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Rural Virginia Prosperity Commission

Interim Report

The Rural Virginia Prosperity Commission was created by House Joint Resolution No.
129 and Senate Joint Resolution No. 140 in the 2000 session of the Virginia General
Assembly. The resolutions (Appendix A) directed the Commission to

undertake a detailed analysis of Virginia's rural economies and
recommend flexible but targeted state policies which, combined with local
efforts, will help foster sustainable economic growth in Virginia's rural
areas.

The Commission is composed of 18 members: 6 members of the House of Delegates,
appointed by the Speaker of the House~ 4 members of the Senate of Virginia, appointed
by the Senate Privileges and Elections Committee~ and 8 lay citizen members, 4
appointed by the Speaker of the House and 4 appointed by the Senate Privileges and
Elections Committee. The Commission's membership is attached as Appendix B.

Staff services for the Commission are provided by the Rural Economic Analysis
Program, Virginia Tech~ the Southside and Southwest offices of the Cooper Center for
Public Service, University of Virginia~ the Virginia Division of Legislative Services; and
the House of Delegates Clerk's Office. Three part-time staff members from Virginia
Tech are paid. Time for two faculty members from Virginia Tech and employees of the
University of Virginia's Cooper Center for Public Service are contributed by their
respective institutions. A retired banker volunteers his time to this important effort. A
full roster of the staff is attached as Appendix C.

The Commission held its organizational meeting in Richmond on August 27, 2000.
Delegate Steve Landes was elected Chainnan and Senator Emmett Hanger, Delegate
Whitt Clement, and Mr. Eric Fly were elected Vice-Chairmen. Senator Philip Puckett
was selected Vice-Chairman at the September 26 meeting.

The Commission has met monthly since its initial August, 2000 meeting. The
Commission's first two meetings, held in Richmond, focused on understanding the nature
of the problems facing rural Virginia and their underlying causes (Appendix D).
Subsequent Commission meetings have been held in strategic regional locations
throughout the Commonwealth: Staunton (October 31,2000), Danville (November 27,
2000), and Abingdon, (December 12, 2000) Virginia. Three additional regional meeting
are scheduled for early 2001: Richmond, Tidewater Virginia, and Northern Virginia.

Each of the regional meetings has been preceded by public meetings conducted by
Commission members and staff in each of the Planning Districts geographically
composing the areas served by the regional Commission meetings. The purpose of the
"pre-regional meetings" is to call public attention to the scheduled regional Commission
meetings, enable participation in Commission deliberations for those citizens who live in



jurisdictions remote from the regional Commission meeting locations, and to deepen the
Commission and its staffs understanding of the issues confronting communities in every
part of the Commonwealth. Pre-regional meetings were held in the

Roanoke Valley/Alleghany Regional Commission (Dabney S. Lancaster Community
College, October 24, 2000);

West Piedmont Planning District Commission (Patrick Henry Community College,
November 15, 2000);

Southside Planning District (South Hill, November 15, 2000);

Central Virginia Planning District Commission (Central Virginia Community College,
November 20, 2000);

Piedmont Planning District Commission (Farmville, November 21,2000);

New River Valley Planning District Commission (Fairlawn, November 21,2000);

Cumberland Plateau Planning District Commission (Southwest Virginia Community
College, November 28, 2000),

Mount Rogers Planning District Commission (Marion, December 5, 2000); and

LENOWISCO Planning District Commission (Natural Tunnel State Park, December 6,
2000).

The fonnat for the Commission's pre-regional meeting consisted of an afternoon
discussion group followed by an advertised evening public hearing.

Since the Commission will continue to hold regional Commission meetings preceded by
pre-regional seSSIons in each Planning District Commission, a comprehensive set of
findings at this time would be premature. However, certain broad common themes are
beginning to emerge:

~ There is no one rural Virginia. Consequently, no single one-size-fits-all solution
exists for rural Virginia.

~ The incomes of rural Virginians are increasing at significantly slower rates than
the incomes of urban Virginians.

,. The economic importance of the agricultural and manufacturing sectors, the
traditional economic foundations of rural Virginia, is declining. The growing
income gap between urban and rural Virginians is directly related ,to the emerging
new economy.
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,. The decline in the traditional economy is not unique to Virginia. Rural areas
everywhere are finding that commodity-based economies are incapable of
supporting the existing population at stable or growing income levels .

." As rural economic opportunities have shrunk, many better educated and
entrepreneurial young people are leaving the area. This diminishing stock of
human capital is occurring in precisely the areas that need leadership the most.

.,. Economic problems confronting rural areas are unlikely to self-correct. Outside
public and private intervention, in some ways and for some time, will be required
to reverse rural Virginia's growing fiscal dependence on its economically thriving
urban neighbors.

~ Economic prosperity in rural Virginia requires the creation of new economic
bases-new products and resources that can be traded profitably on the global
market.

., In the emerging global economy and marketplace, the agricultural and forestal
sectors of the Commonwealth face growing competition from low-wage
alternatives in other countries. Agriculture, forestry, and agribusiness are
important to the economic well being of rural communities. Any revitalization of
these basic sectors will contribute to correction of the growing divergence
between the economies of the rural and urban sectors in the Commonwealth.

Commission activities conducted to date throughout the Commonwealth have shed
considerable light on what prevents the development of new economic bases. Among
these are

."" Lack of a necessary critical mass that attracts voluntary private sector
involvement in rural telecommunications. Rural community representatives have
repeatedly told the Commission members that high speed broad band access is not
available or that it is available only at costs that are significantly higher than
similar or better urban center services. The Commission has created a
Subcommittee chaired by Senator Emmett Hanger to work with private sector
providers to identify incentives to improve telecommunication services in rural
Virginia, services that are competitively priced with those offered in urban
Virginia.

~ Lack of capital for investment in new and on-going rural business activities .

., Legal and resource barriers that complicate regional public cooperative endeavors
that attempt to create the economies of scale and the critical mass for
infrastructure development that urban areas have in abundance.



,.. A declining cadre of energetic, informed, and entrepreneurial local leadership to
develop and implement development strategies at the community and regional
levels.

In summary, the Commission has been gathering facts and infonnation to more
comprehensively and thoroughly describe the social and economic position of rural
Virginia. Clearly, rural areas have fundamental economic disadvantages that, if left
alone, will continue to expand the gap between the economic haves and have-nots. The
problems confronting rural Virginia, while exhibiting similar broad dimensions, will
require unique solutions for individual communities. Communities must be able to
determine their unique destinies and understand the consequences of not developing a
broad-based community and regional vision.

In its travels to date, the Commission has also found examples of excellence in rural
Virginia. Charlotte County, for example, is a rural county whose public schools have
achieved some of the Commonwealth's highest SOL test scores. The Regional
Renaissance project throughout the Central Virginia Planning District Commission is a
regional effort allowing citizens of those areas to chart their own course. Comprehensive
community building efforts in Carroll County are finding fertile soil to create broad­
based citizen participation and construct meaningful long-term economic and social
agendas.

As the Commission continues its deliberations, preliminary policy, programmatic, and
legislative proposals are emerging. Appendix E lists proposals from the December 13
Commission meeting in Abingdon. Staff briefings and preliminary analyses dealing with
each of the December 13 proposals were presented to the Commission at the January 9
meeting in Richmond.

Much work remains for the Commission. The Commission acknowledges that this work
is critically important, not only to rural areas, but for the economic revitalization and
vitality of the entire Commonwealth.
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2000 SESSION

ENROLLED

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 129

Establishing the Rural Virginia Prosperity Commission.

Agreed to by the House of Delegates, February 15, 2000
Agreed to by the Senate, March 2,2000

WHEREAS, the U.S. economy is experiencing its longest economic expansion in history; and
WHEREAS, the Commonwealth as a whole has shared in this broad-based economic expansion

which has brought to the Commonwealth double-digit annual general fund revenue growth over the
past few bienniums; and

WHEREAS, numerous areas of the Commonwealth are sharing this record growth where
technology is generating unprecedented economic prosperity; and

WHEREAS, urban and suburban areas of the Commonwealth of Virginia have benefited from the
growth and expansion of infonnation technology; and

WHEREAS, even after almost 10 years of strong economic growth in the Commonwealth, the
rural areas of Virginia have not benefited to the same extent as the urban and suburban areas of
Virginia; and

WHEREAS, the falling commodity prices for fann products have helped keep inflation under
control but have reduced the income of farmers in Virginia's rural areas; and

WHEREAS, the assault on tobacco and its harmful effects has decimated the Southwest and
Southside regions in Virginia with their historically strong economic dependence on tobacco; and

WHEREAS, increased global competition has helped some areas of the Commonwealth; the free
trade policies of the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) and the General Agreement on
Trade and Tariffs (GAIT) have hurt certain manufacturing industries, such as textiles, which are
predominantly located in rural areas resulting in high unemployment; and

WHEREAS, the strong economies of the urban and suburban areas with their economic growth
and high wage jobs have exacerbated the rural community's out-migration, especially for the younger
residents of the rural parts of Virginia; and

WHEREAS, the social and economic problems confronting rural Virginia and its suburban
neighbors, where rapid housing growth competes for space, land, and local services, are diverse with
different state policies and laws affecting different local economies in diverse ways, and therefore,
strategies may need to be initiated and/or modified to provide maximum effectiveness for Virginia's
rural and ruraL'suburban areas; and

WHEREAS, the Commonwealth cannot achieve full prosperity until all regions of the
Commonwealth share in the state's current unprecedented economic growth and allow its communities
and its citizens to reach their full potential; and

WHEREAS, rural economies that are not in a position to equally contribute to the
Commonwealth's economic prosperity will inevitably require continuous fiscal contributions from
urban and suburban areas of the state to simply continue to provide essential public services; and

WHEREAS, sustained rural development that improves a community's economy cannot occur until
creative solutions that link strong resources and programs with a local capacity to tackle its own
unique problems are developed; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED by the House of Delegates, the Senate concurring, That the Rural Virginia Prosperity
Commission be established. The Commission shall undertake a detailed analysis of Virginia's rural
economies and recommend flexible but targeted state policies which, combined with local efforts, will
help foster sustainable economic growth in Virginia's rural areas. The Commission shall study and
recommend what policies and strategies can be instituted or restructured to help rebuild Virginia's
rural economy to maximize the effectiveness of federal, state, local and private efforts to assure rural
prosperity and a high quality of life in rural communities.

The Commission shall be comprised of 18 members as follows: 6 members of the House of
Delegates to be appointed by the Speaker of the House, in accordance with the principles of Rule 16
of the Rules of the House of Delegates; 4 members of the Senate to be appointed by the Senate
Committee on Privileges and Elections; and 8 citizen members, four of whom shall be appointed by
the Speaker of the House and four of whom shall be appointed by the Senate Committee on
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Privileges and Elections. The Commission shall include representatives of both urban and rural areas
of Virginia. The Division of Legislative Services and the Rural Economic Analysis Program at the
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University (Virginia Tech) shall provide staff assistance for
the study. All agencies of the Commonwealth shall provide assistance to the Commission~ upon
request.

The direct cost of the study shall not exceed $33~OOO. An additional estimated $150,000 is
allocated for analytical, planning and advisory services for Virginia Tech. Such expenses shall be
funded by a separate appropriation to Virginia Tech.

The Commission shall submit an interim report to the Governor and the 200 I Session of the
General Assembly and shall complete its work by December 1, 2001, and submit its findings and
recommendations to the Governor and the 2002 Session of the General Assembly as provided in the
procedures of the Division of Legislative Automated Systems for the processing of legislative
documents.

Implementation of this resolution is subject to subsequent approval and certification by the Joint
Rules Committee. The Committee may withhold expenditures or delay the period for the conduct of
the study.
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2000 SESSION

E:\ROLLED

SE7'ATE JOI:\T RESOLLTIOl" NO. 140

Establishing the Rural Virginia Prosperity Commission.

Agreed to by the Senate, March 9, 2000
Agreed to by the House of Delegates, March 8, 2000

WHEREAS, the United States economy is experiencing its longest economic expansion in history;
and

WHEREAS, the Commonwealth as a whole has shared in this broad-based economic expansion
which has brought to the Commonwealth double-digit annual general fund revenue growth over the
past few bienniums; and

WHEREAS, numerous areas of the Commonwealth are sharing this record growth where
technology is generating unprecedented economic prosperity; and

WHEREAS, urban and suburban areas of the Commonwealth of Virginia have benefited from the
growth and expansion of infonnation technology; and

WHEREAS, even after almost 10 years of strong economic growth in the Commonwealth, the
rural areas of Virginia have not benefited to the same extent as the urban and suburban areas of
Virginia: and .

WHEREAS, the falling commodity prices for farm products have helped keep inflation under
control but have reduced the income of farmers in Virginia's rural areas; and

WHEREAS, the assault on tobacco and its hannful effects has decimated the Southwest and
Southside regions in Virginia with their historically strong economic dependence on tobacco; and

WHEREAS, increased global competition has helped some areas of the Commonwealth; the free
trade policies of the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) and the General Agreement on
Trade and Tariffs (GAIT) have hurt certain manufacturing industries, such as textiles, which are
predominantly located in rural areas resulting in high unemployment; and

WHEREAS, the strong economies of the urban and suburban areas with their economic growth
and high wage jobs have exacerbated the rural community's out-migration, especially for the younger
residents of the rural parts of Virginia; and

WHEREAS, the social and economic problems confronting rural Virginia and its suburban
neighbors, where rapid housing growth competes for space, land, and local services, are diverse with
different state policies and laws affecting different local economies in diverse ways, and therefore,
strategies may need to be initiated and/or modified to provide maximum effectiveness for Virginia's
rural and rural/suburban areas; and

WHEREAS, the Commonwealth cannot achieve full prosperity until all regions of the
Commonwealth share in the state's current unprecedented economic growth and allow its communities
and its citizens to reach their full potential; and

WHEREAS, rural economies that are not in a position to equally contribute to the
Commonwealth's economic prosperity will inevitably require continuous fiscal contributions from
urban and suburban areas of the state to simply continue to provide essential public services; and

WHEREAS, sustained rural development that improves a community's economy cannot occur until
creative solutions that link strong resources and programs with a local capacity to tackle its own
unique problems are developed; now, therefore, be it

RESOL VEO by the Senate, the House of Delegates concurring, That the Rural Virginia Prosperity
Commission be created to undertake a detailed analysis of Virginia's rural economies and to
recommend flexible but targeted state policies which, combined with local efforts, will help foster
sustainable economic growth in Virginia's rural areas. The Commission shall study and recommend
what policies and strategies can be instituted or restructured to help rebuild Virginia's rural economy
to maximize the effectiveness of federal, state, local and private efforts to assure rural prosperity and
a high quality of life in rural communities.

The Commission shall be comprised of 18 members as follows: 4 members of the Senate to be
appointed by the Senate Committee on Privileges and Elections; 6 members of the House of Delegates
to be appointed by the Speaker of the House, in accordance with the principles of Rule 16 of the
Rules of the House of Delegates; and 8 citizen members, four of whom shall be appointed by the
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Senate Committee on Privileges and Elections, and four of whom shall be appointed by the Speaker
of the House. The Commission shall include representatives of both urban and rural areas of Virginia.
The Division of Legislative Services and the Rural Economic Analysis Program at the Virginia
Polytechnic Institute and State University (Virginia Tech) shall provide staff assistance for the study.
AU agencies of the Commonwealth shall provide assistance to the Commission, upon request.

The direct cost of the study shall not exceed S33,000. An additional estimated S150,000 is
allocated for analytical, planning and advisory services for Virginia Tech. Such expenses shall be
funded by a separate appropriation to Virginia Tech.

The Commission shall submit an interim report to the Governor and the 200 I Session of the
General Assembly and shall complete its work by December I, 200 I, and submit its findings and
recommendations to the Governor and the 2002 Session of the General Assembly as provided in the
procedures of the Division of Legislative Automated Systems for the processing of legislative
documents.

Implementation of this resolution is subject to subsequent approval and certification by the Joint
Rules Committee. The Committee may withhold expenditures or delay the period for the conduct of
the study.
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Appendix B: Rural Virginia Prosperity Commission Membership

Honorable R. Steven Landes,
Chairman
Virginia House of Delegates

Honorable Whittington W. Clement
Vice Chairman
Virginia House of Delegates

Honorable Emmett W. Hanger, Jr.
Vice Chairman
Senate of Virginia

Mr. Eric Fly
Vice Chairman
Wakefield

Honorable Phillip P. Puckett
Vice Chairman
Senate of Virginia

Dr. James H. Dixon
Fairfax

The HonorabIe Allen W. Dudley
Virginia House of Delegates

Mr. Linwood Duncan
Danville
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Mr. Harold Durrett
Mt. Crawford

Honorable Charles R. Hawkins
Senate of Virginia

Ms. Bonnie Hoover
Broadway

Mr. Robert Hurt
Chatham

Honorable Terry G. Kilgore
Virginia House of Delegates

Ms. Beverly L. Lucas
South Boston

Honorable Kevin G. Miller
Senate of Virginia

Honorable Frank M. Ruff
Virginia House of Delegates

Honorable Jackie T. Stump
Virginia House of Delegates

Mr. William Tucker
Amherst



Appendix C: Rural Virginia Prosperity Commission Staff; Virginia Division of
Legislative Services; and the House of Delegates Clerk's Office

James Hite, Staff Director
Agricultural and Applied Economics
Virginia Tech

RandalArno
Cooper Center for Public Service
University of Virginia
Southside

Diane Arnold
Cooper Center for Public Service
University of Virginia
Southside

Jerry Franklin
Cooper Center for Public Service
University of Virginia
Southside

Art Mead
Cooper Center for Public Service
University of Virginia
Southwest

George McDowell
Agricultural and Applied Economics
Virginia Tech

William Moore
Consultant
South Boston

Karen Mundy
Agricultural and Applied Economics
Virginia Tech

Karen 0'Connor
Agricultural and Applied Economics
Virginia Tech

Wayne Purcell
Agricultural and Applied Economics
Virginia Tech

Virginia Division of Legislative Services and the House of Delegates Clerk's Office

Jeff Sharp
Legislative Services

Scott Maddrea
House of Delegate's Clerks Office
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Appendix D. Prosperity for Rural Virginia: The Continuing Story of Rural
Virginia
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rosperity for

ural • ••lrglDla:

The Continuing Story
of Rural Virginia

Prepared for the Rural Virginia Prosperity Commission, Richmond, August 24, 2000 by
Commission Staff from the Rural Economic Analysis Program, Virginia Tech and the
Weldon Cooper Center for Public Service, University of Virginia.
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INTRODUCTION

My purpose is to begin a process by which we come to a common understanding of
the nature of the economic problems facing rural Virginia. We will hear lots of authentic,
specific experiences from people at the grassroots level. It is necessary and proper that
we listen and learn. But in that process, we risk not being able to see the forest for the
trees-a trap we must not fall into.

The economic problems that face rural Virginia are complex. They are rooted in a
dynamic market economy. Those of us who have spent lifetimes studying and thinking
about the economic problems associated with being rural know that we have less than
perfect understanding of those problems and of solutions that might have some chance of
affecting a positive change.

We will not attempt to deal with possible solutions today. We have enough to do just
to try to begin to understand the nature of the problem. Only when we have begun to
define the problem will we be able to begin to consider possible solutions.

Today, we will consider four questions:

• What is rural?
• What are the economic consequences of being rural?
• What must any region have to prosper?
• Will the economic problems of rural Virginia self-correct?

I ask you to make a conscious effort to discard whatever intellectual baggage you
brought here. Not your values, not your experience. We need those things. But let us
stand back and try to get a big picture of the situation. We face a difficult challenge, and
we will not be able to deal with it unless our minds are open and our thinking fresh.

WHAT IS RURAL?

We cannot talk about the road back to prosperity in rural Virginia without first
spending some time thinking about what it means to be rural.

We can define rural in many ways:

• Rural is where people make their living from resource-based industries-faInling,
forestry, fisheries, or mining.

• Rural is non-metropolitan.
• Rural is where population densities are low.
• Rural is where few business services exist.
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Resource-Based Economies

Not so long ago, what being rural meant was fairly obvious. Rural areas were places
where people made their living primarily from natural resources-from farming, forestry,
fisheries, or mining. Today, that concept of rural is limiting. No counties in Virginia are
primarily dependent upon forestry or fisheries for their economies, even though forestry
and fisheries are elements of the local economies in a number of places. Only two
counties in Virginia-Highland and Cumberland-are dependent on fanning for a
significant part of their economy. In many other counties farming is important.
Agriculture and agribusiness generate about 11 percent of all jobs and some 10 percent of
economic activity in the state. 1 These numbers will be much higher in counties where
fanning is prevalent. But farming itself is so efficient that it is not the chief way many
people make a living. Four counties in southwest Virginia are dependent upon mining­
Buchanan, Dickenson, Russell, and Wise.

The notion that the only areas that are rural are those dependent on resources
industries is no longer acceptable (Figure 1). If resource-based is the only way to define
rural, few rural areas are left in Virginia.

Figure 1. Types of Economic Activity in Non...Metropolitan Counties, 1989

Type of .:conomc octJVity

o ~tropo1Jlal

DFamung

DGo~~nt

_ Service

~~ Mlnfoctlrilg

_ ::-Jon Specialized
_ Mrong

Source: Economic Research Senrice, USDA. http://www.ers.usda.gov/epubs/other/typo/og/typ89va.txt.
Accessed Aug. 12, 2000.

Rural as Non-Metropolitarr

Rural development researchers have commonly defined rural as all that area not
included within the Census Bureau's Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSA), so rural by

I David Lamie. The l:C:.JJ1omic Impact ofAgriculture and Ag-Related Industries on the Commonwealth of
Virginia. Va. Coop. Ext. Pub. No. 448-233/REAP R035. Augus~ 1998.
: US Department of Commerce, Census Bureau uses the tenns metropolitan and non-metropolitan to defme
areas based on population concentrations. USDA, Economic Research Service uses the tenus rural and
urban also based on population concentrations. USDA breaks down each category into continuums. For
our purposes, we are defining rural along a continuum and assume urban and metropolitan are synonymous
and will use the term urban.
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this definition means non-metropolitan. As a rough cut, that delineation works fairly
well. In Virginia, 61 counties and cities are within the most recent definition of MSAs
(Figure 2). Yet in Virginia, as in other states, the way in which MSAs are defined
includes counties adjacent (outlying) to metropolitan areas where workers commute into
the metropolitan area (center). Hence, in Virginia, such counties as Amherst, Bedford,
Botetourt, Clarke, Fluvanna, Greene, Isle of Wight, Scott, Warren, and Washington are
not counted as rural since they are part of MSAs.

Figure 2. US Census Bureau, Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSA), 1996 .

Jc>1I1SC11 QtY'NIl~rt-Bn51ol
Tdlll·\'aMSA
DCdltliS'_ OJtIymg

QlnVIIJeMSA
DCentlll'
Olarl<tt.s\llle MSA
DCenta'
_ CUd}U\g

Source: US Bureau of Labor Statistics. "Metropolitan Areas and Components, 1996. with FIPS Codes."
http://stats.bls.govI790metdfhtm. Accessed Aug. 12, 2000.

Using the metropolitan/non-metropolitan delineation to define rural leaves a lot of
places that would commonly be thought of as rural in non-rural or urban classifications.
It may be one way to delineate rural areas, but it is an imprecise way.

Population Density

If we think of rural as being areas that are relatively sparsely populated, we have
another way to define rural Virginia. Figure 3 shows the counties in Virginia divided
between those that have fewer than 120 people per square mile, and those that have more
than 120 people per square mile.

A natural break occurs in the population numbers around 120, and this division fits
our intuition in that only a few non-rural or urban areas are identified west of Roanoke.
In 1998, 34 Virginia counties had population densities greater than this threshold. Some
counties such as Pulaski and Warren lack substantial cities but have slightly more than
120 people per square mile~ however, we think of them as rural. Other counties such as
Frederick, Henry, and Montgomery with populations of significantly more than 120
people per square mile, we would probably also think of as primarily rural.
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Still, counting as rural those counties with less than 120 people per square mile is one
workable way to delineate rural Virginia. This lack of population concentration separates
truly rural counties from those with more concentrated business activity.

Figure 3. Population per square mile based on 1998 population estimates.

Populi. ion per~ mik:o 1- 120 people per sq. mi
_ ~b~ thtIt 120 peqJle per sq. ml.

Source: Weldon Cooper Center for Public Service. "'1998 Final and 1999 Provisional Population
Estimates," http://www. virginia. edulcoopercenter/vastat/txt/est9099a.htmJ. Accessed Aug. 12,
2000.

Business Services

Another way to think of what is rural is to see rural places as those that are not urban
based on some important measure. Urban places typically have a large and varied
number of business services available-accountants, lawyers, consultants, people who
service office equipment, etc.

We can delineate Virginia counties based on how many business servIce
establishments are located in each county. The number varies widely from one in
counties like Lee to thousands in some of the counties in Northern Virginia. In Figure 4,
we divide the counties based on those that have more business service establishments
than Augusta County, including Staunton and Waynesboro, and those that have fewer.
(Augusta was the "break" county with an estimated 120 people per square mile in 1998).
Eleven counties (including their independent cities) in Virginia have more business
service establishments than Augusta: a grouping in northern Virginia, a grouping
beginning at Spotsylvania (including Fredericksburg) and moving down to the Richmond
City area, a grouping in the Hampton Roads area, and then in Albemarle (including
Charlottesville), Campbell (including Lynchburg), and Roanoke City and County
(including Salem and Vinton).

Using the number of business services as the criterion to determine what is rural
leaves the greatest part of Virginia as rural. If population per square mile were overlaid
on business services, the relationship between the two would be obvious.
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Figure 4. Business Services, 1996

Business Index. R.1~ I· 3.692;
Sla~ton-V.·8~esbQ"l?August8 = 100
CJ Below 100
_ Above 100

Source: US Census Bureau. COWlty Business Patterns, 1996. http://www.census.gov/epcd/cbplview/
cbpview.html. Accessed Aug. 12,2000

No One Right Way

We have no single right way to define rural Virginia. Rurality occurs along many
different dimensions. Some counties have parts that are quite urban and other parts that are
very rural. In Washington County, for example, Abingdon is a rapidly growing town. The
strip along 1-81 from Abingdon to Bristol is now almost completely built up. Yet, once we
leave that strip, we are in open country that most people would recognize as rural.

Places can be rural in some ways and not in others. Places that are rural but near
large and growing cities, like some of the counties in the lower Shenandoah Valley, have
quite different economies and opportunities from those in extreme southwestern Virginia
o.r in some parts of central Piedmont. Places near a major research university, like those
in the New River Valley, have different possibilities from those in the Northern Neck.
Places that have interstate highway access have different economic opportunities from
places in the Piedmont between Lynchburg and Richmond City. We must not make the
serious mistake of thinking that all rural places are homogeneous.

ECONOMIC CONSEQUENCES OF BEING RURAL

Being rural has economic consequences. It affects the economic comparative
advantage of an area. Rural areas, with lots of land relative to people, have always had
advantages in producing things that require large land areas. They have disadvantages in
producing things that require close proximity to large numbers of people. These
consequences manifest themselves in a variety of ways.

As long as a large fraction of the population was required to be in farming to produce
food for the rest of the population, rural areas were assured a substantial population. But
increases in production technology) with regard to both labor and land, have reduced the



requirement for large numbers of people and large land areas to be devoted to agricultural
production. While resource-based industries continue to be important in some parts of
the Commonwealth, all resource-based industries (fanning, forestry, fisheries, and
mining), before measuring the total 'economic multiplier impacts, accounted for less than
1.5 percent of Virginia's Gross State Product in 1997.

Moreover, increases in agricultural productivity have increased the worldwide
supplies of agricultural commodities relative to demand so that the long-tenn trend in the
prices has been downward for a generation or more. Farming, forestry, and fisheries may
be able to provide prosperity for some parts of rural Virginia. But these resource-based
industries are not likely to ever again produce enough income to support a population as
large as the current population in many of the counties that are rural by two or more of
the criteria we discussed.

As the traditional economic base of rural areas has eroded, incomes in rural Virginia
have declined relative to the urban parts of the Commonwealth.

• In 1998, 85 percent of all personal income received by Virginians went to those
who live in the urban counties.

• In the 1996-98 period, 87 percent of all growth in personal income in Virginia
occurred in the counties within MSAs.

The difference in income between rural and non-rural continues to grow, and the rate
of growth is accelerating in recent years. Average per capita income in 1998 was almost
$10,000 higher in Virginia's urban counties than in the rural counties (Figure 5).

Figure 5. Difference in per capita income, urban versus rural areas of the state
using population per square mile to define rural, 1969-98

I:: 1
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I
I
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Source: US Dept. of Commerce. Regional Economic Information System J969-98. Bureau of Economic
Analysis. RCN-0250
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CONSEQUENCES OF BEING RURAL

Even acknowledging the issues of defining what is rural, one important economic
consequence of being rural is that, on average, rural people are likely to be poorer. And
in recent years, they are getting poorer still.

Whatever is driving the modern economy in Virginia does not appear to favor rural
areas. Another consequence is that the brighter, better educated, and more ambitious
young people migrate out of rural areas. Thus, they deprive the places they leave of the
investments that have been made in their education as well as their potential leadership
and entrepreneurship.

Figure 6 shows that the high school dropout rate in the rural counties of Virginia does
not differ much from that of the urban centers. Yet based on the 1990 Census, many
rural counties had upwards of 40 percent of the population 25 years old or older who had
not finished high school (Figure 7). And in five counties, over 50 percent of the
population had not finished high school. That picture is likely to be only marginally
better in the 2000 census because the younger and better educated continue to leave rural
communities.

Figure 6. Dropout rate, 1997-98 school year
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Source: Va. Dept. of Education.•;1997-98 Superintendent's Annual Report for Virginia." Richmond, Va.,
1999.
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Figure 7. Percent of population over 25 without high school diploma or equivalent,
1990
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Source: US Dept. of Commerce, Bureau of the Census. Selected Social Characteristics: 1990.
Washington, DC, 1991.

This differential migration leaves behind an older and less well educated population
who are increasingly dependent upon transfer payments for a major part of their income.
Transfer payments include some private pensions, but are primarily made up of Social
Security and various types of public assistance. Figure 8 shows the percentage of all
personal income in 1998 that was obtained from transfer payments. The higher
percentages are in rural areas.

Figure 8. Percent of income from transfer payments, 1998
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Source: US Dept. of Commerce. "Regional Economic lnfonnation System, 1969-98." Bureau of
Economic Analysis, RCN-0250.

The bottom line is that rural areas with troubled economies become increasingly
dependent upon transfers of various sorts from the growing urban centers. Not only are
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they dependent upon transfer payments as direct income to individuals, but also upon
intergovernmental transfers to support schools and local governments.

Figure 9 shows local contributions to the total local plus state budgets for local
services. The smaller percentages of local funds are in the rural counties, suggesting state
funds are being transferred from economically strong urban areas to rural areas. If rural
areas cannot catch up, subsidies from urban to rural Virginia will continue and are likely
to grow in the future.

Figure 9. Local revenue as percent of total local plus state revenue, 1998
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Source: Auditor of Public AccOllllts. "Exhibit A. General Government," Comparative Report of
Local Government Revenues and Expenditures, Year Ended June 30, 1998. Richmond, Va.:
Commonwealth of Virginia, April 1999.

CHOICES

. We have three choices if rural communities are to improve important measures like
per capita income.

• See more rural Virginians move to urban places~

• Subsidize rural communities with income eamed in urban areas, and
• Find ways to "grow" the economies of rural places in Virginia~

Allowing continued population losses in rural Virginia might increase per capita
incomes in declining areas, but it will only add to congestion and growth problems in
urban Virginia. It will also devastate existing local businesses that remain in our rural
communities. Mass out-migration is not a very appealing option nor is it one we are
likely to consider in any serious way.

Increasing subsidization of rural communities is also not a very appealing option.
First, it would make more and more rural Virginians dependent on handouts from their
urban neighbors. And second, subsidization begets subsidization. Third, it tends to
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encourage housing development and population gro\Vth in some areas of rural Virginia.
Since research shows housing gro\Vth alone does not pay for required governmental
services, the amount of subsidy would tend to grow at an increasing rate through time.

The task of this Commission is the final alternative: to find a way to stimulate
economic gro\Vth in rural Virginia communities.

BASICS OF REGION~~LECONOMIC GROWTH

As individuals, we must sell something to the rest of the world in order to prosper.
So too, must a community have something to sell to the rest of the world if it is to
prosper. That part of the economy that produces goods and services primarily for sale to
the rest of the world is called the economic base.

We must remember: No place can grow and thrive unless it has something of
value to sell to the outside world. Every place must have an economic base or else it
becomes a subsistent economy.

Generally, regions sell what they have in greatest relative abundance and what is in
demand in the rest of the world. The traditional economic base of rural places was
agricultural commodities, forest or fishery products, or the output of mines.

Having an economic base in goods or services for which demand is not growing very
fast, however, will assure that a region declines relative to other regions with goods and
services for which demand is growing rapidly. The problem of resource-based
economies is that the demand for homogeneous commodities is not growing rapidly.

Hence, prosperity in rural Virginia requires that rural places find new economic
bases, ideally centered on goods or services for which demand is growing fast. These
new bases can sometimes be different and build on the output from resource-based
sectors. However, they are more likely to be new activities not now being pursued in a
particular rural community.

In the years after World War II, several places in rural Virginia created new economic
bases in manufacturing. Manufacturing grew using relatively low-cost surplus labor
being released from farming. Indeed, so successful was that strategy that manufacturing
became the largest source of income in many rural counties of Virginia (Figure 1). Such
a strategy was successful when it focused on relatively mature industries in which
production processes were well established and relatively unskilled workers could be
trained easily to perfonn routine tasks. Rural Virginia has a lot of those workers.

The conditions no longer exist that made a branch manufacturing plant strategy viable
for much of rural Virginia. Those conditions have been destroyed by foreign
competition. It was not just policies like NAPTA (North American Free Trade
Association), the WTO (World Trade Organization), and GATT (General Agreement on
Tariffs and Trade) that brought that foreign competition. Improvements in the efficiency
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of handling goods in ports, improved communications that allow U.S. management to
exercise control over far flung operations, and expanded basic infrastructure in
developing countries have now made it possible to find still cheaper labor of the sort
required by mature industries. Most of that new and cheaper labor supply is beyond the
borders of the U.S.

The domestic textile industry, especially, has found that it cannot compete effectively
with establishments overseas on the cost of production of standardized products. Hence,
not only does it appear that resource-based industries are no longer viable options for the
economic base of much of rural Virginia, but neither does it appear that the sort of large­
scale manufacturing that competes head-on with foreign production is a viable option.

Manufacturing may still have a place as part of the economic base of some parts of
rural Virginia. But it is highly unlikely it will take the form of big plants producing large
volumes of standardized products for mass consumption. More likely, niche
manufacturers will provide the manufacturing base. These operations will produce a
special order, custom product which utilize lean workforces of skilled craftspersons or
technicians capable of adapting rapidly to changing signals from the markets.
Unfortunately, few rural places in Virginia have these kinds of workers.

We must, therefore, ponder the big question as we proceed: What does rural
Virginia have to sell to the rest of the world for which demand is growing and which
can be sold at a profit?

IS THE PROBLEM SELF-CORRECTING?

Finally, we turn to the question: Is the problem of lagging incomes in rural areas self­
correcting?

. Many of us believe in market mechanisms and think most economic problems are
self-correcting. Yet, we have powerful reasons to believe that the economic problems of
rural Virginia will not fix themselves.

The first reason, and the one easiest to understand, has to do with human capital­
education, skills, and ambition embodied in individual human beings. People can move.
The better educated and the more adaptable they are, the better able they are to move.
The more ambitious they are, the more likely they will move to places where
opportunities are greatest.

We have already seen that school dropout rates between rural and urban places in
Virginia are not much different. But huge differences exist in the levels of educational
attainment of adults across Virginia. Those numbers show that the rural areas already
suffer from a "brain drain." Without the human capital that is being drained away by out­
migration of the better educated, more adaptable, and more ambitious young people, rural
Virginia will lack a vital component of any economic renewal-people who have the
abilities and commitment to bring about change. These people become the



entrepreneurs-the important ingredient in any and all economic activity. They are the
people who are increasingly hard to find in many of Virginia's rural communities.

The other reasons are more complicated. But we have begun to understand that
economic development is a bit like a chain reaction in nuclear physics. Once achieved, it
tends to be self-sustaining. Achieving a self-sustaining reaction, however, requires first
assembling a critical mass. That necessary critical mass is made up of many things:
infrastructure, access to technology (especially information technology), financial capital,
human capital (especially entrepreneurs), a skilled workforce, and the like.

In economic development, the critical mass also relates to things like sufficient air
travel to support an airport with frequent, direct flights to other major centers; a large,
diverse pool of local skills and talents to allow firms to out-source specialized tasks; easy
opportunities to interact infonnally and feed off the ideas of others engaged in similar
activities; and all the other things that are possible in large urban centers but are not
possible or are harder to accomplish in sparsely populated rural areas.

Once that critical mass is achieved, places tend to grow to the point of congestion­
and sometimes beyond. Those places that fail to achieve that critical mass either sink
into poverty or shed population to reduce the ratio of people to resources.

At some relatively low level of population, even the most remote places can provide a
reasonably high per capita income for their inhabitants. After all, Alaska is one of our
least populated states, but it has one of the highest per capita incomes in the U.S. The
onl)" foreseeable self-correction that market forces will bring to the economic
problems of rural Virginia is out-migration of people and the accompanying
population loss.

The cost of accepting self-correction is high-for those who cannot easily pull up
stakes and move; for the urban centers which must receive an influx of migrants ill­
prepared to make a living in an urban setting; for those who have invested capital in the
rural places that will be left behind; and for the urban areas that will have to subsidize the
rural communities. We have to find a better way. By working hard and working
together, we can and we will.

SUMMARY

• What it means to be rural today is not as clear as it used to be. We can identify
many ways to be rural, and we can describe many different types of rural places in
Virginia. No "one size fits all" solution to rural prosperity is likely to work.

• Being rural carries economic disadvantages. It always has! But the
disadvantages are perhaps greater in this new economy than they have ever been.

• The traditional resource-based industries can no longer support a sizeable
population in rural Virginia. Prosperous fanning, timber, fisheries, or mining
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industries may be very desirable things in their own right, but they can never be
prosperous enough to support very many rural residents at a level of economic
well-being that will be acceptable.

• Neither can traditional manufacturing of standardized products be counted on to
provide an economic base for rural Virginia. It cannot withstand competition
from manufacturers located in low-wage, offshore economies. Thus, an economic
development strategy that focuses on subsidizing relocation of manufacturing
plants will not be sufficient in rural areas of the state.

• The problem is not going to self-correct. The longer income opportunities lag in
rural Virginia, the greater will be the out-migration of the better-educated, more
ambitious young people that any area must have to prosper.

• Prosperity in rural Virginia requires that rural places have something to sell to the
global market economy. Unless they have ~omething to sell for which demand is
growing, incomes in rural places will lag.

• If a new economic base cannot be discovered and employed, either more young
people will leave the rural areas and move to the urban areas, or increasingly
greater subsidies will have to be provided to rural residents from the wealth of our
urban areas.

Our strategic problem is that the old economic base of rural Virginia is no longer
sufficient to support the population of rural Virginia at a level of income reasonably
comparable to that of urban Virginia. New economic bases must be found. If new
solutions are not found, the rural areas of the Com.monwealth will either continue to see
population declines or urban residents will increasingly be stuck with supporting their
rural neighbors. The needed subsidies, in the fonn. of various types of transfer payments,
will grow over time.

As members of this Commission, we must begin to think about what strategies and
policies might help the communities of rural Virginia discover new economic bases.
Think about what new things rural Virginians can sell locally, regionally, or worldwide
that will allow their populations to prosper. Think about what policies or programmatic
changes might be needed. Think about whether some new or different type of
institutional presence needs to be established in the state to oversee policies and programs
that will help rural communities help themselves. The challenge is a big one. We must
find workable solutions to meet the challenge.
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Appendix E. Proposals for 2001 Legislative Initiatives

Following are initial 2001 legislative initiatives adopted, pursuant to further refinements,
at the Commission's December 13,2000, meeting in Abingdon, Virginia. These
initiatives will be discussed by the full Commission in the Richmond meeting January, 9,
2001.

1. Propose a constitutional amendment equalizing borrowing powers of Virginia
counties, cities, and towns. This provision would permit counties to issue General
Obligation debt up to I°percent of their assessed value without a constitutionally
required referendum.

2. Propose a reduction of eligibility threshold requirements that new/expanding
companies must meet to qualify for the Department of Business Assistance (DBA)
Workforce Services Program and to extend such reduced requirements to existing
companies for retraining. Current thresholds require the creation of 25 new jobs and
a minimum investment of $1,000,000.

3. Additional funds are needed for DBA's workforce training program. In an effort to
reduce the fiscal burden of this need on State funds, additional funds could be
assigned from the Commonwealth's existing Workforce Investment Act (WIA) funds
(Federal pass through funds) or request additional Congressional funding for the WlA
or both.

4. Propose "tweaking" of existing State program requirements to make them more
useful to rural Virginia.

5. Propose discussions with VDoT officials regarding the use of rights-of-way for the
purpose of placing telecommunications fiber along public right-of-ways.

6. Legislation dealing with adult education initiatives.

Also submitted to the staff by Commission members at the December 13 meeting in
Abingdon but not discussed or voted on by the Commission members present were

1. A proposal by Virginia Fann Bureau to expand funding for state cost sharing of Best
Management Practices on Virginia fanns.

2. A proposal by Virginia Fann Bureau to expand funding for the Ag Vitality Program
created in the 2000 session of the General Assembly.
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