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Thank you, Chairman McIntyre, Ranking Member Conaway and members of the subcommittee for the opportunity to testify today on the status of rural development programs operated by USDA and the status of American Recovery and Reinvestment Act funds for these programs.  Most importantly, I want to thank you Mr. Chairman for your leadership in ensuring that USDA Rural Development funding was included in the Recovery Act.  The roundtable you held during the recovery act debate was instrumental in educating members of Congress and their staff about the vital role USDA Rural Development programs could play in our nation’s recovery efforts.  

My name is Franklin D. Rivenbark.  I am a County Commissioner in Pender County, North Carolina and I currently serve in several leadership roles with the National Association of Counties (NACo).  Pender County is located in the chairman’s congressional district in the far southeast corner of the state and is the sixth fastest growing county in North Carolina with a population of around 50,000 people.  I also serve on NACo’s Rural Action Caucus Steering Committee, Agriculture and Rural Affairs Steering Committee and am a Past Vice-Chair of NACo’s Rural Development Subcommittee.
My goal today in covering this important topic is to give you some concrete examples from my county and to represent the National Association of Counties.  USDA’s regularly appropriated funding and Recovery Act funding is making a significant difference across rural America during the economic crisis and in my county it has been critical to the continuation of vital infrastructure projects.  I want to commend the Administration especially Secretary Vilsack and Undersecretary Tonsager for their deep commitment to rural development and steady leadership of the implementation process.  NACo is pleased that USDA leadership is implementing their commitment to make rural development a key focus of the agency.    
About the National Association of Counties
Established in 1935, the National Association of Counties (NACo) is the only national organization representing county governments in Washington, DC.  Over 2,000 of the 3,068 counties in the United States are members of NACo, representing over 80 percent of the nation’s population.  NACo provides an extensive line of services including legislative, research, technical and public affairs assistance, as well as enterprise services to its members.  
NACo’s membership drives the policymaking process in the association through 11 policy steering committees that focus on a variety of issues including agriculture and rural affairs, human services, health, justice and public safety and transportation.  Complementing these committees are two bi-partisan caucuses—the Large Urban County Caucus and the Rural Action Caucus—to articulate the positions of the association.  NACO’s Rural Action Caucus (RAC) represents rural county elected officials from the nation’s 2,187 non-metropolitan or rural counties.  
In my testimony, Mr. Chairman, I want to express NACo’s overwhelming support for the programs and mission of USDA Rural Development and offer constructive feedback about the agency’s programs and its implementation of the Recovery Act.  NACo and its partners in The Campaign for a Renewed Rural Development fought for recognition of the need to bolster this agency in order to revitalize rural America during the Farm Bill and stimulus debates.  The Campaign is a collaboration of twenty-eight national organizations with a strong interest in the sustainability and prosperity of small town and rural America and is chaired by NACo Past President Colleen Landkamer. The inclusion of significant resources for USDA Rural Development projects in the Recovery Act is an important commitment that we urge the Administration and Congress to continue through strong appropriations and the development of an even stronger Rural Development Title in the next Farm Bill.
NACo especially supports increased grant resources for rural infrastructure improvements, renewable and alternative energy development, business and entrepreneurial development, broadband deployment and community facility enhancements.  In addition, NACo strongly support the goals and concept of the Rural Collaborative Investment Program (RCIP), an innovative and forward-thinking rural development program authorized in the 2008 Farm Bill but not yet funded or implemented. 
This morning, I would like to make three key points.
· The Recovery Act is making a significant difference in my county and in rural communities across the country.  However, many challenges exist for rural counties in their quest to obtain recovery act funds and implement new reporting requirements.  USDA Rural Development is acting extremely quickly to award projects and the Administration has been open and transparent with NACo during its rulemaking processes.  However, rural counties are struggling to navigate the maze of funding opportunities provided throughout Recovery Act and move forward on implementation while many federal rules and regulations are still in the process of being created.
· Infrastructure development remains one of the most significant roadblocks to economic development and competitiveness in small town and rural America.  USDA Rural Development is effective at helping communities overcome these roadblocks, but needs to receive additional resources in the coming fiscal years to meet these infrastructure needs. NACo supports Congress and the Administration’s growing support for rural broadband deployment and rural renewable energy development.  However, the successful expansion of these two opportunities for rural America is dependent upon a simultaneous expansion of support for rural infrastructure.  Entrepreneurs, small business leaders and private sector industries drive our nation’s innovation, competitiveness and job growth.  These individuals and entities also rely, expect and demand that public entities such as county governments provide and maintain basic public infrastructure services, especially costly water and sewer systems, that are essential building blocks for economic and community development.   
Historically, the bleakest fiscal periods for state and local governments, when most capital projects are put on hold, is the first two years of an economic recovery.  Therefore, local and state funding for infrastructure needs cannot meet demand for the foreseeable future.  This fact combined with the aging infrastructure in rural America means that USDA Rural Development’s Water and Environmental Programs and Community Facilities Program will need enhanced funding; especially grant funding, if rural America is going to be able to meet the infrastructure needs that are necessary for economic development.
· USDA Rural Development’s traditional and newly authorized programs are an essential ingredient for rural communities as they seek to enhance their basic infrastructure, as well as employ techniques to promote entrepreneurs and businesses.  However, these traditional programs should be bolstered by new and more aggressive incentives to promote and reward flexibly funded regional approaches to rural development.   This reflects the reality of today’s marketplace where rural counties and communities are not only competing statewide and nationally, but more likely, internationally.  The newly authorized Rural Collaborative Investment Program (RCIP) is one model that would provide much needed incentives and resources for the enrichment of rural development strategies on a regional and local basis, as well as flexible program dollars to implement regional and local projects and priority initiatives.

First, Mr. Chairman, the Recovery Act is making a significant difference in my county and in rural communities across the country.  However, many challenges exist for rural counties in their quest to obtain recovery act funds and implement new reporting requirements.  USDA Rural Development is acting extremely quickly to award the backlog of projects, especially in rural housing, community facilities and water and wastewater disposal.  It is still very early to comment on implementation of USDA programs as we are still in a beginning phase of the process, especially in regards to broadband deployment.  NACo looks forward to working with the Administration to ensure that counties play a key role in helping to ensure full broadband coverage in both unserved and underserved areas and understands the need to be patient as this critical funding provision is implemented.  
Despite, being in the early stages of implementation, I can provide several positive examples from my county and offer some thoughts about challenges rural counties are facing in general.  The Pender County Water Treatment Plant Project is a perfect example of the benefits of the recovery act.  The project was challenged at the beginning of this year due in part to the economic downturn making it nearly impossible to raise additional revenue through the private sector.  The county received $16.5 million in USDA direct loans and a $1 million grant in 2008.  The total project cost is estimated at $25 million and it is anticipated that recovery act funding or regularly appropriated funding that has been freed up by the recovery act will be available to fill the gap and allow the project to continue.  This will create jobs in the county and help us continue to attract new businesses by having a plant with the capacity to be updated to meet future demand.  The project will serve Rocky Point Water and Sewer District and Topsail and Scotts Hill Water and Sewer District.  This funding is coupled with funding in 2008 for the Town of Atkinson which received a loan of $432,000 and grant of $490,000 for a new water system.  The Town of Burgaw also received a loan of $5 million in 2008 for improvements to their wastewater system.

In addition, Pender EMS, a nonprofit, will receive $2 million in community facilities funding, mostly in the form of a direct loan and a small grant to construct a new emergency medical services facility and emergency operations center in the Town of Burgaw.  The center is a joint venture with the county that was supposed to begin construction on January 1, 2009, but was put on hold due to the freezing up of the private credit market.  The $2 million in USDA funding will keep the project on track.  The funding may or may not come from the agency’srecovery act funds, but it is clear that without the recovery act, regular appropriations would not have been available to keep the project on track.  Although, not funded through the recovery act, USDA’s Rural Housing Programs have also been instrumental in helping our community through the downturn, especially the annual funding that our county housing department receives to provide rental assistance to eight low income families, including seniors.
The number of success stories such as this are growing, however, many rural counties are struggling to navigate the numerous Recovery Act funding opportunities and move forward on implementation while rules and regulations are still being created.  I’ve outlined the feedback NACo is receiving from its members and some suggested remedies to help counties cope with these challenges.

Staff Capacity and Persistent Poverty Counties – USDA Rural Development staff at the local, state and national level are well respected across rural America.  My staff in Pender County and I both agree that USDA Rural Development staff are the best to work with of any federal or state agency.  They bend over backwards to make projects work and deeply care about the rural communities they serve.  Yet, the agency is only one piece of the maze of programs and opportunities which rural counties are striving to understand.  Unfortunately, many rural counties do not have the capacity to effectively compete for federal grants and loans.  NACo expects July and August to be the peak of open grant announcements.  We urge USDA to train its field staff to assist rural communities with making the connections to programs and resources that are present not only at USDA, but also through other federal and state agencies.  Often other programs complement and match USDA programs, but are not easily accessible or well know to small communities.
This subcommittee should also ensure that USDA does significant outreach to our nation’s 398 persistent poverty counties and other rural counties that have not traditionally been successful applying for or receiving USDA Rural Development funding.  The Recovery Act requires that at least 10 percent of USDA Rural Development funding (excluding the broadband program) be allocated for assistance in persistent poverty counties.  The spirit of this provision will not be met by simply funding just enough projects to reach the 10 percent threshold.  Instead, NACo believes that USDA should engage in targeted outreach to these communities to ensure that those communities most in need are aware of their opportunities and afforded all possible help in successfully applying for funding that they are eligible to obtain.
Administrative Costs – NACo accepts the Recovery Act’s emphasis on enhanced transparency, tracking of project success and oversight.  However, this enhanced focus on transparency and oversight creates significantly more costs for state and local governments to implement recovery act projects.  
The White House Office of Management and Budget issued guidance on May 11, 2009 allowing 0.5 percent of Recovery Act funds to be applied to program administration, in accordance with rules and procedures outlined in the guidance. While the guidance refers to states, White House officials have advised NACo that this also applies to local governments.  NACo has requested that this inclusion of local governments be provided in writing so that federal agencies uniformly allow local government administrative costs.  
Guidance - The Administration has been open and transparent throughout the recovery act implementation process.  As diligent as they have been in working to implement the law, OMB’s delay in releasing guidance on calculating job creation and retention is very concerning for counties.  Many grant applications require these calculations and thus counties have been forced to plan their projects, apply for funding and even begin implementation without all of the key guidance documents at their disposal.  The rules for reporting, estimating job creation and retention and deciphering allowable administrative costs are being written as we go along.  
Counties want to ensure that they quickly implement projects that meet the final guidelines that will eventually be published.  Therefore, we urge the Administration to continue to keep in mind that local governments are under the pressure of speedy implementation without all of the facts for what comes next.  The administration should accept the good faith efforts of counties and allow them ample time to come into compliance as rules and regulations are written throughout the process.  NACo especially urges reporting guidance to be released as soon as possible.  The law requires reporting guidance to be released 45 days before the first reporting deadline of October 10.  The 45 day window is not enough time.  Counties will need this guidance released much earlier to ensure adequate time to comply.
Buy American – Many counties located near our nation’s international borders have expressed concern with the implementation of the Recovery Act’s Buy American provisions.  NACo asks that all federal agencies use the flexibility of OMB’s April 23, 2009, interim guidance to grant waivers based on nonavailability, unreasonable cost, and inconsistency with the public interest.  These waivers should be granted as quickly as possible to ensure that counties that rely on foreign suppliers are not adversely impacted by extended waiver request review periods.
Legislative Solution to Regulatory Uncertainty – NACo supports H.R. 1282, which is sponsored by Representative Edolphus Towns, and passed the U.S. House of Representatives on May 20.  We urge the Senate to quickly pass the companion legislation, S. 1064, sponsored by Senator Joseph Lieberman.  The Enhanced Oversight of State and Local Economic Recovery Act amends the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 to require federal agencies receiving funds under such Act, subject to guidance from the Director of the Office of Management and Budget (OMB), to reasonably adjust applicable limits on administrative expenditures for federal awards to help award recipients defray costs of data collection, auditing, contract and grant planning and management, and investigations of waste, fraud, and abuse required under such Act. 
It authorizes state and local governments receiving funds to set aside up to 0.5% of such funds, in addition to any funds already allocated to administrative expenditures, to conduct planning and oversight to prevent and detect waste, fraud, and abuse.  County governments are on the front lines of implementing the recovery act and this clear set aside for administrative costs will help ensure more effective implementation at the local level.
The act also authorizes the Administrator of the General Services Administration (GSA) to provide for the use by state and local governments of GSA federal supply schedules for goods or services and requires the OMB Director to issue guidance to ensure accurate and consistent reporting of "jobs created" and "jobs retained" as those terms are used in such Act.  The first provision will allow county governments to obtain lower rates for goods and services and the second provision will provide certainty on reporting requirement in regards to jobs created and jobs retained.
Second, Mr. Chairman, infrastructure development remains one of the most significant roadblocks to economic development and competitiveness in small town and rural America.  USDA Rural Development is effective at helping communities overcome these roadblocks, but needs to receive additional resources in the coming fiscal years to meet these infrastructure needs.  NACo strongly supports Congress and the Administration’s growing support for rural broadband deployment and rural renewable energy development.  However, the successful expansion of these two opportunities for rural America is dependent upon a simultaneous expansion of support for basic rural infrastructure.  The Recovery Act funds the backlog of basic infrastructure projects and is a critical down payment on this need.  Yet, the backlog will quickly fill up again if regularly appropriated infrastructure funding is not enhanced.  Entrepreneurs, small business leaders and private sector industries drive our nation’s innovation, competitiveness and job growth.  These individuals and entities also rely, expect and demand that public entities such as county governments provide and maintain basic public infrastructure services, especially costly water and sewer systems, that are essential building blocks for economic and community development.   
Historically, the bleakest fiscal periods for state and local governments, when capital infrastructure projects are put on hold, is the first two years of an economic recovery.  Therefore, local and state funding for infrastructure will not meet demand for the foreseeable future.  This fact combined with the aging infrastructure in rural America means that USDA Rural Development’s Water and Environmental Programs and Community Facilities program will need enhanced funding; especially grant funding, if rural America is going to be able to meet the infrastructure needs that are necessary for economic development.

Local governments own and maintain 75 percent of public roads, 50 percent of bridges and 90 percent of public transit systems.  More than 98 percent of the nation’s investment in water infrastructure has been made at the local level and virtually all public schools are owned and operated by local governments.  We are not asking to be dependent on the federal government.  I share these stats to let you know that local governments stand ready to be a key partner in economic recovery and are willing to pay our fair share for infrastructure needs.  The stark reality is that we will not be able to afford these investments during the downturn and the first several years of the recovery without an enhanced federal partnership. 
While USDA Rural Development is an essential partner for our rural counties and communities, we have been alarmed that its infrastructure, housing, broadband and community facilities portfolios were increasingly focused on direct loan and loan guarantee programs over the past decade.  The maintenance of grant levels for key infrastructure programs in the President’s FY 2010 Budget is a good first step because it reversed the trend of cuts.  However, there remains a need to bolster these grant programs from years of cuts in order to help with seed capital and gap financing for our local projects.  In Pender County and in communities across North Carolina and the nation we are eager to reverse the trend away from grants.  Our persistently distressed communities and all communities recovering from a disaster need a higher portion of grant funding for our projects to be economically feasible.
This need for adequate grant funding applies to rural counties and communities struggling to establish new water, sewer, broadband and community services, as well as countless counties and communities faced with the daunting task of replacing infrastructure that is often approaching 50 to 100 years old.  For distressed and underserved rural counties and communities, especially the smaller and more rural areas, the trend of increased reliance on federal direct loan and loan guarantee programs puts costly infrastructure improvement projects out of reach.  As a result, a good portion of our nation’s rural counties and communities will continue be in economic distress, long after a recovery has reached the rest of the nation.
According to a 2009 report by the American Society of Civil Engineers, the nation’s infrastructure remains in serious need of improvements and increased federal investment.  The conditions of the country’s roads, drinking water systems, public transit, wastewater disposal, hazardous waste disposal and navigable waterways have worsened since the society’s first report card in 2001.  The improvement costs are now calculated at $2.2 trillion over the next five years.  While state and local governments, industry and nonprofit organizations are making major contributions to our public infrastructure enhancement efforts, this immense job will never be completed without the aggressive leadership, participation and resources of the federal government.   

In addition to the health and social benefits of this long-term and on-going process, infrastructure development is vital to the nation’s ability to maintain and sustain a world-class economy.  This will be particularly critical as the nation works to expand the renewable fuels industry.  The transport of raw and finished products, for example, is already placing new and growing demands on our infrastructure and transportation systems.  As proven by USDA Rural Development investments over the years, the role of basic public infrastructure and facilities are at the core of both sustaining existing businesses, nurturing new companies and improving the quality of life in rural counties and communities.  That is why USDA Rural Development is so significant to local efforts to develop water and sewer facilities, technology-related infrastructure, broadband services, housing and other essential community projects. 
These are all fundamental for commerce and improving the quality of life in our communities. As stated earlier, the private sector relies, expects and demands that counties and local communities provide and maintain these services and infrastructure.  

As the committee works to evaluate the existing portfolio of USDA Rural Development programs, we also encourage you to help make the application process for new and existing programs more user-friendly and streamlined.  While technical assistance providers such as our partners at the regional development organizations have developed the experience and expertise required to navigate the extensive USDA program portfolio and application process, it can still be a very burdensome and time consuming endeavor.  This is especially important considering that over 33,000 of the nation’s 39,000 units of local government have populations below 3,000 and 11,500 employ no fulltime professional employees, according to U.S. Census Bureau data.   Therefore, NACo supports USDA Rural Development’s stated goal of putting together a community development component in rural development specifically geared toward smaller communities that don’t have sufficient capacity.  One way to assist localities with limited resources will be to increase USDA field staff’s knowledge about community development — and to provide direct training and assistance to communities.
Third, Mr. Chairman, USDA Rural Development’s traditional and newly authorized programs are an essential ingredient for rural communities as they seek to enhance their basic infrastructure, as well as employ techniques to promote entrepreneurs and businesses.  However, these traditional programs should be bolstered by new and more aggressive incentives to promote and reward flexibly funded regional approaches to rural development. This reflects the reality of today’s marketplace where rural counties and communities are not only competing statewide and nationally, but more likely, internationally.  The newly authorized Rural Collaborative Investment Program (RCIP) is one model that would provide much needed incentives and resources for the development of rural development strategies on a regional and local basis, as well as flexible program dollars to implement regional and local projects and priority initiatives.

As the home to nearly one-third of the nation’s population, small town and rural America is a diverse, complex and constantly evolving place.  Rural America compromises 2,187 of the nation’s 3,066 counties (counties with 50,000 and below population), 75 percent of all local governments and 83 percent of the nation’s land.  Unfortunately, current federal policies and programs often treat rural counties and communities differently than their urban counterparts, resulting in a significant policy bias and disadvantage for rural regions and counties.

Current federal policies are working to simply sustain rural America rather than help rural regions and counties pursue new economic and community growth opportunities.  Meanwhile, urban areas often have direct control and access to federal resources for community, human and physical infrastructure improvements that are essential building blocks for local development and job growth.  NACo is a strong advocate for federal community and economic development support for our urban counties and regions, yet we also firmly believe that rural counties and communities should have more robust federal support for their rural development needs.  
New program tools are needed that are more flexible and broad to meet the individual and specific needs of our rural regions and counties, rather than forcing our rural leaders to fit and refigure their projects into the existing set of categorical USDA Rural Development programs.  For example, Pender County, a rapidly growing county, could benefit if USDA allowed the county to expand its current water treatment plant project to meet the demands that we know will occur over the next five to ten years, but instead we are only allowed to design a facility to meet current needs.  Thus, almost immediately upon completing the project, the county will be required to incur additional costs related to planning, environmental assessments, engineering and design, and so forth for a plant expansion.  In this instance and many others, local flexibility in planning for projects would allow for more fiscally responsible and effective use of resources at the local, state and national level.
In addition, USDA should enact performance measurements and implement needs assessments for all programs.  USDA, stakeholders, Congress and the public at large will benefit from more rigorous evaluation tools to assess the effectiveness of programs.  Providing a needs assessment for all programs will help Congress appropriately fund all programs.  
NACo believes the weakness of the current programs is their stand alone nature.  We seek to move rural development beyond just categorical programs to a stronger commitment to regional rural development strategies and programs designed by local leaders.  We must allow effective USDA Rural Development programs to be placed within a planning process that gives rural county and community leaders flexibility, resources and incentives to leverage their local assets and use federal and state resources for their top local priorities.
Study after study by federal agencies and universities have concluded that additional funding for strategic planning, capacity building and technical assistance programs is one of the most pressing needs facing rural governments and communities. This stems from the fact that most rural local governments simply do not have the financial resources to hire professional economic development practitioners. And, presently there are few federal programs designed specifically for their needs—unlike urban areas that receive millions of dollars in direct funding from HUD and Department of Transportation.  

Programs such as RCIP offer a great opportunity to build upon the existing regional and local institutions throughout rural America, while also fostering new approaches to developing comprehensive regional strategies, new multi-sector partnerships and new program flexibility to address the unique needs and potential of each region.  
All of the nation’s rural regions, counties and local communities must engage in an on-going and dynamic strategic planning process, otherwise they will fall prey to complacency and world progress.  Even local economies that are excelling today are subject to sudden or subtle changes in international, national and local markets.  Loss of local control with the emergence of global companies, consolidation of banks and other industries that were once locally owned and controlled and other factors will continue to make the task of regional and rural development more challenging.

Even more importantly, RCIP would offer fully flexible implementation grants for regional and local projects that are identified and prioritized in a region’s comprehensive rural development strategy.  On a national competitive basis, counties, nonprofit organizations, educational institutions and other eligible organizations would be eligible to apply for project implementation resources that address a broad range of community and economic development needs, including renewable energy, broadband deployment, value-added agricultural development, infrastructure improvements, entrepreneurship, business development finance and community facility improvements.  RCIP investments would not replace the existing USDA Rural Development portfolio, but instead would complement and leverage existing public, private and philanthropic resources.  We urge the subcommittee to work with their colleagues on the appropriations committee to fully fund the RCIP program and work to ensure that existing USDA Rural Development programs are as flexible as possible to accommodate innovative local and regional planning efforts.
In conclusion, I would like to reiterate the three key points. First, the Recovery Act is making a significant difference in my county and in rural communities across the country.  However, many challenges exist for rural counties in their quest to obtain recovery act funds and implement new reporting requirements. Second, infrastructure development remains one of the most significant roadblocks to economic development and competitiveness in small town and rural America.  USDA Rural Development is effective at helping communities overcome these roadblocks, but needs to receive additional resources in the coming fiscal years to meet these infrastructure needs.  Third, USDA Rural Development’s traditional and newly authorized programs are an essential ingredient for rural communities as they seek to enhance their basic infrastructure, as well as employ techniques to promote entrepreneurs and businesses.  However, these traditional programs should be bolstered by new and more aggressive incentives to promote and reward flexibly funded regional approaches to rural development.
Thank you again, Chairman McIntyre, Ranking Member Conaway and members of the subcommittee for the opportunity to testify this morning on behalf of the National Association of Counties on these critical rural development issues.  I appreciate your time and interest.  I look forward to answering any questions.
F.D. Rivenbark

Post Office Box 151

Burgaw, North Carolina 28425

910 259 2717
www.FDRivenbark.com

Family:   
Wife: Brenda, educator;

                
Daughters: Christina, attorney; Eva, business                                        

Education:  
N. C. State University (B. S. and Masters Degree); East Carolina University: Education Administration and Education Specialist Degree (Advanced Principal, Advanced Superintendent)
Career:  
Educator:  Teacher, 18 years; Principal, 17 years



Owner and Operator of Savannahland Farm
       


Successful Agri businessman 

Government experience:  

· County Commissioner, three terms; Chairman, 2 years; Vice Chairman, 3 years.

· Served two-year term on Board of Directors for the North Carolina Association of County Commissioners representing Columbus, Brunswick, New Hanover and Pender Counties.

· Close working relationship with regional leaders and our national legislative delegation.

· Contributing member of the Legislative Conference of the National Association of County Officials (NACO).

· Vice Chairman of NACo’s Agriculture and Rural Affairs Committee and Member of NACo’s Rural Action Caucus Steering Committee.

· Member of the Education Committee of the North Carolina Association of County Commissioners.

· Member of the Agriculture Committee of the North Carolina Association of County Commissioners.

· Serve locally and regionally on numerous boards and commissions, including:

         Council of Governments (Represented Region O on the North Carolina Intergovernmental Council of Governments; in 2006, awarded “Commissioner of the Year”)         

Southeastern Mental Health

Trustee, Pender Memorial Hospital  
Trustee, New Hanover Regional Medical Center (Finance Committee and Audit Committee)
Regional Aging Advisory Council
Leadership
· Teacher:  President of North Carolina Agriculture Teachers,

· President: Pender County Chapter of N. C. Association of Teachers, 5 years,

· Military:  Enlisted and Officer Service, Retired Lt. Colonel, 32 years service

· Graduate of U. S. Army Command and General Staff College

· Graduate of the War College.

· Burgaw Rotary: President, Vice President and numerous  committees

· Rotary District 7730: District Governor, Assistant Governor

· Burgaw Baptist Church, Sunday School teacher, Deacon, Chairman of Deacons, Board of Trustees.    (Perfect attendance in Sunday School, 17 years)
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