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INTRODUCTION

This is the sixth annual report of the President to the Congress on the

availability of government and government-assisted services to rural areas.

The report is prepared in response to section 901(e) of the Agricultural Act

of 1970 (P.L. 91-524). The first section of this report outlines exgcutive

branch efforts to improve services to rural America during fiscal year 1974.

The second section measures services to rural America by comparing the dis-

tribution of fiscal year 1974 outlays in four broad program categories impor-

tant for rural development, based on 182 selected Federal programs, with

the 1973 distribution of the total population of counties grouped along a

10-part urban-to-rural dimension. This comparisonprovides insights' as to

which population groups with respect to the dimension of their rural or urban

character, are influenced most by Federal programs for human resource develop-

ment, community and industrial development, housing, and agriculture and nat-

ural resources, the four major groups analyzed. Also provided is a Federal out-

lay distribution across countles grouped by census regions, and a distribution

by rate of'recent (1970-73) population growth.

8
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Part I.

IMPROVING GOVERNMENT SERVICES TO RURAL AMERICA, FISCAL YEAR 1974

The following seetyonsOf PartA of this report outline p broad range of
executive branch effoiqt to improve services to rural America in fiscal year
1974. 'Highlighted are efforts that have been particularly responsive to the
dual challenge of helping improve rural opportunities while at the same time
helping ensure that these opportunities become realities chosen and realized
by the local people themse4fes.

* * * *. fry

Federal Coordination

Fiscal year 1974 was the first full oar of implementatiOn of major
assistance, programs under the Rural Development Act of 1972, and the title 6
provision for nationwide rural'development coordination by the Secretary of
Agriculture. Titled6 has been implemented in such a way as to constitute a
significant effort to improve USDA services to rural areas and also to help
improve other executi branch agencies' efforts to extend more of theinvc
resources and service o rural communities.

The Department's Rur 1 DevelopMent Servic&(RDS) is the agency delegated.
responsibility for rural development leadership and coordination under title
6. Under this delegation, RDS performs the.following functions to Coordinate
rural development programs at the Feder2a1 level:

Assistsin formulating end reviewing proposed legislation and regula-
tions impacting on rural areas, to encourage an equitable distribution of
,Federal resources to rural communities.

* Analyzes existing programs, legislation; and regulations to identify
program gaps and opportunities for joint funding and other improved delivery
mechanisms. RDS then initiates cooperative agreements between agencies or
negotiates procedures ove Federal resource delivery to rural areas.

N

* Through r erest representation on over 30 .Federal-level task
forces and thre etings with managers of programs that can further rural
development, co ibutes to Federal administrators' understanding of specific
developmental needs of the rural sector.

Also reflecting the year's emphasis on the need for coordinated efforts
to improve rural development program effectiveness were numerous actions
taken by the USDA National Rural Development Committee. A major initiative
was the Committee's sponsorship of a series of four regional conferences to
bring together State rural development committees, Federal Regional Council
representatives, and State government officials. The conferences emphasized
coordinated working relationships in rural.development.

2
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In fiscal year 1974; the increased effectiveness that coordinition p

vides and the executive brahch's commitment to improving services to loc

were reaffirmed through the-issuance of Executive Order 11731.. The purp

of this order is-to strengthen coordinating procedures for the 10 Feder

Regional Couhcils that comprise the single initial contact point at't4e

regional level for.jurisdictions seeking to do business with Federal d

agencies E0 11731 aids the delivery of Federal program resources thr

promotion of better coordination with Governors and loc41 chief execut

development of procedures for improving the allocation of Federal res

meet both short and long .range needs of State and local communities.

tion, this Executive'Order strengthened the Codncil system by expan

membership to include the Departments of Agriculture, Interior, an

tation.

o-
ities

se

mestic
ugh
ves and

urces to
In addi-

ng the
Transpor-

The increased emphasis on integration of Federal activities to increase

program benefits to rural areas can also be -illustrated by a number of other

efforts in fiscal year 1974. These are described under the following subject

areas of rural development priorities.

Lahl Leadership Development

A critical area in rural development receiving expanded executive branch

. attention during the year was local leadership.development. Efforts in this

area were, and continue to be, directed toward improving the capability of

small' communities to identify, apply for, and compete for limited developmen-

tal resources available from;governmental as well as private sources. .

This important work of community organization and leadership development

'has been conducted at the local, mult county, and State levels by Extension

community development specialists and representatives of a number of USDA

agencies. For example, leadership de elopment activities of the USDA-State

rural development committees include the'Louisiana State "Leadership and

Problem Identification Survey" edto-thelp-devei-abitrueturcs for- mere

effective cit* ticipation in community development. Another example,

is the Mass. husetts Sta rural de eiopment committee's development of

educationa programs to help local seople identify their, community problems,

develop a ternative solutions, and easure the c sts and ben fits of each

alterhat ve. ,

Add.) ional USDA actions incl de:
r

-The conduct of three 6-day rural development leaders schools by the Rural

Development Service. Attended by over 300 local community leaders and other

participants, the schools empha ze the practical process of community develop-

ment.
--.

-Training of some 150 USDA fi 1d staff working with local community leaders

whO need guidance in stimulat ng business and industrial development in rural

areas.a.s. This Extension-led e fort was started to help rural areas take rapid

advantage of Rural Development Act programs apd other new assistance measures

for economic development.

9



Rural Development Program Information

In a major effort to improve governmental resiAansiveness to program ay

infprmation needs of local leaders, the Rival DevelOOthent Service establishe0
inWiscal year 19741a one-stop rural development:information service. The
agency distributes rural development program information frgm all appropriate
USDA agencies as well as from the DepAsrtments of Labor; Transportation; Housing
and'Urban Development (HUD); Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW); and other
Federal agencies with programis applicable to rural needs.

Further, when information on major new programs in early stages of
implemenation is not yet avaiTalile from the adminiseVing agency, RDS prepares
summary. -fact sheets on s,uch programs, in cooperationlkith appropriate, program
officials. The information is disseminated to the Federal Regional Councils,
State rural development committees, public and priviite development-minded

Srganizations, local officials; and USDA agencies with extensive field office
ystems for redistribution to these offices.

1.

Related to this concerted program effort to -improve rural communities'
access to needed information is the publication of the Guide to Federal
Programs for Rural Development. .The.Rural Development Service published a
revision of this guide in 'fiscal year 1974 and wilLoperiodically update and

.publish.the document.

The Extension Service expand0 itts informational assistance to the States
by initiating three new newsletters for State Extension CRD leaders'and pro,-
gram specialists. The newsletters--"Mopower Development Notes," J'Housing
Notes," and "Water, Sewer and Solid Waste Notes," convey' timely information
on developments in Federal prograMs applicable to specific rural development
objectives and other current resource information.

At the local ledel, Extension Service specialists also expanded their \
development toformattonal asSistarice during The year, conducting rural develop-
ment conferences, seminars, andflworkshops in 2,955 counties to provide a forum
for local leaders to learn of Federal programs that will assist them with their
development efforts.

Also expanded during the year were the Rural Resources Fairs conducted by
the Rural Development Service at each National Rural Development Leaderl
School to enable participahts to meet with representatives of many governyent
and private institutions that provide assistance to local development efforts.
During fiscal year 1974, this cooperative effoet included representatives froi
the Departments of Agriculture; Labor; Housing and Urban-Development; Health,
Education, and Welfare; and-Transportation; plus.the former Office of Economic.
Opportunity (now the CommunityServices Administration); the Environmental
Protection Agency:, ACTION; and the Small Dusine'ss Administration. -

4



Rural Development Technical Assistance

Approximately 80.percentof Federal resources availa e toh trbpolitan

areas are administered by agencies, commissions, and other authoritie' outside

of USDA. To assist rural communities undertaiving development projects and

seeking governmental support,
RDSin,fiscalyear 1974 initated a one-stop.

technical assistance service embracing all Federal programs with resources

applicable to rural development.

This service is being provided because rural community leaders frequently

lack the capability needed to jdentify, analyze, and select the most appropriate

of the 500 to 600 Federal programs that can offer resources for rural develo

ment. Through thiStechnicarassistance service, RDS will identify for local

officials sources of assistance that are fitted to the stated need and for

which the communityAs eligible, including preapplication counseling and

guidance, and identifioieion of the appropriate program official to be c. acted

for specific assistance. .

Technical assistance for
an important activity of E

State Land -Grant Univer
Soil Conserption S
`other department
assistance in
housing, bus
zation an

Gisionmakers at the local level h long been

ion Service and ExperimentStattb staff in the

y,System,affiliated with USDA.. 1padditton, USDA's

-', Forest Service,Farmer Cooperati4e Service, and

ncie 'contlnually_provide rural communities/with technical

progr areas as resoUrce.conseryation and development,

s 464 indu,stri 1 velopment, health and welfare, and brgani-

aderShip developme ' ,//

This assistance takes the form of feasibility studies on spec.ific

project proposals or on alternative sol iol to co unify problems identi ied

by local planning groups; (2) surveys of commithkt, citizens to determine

community needs perceived by.local residents; and% studies and ...analysis of

data collected by local government agencies to asst
V

planning efforts.

This technical assistance was expanded greatly in fissiX4ear 1974, with. USDA

age s and affiliated State groups conducting some44,000'feasibility Studies

and rveys to-assist rural communities. 6

0

Rural Development Research and Extension

_,Under the leader hip of the State Extension Services and State Agriculture

Explflment Stations, four regional rural development centers became fully'

operational during fiscal year 1974. These are located in Iema (- North,Central

region), New York (Northeast), Oregon (West), and Mississippi (South). With

grant support from USDA's Cooperative State Research Service (CSRS) and Exten-1

sion Service, the centers:in 1.974 performed for-the first time joint research/

extension work in rural development. They are a major-hew vehicle'for pro-

duction of research and development of improved me ns for transferring and /'

=applying the new knowledge to local development oblems.

In fiscal year 1974, steps were tak through USUA-supported State r

research programs to involve loCal public officials,-planners, and planning

deVelopment bodies in selecting the problemt o be researched. The joint

5

0



4(

research and extension programs'under title 5 of he Rural Development Act are
stressing this effort.

'The Agriculturd%Experiment Stations in the St to Land-GraintAJnivefsities,
receiving Hatch Act support channeled through CSRS, continued to increase their
research efforts in rural development in fiscal year' 974. In terms of
scientist man -years devoted to research on job crea on, resource development,
rural heal nd other community services, environme tal quality, 'and a broad
range of other rural develoment,issues, there was' four-fold increase in
Hatch Act-supported rural development res arch over'the 1970-74 period.

Among areas receiving increased at ention in these Experiment Station-
research'efforts and alsoilin State Ext nsion Service efforts were projects to
assist rural areas affected or expected to be affected by the development ofd"
new oil fields and coal mines. Special attention was given to reclamation $f
strip-mined areas and the development of innovative methods which consider
typography, climate, and characteristics of the soils in the affected area:

As the research emphasis indicates, this issue of energy aevelopment in
the ,United States is going to have an increasing impact on rural, development.
Potentially affected regions and the entire Nation are in need of sound
information on the likely impact on rural communities in'energy reserve areas. ,

To help meet this need numerous other Federal agencies are also involved'in
developing new knowledge and means of Assistance to regions affected. A,
cooperative executive branch-State level program that -focused on this matter
in fiscal year 1974 was directed $o"the.Northern Great Plains Region, where
more than 35 percent of the Nation's minable coal reserve is located.' .

Development afthe Northern Great Plains coal resource concerns the
region's people .in a varieiv of ways, and they have diverging opinions 1-nging
from strong exposition to AdLudes of support. PerhapS5the deepest concerns
are over the possibility of disruption of the stable economic.and social rs"
patterns of the Northern Great Plains. Residents are also concerned 'about now
thejr nonc9a1 natural resources will be affected by coal development.

In 'response to this siA tion, the Department of Agriculture along with
the Department of the Interi , the-Environmental Protection Agency,-and the ?

Northern Great Plains ta s (North and South Dakotp, Nebraska, Wyoming, and
Montana) carried out mpr hensive stty to provide information and analysis
that Can be used to place the potential impacts of coal development into
perspective. The overall aim of the project was to assist the people of the -

Northern Great Plains and the NatiOn in the management of the natural resource
of thiskegion in the context of the needs of the people of the region.

In this effort, the following areas of concern we studied: regional
geology; Mineral resources;4water; atmospheric aspects; surface resources;
social, economic, and culturli aspects.; and natural energy. Participati'ng

%in thEf, investigation work groups were specialists fro, Federal and State
governments, in'ustry, universities, and em4ronmentd1 oups, and other.

-individuals. The work group reports were completed in fi al year 1974 for
subsequent publication and placement in depositories within the Northern-great
plains Region. From these studiesa summarq report 011 be issued that should

%



be of broad interest to rural development-minded groups and individuals

concerned with the issue of "change," one of the central challenges that

,communities undergoing development or seeking development must deal with.

Environmental quality research was a major additional program area
stressed in figcal year 1974 by USDA agencies and their State affiliates,

often working in cooperation with the Environmental Protection Agency to

develop improved knowledge and practices for the protection ands enhancement

of the physical environment of rural and urban areas alike. These efforts

particularly appliCable to rural development objectives are discussed under

the section entitled "Environmental Protection,"

The EconoMic Research Service (ERS) in USDA, a major producer of economic.

development research, expanded its emphasis in fiscal year 1974 on making

economic development analyses available to local decisionmakers to help solve

rural deVelopment problems of high priority to the community. 'During the

year, ERS economic deVelopmeWresearch officials also developed additional

professional contacts and institutional arrangements, such as periodic seminars,

to improve cooperative efforts with the Departments of Housing and Urban

Development and Health, Education, and Welfare, and other executive branch

agencies. The ERS objective is to undertake more research efforts that can

help other agencies in developing policy and regulations for Implementing

their programs applicable to -rural. areas.

Research and demonstration undertakings in fiscal ,year'1974 to develop

new approaches to the problems of rurai poverty includvq,the initiation of a

major rural transport4tion project being conducted by tfie West Virginia

Department of Welfare with funding from the Community Services Administration

'0(CSA), successor agency to tile former'Office of Economic Opportunity. This

project--the first, statewide research and demonstration project

funded by CSA--is testing the use of ."transportation stanips" for the low-incomL

elderly, and handicapped in West Virginia. The project also provides assistance

for develdping and improving transpoiletion systems in rural areas where

systims are nonexistent or inadequa&

:LanthUse and. Rural, Development . t

One of the most critical ,rural development efforts at, the local, substate,

State, and regional level is comprehensive planning for responsible develop-

ment that, produces results wanted and expected .1).1( the rural communities

involved. In fiscal year 1974, increased efforts were made to improve the

planning assistance services of dAmber of executive branch agencies.
P

For example,.the Department of AgricUlture established a departmental

Committee on Planning and Policy for Land Use and Land Contervatiorrwhich has

worked to improve USDA services in such critical areas as State-level land.

use planning and encouragement of increased public responsiveness to land use

planning considerations. During its first full year of as a means,

of encouraging increated land use planning assistance at the State-lemel, the

COmmittee conducted a series- of 5 regionalkl'and use workshop:0 attended by

a total of over 540 USDA State office officials representingl:he 50 States.

In addition, the Committee made a comprehensive review of all USDA programs ,0

7::
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. .directly related to land. use and 'Ian conservation. Upon completion of theme
workshop and rieliew, the Committee ssued the publication'Land Use Planning
Assistance Available Through the Department of Agriculture.

\

Also in fiscal year 1974, the Secretary of Agriculture issued a statement
on land use policies. In this statement the agencies, of USDA are directed to
give emphasis to measures for maintaining and improving the Nation's natural
resources through the approxtMately 80 USDA - administered, programs that'influ-
ence private and governmental landholders' land use decisions.

During the year, the Economic Research Service issued a publication on
our land and water resources. This study analyzes U.S. land and water
resources as a basis for projecting na4ional agricultural cropland and other
land needs to the year 2000.- And the Land Use Task Force of the National
Extension Committee on Organization and Policy completed and distributed
educational materials on land resource management useful to land use educa-
tional programs throughout the Nation.

Soil Conservation Service (SCS) soil surveys were the object of ano,ther
effort'to improve service to land users)od land use planners in fiscal year
1974. Because the

rate

of completion of field work in survey areas was'more
than double the rate of publication, SCS implemented automated data programs
for storing and recalling soil descriptions and interpretations for specific
soil areas as the field work is Completed.

To extend its technical expertise to the field in the most direct way,
SCS, in fittal year 1974, assigned nearly 100 agency employees on -a fulltime
basis to State, substate, and county-government agencies. This action, taken
under the Intergovernmental Personnelhas resulted in extension of expert
assistance 111 a number of subject areas that aid.in rural development. ,

The interdisciplinary.team approach to environmental quality planning
assistance was also strengthened by SCS to improve the quality of the agency's
assistance.to States, regional groups, and localities. In addition to bring-
ing together State level and Federal specialists in such disciplines as fores-
4trli.,'agronomy, biology, and contirvation, .the agency's team approach includes
increasing emphasis on involving local people in environmenta; matters of
great consequence locally.

Planning assistance directly related to specific business and industrial
development projects was increasingly important in fiscal year 1974 in view
of the new business and industrial development funding assistance available
under the Rural Development Act. As an example of the coordinated endeavors
that can improve, the effectiveness of Federal rural development efforts, an
Agricultural Research Service Agribusiness Program feasibility study produced

.favorable findingsothat led to Farmers Home AdministratlOn (FmHA) approval
of a Rural Development Act business and industrial loan for establishment of
a textile plant in west Texas givin9/ employment to about 500 people.

PIN
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The ARS Agribusiness Program also plans and condpcts commercial demon-

strations to accelerate adoption of new products, processes, and equipment,

-For.example, in fiscal year:1974, commercialization of ARS-developed Wurset

finish was achieved through a recent year-long-demonstration on over 300,000

yards of wool fabrics. 'The demonstration continued directly into full

commercializativ with-expe ncy of adoption by the entire wool fabric

'Andustrt, affora,ing tang a benefits to American farmers, processors, and

consumers.

In fiscal, year 1974 and earlier years, USDA also nod specific responsi-

bilities for'iSsisting substate planning districts, under the Housing and

Urban elopment Act of,1968. This act authorized the Secretary to provide

to ical assistance for tomprekensive pldnntng programs of nonmetropOitan

istricts. USDA's as istance here has been provided in a joint HUD-Agriculture

assistance pr ram t at was established as a result of the 1968 Act. The

result of the 'mb ation of USDA technical assistance and HUD financial

assistance (the atter discussed below) has been an accelerating use of areawide

agencies to establish land use and eomprehensive planning programs for nonurban

and urbanizing rural communities.

With full implementation of major Rural Development Act of 1972 programs

in fiscal year 1974 and Ilth the continuing growth of areawide planning to

solve developmental probrIms that cross traditional jurisdictional boundaries,

USDA agencies expanded their services to nonmetro planning districts throughout

the year. The Department contributed an estimated 502 man-years of professional

and administrative services in the organization and operation of areawide

district programs, up from 416 man-years the previods year.

In fiscal year 1974, the Departmeht of Housing and Urban Development's

Comprehensive Planning Assistance ("701") program continued as the major

source of Federal planning grant funds to rural areas.. As in previous years,

,HUD's support for nonmetropolitan regional organizations was related to its

commitment to strengthen the decisionmaking and administrative capability of

State and local governments. Programs of regional agencies receiving

assistance are intended to address problems resulting from the lack of

coordinated development of resources and services in rural areas and to

-facilitate comprehensive planning fbr rural developmenton a continuous

basis. HUD 701 funds extended during fiscal year 1974 totaled $6.9 million,

down from $8.4 million in fiscal year 1973, and went to q15 nonmetropolitan

districts, up from 277 the previous year.

HUD grants are passed through States to nonmetropolitan. planning district §%

where they are used in part for the following purposes:

*Areawide comprehensive land use plann

*Planning and technical assistance to local governments.

*Capital improvements programming.

*Areawide housing studies and programming.

1
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*Updating overall planning program designs.

*Regional sewer and water planning.

*Economic and social base studies and action plans.
a

No.

As a result of enactment of the Housing and:Community Development Act
of 1974 (P.L. 93-383

4
, all grant recipients will now also carry out an on-
1)

going comprehensive anning process, which by August 1977 needs to include
a land us.e element and a housing element. The land use element must havecriteria and.implementing procedures for directing major groWth.decisions aswell as a general plan indicating the pattern and intensity, of land use. It
must also specify local goals, annual objectives, and programs designed tomeet these objectives as well as evaluation procedures.,

While many of the old patterns will remain, two new factors are expected
to distinguish the use of HUD planning assistance funds by the locally based
nonmetropolitan organizations ,responsible for the planning and development.
These are:

1. An emphasis on pooling talent and resources and the application of
areawide governmental mechanisms to save public funds and improve

_the. quality .of ,life jp_nonmetropcaitan America

2. ,A growing concern for growth management problems as population trends
reverse in selected areas. Regions impacted by new large-scale
enterprises seeking energy resources may haVe especially severe
problems. These will range from the need to preserve,the environmental
conditions previously thought to be impervious to the adverse effects
of development to the provision of new and adequate housing for an
increased labor force.

The Federal capability for careful planning of developmental projects
was further enhanced by promulgation of Principles and Standards for Planning
Water and Related Land Resources, published in the Federal Register early in
fiscal year 1974 by the Water ResourCes Council. The Principles and Standards
represent the culmination of several years' effort by the member executive
branch agencies and are resulting inAmproved coordination and a higher
degree of consistency among Federal agencies evaluating and formulating water
and related land-use projects. -

Environmental Protection

Protection of the rural environment and the people in that environment
was advanced greatly by the Federal. Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide
Act-(FIFgA) and its 1972 amendments, now being implemented by the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA). In fiscal year 1974, EPA began developing Regulations
on Standards for Certification of Pesticide

Applicators, subsequently published
in fiscal year 1975. An especially important aspect of this work involved
joint efforts of,EPA and USDA during the year to ensure the most effective

10
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implementation ot the new programs. The Extension Service joined EPA in the
planning of pesticide applicator training programs to be conducted nationwide.
A major tool thai will be used is the National Core Training Manual for
commercial and private pesticide applicators, developed jointly by EPA and
Extension. . Also during the year, planning began on a major study now being
conducted by an Extension specialist detailed to EPA to develop a method of
ascertaining the present knowledge of pesticide applicators about safe use
of pesticides, pesticide application equipment, particular hazards, and other

factors.

EPA also continued work throughout fiscal year 1974 to improve its services
to protect people and the environment from agricultural chemicals, pests, and
other hazards. Other significant programs include the pesticide accident
reporting and investigation program, the integrated pest management program,
the suspect chemical review program?.the substitute chemical program, and
the pesticides registration program:

An important flew effort was the reentry program that became effective
on June 10, 1974, with,EPA's issuance of Farm Worker Protection Standards.
1.1.ie Standards, which are designed to protect the health of farm workers
engaged in'hand labor in fields treated with pegticides, ensure that all
reasonable,precautions will be takeh against worker exposure to pesticide chem-

.
icals. EPA, coordinates the-enforcement of the Standards with tree uccupational
Safety and Health Administration, U.S, Department of Labor, and with State

agencies.

Soils monitoring work and epidemiologic studies on,the human health
effects of pesticide exposure were other important effikO undertaken or.

1supported by EPA during the year to improye the NaXion's capability to
protect the health and well being of 'rural residerit and the total population.

Additional joint efforts -during the year include the continuation of
support by the National Science Foundation, USDA, and EPA for research in

19 universitities. The objective Of this program.is improved understanding

the 'principal insect ests and their interrelationship with the environ-

ment.

M jor pollution abatement thrusts of USDA environmental quality
resear h during fiscal 1974 include research on the disposal and use of food

and fi er processing wastes,'intluding development of methods for treating

wastes,,,and recycling water. Also emphasized were the reduction of po ion

and costs of control of pollution from livestock and poultry product'on and

the applica\tion of sewerage sludge to land.

Community Facilities and Services

Expanding'or upgrading the quality of rural electric and telephone
services enhances the economic potential and quality of life in communities,

creates jobs, and invites and promotes development. During fiscal year 1974,

such benefits continued to result from financing assistance from USDA's

Rural Electrification Administ ation (REA), as the agency set new loan

records in helping to meet th capital requirements of its borrowers.

11
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ric'systems financed by REA added 310,690 new consumers, and telephone
wers added 308,367 new subsCribers to theirs lines.

R4A expanded its efforts to improve its services to rural argps thrOugh''
numerous efforts during the year, including strengthening its program for
encouraging borrowers to involve more minority groups in their programs and
activities.
r

Helping to minimize the impact of electric and telephone construction
on the environment to guard the quality of life for rural people was also an
`Importantavettlrthe agency's community development work during the year.
WhilpcRoifnuing its ongoing efforts here, REA also issued a revised _policy
3t ,aent and guidelines to borrowers, to strengthen its on environ-

tal matters and to encourage appropriate borrower response.

The agency also worked to imprOsie its efforts related to energy conser-
''''vation problems facing the Nation. An illustrative action here was publica-

tion of Residential Electric Comfort Conditioning (REA Bulletin No. 142-1),
a guide that discusses energy conservation measures applicable to electrically
heated or cooled rural residences.

In addition, to strengthen its assistance aimed at helping improve the
quality of management of REA-financed electric systems and thereby the quality
of electriciservice to rural' people, REA field personnel conducted training
workshops throughout the country in fi ancial, forecasting and control tech-
niques. A one-week program was also ld during the year for new system
managers to provide orientation in go d management practices.

;

Fire protection facilities, community halls, hospitals, schools, nursing
homes, water and waste disposal ystems,Aararies, medical clinics, and
recreation centers are major quality -of -life features in all our communities.
Under the expanded essential community facilities program authorized in the
Rural Development Act,.rural communities are receiving financial assistance
for these and other essential facilities. In fiscal year 1974, the first full
year of implementation of the expanded community facilities program, FmHA made
over 1,300 loans totaling nearly $470 million to help build water and waste
disposal systems in small)rural communities., Some 102 loans amounting to
$49.8million were made for other essential community facilities, ranging
from an 80-bed hospital in Maine to expanded city gaS lines in an Oklahoma
town.

.

To help ensure maximum agency service on behalf of'the new program, FmHA
initiated a number of actions to promote coordinated development efforts for
rural citizens. The agency initiated work with the Bureau of Outdoor Recrea-
tion to solve technical problems that hindered joint funding of recreational.
projects:gby the two agencies. In the areeof health services, FmHA worked
with HEW to ensure that heal ft care facilities proposed for FmHA funding
meet Medicare and Medicaid program requirements. FmHA jointly funded projects
with the Environmental Protection Agency and the regional commissions during
fiscal year 1974, and also began working With the Pepartment of Transportation
on possible joint funding of emergency rescue vehicles and rural transportation
'projects. 18
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Business and Industrial Development

Increased job oppOrtunities and incomes in rural areas are the baics

that encourage population retention and growth, provide increased community

revenue for public services and facilities, and foster more business activity

as the employee and community resource base becomes more and more attractive

to firms seeking to locate in rural areas. Under the Rural Development Act,

FmHA'in fiscal year 1974 awarded nearly $10 million in 136 industrial develop-

ment grants to local public bpdies in small,rural communities across the

country to buy land; install utilities, access roads, and rail spurs; and

make other essential improvements on ryral industrial sites. The agency

also approved 399 guaranteed loans, totaling. nearly $200 million, for develop-

ment of private business, and industry in nonmetro areas.

FmHA participated in a major public service effort of the American Bankers

Association (ABA) to facilitate maximum participation in agency guaranteed

loan programs, including business and industry, as well as farm programs.

The resulting guide published by the ABA was widely.distributed to potential

lenders and borrowers across the country.
-

In addition,the agency initiated cooperative arrangements with the Small

- Business Administration (SBA) to coordinate,FmHA loan guarantee efforts with

SBA programs and began working on cooperativcarrangements with the Economic

Development Administration, the regional commissions, and other-government

.groups concerned with economic development of nonmetropOlitan areas.

Economic AdjustantAssistance

The President's Economic Adjustment Committee (EAC),, which channels

Federal resources to assist localities affected economically by Department

of Defense (DOD) realignment actions, serves as an important .ehicle for

development thr:ough its projectS in rural communities. In fiscal 1974,

when one-third of its projects were in rural' areas, the EAC.continued to assist

communities experiencing negative economic impacts 4u.sed-by military instal-

lation closures or personnel reductions. However, during the year the EAC

greatly "roadened its approach to focus for the first time also on "front

end" impacts of DOD actions. An illustrative project relates to the Navy's

new Trident Submarine Support Complex being constructed in Kitsap County,

Wash. An inelux of construction workers followed by permanent military and

civilian personnel is-expected to result in an almost immediate 24'pe'rcent

population increase in the'area. The EAC is channeling Federal agency grants,
including DOD funds the Secretary of Defense has been authorized to use in

this case,for construction of the public facilities necessary to accommodate

this rapid population increase.

Self-Help Programs for Citizens

Community Action Agencies (CAA's) are multipurpose organizations operating

under the former Office of Economic Opportunity in fiscal 1974 and now 'under

19
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the Community Services, Administration. In fiscal year 1974, of the total
of 881 CAA's, 444 operated in rural areas. During the year,.rural-based
CAA's expanded their outreach services in a notable coordination effort,
serving as facilitators between Farmers' Home Administration and the rural
poor, using their packaging and outreach capabilities to extend FmHA housing
program benefits to more low-income, rural families. CAA's also performed
the catalyst role in the delivery and adMinistration of a wide variety of
other Federal programs plus State and local prdgrams.

Cooperatives--people organized to work together for mutual benefits -have
been studies in America's economic development-through sellphelp since he
19th century. The most successful cooperatives originated and operate in
the rural environment, and the co-op form of business is recognized as a way
oFincreasing fallily income and quality of living in rural areas. In fiscal
year 1974, the Farmer Cooperative Service'(FCS), USDA, provided a wide range
of organizational, economic feasibility, and business operations advisory
service, to promote the development of cooperatives in the United Statesc. A
major accomplishment to improve the extension and.applicability of its assist-
ance was the issuance,of a booklet entitled Economic Development Through
Cooperatives (Program Aid No. 1088), which provides a workable procedural
formula for successful cooperative development.

Volunteers--as catalysts for moving a community toward needed actions and
as partners in helping rural residents with problems that cannot be solved by
the people alone nor by professionals alone--are also essential to rural
development. In fiscal year 1974, ACTION, the executive branch agency for
volunteer service, initiated a project in. Vermont to stimulate community-based
volunteer-service that builds on existing local institutions. Sponsored by ,
the University of Vermont, the "University Year for Action" project utilized
'51 students as full-time volunteers to assist poor rural communities in
northern Vermont. The volunteers, who received college credit for their
service; engaged in agricultural extension work, operation of a dental health
van to reach'isolated families, and an information and referral system to
identify, interpret, and determine eligibility of the rural poor for available
Federal and State Social service programs.

The agency's VISTA program (Volunteers in Service to America), with
approximately 42 percent of its fisCal year 1974 budget expended in direct
volunteer assistance services to rural areas, also strengthened its commitment
to serving rural people on several fronts. The-number of VISTA volunteers
assigned to rural projects increased to 1,995 in-fiscal year 1974-from 1,803
in fiscal year 1973.

VISTA also implemented cross-regional projects wherein volunteers
accompanied migratory workers to provide continuous health and referral
services to agricultural workers in the "migrant stream" going from southern
Teias to the Pacific Northwest. This innovation--which contrasts with
earlier projects that assigned one volunteer to the various communities that
serve as centers for migratory workers moving northward--has resulted in
greatly improved continuity, comprehensiveness, and immediacy of service'.

14



Manpower Development and Employment P-

.
The"major executive branch effort during the year with respect to manpower

development was decentralization of nationally administered manpower programs.

With passage of the Comprehensive Employment and TrainingAct (CETA)., manpower

programs underwent a basic restructuring that promises to significantly expand

and improve the delivery of manpower training services to rural communities_

TWo aspects of the new law -are particularly important for rural communities:

the use of formulas to distribute funds under the act; and the flexibility

and discretion allowed rural areas in developing programs. Two specialized ,

rural manpower programs under CETA continue tube nationally directedby the

Department of Labor - -the Migrant/Seasonal Farmworker Program and the Indian

Manpower Program.

To expand the.effecft eness of the Indian Manpower Program, the Depart-

ment of Labor established an ffice of Indian Manpower Programs, to begin

operatimat the start of fiscalNyear 1975. The office was established to

help American Indians gain training and employment, and to-provide training

and technical assistance to,help Indian.organizations qualify for an estimated

$50 million earmarked for Indian programs under CETA during fiscal year T975.

The office is coordinating its activities with. other Federal agencies providirrg

services to Indians.

Rural manpower development improvement was also one of the aims of a major

study addressed to the Nation's long-time need to know the composition of the

country's widespread and varied agricultural and agribusiness occupations.

This knowledge is needed for improving the rationale and effectiveness of man-

power training, vocational' education and labor placement programs, and planning

assistance offered to industries seeking rural locations.

In fiscal year 1974, aninterdepartmental committee addressing this need

identified and validated the Nation's occupations that require agricultural

knowledge and.skills. The Committee members--USDA, the. Departments of Labdr

and Health,, Education and Welfare, and the Census Bureau--studied,90,000

industry-occupational cross classifications, identifying 108 occupations in

201 industries that require knowledge of agriculture. The number of agriL

cultural workers in each industry-occupational Category by class of worker

was. published in a U.S. summary, with State data published in 10 regional

volumes. This pioneering effort is the foundation for projections of empley-

ment opportunities and training.needs, and for development of methods to

integrate the data into existing data collection-and anaTysis systems to keep

information current. -

Indian Affairs

Improvement of services to Indian reservations and their res dent rural,

communities received significant emphasis in fiscal year 1974 th ough Bureau

of Indian Affairs (BIA) actions to give Indian communities a str nger'voice

in determining the future of the Indian people and their natural resources.



Many of the Bureau's programs--the operation of schools, maintenance of
roads, community services and others--were put under direct tribal control
through contracts during the year. In addition, responsibiliti%for all pro-
gram operations of the Bureau'was delegated to field offices to create a more
direct and responsive service delivery system and to further greater local
involvement in resources management and development.

Also, a new budgeting procedure\was initiated to unable tribes to set
their own priorities for service needs prior to BIA-tribal financial planning
meetings..

Toward the end of the year, the,Indian Financing Act of 1974 was enacted.
The Act is designed to provided needed credit and financing for the develop-
mdnt of tribal resources and the establishment or expansion of Indian business
enterprises. It authorips $50 million for a revolving loan fund, $60 million
for a loan guaranty and insurance fund, and $30 million for Indian business
enterprise grants.

Recreational Opportunities Development

Recreational opportunities provide the dual benefit of a increasing the'attractions of a given area for current-and potential residents and alsoincreasing job opportunities generated'by the recreation/tourism industry.
The potential for such benefits was enhanCed during fiscal year 1974 as the
Bureau of Qutdoor"Recreation (U.S. Department of-Interior) began to implement,
or to develop strategies for implementing,

the 100-plus recommendations in the
Nationwide Obtdoor Recreation Plan, transmitted to the Congress by the Presi-
dent in December 1973. -Methods to improve access to recreational facilities
in rural areas will include such steps, as encouraging establishment of park. "
and recreation facilities. clustered in a manner that would enable them to
serve dispersed 'rural resident S. The Plan also fosters increased technical
assistance to counties and small cities and advocates&

of Federal. prOpertiet, many of which are within or accessible
to rural areas.

Rural area recreation needs are al) being addressed through the Land
and Water Conservation Fund. In fiscal year. 1974; the Fund provided State
and local governments with nearly. $70 million--42 percent of total Fund
obligatidps--for ruralareas for the acquisition and development of outdoor
recreation lands and facilities.

As with executive bran,Ch efforts in other rural development effOrts
during the year, the team concept to problem solution was given increased

' emphasis in recreation-related 'matters. USDA,, Interior, the Departmnt
Transportation, and the States worked together, for example, in coordinated
transportation project planning resulting in the review of some 1,500 high- -way and other transportation projects for their impacts 9n the rural landscape.

Cooperative recreation management agreements with the Bureau of Outdoor
Recreation; the National Park ;Service, other Federal agencies; and the States
also received increased emphasis during the year.,, An example'is the coopera-.
tive management actions between' the Department of Defense and Interior Depart-,

4,
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ment agencies with regard to fish and wildlife and recreational facil tie'on

military bases, and ansfers of Federal surplus equipment and property to

localities for public ecreation

Na tural Resource Conservation:and Developm

Provision of watercebr irrigation, municipal, and industrial water service,

hydioelectric power genOration, fish and wildlife habitat ncement, and

:413
rec eational uses are some of the benefits to rural Americ f m multipurpose

ource development projects madertaken by the bureau of R c amation (Interior

pa merit) in fiscal 1'974, at the second highest level of funding in the 72-

- year h'story of the ratlaMation program. Throughout the year, the Bureau's

public involvement program receilretrinEreased emphasis in each region. Rec-

lamation instituted yarious types and degrees of local participation for

greater citizen tnvolvement in resource development projects consistent with

meeting project objectives. . _

J

, .

.

.

_

In USDA, Soil Consertkation Service resource conservation ciantdpZopient
(RC&D) projects, small watershed projects, cooperative river basin studies,

flood hazard studies, and soil surveys continued to contribute to rural

O development through conservation planning assistance and assistance aimed at

careful utilization of natural resources. During the year, strong efforts were

made by SCS to encourage RC&D project sponsors to fix boundaries of project

areas so as.to make them coterminous with areawide comprehensive planning

agency areas. In addition to seeking' common boundaries to increase coordina-

tion of efforts, SCS helped RC&D sponsors enter into memorandums of under-
, standing or agreements for improving coordination with approximately 150

areawide planning agencies.
,

The ForeStry Incentives PrOgram, a joint venture involving USDA's Forest

Service and Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service and the various

State forestry agencies, is now helping smaller private 4andowners place their

forest land under improved forest Managemen. Authorized by the Congress in

1973 and fully implemented in'fiscal year 11974, the program provides cost-

sharing assistance for tree planting and timb6r stand improvement by eligible

-pirivate owners. The Federal share of costs ranges from 50 to 75 percent. By

he end of fiscal year 1974, 14,000 private landowners participating in the

new program had treated 285,000 acres of forest land. i \

Housing
1

..,

Efforts by private lenders
,

and builders augmented by Federal housing

_ assistance programs continue to,Provide improved housing in rural areas.

During calendar year 1974; 619,000 single and-M1tifamily housing unitywere

,completed in nonmetropolitan areas. 'Twenty -on percent of these units were

as'sisted by Federal housing programs--for example, those of the Federal

Housing Administration'(42,000 units), Veterans Administrationt(10,000 units),

Farmers HoMe Administration (73,000 units), and Farm Credit Administration-

(5,000 units). .The remaining 489,000 units were financed by private lenders,'

the principal source of financing for new home construction in rural areas.

17
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Since 140, our country fl s experienced an almost continual improvement,
in housing conditions--especial in rural areas. This improvement h.4 been
brOught about by the improvement n existing housing_and in the construction
or new units.'During the 1950's, out 375,000 units were built annually in
npnmetropolitan areas. This number xpanded to 460,000 during the 196Ns and
increased to about 700,000 during the early years'of the 1970's.

The dollar investment in housing in rural areas is of considerable magni-tude and has a major effect On the rtiral economy. In nonmetro areas alone,
10 to 15 billion dollars a year has been invested in new housing the past
several years.

Based o the Census definition of subs ndard housing,- Census data show
59 percent of the occupied housing in nonmetro arOas (gas substandard in 1950.By 1970, this percentage had declined to 15 perpent, and by rate 1973, sub-
standard housing had declined to ooly 44out lql)ercent. Even though there has
teen a vast improvement in housingcondAtions, about 3 million rural households
were living in substandard'housing in 1970./Jantiary 1976 data show that the
number may have decreased to about 2 million bouseho4ds.

USDA.hdusing programs continue to.Olay, a major role in the improvement ofrural housing. During fiscal ear 1974, the Farmers Home Administration (FmHA)
made loans of nearly $1.8 billion to construct, purchase, or improve more than
100,000 homes and apartments for rural residents of low or moderate income.

To facilitate morerapid and expanded housing activity in rural areas
through elimination of differing Federal program requirements, FmHA has since
1970 used the Housing and-Urban Development Department's Minimum PropertyStandards. In fiscal year 1974, FmHA made HUD's new-Minimum Property Standards
mandatory and also initiated 'work on adopting HUD's mobile home standards, since
under the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1974, FmHA now hat authority to
make loans on mobile homes.

In 1974, the Housing and Urban Development Department established-gil;ban
Program Coordination Staff under the Assistant Secretary for Community Manning-
and Development to improve HUD's capacity for parti,cipSljng in coordinated
Federal efforts affecting the development of communities of all sizes. This
staff also analyzes the problems of small rural 6ommuhities, recommends ways to
coordinate HUD programs, and serves 4s the point of contact wjth other .igencieson rural problems.,

----
,The Urban Program Coorsiination Staff initiated meetings with the Farmers

Home Administratioh, the Veterans Administration, the Federal Home Loan Bank.
Board, and representatives of the home building and lending industries, to ,find ways to meet rural Prousingneeds. Also a team of HUDpersonnel traveled
into nonmetropOlitani. reas to v\isit ban s, mortgage companies, builders, acid
realtors operating in small towns and communities, to identify ways to make
HUD programs more wor able in these places.-, Wider the Department's decentral-ited program administration system, HUD field staff worked ciOselz-wilth smalltowns on a regular basis.

4._ ,
*

,
,

, .A s eegfi HUD objective thr ughout\the year was to identify ways to-------
increase he n mber of lenders and borrowers.-taking advantage of avatlable

ro
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Federal Housing AdminisWation (FHA) services in rural areas; 'and to take

appropriate initiatives as quickly as possible.

Many specific recommendati6ns for improving HUD services to rural areas

_arose out of the year's fact-finding actions. One result has been the Federal

Housing Administration's development ,of a simplified handbook that, by clearly

identifying basic FHA requireMents, gives lenders in one booklet all they need

to know to initiate an FHA home loan:

In addition, all HUD field s af have been'urged to speed up services in

rural areas, and .to use the flexibility, already built into FHA underwriting

standards to take accountof the different charactert4kics of, rural properties

,Field staff have also been instructed to condoct outreachefforts, including :\

,visits to lenders in small town's and rural- areas to familiarize them with FHA

programs.

In 1974, for the first time, UD also_s t aside 36;000 units under the

GNMA tandem program specifically f6' use in n nmetro areas. This action was

designed to stimulate home building small to ensure that

rural homebuyers will have an opportun ty tQ take advan age of the below-

market erest rates under the tanclem ogram.

Transportation

The Department of Transportation in fiscal year 1974 increased its-

activities to improve rural transportation facilities, including conducting

or contracting for research on rural transit operations and management,

of existing facilities for transporting disadvanta-ged residents of

areas, and rural freight prolllems. In addition, the Department developed.

implementation guidelines for applicants for the new rural public transportati n

,demonstration program tha es Federal grants for projects establishing )

or significantly ing rural publiclanspo tation service. _Also during

the year, t apartment began the development f,policy guidelines on the use

of _National Mass Transportation Assistance Act f 1974 funds authorized for

assistance to areas outside urbanized areas.

Health and Other H man Development Services

The Deaartmen of Health, Edbcation, and Welfare, a istering several

hundred programs t at impact on the quality American ife, has ontinued

efforts to improve the delivery of its service to rural people; llowing

the commitment illustrated explicitliby the e t blishment of the ffice of

Rural Development (ORD) in fiscal year 1973. is attempting to assure that

HEW programs are cognizant of\the particular n
"

of rural people

_During the year, ORD esta6lished a formal Ylo al network in each-HEW

regional office and in a.number of PEW agency nea quarters'. Members of th s

rural network participated in a training session e§igned to enhance their

capacity to undertake and support rural devel6pment ctivities within their

region or agency. In addition, ORD began study f HEW resource allocatio

to nonmetropOitan areais (cbmpleted in fis al year 19 5). The office also

completed sitelvisits fo 10\comprehensi e uman servi e delivery p ojettsiin\
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' rur areas as part of an evaluati9n effort to ident5ify barri s to service
de ivery; set crlteria for evaluating the efficiency and impact of delivery

tems, and extract from these and other Sites some.generaized einents
ecessary for successful systems in nonmetropolitan areas.

,HEW was also extensively involved in developing guidelines for implementa-
tion of major new legislation of pa-rticular importance to riral areas. This ,,x,
legislation includes Title III of the,Older Ame ns Comprehensive tervices
ejidments of 1973; the Health Maintenance ganization Act of 1973rand the

E r0ncy Medical Services Systems Act 0 1973.
. ,

Further, fiscal year 1974 was the first yea\of full implementation of the '

. .

t

National Health Service Corps, a program for placing health professionals in
areas with critical 'health manpower shortages. _ By the7end of the year, 392 of
the 423 sites approved for Corps'assi,gnees had been,classi ied as rural.

.
.

II In another effort to .14 ove health services in health are defici t ,areas, HEW funded a number of DEX and .PRIMEX if projects,for the training of
assistadts to the primary care physician. The majority of 'graduates and ,

trainees of these programs are working with physicians in towns with less vian
24,000 population. Two -of the PRIM ptOject ar Family Nurse,practtioner \\
training programs to prepare gra es to del ver ripary care'principally in
free-stfinding,clinics in rur areas without pre i014$ source of care

Fiscal year 1974 lo saw an increased HEW focus on the use of'such modern
technology as flow Can TV for X-ray,transmission and two-way interactive TV
Toe diagnosis a treatment in,rural areas. ,Both kinds of tech logy are being
used by phys clan extenders located in remote areas.

.

Among many ott& HEW effortS
,

to improve the delivery of sqr0Ces and to
facilitate the best use of these services is kdemonstration program inskitged'

\

in fiscal year 1974 to as'sist'State and local g neral purpose governments to \--
im rove their capacitijes-t-aplan, manage? and e aluate human service pr grams.
As 'art of thisie fort-rkEW Is also analyzing pr sent departmental regu dons,

)1t-i-j-and administr -Are proCedur0 to assess which ch ges could be ma 6 to allow
\Stale and local governmehts additio al flexibili on utililing H W fins cial

aSsi nice and more latitude for inc eased partic Oation in human our e '"
pr .ms.

Vet ns. Services ,------- \\
t

,

an, out ach effort express y signed to 1) ng,persbnalized/a stance
to .r vetera s,' the Vete ans dmici tration (VA) increased its mobil van
servi e by 100\percent ove fis al ye r 1973, touring 48 continental S ates-
plus rto.Ric in contrast to 4 Stat s a year earlier. Over 48,576 r ral
vetera s were co meled W, Otera s Ben fits Counselors in job placement jobtraini appren ceship( edUcati n, eom e thin pen5ions, and ottier,VA and
non -MA b nelcits.

ital d tpatie t services
th th establishm

i
runs e also Octet-wed

s yn Albuquerque/HIV.
///

y,\ Me 'cal Care Extender dical Cre/Extender.
, - .

\
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and. Lincoln, Nebr., of telecare systems for regularly contacting isolated and

single veterans to ascertain their'well-being. Further, in one Nebraska VA

hospital, the work staff was significantly expandeeto provide post-hospital

social services to Veterans in 30 Nebraska and 12 Kansas counties, most of

which Are rural.

The- VA also expanded its special rural telephone service, enabling

veterans and dependents in rural areas to make toll-free calls to VA regional

offices for informat4,on and assistance. Thirty-one inward Wide Area Telephone

circuits embracing 13kStates were added to this service in f4cal year 1974,

bringing the toll-free call system to rural areas in 33 States.

An additional example of VA efforts to increase responsiveness to rural

veterans' needs was the administrative action taken in fiscal year 1974 that

_increased the maximum ',lousing loan amount available to rural veterans from

$21,000 to $25,000, the-statutory limit.

Law Enforcement

(LEAA),
dLEAA), Department of Justice, funded-a variety of efforts to counter

During itliscal year 1974, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administ tion
,

specific crime problems inAionmetropolitan communities. For example, LEAA"

provided grants forradio.equipment,,,rural.patrol manpower., and cooperative

programs"betWeen local and county law enforcement units to reduce the response

time to rural crime. These efforts are directed to a number of problemssuch

as cattle'rustling(and farm equipment thefts--common in areas characterized .

by remoteness and great distantes between population concentrations.

During the year, six Illinois counties shared a grant to develop the West

Central Emergency Rural Theft. Deterrence and Apprehension Program formed to

combat the upsurge in rural crime-:especially residential burglaries and

equipment commodity, and livestdck thefts--by strengthening and increasing

their patrol actijvities. A recent project.evalUation shows a signifitant

eduction in pol),ce response time.

4... .A Rural Crime Squaa' activated in 101 to cover 10 ounties in west central

Mi souri received in ffscal year 1974 two grants totali g $38 82. Five in-

vestigators, one jail administrator, and a new deputy we ,e .tided.
k .._

A
J

brant of $1 ,343 went.to Project Cattle Guard in irdell, Okla., to ------------._,-7-

continue a program that investigates thefts in seven Ok ahoma counties. In

addi Jon, the pro'ect educates citizens and law enforc me t officers about

/1
aura thefts' nd evelops statistics on all lost, str yed or stolen livestock

,,,and 'toleri tack and faft implements. Recent project repo is indicate a 66-

perc nt:recovery rate on thefts reported tO the Cattle Gua d office.

FunOTI of the first law-focused education .Project.bas d in a rural area

was ontinued by LEAA in nine Lefl re County', Miss., school . Aimed at insti l-

ing, spect f r the law, the proje t is,for etg th graders nd involves visit

by cr mi al j stice professionals nd law e fOr ement'personnel, disseMinatio

.o ed c tio a mate iial on,o6r sys em of la , a d training of.teachers,for '

f llo u te ing. !

, 2 7,
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There are about 20,000 local police departments in the United States with
10 officers or less, but most literature at the national level continues to
deal with large metropolitan agencies. To help 'small departments develop good
management techniques, LEAA, through the Vermont State Planning. Agency, funded
a prototype study of the Montpelier Poi-lee Department (16 officers) in fiscal
year 1974. LEAA's aim in this innovative project is to demonstrate a meth-
odology for police manpower management and initiate dissemination' of the model
to departments in small communities.

Rehabilitation of juvenile offende4\rs and predelinquent or potentially
delinquent young people in rural communities is part of the LEAA-funded Petit
Jean Comprehensive Juvenile Services project serving three rural counties
in central Arkansas. Petit Jean diverts juveniles from the traditional
juvenile justice system by provicLing an alternativeNto incarceration. This is
being accomplishedthgough efforts to generate improvements in the juvenile
justice system through such means as standardization of procedures for juvenile
courts; use of court rferees with legal backgrounds; improving the, system for
recording juvenile offenses; and providing legal consultation for offenders.
The project includes provision of probation and aftercare services, including
counseling and testing for the offender and the family and the use of volunteers
from the community to work with'the rehabilitation and counseling of juvenile
offenders.

Agriculture in Rural Development

In response to this Administration's 'objective of supporting and pro-
moting a strong agricultural economy, it has encouraged farmers to take
advantage of a growing demand farm products' both at home and abroad by:

-Rbmoving acreage restricts s on extensively grown crops.
-Permitting market forc o guide planting decisions, thereby reducing
'waste in the allocation of agricultural resources.
-.continuing ,to_provide producers with protection against severe price
Adeclines_kpribe supports).
Encouraging maximum feasible exports of farm products (export promotion,
foreign market intelligence, short-term export credit, food aid programs,
trade negotiations).

-Main tainAng production efficiency research at a high ,level.
_

The able below summarizes the impact of-tmproved markets and-record-
large farm output on, farm income--most of which goes to rural areas.

Year Realized gross
income froM

Productv
expenses

Net income to
farm perators

farming

1970
911

972

973
1974

$58.6
60.6
70.1

95.3
101.1

billion dollars

t--

`12.8
17.3
29.5
27.7

---

'

$44.8
47.8

--52.8
65.8

0 73,4
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The supply of agricultural credit continued to.grow during calendar

year 1974. Farm debt outstanding by principal lenders totaled $84.3 billion,7"--

an increase of 12.4 percent over calendar year 1973. The Farm Credit Adminis-

tration lending system and commercial banks held almost one-half of this farm

debt. Merchants, dealers, and individuals held 38 percent of the calendar

year 1974 farm debt, and the Farmers Home Administration held almost 5 percent.

In fiscal year 1974, for the second straight year, FmHA made more than

r$1 billion in loans to farmers and ranchers. Operating loans were record high,

with $525 million being disbursed to family farmers through 53,865 loans. And

under the farm ownership program, FmHA advanced $352.2 million to family

farmers through 11,997 loans. Also, some 22,400 loans advanced over $128.3

million to farmers and ranchers adversely affected by natural -disaster.

Accelerated FmHA efforts during the year to help farmers secure credit

from other lenders generated an additional $490 million in private lender, ,

loans, making it possible to serve approximately 6,000 additional low-income

farmers through the farm operating and farm ownership loan programs.
b

These loan programs, plus the wide range of other farmer programs operated

by the agency, including resource conservation and development loans, grazing

asiociation loans, and Indian land acquisition loans, were included in the

nufferous e >lofts undertaken by FmHA in fiscal 1974.to *rove its services

to the publ . In addition to those efforts reviewed *viously, the agency

translated i to Spanish a number of leaflets describing its programs, and

distributed them widely in all areas of the country with significant numbers

of Spanish-speaking residents. FmHA also began a complete rewriting of all

agency program instructions in fiscal 1974, for the purpose of simplifying and

consolidating them to expedite processing of loans and speed up service to

the public.

.

In the foregoing pages of this, my first report to the Congress on Govern-
.

ment Services to Rural America, I have reported on actions taken to improve

services to rural communities before I came into office. Subsequently,, these

actions have been continued and expanded. With these actions and the increas-

ing evidence of rural progress on many important fronts, it can no longer be

said that our rural people are being left behind. As evidence of this progress,'

nonmetropolitan employment grew almost twice as fast as metro employment from

1970 to 1975. Also, during 1970-74, the nonmetro population growth rate exceed-

ed the metro rate for the first time this century. These and other indicators

are striking evidence of the improvement in rural America's ability to retain

and attract restOents looking for a good life.

There are many explanations for the surge in rura) development. These

include:

* The 1960's youth movement and back-to-the-country movement.
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* The general, seemingly inexorable increase in the complexity of
life in overcrowded cities.

* The practical search for amenable locations for new or expanding
businesses and the trend toward decentralization of manufacturibg
and other industry.

* Increased settlement of retired people in rural areas and small
towns.

* Expansion of State colleges.

* The increasing search for ways to maintain small farms through the
help of nonfarm incomes.

* The new determination of rural people that their heritage shall not
be simply a part of their history.

The Federal Government will continue in its efforts to improve the
quality of life in rural America through support and encouragement of the
development that is so clearly now a part of our rural communities. As in the.
past, however, it is the local people themselves, through their own initiatives
and energies, who must determine the manner in which their communities will
grow and change. Government must not intrude on this basic American right.

III
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Part II

GOVERNMENT SERVICES TO RURAL AMERICA MEASURED

BY FEDERAL OUTLAYS, FISCAL YEAR 1974

SUMMARY

'This part of the report examines the distribution of Federal outlays in

fiscal year 1974 among U.S. cognties grouped aloaganurban--;tb-rural dimension,

with tfle most urban county grqdp being core counties of large metropolitanreas

and the most rural represent :d by totally
rurallionmetropolitan counties not

adjacent to a Standard Metropo itan StatisticaltArea (SMSA). The Federal out-

lay distribution is also pr,-;ented across counties grouped by census regions

and by rate of recent (' 1 -73) population growth:-,The
distribution of outlays

is compared with the di tribution of the population. This comparison is used

to calculate per capita outlays among the county groult.

Federal outlays selected for this analysis totale0 $62 billion in fiscal

year 1974 and are from 18Z programs grouped into four major program groups:

human resource development, community and industrial development, housihg, and

agricultdre and natural resources.

In the aggregate across all 182 programs and the 4 program areas, per capita

Federal outlays were higher in nonmetro counties ($329) than in metro counties

($283): However, the, overall metro-nonmetro
difference results from the inclu-

sion of the highly rural-oriented agriculture and natural resource programs,

whose per capita total was $88 in nonmetro counties in contrast to only $10 in

metro counties. While the population in metro counties comprised 72.6 percent

of the U.S. total, 69.5 percent of the selected Federal outlays accrued to metro

counties.\ If agriculture and natural resource programs are omitted\from this

analysis, 75 percent Of the outlays accrued to metro counties.

While outlays for agriculture and natural resources greatly favored nonmetro

counties, per capita housing outlays in nonmetro -counties were only 59 percent of

the metro figure.. Per capita outlays for human resource developmebt favored met-

ro counties; outlays for community facilities were roughly equal in metro and

nonmetro counties; and outlays fgr industrial facilities and highways favored

nonmetro counties.

Among the 10 metro and nonmetro categories of counties, per capita outlays\

were highest ($506) in the totally rural'counties not adjacent to an SMSA, where

outlays for agriculture and natural resources totaled $196 per capita, or over

six times the national average. Among the nonmetro groups, per capita outlays

were lowet in the most urbanized counties adjacent to an SMSA. This results

from the,low outlays for agriculture and natural resources accruing to these

relatively urban, nonmetro counties.
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Among the metro county groups, per capita Federal optlays were highest in
the core counties of greater metro areas (those with 1 million or more people)--
$317 er capita. They were lowest in fringe counties of the same large metroFit
areas.1 $197. The low per capita outlays in the suburban counties of greater
metro reas largely result from small outlays for human resource development.
This is particglarly so for welfare and health payments, reflecting the hiper ',\
incomes and 'relative lack of peter and elderly people in suburban counties.

Regionally, per capita Federal outlays were highest in the West (384) and
lowest in the Northeast ($256). Selected per capita outlays in the West were
30 percent bove the U.S. average and 50 percent above the Northeastern figure.
The large interregional differences are due in part to differing magnitudes of
eligible populations for human resource programs, different demand for housing
fundg, differences in the deRsity of population (a factor that greatly influ-
ences differences in per capfita outlays for highways), and differences in the
importance of agricult4re in the regional economies.

The analysis by,county growth rates showed that per capita outlays in fis-
.

cal year 1974 were grIatest ($422) in nonmetro counties that lost population.
during T970-73 and lowest ($269) in metro counties that grew during the same
period. Among nonmetro counties, those with declining populations during 1970-
73,had per capita FederaLoutlays over one-third higher than nonmetro counties
that grew over the 3-year period. This overall difference results from the

.,

large per capita outlays for agriculture and natural resources in declining
nonmetro counties - -$174 compared with $74 in growing nonmetro counties.

.....

Among metro counties grouped by recent population growth rates, per capita
outlays in declining metro counties ($311) were $15 higher than in!metro coun-.
'ties experiencing recent population growth. This differenceresults from greater
outlays for human resource development in the declining counties ($137) than in
the growing counties ($74) despite greater housing outlays in the growing coun-
ties.

INTRODUCTION

The objective of this part-of the report is to analyze the distribution of
Federal outlays among urban and rural areas in fiscal year 1974. The data source
is the county file of the Federal outlay data tapes. This file is. prepared an-
nually by the Community Services Administration '(CSA) (successor agency. to the
former Office of Economic Opportunity) and represents a compilation of outlay
data at the county level from all Federal agencies. CSA publishes these data
in State volumes of Federal'Outlays.

Since Counties are the units of analysis, they were grouped along an urban- -

to -rural dimension to, permit comparison of the distribution of outlays for se-
lected prograhs and groups of programs and the distribution of the population
in terms- of rural and urban chardeter. The distribution of Federal outlays was
also computed for counties by census regions and by 1970-73 population.growth
rates.
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This approach of comparing the distribution of Federal outlays with that of

the population distribution' across the urban- to-rura dimension of counties was

used extensively in the Fourth Annual Report. The a pendix to the Fifth Annual

Report contained fiscal 1973.data by these county grOups.
-,

/ .

Although similar in approach; the analysis here differs from thatiff earlier.

reports in examining fewer Federal programs. iii previous reports; five major,

program types were studied: agriCulture and natural 'resources, defense, human

resource development, community development, and housing. :TheOresent analysis

does not deal with programs of defense but concentrates instead on programs.for

human resource development (such as education, welfare, and manpower training

and development), community al industrial development grant and'loan.programs,'

dousing programs, and a9ricult re and natural resource programs. -,

, .

A
,

V

----Why 13utlay-Data Are Used to. Measure Availability of

Services to Rural Areas .

This part of the report iS in respime to the Agricultural Act "of 1970 901

(e) directive to the President to report annually to the Congress on the avail-

ability of a broid range of government and government-assisted services to rural

areas. To measure and report on this availabilitylai any point in time, however,

'is an undertaking of enormous magnitude characlerized by technical difficulties

and prohibitive costs that-have made it necessary to rely on'this outlays analy-

sjs to indicatethe extent to which Federal agencies deliver services and

sources to rural areas.

Thusthis repopting effort is limited to,Federal services as opposed to

services of all units of government (town, tounty, areawide, State), and it does

not analyze the literal availability, or presence, of particular services or re-

sources developed from those services in rural areas.,

Reasons for the aPProach taken relate, first, to the great number of govern-

mental units within the United States, the wide array of service activities these

units perform, and problems of measuring the availability of individual services

and finding units of common measurement across all services. For instance, aside

from the Federal Government, there are over 30,000 State and local governmental

units offering services ranging from planning and financing sewer systems to

building parks and playgrounds and financinglocal cultural activities. Some

government or government-assisted services are provided in well-defined units

for well-defiled recipients, such as number of telephones'and sewer hookups.

Other services'are provided in defined units but the recipients of these services

may be the entire U.S. population.. An example is the Federal Highway system.

One alternative for measuring the availability of government services to

rural s is to conduct a massive survey of all governmental units providing

servi es to rural areas with regard to what services they provide and how much

of eac service is provided; that is, measure the stock of services available

at-a gi n point in time. The survey could provide data such as amber of

housing units financed through direct government loans or loans insured or
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.

k/ \
guaranteed by a government unit; number of sewer and water(hopkupsprovided bypublically funded water and sewer systems; amount of police and fire protection;number of people receiving public a °ssistanc and the level of that assistance;
number of homes provided telephones and electricitythrough government-assistedprojects; number of persons receiving medical services through the public health
service; and number of students 'in the public school system,. The cost of this
approach would be prohibitive, either one time or annually--and the Congress hascalled for annual reporting on the subjKct under discussion.

IIA second ossible approach would be to annually examine the 1:Licigets of Stateand local gover ments for their expenditures by function, and to report on results

11

in conjunction ith Federal.outlays analysis results. Such examination of Stateand local budgets is, in essence, the purpose of the Census, of Governments under7taken every fifth year on a calendar year basis bythe bureau of the Census but
not reported until long after; the study year has passed. Again the expense of
this approach would \be prohibitive. , -,

t

A third approach, and as indicated e§rlier, the approach used here as in
previous reports, is to, utilize the Federal outlay data. These data, which arecollected from all Federal agencieg by the Community"Services AdministratiOn foreach-fiscal year, represent the mOst Comprehensive statistical informatiOn avail-able concerning the Federal Government's efforts to provide services to allAmericans. Although the information does not include State and local outlays,
it does include Federal support of State and local governments and private agen-cy adivities through.direct transfers (such as revenue sharing f\CInds) and match-ing grants (such as publiC assistance-grants and water and 'sewer grants). TheFederal outlay data do clearly represent the Federal Government's efforts to ..provide services. 2/ For instance, grants and loans for water and sewer systems-
measure Federal efforts to increase publically financed water and Sewer systems.Title I (Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965) education funds repre-sent the Federal Government's efforts to provide education services to the diS.:advantaged. ,

t

Other reasons for using the Federal outlay data in this report include the
1 following: (1) the data are available annually at little additional cost to Fed-
' eral agencies, (2) previous reports have used this data, and their continued usewill provide year-to-year comparisons of the Federal Government's efforts to in-

crease the availability of 'government services, and (3) the butlos repreIent acommon unit of services provided across programs and over time.
..

2/ Included in the Federal outlay data used here are guaranteed andAnSured
loan commitments, which are loan commitments extended by private banking andcredit sources only upon a p omise by the Federal Government to repay all o
part of those 'loans which default. Although they are not actual Federal ol ysthey are important Federal fiscal instruments in helping to provide public a d

Jprivate services. Further, program financial measures reported byederal en-Cies vary among programs,,from obligations in some Cases. to budget Outliays nothers.

28 '
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Federal Outlay Data and the Catalog of

Federal Domestic Assistance

In this report, a large percentage of the programs appearipy in the Federal

Outla tables were matched with the program listing in the-1974 Catalog of Fed-

eral omestic Assistance, published annually by the Office of Management and Bud-

get. he program number from the-Catalog for all matched. programs appears along

with e distribution of outlays in the tables. This oatalog number can be used ,,

to find the programs' description of objectives, typeslof assistance, uses and.

use restrictions, eligibility requirements,
application and award processes,

formula and matching requirements, length and time phasing of assistance, fin n,

cial obligations in the previous fiscal year, program accomplishments during e

previouiscal year, regulations, guidelines, literature references, and ir/

mation contacts. .

The matching of programs'appearing in the outlay data:with

mestic Catalog wa not always successful. Matching / /was tucceS

grams of the Dep tment of Housing and Urban Development and tr;e

istr ion. Howe , 3 was succ s ul for lost programs in -th

He 1 h, Educati and, Welfare; A ; Interior; ommerce;

and ransportat and the Small ,Administrat on, tht

al o mission, the Environme ection Agency.
I

/

/ .

Th primary delineati r of counties for

to-rura d mension Used e ensiv ly in the F

well a i other recent U.S. Dep rtment of

The ,sOcial and economic hard teristics am

in tabl 1. /

Metro and nonm 4b) co nties were also grouped ccording to census region hd
/

by their recent (1 0-73) population /rowth rate. hese delineations(' of coun es

make possible the' Ludy of the distribution of Fe eral outlays among regions and

among counties experiencing differe t rates of r cent population .ctranges.

Cla icat on of Cou ies

hose in t
ful for
Veteran Ad n-

rt is Of
Justice;
Ian Regio

his anal sis was along the urban-

urth and ifth Annual Reports as

gricultu e research publications. 2/

ng these county g oups are summarized

Select on and Classification of Progra

From the list of all Federal programs included in e Federal outlays file,

16,2 programs were selected for analysis. These progr amounted to $62.0 billion

(20.4 percent) of the total Federal outlays of $303.5 billion.

3/ H'nes, Fred K.; Da td L. Brown, and John M. Zimmer, Social and Economic

Chars teristics of-the .opulation in Metro and Nonmetro Counties, 1970. Econ.

Res. 6 rv., U.S. Depti Agr., Agr. Econ. Rpt. No. 272,. Mar. 1975.,
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he 82

human res urc
agriculture a
are as folio

General

it

laSs4ied into f ur general program cat

hoUsing, community and indu trial devel

urces. Outlay? from t ese our major p

nt

ram I ty

deral
FY 1'97

B'i
do

lays

Pct. of '1

total

"uman respur e opmej{t

Housing -26

ComMunity and industrial

development 50

Agriculture and natural

reso rces 42

1914

1k4

31.4

24.9

20.5 33.

6.6 6.7

Total , 182, 62.0, 100.0 /

I.

Each ggeneral program category ti/s divided into several!specific program
. ,

" categories',. which grouped t gether ederal programs having a common objective.

?
For example, under the ge ral heq Bing o human resources, outlays were grouped

for welfare ($9.2 billion ; education ( .4 billion); health ($7.2 billion); and

manpower training and employment 00.6 illion).

Outlays for housing were broken down by government agency: the (;.S. Ikp rt-

ments of Agriculture, Interior, and'Housing and'Urban Development, and the'Vet-

erans Administration. Outlays for community and ndustrial development were

divided by expenditures for community deve tpme , industrial development, and

national highways. Agri culture and natur 1 re urce outlays included'direct pay-

ments to farmers (such as those from the whea and feed grain programs), cropland

diversion, selected appropriations (such as those for administering the programs

of the Farmers Home Administration an /the Rural Electrification Administration)

and natural resource and conservatiorVprograms of the Departments of Agriculture

and Interior. More d tail on the classification*, of the 182 individual programs

can be found in the f llowing sections. ° \

.

37

31



Based
cted F

Dt$TRIBUTIONOF EDERAL OUTLAY

Metro and Nonmettio Distribution
4 1

on tl?e 'distribution of the f4pulation in 1973, the dist
deral outlays.in fical yeari 1974 favo Onmetro cou

ktro counties compr
ected Federal outla

er capita basis, the
es, compared with $32

Wh le t
al, 9.5

ab a ).

a e $28
F r th

aver
hig

ge (fi
rura -orien
programs.

e population in
ercent of the s
herefore, on a
in metro coun
selected pro ams per capita outlays in nonmetro counties were 16

er than in metro counties and 11.5 percent higher than the U.S.
. 1). However, these distributions result from including the hghly
ed agriculture and natural resource progra in the set of sele ted
f these prbgrams are excluded, per capita tlays were higher,

metro than in nonmetro countie

ibution
ies.

d 72.6 percent f the LS.

s,accrued tb metr counties
selected\Federal utl ays

in nonmetro counties (table

i

The.mix of Federal outl s among metro an0 nonmetro co nties was quite
different./ Aside from the uch higher per capita outlays fo agriculture and
natural resource programs n nonmetro counties, per capita ho, sing outlays
'strongly favored metro counties, with the nonMetro figure beig/onl 59 percent
of the Metro figure. Wh le outlays forch Man resource develop ent avored metro
counties, per capita outlays for communi facilities were rouGh.1 equal in',
metro and nonmetro counties, and outlay for'indostrial ficilit,:s and highways
favored nonmetro counties.

j.
/

-Amor4 the 10 metro and nonmetro groupings in figure 1, p r pite outlays
were lovest ($197 per capita) in the fringe counties of greater metro areas
(areas of 1 million or more people) and highest in the totally rur 1 nonthetro
counties not adjacent to an SMSA.($506 per capita). Tharis, per apita outlays
were highest for the most rural county group and lowest in the frin e4ounties
of the largesteetro group, which-reOesents the most urbarr/group, Per capita
outlays in t44'fringe (suburban) counties of greater metro areas rep esented
only .62 pert nt of per capita outlays in the core countie of the sa e size
metro areas and 67 percent of the U.S. average. The low per capita outlays in
the suburb n counties of greater, metro areas in large p rt result from small
outIet4f r human resource development, P articulaygy we fare .and hea) th pay-
ments. f course, this is a reflection of the hfgher and lower inci-
Aence o poor and elderly people in subOrban countie

Regional Distribution

Regional , per capita Federal outla s were highest in the West ($384) and
'lowest vin the ortheastern region ($256) Selected per capi a outlays in the
West were over 30 percentabove the U.S.. average and 50 percent above the
Northeastern fi ure (t1bTe'4). This large interregional dif ial is in

ences in the
in per capi

ture and natural.

1

large part due
density of-the p
out ays for highwa

o different demands for housing funds, di
on /,(accounting partly for cliff

s , and the lack of important
ence

agricu

&1
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resources outlays in the Northeast
relative to the West. Housing outlays were over

.three times as great, on a per capita basis, in the West as in the Northeastern

region and per capita outlays for agriculture and natural resources in the West

were 11 times as greWas those in" the Northeast. However, per capita outlays

for human resource development programs were largest, on a regional Oasis, in the

tortheast, suggesting the greater incidence of recipients and higher levels of

payments for welfare and health programs.

Distributionbyjecent Growth Rates

Per capita outlays across all selected programs in fiscal year 1 74 were

atest ($4,22) in nonmetro. counties that lost population during 1970- 3 (table

. Am
re 1

ietro

capit
were
as

am

ng
5

ov
ng
9

el

etro counties grouped by 1970-73 gr

ercent higher in the declining counties

ties ($269). Among the nonmetro county

ference was due to,agridulture and nature

twice as great on a per capita basis in dec

h ratos..1 per capita outlays
($311) than in growing

pith groups, the large per

resource outlays, which

ining counties ($174)

owing counties ($74). On the other hand, the per capita difference

etro counties was largely attributable to par capita human resource

pment outlays, which were twice as high in declining metro counties ($137)

growing metro counties ($74). This difference, in turn, is in part ex-

by diff rences in the incidence of persons eligible for such programs.

tance, eclining metro-counties are mostly counties containing the central

large, MSA!s that have a high proportion of female-headed families,

whom bre eligible for welfare under the Aid-to-Families-With-Dependent-

n pro ram (AFDC program) as well as the Food Stamp program and health

s under Medicaid.

Distribution by PrAram Type

esource develo ment Outlays

Selected human resource development outlays totaled $19.4' billion

fiscal year 1974 and were comprised primarily of Federal grants to States

amount ng to $9.2 billion for welfare paym Sits, food stamp bonus coupons, and

other welfare related\programs; and $7.2 'llion for health payments, services,

and facilities (table ); $5.8 billion of the latter figure was for Medicaid

payments (table 6). 0 the $2.4 billion in selected 4 iication funds, $1.4

billion was for title I unds for the education of dep ived chilldren.

On a per capita basis, human resource
developme t outlays were higher in

metro counties than in nonmetro counties and higher in the core counties of

greater SMSA's than 'n any other county group (fig. 2). They were lowest in

the fringe counties f the same size SMSA's. Regionally they were Vighest,

.
on a per capita bas s, to the North9ast and lowest in the North Central region

(table 4). And th y were highest in declining metro counties and towpst in

metro counties ex eriencing recent growth with net inmigration (t4b1e 5).
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Table 5--fer capita
Federal outlays in fiscal year 1974

accruing to metro and
monmetro counties,by population

change, 1970-73

PetropOlttan
Nonietropolitan1 U.S.Program type

: totml:Declidingt
t

I

1
s

Crowing 1970-73
.

Meclinlogs: 1970-73 t"---xtt-tEstiir-:
1970-71t

1
Total

tmi rationsmi rationi

Growing 1370-73
t 1 Net out-t Nat in-t-To tal

tad ration:mi. ratio
1

L.I

Human Resource Development
t

--Dollars

1

Welfare
...: 44 6S 34 40 32 46 41 42 fi0

'2,ducation
1

HealthInyments, service and :

11 13 9
.

10 9
,

15 13 14 112facilities
t

npowsr training and employment :

34 55 27 33 24 30 27 28 27opportunity
:

there
1

3

1/
3

1
3 ,

1/
4

1/
3

2/
1

1/
2

1/
1

1/
2

1/

4
1

tal
2 93 137 74 87 68 92 83 86 82
INo n
1

.

Department of Agriculture
""' : a 1 4 2 5 23 22 19 23

-Department of Interior
1

Department of Housing and Urban :

1/
11 Al 1/

.

1/ 1/ 1/ 1/ AlWirelopaent
A t 27 30 32 29 33 12 15 20 13

Veterane Admiastration
t

t

38 35 54 38 63
6

14 14 14Total
t 73 6 91 70 102 43 51 54 50

.. :
Community and Industrial Develop- tnits

:

Commenitydraciplies
s 71- 65 61 66 56 56 59 46 62

Industrial'Fadilities
..1 11 10 9 9 9 .22 15 14 16

Highways.
: 26 26 21 go 22 35 32 27 33
:T 1
s 98 101 91 95 t. 89 113 106 87 110Akr/iculture and Natural Resources :

2

Direct Payments
12 1 4 3 4 -91 26 31 25

Cropland Division
1 1/ 1/ - 1/ 1/ 1/ 1 1 1 1

Farm Loans
,,.: 10 1 3 2 3 64 , 26 42 23

Selected Appropriations. 4 3 2 2 3 10 9 6 10
Natural Resources and

:

Conservation 5 2 3 1 4 9 11 12 11Total....
32 6 12 8 14 174 74 92 70

2

GRAND TOTAL : 295 311 269 260 273 422 313 319 312

I

, 1/ Less than $ .50.
Source: Community Services Administration.
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WelfAre programs were highest in the c e counties of SMSA's ($63
per cap. a) and in the mos/ rUral,,eounty roups (x$56 per capita).

i

Within the welfare cate ory, pei- capita outlays were hi her in
iero than in nonmetro nti - ile metro counties accounted for 72:6
percent of the population, 77 -Se cent f grants for maintenance ssi tance
unde the public assistance p ograms administered by the Departm nt, f Health,
-Educ tion, and Welfare "(HEW) accrued to them. On the other hand, w ile non-
metro counties had 27.4 per nt of the population, they ^eceived 31. percent
of t e Federal' monies for food stamps (table 6).

This differenae in the urban-rural distribution of Federal outla s for
pub is assistance and food stamps is largely explained by i1fference in in-
div dual programlprovisions and the location of potential r Oplents defined ,./
by these provisions. The thrust of the package of the HEW OblAc Assistance
.program, which is heavily weighted by payments under the AF 1 Oro/gram, is/targeted
to female-headed households. In contrast, provisions of th, FodO Stamp ,Program
include no "household type" limitations, only limitations on income and'assets.
Thus, the Food Stamp program is targeted to all persons with incomes 2nd a5sets
below specified levels, many of whom are among the working p or wit* rriaTe- '
headed fa iliesl. In metro areas, particularly in core ount es of large metro
areas, lo -income populations are comprised of large pr po tions of pers ns in
female-hea ed families, while in nonmetro counties, low-in ome ptople are much
more likel tp be the aged or members of families of emplo ed male heads. 4/

Regionally, per capita Federal outlays for welfare we e highest i the
West and lowest in t e North Central region (table 4). And as Would be ex-
pected, Among countie gr uped by recent population grOwth rates, per capita
outlays/for welfare w re h ghest in declining/metro c nties (table 5)., ,

-

Based on the di trl tion of the,popul tion, the distribution of outlays
from the group of se ected education progra s favored nonmetro countief. 'On
a per capita basis, selected Federal education outlays were $13 in nonmetro and
$11 'in metro counties. Major education programs whose outlays were drispropor-
tionately high in nonmetro counties were the title I programs (to local educa-
tion/agencies in areas with a high proportion of disadvantaged youth) and the
Head St -art program (table 6).

Over all selected education programs, per Capita outlays were highest in
the South and lowest in the North Central region (table 4). By recent popula-
tion growth, they were highest in declining nonmetro counties and best in
growing metro counties with net inmlgration (table 5).

For more discussion of low-income (poverty) popu. tions and the sources
of income of low-income people in metro and nonmetro areas, see the report cited
in footnote 3.
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Selected health outlay (81.4 percent of which are Medicaid funds were

distribu ed disproportionately more to metro counties, where per capita outlays

totaled 37 in contrast t $27 ihiponmetro counties (table 3}. Since the

administ ation of the Med, aid program is tied closely to that of, public assis-

tance programs with much er p o target groups, it is not surpreelng that

Federal funds for Medicaid p s accrue disproportionately to'metrO counties,

and partiullrly, core coin ies f greater metro areas (table 6).

.

.

o
favored
s in fiscal
the em-
70. For

f anpower/ if

c'restruc- °

'the Comprehensiv Empioyme t'and

CETA) in late 1973., Two aspects of the new aw ale pa ticularly

o
0 discretion al owed local areas in

rural communities. formula(a) th use of formula to distribu e funds

Act and (b) the flexibility ane\

nq,their programs,1

The listfribution
metro counties. J M
year 1974 accrued t
ployed and 721.8 pe

fiscal year 1975
service to rur
tur'ng of ma
Tra ning Ac

rtant
uh th

ev lOp

outlays
e than $4

metro counti
cent of the un

and suc
areas s ould be

ower progr ms auth

or manpower training and employment
f $5 (82.5 percent) for such progra
s. This compares to 74.6 percent o

;

mployed residing in metro areas in 1
ears, improvement in the delivery

oMe evident as a result of the das

rfzed

ti rider the preceding categorical system, many of the separate manpow

prOraMs were designed primarily for roan problems, and the distributio

funds has reflected this. The criteria for resource allocations varied

twe programs and sometimes favored urban areas over rural areas. Uncle

on he other hand, funds are being allocated by formula based on factors speci-

fi d in the legislation. The funds are distributed in the form of grants to

tlAo basic types of sponsors: those representing units of local governmentj

ttat meet certain population requirements, and State governments to provide

service to areas not covered by local grants. The latter, termed "balance of.

State" grants,serve primarily nonmetro areas including rural communities. Thus,

all residents of a State have access to the available resources on an equitable

basis. A second advantage for rural areas under CETA is the degree of flexi.

bility permitted in designing and operating programs under the grant system.

Generallly, categorical programs were single - purpose undertakings such as

institutional training, each with their own administrative and operating

requirements. At times, the effect of this compartmentalization was to hinder

-participation by smaller communities because the number of trainees in any one

approach was insufficient to justify the administrative costs-involved. Under

the grant system, smaller communi ies are able to combine, a variety of approaches

under one program and one 'administ ative.unit.

r

of
e-

CETA,

5/ Comprehensive Employment and Training Act'outlays were omitted from this

analysis because of technical problems with the data: The analysis for fiscal

year 1975 will include outlays under this act.
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/ederal i ence in housing is almost totally in the form of guaranteed
a d i sured 1 an from the Departments of Agriculture and Housing and Urban
D velOment, n the Veterans Administration, These are not Federal, outlays
but represent F deral influence in the housing industry in insuring or guaran-
teeing loans de by private investors. However, the subsidized portion df*.
interest on t ese loans is a Federal outlay, and the cumulative sum fort -ilis '-
is 'quite consi erable. Actual,Federal outlays result from direct Federal loans
and grants for housing from small programs administered by the Farmers Home
Administration of USDA, the Depar ment of the Interior, and HUD.'

In'total, theselected housin outlays (the tef' "outlays" as used here
includes guaran eed and insured to ns) favor metro co nties over nonmetro
counties, with er capita outlays t taling $83 in met; o counties, compared
with $49 in Inonm tro counties (tabl 3). /

1

It should be useful to note that, in fiscal year 1974, the number of n
housing, units built per 1,000 households was slightly ihigher in/nonmetro areas
(30.0) compared with metropolitan areas (28.8). However, mobile,home shipments
are included in the data, nd since aboOt 60 percent of mobile homes are located
in no metro areas, these ccount for the higher nonmetro rate of housing com-
pleti ns. Further, mobile home financing in nonmetro areas5\came almost entirely.
frOm rivae financial institutions.

.

\

1

Federal o sing outlay were over twice as high ($88 per capita) in
counties of me um metro ar as (areas.with 250,000-999,999 population) as in
nonffetro-counti with les than 20,000 urban population and adjacent to an
SMSA ($41. -(fig. 3). Regionally they were over three Mmes as high in the
West ($12'8" per c pita) as in the Northeast ($3 per capita) (tattle 4). As was
expected because of differences in demand for hew housing, per'capita housing
outlays were sub tantially higher in growing counties than in declining counties
(table 5). But am n9 growing counties with net inmigration, per capita housing
outlays were ove wice as high in metro cowities ($102) as in nonmetro counties\\($50).

As figure,3 indicates, the mix of housing outlays by agenc\ies varied
greatly among'counties grouped along the' rural-to-urban dimension, with outlays__
from USDA's Farmers Home"Administration being relatively unimportant 'in metro.........,
counties but comprising a majO portion of all Federal housing outlays in the
more rural counties. In the most rural county group, three-fourths Af all Fed-
eral,housing outlays were administered through the Farmers Home AdMin)-stration. ,..

.

The metro-nonmetro distribution of individual hoirsing program outlays is
shown in table 7. Of the three major housing programs--USDA's Low-to-Moderate
Income Housing Loans ($1.56 billion), HUD's Home Mortgage Insurance ($3.77
billion), and VA's Guaranteed and Insured Loans ($8.04 billion)--only the
distribution of the smallest one of the three favors nonmetro counties. The
proportion of the major guaranteed and insured loan programs in HUD and. VA
accruing to nonmetro counties was 12.1 and 9.3 percent, respectively.
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It should be noted that the HUD percentage is or a year that

transition period for the Department as it began t implement the usin

Community Develop ent Ac of 1974, legislation tha should result in a
ratio of HUD fund ng bein extended to nonmetro areas. In partic lar,
-statute assures uitablp a location of HUD bous'
providing that at least 20 p rcent, and as much
assistance funds, cluding t se provided unde
Housing Assistance p 1 be allocated

Communit and ndustr

ogram, sha

1 Develo nt and H

g resouriCes by speci
s 2 perCent, of hou

Section 8 Lower
to nonmetro areaW

//

The dis ibut of this group of programs favored
nonmetr capita outlay totaling $107 in contrast t
(table his metro-n*
autlay foriboth industri
higher per apita outlay
dicate Fe eral efforts/

onmetro Counties, with
$94 jin metro cinties

higher no metro
4). While the

development in-

tro difference was attr'butalDle t
development and highway (sere fi

n /Mime ro counties for industri
promote more deVelop e t and.emp oyment in nonmetro

America, h gher per ca highway outlays in n nmetro cou ties, particularly
in the more rural nonm o counties, are largely a functio.i) of density of th_e____----
population.

' / /'
,

I

Regionally, per ita outl ys foricomm ity and.industrial development
ere lowest in the N Central region ($8 and roughly equal in the other
egions. Odtlays fo ommunity development re 'highest on a per capita basis
n the Northea ($ and Lowe t in the No h Central region ($5J), whereas

per capita outlays ,in ustr al developme programs were/highest in the
West and North Cen' pion $12) anotlo est in the Northeast and South ($10).
Highway outlays e i st n the South nd Nest and by far the highest in
sparsely settle n ties of the est.

9
nmete

Per outlays or pmmunity and industrial
highest ($113) in nonme rp ounties experiencing rec
population and/ lowest I( 91) in metro counties that w
(table 5). P r capi a outlays for industrial Idevelo
higher in declining onmetro counties-than in any of

development-combined were
nt declines in their
re growing durihg 1970-73
ment were substantially
er group.

The disfributio of outlays for individual programs is shown in table 8,
Of the selected comm nity development outlays of $12.8 billion, almost one-half
($6.1 billion) was i the form of revenue sharing funds. Although revenue
sharing funds are al ocated two -third S to local governments and one-third to
State governments,t ese allocations are not shown separately in the Federal
outlaY data. Thus, the metro-nonmetro distribution of revenue sharing funds,
which Shows a me ro bias, is, in some sense, misleading since a majority of
State governments are locate in metro counties .........

.

-
Outlays. from the Economic Development A ministration (EDA) generally

favore nonmetro.,areas, with 64.4 Percent of the outlays from the largest EDA
progra (Grants an Loans for Public Works an Development Facilities) accruing
to non etro counti s. Over two-thlds of outlays of the two largest community
de elopmgnt progra s of the Departm nt of Agriculture accrued to nonmetro
co nties Of the $ 68.8 million in guaranteed and insured loans for Water and
Wa to osal Systems for Rural Communities (FmHA), 67 percent accrued to non-
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metro counties, and almost three fourths. of Rural 1 trification Loans w nt

tO(nonmetro counties:

\ On the other hand, the Envir nmental Protection Agency's propam'of Con- L.

struction Grants for,Waste Water reatme t Works,was highly metro oriented.

Of the $2.8 billion outlays for t is only 17 percent, or $480.7 million,

accrued to nonmetro counties.

Agriculture and Natural Resources

$6.6 billion in fiscal year 1974. These outla s were fo direct payments to
. Outlays for selected programs of agriculture and resources, totaled

farmers (f2.45 billion), outlays for Cropland iversion ($47.3 million), farm

loans ($2.1 billion), appropriations for administering programs, such as those

of the Farmers Home Administration ($92.6 millio ), and natural resource and

conservation outlays ($1.1 billion) (table 9). j the aggregate, these program

outlays, on a per capita basis, were over eight ti es as high in nonmetro

. counties as in metro counties. -'As would be expect d, these per capita outlays'

were highest among all county groups in the most rural nonmetro counties (fig.

5). In totally rural, nonmetro counties not adjacent to an SMSA, per capita

outlays for agriculture and natural.resources were $196, or 38.7 percent of

total selected outlays. Nationally, they were only $32, or 10.8 percent of all

selected outlays (table 3). Direct payments to farmers alone totaled $87 per

capita in the most rural, most agriculturally oriented, nonmetro counties.

Furthermdre, while these counties contained only 2.2 percent of the population,

they accounted for 34.4 percent of'the payments under the wheat production

PER CAPITA FEDERAL OUTLAYS FOR AGRICULTURE
AND NATURAL RESOURCES, FISCAL YEAR 1974
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Table 9--Percent Distrifintion of Federal outlayu for agriculture and natural resources in metro
and nonMetro counties, fiscal year 1974

Item

/4 Metropolitan Nonmetropolitan

U.S
: Leas : Thinly

: To 1
Gre4tOr ! Urbanized

: urbanized : Populatedlotal :Mcdium:Lessor:Total
:Total : Core :Fringe; :Adja-:Nona&:Adja-:Nonad-:Adja-:Nonad-

. %cent : ncent:cent :jacent:cent :latent

: if. Farces' of U.S.
cl

ols.

DI.Lvetiljiculture Payments

Feed Grains Production Stabilization 2141.9 15.5 3.3 .2 3.0 6.5. 5.7 84.5 7.4 4.5 22.6 29.1 4.5 16.4Cotton Production Stabilization '718.4 21.8 1.8 .4 1.4 12.1 7.9 78.2 10.4 9.6 18.6 28.9 6.2 4.6Wheat Production Stabilisation
: 474.1 9.7 1.9 .2 1.7 3.8 4.0 90.3 5.8 ,v5.2 12.2 27.4 5.3 34.4Sugar Act Program 79.5 34.8 .9 .5 .4 23.1 10.8 65.2 10.6 17.4 11.7 1.6 3.4 6.6National Wool Act, Payments .3 43.6 22.8 3.2 105 12.7 8.1 56.4 5.0 5.9 26.3 9.6 3.1 6.5Dairy and Beekeeper indemnity Payments...: 3.9 31.3 6.0 5.6 10.5 14.7 68.7 9.9 36.8 8.2 10.8 .3 2.8Crop Insurance Indemnity Payments,
.

FCIC 1/
: 29.8 17.8 1.6 .4 1.2 5.1 11.1 82.2 8.7 7.6 18.1 20.4. 4:4 23.1

Total 2447.9 16.9 2.5 .3 2.2 8.1 6.3 83.1 8.1 6.6 18.9 28.2 5.1 16.1

Cropland Diversion

Cropland Adjustment Program
Cropland Adjustment Program-Public access:
Cropland Conversion Program
Conservation Reserve Program

Total

Farm Lasso

Total

NaturalResources.and Conservation

46.1 16.5 4.1 .4 3.6 7.0 5.4 83.5 6.5 5.8 21.7 27.9 6.8 14.9
1.1 16.6 3.9 .2 3.7 8.4 4.4 83.4 7.5 3.6 16.7 23.0 5.,Z 26.8
.1 19.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4 17.7 siiishmil 5,3 0.0 21.8 18.0 .5 35.3

2/ 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

47.3 16.5 4.1 .4 3.6 7.0 5.4 83.5 6.5 5.7 21.6 27.8 6.7 15.2

Soil and Water Loan. 4.1 6.9 .1 0.0 .1 2.5 4.3 93.1 5.8 A.4 15.9. 34.6 4.2 28.2Farm Ownership Loans 141.5 9.6 1.4 .1 1.2 4.4 3.8 90.4 7.3 5.6 19.2 30.9 5.3 22.0Farm Operating Loans 521.7 12.3 1.9 .2 1.7 5.4 \ 4.9 87.7 7.1 7.5 20.6 29.0 5.5 18.0Commodity Loans 1161.1 16.8 4.4 3.1 1.3 8.5 4.0 83.2 6.3 7.0 28.9 27.0 4.7 9.3Storage' Facility Loan. a
. 92.1. 12.9 2.8 .1 2.6 4.9 5.3 87.1 5.9 4.6 22.5 32.2 15.1,16.5Reseal Storage 4.6 3.7 .5, 0.0 .5 .6 2,7 96.3 .9 7.1 8.7 24.6 13.1 42.0Recreation Facility Loans .8 13.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.9 .9 86.2 35.1 6.0 17.9 13.8 0.0 13.4

Total 2127.9 14.3 3.2 1.8 1.5 6.9 4.2 85.7 6.6 6.8 25.0 28.3 5.0' 13.9

Selected Auroprfations

S 4 E, ASCS, 174.6 ,48.O 29.0 24.4 4.6 10.5 8.5 52.0 4.1 4.4 12.7 16.1 3.8 10.2Cooperative Extension Service.
Agriculture 3/ 189.2 51.4 24.7 20.7 4.0 15.4 11.4 48.6 11.9 5.9 10.3 '12.1F., Fasmers Home Administration 2.9 5.55 4 88.6 26.4 13.9 12.0 2.0 7.1 5.4 73.6 7.5 6.2 18.0 25.4 4.3 11.7S 4 E. Rural Electrification
Adminint rat ion 14.7 88.8 72.0 70.5 1.5 '8.6 8.1 11.2 1.7 4.2 2.5 2.2 .4 .4Resource Conservation and Development,
SCS

18.9 24.0 6.8 5.0 1.8 9.9 7.3 76.0 13.2 10.0 14.7 24.0 3.7 10.4River gamin Surveys and Investigations,
:

SCS
1.4 80.6 50.3 38.4 11.9 23.1 7.3 19.4 11.9 6.4 .7 .1 0.0 .4.'. Great Plains conservation Program, SCS 7.0 14.9 5.0 4.5 .5 1.2 8.7 85.1 3.7 6.2 12.8 28.7 5.6 28.1Forest Protection and Utilization, FS 4/.: 427.1 16.9 19.2 14.1 4.9 9.8 7.8 63.1 6.0 13.0 7.9 22.2 2.6 11.5\Milan Agricultural Extension 2.3 50.4 11.2 11.2 0.0 31.2 8.0 49.6 7.3 9.5 1/ 7.8 18. 23.2

°

925.9 41.5 22.2 18.0 4.2 10.8 8.4 58.5 7.2 9.1 10.3 18.9 3.1 9.9

Plant Matvials for Conservation 1.7 31.5 8.4 1.8 6.5 17.6 5.5 68.5 14.2 7.2Forest Roads and Trails, Forest Service..: 117.2 24.2 14.0 9.1 4.9 4.2 6.0 75.8 6.9 11.0River Basin Survey. and Investigation 9.4 19.4 7.1 17.7 9.3 33.6 18.7 20.6 3.8 6.4Snow survej, and i4later Supply Forecast lag.: 1.2 66.4 14.9 34.7 .2 14.2 17.3 33.6 .5 9.8Watershed Planning
10.0 69.9 20.0 14,2 5.8 32.4 17.5 10.1 3.8 11.1Rural Environmental Assistance Program...: 27.2 28.9 3.4 1.2 2.2 20.0 5.5 71.1 7.8 5.2Emergency Conservation Measures 18.4 23.6 3.4 .3 1.2 14.5 5.6 76.4 12.6 6.3Appalachian. Regional Development Program.: .5 13.2 2.6 0.0 2.6 6.9 3.8 86.8 23.9 1.2Great Plains Conservation Program 11.0 4.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 3.5 95.5 1.4 3.4Resource conservation and Development,

: C>
Ping

2.0 37.3 13.2 9.0 4.2 14.8 9.3 62.7 6.9 10.4 10.0 20.4 3.9 11.1Soil Survey Program 28.9 54.5 24.2 9.0 15.2 15.7 14.6 45.5 8.0 7.4 8.6 15.4 2.2 3.9Soil and-Water Conservation 133.4 35.2 10.3 5.8 4.6 14.2 10.8 64.8 7.8 7.4 14.4 21.0 3.9 10.3Parks and Forests
284.9 48.6 13.9 10.0 3.8 11.1 3.7 51.4 10.8 8.5 5.2 13.9

Wildlife Enhancement
441.0 41.2 10.2 4.1 6.1 22.6 10.4 56.8 6.6 12.3 5.6 25.3

.8 12.1WaterResources 6/

6.4

.

7.5 56.4 36.8 31.6 5.2 5.2 14.4 43.6 1.2 18.4 1.6 16.6 1.9 3.8
...Total

' 1094.2 41.5 17.2 '12.0 5.2 16.0 8.2 58.5 7.9 10.0 7.9 21.6 1.6 9.5

. GRAND TOTAL. 6643.1 23.6 7.9 5.2 2.8 9.4 6.2 76.4 7.4 7.6 17.9 25.8 4.2 13.5

22.0 12.8 4.9 7.4
12.1 30.6 2.5 12.6
3.3 5.6 .5 1.0
1.3 15.2 1.0 5.9
3.6 9.1 .8, 1.6

19.5 19.7 5.0 13.8
16.4 24.0 6.6 10.5
24.9 12.3 5.9 18.6
10.6 30.5 6.2 43.3

..,IT Outlays are prorili4T-to countlem
on the bases of the fraction of the state's special

group population in the county.-2/ Leso than 550.000.

if Prorated to county by geographic distribution of employees.
4/ Prorated by estimated obligation to county level.
5/ 1,s, than .05 percent.
6/ Prorated to county by payroll

costsrxcept for large expenditures which are actual for the county.
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stabilizgion program, showing the prevalence of these counties in the large

wheat producing areas of the Great Plains States (table 9).
A

Regionally, per capita outlays for agriculture and natural resourcea were

substantially Tower in the Northeast than in the other regions. Even in the

nonmetro counties of the Northeast, these outlays totaled only $16 per capita,

one-half the natio 1 average. Direct payments to farmers and farm loans were

highest, on a per c pita basis, in nonmetro counties of the-North Central

region. Per capita utlays for natural resources and conservation were highest

in the nonmetro West (table 4).

Across all agricu ture and natural resource programs, per capita outlays

were highe-s-t, in nonmet o counties experiencing declines in their population

during 1970-73. Such o tlays in declining, nonmetro counties ($174 on a per

capita basis) were over twice the level in growing nonmetro countie's ($74).
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