Septenber 16

Geontf,
Please see me regarding a 26 September meeting Carol

would like Bill and/or whomever he directs to attend.

Thanks,

Pat

Meating: 26 September 1534
3:30 - 4:3C p.m.
Meeting with Senator Rockefeller and Jesse White
re. Applachian Regional Commiassion
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" JOHN D. ROCKEFELLER 1y

WAEST VIRGINA '

Tnited Dtates Sate

WASHIRGTON, DD 208 10-4802

July 18, 1994

Dear Carol, . G

The purpose of this letter is to let you know of wy. - i PR
interest in a serious discussion with the Administration” about PR
the Appalachian Regional Commission (ARC). - I would like e,
propese a meeting with you, ARC Federal Co- Chairman Jaase»‘k Ll L

‘?;9 white and myself to discuss the future cf this valuable o f‘d» Dy 8

* program, and T will call you Bhextly to- wexk mut a matually

¢ convenient date, \1 ~ T i .,‘ -

-

L. - £ I .
\
As you remember, I wrote to you in &Qvamber in'the farmsaf v

a memorandum te express my appreciation for the return Qf an. v L.
~administration that supports ARG, and to urge- swift action on' -
Jesse White’s nomination. I continue to hope that the agency
can be rejuvenated after 12 yearg of relative neglect. - In o
fact, as you know, the ARC has recesived & significant increase

in its annpual appropriation in the first two apprcpx;at;on

bills of the Clinton Presidency. N SN

- hid
[ S 1R

There are, however, some issues I would like to raise with
you concerning ARC’'s future, and the best approach that we all
might take to ensure its continued sunvival., I am keenly
interested in playing a role in charting its long-term agenda
as well, and thinking about ways to strengthen its mission and
gffectiveness in West Virginia and the region.

. o)
Again, please expect a call suggesting a convenient . )
meeting time, and that can be during the wesk.of §&§<
August 1.

)Q
As alwaye, 1 appreciate all of your committed work, and 1
look forward to seeing you and Jesse White very soon.

Sinceraely,

John B, Rockefeller IV

. <
The Honorable Carol Rasco CG".A*’ o o &\W UM“’&,M ﬁ@

Assistant to the President
- for Domestic Policy Pm%'wue. Prangund in ML ITE) !
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW

washington, DC 20500 Heals, nﬂupg
Lt s Hpdh |
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EXECUTIVE CFF I LR O F T HE PRESIDENT

3

24-Jul-19%4 OE:3¢pm

TO: William A. Galston
FROM: Carcel H. Rasco
Bconomic and Domestic Policy
Ces Sylvia M. Mathews
oe: Patricia E. Romani

SUBJIECD Aprpalachian Regional Commission

I am sending to you a copy of an email 1 sent back at end of May
as well as what may be a duplicate of the draft proposal from ARC
(they may have an updated draft by nowl. In the meantime, Jesse
White has called saying he wanits to discuss latest drafit of
proposal on this issue with someone. As discussed with Rubin back
then, it was decided you would ke a good person with whom Jegee
can have next discussion. You can certainly included any NEC
folks, others as vou wish., I have told Jesse you will «all him to
gel up & meeting. He is at 8B4-7660.

In the meantime, Sen, Rockefeller has written me since I talked to
WJesse last wesk saying he wants to come see me shortly after Lug.

I to digousie this mabter., It would be good if you could have had

the next meeting with Jesss by then so we can plan better for the

rRockefeller meeting,

INOTE to Pat Romani: 1If, when you hear from Rockefeller to set up
this meeting, maks sure Salston and/or whom he dirvects can be in
the meeting as well.

NOTE to Sylvia: I wanted to keep Bob aware of all this and will
hope he too can sit in on the meeting with Sen. E. when it is set
wp. Thanks. :
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L BOCKEFELLER 1V
WERT WIBGINA

WASHINGTON, LC 205 10-48072

Wnited Dtates Senate %
/4

July 19, 1994 w

Dear Carcl,

The purpose of this letter is to let you know of my
interest in a serious discussion with the Administration about
the Appalachian Regional Commission {(ARC). I would like to
propose a meeting with you, ARC Federal Co~Chairman Jesse
White and myself to discuss the future of this valuable
program, and I will call you shartiy to work out a mntualiy

convenlent date,

Ags you remember, I wrote to you in November in the form of
a2 memorandum to express my appreciation for the return of an
administration that supports ARC, and to urge swift action on -
Jesse White's nomination. I continue to hope that the agency
can be rejuvenated after 12 years of relative neglect. -In
fact, as you know, the ARC has received a significant increase
in its. annual appropriation in the first two appropriation

“bills of the Clinton Presidency.

E

There are, however, some issues 1 would like to raise with
you concerning ARC’s future, and the best approach that we all
might take to ensure ite continued survival, Y am keenly
interested in playing a role in charting itg -long-term agenda
as well, and thinking about ways to strengthen its mission and
effectiveness in West Virginia and the region.

Again, pleage expect a call suggesting a convenient

meeting time, and L.hope that can be duging the week of

August 1.

As always, I appreciate all aflyaur commitied work, and I
look forward to seeing you and Jesse White very soon.

Sincerely,

Jf““mx; v

John %3, Rockefeller IV
The Honorable. Carpl Rasco

(eret; on o ferman Virks, sy ARC
Assistant to the President - s
for Domestic Policy Poartawm sae. phancussd an Mgl |

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW

washington, DC 20500 M Qﬁmww&uﬁ.
| N,
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE G F

TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

I forgot to «¢ you on this..

30-May~19%4 (8:54am
Rosalyn A, Miller
Carol H. Rasco

Eeonomlic and Domestic Policy

message for Sylvia

determine on Thursday if I got answer,

T

Lmake sure you

H

E PRESIDERNT

put this in tickler to

¢e O\E ‘HP

Qowe pluds |
Mafpualy |
l;r\;t g@ﬁj
lipon ouly
of @@,(m ]




EXECUT I VE CFFICE oF THE PRESIDENT

30~May~1994 08:48am

TO: Sylvia M. Mathews

TO: Kumiki $. Gibson

TO: Paul J. Weinstein, Jr
FROM: Carol H. Rasco

Boonomic and Domestic Policy

e Wilidam A. Galston

SUBJECT: Call from Bob Nash

I had a call from Bob Nash following the visit Jegse wWhite and
Gov. Winter had with Espy last week which was the game
presentation in essence they gave to Paul and me and which I
related to you iIn our subsegquent meeting in my office. Bob was
very discouraged as Espy didn’'t read Nash's memo before the
meeting with White/Winter and gave off lots of positive signals to
White/Winter saying he didn't feel.it naadad te go through Farm
Bill, should be sep. legislation, thought it was good idea,etc.
Bob was in the meeting and said he asked lots of questions, will
be following up with White. Once Espy ahd Nash talked Espy
raalized he had just ¢pened a big door. White has called here for
me giving this same type report about the excellent meeting,
wanting to know with whom he should be working at wWhite House,
Byivia, who heads the reglonal econgmic development group you all
mentioned in my office and is that the person to whom we should
refer White? He will call and call until I give him & point
pergon. Thanks.

Galston: I have ¢o'd vou as I learnsd after the first round of
meaetings that you are working on the regional economic group and
I ghould debrief you on the meetings and the materials I forwarded
to you recently.



HATIONAL COMMISSTON OM RURAL REVITALIZATION
Draft--5/117%4

AN OPPORTUNITY FOR PRESIDENTIAL LEARDERSHIP

The memory of & young John F. Kennedy campaigning for
Pregident in West Virginia and emerging from that visit with 2
commitment to fight poverty in Appalachia is deeply ingrainsd in
#he Natlon’s history, Likewise, President Lyndoen Baines Johnson,
picking up that banner, made economic development in Appalachia a
centerpiece of his War on Poverty. Another great Prasident,
Franklin D. Rgosevelt, articulated the national interest in
aradicating poverty when he stated, "We <cannot afford o have one-
thirzd of this Nation i1li-fed, 1ll-clcthed, and ill-housed."

Much ©of the arsa FDR was talking about lay in Appalachia, and
still does. But, thexe are other areags c¢f histeric under
development, as well. fThe success of one of the most unigus Great
Society programs, the Appalachian Regional Commission, offers
Pragsident Clinton an opportunity to axercise gsimilar leadership in
the 1990’3 by eampowsring people to challenge the seemingly
intractable poverty in all historically underserved rural areas.
He can do so without increasing the Federal deficit, and at the
same time, can deliver s ¢Clear message of his commitment to the
multi~racial and mulvi-ethnic naturs of our nation. This paper
proposes  the creation o¢f a Natiensl Commission on Rural
Revitalization which would address the problems of poverty in the
thrze historical concentrations of rural economic distress.

THE THREE CONCENTRATIONS OF RURAL ECONCOMIC DISTRESS

Wnile the problems of urban ghettoes get mugch atfention, and
deservedly so, there remain three concentrations of persistent and
sevaere sconomic distress in rural America: Central Appalachia with
its predominately white population, the Lower Mississippi Delta and
contiguous areas of the desp South with its predominately African-
American population, and the Mexican Dborder area with ius

reédominantly Hispanic population,

More that 80% of America’s €00 distressed counties-with 2
population of 12 million =~~ are in these three areas {see
Attachments A and B}, These counties have poverty rates and thyse~
yvear unemnployment rates which are at least 150% of the national
average. Their per capita incomes are less than 2/3rds of the
national average. More than 27% of thelr people and 353% of their
children live in poverty, Beyond the statistics ig the inexozrable
cycle of poverty which robs people of hope.

Compounding the problem is that these areas have an annual
deficit of more than $13 billion in per capita Fasderal spending



conpared to the nation as a whole (see Attachment C). Thus, the
cycle of poverty and hopelessness 18 accelerated, perhaps
unintentionally, by ¥Federal spending policies.

Through the ¢reative investment of existing resources,
President Clinton can proclaim his concern for our nation’s poorest
and most neglacted pecple and for the importance of our nation’s
rich diversity. At the gamg time, he can strike a major blow for
the Clinton/Gore initiative to “re-invent” government.

INVESTING RESOURCES FOR EMPOWERMENT

The ARC model of investing resources has, in essence,
empowered states and local communities to l1ift themselvas by the
seonemlic bootstraps. For several reasens the ARC model commends
itself as the most effective way t¢ invest in these three major
concentrations of rural economic distress:

{1} Tha approach taken by the ARC has worked. A 1933 study
funded by the Haticenal Science Foundation and undertaken by
professors at West Virginia University paired each ARC county with
a statistical twin outside the region and traced their well-being
through the life of the Commission. The ARC counties strongly
cutperformed the twins, leading the professors to conclude that the
ARC investments had, indeed, been effective (see Attachment D).

{2} The ARC model brings te the table something unigue in
Washington -- a true federxal-stats partnership. The active
involvement of governors -~ including =sitting on the Commissioan and
contributing hard dollars to the administrative support of the
agency ~- makes policy sense, adds o program effectiveness, and
solidifies political support. The independent status of the agency
was, undoubtedly, & maior reason the ARC survived during the 18807s
while ocother regional c¢ommissions wers Xilled, This type of
provection is especially important for effort aimed at politically
sensitive issues like poverty. Separate regional organizations for
each distressed arga, such as the Delta Region, would encounter the
same problem ¢f sustained political support in Congress that the
ARC nas encountered, whereas combining depressed areas would expand
the political base for all concerned, and it would promote
cooperation and eliminate gompetition in Congress for scargs
dollars.

{3} 'The ARC, in many ways, was an affort ahead of its timae in
reinventing government. The Commission provides ons-step servics
o 13 participating states, &9 local ec¢onomic develcopment
organizations, and thousands of local government entities. Unlike
most federal agencies, the Commission’s legislative purpose
ingludes coordination with other agencies, responsiveness to state
and local government needs, and regular feedback from private
citizens, It is important to note that the ARC does not duplicate
rhe work of other fedsral agenclies; rather it 18 supplemental and
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facilitative. The Commission has proved to be most efficient in
getting the federal dollars to where they were intended to go -- to
the people, ' Over the yearsg 88.-5 percent of the Commission’s
appropriatiocns have gone to the Region, leaving only a small 1.5%
for administracion. Working with other agencies at the national,
state and local level, and with the private sector, $2.2 billlon in
ARC assistance has been leveragaed to produce $8.1 billion in
project expenditures for the region.

{4) Tha ARC takes a hroad, bholistic appreach to asconomic
development and is not, therefore, in a programmatic straight
jacket. The funding histoery of ARC illustrates its hroad scope:
over $4 billicn on the Appalachian Highway System, 352.125 billion
on  arsa development {including health, housing, education,
training, water and sewer infrastructure, child development,
comauniiy service and vouth lesadershipr, business development,
etce,)l, and $160 million on technicgal assistance and supponrt for
local development districts. Being able to combine in one agenay
all of the sssential slgments of the development procesgs makes the
peseibilities of planning and rescource utilization wvirtually
limitliess.

{%y This program can be c¢reated £o replace the ARC without
increasing the budget daficit and without venalizing any current
menbers., About $100 million of ARC’s $187 milliion FY ‘85 budget
raquest 1s for the Appalachian Development Highway System; and all
but 300 miles of those roads were included in the new National
Highway 8System under ISTEA. This vraises the possihility of
reprogramming  all or a part of the nighway monsy for area
development and technical assistasnce in the new states without
slowing progress on the Appalachian Highway System. This amount,
if leveraged in the same way the ARC hasz leveraged its funds over
the years, is sufficient o have a major impact on these three
concentrations of economic digtress,

BOW WOULD THE NEW NATIONAL COMMISSTIO ITRALIZATION WORK?

The hallmarks of
following:

2 new Commission suld ingliude the

{1} The federal state partnership should be maintained. A
governor could bring his or her state into the Commission only If
it met certain criteria and oenly if he or she agresd to gerve as a
member and that the state pay its share of the administrative
costs,

{21 Any state currently a mexber of ARC but not meeting the
new criteria for mempership on the Commission would bhe glven a
grace pariod of 3 years in the new program.



{3) Once a state becomes a Commission member, it could shift

ts participant counties according to new statutory c¢riteria, but

it could also grant a grace period for the current counties., For

example, South Carolina could shift its particirant counties from

those original ARC counties now in attainment to other distressed
counties which would become sligible under the new criteria.

{4} The original features of the ARC should be maintalined --
especially its program breadth, flexibility, leveraging features,
and supplemantal nature. The program dellars should be fedsral,
put the administrative suppdrt should be split betwesen the federal
and state partners,

{3) & mechanism should bke put in place Tor mandatory
"graduation® out of the program for those counties which achieve
attainment. Likewise, entire states should be graduated out when
tthe state reaches c¢ertain attainment levels, Both of these
procedures should be in the statute and not require Congressional
action. One possible ¢riteria for attainment could be the criteria
for "“Strong" county designation: a per capita income level at
least 80% of the national average and unemployment and poverty
rates at the national norm or dhetter for a specified period of
time,

{6} Statez eligible to Join the Commisaion should meet
specific criteria. The c¢hart on Artachment B rank orders the
states with distressed counties. It would be up Lo the
Administration and Congress Lo “draw the line® on partigipation.
One option could ke that & state must have at lesst nine disgtressed
counties contalining a minimum of 250,000 pecple. If those states
containing large Indian reservabtions were eliminatved, the following
states would be eligible to doin: Mississippi, Kentucky, Texas,
Loulisiana, West Virginia, Arkansas, Alabama, Georgia, Tennessee,
Missouri, Michigan, ©Ohie, Illinois, South Carolina, Florida,
virginia, and North Carolina. New York, Pennsylvania, and Maryland
would continue in the program for a grace periocd of 3 years.

THE GOVERNANCE STRUCTURE OF THE NEW COMMISSICON

The new CommLssioﬁ WOUL independent;  ¢8 nment&l

ARreas sufferzng persisﬁeﬁ% soaxal and economic distr&ss‘- The
COMMLEEITn woula const It LE ENE Nua Iy T DITSECLOTS ~ Luvns:
participating states, the Secretaries of Agriculture, Commerce, and
HUD, and one member gppointed by the President, with the advice and
gonsent of the Senate, to be the Chairman and Chief Executive
Officer of the Commission. The Board would be the policy-making
body and would approve the Commission’s strategic plan and resulis-
orlented performance standards. Decision-making would Dbe
decentralized to the regional level, eliminating unnecessary

4



management lavers. Using reprogrammed funds from the Appalachian
Davelopment Highway System, the feaderal Ffunding levels would not
need to be in¢reased over the President’s FY 19385 recommendation
for the ARC of 5187 millien.

ISSUES FACING ARC

ARC has it critics. There are those who oppose many domestic
government programs in general despite tangible evidencs of thelir
impact, ARC also has ths *13-state problen® ¢f nelping only & part
of the Nation ({even though other regions alsoc benefitr from other
special federal spending). These critlics have tried and continue
to try to close the Commission. The enormous grassroots support
which has arisen and helped the ARC to survive in the face of such
threats is testimony to the Commission’g impact.

Seme critics, however, who acknowledge ARC's effectiveness,
charge that it serves areas which no longer need special asgsistance
and Jlgncores areas which are demenstrably in need of such
assistance. They are correct. HNearly one guarter of Appalachia’s
population resides in counties which have achieved a lsvel of
gconomic parity with the nation as & whole. Mambers of Congress,
with Justification, resent special funding for areas which no
longer need it. The current Federal CJo~Chairman encountered
hostile questionsg on this very issue during his confirmation
hearing.

unfortunately, the {Commissioen 1s forbidden by law from
tanmparing with the boundaries of the program. Although the
Commigsion has attempted to deal with Appalachia’s growing economic
diversity by varying the matching funds redquiremsnts based on ths
gconomic health of a county and by targeting resources Lo saverealy
distressed counties, it has not satiszfied these critiecs. Thus,
speclal assistance Lo those counties which continue te need if is
endangered by the {ommisgion’s inabllity to ‘*graduate out"
counties. .

This gituation is exacerbated by the growing public perception
of the Commission as a "“pork barrel" goperation. Part ¢f this
problem arises from the Commission’s inability to “graduate out®
counties which now can hold their own. Far more serious has been
the impact of Presidential hostility to the agency for twelve
years, During the 1980's -- in the face of Presidsntial
indifference and, therefore, no executive lesdership -~ Congress
kept. ARC alive. But, the price was excessive legislative control
of the agency and & growing practice of earmarking pet projects
within the annual ARC appropriation. While the core budget of the
ARC continues Lo do itz good work, the earmarking has drawn media
attention and resulted in stories like that in Readers Digest in
1883,



Another legacy of the 18%80s was, apparently, a detericration
in the gquality of the state predect lists and investment plans so
that  the ‘“appearance of pork” crept intd the state plans
rthamselves, it ig hoped that renewed intersst in and commitment to
the ragency Iy President Clinton will redress the <hecks and
balances in ARC operations, and restore a sense of purpose, policy
gulidance and rigor, and acqountability.

Partions of gentral Appalachia, of course, remain in the grip
of the grinding poverty which candidate John F., Kennedy discovered
during his 1960 primary contest in West Virginia. Progress has
een made, but a century of neglect and exploitation cannot be
overcome in one generation.

THE POLITICS OF ESTABLISHING THE XNATIONAL COMMISSION ON RURAL
REVITALIZATION

Several political hurdles must be cleared. First those
Appalachian statesg {New York, Pennsylvania, Maryland} which may be
eliminated f£rom the program must have a gradual phase-gult over a
reasonable period of time (3-5 vears), and must be asgsured that
their Appalachian Highways and other prosects in progress will be
completed., Second, those Appalachlian states which remain in the
program must be assured of funding atv a2 hold-harmiess funding level
for a defirned pericd of time. Assured completion of the highways
and a hold-harmless would help <lear a third hurdle, the concerns
of Senator Byrd and Representative Bevill, ARC’s most powerfiul
Concrassional supporters., Finally, Congressional resiszbance to new
programs can be overgeme, particularly in the S8Senate, by the
ability to do this without additional Federal expenditures and by
the interest of strategically-placed Senators like Johnsgton,
Breaux, Bumpers, Pryor, and Cochran.

Thia proposal offers a unigque opportunity for President
Clinton Lo snize the initiative in addressing geographic distress,
By creating an independent entity, he provides the programmatic
flexinility necessary to address different needs in different
places, creates an advocate for distressed areas with Federsal
agencies, and ingreases the likelinood of the program continuing if
the Administration changes. By inviting Governcrs to be partners,
he genarates bi-partisan support for the initiative, similar to
that which the ARC has always enjoyed., By requiring state and
lecal financial participation, he leverages limited Federal dollars
and builds on his themes of responsibility and accountzbility. By
focusing on clusters of distressed counties in Central Appalachis,
*he Lower Mississippi Delts, and the Mexican border, he makes 3
bold statement that no group —-- whites, African-americans, Hispanicg
~amaricans ~— is immune from poverty and that he is committed to
bringing all groups together to address the problems. This is
"reinventing government" at its best.

6
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Distressed Counties
1880 Census Poverty Rates, 1391 ‘Market' Incoms, 1990-92 Unemployment
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Uistrassed countias qualify on all three indicalors
or have twice the U.8. Poverty Rate and qualily on
- ane other indicator. 600 counties are identified.

ATTACHMENT A



ATTACHMENT B

-Distribution of 600 Distressed Counties
States Listed by Number of Distressed Counties

MU W] O O i LT RO

No. of Cumul, Cumul, 1992 Cumul. Cumul.
State Counties Count  Percent | Population Pop. Percent
Mississippi 59 59 9.8 1,239,085 1,239,085 7.6
Kentucky 57 116 19.3 1,016,355 2,255,440 13.9
Texas, 55 171 28.5 2,248,329 4,503,769 27.7
Louisiana 37 208 34.7 1,118,091 5,621,860 34.6
W. Virginia 37 245 40.8 839,343 6,461,203 39.8
Arkansas 34 279 46.5 736,502 7,197,705 44.3
Alabama 31 310 51.7 826,081 8,023,786 45.4
Georgia 31 341 56.8 374,736 8,398,522 51.7
Tennessee 28 369 61.5 544, 872 8,943,394 55.0
Missouri 25 394 65.7 436,590 9,379,984 57.7
Oklahoma 23 417 69.5 454,115 9,834,099 60.5
Michigan 1% 436 727 341,381 10,175480 62.6
Ohio 17 453 75.5 560,119 10,735,599 66.1
N. Mexico - 16 469 78.2 618,861 11354460 69.9
Hlinois 14 483 80.5 256,904 11,611,364 714
5. Carolina 14 497 828 333,156 11,944,520 735
Florida 11 508 84.7 250,342 - 12,194,862 750
8. Dakota 10 518 56.3 57,687 12,252,549 75.4
Virginia 10 528 880 216976 12,468,525 76.7
Montana g 537 89.5 86,785 12,556,310 77.3
N. Carolina 9 546 91.0 258,723 12,816,033 7859
Arizona 7 553 92.2 497,709 13,313,742 819
California 7 360 93.3 929,674  14,243416 87.6
Colorado 6 566 94.3 £6,856 14,300,272 88.0
Minnesota 3 571 952 61,508 14,361,780 884
Alaska 4 575 95.8 37,384 14,399,184 886
Idaho 4 574 96.5 E2312 14451478 889
N. Dakota 4 583 8572 30,021 14,281 407 891
Utah 4 587 97 8 44687 14,526,184 854
N. York 3 550 08.3 1,356,400 15,882,584 897.7
Washington 3 593 98.8 459,716 15,932,299 98.0
Pennsylvania 2 595 992 185962 16,118,261 982
Indiana 1 596 99.3 10,041 16,128,302 992
Maine 1 597 89.5 35,897 15,164,199 99.5
Nebraska 1 598 997 6,928 16,171,127 8.5
Oregon 1 599 99 8 65,385 16,236,513 99.9
Wisconsin 1 600 100.0 15,073 16251586 1000
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AITACHMENT C

The research presented in this paper uses a control group of
counties outside Appalachia that are similar to the Appalachian

counties, By matching the Appalachian counties t¢ others with
similar economic structurss, growth patterns, and so on, the
analysis controls for nACrOLCONOmic avents, industrial

restructuring, and other external factors in a way that a
comparison to national indicators cannot do.

Thus, the evaluation measures how the Appalachia counties
changed in comparison to other lagging places that did not receive
comparable federal attention. Furthernore, basing the study on
comparisons of groups of counties corrects for any random or
unpredictable cccurrence in a particular county or counties.

S Sz

Three empirical analyses are presented in the study. The
first compares the Appalachian and control county growth rates.
The main finding is that the Appalachian c¢ounties grew
significantly faster than their twins. Between 196% and 1941 total
personal income and earnings grew 48% faster in the Appalachian
counties than in their twins, population grew 5% faster, and per
capita income grew 17% faster.

The second analysis examines the spatial pattern of these
growth rate differences, It concludes that the overall result does
not stem from southern growth or some other geographical pattern
and that all parts of Appalachia generally grew faster than theilr
TWins.

The third analysis examines the variance in the growth rate
differences. The main finding is that the growth rate
differentials do not vary significantly with metropolitan status,
growth center designation, Appalachian highway presence, distressed
county status, subregion, coal county, and other variables. Thus,
the cbhserved Appalachian growth effect is not the result of certain
types of counties having large growth differentials,.

The attached table shows the mean growth rate difference for
each of 20 variables for each vear from 196% to 1990.



0 LNIRHOVLILY

CFRLBUERL S4B SRRNO0Y UG ISIDDDUL SO RUL
ue Apund puo oy AEsadd g PUT BOIM) PABM D Pyl
EaEpopul sayy 4o e £onb Conunen PESKAAEIC »

(215 Buoug . TN J .Sa.
{008) pemcasziarg l

o

ewiodwenst 240461 'FUWONY] DWW, (841 PMOY Aunacg wasuRny 0461
SSHUNOY) pPassalisiqg



Alaska
Alabama
Arkansas
Arizona
California
Colorade
Florida
Georgla
idaho
tilinois
Indiana
Kentucky
Louisiang
Maine
Michigan
Minnescta
Hissouri
Mississippi
SMontana
N. {aroling
N. Dakots
MNebraska
H. Mexico
H.York
Ohig
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania

Est. Pep,
1992

47,384
328,081
736,502
497,708
929,674

58,856
350,342
374,735

52,312
256,004

10,041

1,016,355

1,118.091

35,897
341,381

61,508
436,590

1,238,085

B6,785
259,723

50,021

6,598
518,861
161,786
560,119
454,145

85,386
185,562

Federal Expenditures in 589 Distressed Counlies by State, 1992*

Total Fed,
Expend. (0005}

252,929
3,435,326
3157818
1,680,088
3005,229
245,557
g74.515
1,330,128
141,488
1,116,183
33,542
3,804,663
4435684

114,282
1,360,604

271,466
1,705,802
4,850,025

475,868

894,878

250,380

5,212
2,651,593

B4R, 104
2,408,377
2,048,365

Frena

944,113

Tota!
Per
Capila

8,766
4,159
4,260
3,376
3,233
4,319
3877
3,550
2,704
4,345
4,341
3,743
3,967
4,853
3986
4,414
3,907
3,514
5,481
3,446
8,390
12,300
4288
4,005
4,302
4513
4133
5077

Tolal Feg,
Frocure, (0008}

53,284

233,631
145,688
15354
129,401
9987
40,227
61,734
7,083
47,912
270
141,251
3/2.187
10,304
34,578
7,459
38,702
418008
35,763
40,001
53012
41,106
458,819
28,280
5a? 359
92,488
158,541
837135

Pyr
Capita

1,425
7283
13
a8
133
176
161
165
138
186

27
139
34
287
11
121

g1
33
413
154

1,766

8933
741
175
442
204
238
477

Total Detense
Expend. {000s)

33374
gre ezt
277035
248,704
$45,591

8253
55,867
54 581

4,560
30,281

466
122,006
192,854

11,896

47,211

£,289

82,258
205552

19,541

348

42,30

35816
Ti7488

12,942

34,417
113,530

nrn

82208

Fer
Capita

1,428
288
378

576
148

48

B7
118

&5
120
173
331
1398
102
143
166

121
1402
$,170
1,158

75
61

25

384

447

Total Defense
Procure, (000%)

11,088
155,458
113,247

107,666

74,068
1486
16,353
12,698
152
12278
]
98,803
133,640
1167
7,271
ELH
14,033
160,085
13,984
73,145
41,286
35,748
322,458
2,378
70,229
25067
31,877
88,083

Per
Caplta

297
i85
154
218

75
25
£5
34
3
48
o
87
120
3
21
12
2
129
161
262

1475

5,360
521

i8
125
55
174

366

rmed 4/22 /94



8. Caralina 333,156
8. Dakota 57687
Tennsssee 244,872
Toxas 2,248,328
Utsh 44 687
Vieginia 218878
Washington 49,715
Wisconsin 15073
W, Virginla $38.343
All Distressed 15,056 872
11.8. Totalg - 255 58000
Hon-Dist. US. 240,021,028

*

1,131,469
360,336
1.918,562
7,848,404
144,105
825,17
167,868
§2.730
3,070,414

58,754,279
1,07,261,135
1,148,505,856

3,386
6,245
3,521
3,481
3,225
3802
3,378
3,830
3,373

3,502
4733
4,785

28,318
28,489
14,070
365,430
9,628
57800
4218
445
173,842

4,087,226
200,195,262
196,148,056

85
511
183
163
222
265

8%

30
iz

258
788
817

51,823
5368
70,624
1,232,514
2,453
36027
2943
812
255,045

4,966,858
226,012,851
223,045,983

136

1
548
55
1358
159
gt

4

g3

16
854
§28

15433
352
28,338
303,613
490
83,156
427

&

181,633

2,193,514
129,124,508
128,830,995

135

145
306
529

600 Counties were identified as Distressed, but the Bronx, Mew Yark cannot be incloded in this analysts becanse separate lederal expenditure data are not available.

rmd 4722794
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Ls

MAY 20 RECD

Smail Community and Rural Development
United States Department of Agriculture
14th Street and Independence Avenue
Washington, D.C. 20250

Phone: (202} 720-4581
Telecopier: (202} 720-2080

Felecopy Transmittal Form

Date: May 20, 1994
To: . Rosalind
Telecopy #:  456-2878

Phone #: 456-2216

From: Peter Necheles, Special Assistant fo the Under Secretary

Subject: ARC Meeting at 2:30

‘—«"‘“’J
Comment:  Rosalind -~ Bob Nash asked that 1 pass on some thoughts he has for Carol's
2:30 session on the'expansion of ARC. Attached are some quick thoughts.
Could you.call me at 720-5277. Thanks.

Covd ity much rereiot aud, that CHE shouud caer..
Pt with By Guneshine

The informaiion contained in o telecopy message and any sfischments horotn is fuiended ooty & the usdividua! or ontity named on His
wansmittal shaet, I you sre nct the intended recipiont, o ¥n agent responsible for delivery & the itended reciplent, yost sre Borahy notified
that you have received this document in errar, ad that the review, disseminasion, distribubion, or copying of this materisl s prolubied, I
you have seoeived this conmunicstion In wrror, plesss 568y us immediaely by elophone and retum the orightal 1o v by mash Thank you
for your ceoperation, :
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Conhdontidl, ceatms
Overview M\/ NG"S h w M %
The Appalachian Regional Commsta\p%?ésed the (.QW WV&

National Commission on Rural Revitalization (NC&!’} There is great need for
increased attention to the problems of the rural pour. We also need ngw approuches 1o
creating public/private partnerships in rural America

The 1995 Farm Bill will include significant sections on roral development. The L\J{md
Department of Agriculture intends to submit a series of alternative strategies fur rural
development, including regional initiatives. The consideration of the ARC expansion m
proposal might best fit in the context of the up-coming Farm Bill. '

Proposed National Commission mﬂﬁj"{ yB

There are 2 number of concerns with the NCRP propuosal, M

+ While ARC has done an excellent job in the creation of & white middle cluss in iy

target area, it has been much less successful in focusing on the reduction of hard core ,
poverty. In addition, in the few parts of its territory that ure racial diverse, minorilies

have not experiznced the same gains as whites

» The Federal-State parinership that is the core of the ARC process was a politieal
compromise to gain the support of key Members of Congress and Governors, it was not
part of the originat Kennedy/Jlohnson proposal. The imer-governmentl cnvironment of
today is much mare complex than the carly 1960°s. Because of Federal and o
investments, local and tribal governments are today much stronger and maore
representative of their constituencies. In addition, we now have a variety of sub-siate
regional entities addressing many of the issues originally addressed by ARC pwater
systems, healtheare facilities, ete.), Rather than a Federal-State partnership, we need a
parinership more like what we have been able 10 develop under the econamic
adjustmernt portion of the President’s Pacific Northwest Timber laitiative, where all
levels of government are setting a new table, sharing knowledge and cupacity,

+ The private sector is a much more important today thaa it wis 30 yeurs qga, Under
the ARC model, the private sector, both for-profit and non-profit, ure more ¢lients than
partners. The state rural development councils, based within USDA but cutting across
many agencies and sectors, are an existing mode! for insuring public/private
collaboration in difficult areas like poverty alleviution. These state rucal develapment
councils have been recently created, the NCRP may ¢nd up duplicuting their offors.

« ARC has been successful, in part, because of the homogeneity of i target wrea. The
people of Appalachia, with a few important exceptions, ure white Protestants of northern
European origin. If the NCRP is seen as un extension of ARC, it will be questioned by
many, The cultural commenalities of Appalachia have made it usier 10 develup
culturally appropriate solutions. Under the proposal, there iy the danger that the
compromises that might ocour to make NCRF less shisctionable 1o muny non-whites


http:investmer.ts

(5-20-94 12:3/PK  FROM USDA UNDER SECY SCRD - 10 04562378 Pa3

would lead 10 a homogenized, "one-size-lits-ull” upproach within the ygency, thus
reducing its effectiveness. A new, or more broudly bused initiative would uvoid some of
this potential problem.

« ARC is part of the Kennedy/Johnson legacy. An extension of ARC would be seen as
an extension of this legacy, not as a separate Clinton/Corg legacy. Under Prosident
Johnson, an atiempt was made to broaden the mandute of the Department of
Agriculture, changing its name and mission to the Doeparonent of Agriculiure, Food, and
Rural Development, This was partiully in response to the effuns of the Prexident’s
Commission on Rural Poverty. At the time, this broadening of mandute, and the
transfer of many programs housed In other departments and agencies was seen as 100
radical. Today, such a move might be more saleable. Such a shify, along with a renewed
focus on rural development o assist the rural poor, could be part of the Olinton/Gore

legacy.

+ The Department of Agriculture has the mundate from Congress 1o aerve 5 the
coordinator of rural development across the Federal government. The NORP may be
seen as the duplication of governmental functions.  There will e w high politieal cost
associated with the expansion of the ARC, the same rosudts may be reached through the
rearganized structure at USDA, without the political costs.

+ ARC's costs are so low hecause it delivers programs through other state wnd federal
agencies,
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Carcel H. Raseo
: ¢ Assistant to the President
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Jegse L White, Jr.
Federal Co~Chairman

:
i
Sedr i
R L i . )
'”eixﬁubjach, Meazing with Secretary Mike Espy

Sinea z am leaving town this afternoon and will not be back until
ﬁ-eénext week, I am taking the liberty of giving vou this brief report
; ¢ on: our neeting with Secretary Espy via FAX., If you need to discuss
;it with me,. you ¢an reach me through the weekend at 210/286-9269.

3 .It Wwas an excallann meeting with Sacretary Espy, Bob Nash, Govsinor
B=1Winter Fred Slabkach, Guy Land (ARC Counsel for Congressional
Affairé), and myself. We explained that ARC serves as “glue" money
~=f§ o maka projects in many sgencies, including Agriculture, possible
‘ﬁ&for pmor compunitcies. We can augment the federal portion in most
 Cases from 50% to 80% of the project costs, or in some cases 100%.

,9Far axampla, we spend about §17 million a year on projects which

. after qama discussion, Mike Espy said, "How can we help?®" Ha is
- fully supportive now that he understands that our proposal in no
cway takes away from USDA rural development work--in fact, it
. supplenents it. That is alse part of the reason we changed the
“name of the Commission to get the word "rural® out of it. As you
< know, wWe are. now calling it the National Commission on appalachia,
*ﬁhe ﬁgiza, and the Border Areas.

A;It was also agzeed that the Farm Reauthorization Bill and gur
:&prapasal are two different matiers. The Farm Bill should proceed
1as plaﬁﬁed, and we will probably make the Navional Commission an
: nitzagiv& for next session using our ARC statute as the va&icia,
= T OHAs
Hike E py sald that he wonld call you to express hig 3&pp¢zt for AT
‘our proposal and £©o repert on the meeting from his perspective. I .
}will cantinu& to stay in close touch with Bob Nash. In the
N meantzme, I would appreciate your guidance on next steps for
“;preparing this ldea for the President. Should I mset with the
" Domestic Policy Council or have some other individual mestings? 1
> would appreciate your input as soon as you can give the matter some
thought« 1711 glve you a call next week.

i e R0 T i 4
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% of the;&ppakachiaﬁ Regional Commission,

‘in dofense of the RRC highwasy program.
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Hoyember 1, 1894

Carol Razco ‘

- Assistant o the President
Domestic Policy Council

L

Jesse L. White, Jr.
Federal Co-Chalrman

CTrip te‘&&sﬁ Virginia
We&k b&fexe k&sa l travelled to Logan, West Vzrg;nla, far<tha

ribban*autti&g on 8 section of Corridor G, ong of the appalachlan
i Déveloprent Highways. I shared the pod*um with Governor Caperton

’Vaaﬁd Senator Byrd, along with local dignitaries, and spoke on behalf

Although it was a cald,
misty day, 3 1arge and enthusiastic crowd was present. :
Govern@r Caperton intzodacad Senstor Byrd, who made a "stem wiaéer“
He spoke movingly about: the
promisé made to the people of Appazachla 3¢ years ago Lo apaa up
the region to the reat of Aner

E

‘the. wountains is now over 410 million/miles. I alsc pralssd
$enator Byrd for helping keep the ARC alive during 12 vears of
" Republican hostility. The orowd rose to its fest in applause when
I gadd; vaad, I am proud to be represanting Presidant ¢1in20ﬁ*and
Lan aﬁminiatratian that now, after twelve long years, is fully
ﬁémm&tt&d ta the &ﬂc ‘and its program". .

H

}I wxxta this memo to say that there is stlll a lot of good wiii

toward the President in what he is trying to do to halp people.| We
- all aa&d to carry that message into every nook and eranny of the
1 hope that somecne, somewhere i3 imploring all ganioﬁ
appointess to carry forward this message in any speach! or
;: pppdargnce. | I congistently get a good response when praising the
?xasideﬁt for his suppcrt of the Commission.

. : .
Z ais:& reminded the audience that, in addition to the highway
the ARC has equally important programs in the areas of
reommunity development, human rescurce development, and businas&
ﬁavélﬁéwenﬁ {under the Clinton administration we have moved more
‘and-more in that direction). Highways are, T argued, a necessary
oyt no ufficient condition for economic development. Our goal, .
nn&er y ahairmaﬁship,

N .«% Purrnzrship for the Development of Appalachia
Alebnts » Suvpegra » Kenvurky o Maryland » Mininippi  New Yark » Noeth Carsling » Obin

Py iy

In my - kemarks, I spoke of the pelitical courage it ook to Xaap L
‘“aith with that promise (the average cost of an interstate through :
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