
Septembe" 16 

Geoff, 

Please see mil! l','ega:r:ding a 26 September meeting Carol 

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

Thanks. 

Pat 

Meeting: 26 September 1994 
3:30 - 4:30 p.m. 
Meeting with Senator Rockefeller and Jesse White 
reo Applachian Regional Commission 
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JOHN '~. ROCKEFELLER IV 
WEST VIRGINh.., 

tlnittd .stQtts .smatt
, , 

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-4802 

July 19, 1994 
-, JUl 2i IlfCn 	.. ,

" 	 " 
Dear Carol, 

" . 	 ' '''",-" t ... • '<' 
The purpose of this letter is to let you know of my. ..' 

interest in a serious discussion with the Admini6tration~atiout 
",,'I 	 the Appalachian Regional Commission (ARC). ·...1 wou.ld "l'ike to 

propose a meeting with you, ARC Federal Co~Chairman Jesse:' ,f ~ 
.. ' , ? 	 . ~,'~'. ,~~~ .~,~ , ' White and myself to d~scuss the future of ' this valuable ' '·.1,·' ,i. .. , 	 .," 	 ~ 

program, and I will call you shortly to work out'a mut~al~y· , convenient date. ,."-, '#. ~ '1-" ~' •• 
',' "'.t.- t •• _ '''''f 

,, __ ,> '.' '~'l'. ~l( •. 
As you remember I I wrote to you in Novemb,er in the 'f,o~,~of'r ." ::' I" 

a memorandum to express my appreciation for ,J:,he re:turn of an " ',.. 
,administration that supports ARC, and to urge',swift action on' '!' 

Jesse White's nomination .. I continue to hope that the agen.cy .". ~~i 
can be rejuvenated after 12 years of relative neglect', . In ~' 
fact, as you know J the ARC has received a significant"increase 
in, its annual appropriation in the first two appropri,ation _.' 
bills of the Clinton Presidency. .' ';" ~'~" 

.fI_""'" " 
There are I however, some issues I would like to raise wi"th 

you concerning ARC's future, and the best approach that we all 
might take to ensure its continued survival. 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 
effectiveness in West Virginia aDd the region . 

.~ Again, please expect a call Stlqgesting a convenient 
meeting time J and J hope that can be dU6i,tl5L,the week.. 2+"... 
August 1. . 

As ah'.~ayst I appreciate 1/:',11 of your committed work f and I 
look forward to s~ein9 you and Jesse White very soon. 

Sincerely, 

JOh~D~OCkefeller IV 

~"', ..., ... ~fo\8A II.;..~,....., M<.<­
The Honorable Carol Rasco 
Assistant to the President 

for Domestic Policy f_f""" --~~ ;,. ..,....",..,., ! 
1600 Penn1Jylvania Avenue, NW 
Washington,' DC 20500 ..V~..·.... ~ ~"" .......;.. . 

~At 



.' 
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E X E CUT I V E o F T n E PRE SID E N T 

24-Jul-1994 05:36pm 

TO: William A. Galston 

FROY!: carol H. Rasco 
Economic and Domestic Policy 

cc: 
ce: 

Sylvia f'.r. Mathews 
Pa~ricia E. Romani 

SUBJECT, Appalachi~!} ..Regional Cor:uf.ission 

I am sending to you a copy of an email I se;::t bac/<;: at e:!:.d of May 
as we:l as what may be a duplicate of the dYaft proposn: from ARC 
(they may have an updated draft by now). In the meantime, Jesse 
White has Galled sayi:1g he wants to discuss latest draft of 
proposal on chis issue with someo:::.e. As discussed with Rubin back 
them, it was decided you would be a good person with whom Jesse 
can have next discussion. You ca;:: certainly included any NEe 
folks, o:::hers as you wish. I have told Jesse you will call him to 
set up a tr.eeting. He is at 884-7660. 

In the meantirr:e, Ser.. Rockefeller has written me since I talked to 
'Jesse last week saying he wa:1ts to come see me shortly after Aug. 
1 to discuss this matter. It would be good if you could have had 
the next meeting with Jesse by then so we ca~ plan better for the 
Rockefeller meeting. 

LNO'rE to Pat: Romani; I:: f when you hear from Rockefelle:.:: to set up 
this meeting, make sure Galeton and/or whom he direc!:s can be in 
the meet:in9 as weI:', 

NOTE to Sylvia: I wanted to keep Bob aware of all this and will 
hope he too can sit in on the meeting wi::h Se;;:, R. when it is set 
'.lp. ThankB. 
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U: P::,')CKEfElL£R tv 
wfST Ifll'(JIN,A 

United ~tatfs ~fflatf 
WASHINGTON. DC 20510-4802 

July 19, 1994 

Dear Carol t 

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). 1 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 shortly to work out a mutually
convenient date. 

AS you remember, I wrote to you in November in the form of 
a memorandum to express my appreciation for the return of an 
administra't1.on that supports ARC, and to urqe 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. 

There are t however I some issues ·I would like to raise with 
you concerning ARC's future and the best approach that we allt 

mi9ht take to ensure its continued survival. 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 
effectiveness in West Virqinia and the region . .. 
.~ Again, please expect a call suggesting a convenient 

meeting time, and...I hppe that can be duQng the week of 

August 1. 


As always, I appreciate all of your committed work, and I 
look forward to seeing you and Jesse ~hite very soon. 

Sincerely, 

n~
JOh~~. Rockefeller 	IV 

~; .n .. ~.... !I..."",/~ ft.'Kc.The Honorable. _Carol Rasco 
Assistant to the President 

for Domestic Policy ~f.r.w tMt. ,-c...... ;...~~~ ! 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20500 ..;Q......... Q~WI._	...;.... 

\lAo 
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E X E CUT I V E 0 F F ICE 0 F THE PRE SID E N T 


30-May-1994 08:54am 

'1'0: Rosalyn A. Miller 

FROM: Carol H. Rasco 
Economic and Domestic Policy 

SUBJECT: message for Sylvia 

I forgot to co you on this~ .• make sure you put this in tickler to 
determine on Thursday if I got answer. 



• 

E X E CUT I V E OFFICE OF T II E PRE SID E N T 

30-May-1994 08:48am 

TO: 
TO: 
TO: 

Sylvia M~ Mathews 
Kumlkl S. Gibson 
Paul J* Weinstein, Jr 

FROM: Carol H~ Rasco 
Uconomic and Oomestic Policy 

CC: William A. Galston 

SUBJECT: Call from Bob Nash 

I had a call from Sob Nash following ~he visit Jesse White and 
Gov. Winter had with Espy last week which was the same 
presentation 1n essence they gave to, Paul and me and which I 
related to you in our subsequent 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 needed to go through Farm 
Bill, should be sap. legislation, thought ft wa~ good 1dea,etc~ 
Bob was in the meeting and said he,asked lots of questions, will. , .
be following up with White. Once Espy and Nash talked Espy 
rea1ized he had just opened 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 White House~ 
Sylvia, who heads the regional economic development group you all 
mentioned in my office and is that the person to whom we should 
refer White? He will oa11 and call until I give him a point 
person. Thanks. 

Galston: I have co'd you as I learned after the first round of 
meetings that you are working on the regional economic group and 
I should debrief you on the meetings and the materials I forwarded 
to you recen1:1y. 
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NATIONAL CONNlSSION ON RURAL REVITALIZATION 

O""ft--S/ll/94 


AN OPPORTUNITY FOR PRESIOENTIAL LEADERSHIP 

The memory of a young John F. Kennedy campaigning for 
President in West Virginia and emerging from that visit with a 
commitment to fight poverty in Appalachia is deeply ingrained in 
~he Nation's history. Likewise, p=esiden: Lyndon Baines Johnson, 
picking up that banner, made econo~ic development in Appalachia a 
centerpiece of his War on Poverty. Another great President, 
Franklin ~. Roosevelt, articulated the nationa! interest in 
eradicating poverty when he stated t IIwe canno~ affol:'d ::0 have one­
third of this Nation ill-fed, ill-clothedl and ill-housed. II 

Much of the area FDR was talking about lay in Appalachia, and 
still does. But, there are other areas of historic under 
developmen'C, as well. The success of one of the most unique Great 
Society programs, the Appalachian Regional Commission, offers 
President Clinton an opportunity to exercise similar leadership in 
the 1990'. by empowering poople to challenge the seemingly 
intractable poverty in all historically undarsarved rural areas. 
He can do so without increasing the Federal deficit, and at the 
same ~irne, can deliver a clear message of his commitmen~ to the 
multi-racial and multi-ethnic nature of our nation. This paper 
proposes the creation of a National Commission on Rural 
Revitalization which would address the problems of poverty in the 
three historical conce~tra~ions of rural economic distress. 

THE THREE CONCENTRATIONS OF RURAL ECONOMIC DISTRESS 

While the problems of urban ghettoes get much at~ention, and 
deservedly so, there remain three concentrations of persistent and 
severe ecar-omie distress in rural America: Central Appalachia with 
its predominately white populatio~1 the Lower Mississippi Delta and 
contiguous areas of ::he deep South ~/:"th its predominately African­
American population, and the Mexican border area with its 
predominantly Hispanic population. 

More that 80% of America's 600 distressed counties-with a 
population of 12 'million are:"n these three areas {see 
Attachments A and B). These counties have poverty rates and three­
year unemployment rates which are at least 150% of the national 
average. Their per capita incomes are less than 2/3rds of the 
natio~al average. MOre than 27% of their people and 35% 0= their 
childre~ live in poverty. Beyond the statistics is the inexorable 
cycle of poverty which robs people 0= hope. 

Compounding the problem is that these areas have an annual 
deficit of more than $:"3 billion in per capita Fede~a':" spending 



compared to the nation as a whole {see Attachment C}. Thus, the 
cycle of poverty and hopelessness is accelerated, perhaps 
unintentionally I' by Federal spending policies. 

Through the creative investment of existing resources, 
President Clinton can proclaim his concern for our nation's poorest
and most negleoted people and for the importance of our nationis 
rich diversity. At the same time! he can strike a major blow for 
the Clinton/Gore i.ni.tiative to lOre-invent" government. 

INVESTING RESOURCES FOR EMPOWERMENT 

The ARC model of investing resources has, in essence, 
empowered states and local conununities to lift themselves by the 
econo:rdc boot:straps. Fo!:' several reasons the MC model comrne:'.ds 
itse:'f as the r:lost effective way to invest in these three major 
concentrations of rural economic distress: 

(1) Tho approach taken by the ARC has worked. A 1993 study 
funded by the National Science Foundation and undertaken by 
professors at '(lest Virginia University paired each ARC county with 
a statistical tw~n o~tside the region and traced their well~being 
through the life of the Commission. The ARC counties strongly 
outperformed the twins, leading the professors to conclude that the 
A..f.\C investments had, indeed, been effective (see Attachment D). 

(2) Th!~ ARC model brings to the ::able so:r,ething unique in 
Washington a true federal-state partnership. The active 
involvement of governors -- including sitting on the Co~~ission and 
contributing hard dollars to the administrative support 'Of the 
agency -- makes policy sense, adds to program effectiveness, and 
solidifies political support. The independent status of the agency 
was, ur.doubtedly, a major reason the ~~C survived during the 19BO / s 
while other regional commissions were killed. This type of 
protection i:3 especially i:nportant for effort aimed at politically 
sensitive issues like poverty. Separate regional organizations for 
each distressed area, such as the Delta Region, would encounter the 
same problem of sustained political support in Congress that the 
ARC has encountered t whereas combining depressed areas vmuld expand 
the political base for all concerned, and it would promote
cooperation and eliminate competition in Congress for scarce 
dollars. 

(3} The ARC, i.n many waysl was an effort ahead of its time in 
reinventing government. The Commission provides one-s~ep service 
to 13 par~icipating states! 69 local economic development 
organizations, and thousands of local government entities. unlike 
most federal agencies, the Commission's legislative purpose 
includes 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
the work of other federal agencies; rather it is supplemental and 
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facilitative. The Commission has proved to be most efficient in 
getting the fl~del?al dollars to where they were intended to go -- t.o 
the people, . Over the years 98» 5 percent of the Cotnr.'tission's 
appropriations have gone to the Region, leavi~g Q~ly a sma:l 1.5% 
for administration. Working with other agencies at the national, 
state a~d local level, and with the private sector , $2.2 billion in 
ARC assistance has been leveraged to produce $8.1 billion in 
project expenditures for the region. 

(4) The ARC takes a broad, holistic approach to eoonomic 
development and is not, therefore, in a programmatic straight
jacket. The funding history of ARC illustrates its broad scope: 
over $4 billion on the Appalachian Highway System, $2,125 billion 
on area de'/elopment (including health/ hO'.lsing, education, 
training, water and sewer infrastruc~uref child development, 
community service and youth leadership, business development, 
etc.), and $160 million on technical assistance and support for 
local development districts. Being able to combine in one agency 
all of the essential elements of the development process makes the 
possibilities of planning and resource utilization vi:'!:'t:;a~ly 
limitless. 

{5, This program can be created ~o replace the ARC without 
increasing the budget deficit and without penalizing any current 
members. About $100 million of ARC's $187 million FY #95 budget 
request is for the Appalachian Development Highway System; and all 
but 300 miles of those roads were included in the new t;at:ional 
Highway Syst.em under ISTEA. This raises the possibility of 
reprogramminlj a2..l or a part of the highway l1'.oney for area 
development: and technical assistaf:-ce in the :i.e'N states without 
slow~ng progress on the Appalachian Highway System. This amount, 
if leveraged in the same way the ARC has leveraged its funds over 
the years, is sufficient to have a major impact on these three 
concentrations of econo:r,i:: distress. 

HOW WOULD THE NEW NATIONAL COMMISSIO ITALlZATION W RK? 

The hallmarks of e new Commission QuId include the 
fallowing: 

(1) 7he federal state partnership should be maintained. A 
governor could bring his or her state into the Commission only if 
it met certain criteria and only if he or she ag~eed to se~ve as a 
me:r.ber and that the state pay its sha::e of 'Che administrative 
costs. 

(2) Any state currently a me:rber of ARC but not meeting the 
new criteria for membership on the Commission would be given a 
grace period of 3 years in the new program. 

3 




(3) Once a state becomes a Commission member, it could shift 
its participant counties according to new statutory criteria! but 
it could also gr"ant a grace period for the current counties. For 
example, South carolina could shift its participant counties from 
those original ARC counties now in attainment ~o other distressed 
co~nties which would become eligible ~nde= the new criteria. 

{4} The original features of the ARC should be maintained -­
especially its program breadth, flexibilitYI leveraging features, 
and supplemental nature. The program dollars should be federal, 
but the administrative support should be split between the federal 
and state partners. 

(5) A mechanism should be put in ?lace fo~ ~andatory 
"graduation" out of the program for those counties which achieve 
attainment. Likewise, entire scates should be graduated out when 
the state reaches certain attainment levels. Both of these 
procedures should be in the statute and not require Congressional 
action. One possible criteria for attainment could be the criteria 
for II 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 better for a specified period of 
time. 

(6) States e2.igible to jOin the Corr.mission should meet 
specific criteria. The chart on Attachment B rank orders the 
states with distressed counties. It would be up to the 
Administration and Congress to "draw the linen on partiCipation.
One option could be that a state must have at least nine distressed 
co~nties containing a minimum of 250,000 people. If those states 
co;;.taining large Indian reservations were eliminated, the following 
states would be eligible to join: ~ississ~ppi, KentuckYI Texas, 
Louisiana, West virgi~iaf Arkansas l Alabama, Georgia, Tennessee, 
Missouri, Michigan, Ohio, Illinois, South Carolina, Florida, 
Virginia, and North Carolina. New York, Pennsylvania, and Maryland 
would continue in the program for a grace period of 3 years. 

THE GOVERNANCE STRUCTURE OF THE NEW COMMISSION 

The new COf:1.."'l"iSSion··~i-nd~mental 
age cy whose purpose would be economic development '~ ~ , { 
areas suffering persistent social and economic distress. The 
COffimksston would constitute the BOard or Directors -- ors of 
participating states, the Secretaries of Agriculture, Commerce, and 
HUD, and one member appointed by the President, with the advice a~d 
consent of the Senate, to be the Chairma:: and Chief Executive 
Officer of the Corr~ission. The Board would be the policy-making 
body and wo'..:ld approve the Commissio;;.' s strategic plan and results­
oriented perfo~mance standards. Decision-making would be 
decentralized to the regional level, eliminating unnecessary 
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~anagernent layers. Using reprogrammed funds from the Appalachian 
Development Highway System! the federal funding levels would not 
need to be increased over the President's FY 1995 recommendation 
for the ARC of $187 million. 

ISSU~S FACING ARC 

ARC has it critics. There are those who oppose many domestic 
government programs in general despite tangible evidence of tteir 
impact. ARC also has the !l13-state problem" of helping only a part 
0: the Nation (even though other regions also benefit from other 
special federal spending}. These critics have tried and continue 
to try to close the Commission. The e~o~~ous grassroots support 
which has arisen and helped the ~~C to survive in the face of such 
threats is testimony to the Commission's impact. 

Scrne cr~tlcs, however, who acknowledge ARCls effectiveness, 
charge that it. serves areas which no longer need special assistance 
and ignores areas which are derr,onstrably in ::teed of such 
assistance. They are correct. Nearly one quarter of Appalachia's
population resides in counties whiCh have achieved a level of 
economic parity with the nation as a whole. Members of Congress, 
with justification, resent special funding for areas which no 
longer need· it. The current Federal Co-Chairma!1 encountered 
hostile questions on this very issue during his confirmation 
hearing. 

Unfortunately, the Commission is forbidden by law from 
tampering with the boundaries of the program. Although the 
Commission has attempted to deal with Appalachia's growing economic 
diversity by varying the matching funds requirements based on the 
economic health of a county and by targeti~g resources to severely
distressed counties, it has not satisfied these critics. Thus, 
special assistance to those counties which continue to need it is 
endangered b)' the Commission's inability to "graduate out" 
cO'J.nties. 

This situation is exacerbated by the growing public perception 
of the Cornmission as a "pork barrel II operation. Part of this 
problem arise~; frotl'. the Commissio:1' s inability to "graduate out!! 
counties which ~ow can hold their own. Far more serious has been 
the impact of Presidential hostility to the agency for twelve 
yea=s. Du~ing the 1980's in the face of Presidential 
indifference and, therefore, no exec\.:tive leadership -- Congress 
kept ARC alive. But, the price was excessive legislative co~trol 
of the agency and a growing practice of earmarking pet projects 
within the an~ual ARC appropriation. While the core budget of the 
ARC continues to do its good work, the earmarking has drawn media 
attention and resulted in stories like that in Readers Diqest in 
1993. 
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Anothe= legacy of the 19805 was, apparently, a deter~oration 
in the quality of the state project lists and investment plans so 
that the Ilappearance of pork" crept into the state plans 
themselves. It is hoped that renewed interest :'n and commitment: to 
the 'agency by Pz:esident Clinton will redress the checks and 
balances in A~C operations, and restOre a sense of purpose, policy 
g~idance and rigor, and accouhtability. 

Portions of central Appalachia, of course, remain in the grip 
0: the grir.ding poverty which candidate John F. Kennedy discovered 
during his 1960 primary contest in West Virginia. P!.'ogress has 
been made, but a century of neglect and exploitation cannot be 
overcome i~ one generation. 

THE POLITIC;;~ ali' ESTABLISliING 'l'lIE NATIONAL COMMISSION ON 1IUl\AI, 
REVITALIZATIQN 

Several political hurdles must be cleared. First those 
Appalachian states (New York, Pennsylvania, Maryland) which may be 
eliminated fraIt; the program must have a gradual phase-em: over a 
reasonable period of time (3-5 years), and must be assured that 
their Appalachian Hi.ghways and other projects in progress will be 
completed. Second, those Appalachi.an states which remain in the 
program must, be assured of funding at a hold-harmless funding level 
for a defi~ed pe!.'iod of time, Assured completion of the highways 
and a hold-harmless would help clear a third hurdle l the concerns 
of Senator Byrd and Representative Bevill, ARC's most powerful 
Congressional supporters. Finally, Congressional resistance to new 
progra:r,s can be overcome, particularly in the Senate, by the 
ability to do this without additional Federal expenditures and by 
the interest of strategically-placed Senators like Johnston, 
Breaux, BumperS, Pryor, and Cochra:1. 

This pl"Oposal offers a unique opportunity for President 
Clinton to saize the initiative in addressing geographic distress. 
By creating an independent entity, he provides the programmatic 
flexibility necessary to address d:"ffere;;t needs in different 
places t creates an advocate for distressed areas with Federal 
agencies# and increases the likelihood of the program continuing if 
the Administ,cacion changes. By inviting Governors to be partners, 
he generates bi-partisan support for the initiative, similar to 
that which the ARC has always e!1joyed. By requiring state and 
local fi:::ancial part.icipation, he leverages limited Federal dollars 
and builds on his t~emes of responsibility and accountability. By 
focusing a~ clusters of distressed counties in Central Appalachia l 

che Lower Mississippi Delta, and the Mexican border, he makes a 
bold statement that no group -- whites, African-Americans! Hispanic 
-Americans -- is immune from poverty and that he is committed to 
bringing all groups together to address the problems. This is 
"reinventing government l' at its best. 
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ATTACHMENT A 

Distressed Counties 
1990 Census Poverty Rales, 1991 'Marker Income, 1990·92 Unemploymenl 
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Distressed counties qualify on all1hree indicators 

or have twice the U.S. Poverty Rate and qualify on 

one other indicato'r. 600 counties are identified. 




ATTACHMENT B 


.Distribution of 600 Distressed Counties 

States Listed by Number of Distressed Counties 


No. of Cumu!. Cumu!. 1992 Cumul. Cumu!. 
State Counties Count Percent PopUlation Pop. Percent 

1 Mississippi 59 59 9.8 1,239,085 1,239,085 7.6 
2 Kentucky 57 116 19.3 1,016,355 2,255,440 13.9 
3 Texas, 55 171 28.5 2,248,329 4,503,769 27.7 
4 Louisiana 37 208 34.7 1,118,091 5,621,860 34.6 
5 W. Virginia 37 245 40.8 839,343 6,461,203 39.8 
6 Arkansas 34 279 46.5 736,502 7,197,705 44.3 
7 Alabama 31 310 517 826,081 8,023,786 49.4 
8 Georgia 31 341 56.8 374,736 8,398,522 51.7 
9 Tennessee 28 369 61.5 544,872 8,943,394 55.0 

10 ~1issouri 25 394 65.7 436,590 9,379,984 57.7 
11 Oklahoma 23 417 69.5 454,l15 9,834,099 60.5 
12 Michigan 19 436 72.7 341,381 10,175,480 62.6 
13 Ohio 17 453 75.5 560,119 10,735,599 66.1 
14 N.Mexico 16 469 78.2 618,861 11,354,460 69.9 
15 Illinois 14 483 SO.5 256,904 11,611,364 71.4 
16 S. Carolina 14 497 82.8 333,156 11,944,520 735 
17 Florida 11 508 84.7 250,342 . 12,194,862 75.0 
18 S. Dakota 10 518 86.3 57,687 12,252,549 75.4 
19 Virginia 10 528 88.0 . 216,976 12,469,525 76.7 
20 Montana 9 537 89.5 86,785 12,556,310 77.3 
21 N. Carolina 9 546 91.0 259,723 12,816,033 78.9 
22 Arizona 7 553 92.2 497,709 13,313,742 81.9 
23 California 7 560 93.3 929,674 14,243,416 87.6 
24 Colorado 6 566 94.3 56,856 14,300,272 88.0 
25 Minnesota 5 571 95.2 61,508 14,361,780 88.4 
26 Alaska 4 575 95.8 37,384 14,399,164 886 
27 Idaho 4 579 96.5 52,312 14,451,476 88.9 
28 N. Dakota 4 583 97.2 30,021 14,481,497 89.1 
29 Utah 4 587 978 44,687 14,526,184 89.4 
30 N. York 3 590 98.3 1,356,400 15,882,584 97.7 
31 Washington 3 593 98.8 49,715 15,932,299 98.0 
32 Pennsylvania 2 595 99.2 185,962 16,118,261 99.2 
33 Indiana 1 596 99.3 10,041 16,128,302 99.2 
34 Maine 1 597 99.5 35,897 16,164,199 99.5 
35 Nebraska 1 598 99.7 6,928 16,171,127 99.5 
36 Oregon 1 599 99.8 65,386 16,236,513 99.9 
O~

0; \Visconsin 1 600 100.0 15,073 16,251,586 100.0 
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ATTACHMENT 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 to others with 
similar economic structures, growth patterns. and so on, the 
analysis controls for macroeconomic events, 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. Furthermore t basing the study on 
comparisons Of groups of counties corrects for any random or 
unpredictable occurrence in a particular county or counties. 

RESllLTS: 

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 counties grew 
significantly faster than their twins. Between 1969 and 1991 total 
personal income and earnings grew 48% faster in the Appalachian 
counties than in their twins, population grew 5% faster, and per 
capita income IJrGW 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 their 
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 t 
the observed 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 year from 1969 to 1990~ 
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Federal Expenditures in 599 Distressed Counties by State, 1992' 

Total 
Est Pop. I Total fed. Per I Total Fed. Per ITotal Defense Per ITotal Defense Per 

1992 , Expend, (000.) Capita Procure, (OOOs) Capila Expend, (OOOs) Capita Procure. (ooOs) Capita 

Alaska 37,384 
Alabama 825,081 
Arunsas 738,5(l2 
Arizona 497,109 
California 929,674 
Colorado 56,856 
Florida 250,342 
Georgia 374,736 
Ida•• 52,312 
1Ulnois 256,904 
Indiana 10,041 
Kentucky 1,016,355 
Louisiana CHB,091 
Maine 35,897 
Mlchigan 341,3Bl 
Minnesota 61,508 
Missouri 438,590 
Mississippi 1,239,005 
Montana 86,785 
N.Caronna 259,723 
N, Dakota 30,021 
Nebraska 6,928 
N.Mexico 618,861 
N. York 161,785 
Ohio 560,119 
Oldahoma 454,115 
Oregon 65,386 
Pennsylvanla 185,962 

252,929 
3,435,32f.l 

6,766 
4,159 

53,284 
233,631 

1,425 1 
283 ' 

53,374 
279,021 

1,428 1 
338 

11,099 
155,456 

297 
'loa 

3,137,818 4,260 140,628 191 277,{)35 376 113,247 154 
l,sao,056 3,376 153,511 308 249,109 5(l2 107,666 216 
3,005,229 3,233 129,401 139 535,591 576 10,068 75 

245,551 4,319 9,9Bl 176 6,253 145 1,466 26 
970,515 3,877 40,227 161 55,851 223 16,393 55 

1,330,128 3,550 61,134 165 54,581 146 12,695 34 
141,459 2,71)4 7,091 136 4,500 87 152 3 

1,116,193 4,345 41,912 lB6 30,261 liB 12,278 48 
33,542 3,341 270 27 666 65 0 0 

3,804,663 3,743 141,251 139, 122,006 120 9B,803 91 
4,435,684 3,961 362,187 324 192,954 173 133,640 12\1 

174,222 4,853 10,304 281 11,896 331 1,167 33 
1,360,61)4 3,986 34,518 101 47,211 138 i 1,271 21 

271,466 4,414 1,459 121 6,269 102 
1,705,802 3.907 39,702 91 62,299 143 
4,851),025 3,914 416,089 337 205,9'".>2 166 

475,699 5,481 35,153 412 19,541 225 
894,818 3,446 40,001 164 31,438 121 
250,380 e,340 53,012 1,766 1 42,101 1,402 
85,212 12,300 41,106 5,933 ' 35,816 5,170 

2,651,593 4,285 458,619 741 717,469 1,159 
648,104 4,006 2~i!90 115 12,142 75 

2,409,377 4,302 527,399 942 34,417 61 
2,049,365 4,513 92,488 204 113,630 250 

270,213 4,133 15,541 238 23,772 364 
944,113 s,on 88,735 m 82,208 442 

110 12 
14,033 32 

160,086 129 
13,964 161 
73,145 292 
41,2116 1,375 
35,748 5,100 

322,498 521 
2,316 15 

70,229 125 
25,077 55 
t1,:177 114 

sa,Q83 366 

rmd4/22/94 
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,S, Carolina 333,156 1.131,489 3,396 28,31~ 85 51.823- 156 [ 15,433 "5 

S. Dakota 57,681 360,336 6,246 29,489 511 5.368 93, 352 6 
Tennessee 544.872 1,918.5<12 3,521 26,338 52104,970 193 10,624 tOO 
Texas 2,248.329 1,648,494 :M\;1 365,43() 163 3()3.611 1351,232,614 54B 
Utah 44,687 144,105 3,225 9,926 222 2,453 55 490 11 
Virginia 216,976 625,011 3,802 83,196 38351.603 265 30.027 138 
Washington 49.715 167,966 3,379 427 94.215 85 7,913 159 
Wisconsin 15,073 57,730 3,830 91?, 51445 SO 0 0 
W. Vlrglnl. 839,343 3,670,41i1 4,373 17:l,642 207 181,633 216 

All Distressed 15,056,912 

255.045 304 

58,754,279 3,902 4,047,22E 269 4,966,858 330 2,193,514 146 
U,S. Totals .255,07&,000 1,201,261,135 4,133 200,195,282 165 22S,(U2,SS1 894 129,124,509 506 
Ncn·Dist. U,S. 240,021,028 1,148,506,856 4,785 196,148,056 817 223,045,993 929 12E,930,995 529 

• 600 Counties were identified as; Dislressed, but the Bronx, New Y (Irk cannot be included in this analysis becal1SC sep.''lfale rederal expenditure data are not ;)vaijable. 
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05-10-94 12:31PM FROM um umR SEer SCRD iO 94562818 ?OOI , 

MAY 20 REE'O 

Small Community and Rural Development 
United States Department of Agriculture 

14th Street and Independence Avenue 
Washington, D.C. 20250 

Phon.: (202) 720·4581 
Teleenpier: (202) 720·2080 

TeJecopy Transmittal Form 

Date: 

To: 

Moy 20, 1994 

Rosalind 

Telecopy #: 4l6·2878 

Phone #: 456·2216 

From: Peter Nechele., Special Assistant to the Under Secretary 

Subject: ARC Meeting 812:30 

~ 
Comment: Rosalind •• Bob N~sked1hat J pass nn some thoughts he has for ('arol's 

2:30 session of!...the expansion ('If ARC. Attached are some quick th()ughts. 
Could you.call me at 720·5277. Thanks.

rft.dJyrrv..c).J N1A~:..p:t awL <I.-!tax: <!.w:. Show.d e.Ct.UL. 
,~~ wHh (JLNk ~-hix.J. 

Tht information eonum.d in !hi. tektccpy~.. lrtd lit)' ~t$ hcrct•• i~ ink'mltd only {(lr lhc illdiviilu«l 0, Milt:,' >la,"~d {II! Illis 
ll'lm$JI'\itta! .h4f1, [f you In! net tho inten1kd r.cipiem, QI' In .~ fUJ'",,~ihl~ r..... IMivery {<> 1M intt!ld~d rccil)lCm, y1l<1 ;1'" kl'~hy ,Io!ifllld 
t.~at you luIvo roecivcd this docmntrJ in umt, Jtl4lhU ilir Rv;ew, dRum;""I""" d;~t,illII!;"fl, 01' "uP";"e: <>f Ihi. InAt~fI&1 is p' "hi\Jilul. If 
yo!.! hll'Ve f(Qt!I'>-cd!h1t; (t'IlImUflk!l1iot; in M'l)f, pIAU nolil'y Ul immtdi.mly by li!kpho1lC' ~l1d filII/tit Ih" "ri8i11-l1 t,) U~ hy "'<lit 11wik you 
rOO' y"ur ~tion, 
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. ~ Nels h: cur UYr to 


OvervIew ~~~ \ 'I~ _ 
The Appalachian Regional Commission (ARC) ha~roposed the c~~~ I!\..\ 
National Commission on Rural Revitalization (NCR!'). There i, great need for \.j 
increased attention to the problems of the rural poor, We also need new approache, 10 nh t•• 

creating public/private partnership' in rural America, .,""~ 

~-~ The 1995 Farm Bill will include significant section" on rural development. Tlw \)j t 
Department of Agriculture intends to ~uhrnit a series of alternative str~ttcgjt~S f\}:" rural L' J- i 
development. including regional initiatives. The eonsideration of the ARC Cxp!!ltsion V ru...{9... 
proposal might best fit in the comext of the up-coming Farm Bill. . 

vYltth~ 
Proposed National Commission 

There are it number uf concerns with the NCRP proposal: lYI~ 
~ While ARC has done an excellent job in the creminn of ~ white midlilc d;,~'i ill its ()! 

target area. it bus been much less successful in focusing on [he reduction of hOlnl core ~, 

poverty. In addition. in the few parts of its territory fllat a:c raciai diverse, J'tIlJl0l'ilil!s 


have not experienced the same gains "s white" 


• The Federal-Slate partnership that is the core of the ARC process was a p"litical 
compromise to gain the support of key Members of Congrcl-s ;..tnt! Guv~l'JI{)r:-.: it W,IS nut 
part of the original Kennedy/Johnson proposal. The !ntcr~g()v\;rnmeillul I.:!l\'irunrn~nl of 
today is much mnre complex than the early t960·s. i3~(.·alls,· of Federal ;tnd ',l::.l<.: 

investmer.ts. local and tribal governments nre wday much stronger uncI more 
representative of their constituencies, In addition, we !lOW have a variety of "llh-~tate 
regional entities addressing many of the issues originally addres..c,ed hy ARC I w;ll';;f 

systems, healthcare facilities. etc.). Rather thun a Fetlnal-State partl1('fship. We "L'cd " 
partnership mare like what we have been able to dcvo::!up under the econOllllC 
adjustment portion of the President's Pacific Nonhwc:\I Timber lnitiutivc, wb:r:! all 
levels of government are setting a new tahle, ~huring knowledge und cU)J~t(,·jlY, 

• The private sector is a much more, important woay !han it wus 30 years ugo, Unoer 
the ARC model, the private sectort both for~profit :10(1 non-profit, arc more di\.:rHS than 
partners. The slate rural development councils, based wilhin USDA hut cUHing across 
many agencies and sectors, are an exi5ting model for insllring publi".'/privutc 
collaboration in difficult areaS like poverty alleviution. These Mate rur;.!1 devt;lopmcnt 
councils have been recently created, the NCRP may end up duplicating their dfons. 

• ARC has been succes.~ful. in part. because of the homogeneity of it:.. larget area. The 
people of Appalachia, with a few Important exceptiun..;, arc white ProtcstalH:\ \A northern 
European origin, [f the ~CRP is seen as <:In exrenhloll of ARC. it will h..: qucsii{ln(..'d hy 
many. The cultural commonalities of Appal~chia haw made it casier 10 tlcve!up 
culturally appropriate solutions, Under the propos.i!. illCf!! is the uang\!f tll"ll tht: 
compromises that might occur to make NCRP le:'l\ objecdon:.tbtc to 11,\,111)' 1l01l-wllitt::s 

http:investmer.ts
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would lead 10 a homogenized, "one~size-nts-ull" tijJproach within the agency. t!ws 
reducing its effectiveness. A new, or more hroadly based initimive would uvoid some of 
this potential problem. 

• ARC is part of the Kennedy/Johnson leg"cy. An ex."",;on of ARC wunld he ,een a, 
an extension of this Jegacy, not as a separate Clinton/Cion:: legacy, Umlcr Prc~tdCnl 
Johnson. an attempt was made to broaden the rnandute of the DepartlDer.1 of 
Agriculture, changing its name and mission to th~ Ot'iJ<lnHlclH of Agrkullllh:, hmo. and 
Rural Development. This was parti~lty in response ttl the cffon~ of the Prltsitleot's 
Commission on :Rural Poverty. At the time, this broadening of mandate. ali(1 the 
transfer of many programs housed in other departml!J1ts and agencies was se~~n liS too 
radical. Today, such a move might be IUure saleabk, Such a shirl, along with a renewed 
focus on rural development to assist the rural poor, rmtld he part or {Ill' CJ[P{')!l/Gore 
legacy. 

• The Department of Agriculture has the m~lndmc from Congre:-.!> tu "crvl.: ;IS the 
coordinator of rural development acrQ:;~ the Federal gt1vcmmcnt. The NCR!'" may be 
seen as the duplication ofgovernl11ental fUnCfiol1li" There will ht' a high polil\':II,,·oSI 
associated with the expansion of the ARC, the sun1C rl'Mllt~ ma.y b'.t rcadwulhr{lugh fhe 
reorganized structure at USDA. without the political COSlS. 

• ARC's costs are so low because it delivers progranll' through othe!' stat!.: and !"etleral 
agenties. 

2 
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I<ay 25, 1994Date: 

Carol II. Rasco 

, ~.sistant to the President 

'l Domestic Policy C9uncil 
,, 

" 	 ,~'"Frpm: 	 Jesse L. White, Jr. 

Federal Co-Chairman
l., 

I<eeting with Secretary I<ike Espy 
, 

Since I am leaving town this afternoon and will not be back until 
next week, I,am taking the liberty of giving you this brief report 

,: oni our meeting with Sec~etary ESPY via FAX. If you need to discus. 
" it, with me" ~ou can reach Ine through the weekend at 910/256-9269. 

~,:: It' was ~n excellent meeting with secretary Espy, Bob Nash, Gove:cnor 
~:, r'l Fred Slabach, Guy Land (ARC Counsel for Congressional 

. r~O, and myself ~ We eKplained that ARC serves as 1t91uell money 
;::< ' make: projects in many agencies, including Agriculture, possible 
;.: for poor communities. We can auglnent the federal portion in most:",,< cases from 50% to 80% of the project costs, or in some cases 100\ . 

.}.;;,t~';FOlr. Encampls,::wEI spend about $17 rnillion a year on projects which 
v. ' , ., , 	 •

::;{": are "ad...~lnlstered by FrnflA and for which "flrst dollar" funding is 
'::1;; prc;vid.~d by' FmHA. Our statute is so broad that whatever USDA does 
. : .ih; .r:ur~l developr..ent can be supplemented and leveraged by us. 
, , 

'1~~;o~'~i~:SSionJ Mike Espy said, uHOw can we help'?" He is 
~ ve now that he understands that our proposal in no 

away from USDA r'..lral developme:1t wQrk--in factt it 
i~. That is also part of the reason we changed the 

the Commission to get the word "rural" out: of it. As :/ou 
are, now calling it the National Comnission on Appalachia, 

,"~ih,theL'elca, and the Border Areas. 

also agreed that the Farm Reauthorization Bill and our 
P~,Pi;~::~;~e,a~:re two different matters. The Farm Bill should proceed 
~ and we will probably make the National Commission an 

for nex": ses,sion using our ARC statute as the, vehicle. 

. .. E~py said that he would call you to express his support for 
'our prciposal and to report on the meeting fro~ his perspective. I 
','wi:11 cbntinue to stay in close touch with Bob Nash~ In 'the 

"I~,",'" .'me:antirite, I" would appreciate your guidance on next steps for 
, i>~.pa,r~ng , this idea for the President. Should 1 meet with the 
. oomestA.<7 Policy Councilor have some other ir.dividual meetings? I 
: wou,ld ~ppreciat:e your input as soon as you can give the matter aorr,e 

.. 't~ought. I'll give you a call next week. 
., , . 

, " 
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ArPAlACl.flAN REG!ONAL COMMISSlON 

" 

November 1, 1994 
" , 

To: 	 Carol Rasco 
Assistant to the President 
Domestic Policy counc,il, 

Jesse L.: White, Jr, 

Federal, iCC-Chairman 
 , ' 

" ' 

'subject, Trip to West Virginia
, ' I' 

" 

" before last 'I travelled to L09an, West' Virginia, for lthe 
;~:;1~~J:f~';~';~~1F.~J~0:~n;:;at~Section of Corridor G, one of the Appalachian'I shared the podium with Governor Caoeiton~ Honqwith local dignitaries, and spoke on behalf 

Appalacb.ian Regional Commission. Although it was a cold, 
1 a large and enthusiastic crowd was present. ,, 	: , ' -' , , 

.:Govern~r Caperton introduced Senator Byrd, who made a "stem winder If' 

"ii> defense of the ARC highway program. He spoke movingly about :the 
:ptomis~ made to t~e people of Appalachia 30 years ago to ope4 up 

" 	the' re9ion to the ,rest of America, 
, ' 	 ,. .,: . 

'I 1,1 my ,~emar:k., I spOKe of the political courage it took to keep 
f$ith with that promise (the average cost of an interstate through 

.,' tlla, mO\Jntaino is now over $10 r.liHion/mile). I fllSo pra~sed 
, Senatot Byrd for helping keep the ARC alive during 12 yearS: of 
", R<;>publ}can hostility. Tha orowd rose to its feet in applallSO ,!hen 
.. ,I s.id< ~lAild., I am prou.d. to be representing Pr&slde,nt Clinton ;and.,'an ,administration, that now, after twelve 1009' years, 18 fully 
'cOmmitted to the: AIlCand its program". ' 

.r write this memo to say that there is still a lot of good >iill 
, 	'toward,the Presidel't in what he is trying to do to help people.! lie'
"ll,"""d to carry ,that ....ssage into avery nook and oranny of ,the,
lIa,tiOn! 'r hope t!>at 80meone, somewhere is imploring all senior 
'app¢in ees to carry forward this message in any speech: or 

: :p.!?p,~ar nee. ,~ con:sis~entlY get a good response when praising ;the­
: p~'esid~nt for his .support of the Commission. : 

reminded the audience that, in addition to the hignway .. ),the' ARC has equally important programs in the areas: of 
develop~ent, human resource development, and busiriess, 

(under the Clinton ad~inistration we have moved more 
in that d,irection;. Highways are I -I argued, a necess,ary 
suff~cient condition for economic development. Our goal,

chairmanshipl is to create "ent;rep:reneurial cornmunit:lss
" , 	 , 

, , 	
' 

• I i A RtTm(rJIJip fot' tlJ~ J)elltwpmf1tt ofAppoli:chia

! Arflbd;tI.-~ • (:tf.'1.i" ~ MlIttltly. M,uyJand' Mi;;imPi'i ~ New j{,rk ~ Mmh C4reli114 • Ohm 
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:' i 	 . 
. . ~en*erprising people. II With our federal-state partnership, ithe 

. va; involvement of governors, and leverage with the fede~al,: 
state !a1)d local agencies, we were, I told the audience, also. 
"'rEdnve~ting 9.overI1;ment 30 years ago! 	 . 

so shouid'repo~t that Senator Byrd appreciates the President's 
'sup<,o"t . for '. the ARC and wants to work with us to find ways to' 

the program. I continue to be heartened by ithe 
s"rvOir of' enthusiasm and support I find for the ARC across :;the 

cQuc,ties we serve. 

, 

, 	 ..!':·cc.: " 	Mr. Leon E; P,anetta 
C\,ief of Staff 

. ~ 

Mi:. Patrick Griffin 
A~s.istant to "the President, Legislative Affairs , 	 ' 

, . Mf. George St.ephanopoulos· 

S~nior. Adviso,r, Policy & Strategy
,
Mr., David Wilhelm 

C~airman, De~'ocratic National Committee 
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