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The Commission on Rural Resources was established by (hapter 428 of the Laws of 1982, and
began 1ts work February, 1983.. A bipartisan Commission, its 6r‘1mry purpose 1s vo promote a
state~level focus and avemue for rural affairs policy and program development in New York State.

The Cammission provides state lawmekers with a unlque capability and perspective from which
to anticipate and approach large-scale problems and opportunities in the state’s rural areas. In
addition, legislators who live in rural New York are in thé minority and look to the Commission
for agsistance in fulfilling their responsibilities to constituents. ,

The Cofmission seeks to anplify the efforts of others who are interested in such policy
areas as agriculture; business, economic developrent, ard employment; education; govermment and
mmagement ; envivonment, land use, and natural resources; transportation; housing, community
facilities, and renewal; human relations and commumity life; and health care. It seeks to
support lawmkers’ efforts to preserve and enhance the state’s vital rural resources through
positive, decisive a:._tion. ’

Tn order to obtain a clearer picture of key problems and opportunities, the Commission
invited people to informal discussions at a Statewide Rural Development Symposium, held October
5-7, 1983, It was the first such effort of its kind in the state and nation. Workshop
participants undertook in—depth examinations of Hey policy areas the Camission believed were
critical™o the state’s future rural development.

Symposiun participants focused their discussions on ends, not means. In short, the

. objective way to identify key trends, strengths, weaknesses, goals, and opportunities for

advancement; not to present solutions. Once a clearer picture of these findings is drawn, the
next step will be to identify and propese the required, and hopefully innovative,
recormendations. This task will’be the subject of a second, follow-up syrposium. Another unique
feature of the first symposium was the opportunity it provided participants to share their
thinking with colleagues frun throughout the state over a three~day period of intensive dialogue.

The Camission is happy to anndunce that the objective of the Symposium was accomplished.
Preliminary reports, based on the findings, are being issued as planned, in connection with a
serfes of public hearings it is sponsoring across the state. 'The aim of these hearings is to
obtain public camentary on the preliminary reports. Following these, a final symposium report
will be prepared for sulmission to the Govermor and the State Legislature. It will also serve as
a resource report for the second statewide symposium on recommendations.

The Camission is comprised of five Assemblymen and five Senators with members appointed by
the leader of each legislative branch. Senator Charles D. Cook (R.-Delaware, Sullivan, Greene,
Schoharie, Ulster Counties) serves as Chairman. Assemblymen William L. Parment (D.~Chautauqua)’
1s Vice (hairman and Senator L. Paul Kehoe (R.~-Wayne, Ontario, Monroe) is Secretary, Members
also include: Semator William T. Smith (R.~Steuben, Chemung, Schuyler, Yates, Senuaca, Ontario); .
Semator Anthony M, Masiello (D.~Erie); Senator Thomas J. Bartosiewicz (D.~Kings); Assemblywomn
Louise M. Slaughter (D.-Monroe, Wayne); Assemblyman Michael McMulty (D.~Albay, Rensselaer);

Assemblyman John G.Aes O'Netl (R.-St. Lawrence); and Assemblyman thha.rd Coombe (R.~Sullivan,
Delaware, Chenango).

New York State Leglstative Commission on Rural Resources 0 Senator Charles D. Cook, Chairman
L]
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‘ PREFACE

The Leq;alative Commission on Rural Rasources publishes herein one of
nine preliminary reports from the First Statewide Legislative Symposium on
th/l Development h2ld October 5-7, 1983. WNot only was this effort a "first"
for New York State, hut for the nation as well.

The purpose of the Symposium, and the public hearings that will follow,
18 to catalog the strengths of rural New York, to define its problems, and to
establish goals for the next two decades. Néither the Symposium nor the
hearings will deal with/htratégy to:develop our §éaources, address our
problems, or accomplish éur goalo; That will‘bg the thrust of a later
Commission effort. .

For the moment, it is our purpose.to foster as objectively and
exhaustively as possible, an understanding of where we are and where we want
to go.

The Symposium reports in each subject area encompass the oral and written
findings of the respective workshops, along with responses given at the
Commission hearing where the reports were preéented to State legislators for
comment ‘and discussion. Incorporated into this preliminary report is

'subsequent comment from group participants on points they felt needed
amplification. Also appended to the published product is b?atc resource
material 16tended to clarify points nade in the\reports.

T wish to perscnally congratulate the’'Symposium participants on the vary
sound and scholarly documents they have produced. However, théir work is only

preliminary to the final product which will be iseued by the Commission once

the hehrlng process is complete.




Those who read thin({fport are urgently invited to participate in the
public hearings that will be held throughout rural New Yérk. or to submit
comments in writing to the Commission. Your support, disagreement or
commentary on specific points contained in thg,Sympoaium report will have a
strong influence on the final report of the Commission.

Please do vour part in helping to define sound public policy for rur;1
New York dﬁring the next gwo decades. |
Senator phétlea D. C&ok
Chairman -

Legiaslative Commission on Rural Resources




INTRODUCTION

State Lawna%era believe New York's small towns and countryside have
provided ité residents an alternative to urban living vital to their health
and well-being, and to the quality of life for all people of the state. Yet,
a growing number of people see trends underw#y that 7111 significantly aiter
the landscape aad fabric of rural New York.

Just over 3 million people live in rura} New York,la population larger
than the total of 25 other states. Rural areas represent 20 percent of tﬁe
State's total population and 75 percent of iﬁs 1and afea.

The past 20 years have been marked by a period of benign neglect and
urban bias for the state's rural areaa.: This situation, coupled with
Hfincr;ased s:;urbanization (due to the increasing popularity-of country living
and improved acceeaiﬁility to many rural areas) has triggdered changes that
threaten rural "'ving as a valuad alternative to life in metropoiitan centers,
Symposium participants assessed this situation in view of several important
trends, \

'The current growth'in New York's rural population 1a expected to
continue into the glst century with a 20 percent 1ncreas; by thé ye#r 2010,
An even more rapid 33 percent growth in tﬁe rural elderly population is
expected. Another important trend is the general breakdown of societal family
nCructu;eu, which haye been a cornerstone of rural life and communities. In
addition, rapidly changing technolcgies inlall fields are expected to have a

profound impact on both rural and metropolitan communities, For example,

“telecommuters” who work at home in remote areas and are linked to home

-y
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officeﬁ/markets through modern copmunications are now a growing part of the
'@tatg's workforce.. Sowe forecasters predtct that by the year 2000,
ﬁelecommuters wil) comprise approximately 20 percent of the‘working
population. Evidence hé@ also pointéd to an increase in large corporate
farming that appears to\he‘occurtng 4t the expense~pf, or as.a substitute for,
the medium sized family flkm, a foundation for most rural communities.

L Syuposium partictpaEkg fngd that community suéport sysgems contribute
greatly to the comfort and secuvrity of rural residents. These include strong
roots and family ties, neighborliness, and visibly active community groups
with strong ident}ty and.vqlunteerism‘zomponents, sézamag churches, grange.
halls, and ambulance squads; The avaiiability of property:and outdoor -
recreation, simplicity of 1ifesfy1e, and closeness'to nature, pro;ote a more
affordable economic alternativé for many wage earners or retirees, For many,
thefe is an abéeéligé ée;sé ;f control over oné'b 11fe, brought about by
persbhalizé& education, slow pace of life, and many opportunities to
garttctpate id community life. T

Clearly, huﬁan_relatinna, and community and family life, as\identified
by Symposium participants have been the cement that holds the fabric of rufél
New' York together. Yeg; there are signs these strengths are being
overshadowed by seVe;a;\yeakneases or problem areas.

Insufficient ;cc;as and avallability of personal services, while also
a concern in metropolitan areas, 1s exacerbated by the geographic 1solatiqn of
many rural residents. Thus, the cuqrentvcentralization of.services that do

not incorporate outreach, such as health care and educatioh. could result in
re ’ .

the denial or reduction of services Lo isolated or immobile rural residents.
For example, hospices and health maintenance organizations currently are

located only {n metropolitan areas.

7
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Rural areas ;re limited both in quantity'andVQuality of economic
-opportunity.‘ Insufficient diversity of available job opportunities and
relatively low pay scales force many rural young people to seek gainful
employment in metropolitan centers. Below average income of the rural elderly
and rising utility'coats are critical concerna in'rural areaa. Many tural

residenta are heavily dependent upon government transfer payments for their

.

~income, Rieing coats of living and government taxation impact heavily on the

elderly and others with fixed or limited incomes. This problem.is compounded
by the,relatively limited availability,.applicability, and usage of state and

federal resources in rural communities as compared to thelir urban

[y
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counterparts., For example, limited use is made of the federal rural passenger s
transportation funding in New York State.
Difficulties of many part-time local«officlals in dealing with

increasingly technical and complex policy issues have been compounded by a
/
generai lack’ of citizen interest and participation in community planning in
v

rural areas. Indeed, there is much resistance to the concept of/local R
planning, let alone locally targeted efforts of state or federal agencies.
The need exists to facilitate the community planning process as a safeguard to
éommunity spirit and future quality of life.

Some rural natives fear or resent the nencogers whofaggLEpving into.

their small towns and countryeide. Often viewed as disruptive of tne,

established gense of community, the newcoTers tend to place greater demands on

local government and community services, even if not directly involved in \

community affairs. _ " A

A major goal suggested by Symposium participants 18 to ensure
consideration of rural needs, community life, and resourcea'in public policy

forums and program developmcnt. The equitable treatment of g sizable {
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component of the State's population who live in rural New Yprb‘ie_aﬁ'iseue;
Equally important, lawmakers must reeognize the crucial role;rurdl areas and -
citizens will play in helping to determine the future economic potential and

quality of life found in this State. The way of life end valuable reeourhes

. ‘ : ., . . -

offdred by rural New York are wital to the Statéje future, just as they have
: ) . w . g .

- been to its'paet success.

There are public policy queetions lawmakerabwill need to addrees in .
thelr assessmenc of the current strengths anu‘weaknesees eurrounding community ' ’
1ife in rural New York. How can -the State achieve coet-effective use of '
resources in addressing the epecial neede of the peopﬂe of emall towns and‘the
open countryeide? Sh0u1d the State promote greater cOoperation and. |
coordination between the many public and private agenciee.or actors that eérve
'rural areas?, 0f increasing importance will be the suCeessful application of

existing quality of 1ife regulations in order to benefit all people .of New A E

. [ ) ! ' '
York State.m\\>\.‘ o C .o 3 o . ‘.

.
n -

Clearly, community life is a complex and sensitive area, and one that:

o has proven most difticult for Symposium participants to deecribe. Still, the

I . . :
‘area of community life may turn out to be the most important responeibility of

. '

' all, as lawmakere eeek ways'to enhatce those unique qualitiee and inherent .

etrengths that make rural life a thihg of value for a growing number of people

i [

in New York State. : ‘ ﬂ
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FHERE»RQFAL NEW YOR!_IS.TODAY _
; o ' i

) ] °" \
o At 3.1 million, the population of rural New York 1is larger than the
total population of 25 other states.

" @ Current growth in New York State 8 rural popnlation is expected‘to
~ continue into the next century, with projections citing a 20%
population increase by the year 2010,
o'Increaaing rate of growth in the rural elderly population, with current
' projections estimating this rate will exceed the urban elderly *
'population growth rate by a ratio of 3 to. 1 by the year 2010,
‘ o‘Increaaed purchase. of land in rural areas for non~agricu1tural purposes
' that is pushing up prices and assessments. .
. i
‘e Increase in large corporate farming activity and corresponding decline
« - 1in mid-aized family farms. .
. 1 . .
° Increaaing demand for community aﬁd personal services, (e.g., home
. :health care). - '
[ Increaaing concern ove the groblem of local government officials in
V)adequately dealing with technical policy and planning decisions. '

e Expanded network of pe ple talking to each other informally, sharing
ideas, information and’ resources in order to build working coalitions
' for comnunity betternent. , | N
° Growing integration of hospital aervicea with other health and
community’ service activitiee. .
° Growing aupport for a wide range of the arts in rural areas (e.g.,
local and regional .cultural resources are more widely supported and
funded than in the past).

<

e General breakdbwn of family structure vith accompanying pathologiea and
effects on comnunity life. | ' , .

° Homicide rates in downstate metropofitan counties have more than . .
quadrupled since 1960 where they are the highest of all New York
counties. Rural rates, too, have increaaed but they have not come

~ anywhere clope to reaching the high proportiona found elsewhere in
the state. Juvenile arrest rates in rural and metropolitan areas,
howevey, are looking more similar now than previously. .

° The suicide rate, a measure of well-being, has been signiflcantly
higher in rural than in metropolitan counties for over three decades.
Although the gap has narrowed, the suicide rate 1is currently 14 percent
higher in rural areas.




e The domestic violence rate is currently 28 percent higher in rural than
in metropolitap areas.. Similarly, the rate of suspected child. abuse
and maltreatment is 21 percent higher.' s o
,'_ : e The percentage of ever-married persons whose marriages are currently .
: - disrupted has increased dramptically in all areas of New York State
. ' . since 1950. However, the rate of increase has slowed considerably .
' ‘ An.most rural areas during the paat decade. The divergence in r
percentage of rufal and metropolitan residents whose. marriagea are’
S . currently dierupted seems to he increasing. _ '
l
e.Growth in expectatiohs and needs" of ininiduale/organiiations for
o modern information services. Rapid growth in demand for technical
: information and access to the broadened range of. informational formats
- now available (e, g., self-help resources panging from do~it-yourself
videotapes to thoae that provide education and career directionm). '

Several emerging technologies, including use of satellitee and "
microwgves, are rapidly transforming the face of public broadcasting
services in terms pf access, delivery, content, and sponsorship of
public programming| and information systems.. . .
0 R v, .
e "lelecommuters” who work at home in remote .areas and are linked to home .
offices/markets through modern communications are now a growing part of
the otate's workfoé e. Some forecast&rs predict that by the year 2000,
telecommuters will cgomprise approximately 20 percent of the working

:population.

)
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° Increasing importance of cable television throughout the state, ' o
’ particularly to residents of rural areas, as'it is often their only
' means of access. Cable T.V. provides an increasing range of specil
programming resulting "in increased viewerehip 1n homes linked to cable
servicea options. :

N '

\

. Strengtha.an&gﬁssets ! !

R . .
' . w

° COmmunity eupport aystems contribute greatly to the comfort and
security of rural residents (e.g., *recreation programs for the rural
. elerly) Some services, for example, allow those in need of care to B
stay in their home/cqmmunity environment. Other community support ‘
systems include. ' - i

- Strong root)s ‘and family ties;
. ‘ ‘ . )
Emphasis on nekghborliness and concern for tR& individual;

L

Visibly active tommunity groups' with strobg community identity
and volunteerism component (e.g., churches, granges, volunteer,
. ambulance squads, etc. ),\ [ .

Rural librarfies are often\providera of counseling services for

. b \
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undereduca:ed adults,’ of opportunities to learn abeut local and ’
reglonal hiatory, arts and ‘culture, and of information about

connunlty servtcee publie. effaits, and cultulal events, Ry
» o Economic attractlvenese' ' " ' o R ; . B , :
| . - Availabili;y of propérty and renreation at less than urban . ’
S D prices; . e e

o Lo ] B : e e
r . o - Simplieity of life etyle with less. community emphasis on - . |

extravagance (including clothing, pereonal possesrisan, etc,). i
! ' l - : T e ':
> ' e Sende of'control,over one's life: . 4
- , . ? ' '. * . ] \
e ': ~ Persoralized education;
R ' /' - Lowet?lpcideece‘of crime; \‘V . )
J. . - Slowet;paceyofwlifestylegi - - ' ‘ . -
g o . . Lo . : ' - g
, - Sense "of security and familiarity;. - L \
\ AN - ' ~n‘.._“.l . . A} . s * il
\ = Opportunities to barticipefe in local governmert- and to make j RN ) 'Q
o | si nificant personal impact within the community. : \‘j_. ' '
! v
o Wealth of cu}turel reeourcdﬁ throughodt rural New York ‘State, f
including rich and colorful hiatoriee. Strohg and diverse folk - I
. ‘heritages linked to- many ethnic groqpe and native peoples, museums
« . and libraries, art organizatione,,etc. .,
.“' ¢ . . L4 . .
' . ® Aesthetic values (qualitiee) which 1nc1ude. S . . //
- Variety of topography, o . : . . | /
. : *~ Beauty of landscape; . - o ) /
- - ' . . /-
~ Closeness to the earth; . : " j
\ L ' " ,/
_ = Availability of native products (e.g., revival of country craftn N
. and festivals). //,
Y ’ .\‘ / . ]
L} . . ' \ !
Weaknesses and Problem Areas , \\ .
¢ 'The proportion of families in economic poverty has for many years;
remained higher 'in rural than in metropolitan areas. Similarly, rural - °* .
areas have always had the smallest proportion of people in affluence. . ' !
e Ingufficient access and avuilability of personal services, while aleo a
concern in metropolitan areas, is exacerbated by the geographic
) ‘isolation of many rural residents. Probleéms in providing services to
residents are critical in such areas ag: home health care and dental
. S EE ) N . | ' '
Q . . . ' . . .
EMC o ) ‘ ’ 12' ¢ .. 1
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services; passenger transportation; child and family counseling (e.g.,
law enforcement agencies lack adequate counseling services for young,
firet~time offenders); homemaker services; legal services for low
income people; low-cost housing; and centralization of services that do
not incorporate outreach, which could result in the denial or reduction
of services to rural residents (e.g., hospices and health maintenance
organizations located only in metropolitan areas).

e Inconsistencies in community service needs and delivery. Need for
further examination of geographically related rural areas in order to
determine specific, necessary services. For example, inconsistencies

_ exist in the nature, levels, and effectiveness of services for
adolescent. pregnancy cases in rural areas (including health care and
family planning services, as well as family 1ife education, job
development, and remedial education programs). Also of similar concern
are the needs of single, working-age mothers which may include other
areas, such as greater availability of, and access , day care centers
for children. t

e Lack of dependable passeunger transportation services for ‘the
"transpoq%ation disadvantaged” (poor, elderly, youth, single car
families, etc.) that provides a valuable link to other services in the

. rural community. This problem is especially critical since 50 percent

' of rural households have only one vehicle and 11 percent have none.

e Difficulties encountered in providing community/personal services:
, \
~ Rural service providers often feel isolated, and are frustrated
by the lack of support services and limited budgets. Providers
are often forced to eliminate soMe existing services so that
‘ other services may continue;

~ Rural programs are ofter costlier due to the dispersed nature of
the rural population. However, the high cost per unit of
service delivery is not adequately factored into existing
funding formulas; ' o o

= Transportation needs for service delivery which require an
increasingly larger share of limited budgets;

- Staundards and requirements that are too restrictive and prevent
local providers from coordinating and/or developing creative,
cost-effective solutions to service delivery needs;

~ Informal support systems are not adequately utilized in the
delivery of services, especially in the areas of home care and
trangsportation. Recognition, support, and utilization of
informal support systems by formal service providers may be
slow; T '

~ Willingness of rural residents to provide voluntary personal
services, such as home health ¢are, may not be the problem.
Ability 1is often the issue, stemming from a lack of knowledge,
time, and financial reoourcea.é This results in lews than

- 13
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optimal aaaistance and may create feelings of {nadequacy,

““+resgntment, and frustration in the care provider;

of the

Lack of incentives for the coordination of resources commanded
by the uulc%plicICy of service providers located in rural areas;

Lack of formal organization of volunteer services within many
rural communities. Volunteer services provided by religious and
other service groups are often informal and on a case-by~case
besis. Delivery is usually not made in a routine or contractual
fashion, which means people who need assistance may not be aware
of existing services or how to obtain them. 1In addition,
providers may have difficulty in accurately identifying
community need; .

Greater demand for written documentation adding to the burden of’
excessive paperwork and record keeping, in addition to

relatively slow rQ}ponue times for funding and/or materials from
the State (e.g., problem of non-acceptance of Medicaid patients
by many rural health care providers may be due to low fee
schedules, burdensome paperwork, and bothersome audits

asgociated with the program);

Shortage of qualified professionals in such service fields as
health care and difficulties in attracting them to locate in
rural areas.

~ ¢ Lack of cultural and social activities for youth and other members

community and a reduction in availability of community -

organizations which once provided "family" activities (e.g., law
enforcemerit agencies lack adequate counseling services Ffor young,
first~time offenders);

o Risting

" o Inadequate economic opportunity: |

Rural areas are limited both iin quantity and quality of economic
opportunity. Such factors as insufficient diversity of
available job opportunities and relatively low pay scales, force
many people to turn to more densely populated metropolitan
centers for gainful employment; .
Below average incowe of rural elderly as compared to their urban
counterparts. and lesser ahility to find employment for
supplenmenting fixed 1ncdmes;

Lack of employment ﬁpportunities may encourage some people to
work "off the books", denying them benefits of minimum wage,
unepployment 1nsurbnce, or compensation coverage.

codts of living and government taxation impact heavily upon the

elderly and others with fixed or limited incomes.

Concinuad affordability of utilities presents an important
concern in rural areas (e.g., the loss of telephone nervtce and

14
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escalating costs through deregulation, which for some elderly
shut-ins may be the only means of access to outside services.
This situation could easily place the more isolated rural
residents in an extremdly vulnerable position);

P - Percéption of serious economic risk to the rural poor and

elderly as a result of spiraling energy costs.
o Limited availabilicy, applicability, and usage of atate and federal
rasources:: :

- Inadequate use of state transit funds in rural areas (e.g., mass
.y transit funding);
~ Multiple funding sources with different regulations and
requirements which predetermine how funds may be spent (e.g.,
service restrictions in geographic areas that could be served,
‘variations in eligibilty criteria, as well as inconsistencies in .
definitions of elderly and handicapped populations);

- Local use may be limited by inadequate knowledge of existing
programs, the inability of municipalities to deal with central
bureaucracies, as well as aome degree of cultural resistance to

! the use of government funds. This serves to dampen local ‘
fnitlative and enthusiaem for state and federal programs.
-~ Additionally, poor community perception of large government

bureaucracy may stem from concern over addltional financial
burdens placed on the community to continue services when grants
explre; Y

Inequitable allocation of state and federal financial resources
allows certain areas to receive greater funding. This 1s
because aid formulas are heavily dependent upon the financial
resources of the community (such as the size of the tax base),
and its ability to obtain matching funding. The "numbers game"
makes it difficult to qualify for programs based on “numbers of
potential clients”;

Technical services are not utilized to their fullest potential;

Need for trust=building between state government and its
localities, especially in rural areas.

e Lack of partlcipation in community planning.

- Local resistance to the concept of planning. Generally, many
rural municipalities do not fully understand the importance of
proper planning to the community as a whole. The need exists to
‘facilitate the planning process in local governmsnt.

e Disruption of sense of community due to the growing 1nf1ux of new
- people and wmoving away of natives:

~ Inadequate communication between natives and newcomers, and

15
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occapionally.between neighboring municipalities;

~ New residents working outside the community place greater
demands on community services, yet are often not involved in
. community affairs. . ’

® Aesthetic values are a major part of the attractiveness of rural areas.
However, abuse of the political weakness of rural areas threatens to
destroy this major attribute. a

® Minorities:

=~ Lack of puﬁlic awvareness and consideration of ethnic/racial

perspectives in rural policymaking decisions (e.g., migrant
farmers); \

‘= Need to develop greater gensitivity to and acceptance of ag
increasingly pluralistic society, especially in "fringe" areas
experiencing frequent contact with the urban environment.

e Underdeveloped 1nforﬁation networks.

| - ® Rural libraries require additional resources in order to.meet both
‘ increases in library use and growth in the range of demands made on |
| them as community information resource ceaters. Demand continues to
increase for information on jobs and educational opportunities,
technical journals and periodicals, and microcomputer tralning.
oy
® Library resources and services are leas well funded than those
available in metropolitan areas;

- Library costs are escalating throughout the state, yet rural
libraries must devote ' nearly a third of their budgets to
operating costs as compared to only 22 percent spent by
metropolitan libraries. Attempts to reduce operating costs often

result in fewer hours of operation und reduced access to library
resources;

= Few rural libraries are autumated and able to provide modern
services taken for granted in most urban libraries (e.g., timely
book traces and rapid access to shared resources. A number of
. : rural libraries do not even have telephones); i
= Support for library outreach services to those who ére
geographically igolated or educationally disadvanta
insufficient in rural areas.

ed ie

{
N\

e Underdeveloped communications availability in rural aredaz Although
New York State is a strong supporter of public broadcastng, public
television cannot be recieved by 12 percent of the homes/in the state,
and public radio cannot be heard by 25 percent of New York's residents.
» Importantly, signals cannot be recieved in rural areas ;eficlent in
, opportunities to enjoy a wide variety of cultural experiences,
Moreover, the use of public telavislon is underdeveloped
‘ ,
| /
|

-] 3w




as a resource for school curricula in rural New York.

Many small muscums and historical collections in rural New York are
inadeqately or under exhibited because of limited resources., There-is
strong need for museum development and technical support services, and
increased cooperation, among regional organizations.

Funds available for regranting through the locally administered
Decentralization Program of the New York Stagi Council on the Arts are
widely acknowledged to have ihproved access cultural activities in

~ many. rural areas. Yet, ouly 18 out of 44 rural counties have contracts
‘with the Council to recieve regrant funds, and competition among

applieanﬁs for available monies 18 fierce.

Need for technical assistance in management and development for gmall,
locally sppported arts organizations lacking those capabilities.

Fy

GOALS FOR RURAL NEW YORK

¥

Ensure consideration of rural concerns in public programs and policy
decisions. ' at .

Encourage individual participation in governance.

Promote expansion of rural networking in order to address targeted
needs at the local level (including the encouragement of cooperative
program development among service providers).

Remove unneccessary barriers that limit local government from solving
local problems.

Foster rural culture and values.

A e .
Ensure quality of access to modern library services and to New York
State's information resources for rural populations.

Expand access to cultural resources in rural public school systems:

~ Support local and regional public television and radio
programming of cultural activities and materials appropriate for
school curricula;

- Improve library resources aveilable to students and teachers
through regional resource sharing.

Provide equitable services in critical life systems to all citizens of
the state (e.g., provision of increased incentives for further
development of non-institionalized health maintenance prograas,
especlally for the rural elderly). .~ -

/

Make ‘telecommunications available tn évery rural area.

- 17
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® Maximize existing passenger transportation services, both public and \
p ivate (including improved coordination among existing ‘transportation
viders).

® Educate local decisionmukers, community planners, and residents in the:
- Availability of existing services and alternatives;

- Potential for coordination and cooperation between service
providers (e.8., creation of interagency committees that would
provide an informal means of referral, sharing, and planning):

-~ Need for community participation in addressing deficiencieé in
service provision.

\
PUBLIC POLICY QUESTIONS TO BE/ADDRﬂSSBD

’

\ ® How can the State achieve cost-effective use of resources in addressing
a\ . the special needs of the people of rural New York?

- . ® How can state and local governments encourage ond promote greater
comaunity {nvolvement in governance (voting, public meetings, elective
office, etc.)? .

e How can state and local goveruments promnte greater cooperation and
coordination between the many public and private gservice delivery
systems that serve rural areas?

e To what extent can problems be solved by localities without direct
state or federal intervention? bhould government provide incentives
for facilitating problem solving at the local level? N
® Should the State seek closer communication between its administrators
and State-funded service providers, for the purpose of identifying and
eliminating wasteful and unneccessary regulatory barriers to efficient |
\ service delivery? . |

2
o How can the State and local goveruments foster the development and
promotion of alternative community services and facilitles appropriate
to rural areas, and reduce this dependence upon large and expensive
delivery systems?
]
e How can lawuakers provide incentives to preserve, strengthen, and
\ promote the State's unique rural cultural resources (e.g., cottage N
crafts, local festivals, historical buildings, and artw, etc.)?

® How can the State promote increased effectiveness of its existing
“quality of life" regulations?

e To what extent do local service providers compete with one another, and

\\\ '< “15- ,
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what i8 the impact on the community?

e Should the State more aggressively addresa the disparity between rural
and urban residents' accessibility to quality physical and mental

health treatment and maintenance, education, and other critical life
systems? ' .

e Is it a responsibility of the State to assure access for every
household to information services?

® How can greater trust and rapport be established Betbeen the State and
local governments in rural areas?

. ,'vrl":\




HUMAN RELATIONS AND' COMMUNITY LIFE

Moderator:

Assemblywoman Louise M, Slaughter

Facilltator: v

Donald White '
Regiional Extension Specialist
Cornell University Cooperative
Extension :

N b

[

!

Sondra Bauernfeind
High School Science Teacher
Mongaup Valley, New York

Kay Cambone

Executive Director

Dutchess County Community
- Action Agency

Eugente C, Trickson

Professor and Chairperson
Department of Rural Sociology
Cornell University

Honorable Robert Estes
Delaware County Judge

| Joan K. Gallo _
\ Director,; Cayuga County
\ Office of the Aging

Sister Elizabeth Giarusso
Community Organizer
Conserng~l

Resource Person:

Frank E. Havens

Chaplin, Director of Pastoral
Services

Robert Packer Hospital

Recorder:
Sandy Mathes

Director of Constituent Services
Senator Charles D, Cook

Participants

L]

Elmer L, Lohmann
President, Pennsylvania
& Southern Gas Company '

Reverend Andrew M. McComb
Mid~Hudson Rural Migrant
Ministry

Honorable William Moon
Commission of Social Services
for Delaware County

Lucinda Noble
Director, Cornell Cooperative
Extension

Janet Nevins Young

Vice President and Executive
Director

Van Hornsville Community
Corporation /

Marcus Harazin
Director, Fulton County
Office of the Aging
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Rank al Population
1 23,667,902
2 17,558,072
3" 14,229,191
b 11,863,895 .
5 11,426,518
6 10,797,630
7 9,746,324
8 9,262,078
9 7,364,823
10 5,881,766
11 5,737,037
12 5,490,224

13 5,463,105
14 5,346,618

15« 4,916,686
16 4,705,767
17 4,591,120
18 4,216,975
19 4,205,900
20 4,132,158
21 4,075,970
22 3,893,888
23 3,660,777
24 3,121,820 -
25 o 3,107,576
e e ,088,546
26 3,025,290
27 2,913,808
28 2,889,964
29 2,718,215
30 2,633,105
31 2,520,638
32 2,363,679
33 . - 2,286,435
34 . 1,949,644
3570 1,569,825
36 1,461,037
37 1,302,894
38 1,124,660
39 964,691
40 947,154 °
41 943,935
42 920,610
43 800,493
b4 786,690
45 690,766
) 652,717
47 594,338
48 511,456
49 469,557
50 401,851

Souree !

-18-

State
California

. New York

Texas
Pennsylvania
Illinois

Ohio

Florida
Michigan

New Jersey
North Carolina
Massachusetts
Indiana
Georgia
Virginia
Missouri
Wisconsin
Tennessee
Maryland
Louisiana
Washington
Minnesota
Alabama
Kentucky
South Carolina
Connecticut

RURAL NEW YORK ====================/

Oklahoma
Iowa
Colorado
Arizona
Oregon

Mississippi

Kansas
Arkansas

West Virginia
Nebraska
Utah ’

New Mexico
Maine

Hawaii

Rhode Island
Idaho

New Hampshire

Nevada
Montana

South Dakota
North Dakota .

Delaware

Vermont
Wyoming
Alagka’

22

- RURAL NEW YORK'S POPULATION RANKED WITH ALL STATE POPULATIONS, 1980

'

1980 Census of the Population, U.§. Bureau of the Census,
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New York State

18241391

-8
2
~10

-1448299

jﬁ

-682599

17588072

43757
-1492056 |

6
-6

182437
~865036

3088546

14470246
SOURCE: U.S. BUREAU OF THE CENSUS.

2906109

15335282

Rural Counties

4

-~

Metropolitan Counties

MATERIAL COMPILED BY NYS

]

» STATE DATA CENTER.
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NET POPULATION MIGRATION:IN NEW YORK STATE 1970\-1980
. A,
v i Kgy
Percent change N
"‘1)..."’5
000}
‘ 10..10
11...30
"

| .
3 w
) ' ' . »
. .
P ] . .
L N . .
‘I . . s . ' "
.

.

-

NEW YORK STATE
| COUNTIES

hpltprpliedi’

(D -~ URBAN COUNTIES
()= RURAL COUNTIES ,
(Under 200,000 pop.).
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. N .
. PRELIMINARY POPULATION, PROJECTIONS FOR NEW YORK ST

’

*° Rural ’
~ Counties

Allegany
. Cattaraugus
Cayuga
Chautauqua
Chemung
Chenango
Clinton :
Calumbia ’
Cortland )
Del aware
Fssex
Franklin
Fulton
Genesee
Greerne
gqni}ton
«_ Rerkimer
TTJefferson
. Lewis - .-
Liviqgston -
. Madison' .

+

.. 'Montgomery .

" Ontarfo R
- .'Orleans, ' °

v _-Oswego
Otsego
. ‘Putnam _
‘Rensselaer
ga;atoga q o
chenectady -
'Sbhoﬂgrie
Schuyler
Seneca _
St. Luwrence
Steuben g
"Sullivan
Tiuga
Tompkins
Ulster
. Warren ",
Washington - .
Wayne

C e e waming RO .,.....

Yates

. .
. Hetropolytan<§ount1es

Albany
Bronx
Broone

. Dutchess
Erie

’ Kings

Monroe
Nassau
New York
Niagara
Oneida
Onondaga
Orange
ueens
fchmond
Rockland
Suffolk
Westchester

SUMMARY :

New York State
Rural Counties
Metropolitan
dounties

&

... 1980

Population -

-

o

N O ANANDO MO

.

ptpms N e —
(ad SN N B
N Ll pms £ pme N OO

w%wgpz}

o
W W NI R OB AU W NN NO

BN WA s (DN
. OO NWWO NS UNRNO AN ND

—
PBran
OB
<

17558792
3088546

14470246

\
‘ Percent
Population Population
Change . Chln?e
1980-2010 1980~2010
10144 . f 20
13458 16
6448 "8
9931 7
4550 : "5 .
13674 ‘ 28
2126; 26
2986 50
7897 . lg .
7221 |
2860 71,
4017 - o _»9 .
. . 3976 . y 71
. ~‘ ., 6928:»'.'; ." ' ““12 .
15336 . v 38
. __r'. :'_: 60 .:".- . . - 8-
CUhoRs T 'L
v 6410 . 7
A 5029 , 20 .
410180 . 18
¢ . 13997 . 21,
-1416 . -3
22847 v 9. 26
8006 - s 21
33907 - v +30
53350 73
! '8763 b 6
,66QI;~: - o v 43
. -216 H R ' ﬂl
14180 R 48
o 21790 Lo .12
2 w8147 ) Y2
. - 2620 N v &
10745 T pon L
37170. - ¥
.. 16956 . o 34
‘\_._» . 16930 ‘:u * o 17
st 291737 . v 33
T 14992 Ve .27
R 6802 , ._‘ o 9 R
25179 ' 30
8708 R gz ’
4946 v 3.
o 81l 0 -
i =211814 -18 .,
=15900 . -7
80967 e 33
-19018 o, (-2
-79842 -4
-z2579 oo - -2
. =42601 : .. ' -3
) -166040 i .. -12
-4264 . -2
-~7568 c -3
722 . 0
126285 T 49
-136293 -7
_153838 : 44
89234 34
. 356989 28
-35605 -4
692104 4
612382 20
79722 1

T

\
\
1

"gz. BY ‘COUNTY, 1980 - 2010

* SOURCE: 1983 PRELIMINARY PROJECTION OF POPULATION FOR NEW YORK STATE, . .

STATE DATA CENTER, NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE.,
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PROJECTED POPULATION GROWTH |
NEW YORK STATE
1980 - 2010

Loys

.t] Low Growth (0.1-14.9%)

_ Statewide Gain = 4,07
reev (
k}j Medium Growth (15.0-29.97)

O = URBAN COUNTIES

@ High Growth (307 and above) ; *‘,\. = RURAL COUNTIES

(Under 200,000 pop.)

. Y. N

~

Source: New York State Depavtment
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of Commerce, Projected Population in Kach Age Group by County, 1983.




PliOJECTED SHIFTS IN AGE STRUCTURE OF NEW YORK STATE'S POPULATION 1980-2010

v

PRI ¥

{Percent Change ‘ \\\\%“\\» ~~~~~~ .
Age Groups ' V

ol B o

Fmw

i 2 ¥
& M
w o
1 1
>
&

60

-

ot iw B is“f
(= )
W
-+

50
40

30

I
N
W

'

20

10

New York State Rural Counties

' Metropolitan Countieso
SOURCE; 1983 PRELIMINARY PROJECTION OF POPULATION FOR

. NEW YORK STATE, NYS DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE,
~ STATE DATA CENTER. '
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ELDERLY POPULATION (60+) PROJECTIONS 1980-2010 l |

Key
Percent chadge
~25-0
1-30

31-60

-~

NEW YORK STATE
COUNTIES

%

(O = ureaN countiES

\_ )= RURAL COUNTIES . 7
(Under 200,000 pop.)

SOURCE: DATA OBTAINED FROM 1980 U.5. CENSUS. POPULATION

e et -

PROJECTIONS PREPARED BY THE NYS DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE.
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PERSONAL INCOME IN NEW YORK STATE - 1980

]
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o
;
L T | ’ .
NEW YORK STATE
' COU;;TIES
i . it (") . URBAN COUNTIES
J O = RURAL COUNTIES
. ) (Under 200,000 pop.)
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[KC ‘34 SOURCE: DATA OBTAINED FROM THE NYS DEPARTMENT OF
e COMMERCE, BUREAU OF BUSINESS RESEARCH
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PERCENTAGE OF FAMILIES IN POVERTY BY COUNTY TYPES NEW/HORK STATE 1950-1980.

]
" "
Iryx
) ¢ I
Percen Type 1 Metropolitan coufti{es- Downstace
Type 2 Metropolitsn coupnties- lUpstatn
Type } Rural counties- /o‘xunuvt- urhan influence
ceee el e e i e B Type A Rupal.ogovotise- iconsiderable urban Anflusncemm emewmf)
Typs 3 Rural counties-;modervate urhan influencecmmmmne
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COMPOSITION OF PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME IN METROPOLITAN
AND RURAL COUNTIES: NEW YORK STATE-1980

Percent
of Total

1

100
90

80
PROPERTY

L3

PROPERTY

70

60

50

40

30

.zq '

10

Rural Metropolitan

SOURCE: DATA OBTAINED FROM THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE,
BUREAU OF ECONOMLC ANALYSIS.
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CRIMES PER 100,000 POPULATION
NEW YORK STATE
1982
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Sources: Crime and Justice Annual Report, 1982, New York State Division of
Justice Services., 83-84 New York State Statistical Yelrbook Nelson A.
Inutitute of Government, 1983,
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SUICIDES IN MEW YORK STATE, BY COUNTY, 1982

SUICIDES

Suicides
Under :l. 20 Per

Rural Counties Age 20 and over Total 100,000
Allegany 1 | ’ 2 3.9
Cattaraugus 1 7 i 8 9.3
Cayuga 1 12 13 16.3
Chautauqua 2 15 17 11.6
Chemung 1 10 11 11.)
Chenango 0 8 8 16,2
Clinton 2 4 6 7.4
Columbia 0 7 7 11.8
Cortland 0 1 1 2.0
Delaware 0 8 8 17.0
Ensex 2 3 5 13.8
Pranklin 0 4 4 8.9
Fulton 0 2 2 3.6
GCenesee 0 2 2 3.4
Graene 0 2 2 4.9
Hamilton 0 0 0 0.0
Herkimer 0 11 11 16.5
Jef farson 0, 5 5 5.7
Lewis 0 2 2 8.0
Livingston 0 3 k) 3.3
Madison 0 6 6 9,2
Montgomery 1 b 5 9.4
Ontario 0 13 13 14,6
Orleans 1 3 4 10.4
Oswvego 2 10 12 10.5
Otsego. 1 4 5 8.5
Putnam 0 4 4 5.2
Rensselaer 2 16 18 11.8
St Lawrence 0 10 10 8.8
Saratoga 2 13 15 9.8
Schenectady 2 16 18 12.0
Schoharie 0 3 k] 10.1
Schuyler 0 2 2 11.3
Seneca 1 0 1 3.0
Steuben 0 8 8 8.1
Sullivan 0 6 6 9.2
Tioga 0 3 3 6.0
Tompkins 1 8 ' 9 10.3
Ulster 0 15 15 9.5
Warren 1 S 6 10.9
Washington 2 6 8 14.6
Wayne 2 9 11 12.9
Wyoming 1 3 4 10.0
Yates 0 2 2 9.3
Metropolitan Counties

Albany 3 36 39 18.6
Broowe 2 19 21 8
Dutchess 0 26 22 10.6
Erie 10 74 8 8.3
Monroe 5 69 74 10.5
Nassau 7 91 93 7.4
New York* 29 574 603 8.5
Niagara 4 22 26 11.4
Oneida 2 26 28 11.0
Onondaga 2 44 46 7.2
Orange 1 17 18 6.9
Rockland 2 20 22 8.5
Suffolk 2 98 100 7.3
Wastchester 4 82 86 ’ 9,
SUMMARY ¢

New York State 102 1,474 1,576 8.9
Rural Counties 29 276 305 9.9
Metropolitan

Countiee 73 1,198 1,271 8.7

*Includes all five borough counties.
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SOURCK: New York State Uepartment of Health, Bureau of Vital Statlietice.
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