy to 1oca1
off1c1a1s and to small- sca]e rura] bus1ness enterpr1ses

Within USDA, the 1981 Farm B111 prov1des policy d1réct1on for a number of |
- Soil Conservat1on Serv1ce programs through measures that strengthen the
loca] State- Federa] partnersh1p in a var1ety of ways. Ln add1t1on, the .. -
Secretary of Agr1cu1ture S preferred progr am for soil and water conservation- |
builds on using ex1st1ng governmenta] re]at1onsh1ps to expand the capacity of -
State and local governments to recogn1ze and solve resource prob]ems Central
to this effort are 1oca1 conservat1on d1str1cts, county Agr1cu1tura1 |
Stab111zat1on ‘and Conservation commtttees, and Extens1on advisory comm1ttees
These work c]ose]y with the lecal off1ces of the Soil Conservation Service, "

|8
_ Agr1cu1tura1 Stab111zat1on and Coniervat1on SerV1ce, and Extension Serv1ce to

' . .



_’provide technica1 asststance,‘fﬁnandia1-assi§tance,-and'information'and?
education serv1ces to 1andowners.:.“;i B : . »b \e_ | .
Severa1 other act1ons are a1so be1ng taken to further 1ntergqv . nta]
.'partnersh1ps The research and exten51on staffs of 1and grant un1j:t:\t1esfﬁTTii
S be. asked to expand thelr programs of techno1ogy transfer and technlgal S |
7“ass1stance to 1oca1 governments To help 1dent1fy cha11enges faced by rhra1
governments in a t1me of rap1d change,-and to deve]op 1nformatlon on 1nnovat1ve .
fapproaches and a]ternative resourses to dea] w1th the cha11enges, a natlona1- :
;“'-1eVe1 rura1 sympos1um has been schedu]ed ~ The sympos;um,‘co-hosted by USDA and |
i the Rura1 Governments toa11t1bn, w111 br1ng together 1oca1 State, and Federa1
_off1c1a1s and o%hers concerned w1th rural deVe1opment to address. the c05ts and |
‘geffects of’ 1oca1 government functlons, 1oca1 government management and
:'1nst1tutlona1 capac1ty, hunan, natura1, and flsca1 resource ava11ab111ty, and
-1re1atlons between local governments and outs1ge organlzatlons _ _
,-Addltlona11y, the Adm1n1strat1on will be work1ng to reduce burdensome and
.1nappropr1ate regu1at1ons that 1nh1b1t local governments from effect1ve1y
'*1n1t1at1nq or: part1c1pat1ng in rura1 deve1opment and whlch 1nh1b1t pr1vate
sector 1nvestments 1n product1v1ty-1mprov1ng techno1ogy for rural areas v,'
‘ In thlS era of much greater shar1ng of respons1b111ty for rural deve1opment
'by Federa1 State, and local governments USDA is empha51z1ng 1ntergovernmenta1
| coord1natlon to assure that deve]opment act1ons such as those dlscussed above
are c0ns1stent w1th and comp1ementary to other act1v1t1es affect1ng rura1
."deve10pment ) Hherever appropr1ate, State 1eve1 coord1nat1ng structures w111 be :
ﬂused f§: coord1natlon The Department is a1so exp1or1ng other means for :
‘ f1mprov1ng coord1nat1on and cooperatxon among 1oca1 State, and Federa] .- 3 S
qoverments. A e

b
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7. Private Sector In1t1at1ve " e o

For rural deve]opment as for urban development the gu1d1ng pol1cy is. to p‘

rely'more heav1ly on the pr1vate sector for deve]opment 1n1t1atives and to take -

~ the: necessary act1ons that w1]1 enab]e the pr1vate sector to be.a more effect1ve o

4force 1n development To,th1s end the Pres1dent $ Ecogpmic Recovery Program L
jemphas1zes reduc1ng the Federal tax burden on 1nd1v1du§g: and bus1ness and I
1ndustry to the max1mum extent feas1b1e and free1ng the pr1vate sector of as’
-7'}Many regu1atory constra1nts as poss1b1e These bas1c pol1c1es stem from the
iék;recogn1t1on that 1t 1s pr1mar11y the 1nvestments of the pr1vate sector, not
qJ:?pub11c sector pump pr1m1ng, that dr1ve development Th1s changed r01e

.
v -
i

'*f7:percept1on hras st1mu1ated 1ncreased emphas1s throughout the Federa]

55estab11shment pn f1nd1ng ways to create more effect1ve pub11c pr1vate
-partnersh1ps and ways to better ass1st pr1vate sector endeavors It 1s becom1ng

,,clear that the Federal ro]e shou]d be more that of a. fac111tator than that of
;s o EE

Il pr1me mdver _{ y f*ﬁ;k'f,;ﬁr.u.Agiszg,fo'f.v fﬁi;;aﬂ;'iﬂd Mh.g = .

‘ A]though USDA part1cu1ar1y through 1ts f1e1d staff has a long h1story of
working closely vni:h the farm and ranch commumty thr’ough* educat'lon and
Extens1on act1v1t1es, crop report1ng serv1ces, loan part1c1pat1on and
guarantees, and techn1ca1 ass1stance to he1p protéct the naturaﬂ resource base,zl

1t hasvnot deve]oped the same depth of re1at1onsh1ps w1th those 1n the nonfarm

ETo remedy th1s s1tuat1oh the Department s 0ff1ce of Rura] Development

.o

_ﬂPoltcy 1s, for exampIe, work1ng w1th a var1ety'of groups to f1nd ways to pool

z‘ffknow1edge and broker expert1se to the benef1t of pr1yate sector 1nterests in

RPN "'l

oo
,\I .
i<y
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order to foster jOb devélopment and economic eXpansion for rural people. Such

" ‘mformat\on networks occur natura]l& in our larger urban areas, but the most

rural count1es do not have a 1arge var1ety of expert1se "in res1dence

Consu]tat1ons are underway w1th a variety of interest groups to stimulate their

'1nvolvement in help\ng to make the1r know-how available in rural areas.

Individual USDA program agencies are also being directed to increase their
effortsfto'facilitate rural development action on the part of the private

sector. " As just’ one examp]e,ithe 1981 Farm Bi1l provided policy direction'for

-

_ many So11 Conservat1on Serv1ce programs in a way that cal]s for greater private

Y &
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Iv. THE STRATEGY FORMULATION PROCESS .
, oy

S
A

~ Background ' .&Q,

The Rural Development Policy Act. calls for the Secretary to establish a

process for formulat1ng a natqonal rural development strategy that takes into

consideration: , - \
o Nat'ional conditions, needsf:and poljcies;
o Local, substéte, State, and mult1state needs, objectives, and °
recommendat1ons, .r
o Public hearings findinggg and
o . Federal program rural-urban inequities.

Th1s section describes the steps that the Secretary has taken, and w1ll be

'tak1ng, to design and 1mplement the requ1red process and then to formulate the

national rural development ‘strategy called for in the act.
' ’ 7

[ . o
’ .

. : i '
Executive Branch Leadership and Coordination .

Preparation and 1mplementat10n of the natlonal rural development ‘strategy

will be the Secretary s principal means of exerc1s1ng hls national rural

25

development leadersh1p and coord1nat1on mandate. This mandate was given to h1m_

by the Rural Development Act of 1972 and the Rural Development Policy Act of
1980. ‘

The President's Cabinet Council on Food and Agriculture is directed by the '

qSecretary of - Agr1cultdre as Chatrman Pro Tempore. This ls the means assigned

nh rtl

h1m by the Pre51dent for exercising 1nterdepartmental rpral development

leadersh1p and coordination. The respon51b1l1t1es of the Cabinet Counc1l on . f'

:Food and Agriculture have been expanded to include rural development. The

. .
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éecretary will use this Council to,btipo rural issues, concerns, and
recommendations to the attention of appropriate Cabinet members. | He is using
his own USDA Policy and Coordinating Council for intradepartmental rural
development 1eadersh1p’coord1nat1on The USDA Rural Deve]opment Committee,
chaired by the Under Secretary for Small Community and Rural Deve]opment has
.been established within the Coordinating.Counc11 to assure coordination and
cooperat1on across all relevant agencies of the Department

In 0ctober 1981, the Secretary established ‘the Office of Rura] Development
Policy, which reports directly to the Under Secretary, through. transfer of the
rural deve10pment po]1cy funct1on from the Farmers Home Administration. This'
office has been ass1gned respons1b111ty for prepar1ng the rural deve]opment
strategy, for staff1ng the USDA Rural Development Comm1ttee, and for providing
liasion with State rura] deve]opment commi ttees. 0RDP will a}so prov1de staff
for the Secretary's National Adv1sory Council on Rural DeveTopment

The Adv1sory Council, announced in 0ctobe;/?981 will be composed of
representat1ves of a broad spectrum of public and private 1nterests as well as
jnterested citizens concerned with rural deve]opment The Secretary will use
the Counci]-as a source of pubTic input and new ideas and as a sound1ng board

for recommendations.

Strategy Participation

The Office of Rural Deve]opment Po]1cy is designing a systemat1c process for
obta1n1ng participation in the formu]at1on of the rural development strategy

This will be primarily a know]edge -pooling process whereby the rura] deve]opment

30
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knowledge and'ekpertise accumulated throughout the public ahd private sectors
over the past several years will be used in formulating the nat1ona1 rural
development strategy. The emphasis of this process will be on br1dq1ng the gap
between the. public and private sectors,\shi#ting from emphasis -on public
infrastructure investments to a private investment strategy, and enhancing the
functioning of the private sector-in re]atton to rural development.

Because the Secretary is primari137concerned that the strategy be responsive
to local needs, the major thrust of this strategy.preoaration process will focus
on obtaining State and local participation. These inputs are aiso necessarj
) because the act requires that the national strategy be based upon needs, goals,
objegtjves, p]ans; and recommendations of those 1eve1s of.organization. More
importantly, State and 1oca1 part1c1pat1on w11\§$e obta1ned because without
such act1ve dnvolvement 1n the strategy preparation process, there can be no
assurance that governments and voluntary c1tlzens groups at those levels w111
. choose to participate in the rural development strategy that is implemented. .
Without local participation, the rural deve]opment precess is incomplete.

Four primary activities have béen estab11shed for poo11ng rura] development
know]edge and for obtaining strategy part1c1pat1on F1rst the Nat1ona1 A
Advisory Council on Rural Deve]o;ment will be called upon for guidance regarding
broad,heeds of rural people and for adv1ce on genera] po11cy and progran
‘directions to address those neeﬁ§

Second the Department w111Aconduct a limited number of public heurlngs as
required by the act, to give 1o:a1 citizens and public officials the opportunity
to identify their,needs, expréss;thelr concerns, and make suggestions for

development policy. o ’

@ =
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4.

Thira, a concerted effort is underway to gain increased pﬁrticipation from
both public and private interest groups at the nat?ona] level. Through ongoing
research projects and direct membersh1p part1c1pat1an, the pub11c ifiter t

' groups reflect extensive know]edd@ and understand1ng of State and local neéds

/
3

Increased involvement of private interest groups is essent1a1 for strategy

' !
fgrmu]at1oh_§nd 1mp1ementat1on of subsequent rural deve]opment activities that

must re]y heav11y on pr1va§e sector initiatives.
"S-

‘A f1na1 act1v1ty for obta1n1n§75trategy inputs will involve direct

‘I'l

participation of selected States and. 1oca1 communities. Un1que State or local

R
pLt

needs or rural deve]opment accomp11shments wild. be exam1ned in deta11 to

_determme those principles that may Qapphed on a national baS1s ,

Federal Program Review

The strategy w111 also reflect the resu]ts of a systemat1c review of Federal .
programs hav1ng the most impact on rural areas. The staff of the 0ff1ce of
Rural Deve]opment Po]1cy will be leading this rev1ew, which is requ1red in the
1980 act As spec1f1ed in the 1aw, one focus of the review w111 be an
exam1nat1oo of the urban- rura] d1str1but1on of ass1stance Another w111 be
. 1dent1f1cat1on of obstac]es to rural participation in each of an entire range of
programs. The resu1ts of this review will be va]uab]e not on]y for assess1ng
.programs but - 51so as a tool in the deS1gn of new programs by the‘\hrlous States
as they assume larger roles in rural deve]opment. Decentra11zat1on creates
opportun1t1es for better ta1lor1ng of efforts to local situations and for
experiments on(a more manageab]e sca]e It requ1res ana]ys1s of programs - at
“every level to ensure that what is good .is shared and what dog§ not work is
~’corrected--.//lt also requ1res new forms of communicat1on sp’that resu]ts are

disseminated.




| . o L o ] v 29
Staff groups w111 be organ1zed across re]evant Federal program areas to

conduct the rev1ew.' Input from States and 1oca11t1es, 1nc1ud1ng the1r 4

recommendat1ons for program- changes, will be obta1ned dur1ng the program review

process.

Stratggg;formu]at1on

Because rural commun1t1es are so' d1verse, the national rura] deve]opment
- strategy must be flexible enough to meet-u1de1y varying needs as. expressed by
1oca11t1es and States and by pub11c and private part1c1pants in the needs
. ’ (

[N

1dent1f1cat1on process
The emphasis of the national rural deve]opment strategy formu]at1on process
will be-placed on enFougaging respons1veness and flexibility so_that programs
_.at all levels of government will better: o o
0 Adapt to specific needs and object1ves,
o Provide technical ass1stance where needed;
o Link public resources with pr1vate resources to provide the max imum
potential for additiona] rural jobs;

b .3 . . . -
0 'Respond to the most- critical community facilities needs in the most

it ‘genuinely rural communities..

.

Staff of the Office of Rural Development Policy will haoe\besponsibility for
synthes1z1ng the results of the needs assessment process, the public hearings, ;[
the Federal program rev1ew,!’uithe proceed1ngs of the National Adv1sory Council

on Rural Deve]opment 1nto the rural development strategy 1mp1ementat1on plan.

: .
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Strategy Imp]ementatioﬁf" - 7 /

~ * A process is being designed for'imp1ementing the national rura1 development

"strategy as that strategy unfolds. »The-imp]ementation process wj11tcontain

-

three closely related compOnents: (1) State and local involvement, (2) private :

: sector 1nvo1vement, and (3) Federal- .Jevel involvement and responsibilities.

There are two aspects of State and local 1nyo1vement in the strategy !
1mp1ementat1on process. First, the strategy will reflect increased State and

local respons1b111t1es in the rural deve]opment process. Steps will be taken to

-

. assure that officials at those levels are aware of such respons1b111t1as, .,J '

technica] assistance will be provided to State and local offdicials to help them

' 'fu1f111 their: respons1b111t1es

L
-Second, the State and 1oca1 implications.of Federa] prognams and Federal

budgetary items will be comveyed to State and local off1c1a1s and 1oca1 c1t1zen
groups. The Office of Rura] Deve]opment Po11cy will work closely w1th the
nat1ona1 USDA Rura] Development Committee, w1th approp?t?te comm1ttees at. the

State and 1oca1 1eve1s, and w1th public interest groups represent1ng State and

1ocal—governments to assure that these aspecgs of State and local involvement

are understood

Private sector invodvement in'the rural development strategy will be

v
local c1t1zens groups will be encouraged and assisted to work closely with 1oca1

ﬂpromosed\at all levels of government State and local pub11c off1c1als and

business firms and .private deve]opment groups. J01nt public-private deve]opment
efforts will be emphasized.
At the Federal level, increased USDA interagency coordination and

1nvo1vement will be promoted through the USDA Rural Development Committee.

Across Federal departments and agenc1es, increased coord1nat1on.of programs

‘O‘»"
PR
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seiving rural areas and simplification of program regulations witl be promoted |
through the President's Council on Food and Agricultore.- v

.

" Reggrting |
Just as rural development is an ongoing process, SO is rural development
policy and strategy formulation and implementation. The appropriate committees'
of the Congress w1ll be 1nformed as significant new rural development policies
are established, strategy elements are 1dentified and adopted, and
1mplementation steps are taken. = o k

In addition, a formal report will be made each year to the Congress. The

anndfal report will provide a comprehensive review of the overall rural

< ' | h) : .
development policy, strategy, and implementation actions. ,
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