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September 30 NRDCC Consultation Summary
Participants:

Federal Agencies
· US Department of Agriculture-Rural Development (USDA-RD): Chuck Clemons, Bob Lovan, Byron Ross 

· National Rural Development Partnership-National Partnership Office (NRDP-NPO): Dave Sears, Ella Ennis, Dave Barr, Conley Chaney 

· Office of Community Development (OCD): Luis Luna, Barbara Nelson, Jack Shaw, Rick Wetherill, Vivian Velasco 

· Office of General Counsel (OGC):  Phil Southers

· Forest Service (FS): Steve Yannof 

· Economic Research Service (ERS): Eileen Stommes

· Department of Health & Human Services (HHS): Dianne McSwain 

· Office of Rural Health Policy:  Marcia Brand

· Department of Veterans Affairs (VA): Gloria Royce-Bennett, Anthony Swift 

· Department of Housing & Urban Development (HUD): Steve Rhodeside 

· Department of Labor-Office of National Programs (DOL-ONP): Rachel Hutchinson, Robert Lunz 

· Department of the Interior-Bureau of Land Management (DOI-BLM): Paul Politzer 

· Department of Commerce-Economic Development Administration (DOC-EDA): Dennis Alvord 

· Department of Transportation (DOT): Jenna Musselman 

· Americorps: Volunteers In Service To America (VISTA): Kelly Daly 

· Federal Reserve Board:  Carolyn Welch
· Federal Reserve Bank of Chicago: Harry Pestine 

State Rural Development Councils
· Michael Wisdom, Colorado
· Paul Galligos, Illinois 

· Steve McHenry, Maryland 

· Marcie McLaughlin, Minnesota 

· Scott Truman, Utah 

· Mary Randolph, Wyoming
National Organizations & Non-Profits
· National Council of State Governments (NCSG): Carolyn Orr & Marge Kilkelly 

· National Association of Development Organizations (NADO): Zanetta Doyle 

· National Association of Regional Councils (NARC): Bev Nykwest 

· Rural Community Assistance Program (RCAP): Tom Goldsmith & Randy Adams
· Partners for Rural America (PRA): Joe Dudick

· National Association of Towns & Townships:  Rob Vanasek

· National Rural Electric Cooperatives Association (NRECA):  Laura Marshall

· American Association of School Administrators (AASA):  Mary Conk Kusler
· National Association of RD&Ds (NARCD):  Andrew Gordon

· Mid-Delta Workforce Alliance:  Michael Ward

The Private Sector
· Ohio Bankers League: Bill Morgan

· South Carolina Association of CDCs:  Bernie Mazyck

Notes:

Introduction & Welcome
NRDCC Overview

· In May 2003, President Bush signed into law the 2002 Farm Security and Rural Investment Act (Rural Bill).
· Section 6021 of the Rural Bill officially authorized the NRDP. Under this legislation, Congress mandated that the NRDP be structured to include:
· SRDCs 
· Nat’l Rural Dev. Coordinating Committee (NRDCC) 
· Governing Panel 
· In our Aug 19th consultation, we covered:
· NRDCC membership as specified in the Rural Bill
· NRDCC duties as specified in the Rural Bill
· Benefits of active participation on NRDCC
· Responsibilities of NRDCC members
· Timetable for NRDCC Implementation:
· We plan to have the NRDCC in place by January 1, 2004.
· Central to NRDP & NRDCC is the “partnership” concept.
· This is not just a USDA entity!
· We want and value any ideas you have on how we can put in place an NRDCC that will quickly become a key institution for improving the quality of life in rural America.

Discussion

1. Should NRDCC have a large general membership with a smaller Executive Board as leadership?  If so, what should the Executive Board look like?
a. I think there should be an Executive Board.  Section 385 of the 2002 Farm Security and Rural Investment Act created a senior-level federal government Rural Policy Working group.  That group should be part of NRDCC and possibly the Executive Board.
b. The Farm Bill also calls for the creation of the NRDP Governing Panel, which includes representatives from both NRDCC and SRDCs.  The Executive Board for NRDCC should be elected and should include both Federal and non-federal members and these members should also be the NRDCC representatives on the Governing Panel.
2. What should be the size and composition of NRDCC?
a. NRDCC should include all federal agencies with “rural responsibilities” which can be estimated around 20 and approximately an equal number of non-federal members.  Therefore the general membership would be around 40-50 members, with roughly an equal split of Federal and Non-federal members.
b. It is extremely important that the NRDCC is not just a Federal government or “Inside the Beltway” club.  It should include members from SRDCs and other entities at the state and local level.  The membership should be expansive rather than limited.  
c. Rural issues and concerns are different in different regions.  When it comes to representation on NRDCC, there needs to be an attempt to incorporate regional differences.  All regions should be represented as best as possible.
d. There needs to not only be a geographic balance, but also an institutional and mission balance as well.  For NRDCC to be effective there needs to be a good cross-section of perspectives at the table.
e. OMB should be on NRDCC.  Since part of NRDCC’s work includes removing impediments and barriers, OMB is a logical choice to have as a member.  NRDP and SRDCs have had success in the past working on the impediments process.  Remember it is very heartening to be seen as helping remove impediments and could be used to show the value of the Partnership.
f. There are a lot of very small organizations that are very active in rural development that have a long history of success.  It is very important that NRDCC looks at success stories from those groups and share the lessons to all the Partners.  It is also important to try to engage these groups and utilize their experience and perspectives.  
3. What is the most critical work NRDCC should carry out during its first two years?
a. It’s important to look at the statute.  The Farm Bill gives NRDCC several different types of responsibility.  NRDCC should work along the lines of the various responsibilities.  Along the lines of coordination, NRDCC could work as a national sounding board for agencies/organizations that are developing new programs and ensure that there is a rural perspective at the table (e.g. No Child Left Behind).  The responsibility of barrier elimination has been worked on in the past and could potentially be the most important duty of the NRDCC.
b. Technology can provide a better handle on how programs measure up.  With new databases and methods to identify trends and new impacts, we have the ability to determine the impact of both small and large efforts.  The priority for NRDCC should be to establish a method to connect reporting, measuring, and monitoring the effect of programs & policies (it might be SRDCs who aggregate).
c. It is important that we don’t forget the other interagency partnerships that already exist.  NRDCC should try to link its activities with other existing and ongoing interagency working groups.  This would be a good opportunity to create synergies and opportunities of scale.  NRDCC could help provide rural perspective to these groups (e.g. Brownfields Partnership).
d. There is an enormous information management piece that goes along with NRDCC work. A comprehensive effort to map out all of the various groups and efforts in rural development that already exist should be something the NRDCC does.  There are many ground-level groups that don’t have connections to the policy-making process and need the connection that this process might allow.
e. SRDCs should really have a steering role in setting the agenda of the NRDCC.  Since NRDCC is established to support SRDCs, then it should take direction from the Councils.  SRDCs know what they are working on and should tell NRDCC (especially during the first years) what to work on.  To be truly successful with its work, NRDCC issues should be mostly filtered from bottom-up.  
4. How get buy-in from members?
a. NRDCC can encourage buy-in by doing an assessment of how each potential member (both federal and non-federal) should have an interest in rural.  There should be an awareness across the board of the importance of rural issues for all members.  A mapping process which strategically identifies areas of interest within rural for each member and specific issues to work on would be a very effective way to establish buy-in.  Once you know what members are interested in then you can tap various members to lead ad-hoc taskforces for specific issues (e.g. Access to healthcare in rural will be overseen by HHS).
i. Answer (Luna):  Mapping is a good idea and we’ll try to engage partners/stakeholders.  We also need to be looking at the big picture, and try not to quantify every iota of work.  This needs to be a partnership and we must avoid ranking the importance of partners.  Both the largest and smallest partners should be equal.
b. If possible, it would be very helpful to have at least an initial participation by White House to encourage all federal agencies to participate.  Following up with OMB as a partner and ensuring that all federal agencies are participating, would increase the chances of sustained buy-in.
c. In FY 05, if NRDP has a reserve of funds then the non-federal organizations could compete for them to work on certain issues?  This would help engage the non-federal partners and potentially get some new ideas to the table.
5. How assure that buy-in has occurred? (Below comments are paraphrased from other comments)
a. Issue mapping would identify specific areas of interest for each partner.  By having this list, NRDCC can then work to engage each partner in these particular areas, simultaneously keeping them engaged and allowing them to meet their specific goals.

b. By establishing specific task forces on different issues and engaging various partners to staff or lead these task forces, partners would feel engaged and useful and would see specific results in their specific areas of interest.
6. Beyond providing cash, in-kind resources, and/or staff, in what other ways can Federal agencies participate in and contribute to NRDCC/NRDP operations?  (Example Each Fed dept agrees to develop an internal working group for “rural perspectives” and coordination with other agencies within the dept and with other departments?)
a. No Comments

7. Other Questions or Comments
a. Perhaps NRDP could look into reviving its taskforces (e.g. Telecommunications Taskforce).  
b. NRDCC might be more effective if it were modeled after the HHS-DOT Coordinating Council, which operates with a series of MOUs.  There are co-chairs on the Council from both HHS and DOT, and the staff works on sub-committees.  This allows for the expertise to work on specific issues and doesn’t overburden politicals.  NRDCC might be more effective if it identified several issues and set up separate working groups instead of having one large membership that works on broad, ambiguous areas.  As for the non-federal members, there are some concerns about voting issues.  On the HHS-DOT Coordinating Council, there is a consortium of private groups that participate as observers, but don’t vote.  This might be appropriate for the NRDCC to ensure that non-federal groups aren’t establishing policy and won’t have to worry about FACA requirements.
c. There are several things that can be learned from the HHS-DOT Coordinating Council, but there are some significant differences.  Both were established for different reasons and therefore have different authorities.  NRDCC is established by statute and has specific duties.  On the other hand, DOT-HHS Coordinating Council only has MOUs, which aren’t as binding.  To not run afoul of FACA requirements, the Coordinating Council has been very careful to limit outside entities.  But NRDCC, as specified in statute, will have the ability to have full involvement of non-federal organizations.  This is an opportunity to do governance in a new way.  The benefits of having non-federal input outweigh any potential difficulties with FACA.
i. Answer (Southers, OGC):  In response to the FACA concerns, NRDCC is established by statute and as long as it stays in alignment with the legislation then it should not have to worry about FACA requirements.
d. When NRDCC is established, since the membership will be around 50, then perhaps all members could be “adopted” by a particular Council to keep them informed of what is going on in a specific state.  This would increase the knowledge of each member as well as provide a larger amount of buy-in.  Each NRDCC member would also be responsible for representing their Councils views in NRDCC to ensure that there is information from each state around the nation.

Closing Comments (Luna)

· These NRDCC Consultations have been very useful and have generated a lot of good ideas.  
· Thank you for your participation.
