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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D, C, 20250

To the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the House:

Today I am transmitting the sixth annual report on Infor-
mation and Technical Assistance Delivered by the Department
of Agriculture in Fiscal Year 1975, pursuant to Title IX,
Section 901(d), of the Agricultural Act of 1970. This
report outlines the key role of the Department in helping
local people make rural America a better place to. live and
work.

I am happy to be able to report that, for the fourth con-
secutive year, the USDA agencies and State Cooperative
Extension Services expanded their information and technical
assistance to local communities, districts, and state
planning and development groups. Assistance has increased
by 72 percent over Fiscal Year 1971, the base year for which
comparable figures are available.

Sincerely,

EARL L. BUTZ
Secretary
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PREFACE

This is the sixth annual report to the Congress pursuant to Title IX,
Section 901(d), of the Agricultural Act of 1970. That section directs that:

The Secretary of Agriculture shall submit to the Congress a
report not later than September 1 of each fiscal year reflecting
the efforts of the Department of Agriculture to provide information
and technical assistance to small communities and less populated
areas in regard to rural development during the immediately
preceding fiscal year. The first such annual report shall be
submitted not later than December 1, 1970, covering the period
beginning July 1, 1969, and ending June 30, 1970. The Secretary
shall include in such reports to what extent technical assistance
has been provided through land-grant colleges and universitiles,
through the Extension Service, and other programs of the
Department of Agriculture.

Although Section 901(d) requires reporting only the rural development (RD) in-
formation and technical assistance provided to small communities by the U.S.
Department of Agriculture (USDA), this report continues the pattern of previous
reports in exceeding this limited requirement. This and preceding reports have
shown USDA organizational arrangements for delivery of such assistance through
both unilateral and concerted efforts, some assessment of results accruing from
assistance rendered, research that back—stops and supports RD information and
technical assistance, and methods used in delivery. It is felt that these
additions of input and output data are consistent with the congressional intent

of Section 901(d).

Case examples from State Rural Development Committees and from agencies of the
Department are presented to reflect a measure of results. No attempt has been
made to aggregate output, however. The high risk of cause-effect assessments
has discouraged this effort.

This report is limited to RD information and technical assistance and therefore
excludes the technical and credit assistance provided for agricultural pro-
~duction and marketing, and for the construction, maintenance, and service of
housing, community facilities, water control structures, and like projects.

For instance, the primary function of the Farmers Home Administration is
financing in three areas--farmer programs, community programs, and housing.
USDA's information and technical assistance critically necessary prior to
relevant individual and community decisions about such programs is discussed

in this report; the maintenance assistance that becomes more important after

a project has been implemented is not discussed.

By definition, usage, and interpretation, the heaviest demand for USDA infor-
mation and technical assistance for RD is at the planning and initiation
phases of community projects. Such assistance helps people in communities

to better understand and articulate needs, issues, problems, and solutioms,
and to learn about resources available. This assistance provides a sounder
basis for decisions and action. After the project is completed, maintenance
assistance continues to be provided by USDA agencies.

v
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HIGHLIGHTS AND INTRODUCTION

Highlights

The U.S. Department of Agriculture and the State Cooperative Extension Services
assisted rural Americans with more than 180,000 different community projects in
fiscal year 1975. The staff of the Department, through an unparalleled delivery
system, reaching from the national to State and local levels, also conducted
44,000 feasibility studies and convened and conducted more than 100,000 work-

shops, conferences, and meetings relating to rural development.

These meetings were attended by key community leaders, public officials, and
other interested citizens seeking help in finding solutions to their pressing
community problems. In addition, publications and audio-visual presentations
were used extensively in providing information to assist in resolving the
problems of rural America and promoting a more balanced growth in this Nation.

Significant accomplishments were made in each of 10 concentrated program areas:

1. Organization and leadership development
2, Comprehensive planning

3. Community services and facilities

4, Housing

5. Health and welfare

6. Manpower development

7. Recreation and tourism

8. Environmental improvement

9. Business and industrial development
10. Rural cooperatives

All of these efforts are calculated to help commhnity leaders push development
ahead and make rural -America a better place to live, work, and enjoy life.

For the fourth consecutive year, USDA and Extension expanded RD information and
technical assistance to rural America, with 5,513 staff years expended in

FY 1975, compared with 5,379 in FY 1974--a 2.5 percent increase (see table 1
and the chart on p. 5). See table 2 for a comparison of staff years devoted

to RD information and technical assistance from FY 1970 through FY 1975. From
" FY 1971, the first year for which comparable figures are available, staff

years devoted to RD have climbed from 3,200 to 5,513, an increase of 2,313
staff years, or a 72 percent improvement over the 4-year period.

Staff-year assistance increased in six program areas and declined in four areas:
from FY 1974 to FY 1975. The increases were in organization and leadership
development, community services and facilities, community health and welfare,
manpower development, recreation and tourism, and business and industrial
development. 7 '
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The relative emphasis of the 10 program areas remained about the game as in

FY 1974, with environmental improvement and organization and leadership devel-
opment continuing to be the areas with the largest USDA resource inputs.

Those two areas accounted for close to 50 percent of the total. However, while
staff years devoted to environmental improvement exceeded the corresponding
measure for organization and leadership development by 46 percent in FY 1974,
the difference narrowed to 14 percent in FY 1975.

Four of the "total" figures across the bottom of table 1 are up from FY 1974:
staff years; surveys and feasibility studies; workshops, conferences, and
meetings convened and conducted; and different publications prepared.
Decreases were recorded in the other four '"total" columns.

Of the total of 88 '"¢cells" formed by table 1 (11 rows, 8 columns of figures),
37 show increases and 51 show decreases compared with FY 1974.

Introduction

Most USDA assistance is provided by state, area, and local RD committees, a
system conceived in 1969. But a substantial part of the work is performed by
individual USDA field workers, who may be members of one or more RD committees
but who deliver information and technical assistance independently of the
committee network and in coordination with representatives of other agencies
to multi-county and local planning groups or citizens.

All 50 States plus Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands have USDA-State RD
committees. About 90 percent of the Nation's counties are served by either

a county committee, an area committee or both. The entire area of 30 States,
Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands is served by local RD committees., Again
this year, this report features a section containing a short suymmary of overall
State, regional and local committee membership, organization, and activities,
plus another section containing statements which, in the opinion of the
committees, best represent their achievements during FY 1975 and their planps,
goals, and areas of emphasis for the future.

In 15 States, Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands, RD is considered so0 important
that statewide development groups have been formed by the Governor,. the Gepneral
Assembly, or other groups with statewide interest in RD. These groups usually
have broad-based memberships and are related to USDA-State committees throygh
interlocking memberships. : .

Included also in this report are the total efforts of Land-Grant Universities.
The implementation of Title V of the Rural Development Act of 1972, the
research and extension component of the.Act, generated much interest on the
part of Land-%rant Universities in expanding their contributions to RD during
FY 1975. Recognizing that people want to know and understand development .
issues and alternatives, want the best information possible for decisiommaking,
and want to have a voice in community decisions, the Land-Grant Univergities
are committed to the principle of generating and extending knowledge So that
people are better able to take advantage of their opportunities,

For the first time, a separate section highlighting USDA RD research is included‘ﬁ
in this report. ' T

2
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There are examples from every State of accomplishments that improve social and
economic conditfons ln rural arcas. These appear in the 10 program area
chapters.

This report is a copsSolidation and: summary of information gubmitted by USDA
agencies und State RD committees. A copy of the RD committee report for a
specific State wmay be obtained by contacting the committee chairman for that
State (see appendix A), The report was prepared under the overall guidance of
the National Rural pevelopment Committee, whose membership 1s given in appendix
B. TInformation about gtatewide RD groups other, than USDA groups is included~in
appendix C. AppendiX D offers a quick index to where the various States and
territories are mentioned in the report. Appendix E explains abbreviations
frequently used throughout the report.

A "Novel" Change in Ruyal America

Before concludipg thils introductory section, it may be important to report a
"novel''--and significapt--change in the basic trends of population in rural
. areas. For the [irst time since the Great Depression years of the 1930's,
recent figures do not ghow "more of the same."

A series of Econouic Research Service studies indicate that nonmetropolitan
population grew at-a rate of 4.2 percent in the 1970-73 perind, exceeding the
2.9 percent rate fof metro areas. During the 1960's and in preceding decades,
nonmetro areas experiepced outmigration, but inmigration predominated in the
early 1970's. There were only 600 declining-population nonmetro counties in
1970-73, compared with 1,300 in the 1960's. Decentralization of manufacturing
is a major contribyting cause. A second factor is the growth of recreation and
retirement activities. Counties with senior State colleges and universities--
particularly former teachers' colleges-<have had important levels of growth in
recent years. Equally important, over 150 counties have junior colleges and
technical centers that provide skills needed in new and expanded plants.

Largely agricultural qounties continued to decline from 1970 to 1973. But they
have a population of only 400,000 and do not significantly affect the National
nonmetro trend, The oply group of nonmetro counties whose population decline
accelerated after 1970 was those counties with 10 percent or more military
population.

Finally, it is clegr from polls and surveys that people say they would prefer
to live in a ryral arga or a small town, usually within 30 miles of a city of
at least 50,000. all of these changes profoundly affect the character of our
rural arcas and the type of information and technical assistance which will
best scrve the interests of the people concerned.
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Table 2--Staff Years of RD Information and Technical Assistance
Provided by USDA, FY 1970-FY 1975

. Staff
Fiscal Year Years Change Percent Change
1975 5,513 + 134 + 2.5
1974 5,379 + 765 + 17
1973 4,614 + 313 + 7
1972 4,301 +1,101 + 35
1971 3,200 | @ meme—- ————
1970 Not | W mm——- —————
Computed

STAFF YEARS DEVOTED TO RURAL DEVELOPMENT INFORMATION
AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE BY USDA AGENCIES — FY 1975
PROGRAM THRUST :

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPROVEMENT | Z,

COMMUNITY ORGANIZATION AND
LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT

COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING

COMMUNITY SERVICES AND
FACILITIES

HOUSING

RECREATION AND TOURISM

BUSINESS AND INDUSTRIAL
DEVELOPMENT

MANPOWER DEVELOPMENT

COMMUNITY HEALTH AND
WELFARE

RURAL COOPERATIVES ZA

0 250 500 750 1,000 1,250 1,500
STAFF YEARS
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E' ‘ STATE RURAL DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEES
_;:aﬁrahip and Or

ganization

All 50 States plus Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands have State-USDA RD
Committees, Nearly 90 percent of the 'Nation's counties are served by a county
committee, an area committee or both. The map in the center spread of :this
report shows the location of the 2,199 county committees and 234 area committeas.

The map also reveals that in 30 States, including Puerto Rico and the Virgin
Islands, the entire geographic area is represented,by county committees, area
committees, or both. In some other States, all geographic areas are covéred
except those around large metropolitan areas (New York, Pennsylvania, and Ohio, '
for instances) :

Most State Committees have enlarged their membership from the "core" USDA
agencles to include representatives from other USDA agencies, other Federal
agencles, State agencies (notably representatives of Governors' offices and
planning departments), and citizen groups. There are 16 States with member=
ships of 20 or more; others have large numbers gerving on task forces or
subcommittees.

Again this year, State Committees expanded membership--by an overall total of
about 30 members. There are more than 1,000 different persons serving on the
52 State RD Committees (tables 3 and 4). Additional members were drawn from
each of the four categories of membership mentioned above.

Based on the ‘averages, a typical State RD Committee has about 10 USDA members,
1 or 2 from other Federal agencies, 7 members from State agencies, and 2
representing other groups, for a total membership of 20.

" The trend to expand the number of area (multicounty) substate committees, noted -
in the past three reports, was reversed in FY 1975. The number of area
committees decreased to 234, a drop of 18 from FY 1974. The trend to fewer
county committees also reversed, with 2,199 county committees reported this
year, an increase of 59, or about 3 percent. Again, based on the average, a
typical State has 4 or 5 area committees and 42 county committees.

Activities

For the first time, State Committees were asked to rank the 10 program areas
according to the emphasis or attention given each by the Committee during

FY 1975. Committees assigned a rank of "1" to the area receiving most emphasis
and continued ranking in decreasing order other applicable areas--that is,
those receiving substantial attention. The results of this priority ranking
and weighting appear in table 5.

Committees in 38 States said comprehensive planning and land use policy was °

their first priority area. When all priorities were converted to a weighted ;
index, this program area received a priority ranking double that of the next ‘
most emphasized area, organization and leadership development. '

12
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Organizétioﬁ and leadership development, in tdrn, received twice as high éi$~~
priority ranking as the third priority area, community services and facilities.

‘The high priority assigned comprehensive planning is -evident in the summaries of
State-USDA RD Committee activities (mext section of this report).

High recognition came to the Sumter County, Alabama, Rural Development Committee

in FY 1975. This group received the USDA Distinguished Service Award. In

previous years, the West Virginia, Alcbama, Arizona, and North Carolina State

Committees were similarly honored, as well as the Appanoose County, Iowa, and
isalle Parish, Louisiana, committees. :

Perhaps a fitting way to conclude this section is to quote the achievement
citation accorded the Sumter Committee. Though specifically pertaining to the
Sumter group, a similar ‘accolade could be attributed to the other 2,198 county
committees.across the Nation. The citation read:

"For demonstrating that people from different areas of endeavor and with strong
individual interests can make important comtributions to improving rural life by
working cooperatively on programs of mutual concern." -

‘Statewide RD Groups (Other Than USDA)

The need for strong action to promote RD has been recognized by many States.
Seventeen States have formed committees that are analogous to the USDA RD
committees and include representation from State and local government and private
organizations. Important functions of all of the committees are commynication
and coordination with the USDA committees. Membership of each committee usually
includes representation from the other. In Florida, for instance, the chairman
of the USDA Committee for Rural Development is also chairman of the Florida Rural
Areas Development Council.

In Towa and Minnesota, RD committees have been establislied directly under the
Office of the Governor; in other States, the committees are more loosely organized.
In Puerto Rico and Colorado, the groups are involved in State planning to a
significant degree, whereas counterparts elsewhere functien in an advisory
capacity.

In one State, Ohio, the USDA RD committee serves under the State Resource
Development (RAD) Committee as an executive subcommittee for rural development.
In the otker 16 States, the USDA committee, though organized independently,
coordinates its functions with those of the statewide RD group.

The 17 USDA committees that work with the "non-USDA" committees report that the

coordination of parallel Federal, State, and local activities has increased the
overall effectiveness of statewide RD effotts. -

13




Table 3--Composition of State and Substate Rural Development Committees, FY 1975

Number of Members _

: USDA : ,Other : : Citizens Groups, : : Number of . Number of p
: Including: Federal : State : Organizations, : Total : Area . County i
: Extension: Agencies : Agencies : Firms, etc. :Membership: Committees: Committees
Alabama 1/ : 8 : 1 : 8 : 2 : 19 : 0 : 67
Alaska : 5 : 3 : 5 : 0 : 13 : 4 : 0
Arizona : 20 L b | : 56 : 10 : 97 : 0 : 3
Arkansas : 14 : 0 : 3 : 0 : 17 : 8 : 75
California : 9 : 1 : 6 : 4 : 20 . 0 . 0
Colorade 1/ : 9 : 5 : 12 : 8 : 34 : 12 : 0
Connecticut : 8 : 3 : 7. : 1 : 19 : 0 : 0
Delaware : 6 : 0 : 4 : 0 : 10 : 0 : 3
Florida 1/ : 9 : 2 : 9 : 2 : 22 : 0 : 65
Georgia : 9 : 0 : 10 : 6 : 25 : 0 ¢ - 155
Hawaii : 7 : 3 : 3 : 0 : 13 : 0 : 4
Idaho : 9 : 2 : 3 : 0 Tt 14 : 0 : 42
Illinois : 17 : 0 : 1 : 1 : 19 : 5 : 77
Indiana : 10 : 2 : 7 : 0 : 19 : 18 : 0
Iowa 1/ : 9 : 1 : 3 : 0 : 13 : 3 : 100
Kansas : 14 : 1 H 4 : 1 : 20 : 11 : 105
Kentucky 1/ : 8 : 0 : 3 : 1 : 12 : 12 : 98
Louisiana : 15 : 1 : 13 : 2 : 31 : 0 s 60
Maine : 7 : 0 : 4 : 4] : 11 : 2 : 7
Maryland : 9 : 1 : 15 : 10 : 35 : 1 : 3
Massachusetts : 16 : 0 : 1 : 0 : 17 : 3 : 0
Michigan 1/ : 8 : 0 : 2 : .0 : 10 : 1 : 20
Minnescta 1/ : 8 : 0 : 0 : 0 : 8 : 6 : 36
Mississippi : 8 : 0 : 8 : 1 : 17 : 0 : 82
Missouri : 9 : 4 : 9 : 1 : 23 : 20 : 0
Montana 1/ : 9 : 0 : 8 : 0 : 17 : 6 : 49
Nebraska : 12 : 0 : 2 : 0 B 14 : 26 : 74
Nevada 1/ : 9 : 7 : 26 : 6 : 48 : 3 : 8
New Hampshire : 9 : 0 : 3 : 0 K 12 : 0 : 0
 New Jersey 1/ : 10 : 1 : 3 : 0 : 14 : 3 : 9
New Mexico : 13 : 0 : 2 : 0 : _ 15 : 7 : 31
New York : 7 : 0 : 4 : 0 : 11 : 10 : 0
North Carolina : 6 : 0 : 10 : 3 : 19 : 0 : 100
North Dakota : 9 : 0 : 2 : 0 : 11 : 3 : 49
Ohio 1/ : 9 : 0 : 2 : 0 : 11 : 4 : 84
Oklahon. a : 9 : 0 : 4 : 0 : 13 H 11 : 77
Oregon : 8 : 2 : 5 : 3 : 18 : 14 : 0
Pennsylvaria 1/ : 11 : 0 : 6 : 4 : 21 : 3 : 67
Puerto Rico 1/ - : 8 : 0 : 3 : 0 : 11 : 5 : 73
Rhode Island : 9 : 1 : 10 : 6 : 26 : 0 : [4]
South Carolina 1/ : 9 : 0 : 5 : 1 : 15 : 0 : 0
South Dakota : 13 : 0 : 3 : 0 : 16 : 6 : 53
Tennessee 1/ : 8 : 0 : 2 : 0 : 10 : 8 : 95
Texas : 8 : 1 : 7 : 1 : 17 : 0 : 252
Utah : 6 : 2 : 7 : G : 15 : 7 : 0
Vermont : 8 : 1 : 6 : 0 : 15 : 5 : 0 '
-‘Virgin Islands 1/ : 6 : 0 : 0 : 0 : 6 : 0 : .0
Virginia 1/ : 8 : 0 : 2 : 0 : 10 : 1 : 1
Washington : 12 : 5 : 22 : 3 : 42 : 4 _ : kY
West Virginia : 10 : 0 : 8 : 7 : 25 : .0 : 53
Wisconsin : 8 : 5 : 13 : 21 : 47 : 2 : 62
Wyoming : 16 : 3 : 15 : 0 : 34 : 0 : 23
TOTAL 501 : 69 : 376 : 105 : 1,051 : 234 : 2,199

1/ Also has another RD group--formed by the Governor, General Assembly, or other State official or
office--with which USDA cooperates. See appendix C.
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Table 4--Who Serves on Rural Development Committees

No. of States Represented No. of Members .
Members of State Committees FY 1975 FY 1974 FY 1975 Fle974>‘
USDA Agencies, including Extension 1/52 '1/52 501 m,46l
Other Federal Agencies 25 . 28 -69 75
State Agencies 50 47 376 309
Other University Members2/ -— . 39 - 90
Citizen Groups, Organizationms, 24 22 105 817
Firms, etc. . .
TOTAL 1,051 1,022 -
Noﬂ of States No. of Committees
Sub-State Committees FY 1975 FY 1974 Fy 1975 FY 1974
Area (Multicounty) 33 36 234 252
County 37 35 2,199 2,140

1/Including Puerto Rico and the Vir
- 2/Incorporated into State agency ca

gin Islands.
tegory in FY 1975.



Table 5--Program Priorities of State Rural Development Committees, FY 1975

o Numberl/ of States Weighted Priority
Program Area Assigning Priority Ranking of Index2/ Rating
' 1 2 3 4
Comprehensive Plapning . .
& Land Use Policy . 38 ? 3 0 100 1
Community Organization 11 14 11 2 51 2
& Leadership Development .
Community Services & 0 10 12 4 ' 26 3
Facilities
Environmental , 1 7 4 7 17 4
Improvement '
‘Housing . 0 0 73 6 5
Business & Industrial 1 1 2 2 6 5
Development ' :
Manpower Development 0 2 2 1 5 7
Community Health 0 2 1 2 4.5 8
& Welfare '
Recreation & Tourism 0 0 2 2 2 9
Rural Cooperatives 0 i 0 1 2 9

1/Columns do not add to 52 because 1 State submitted no priority and some
States gave only a first priority. ,

2/A priority ranking of 1 was assigned a weight of 10; a priority ranking of
2 was assigned 6; of 3, 3; and of 4, 1. Thus, comprehensive planning's’
priority ranking equals (38x10) + (9x6) + (0xl) = 443. . The weighted index
is based en a ratio of 443 = 100. .
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SUMMARIES OF STATE-USDA
RURAL DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE ACTIVITIES

ALABAMA

The Alabama-USDA Rural Development Council's philosophy emphasizes involvement
of local people in planning and implementing projects and programs. It operates
on the premise that the key to rural development is more than programs and funds;
it is local people-—their needs, interests, motivationm, capabilities, involve-
ment, and leadership.

The Council views its role as supportive and catalytic and serves important
functions of communication and liaison with relevant groups and organizations,
leaving development and related decisions to the rural farm and nonfarm families
affected.

Since the Alabama Council's major effort is directed toward the involvement of
local people, much of its energy is spent in promoting the organization and
"effective functioning of county RD committees. Such a citizens' group is
‘operating in each of Alabama's 67 counties and is assisted and supported by USDA
' field personnel and by professionals from other public and private organizations.
County Extension chairmen serve as secretaries to these county committees and
their membership is broadly constituted, reflecting both geographic and- socio-
economlc interests. The 67 county RD committees serve as a forum for airing,
investigating, and highlighting local needs and problems. They planned and are:
in the process of implementing 531 projects.

An important product of the State Council concept is improved communication and
cooperation among those agencies and organizations which have responsibilities
for rural-oriented programs. A climate of working together at the State level
- is important in promoting like cooperation among professionals on the area and
county assignments.

The Council hélds regular quarterly meetings and meets on call as necessary.

At each meeting, member agencies bring any significant change in their RD program
effort or responsibilities to the attention of other members. The effects upon
the total effort in the State are discussed and plans are made to support the
effort. '

The Alabama-USDA RD Council is attempting to demonstrate that people from dif-
ferent areas of endeavor and with strong individual interests can make an
important contribution to improving rural life by working cooperatively on pro-—
grams of mutual concern. If RD programs are to be most successful, this lesson
must be learned by both professional workers and citizens at all levels.

ALASKA
The Alaska Rural Development Council gave top priority attention during FY 1975
to the need for sound land use planning and development. Major impacts have

been caused by large land withdrawals and by construction of the trans—-Alaska
oil pipeline.
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Alaska's 375 million acres of land are Uundergoing cremendous changes in owner-
ship. Over 200 native village corporations have selected 44 million acres of
land authorized by the Alaska Native Claims -Settlement Act of 1971. The Act :
also authorizes reallocation of 80 million acres of public domain land into four
new national systems. With the lifting of a land freeze, the State is again in
the process of selecting up to 104 million acres under the Statehood Act.
Critical decisions on land acquisition will dictate the destiny and economy of
Alaska far into the future.

Eight of 12 regional native corporations have requested assistance in starting,
or increasing, reindeer herd management. Reindeer ranching or a closely managed
market-harvest of the caribou has a future in Alaska. ‘

The pipeline impact has resulted in loan applications of over $100 million to
REA for telephones and electrification of rural communities along the pipeline
route. There is a large demand for FmHA housing and community facilities.
Socioeconomic concerns are critical along the route.

ARIZONA

For FY 1975, the Arizona State Rural Development Committee chose two major .
objectives. One was to meet with communities in the State at their request; the
-other was to make a special effort to develop better understanding and '
working relations with the Councils of Governments. .
The Committee felt that it could meet with about four communities during the
year, and after the community had made a concerted effort, with lay involvement, -
to prepare a list of major problems needing attention. Two commupities were
visited during the year. The first meeting was held November 13, 1974, at

Duncan in Greenlee County, a town of 800 people. The second meeting, on May 29,
1975, was at Winslow in Northeastern Arizona (Navajo County), a city of 8,000
people. Both communities expressed enthusiastic appreciation for the meetings.

Although it is too early to assess results, followup work has already occurred
in the Duncan area. Based upon past experience, improvement 1s expected to con- .
tinue over several years. :

To improve working relations with the Councils of Governments, four meetings
were held. The first was in Phoenix, with COG directors, at which time a.
decision was made to meet with all nonmetropolitan councils. Meetings with
three of the four have already been held, and a meeting with the fourth is
planned. It is obvious from these meetings that problems of misunderstanding
have been clarified, and much better working relations, cooperation, and
coordination will occur in the future.

ARKANSAS
The State Committee cosponsored a statewide conference entitled "Rural :
Development--Opportunities for Arkansas Counties." Each USDA State Director on

the Committee participated on a panel, discussing "The Role of USDA in Rural

Development."
18
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The State Committee requested ‘from the county USDA committees, via the ‘district
committees, a list of the needs, problems, or program areas, on a priority basis,
on which some action might be taken to support RD. Each county committee was
asked to identify, from the priority list, two oOr three needs or problems on
which it might concentrate action in FY 1975. This information was sent to the
district committees.

Each district USDA-RD committee summarized the county data and selected two or
three areas of work on which the district committee could concentrate action in
FY 1975. This information, along with the county data, was reported to the
State Committee in a special meeting October 7, 1974,

In order to be of assistance to the district and county committees, the State
Committee selected from the district reports the top two items and conducted
eight district' training conferences, one for each district committee and their
respective county committees. The subjects discussed were land use planning
and community facilities and services, including water, sewer, and solid waste.

I

CALTIFORNIA

The State Rural Development Committee has continued to function as the Cali-
fornia Rural Affairs Council. This Council continues to operate under the
philosophy of voluntary participation by Federal, State, and private agencies.
The basis for leadership lies wi  USDA agencies, including Extension. A

aumber of other agencies have been instrumental in the success of the Council:
the Commission for Economic Development, the Employment Development Department,
and the Department of Food and Agriculture-—all from the State-—and the Economic
Development Administration of the U.S. Department of Commerce.

During the year, there was a change in State administrationm. Wnder, the past .
administration, State agencies participated, if they desired, by concurrence
of the Governor's Office. Up to this time procedures for continued participa-
tion have not been established by the new administration.

. The Council has chosen to operate under a task force concept. As problems were
presented to.the Council, task forces were selected to respond. During the
year, six such task forces were in operation: Geothermal, Rural Cooperatives,
Land Use, Community Facilities, Pilot Rural Development Project and Training.
Two task forces completed their work. The Geothermal Task Force, which was set o
up to evaluate a project referred to it by the Western Federal Regional Govern-—

_ments, concerned a project funded in Lassen County. The ultimate outcome was
" that the project was funded for $300,000~--not necessarily because of the action
of the Council, but the Council did contribute to the evaluation. The Task
Force for Rural Cooperatives worked with the Title V group in developing a
project. This project is now underway.and involves work with approximately 50
low-income cooperatives in the State. '

The task force .set up to develop a pilot project in San Joaquin County has
finished its work and is now developing a report. This has been deemed very
successful, especially by the county itself. The county supervisors have asked
that the project be discussed with the State Association of County Supervisors
and that the model be extended to the other counties in the State for their use.

13

19 |




The Community Facilities Task Force has completed its report which will be pre- .
sented to the total Council. The objective of this task force was to determine
the need for community facilities within the counties. The Land Use Task Force
is just beginning its work, as is the Training Task Force. It is hoped that

the Training Task Force can develop a training session for the State sometime
during 1976. .

All in all, the year was one of the most active for the State Rural Develop-
ment Committee.

COLORADO

The State Rural Development Committee continues to review A-95 proposals and
act as Iiaison and support to the State's 13 area RD committees. Although the
State Committee as a group was not involved in any specific communities or pro-
jects, .a number of regional and local RD activities under the auspices of area
committees were reviewed.

The Committee reviewed and provided advisory inputs relative to the Title \'
rural development project. The Committee received periodic update briefings
on all activities pertaining to the Title V program.

The Committee continues to receive periodic briefings on land use related mat-— -
- ters currently being dealt with by various State agencies.

The Committee has had several briefings on energy, energy uses, alternative
energy sources, and shale o0il and coal development.

The Vice Chairman has been keeping the Committee informed on implementation
of the Rural Development Act, particularly activity relating to applications
being processed for business and industrial loans.

The Committee sees itself Primarily acting in coordinating and clearinghouse
functions and attempts to facilitate communication of program development
activity among and between State and Federal agencies within the State.

One area in which the Committee has recently been active is that of clarifi-
wcation of the role for the State Committee in relation to area committees.
This clarification was requested by several area committees, which lead to a
joint meeting in Denver of the State Committee with chairmen of the area com-

mittees in a day-long workshop.

This expression of rdle identification definition was in large part motivated
by a recommendation made at the November 26, 1974, meeting of the State
Committee:

That county RD committees be re-established to provide more
effective assistance to local officials in rural development, par-
ticularly in the implementation of H.B. 1041, National Land Use
Thrusts,. and the implementation of recent national legislation en-
hancing rural development. Since Cooperative Extensior Service was
given the responsibility by USDA to organize the ED committees, the
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State Committee recommends that the county Extension directors call
the USDA agency staff members in residence within the county for the
purpose of organizing county RD committees. These committees are
intended to supplement and to enhance the existing regional RD com-
mittees. Each state USDA agency director shall also inform his local
agency representative of these procedures.

On- December 12, 1974, the State Extension Director corresponded with each of
the State's county Extension directors and area directors to apprise them of
this recommendation. In this letter he reviewed Secretary's Memorandum No.
1667, dated November 7, 1969, in which the Extension Service was asked to pro-—
vide leadership in organizing a State USDA Committee for Rural Development on
a local basis through cooperation with State Committees.

CONNECTICUT

The Connecticut USDA Rural Development Committee during FY 1975 devoted its
time to four major areas of concern: community organization and leadership
development, comprehensive planning and land use policy, community health and
welfare, and environmental improvement.

The major effort in community organization and leadership development was the
cosponsoring of a Governor's Seminar on Rural Development in cooperation with
the Office of Federal/State Relations and the State Department of Finance and
Control. The purpose of the seminar, as stated by the Governor, was 'to offer
information on funding under the Rural Development Act of 1972 and to structure
a coordinated approach to rural development in Connecticut by State, regional,
and local decisionmakers.

In comprehensive planning and land use policy, Committee members continued to
serve on, or be technical advisors to, the Governor's Committee on Preservation
of Agricultural Land. - This Committee is now in the process of assisting the
Connecticut Board of Agriculture in the development of criteria for land that

should be preserved.

Community health and welfare, although primarily a concern of the Cooperative
Extension Service under Title V of the Rural Development Act, has had the whole-
hearted support and guidance of the Committee. :

Environmental improvement continued to receive attentionm, primarily through
cooperation with the environmental impact teams that have been developed as
interagency efforts on the part of all agencies in the State, both Federal and
State, concerned with the environment.

During FY 1976, the Committee will continue its werk with environmental improve-
ment, the delivery of health care services, 'and the development of criteria on
the preservation of agricultural land. In addition, the Committee will develop
a directory of specific services applicable and available to Connecticut.

Because of the highly organized nature of thi§‘8tate, the member agencies on

the Committee often work directly with municipal and local planning and zoning
groups, regional planning agencies, industrial commissions, and State agencies.
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The Committee will continue to be devoted to being aware of what is being car-
ried on by each member in determining how work may be supplemented and comple-
mented through joint efforts, During this next year this complementary factor
will receive top priority.

e

DELAWARE . .

The Delaware USDA Resource Development Committee was organized for the pasic
purpose of helping individuals and communities in the nonmetro areas of the
State to improve their overall quality of living. The objectives of the Com-—
mittee are:

(1) Development of economic opportunities.

(2) Improvement of community organization and leadership.
(3) Effective use of government programs and services.
(4) 1Increased effectiveness of educational efforts.

It is quite clear to the Committee that community and resource development pro-
grams must be conducted in close cooperation with State and local agencies, if
these programs are to be effective. One of the main goals of the Committee is
to encourage State and local agencies to understand and use the seryiceg of
.Federal agencies in the overall development of rural Delaware. As in previous
years, most of the emphasis of the 1975 Committee meetings was on the develop-
ment of cooperative programs with State agencies so that rural Delaware would
be better served by a combination of Federal, State, and local programs,

In FY 1976, major emphasis will continue to be given to the Resource Copserva-
tion and Development (RC&D) project, which includes all three counties in the
State. Lacal people, with considerable assistance from county resource
development committees, have submitted numerous proposals which have become 3
part of the State project plan. Among those to be given special emphasig are:
d8ssisting in the preservation of prime agricultural land, improving community
facilities,’ encouraging industrial development, improving drainage apnd con-
trolling flooding, developing public recreation facilities, improving figh and
wildlife habitat, and promoting better woodland mansgement.

State ‘and county committees will do all possible to assist local, State, and
Federal agencies in developing and implementing the various project proposals
as outlined in the State RC&D Plan.

FLORIDA

A conference on land use planning probably was ‘one of the most important
achievements of Florida's USDA Rural Development Committee during FY 1%75, fThe
Committee felt that many of the agencies and organizations involved in land :
use planning were unaware of the role, responsibilities, and activities of other
agencies and groups throughout the State. The conference was a joint under-
taking of the Committee, the Florida Rural Area Development Cpuncil.and the
directors of the 10 State planning districts. A composite committee from thege
three groups planned the program.
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One of the objectiveS of the conference Was clarification of current issues and
‘policies. A keynote address from the director of the Division of State Planning

helped set the stage.

A major objective of the conference was to broaden perspectives and understanding
of . each agency's roles and competencies. A panel discussion by five directors

of planning digtricts gave personnel from other agencies an opportunity to see
the problems fyced at the local level in implementing land use planning and the
opportunities for participation by Federal and State agencies. A panel of
representatives from qoncerned State agencies enlightened the group on inter-
relationships between Jocal and State planning and the assistance being provided
by State agencies. The third pamel of representatives of five USDA agencies
concentrated on ¥rolé and responsibility of USDA and its State and county
personnel.

GEORGIA

The Georgia State RUTryl Development Committee was relatively inactive during

FY 1975 for a pumber of reasons. Among these are the following: (1) the
chairman's re5ponsibilities with the Cooperative Extension Service were changed,
' (2) the secretaly resigned from his position and therefore from the committee,
and (3) disappointment over what was felt to be inadequate funding of the

Rural Development ACt yas evident. During the year, a survey was made of a
sample of county RD committees concerning the role of the State Committee.

The results shotld improve the effectiveness of the State group. The land use
subcommittee has developed an educational package on land use and has a well-
defined delivery syStem in effect.

HAWAIL

As a result of imitiarive taken by the Hawaii State Rural Development Committee,
a much closer working relationship is being established between the committee
and the Office of the Governmor. This relationship is important to assure that
the technical sssistance and organizational ability of the member agencies are
brought to bear on Problems of major importance to the State, such as the
preservation and utiljzation of agricultural and conservation lands and the
encouragement of wore young residents of Hawaii to become established as
diversified farmers.

The Committee has congidered and made appropriate recommendations on legislation
relative to the tgxation of agricultural lands according to its productive
capabilities gnd broadening the scope of existing laws relative to the qualifi-
cations of young wmen to become eligible for new farmer loans.

Assistance hag been given on a continuing basis to task forces working on the
problems facing tyangitional commuynities that are phasing out of sugar and
pineapple production, These task forces, working with the Governor's Office
and various departments of State government, regularly seek technical expertise
available from USDA agencies. ' :

The greatest penefit, however, arising from continuingband regular RD Committee
meetings is the raPport and close working relationships that have beer built up
and continue, o exlst between all member agencles.
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IDAHO

Passage of the most significant piece of land use legislation since the late
1920's highlighted activities in Idaho rural development during FY 1975. The
work of State and local USDA agencies during the past several years contributed
to this successful development.

'The Committee developed a USDA Plan of work to guide land use pPlanning in Idaho.
The Idaho USDA-RDC was formally designated as the coordinating unit for USDA
policy development on land use in Idaho and county USDA-RDC's were designated
to perform the same kind of role at the county level.

The Committee recruited and sponsored four delegates to the Fifth National
Rural Development Leaders School conducted by the Rural Development Service (RDS)
in April 1975 at Boulder, Colo.

Most of the Committee's members also serve in an advisory capacity to Idaho's
Title V project. The problem under study is one of analyzing the interdepen-
dence of small farms and small towns to provide a better understanding of the
economic and social structure within sectors of rural communities. The study
areas consist primarily of the irrigated agriculture portions of Jerome and
Gooding counties and include the communities of Wendell and Jerome. A
questionnaire has been designed to collect information on the social structure
and attitudes related to the small farmers in these areas.

The Committee has succeeded in enlarging representation by adding a regular
member from the Idaho Association of Soil Conservation Commissions.

The Committee has been highly successful in coordinating the efforts of individ-
ual agencies and improving communications among agencies. The Committee plans
to continue these efforts in FY 1976.

ILLINQIS

The State Rural Development Committee provided leadership in organizing and
conducting a Rural Development Conference for 20 western Illinois counties.
The conference was designed to facilitate the exchange of ideas‘between
individuals and agencies interested in making their communities better Places
‘in which to live and work. The major focus was on local government, land use,
agriculture, human services, and recreation and tourism.

The State Committee organized a seminar with the Tllinois participants of the
National Rural Development Schools held at Lincoln, Nebr., and Urbana, I11.
The purpose of the meeting was to discuss ways of making the Illinois RD pro-
Bram more effective. Several suggestions were made to improve communications
between organizations.

The State Committee met with the assistant to the director of the Illinois
Environmental Protection Agency, regarding Section 208 of the Federal Water
Quality Act Amendment, PL 92-500. He reviewed the basic concept of Section 208
and briefly covered the three applications for Section 208 planning money in
Illinois. He stated that public participation is required by the law. He
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suggested that the Committee meet with each of the three designated planning
agencies and discuss the implications for rural communities and agriculture

and .the. plans for public participation. A productive meeting was held with the
Greater Egypt Planning Commission in Southern Illinois regarding plans for
solving coal mine-generated water pollution problems. A meeting has also been
scheduled with the Northeastern Illinois Planning Commission regarding

Section 208 planning for the industrial and urban area of Northeastern Illinois.

INDIANA

Major activities of the Indiana Rural Development Committee related directly to
land use in FY 1975.

On November 19, 1974, a statewide seminar was held relating to flood plain
management and flood insurance, sponsored by the Committee and two State agency
members, the Indiana Department of Natural Resources and the State Planning
Services Agency. Over 125 people representing local Teaders throughout the
State attended.

As a result of the seminar, the Indiana Flood Plain Management Act, Public Law
123, and the Federal flood insurance program are better understood by local
leaders. Smaller workshop sessions were held in several communities as a
result of the State seminar.

In late FY 1975, Indiana's regional RD committees were realigned to coincide
with the recently established 18 State planning regions.

Through an agreement between the Committee and the State Planning Services
Agency, RD is recognized on a regional planning basis. The chairman of each
regional RD committee attends the applicable regional plan commission meetings
and the executive director of each regional plan commission attends the
applicable regional RD committee meetings.

I0WA

The Iowa Committee.focused its efforts almost totally on land use policy during
FY 1975. Six 1-day area workshops were conducted to increase awareness and
understanding of the implications of land use policy among USDA agency middle
management and county staff. All State Committee agencies were involved and
. represented among the 450 who participated. Agency heads climaxed workshops
with a "charge'" setting forth responsibility of USDA agency personnel serving
on county RD committees to develop specific plans of work to accomplish in-
creased understanding by, and involvement of, local leaders and organizations
in land use planning.

On April 3, the State Committee sponsored a l-day workshop for community and
organization leaders to examine issues in land use planning. Workshop sessions
dealt with a variety of RD concerns, such as sediment control, local land use
pianning, outdoor recreation development, rural water systems, community
betterment, business and industrial development, community facilities,

emergency medical services, and rural housing. Two hundred persons par;icipa:qu4;
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KANSAS

Organization of State, regicnal, and county USDA RD committees has resulted in . '
expanded RD activities by USDA agencies in Kansas. During FY 1975, each
committee developed and implemented its annual Plan of work based on its

analysis of local problems.

Committees have emphasized coordination with, and assistance to, city, county,
and regional planning commissions. USDA committees have informed themselves

of planning commission activities and programs and have attempted. to coordinate
programs.

Training of USDA staff members has received continual emphasis. A series of 6
training schools on the Flood Disaster Protection Act was attended by 239
persons, most of them USDA personnel. Many county USDA committees, working
with planning commission representatives when appropriate, followed up by
contacting all city and county officials in their counties to inform them about
the flood insurance program.

A soil erosion and sedimentation educational program was the most comprehensive
effort supported by USDA committees. An educational committee composed of
representatives of different organizations and agencies coordinated the program. -
State, area, and county committees were organized to deliver the message. B
Seventeen fact sheets on different subjects were prepared. Estimates were
that 22,000 people in all counties were invclved. '

Improved coordination by USDA agencies is being accomplished at all levels.
KENTUCKY '

The Kentucky Development Committee (KDC) during FY 1975 lost the elected chairman
to a transfer out of the State. The interim of time necessary to select a new
chairman and for him to become functional changed some time tables of planned

activities.

Activities concerning land use planning were curtailed because of the lack of
Féderal legislation and the perceived slow proceedings in implementing State
land use planning laws. Aspects of land use planning continued to have a high

priority of the Committee.

At the beginning of the fiscal year, it appeared the energy crisis would ad-
versely affect agriculture. The Committee acted to cooperate with regulatory
agencies, become aware of policies, and stand by to assist where necessary.
Fortunately, to date, no large problems have developed and minor needs have

been corrected.

The Committee worked to improve the flow of communications between State,
district, and local development groups and to encourage organization of ,
groups in each county. Feeling that RD to a large degree must be done on the
local level, the Committee has directed efforts to make ideas, expertise, and
needed materials available to local groups. The KDC steering committee met

with district agency committee chairmen and discussed liaison and communications.




A free flow of ideas through exchange of minutes, visits of members to other
various development projects.

LOUISIANA

The State Rural Development Committee achievements can be summarized in five
areas of emphasis: v

1. The Committee and the Louisiana~-Department of Public Works
cooperated in coordinating working relationships between
planning districts and parish RD committee members. This
effort was accomplished through a series of training meetings
involving members of, the planning districts and parish RD
committee members.

2. In order ‘to strengthen land use planning educational efforts
of USDA agencies in Louisiana, a special’ land use planning
working subcommittee of the State Committee was set up. A
1ist of goals relating to land use planning in Louisiana is

. being established. Small task forces will be assigned to
develop educational programs and a set of recommendations to
attain each goal. ' '

- 3. The State Committee cooperated with the Governor in a state-
wide clean-up campaign. Where possible, efforts have been
made to spur interest in solid waste disposal systems.

4. The State Committee supported a series of training meetings
for the purpose of providing technical information to parish,
RD committees on Federal, State, and local governmental '
commitments to RD. ‘

5. The State Committee supported the Northeast Louisiana Water
Resource Development and Management Project in 11 parishes.
The project is under the leadership of the RD committees of
these parishes. The project is also being conducted in coop-
eration with the State Department of Public Works, U.S.
Geological Survey, U.S. Corps of Engineers, State Department
of Wildlife and Fisheries, and Louisiana Water Resource

Research Institute.

MAINE

The Maine State-USDA Rural Development Committee does not itself function as an
action group in carrying out as a committee specific RD projects and activities.
It provides assistance when requested and coordination when required by area ‘
.and county RD committees. The latter provide the direct service to local

- groups in carrying out specific RD projects and activities.

" Activities in which one or more agencies represented on the State, area, OT
.county committees have been involved include: small community and regional

-
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planning, land use planning, improving rural housing, étabilizing coastal land,
improving small town sewer and water systems, expanding rural telephone ‘service, -
improving management of woodland and utilization of forest products, increasing
commercial and home food production, integrated pest management, erosion _con-
trol, and approved use of sewage sludge--all of which have been noted in
minutes of quarterly meetings of the Committee.

MARYLAND

The Maryland Rural Affairs Council (MRAC) continues to deliver RD ‘assistance
primarily through State-level program coordination, land use programs, and
. assistance to local and regional groups.

Coordination. The Coastal Zone Management Group from the Maryland Department
of Natural Resources has come before the Council to explain the thrust of this
new program. MRAC agencies with material interest in this aspect of RD were
quick to provide input into the program. The Coastal Zone Group keeps the
entire Council advised as plans are formulated and educational meetings

conducted.

 The Maryland Environmental Service also met with the Council, providing infor-
mation concerning their plans to implement the Water Quality Act in Maryland.
The Council assisted in coordination by recommending candidates to serve on
local and statewide planning advisory boards. This will heip increase
agricultural/rural input into the program.

Land Use. Council members have served on a statewide committee on preservation
of agricultural land whose recommendations were ultimately transformed into a
bill which is currently being studied in the State Legislature. The Council
also plans to sponsor a series of statewide multicounty land use education
programs for USDA and State agency personnel to help make them more adroit at
dealing with this issue. -

Assistance to Local and Regional Groups. The Council has agreed to furnish

a resource person to the Citizens Program for the Chesapeake Bay, a group
dedicated to formulating a "Bill of Rights and Responsibilities" for the Bay
region. The MRAC designee serves on the group's technical advisory committee.

.--MRAC- also has provided information to a citizens group in St. Mary's County on’
the Administration's energy policy to help them in their decisionmaking
- concerning refinery location and offshore oil exploration. .

Information-and assistance is furnished to the Delmarva Peninsula's Fcoromic
Development District, the Delmarva Advisory Council, as new developments and
informational meetings concerning the Regional Rail Reorganization Act are

made known.

Although coordination, land use programs, and local and regional assistance
will continue to be areas of emphasis, the Council is prepared to adjust its
priorities as the need arises. '
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VMASSACHUSETTS

The Committee functioned effectively during FY 1975 in its liaison-information
capacity. The Committee has worked hard on providing leadership to the rural
and community development concerns of the Commonwealth. At the last Committee
session of the year, the new State Commissioner of Agriculture described the
proposed activities of his office and commented on the need for a "tight"
working relationship with USDA agencies. With this in mind, a subcommittee
was appointed to select the pertinent State agency heads to be added to the
Committee.

Land use is surfacing as a primary concern of many State agencies. The vital
place of this topic in determining the future of Massachusetts agriculture
and community development in both the rural and the more populated areas makes

it of high priority. Both the cormodity value aspects of land and the resource

value aspects need to be recognized for their full potential, especially in a
State like Massachusetts, where:

-5.7 million people live on 5 million acres of land.

—~The urban influence permeates the entire State through -the
institutions of banking, education, govermment, and the
media. '

—Two—-thirds of the State is forested and another 20 percent
is farm and open land. )

~Farm production continues to be an esseni:ial element of the
economy. _ ‘ .

' -Land use policy must be identified and established so that
productiwe farm lands, forests, shore lands, marshes, and
wetlands can be preserved for their highest and best uses,

~ and the uses of land for recreation, greenbelts, and develop-—
ment be planned for and integrated with other uses.

-Strong citizen support from the non-land-owning segment
of the population can be marshaled in the interests of
rural development and preservation of rural lands for
agriculture, forest, recreation, and open space values.
This support can supplement and even exceed that generated
by rural interests.

The Committee will largely focus its efforts in this direction.

MICHIGAN

s

The major USDA Rural Development Commitfee activities in FY 1975 were:

1. Developing a Committee position .on land use.

2. Planning for a rural leadership workshop.

3. Evaluating the desirability of regional rural
development committees.

4. Improving cooperation and communication among USDA
agencies, State agencies, and planning district officials.

The Governor reorganized the Michigan Council on Rural Development. Through
the leadership of the new chairman, the Council is now active and viable and
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the USDA RD Committee and the Michigan Council on RD are tied together through
cross-representation.

The Committee believes it is appropriate to gear its activities to be compatible
with those of the Council. Committee members served on various study compitteéS
of the Council and contributed to developing Council policy and procedureg, It
is the goal of the Council and the Committee not to duplicate efforts, but to
coordinate activities to gair maximum benefit from the total input of the two.

The Committee has discussed the desirability of holding a rural leadership
workshop in cooperation with the Council. ‘A Planning committee has been named
and 1is currently investigating means of funding the workshop.

A regional RD committee has been organized in Northeastern Michigan (lower
Peninsula). The regional committee has been effective in improving communica-
tions between USDA agencies, Planning district staff, and local government;

and in improving delivery of USDA agency programs to local people. The
Committee is currently evaluating the opportunity, feasibility, and desirapilit?
of creating additional regional committees.

The Committee has continued to meet every other month. Each participating
agency representative has discussed his agency's goals and significant
programs. This has encouraged improved communication between Committee

members.
MINNESOTA

The Minnesota State Committee's major effort during FY 1975 was reviewing the
status of land use activity in the State, assessing the Committee's own rojle,
and studying organizational plans for implementing a USDA land use program
through the RD committee structure.

The review and study process accounted for the majority of the year's activitie$®
The implementation phase begins in FY 1976 and will take most of the Committee'$
time. Informational meetings will be conducted for USDA and non-USD agency
personnel. :

<

The support role of the State Committee in this expanded effort will also ieceiVe
considerable attention. The Committee believes the local committees cannot
function properly without adequate and responsive, prompt support.

MISSISSIPPI

The Mississippi Rural Development Committee appointed a subcommittee to look
into the possibilities of selecting a small geographic area to do some concerted
RD work. The subcommittee was functioning when Title V was funded. Represen-
tatives of the Mississippi Cooperative Extension Service and the Mississippi
Agriculture and Forestry Experiment Station met with the State RD Committee

to get assistance in selecting the geographic area and gain support for the-
programs to be undertaken under Title V. The Committee assisted in identifying
a three-county area, and the committee moved that the counties--Calhoun,
Grenada, and Yalobusha-~represent the geographic area for the three-year Pijot
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Rural Development Program under the provisions of Title V. The action of the
Committee served as the final input in select&ng the geographic area. When
all considerations concerning the ‘advantages and disadvantages of all possible
combinations were completed, it was concluded that:.a combined three-county
target area provided the greatest opportunities for economic and human
development as envisioned under Title V. The Committee reiterated its
intentions to jointly sponsor the RD pilot program.

The Committee, being interested in providing better services and assistance to
county committees, needed more information relative to RD programs and projects
in the counties. County committees were requested to provide the State
Committee with a plan of action for each program or project to be undertaken
by the county committee during 1975. Subject matter areas selected by county
committees included: Community services and facilities, marketing facilities,
housing, forestry programs, erqsion control, recreation and parks, drainage,
industrial parks, pasture improvement, environmental improvement and education,
flood prevention, health and family living, job opportunity, agriculture

" enterprises, landscape, planning, vegetable production, agency understanding,

pesticide container, and soil survey.
MISSOURI

"The State Rural Development Committee has continued to function as a policymaking
and advisory group. The Committee sees its major responsibility as identifying
and encouraging a cooperative or joint approach to RD efforts by two or more
agencies or groups. Specific actions are attributed in most instances to the
agencies involved rather than to RD as a separate entity. '

Positive actions include the formation of a land use policy committee
responsible for leadership in recommending activities and legislation
information in education, technical services, and cost-sharing programs.

The Committee is responsible for broad program needs of State government and
for communication with State agencies.

Another forward step was the organization of a plan of work committee. The
committee's work will include developing recommendations concerning the State
Committee's role in the agricultural use of waste water, possible reinforcement
in assistance to regional RD committees, and other ideas from members of the

Committee.

The devotion of time and effort to the free exchange of ideas and information
between Committee members has greatly improved interagency communications and
resulted in better, speedier, and more efficient support for local development

efforts.
MONTANA

Beginning in 1971, the membership of the Montana USDA CRD Committee began a
major effort to build a grass-roots approach to rural development. Leadership
was provided by the Extension Service. Six area committees and 49 county
committees (the latter covering 56 counties) were established. Rural Develop-
ment situation statements were prepared by county committees, and county goals
~and objectives were outlined by the counties., ’
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Since 1971, the chairmanship of the Committee has rotated through the
Extension Service, FmHA, ERS, and Forest Service. This has been done pecause
the incumbent State directors of these and the other USDA agencies have
difficulty devoting time to State-USDA CRD activities.

The active role on land use planning 'and fegional and district organization has
been delegated to local county committees. ’

To increase continuity, a permanent secretary for the Committee 1is being provided
by the Extension Service beginning in FY 1976.

Recent Montana State legislation concerning required local (city or courty) -
approval prior to the subdivision of rural agricultural lands (H.B. 666 -
Vincent Amendment) appears to be a step that will be of some assistance in
the land use planning process. This State legislation appears to establish
a framework whereby local CRD committees may be able to adequately discuss -
.the pros and cons of good agricultural land use in connection with proposed
subdivisions and/or other changes in land use. Area committeemen have also
recently reaffirmed the value (as a working tool) of county CRD situation
statements. These will continue to be maintained and updated on an as-needed
basis. Currently, emphasis is primarily being concentrated in strengthening
USDA State-area-county communications, and the inter-relationships of these

and State agencies.
NEBRASKA

The Nebraska Committee functions as a coordinating body bringing together
the many diverse interests and resources available for RD. It:

1. Provides guidance to the county and area committees as
they work on areas of emphasis selected at the local

level.
2. Organized five middle management RD committees to take

advantage of the organizational structures of each of

the agencies.
3. Reviewed county and area committee plans of work and

reports.
4. Held an outstate meeting of the State Committee in
Bassett with the Area 24 committee. ‘

The Committee also functions as a forum for discussing rural problems and
opportunities. During the year, land use received particular emphasis. More
specifically, the committee:

1. Attended the Plains Region Workshop on Land Use held in
Omaha in September.

2. Appointed a land use task force which has prompted land
use discussion at Committee meetings, and conducted a
survey of land use programs.

3. Invited two State senators to discuss land use legislation

at two meetings of the State Committee.
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In the year ahead, the Nebraska Committee plans to continue to function as a
forum for discussion of rural problems, and a coordinating body bringing to-
.gether the many diverse interests and resources available for rural development.

NEVADA

One of the most significant efforts and achievements of the State Committee
during FY 1975 was expanding RD into programs of the Nevada Resource Action
Council. The Council is an association of about 30 Federal and State agencies
and University of Nevada-Reno personnel interested in agriculture and resource
management and development.

Previously, there was a separate RD Committee composed primarily of USDA
agencies. With the consolidation of this activity within the Resource Action
Council as a subcommittee operating under the Council, the same functions are
being cgrried on with expanded expertise.

NEW HAMPSHIRE

During FY 1975, the State Committee had a profitable visit with the USDA
Assistant Secretary for Rural Development. His visit to New Hampshire provided
Committee members with the benefit of a first—hand report on RD at the national
level. Members also had an opportunity to provide the assistant secretary with
additional background about the socioeconomic concerns of New Hampshire.

The New Hampshire Resource Development Executive Committee has a continuing
major leadership role to play within the State. In addition, it serves as a
mechanism for channeling information and technical assistance to individuals
and rural communities through the State and Federal member agencies. ‘

The Committee will continue to focus on the broad area of land use, which, in
a State with limited land resources and a burgeoning population, will continue
to be a major issue in the forseeable future.

Further, the chairman is circulating, among all committee members, the list of
suggested program areas for FY 1975. This listing will provide a basis for
establishing priorities in FY 1976.

Although the State Committee reports joint activity in only one major program
area for FY 1975, all members agree it continues to perform a major function
as a communication link. The regular quarterly meetings provide a means of
information exchange that enhances day-to-day interagency cooperation. The
membership feels that the Committee is well worthwhile and looks forward to
its future deliberations.

In addition, the Committee will be looking into the broad area of industrial
development and the socioeconomic and environmental ramifications thereof.

This is particularly important at this time since some major developments are
under consideration in the State. ‘
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NEW JERSEY

One of the most outstanding achievements as a Committee was the development and
distribution of over 400 packets of material on "USDA Services on Land Use
Planning in New Jersey.' Materials were obtained from USDA agencies,
Cooperative Extension Service, Cook College-Rutgers University, and Stats
agencies concerned with land use. 'Materials were distributed to planners,
municipal officials, freeholders, and environmental commissioners through the
county and area regource development committees.

[ ]
Another noteworthy)achievement was the planning, promotion, and implementation
of a statewide rural resources development conference entitled "Rural Develop-
ment-How to do It." The Under Secretary of Agriculture discussed national
progress in RD and a New Jersey Congressman presented the congressional
viewpoint. A discussion panel then expressed the role of FmHA, Extension
Service, and the local bank in implementing a RD program in Hunterdon County.

NEW_MEXICO o

FY 1975 brought some accomplishments and the future looks bright. During the
year, the New Mexico RD Committee established cooperation and coordination
between and among member and nonmember agencies, and organizations became
stronger. The Committee believes strongly in keeping close ties. To do this,
the Committee continues to restrict its membership to théose USDA agenciles
included in the Secretary's Memorandum on State committees, with the exception

of the one spot allowed to State government, the State planning office.

For purposes of RD communication, cooperation, and coordination, the Comuittee
has successfully identified those agencies with the needed expertise and has
been able, thus far, to tap their resources.

Of particular importance has been the ability of this Committee to coordinate
its efforts with institutions of higher learning for purposes of rendering more
effective services to the State's rural communities. Also, through its
counterparts (district and county committees), the Committee coordinates its
efforts more efficiently and effectively.

All the activities undertaken in FY 1975.are of a continuous nature; however,
the Committee feels satisfaction that much was accomplished. Some of the
projects will be completed in FY 1976.

NEW YORK

The New York State Community Development Committee has, via a series of
regional meetings, sought to improve interagency cooperation in assisting
“rural communities. By having rural leaders present the problems, needs, and
~ aspirations of their communities, the Committee has been able to array the

problems of rural communities in their proper context. It is hoped that
agencies will become more aware of the comprehensive nature of their problem
and work cooperatively to develop more effective approaches.

As a result of its involvement in the National Rural Development Leaders School .
and subsequent discussions with the school's participants, the Committee as a
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~.whole is more aware of the need for effective rural leadership, and has made
positive steps in this area.

Finally, despite a recent period of reduced activity resulting from the change
in the State administration in Albany, the Committee is actively restructing
its membership and reestablishing its objectives. :

This opportunity to restructure the Committee and redirect its efforts, combined
with the sincere interest of State agencies to be involved in jointly seeking
approaches to the problems of our rural communities, promiges to make both the

Committee and its member agencies more effective in assisting the communities
and residents of rural New York State. e

NORTH CAROLINA

The State Rural Development Committee focused on coastal zone management and
improving enviroamental quality, health care, and housing in FY 1975. A
"Coastal Zone Management Packet,'" including a slide-tape program, four new
publications, and six recently prepared land use planning publications to
improve the management,K and use of coastal resources and guide future development,
was prepared. A copy of the slide-tape program was provided each county and
primary State agency involved. Numerous workshops and local meetings were held
and information and professional counsel were provided tu the Coastal Resources’
Commission. An estimated 25,000 copies of educational materials were distributed.
Efforts to provide educational information and technical assistance to improve
land use planning and guide community growth continued. Primary leadership was
provided in planning and conducting 8 workshops on sedimentation pollution
control for some 1,800 representatives of local government, contractors, o
developers, engineers, architects, members of county RD panels, and other local
leaders. Thirty local ordinances on sedimentation control have been adopted.

[

A slide-tape program and 16 millimeter film on rural health centers to provide
primary health care were completed and are being shown to local groups.
Assistance is being provided a pilot county in preparing a county health
directory to serve as a model for other counties.

The publication "Rural Housing Site Planning," which received two national
awards, was completed and distributed to local and State leaders, agenciles, and
groups. Improving home energy comservation and local building codes were
emphasized.

NORTH DAKOTA

The efforts of the State Committee were directed to four main emphasis areas:

1. Training of community and State leaders of RD by encouraging

' attendance at RD training seminars.

2. Promotion of land use planning through development of slide-
"tape programs for local community use.

3. Development of the objectives for RD and implementation of the
action plan on the local level.

4. .The use of the State-Federal "RIM" system, a uniform and
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suitable tool for inventorying, classifying, and maintaining
resource data. This actually is the first step in interdis-
ciplinary planning.

OHIO

The major aim of the USDA Committee for Ohio Rural Development is to provide
the opportunity for sufficient interagency communication so that the delivery
systems of the various agencies involved can be effectively used tec help local
citizens as they make and implement community decisions. This includes
development of activities that: (1) assure that communication channels will
be as open as possible and (2) have been the result of mutually defined
objectives. Much of the ongoing programs and coordination is accomplished
through subcommittees at both the State and local levels.

Active State subcommittees are dealing with: (1) land use development, (2)
community facilities and services development, and (3) improving liaison with
local committees. '

The pilot project for community development, called I 70/77, and the special
Project resulting from the passage of the Rural Development Act, called GROW
(Generating Rural Ohio Wealth), served as focal points for certain of the state-
wide activities. County interagency groups developed communications and
programs centered around locally identified problems. Materials ancd suggestions
prepared by the State Committee were distributed to local committees, mainly
through middle-management interagency groups.

OKLAHOMA

The Oklahoma USDA Rural Development Committee during FY 1975 appointed ad hoc
committees to investigate and report on the specific problem areas of: (1)
energy and critical materials and (2) land use planning. The committees were
composed of persomnel from selected agencies represented on the State RD ‘
Committee. The land use planning committee has been made a full-time committee

- to follow the progress of land use legislation and its implementation.

During each RD meeting, the members of each agency give a brief review of current
activities within their agency. This discussion is designed to build communi-
cations liaison, cooperation, coordination, and understanding of the several
Federal-State programs which assist in meeting problems. During the third
quarter of FY 1975, each agency presented an indepth discussion of its organi-
zation, functions, and responsibilities. '

The area and county RD committees and the county development councils have been
the direct action groups. Specific actions have been attributed in most
instances to the area and county committees and councils or to the agencies
involved rather than to the State Committee. This does not result in much
recgnition for the State Committee, but lets people at the local level sclve
their problems with minimal guidance, policymaking, and supervision from the
State level.
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"OREGON

The Oregon State Rural Developmen!. Committee is cqmprised of members 0% all USDA
agencies plus representatives of other Federal agencies, including HEW, HUD,
BLM, and Commerce. In.addition, the Committee has members from the State's
Governor's Office; the Economic Development, Planning, Forestry, and Education
Departments; and the Water Resources Board.

The RD concept in Oregon his developed communication, liaisom, cooperation,
~and coordination among the many agencies. Evolving are concerted efforts to
resolve problems with a minimum of duplication. The effort has provided and
is providing a method of tying together the agencies at the State level. The
same development has occurved between field personnel in each of our counties
and communities.

It is our.goal to provide through this delivery system technical and educational
services to the people of the State on a coordinated basis, the end result

being a more sophisticated, comprehensive program to solve the economic, social,
and physical problems in our rural areas. '

PENNSYLVANIA

The Pennsylvania Rural Development Committee's highlights of FY 1975 are:
(1) expansion, (2) cooperation, and (3) program planning.

1. In an effort to expand the scope and breadth of the Committee, members
were added from several State and regional agencies, the State Grange,
the Pennsylvania Farmers Association, and the Pennsylvania Chamber of
Commerce. The 21 members now represent Pennsylvania's most potent
agencies and organizations with a concern for the rural, areas of the
State. '

2. Expansion has meant cooperation. Realizing that more can be accom-
plished with the aid of the many non-USDA agencies and ogranizations
in Pennsylvania, an active effort was made to work with and through
these groups. Three of the Committee's meetings during FY 1975 were
held with the boards of regional planning and development commissions.
Problems of mutual concern were discussed and solutions explored.
Local RD committees were included in these sessions. The Committee
met in Indiana County with local leaders involved with Pennsylvania's
Title V project to explore ways of tackling their rural problems.

3. The State Committee surveyed the local RD committees to find out what
they perceived to be their major rural problems. The problem areas
listed in the order in which they were mentioned are: (1) land use,
zoning, loss of agricultural land, and taxation; (2) sewage, solid
waste, and pollution; (3) housing; (4) transportation: (5) rural
health delivery; (6) unemployment; (7) industrial development; and
(8) recreation and adult education.

As a result of the survey, a series of regional land use conferences is planned
for FY 1976. These will be held in conjunction with the Penasylvania Office

of State Planniny and Development. During the past 2 years, this office has
made a comprehensive study of the State's land use problems and has compiled a
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lengthy and detailed report which will be summarized and taken to the public.

Regarding the sewage problems of small communities, the Committee has met with
the Pennsylvania Department of Environment.al Resources to examine ways lagoons -
might replace more costly sewage treatment plants. e

A housing committee has been appointed tu investiggte ways of making economical
housing available to rural residents. As a result of onme trip to West Virginia,
one or two low-cost housing demonstrations are planned for FY 1976.

PUERTO RICO

The State Rural Development Committee emphasized community organization and
leadership’development during FY 1975. The Committee was conscious of the
importance of giving assistance and supervision to the regional RD committees

in leadership development. The Committee was interested and gave assistance

to the Title V project in the isolated community of Cerro Gordo in Aguada. They
asked for monthly progress reports of work being done:under Title V. In their
followup work to this project, they made recommendations to solve community
problems.

The Committee made possible the research and extension Service coordination in
the Title V area. Qne of the regular monthly meetings of the Committee was
held in Cerro Gordo. Committee members had thie opportunity to listen and to
observe the felt needs of the people.

During FY 1975, the Committee emphasized land use policy. The chairman appointed
a land use subcommittee which made recommendations to the State Planning Roard. -

Special attention was given to Title X of the Job Opportunity Program. The
Committee assisted agencies in giving orientation about the importance for
providing emergency financial assistance to stimulate, maintain, or expand
job-creating activities.

The Committee participated in the: FmHA Emergency Loan Program. About 7,000
applications for these emergency loans were received by FmHA.

RHODE ISLAND

A statewide Community Development Committee (CDC) is Rhode Island's method of
implementing the RD program initiated by USDA. There are 27 members on the
Rhode Island CDC: 7 employed by Federal agencies, 10 from State and local
government, 6 from business and the private sector, and 4 from institutions
of higher learning. The four primary thrusts are: people building, economic
development, community facilities, and environmental improvement. The basic
purpose of the Committee iu to help people in local communities to help
themselves.’

A cornerstone of the adopted operating policies of the RI-CDC is recognition
of the fact that those best informed as to their problems and needs.are the.
local people .themselves, the people on-the scene experiencing the situations.
Thus it follows that the role of CDCis to encourage and assist in activities
participated in by people who will be buflding toward sclution of their own
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problems as a result of (1) awareness ol the problems, (2) 1dentification of

. regources that could help bring solutions, and (3) knowledge of how to obtain
and apply these needed resources., In addition, the CDC, wlien requested, will
provide the expertise available for State and local legislative processes.

The CDC offers a uniqueness of service by virture of the very broad diversity

of interekts and disciplinus wlthin its membership, plus its relatively unlimited
potential to "reach out" when necessary, for advice and assistance from sources
both within and outside government.

SOUTH CAROLINA

The State Rural Development Committee of South Carolina continued tu meet
regularly during FY 1975. Major emphasis was on review of programs and
activities that significantly affect RD in South Carolina. The Committee has
continued 'to follow the practice of inviting.agency and organization
representatives to share information on new programs or changes in existing
programs for RD., The Committee members also share information concerning the
changes in their own programs and the significance of these tu RD.

The Committee also made a critical review of its own role in relation to RD.

One of the concerns was a perceived failure of the Rural Development Act of

1972 to have the impact on RD that was expected. After a thorough review of

the situatfon and much discussion about the future of the Committee, a
subcommittee was appointed to lodk into the potential for holding a State RD
conference. In June, the Committee voted to jointly sponsor, with the Governor's
Office, such a conference. The most important objective for this conference

is the need to impress upon local decisionmakers the.opportunities for RD and

the magnitude of resources currently available tu support it without additional
Federal grants.

SOUTH DAKOTA

The State Rural Development Committee provided State legislators with technical’
and statistical information during the legislative session. Members of the
Committee were available to both the House and Senate agricultural committees.
We also cooperated with the State Planning Commission in setting up planning
district committees. We provided both technical and financial assistance to
cooperatives established to benefit rural areas.

TENNESSEE

The Tennessee State Rural Development Committee stressed the primary functions
of coordination, communication, education, and motivation-in support of total
development in rural counties of the State.

The Committee emphasized six areas:

1. Communication-and understanding among agencies and organizations

concerned with development.
2. Continued strengthening of leadership and organization of regional

and county RD committees.
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3. Land use education, , L

4. Improvement in sharing of RD information from national, grate» and ‘
local levels.

5. Maximum support to five counties in the Title V pilot Project:

6. Support of local RD in conduct of an agribusiness SUery.

A newsletter was sent to all State Committee members and t0 the ) .iymen of a1]
county RD committees in the State. Four issues of the ResoUrqg Development
Newsletter were edited and dimtributed by the Committee sec¥@tay, ~ InfOrmMation
about local committees and recognition of their accomplishméntg i . peen a
motivating force for increased Committee action throughout the State.

Five training meetings for chairmen of county committees were helq to 8trengthen
the concept of total resource development.. Examples of work being done 1in '
various program thrusts were presented as a demonstration of Whay can Pe :
accomplished by an effectively organized RD committee., RepPO¥tg recaivad indicate
continued progress in strengthening of leadership and orgaﬂiz&tion of county
committees. Increased interest of USDA persomnel and positive atgitude in
support of USDA land use policy are apparent, as the topic ©°f lang use played

an important part in Committee meetings and in individual 88%ncy . .ograms. State
Committee members' participation in the USDA Land Use Workshop ang the Land

Use Seminar, "Private Rights vs Public Needs," indicates th® Copgopn of USDA
agencies and the desire to provide technical assistance on mﬂtters pertaining to

. land use.

The Committee's interest and support of the Title V project in Clay, Ovétton,
Pickett, Hancock, and Claiborne Counties has strengthened the lnyoivement of
the local county committees in support of the project. The 1°0a1 comnittees
initiated action at the local level to carry out the Title V Propggal of the
RD Advisory Council,

TEXAS

The State USDA Rural Development Committee encouraged the 252 County comittees
to work with local groups in initiating worthy projects th8® Tegy). in 8roup
decisions, - c

During FY 1975, the Committee reviéwed county committee act5vit1es py meeting
with the county committee and local citizens groups in Ballinger.

The State Committee's goals and emphasis for the future are to g, . .-t ONgoing
programs of the various agencies and encourage county committeeg to suPPOTt
local citizen groups witn technical information needed for RD.

UTAH

The Utah State Rural Development Committee continued during the y. .. ¢o
strengthen relationships within thé State. Active partZcip@tion y. .
representatives of the State Department of Agriculture,.the State pepartment - -
of Community Affairs, and the State Planning Coordinator were Xtremely importan
during the year. ‘ L
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w*Land use planning was a major issue in the State. A controversial land use
j'bill was defeated. The RD Committee met with the State planning coordinator
".'to review land use planning in the State and how the Committee fits into' the

