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‘ ‘This is the sixth apnual 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 exchtive
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 comparison, provides 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, comunity and industrial development, housing, and agriculture and nat-
ural resources, the four major groups analyzed. Also provided is a Federal out-
lay distribution across countes grouped by census régions, and a distribution
by rate of recent (1970-73) population growth.




K Part I

IMPROVING GOVERNMENT SERVICES TO RURAL AMERICA, FISCAL YEAR 1974

o N

The following sections of Part.l of this report outline % brodd range of
executive branch efforts 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 Tocal people themselyes. oy ppmm R o>
K W vi7 Al .
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Federal Coordination ‘ o o
Fiscal year 1974 was the first full year 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. Title’6 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 executiwe branch agencies' efforts to extend more of thein,
resources and servic o\rural communities. @ ) .
The Department's Rural Development Service: (RDS) 1is 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 Federal level: ‘

C ok Assists -in formulating and 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 improve Federal resource delivery to rural areas.

/interest representation on over 30 Federal-level task
forces and thro yeetings with managers of programs that can further rural
development, contributes to Federal administrators’ understanding of specific
developmental needs of the rural sector. -

* Through r,

Also xeflecting the year's emphasis on the need for coordinated efforts
to improve rural development program effectivengss 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 iq,rura1‘development.




<

In fiscal year 1974, the increased effectiveness that coordination pro-
vides and the executive branch's commitment to improving services to locglities
were reaffirmed through the -issuance of Executive Order 11731.. The purpgse

~of this order is” tp strengthen coordinating procedures for the 10 Federa
Regional Couhcils that comprise the single initial contact point at’the
regional level for. jurisdictions seeking to do business with Federal dpmestic’
agencies. EO 11731 aids the delivery of Federal program resources thrgugh ,
promotion of better coordination with Governors and local chief executfives and

- development of procedures for improving the allocation of Federal resgurces to
meet both short and long range needs of State and local communities. / In addi-
tion, this Executive Order strengthened the Codncil system hy expanging the
membership to include the Departments of Agriculture, Interior, and/Transpor-
tation. . ~a, v { ) ’

~+ 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. ‘ ' '

Loch1 Leadership Deve]bpﬁént

A critical area in rural development receiving £expanded executive branch
. attention during the year was tocal 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 1imited developmen-
_ tal resources available from, governmental as well as private sources.

‘This important work of community brganization and leadership development
‘has been conducted at the local, multjcounty, and State levels by Extension
community development specialists and representatives of a number of USDA
agencies.  For example, leadership development activities of the USDA-State
~ rural development committees include /the’Louisiana State "Leadership and
" Problem Identification Survey" i

effective citj ticipation in community development. Another example,
is the Massachusetts State rural deyeiopment committee's development of
educationa) programs to help local people identify their, community problems,
develop aYternative solutions, and measure the costs and benpfits of each
alternat{ve. - -
Add#tional USDA actions inclyde:

: e
-The conduct of three 6-day rural/ development leaders schools by the Rurg]
Development Service. Attended by over 300 local community leaders and other
participants, the schools empha7%ze the practical process of community develop-

ment.

»

who need guidance in stimulating business and industrial development in rural

~—Zreas. This Extension-led effort was started to help rural areas take rapid
advantage of Rural Development Act programs ??d other new assistance measures
for economic development. : ‘ : ‘

: 3(

-Training of some 150 USDA flﬁﬁd staff working with local community leaders
f

9

ed—to-help-develop -structures—for-more ———— -
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Rural Beve]opment_Prograh Information

. . 4
In a major effort to improve governmental resﬂbngiveness to program &
information needs of local leaders, the Rural Development Service establisheq
inWfiscal year 19744a one-stop rural development; information service. The
agency distributes rural development program information ffgm'a]] appropriate
USDA agencies as well as from the Depaytments of Labor; Transportation; Housing
and Urban Development (HUD); Health, Education, -and Welfare (HEW); and other
Federal agencies with programs applicable to rural needs. ‘

Further, when information on major new pregrams in early stages of
* implemenation is not yet avaiTap]e from the admiﬁisiﬂxing agency, RDS prepares
summary_fact sheets on %uch‘programs, in cooperationith appropriate. program
officials. The information is disseminated to the Federal Regional Councils,
State rural development committees, public and private development-minded
_ ‘Ifrganizations, local officialsy, and USDA agencies with extensive field office .
Bystems for redistribution to these offices. .

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 willgperiodically update and

-publish the document. N B
: - : : o
The Extension Service expanded #ts informational assistance to the States
by initiating three new newsletters for State Extension CRD leaders* and pros«

.gram specialists. The newsletters--"Manpower Development Notes," 'Housing

B Notes," and "Water, Sewer and Solid Waste Notes," convey timely information
on developments in Federal programs applicable to specific rural development
objeqtives and other current resource information. o -

At the local ]e#él,,Exten;ion Service specialiists -also expanded their

for local leaders to learn of Federal programs that will assist them with their
development efforts, . e ' -““\ A

Also expanded during the year were the Rural Resources Fairs conducted by
the Rural Development Service at each National Rural Bevelopment Leader3
School to enable participahts to meet with representatives of many governpent.
and private institutions that provide assistance to local development efforts.
During fiscal year 1974, this cooperative effort included représentatives froﬁ
the Departments of Agriculture; Labor; Housing and Urban-Development; Health,
Education, and Welfare; and-Transportation; plus the former Office of Economic
Opportunity (now the Community Services Administration); the Environmental
Protection Agency; ACTION; and ‘the Small Business Administration. : .

-

L

mwmm«~de¥e4epmeﬁt—%nformatfona%“astistaﬁfé“dUr1ng"fﬁé"}éﬁ?j’éBﬁHUCting rural develop-
ment conferences, seminars, and” workshops in 2,955 counties to provide a forum
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Rural Development Technical Assistance ’ ' @ : 1 -

' ' A : Y .
Approximately 80_perceﬁt;df Federal resources availabde tqﬂnqn tropolitan

areas are administered by agencies, commissions, and other authorities outside .

- of USDA. To assist rural communities undertaking development projects and

seeking governmental support, RDS in fiscal year 1974 initiated a one-stop- v

technical assistance service embrgcing all Federal programs with resources >

applicable to rural development. . - ¥
This service is being provided because rural community leaders frequently

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

~of the 500 to 600 Federal programs that can offer resources for rural develoR-

" ment. Through this technical assistance service, RDS will identify for local

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

which the community-is eligible, including preapplication counseling and

guidance, and identificeion of the appropriate program official to be cortacted

for specific-assistance. .

+

cisionmakers at the local level has”long been
nsion Service and Experiment:ﬁtafjp staff in the
y system, affiliated with USDA.. In-addition, USDA's
~Forest Service, Farmer Cooperative Service, and .
nc;%§'eentﬁnua11y~provfde'rura1 communities‘with technical
chprogram areasads resource conseryation and development, ‘

s and industrial deyelopment, health and welfare, and brgani- -
aderShip deve]opﬁ%ﬁy. 4 P . . -

Technical assistance for
an important activity of E
State Land-Grant Universd
$o0il Conseryation Ser?i
“other department
assistance in
housing, busi
zation an

This assistance takes the form of YW% feasibil;&y studies on specifiif;///
project proposals or on alternative sol iBhﬁ»to/tp“ unity problems identified

. by Tocal planning groups; (2) surveys of commﬁhiﬁy citizens to determine
community needs perceived by Tocal residents; an %ﬁgl_studiqs and ahalysis of

data collected by local government agencies to assi %Q&nwjdfa1 planning ;efforts.

This techfical assistance was expanded greatly in fiscalyyear 1974, with USDA .

) ageq%%gs and affiliated State groups conducting some” 44,000 feasibility studies

and Sirveys to assist rural communitieés. s , <. ' .

1

? N ) -/
Rural Development Research and Extension Co- : ////

. : - ’ 8 .o © . .
Under the 1eadeﬂ§gip of the State Extension Services and'State Agricu1ture' o
Expﬁfiment Stations, four regional rural development centers became fully ‘
operational during fiscal year 1974. These are. located in Iowa North,Central -
region), New York (Northeast), Oregon (West), and Mississippi (South). With .
grant. support from USDA's Cooperativé State Research Service (CSRS) and Exten- '
sion Service, the centers in 1974 performed for-the first time joint research/
extension work in rural development. They are a major-new vehicle® for pro-

duction of research and development of improved means for transferring and /

applying the new knowledge to local development problems.

w

In fiscal yeér 1974, steps were takén through USDA-supported State —°

. research programs to involve local public officials, planners, and planning
_ development bodies in se1eqicng the prob1ems\§p be researched. The joint
. g . p . )

) (

N : . .
%/ . LT i : . o
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research and extension programs ‘under title 5 of the Rural Development Act are e
stressing this effort. . - . . -

v } . . :

“ The AgriculturdiExperiment Stations in the Stdte Land-Grant.Univeysities,
receiving Hatch Act support channeled through CSRS, continued to- increase their
- research efforts in rural development in fiscal year '1974. In terms of
scientist man-years devoted to research on job creatfion, resource deve[gpment, .
rural heal nd other community services, environme tal quality, gnd a broad -
range of other rural development issues, there was' g four-fold increase in
Hatch Act-sypported rural development resgarch over the 1970-74 period. ‘
Among areas receiving increased atyention in these Experiment Station '
research” efforts and alsqgin State Ext nsion Servicé efforts were projects toggb
assist rural areas affected or expected to be affected by the development qg/’
new 0il fields and coal mines. Special attention was given to reclamation Gf 'hji)
strip-mined areas and ‘the development of innovative methods which consider - ¢ a
typography, climate, and characteristics of the soils in the affected area:

\ As the research emphasis indicates, this is&ue of energy ‘devélopment in
the United States is going to have an increasing impact on rural, development.
Potentially affected regions and the entire Natian 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 to’the‘Northern Great Plains Region, where '
more than 35 percent of the Nation's minable coal reserve is located.’ .

- ‘_'_.\ : > ) L ~ '
Development of ‘the Northerp Great Plains coal resource concerns the
region's people in a varie;g of ways, and they have diverging opinions erging
from strong emposition to #ttitudes of support. Perhaps Ythe deepest concerns

are over the possibility of disruption of the stable ecoromic.and social AR
patterns of the Nprthern Great Plains.. Residents are also concerned %bout how S
their noncgal natural resources will be affected by coal development. N

. " In'response to this sitl tion, the Department of Agriculture along with

* the Department of the Interiofr, the—Environmental Protection Agency, -and the ¢
Northern Great Plains Stages/(North and South Dakota, Nebraska, Wyoming, and !
Mentana) carried out a=®Bmprehensive study 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 natura) resourcess ™ -
of this#region in the context of the needs of the people of the region. '

)
In this effort, the following areas of concern wege studied: regional
- geology; fineral resources;yater; atmospheric aspects; surface resources;
social, economic, and culturdl aspects; and natural energy. Participating-
Jin thé)jnvestiga;ion work groups were specialists fromgFederal and State
governments, industry, universities, and environmental oups, and other
~individuals. The work group reports were completed in fiscal year 1974 for
subsequent publication and placement in depgsitories within the Northern-Great
Plains Region. Fromrthese studie§\a summary report will be issued that should '}
!
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be of broad interest to rural development-minded groups and individuals
concerned with the issue of "change," one of the central challenges that
JCbmmunities undergoing development or seeking development must deal with.

Environmenta]fqua]ity research was a major additional program area
stressed in fiscal year 1974 by USDA agencies and their State affiliates,
often working in cooperation with the Enviropmental Protection Agency to
develop improved knowledge and practices for the protection and 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 Econoniic 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 developments'research 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 Fmplementing
their programs applicable to rura) areas. |

Research ‘and demonstration undertakings in fiscal .year 11974 to develop
new approaches to the problems of rural poverty included, the initiation of a
major rural transportgtion project being conducted by the West Virginia
‘Department of Welfare with funding from the Community Services. Administration
«(CSA), successor agency to the former Office of Economic Opportunity. This
project--the first statewide ransportation research and demonstration project
funded by CSA--is testing the use of Ytransportation stanps" for the low-income,
‘eTderly, and handicapped in West Virgijnia. The project also provides assistance
- for developing and improving transportation systems in rural areas where
systgms are noriexistent or inadequaﬁéﬁ - .

o ’ P %‘;‘“‘ ,;‘
| ‘ ] / f A e
+»Landsse and. Rural Deve]opment.ﬁﬁanniﬁgL
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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 by the rural communities
involved. In fiscal year 1974, ‘increased efforts were made to improve the
planning assistance services of d”ﬁﬁmbér,of executive branch agencies. *

o For example, the Department of Agriculture established a departmental o
Committee on Planning and Policy for Land Use and Land Con$ervation-which has =
worked to improve USDA services in such critical areas as State-level land. . 4.~
use planning and encouragement of increased public responsiveness to land use
platning corisiderations. During its first full year of .opepation, as a means
of encouraging increased land use plaining assistance at thefState-level, the
Cammittee -conducted a serfes of 5 regional land use workshops, attended by g
a total of over 540 USDA State office officials representing‘ihe 50 States. .,

In addition, thé Committee made a comprehensive review of all USDA programs . e="  ~

7 ’ . o

- ’ ”
+ L :
2 .

Q




. . ’*

<w

«directly related to land. use and land conservation. Upon completion of the"
workshop and _rqyiew, the Committee ésued the publication’Land Use Planning
Assistance Available Through the U.S, Department of Agricul ture. -
: \
- Also in fiscal year 1974, the Sécretary.of Agriculture issued a statement
on land use policies. In this statemdnt the agencies, of USDA are directed to
"\ give emphasis to measures for maintaining and improving the Nation's natural
resources through the approximately 80 USDA-administered programs that influ- °
ence private and governmental landholders' land use decisions.

During the year, the Ecbnomic 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 nagional agricultural cropland and other
land rieeds to the year Z000.- 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. .

N ]

Soil Conservation Service (SCS) sojgl surveys were the object of angther
effort”to improve service to land users*nd land use planners in fiscal year
1974. Because thé rate of completion of field -work in survey areas was 'more
than double the rate of publication, SCS implemented automated data programs
for storjng and recalling soil descriptions and -interpretations for specific
soil areas as the field work is completed.
R . .
To extend its technical expertise to the field in the most direct way,
SCS, in fiscal year 1974, assigned nearly 100 agency employees on-a fulltime
basis to State, substate, and county. government agencies. This action, taken ”
under the Intergovernmental Personnel#f&¥: has resulted in extension of expert
assistance in a number of subject areas that aid.in rural development. -
7 The interdisciplinary-team approach ﬁ%’environmenta] quality planning’
-assistance was also stréengthened by SCS to improve the quality of the agency's \ﬁ),
assistance.to States, regional groups, and localities. In addition to bring-
ing together State level and Federal specialists in such disciplines as fores-
%ry;" agronomy, biology, and cons¥rvation, the agency's team approach includes
increasing emphasis on involving local people in enviroﬁmenta} matters of
great consequence locally. - i

Lo

Pldanning 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 deveTopment 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 findings- that led to Farmers Home Administratidn (FmHA) approval

of a Rural Development Act business and industrial loan for establishment of

a textile plant in west Texas givinq employment to about SQO people.

!
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The ARS Agribusiness Program also plans and condycts 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 '
commercializatign with- expectancy of adoption by the entire wool fabric

" “industry, affording tangijghgénefits to American farmers, processors, and
consumers. - '

In fisca],yégf 1974 and earlier years, USDA also had specific responsi-

* bilities for/ﬁésisting substate planning districts, under the Housing and
Urban elopment Act of 1968. This act authorized the Secretary to provide

/////gsgh {cal assistance for comprehensive pldnning programs of nonmetropaqlitan
i

-

stricts. USDA's assistance here has been provided in a joint HUD-Agriculture
i assistance program tfat was established as a result of the 1968 Act. The
result of the dombjfiation of USDA technical assistance ard HUD financial
assistance (the Tatter discussed below) has been an accelerating use of areawide
agencies to establish land use and comprehensive planning programs for nonurban
and urbanizing rural communities. .

With full implementation of major Rural Development Act of 1972 programs
~in fiscal year 1974 and qith the continuing growth of areawide plamning to
solve developmental prob™ms 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‘prggrams. up from 416 man-years the previous year.

In fiscal year 1974, the Department 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 -

deci]itate comprehensive planning for rural development: on a continuous -
basis. HUD 701 funds extended during fiscal year 1974 totaled $6.9 million,
down from $8.4 milljon in fiscal year 1973, and went to 315 nonmetropolitan
districts, up from 277 the previous year.. ‘ ) . '

HUD grants are passed through States to honméﬁropo]itan-p]anning district$, |
where they are used in part for the following purposes: o

*Areawide comprehensive land use p]fzﬂjﬁa?fﬁ\iv
*planning and technical assistance to local governments.

] +*Capital improvements programming.

*Areawide housing studies énd programming.
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*Updating overall planning program designs. - Tk

*Regional sewer and water planning.
" *Economic and social base studies and action plans. ' )
. .

As a result of enactment of the Housing and ‘Community Development Act
of 1974 (P.L. 93-383), all grant recipients will now also carry out an on-
going comprehensive anning process, which by August 1977 needs to include
a land use element and) a housing eTement. The land use element must have
" criteria and. implementing procedures for directing major growth.decisions as
well as a general plan indicating the pattern and intensity. of land use. It
must also specify local goals, annual objectives, and programs designed to

- 3 3 i ’a\ P
meet these objectives as well as evaluation procedures. | g

While many 6f 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 résources and the application of
areawide governmental mechanisms to save public funds and improve

. ...the quality of . life in_nonmetropolitan 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 theught 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 in:improved coordination and a higher
degree of consistency among Federal dgencies'eva]uating 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 -(FIFRA) 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




implementation of the new programs. The Extension Service joined EPA in the
planning oﬁ pesticide applicator training programs to be conducted nationwide.
A major tool that 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 new effort was the reentry program that became effective

" on June 10, 1974, with .EPA's issuance of Farm Worker Protectidn Standards.
The 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 tne 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 efforfs undertaken or
supported by EPA during the year to improve the Nafion's capability to
protect the health and well being of rural residents 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 uniﬁersitities. The) objective of this program.is improved dhderstanding
‘of the principal insect\pests and their interrelationship with the environ-
ment. - : o

NI
i

Major pollution abatement thrusts of USDA environmental quality

researEh during fiscal 1974 include research on the disposal and use of food

" and fiber processing wastes, 'in¢luding 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 production and
the application of sewerage sludge toflagd. :

Community Facilities and Services
‘Expand3ng'or upgrading the quality of rural electric and telephone
services enhances the economic potential and quality of 1ife in communities,
creates jobs, and invites and promotes devélopment. Ouring fiscal year 1974,
~ such benefits continued to result from financing assistance from USDA's
Rural Electrification Administration (REA), as the agency set new loan
records in helping to meet théifapital requirements of its borrowers.

11
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Elec riC/systems financed by REA added 310,690 new consumers, and telephone
borrpwers added 308,367 new substriQers to their lines.

) REA expanded its efforts to improve its services to rural areas through ©
numgrous efforts during the year, including strengthening its proéﬁam for
encouraging borrowers to involve more minority groups in their programs and
activities. - :
g
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
)important;g§pe6f’3?rthe agency's community development work during the year.
While confinuing its ongoing efforts here, REA also issued a revised.pglicy
gti%gméht and guidelines to borrowers, to strengthen its position on environ-
.wgmg £al matters and to encourage appropriate borrower response. ° )
g - } .
-zfygj -~ The agency also worked to impr&Ve its efforts related to energy conser-
'/ vdtion 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 helptng improve the
quality of management of REA-financed electric systems and thereby the quality
of electric| sérvice 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 a]so,ggld during the year for new system
managers ‘to provide orientation in godd management practices. ., .

Fire protection facilities, community halls, hospitals, schools, nursing
homes, water and waste disposal systems, #Hfbraries, medical clinics, and \
recreation centers are major qualit§-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 communitiess Some 102 loans amounting to
$49.8 million were made for other essential community facilities, ranging
from an 80-bed hospital in Maine to expanded city gaS lines in an Oklahoma
town, ‘ e

: ' ° :
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 Qutdoor Recrea-
. tion to solve technical problems that hindered joint funding of recreational .
projects by the two agencies. In the ared”of health services, FmHA werked
with HEW to ensure that health 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 Department of Transportation
on possible joint funding of emerdency rescue vehicles and rural transportation

projects. 18 g o 7
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Business and Industrial Development ‘ - N

Increased job opportunities and incomes in rural areas are the basics
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 bodies 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, to aling 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 pregrams, 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 cooperative-arrangements with the Economic
Development Administration, the regional commissions, and other -government
-groups concerned with economic development of nonmetropolitan areas.

\.\‘

Economic Adjustment Assistance

" 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 through its project$ 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 chused by military instal-

lation closures or personnel reductions. However, during the year the EAC :
greatly firoadened its approach to focus for the first time also on "front S
- 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 influx of construction workers followed by permanent mikitary and
civilian, personnel is expected to result inm an almost immediate 24’ percent
_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 hecessigy to accommodate
this rapid population increase. : '
L - - N

Se]fAHe]p Programs for Citizens

‘Commdﬁ#ty ActionAAgencied”(CAA's) are multipurpose organizatijons bperating )
under the former Office of Economic Opportunity in fiscal 1974 and now ‘under "~
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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 varigty of

other Federal programs plus State and local programs. ' ..
* Cooperatives--people organized to work together for mutual benefits--have

been studies in America's economic development “through se1§ help since the

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

of“increasing fanjily income and quality of Tiving in rural areas. In-fiscal

year 1974, the Farmer Cooperative Service (FCS), USDA, provided a wide range

of orqanizationa], economic feasibility, and business operations advisory

service, to promote the development of cooperatives in the United States. 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
servicey engaged in agricultural extension work, operation of a dental health
van to reach isolated families, and an information and referral system to

. identify, jnterpret, 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 te rural projects increased to 1,995 in:fiscal year 1974 from 1,803

~in fiscal year 1973. ° RN

, 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
Texas to the Pacific Northwest. This innovation--which contrasts with .
earlier projects that assigned one volunteer to the various communities that
sérve as centers for migratory workers moving northward--has resulted in
greatly ‘improved continuity, comprehensiveness, and immediacy of service.

»
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Manpower Development and Employment . B

, 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 Training-Act (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 laweare 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 Lo he nationaltly directed-by the
Department of Labor--the Migrant/Seasonal Farmworker Program and the Indian N
Manpower Program. o ‘ . A :

To expand the effectiveness of the Indian Manpower Program, the Depart-
ment of Labor established :ﬁ\Offi@e of Indian Manpower Programs, to begin
operationat the start of fiscatyear 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 1975.
" The office is coordinating its activities with. other Federal agencies providing
services to Indians. : -

v .
-

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 1bcations.

In fiscal year 1974, an‘interdepartmental committee addressing this ne d
jdentified and validated the Nation's occupations that require agricultural
knowledge and.skills. The Committee members--USDA, the Départments of Labor
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 agri- ..
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 A
volumes. This pioneering effort is the foundation for projections of employ-

ment opportunities and training.needs, and for development of methods to . -
integrate the data into existing data collection and analysis systems to keep T
information current. — - ' : f;;///////////

Indian Affairs A <

communities received significant emphasis in fiscal year 1974 thyough Bureau
of Indian Affairs (BIA) actions to give Indian communities a stronger voice
in determining the future of the Indian people and their natural resources.

I ————

Improvemenht of services to Indian reservations and their rﬁg}deht rural




-involvement in resources management and development.

£y

Many of the Burgau'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, responsibility-for a3l pro-
gram operations of the Bureau 'was delegated to fieid offices to create a more

direct and responsive service delivery system and to further greater local

»

Also, a neW‘budgeting procedure\was initiated to enable tribes to set
their own priorities for service needs prior to BIA-t™bal financial planning
meetings. — « ' - .

o

Toward the end of the year, thenInHian Financing Act of 1974 was enacted.

- The Act is designed to provided needed credit and financing for the develop- -

ment of tribal resources and the establishment or. expansion of Indian busihess -

enterprises. - It authoriges $50 million for a revolving loan fund, $60.mi11iqn
for a Toan guaranty and insurance fund, and $30 million foer Indian business

. enterprise'grants. . . g b

_ Recreational'Opportunities Development

. . N Iy
) R : '\\ ) .
Recreational opportunities provide the dual benefit of increasing the

Tattractions of a given area for current-and potential residents and also

increasing job opportunities generated by the recreation/tourism industry.

" The potential for such benefits was enhanced during fiscal year 1974 as the

to rural areas. o

Bureau of ?utdoor’Recreation (U.S. Department of- Interior) began to imptement,
or to develop strategies for implementing, the 100-plus recommendations in the
Nationwide Otitdoor 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 faci]ities.c}usiered in a manner that would enable them to
serve dispersed rural residents. The Plan also fosters increased technical
assistance to counties and small Cities and advocates <hetter ' recreation-rela-
ted-management of Federal properties, many of which are within or accessible

Rural area recreation needs are a1§% being addressed through the Land
and Water Conservation Fund. * In fiscal year 1974, the Fund provided State
and Tocal governments with nearly $70 million--42 percent of total Fund
obligatians--for rural areas for the acquisition and development of ocutdoor

recreation .lands and facilities.

" As with executive branch efforts in other rural development effgrts
during the year, the team concept to problem solution was given increased
emphasis in recreation-related matters. USDA, Interior, the Department of ,
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 on the rural landscape.

Cooperative recreation mdnagement agreements with the Bureau of Qutdoor

.. Recreation; the National Park Service, other Federal agencies, and the States

.also received increased emphasis during the year. . An examplé“is the coopera-
<~ tive management actions between;the Department of Defense and Interior Depart-

-
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" Housing - . o . -

military bases, and

y ansfers of Federal surplus equipment. and property to
localities for public .

ecreation facilities,

, , _ - \ \
ment agencies with niizrd to fish and wildlife and recreational fac;}¥$1;§'on

//\f\ﬂatural Resource Conservation ‘and Deve]opaégg ®
L A\ .

"Provision of wat For irrigation, municipal, and industrial water service,
hyddoelectric power generation, fish and wildlife habitat Zg?;gcement, and -

recreational uses are some of .the benefits to rural Americg fom multipurpose

ource development projects wwdertaken by the Bureau of Reclamation (Interior
pargmeént) in fiscal 1974, at the second highest level of funding in the 72-

. year hlistory of the retlamation program. Throughout the year, the Bureau's

public involvement program/gece%ved"Tncreased emphasis in each region. Rec-

lamation instituted yarieus types and degrees of .local participation for

greater citizen jnvolvement in resource development projects consistent with

meeting project objectives. ) . . o
» . ~ N R . - .

In USDA, Soil Conserwation Service resource conservation anﬁ'ﬁégg?;pﬁent
(RC&D) projects, small watershed projects, cooperative river basin studies,
flood hazard studies, and soil surveys continued to contribute to rural 3
development through conservation planning assistance and assistance aimed at’ Co
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 A
Service and Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service and the various
State forestry agencies, is now helping smaller private }andowners place their

~ forest land under improved forest manageme%é. Authorized by the Congress in .
1973 and fully implemented in'fiscal year 4974,

the program provides cost-
sharing assistance for tree planting and timbey stand improvement by eligible
rivate owners. . The Federal share of costs rahges 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. ¢ :

l " N . ' ,\lv"
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 fm1tifamily housing unitg were

,completed in nonmetropolitan areas. ‘Twenty-oneypercent of these units were -
“as'sisted by Federal housing programs--for example, those of the Federal

Housing Administration™ (42,000 units), Veterans Administrations(10,000 units),
Farmers Horie 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.
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.~ /been a vast improvement in housing onditions, about 3 million rural households B
%!

X

. Board, and representatives of the home building and len.

N

, Since 1950, our country\h S gxperienced an almost. continual imprdvemént\
.in housing conditions--especialy in rural areas. This improvement hdﬁ been
brought about by the impfrovement\in existing heusing and in the construction \\\
of new units.” During the 1950's, Wbout 375,0bQ units were built annually in
nonmetropolitan areas. - This number Xpanded to 460,000 during the 1960!s and
increased to about 700,000 during the early years of the 1970's. - S
The dollar investment in housing, in rural areas is of considerable magni- -
tude and has a major effect on the ru@a] economy. In nonmetro areas alone,
10 to 15 billion dollars a year. has been invested in new housing the past
several years, | | ' ' ‘
\ . ) . - &~ QS:( . o
_Basedj§\‘the Census definition of sugb%andard housing,- Census data show.~ - ¥
59 percent of the occupied housing in nonmetro g;éas was substandard in 1950.
By 1970, this percentage had. declined to 15 pegpent, and by Tate 1973, sub-
standard housing had*declined to nly about 10 percent. Even hough there has

. were living in substandard ‘housing in 1970. <" January 1976 data show that the
number may have decreased to about 2 million househodds. - '

USDA. housing programs continue to glay a major'role in the improvement of
rural housing. During fiscal year 1974, the Farmers Home Administration (FmHA)
made loans of nearly $1.8 billijon to construct, purchase, or improve more ‘than

, 100,000 homes and apartments for rural residents of low or moderate income.

‘To facilitate more_rapid and expanded housing activity in rural areas
through elimination ofeaﬁffering Federal program requirements, FmHA has since

1970 used the Housing and -Urban Development Department's Minimum Property ’
Standards. In fiscal year 1974, FmHA made HUD's new Minimum Property Standards
mandatory and also initiated ‘work on -adofting HUD's mobile home standards, since .
under the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1974, FmHA now hag authority to

make loans on mobile homes. ' R o

In 1974, the Housing and Urban Development Department estab]iShed’ﬁﬁ’U}ban
Program Coordination Staff under the Assistant Secretary for Community Rlanning
and Develqpment to improve HUD's capacity for partigipﬁfjng in coordinated
Federal efforts affecting the development of communities of all sizes. This'
staff also analyzes the problems of small rural ommunities, recommends’ways -to
coordinate HUD programs, and serves 45 the point of contact wjith other %gencies .

on rural problems. \ (*\\ , ,
_The Urban Prozram Coorginationﬁstaff initiated meetings with the Farmers’ ‘
- Home Administratiof, the Veterans Administration, the ngéral Home Loan Bank. :

ing industries, to
find ways to meet rural housing needs. |\ Also a team of/HUD&personnel tngve]eﬂ‘.
into nonmetropolitan areas to v&sit banks, mortgage gompanies, builders, apd
redltors operating iﬁEﬁma]] towns and communi ies, to identify ways to make.
HUD programs more worKable in these places.. Under’ the Department's decentral-.
“ized program administration-system, HUD\fie]d,sta?f worked,clasétzxwiihksmall \
towns on|\ a regular basjs. B ‘ < ’ Tl oL

: i : Coo
As eeﬁfik HUD objective thr ughout\thewyear was to identify ways to =\
mber of lenders and| borrowers -taking advantage of avaidable

increase ‘the n
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. arose out of the year's fact-finding actions.

. *

.{‘
\ ',
-

FedgFa] Housing Administration (FHA) segvices in rural argasﬁ'and to take
appropriate initlatives as quickly as possible. T .
- ‘ . N \

* Many specific recommendations for improving HUD services to rurgl areas

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 reed

" to kmow to initiate an FHA/home loan.

In addition, all HUD fie]d\QEaff have been urged to speed up seryices in.
rural areas, and .td use the flexibility already built into FHA underwriting .
standards to take account-of the different chayacterfﬂtic of. rural propertiess\\
. Field staff have also been instructed to conduct outreachiefforts, including \
visits to lenders in small towfs and rural areas to familiarize them with FHA -,

=, programs. :

ol

In 1974, for the first time, \qUD a]so?gég aside 36,000 units under the
GNMA tandem program specifically fok use in nonmetro areas. This action was
designed to stimulate home building small gommunities and to ensure that
rural homebuyers will have an opportunity fQ take advaﬁtgge of theé below-

market interest rates under the tandem program.
. '//

N L]

Transportation’

The Department of Transportation in.fjscﬁq year 1974 increased its-
activities to improve rural transportation facilities, inctuding conducting
or contracting for research on rural tramsit operations and management,
of existing facilities for transporting disadvantaged residents of, i
areas, and rural freight protfiems. 1In addition, the Department developed .
implementation guidelines for applicants. for the new rural public transportat,?n

, demonstration program tha es Fedenal grants for projects establishing
or significantly i Tng rural public transportation service. Also during
the year, t epartment began the develdpment g‘po1icy'guide1ines on the use
of Natjonal Mass Transportation Assistance Act 1974 funds authorized for '
_asSistance to areas outside urbanized areas. 5 5 -
& L. . B . :
Hea]tﬁ and Other d&man Development Services _ \

?

-

1 ‘ - \ SV

~ The Department of Health, Edhcation, and Welfare, a mshistering several
hundred programs that impact on the quality of; American Jife, has\gontinued -
efforts to improve the delivery of its serviceg to rural people; fdllowing ~ ~
the commitment i]]ustrated‘exp]icit]jﬁby the ebtablishment of the \Qffice of
Rural Development (ORD) in fiscal year 1973.~. (R is attempting toffassure that

_ HEW programs are~cognizantrof\the particu]ar‘nf ds of rural peoplel : |

_During the year, 0RD'estaB1ished a formal rural nétwork in'each"HEW
regional office and in a.number of HEW agency hea
fural network participated in a training session. esjigned to enhance their
capacity to undertake and support rural deyelopmenit -ctivit'gs within their
region or agency. In addition, ORD began & study of HEW resource allocatio

i 2cbmp1eted in fisdal year 19Y5).  The office also |

to nonmetropo¥\tan area
completed site lvisits to 10\ comprehensiye human servige -delivery p ojgtts‘in\
: o . 3t . ‘ ; AR |

quarters’ Members of thils '\
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] areas as part of an eva]uatign effort. to .identify barriers to service

~deliivery; set crjteria for evaludting the efficiency and impact\of Egliveny :
%yétems, and extract from these and other sites.some generalized wl€ments - : |

ecessary for successful systems in nonmetropelitan areas.. °* Lo )

o

»

.HEW was also extensively invglved. in developing guide}ﬂnes for implementa-
- tion of major new legislation of particular importance to rtiral areas. This Ao

legislation includes Title III of the\Oldereéggnicﬁﬁs Comprehensive Services
Aggndments of 1973; the Health Maintenaqgg/ ganizatijon Act of 1973;7and the
Emergency Medical Services Systems Act of 1973, : :

r' . ]

Further, fiscal year 1974 was-the”first'year f full .implementation of the *

. National Health Service Corps, a program for placing health Professiona]s in
’ -aréas with critical ealth manpower shortages. . By the-end of ‘the year, 392 of
the 423 sites approved for»Corps’éssignees had been,c]assigi:d/as rural.

. o . hY . u

® In another effort to i%b ove health services in health\care deficieft .

- areas, HEW funded a number of MEDEX and PRIMEX 1/ projects for the training of .

~assistarts to the primary care physic¥an. The majority of \graduates and . -

trainees of these pragrams are working with physicians in towns with less tHan
20,000 population. Two.of the PRIMEX projecty are Family Nurse.Practitioner v¢7\\\,

: training programs to prepare gra es to delfiver primary care7princi2941y‘in - v

" free-standing, clinics in rural-areas without previous source of care. !

N

' Fiscal year 1974 a¥$o saw an increased HEW focus on the usé of 'such modern
_ technology a:bi%gﬁ/stﬁﬁ TV for X-ray.transmission and two-way interactive TV

For® diagnosis a _treatment in:<rural areas. Both kinds of tech jogy are being-

5

»

( used by physfcian extenders located in remate .areas.

. - RN SR -
Among many othr HEW efforts to jmpreve the delivery of seryices and to -
facilitate the best™use of these services is a demonstration program instityged:
in fiscal year 1974 to assist ‘State and local general purpose governments to
improve their capacities—to plan, manage, and evaluate human servfce prbgrams.
As part of thisle fprtijEw \fs also analyzing pr sent departmenta] requ tions
and\administrative procedures to assess which .changes could be made to alllow
State and 16cal governments additional flexibili n utilizing HEW financial \

ﬁ?on in human

i
assilstance and more latitude for incieased partic é¥

Vet r&n& Services ‘ \

vetenaps,” the Veterans Adminiftration| (VA) increased its mobilk van -
ipercent over fisgal yedr 1973,}tauring 48 continental States:
. in contrast to A4 States a year earlier. Over 48,576 rural

inseled by Veterahs Benafijts Couns¢lors in job placement} job
eflsation pensions, and otﬁgr,VA and
rans were also €xtended

ticeship edycatign, com
rural vetgrans w

in hospitals )m A]buquerqus&uw. Mex. ,
\ N 7007 v AT

an. out each effort éxpress‘ y designed \to b 'n.g\f personal 1’z-e.d'/a“ sistance

neﬂits.\ _ _
ospital 3 tpatient servi i;éf

'

, . ,’/ o -
/y E?dica] '€are/ Extender.
o ‘,,\/~/ Lo/ N

il A L S/
tivelly, Medical Care Extender|and Pry
i S




_increased the maximum ‘wousing loan amount available to rural veterans from
. i

Xeduction -in police response time.

}W'Mi sowyi received in fiscal year 1974 two grants totaling $38,782. Five in-
~ vestigators, one jail/administrator, and a new deputy wepe’ ded.

,,aﬁa tolen tack and farm implements. Recent project’reponts indicate a 66-

.0

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 éxpanded to provide pgst-hospital . -

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

which are rural. . - ' .

The VA also expanded its special rural té]ephohe service, enéb]fng ’
veterans and dependents in rural areas to make.. to11-free calls to VA regional
offices for informatdon and assistance. Thirty-one inward Wide Area Telephone

“circuits embracing 13\States were added to this service in figcal year 1974,

bringing the tol1-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
$21,000 to $25,000, the statutory limit. \

. . S . \, ,
Law Enforcement . = Lo - .

During %iscal year 1974, the Law EnforcementFAssistaﬂhe Administration
(LEAA), Department of Justice, funded*a variety of efforts to counteract
specific crime problems in .nonmetropolitan communities. For example, LEAA®
proviged grants for_radio.equipmeqt,mrurai.patro] manpower., and cooperative
programs” between local and county law enforcement units to reduce the rgsponse
time to rural crime. These efforts are directed to a number of problems--such
as cattle 'rustling cand farm equipment thefts-~-common in areas characterized
by remoteness and great distances between population concentrations.

Yy -

. . - .
During the year, six I17inois counties shared a grant to develop the West
Central EmergencyQRura1 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 acq{vities. A recent project.evaluation shows & signifjcant P

. / N ) L .
A Rural Crime Squad activated in 1971 to cover 10

ounties in west central

[ ' ‘\‘
/383 went to Project Cattle Guard in Gordell, Okla., to  ———]
/that investigates thefts in seven Ok homa counties. In -

ect educateé citizens and law enforcgment officers about .
yed} or stolen 1ivestock

A/grant of $1
contlinge a program
addition, the proj

rural thefts and flevelops statistics on all lost, str

percant recovery rate on thefts reported to the Cattle Guard office.

% ’ ‘ ' 4 J

Funding of the first law-focused education project’ based in a rural area

ontinued by LEAA in nine Leflgre Countyj Miss., schools. Aimed at instill-

ing respect for the law, the projeqt is.for jeighth graders nd involves visits

by crimigal |jystice proféssignals gnd law erfordement” personnel, disseminatio
edcationa] matemial on_OZr system of lay{ and training of. teachers.for -

follevup teaching. : / | .

/
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_ There are about 20,000 Tocal police depagtments in the United States with
10 officers or less, but most literature at the national level continues to
deal with 1arge metropolitan agencies. To help small departments develop good
management techniques, LEAA, through the Vermont State Planning Agency, funded
a prototype study of the Montpelier Polide 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 disseminatiom of the model
to departments in small communities.

Y

Rehabilitation of juvenile offenJ:Ys'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 providjng an alternative to incarceration. This is
being accomplished -thMough efforts to generdte improvgments in the juvenile
‘Justice system through such means as standardization of procedures for Juvenile
courts; use of court referees 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 werk with:the rehabilitation and counseling of juvenile
. offenders. ' .

Agriculture in Rura]IDeve1opment . . C o

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 fh(}farm products’ both at home and abroad by:

-Removing acreage restrictiods on extensively grown crops. :

-Rermitting market forcgs’fg guide planting decisions, thereby reducing

‘waste in the allocation of agricultural resources. .
ontinuing to provide producers with protection against severe price
ec]inqg,%arfgg supports). -

-Encouraging maximum feasible exports of farm products (export promotion,
foreign market intelligence, short-term export credit, food.aid programs,
trade negotiations). -

-Maintaining production efficiency research at a high level.

- — el

" ——"""The table below summarizes the- impact of Hmproved markets and-record-

~ large farm qutput on farm income--most of which goes te rural areas.
e . , o T ]
Year Realized gyross Producti : Net income to 1
: incope from expengtiggt\\\ farm gperators - .
farming : : ' g .

' Billion dollars . : ™~ .
- 1970 $58.6 $44.8 . $\$13.8
971 60.6 ~- 47.8 - e ‘2.8
1972 70.1 . "~ 52.8 - a 17.3
| 973 . 95.3 : 65.8 o 29.5

1974 101.1 - v 73.4 27.7 N

N




The supply of agricultural credit continued to-grow during calendar ‘\h_«ﬂ
year 1974. Farm debt outstanding by principal lenders -totaled $84.3 billion, =
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 Admimistration held almost 5 percent.

In fiscal year 1974, for the second straight year, FmHA made more than
r$1 billion in lpans to farmers and ranchers. Operating l0ans 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
mitlion 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.

These loan programs, plus the wide range of other farmer programs operated
by the agency, including resource conservation and development loans, grazing
asgociation loans, and Indian land acquisition loans, were included in the
nuilerous ef¥orts undertaken by FmHA in fiscal 1974.to ijprove its services
to the publtc. In addition to those efforts reviewed p eviously, the agency

. translated into 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. v i " .

o Y

* Kk dn ko
13

. 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 1 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 resigents looking for a good life. : * /T:>

There are many explanations for the surge in rura) development. These
include: ' , '

..* The 1960's youth movement and back-to-the-countyy movement.

. ' 23
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* The general, seemingly inexorable increase in the complexity of
life in overcrowded cities. ' »

* The E?actica] search for amenable locations for new or expanding
businesses and the trend toward decentralization of manufacturihg
and other industry. R

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

* 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.

-
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GOVERNMENT SERVICES -TO RURAL AMERICA MEASURED

I1 \ \
.

BY FEDERAL OUTLAYS

, FISCAL YEAR 1974
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_ Among the metro county groups, per capita Federal outlays were highest in -
the core counties of greater metro areas (those with 1 million or more people)--
$317 per capita. They were lowest in fringe counties of the same large metro
areas+-$197. The low per capita outlays in the suburban counties of greater
metro areas largely result from small outlays for human resource development.
This is par icularly so for welfare and health payments, reflecting the higheﬁ W
incomes and relative lack of pgor and Elgerly people in suburban ceunties.

Regionally, per capita Federal outlays were highest in the West ($384) and
lowest in the Northeast ($256). Selected percapita outlays in the West were
30 percent @bove the U.S. average and 50 percent above the iNortheastern figure.
- The large interregional differences are due in part to differing magnitudes of
-e]iggble populations for human resource programs, different demand for housing
- funds, differences in the density of population {a factor that gréatly influ- - .
ences differences in per cag?ta outlays for highways), and. differences in the
importance of agricultyre in the regional economies. ' T

The analysis by county growth rates showed that per capita outlays in fis-
cal year 1974 were greatest ($422) in nonmetro counties that lost population
during T970-73 and lowest ($269) in metro counties that grew during the same
period. Among nonmétro counties, those with declining populations during 1970-
73 _had per capita Federal. outlays over one-third higher than nonmetfo 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
Joutlays in declining metro countied ($311) were $15 higher than inmetro coun-
ties experiencing recent population growth. This difference results 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. S - '

.
]

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 Qpportunity) 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. T )

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 prograﬂs and groups of programs and the distribution of the population
in terms of rural and urban chard@ier;- 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 appendix to the Fifth Annual
Report contained fiscal 1973- data by these county groups. T

| - #° v s
Although similar in approach, the analysis here differs -from thai'iﬁ’ear]ier.
reports in examining fewer Federal programs. In previpus reports, five major,
program types were studied: agriculture and natural ‘resources, defense, human
resource development, community development, and housing. ‘Ihe-ﬁresent analysis
does not dga] with programs of defense but concentrates instead on programs .for
human resource development (such as education, welfare, and manpower traning ,
and development), community and industrial development grant and’ loan programs,’
gre and natural resource programs. “'

' _——Wny Outlay-Data Are Used to.Measure Avai]abi]ity of PR
: Services to Rural Areas - )

’

L, This part of the report is in response to the Agricultural Act of 1970 901

" (e) directive to the President to report annually to the Congress on the avail-
ability of a brogd range of government and government-assisted services to rural
areas. To measure and report on this availability at any point fn time, however,

-js an undertaking of enormous magnitude chiracterized by technical difficulties

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

sis to indicate the extent to which Federal agencies deliver services and Ve—- -

sources to rural areas. K e o o

Thus, this 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 servicgs 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 servjces
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 ahd financing local cultural activities. - Some
government or government-assisted services are provided in well-defined units
for well-defiffed recipients, such as number of telephones”and sewer hookups. -
Other services are provided in defined units but the recipients of these service
may be the entire U.S. population.. An'e%ample 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
servites to rural areas with regard to what services they provide and how much .
of each service is provided; that is, measure the stock of services available -
at-a given. point in time. The survey could provide data such as: ntmber of ‘
housing units financed through direct government loans or loans insured or oo

27
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Guaranteed by a government unit; number of sewerJlnd water{ho kups ‘provided by .
publically funded water and sewer systems; amount of police and fire protection;
number of people receiving public assistance and the level of that assistance;
number of homes provided telephones and electricity—through government-assisted
projects; number of persons receiving medical services through the public health
service; and number of students “n the pub]ic-schop] system. The cost of this
approach would be prohibitive, either one time or annually--and the Congress has
called for anpual reporting on the subject under discussion.

and local goverhments for their expenditures by function, and to report on results
in conjunction With Federal.outlays analysis results. -Such examination of State
and Tocal budgets is, in essence, the purpose of the Census.of Governments under-
taken evdry fifth year on a calendar year basis by -the Bureau of the Census but
not reported until long afteg the study year has passed. Again the expense of
this approach would ibe prohibitive. » - 4

A second pgssible approach wopld be to annually exémine the gudgets of State
r

A third approach, and as indicated egrlier, the approach used here as in

. Previdus reports, is to.utilize the Federal outlay data. These data, which are

collected from all Federal agencies by the Communi ty” Services Administration for _
each- fiscal year, represent the most comprehensive statistical information avail-
able concerning the Federal Government's efforts to provide services to all E
Americans. Although the information does not include State and local outlays,
it does include Federal support of State and local governments aAﬁ private agen-
cy activities through.direct transfers (such as revenue sharing fonds) and match-
.ing grants (such as public assistance-grants and water and sewer grants). The .
Federal outlay data do clearly represent the Federal Gevernment'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 Fedaral Government's efforts to provide education services to the dis<
advantaged. . ¢ .

Other reasons for using the Federal outlay data in this report include the

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 use
will provide year-to-year comparisons of the Federal Government's efforts to in-
crease the availability of government services, and (3) the butlays reprelent a
common unit of services provided across programs and over time.

{

-

2/ Included in the Federal outlay data used here are guaranteed and- insured
loan commitments, which are Aoan commitments extended by private banking and

- credit seurces only upon a promise by the Federal Government to repay all o{ '
part of those loans which default. Although they are not actual Federal outlays
‘they are important Federal fiscal instruments in he]ping to provide public and
private services. Further, program financial measures reported by- Federal ggen-
cies vary among programs,- from obligations in some cases to budget out}ays An
others. 4§ AR
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Federal Outlay ‘Data and the Cata]og of
Federa] Domestic Assistance

In this report, a large percentage of the programs appear1ng in the Federal
outlay tables were matched with the program listing in the. 1974 Catalog of Fed-
eral Nomestic Assistance, published annually by the Office of Management and Bud-
get. [lhe program number from the- Catalog for all matched programs appears along
with the d1str1but1on of out]ays in the tables. This gatalog number can be used
to find the programs' descr ption of objectives, types of assistance, uses an
use restrictions, eligibility requirenents, application and award processes,

formula and match1ng requ1rements, length and time phasing of assistance, fin n-~

cial obligations in the prev1ous fiscal year, program accomplishments during,

prev1ous fiscal year, regu]at1ons, gu1de11nes, literature references, and 17

mation contacts. : : - Yy
- <

‘The matching of programs appear1ng din- the out]ay data ‘with those in tye Po-
mestic Catalog wag not ajlways successfu Matching/ was ju 5uccessfu1 for 11 pro
grams of the Department of Housing and rban Developmen and the| Vetprany Ad
isttration. Howeyen, 11 was succé
Heklth, Educatioh, [and Welfaré; W
and ransportat'on and the Small
nd

S u] for Xost programs 1n “the pPepart

" a1 Commigsion, the Environme a]

urd:- Interior; [Commerce;| LaQoy; Justice;
es Adm1n1strat on, thﬁ Appa: i io
o ect1on Agency /. /

| Cla s1ﬁvcat)on of, Cou

1mary delineati K of ount1es for Ahis analysis was along the urban-

mens1on Used extensively in the Fourth and ifth Annual Reports as

other recent U.S. Department ‘of Agricultur e research publications. 3/
haracteristics among these éounty groups are summar1zed

to ru
well a
The sdc1a1 and economi¢
in tab]

/

by their recent (1970-73) population 4rowth rate. /These delineationy of counties
make poss1b1e the’

among counties. experiencing d1ffere

Metro and nongzgrb colnties were g1s0 grouped

t rates of r cent population . changes

)

/ée1ect' n and Classification of Programéé// . o

/ -

’ ! T

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

ccording tz census region hd_
a

tudy of the d1st;?but1on of Federal outlays among reg1ons,and

122 programs wére selected for analysis. These progr ¢ amounted to $62 0 billion
0.4

percent) of the total Federal out]ays of $303.5 b1111oh
. / . :
3/ Hines, Fred K., Da /id L. Brown, and John M. Zimmer, Social and Economic

Charagteristics of" the opulation in Metro and Nonmetro Count1es, 1970. Econ.
Res./S¢rv., U. S. Dept‘ ‘Agr., Agr. Econ Rpt. No. 272,.Mar. 1975.
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human resqurc de velop ent’,| housing,

! community
agriculture and atural resgurces.

0ut1ay

./
‘Sejeaied ;

.\.
ere 1ass1}1ed 1dto four general program’ catego

from these flour major p

'ﬁ
and indugtrial developn ntT
ogram ty’es

ral ;//

FY 1974

,41

).
. doj. -
ﬁuman respurge Jeve]opmeﬁ/.j 19,4
HOUSTNG. e+ ervedeeininenedernes % . 154 | I
. , | . |
Community and industrial
, development....coouinevieenennns 50 20.5 -
. [ 4
AgrﬁcuTtﬁre and natural )
rESOUrCeS ..ot v vosnsoassnne erens 42 6.6 .
/ . n iy
,/ ! | : N ‘
/, Total..ovvevnenns >/2 ...... veeet 182 62.0, // 100.0,
A " | | B

’
e /7

K

Each

\ categorie

s;3enera1 program category éé divided
which grouped getherégedera1 prog
i

For example, under the ge?é¢a1 hez ng of human
for welfare ($9.2 billion); education (32.4 bil
manpower training and emp]oyment (%0. 6 111on)

Outlays for housing were broken /down by go
ments. of Agriculture, Interior,
erans Administration.
‘divided by expend1tures for community deve wpme
national highways.
ments to farmers (such as those from the whea
diversion, selected appropriations (such
of the Farmers Home Administration an the Rura
and natural resource and conservatiory programs
and Interior. More d¢tail on the ‘classificatio

~ can be found in the f§llowing sections. o

and’Hous1ng and"Urban Development,
Outlays for/community and

, AgVﬁcu]ture and naturd]l resource Qu

as those for administering the programs__

|

. ‘
1nto several, Spec1f1c program
rams having a common objective.
resources, outlays were grouped
lion); health ($7.2 b1111on), and’

P

the & S. bepart-
and the Vet-
ndustrial development were
, industrial development, and

tlays included direct pay-
)s crop]and

-

vérnment ‘agency:

and feed grain programs

1 Electrification Administration)
of the Departments of Agriculture .
n of the 182 individual programs T
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DLSTRIBUTION OF FEDERAL QUTLAYS _

v

. . Métro'and'Nohmet@o Distribution

;

Balsed)on the ﬂfstribution‘of the bépu]ation in|1973, the distribution
7 lected Federal .outlays in fiscal yeari 1974 favored nonmetro couptlies.
‘ f

" Wh le ;Ee population in étro counties comprised 72.6 percent bf the

tall, 69.5 percent of the selected Federal outlays'accrued to metyp counties

dbfé 2). - [Therefore, on a fer capitd basis, the selected Federal butlays

}a‘e $283 in metro countfies, compared with $32B in nonmetro counties (table

) ' For thg selected programs per capita outlays in nonmetro counties were 16
percgnt higifer than in metro counties and 11.5 percent higher than the U.S.
avergge (fid.

rural-orientfed agriculture and natural resource program/in the set of selefted
programs. 1f these prégrams are excluded, per capita outlays were higher/in
metro than in nonmetro ‘countiey/ : ‘ :

19. However, these distributions result from including thf/zjghly.

y

l4

‘ ys among metro and nonfietro counties wasAquf%e
different./ Aside from the much higher per capita outlays fo agriculture and
natural resource programs in nonmetro counties, per capita housing outlays
*strongly favored metro coynties, with the nonmetro figure bei\g only 59 percent
- of the mMetro figure. While outlays for.h zap\resource developiient favored metro
countiées, per capita outlays for communify facilities were/roughl
metro and nonmetro counties, and outlayy for “industrial fdcility
- favored nonpfetro counties. . I
- /. . _ / \
. ‘Amoqd the 10 metro and nonmetro groupings in figure 1, apite outlays
were lowest ($197 per capita) in the fringe counties of greater mgtro areds
- (areas of 1 millien or more people) and highest in the totally rurgl nonmetro
counties not adjacent to an SMSA. ($506 per capita). That"is, per dapita outlays
were highest for the most rural county group and lowest in the fringe Lounties .,
of the largestymetro group, which reptesents the most urban’group, \Pér capita = ‘% .
outlays in thélfringe (suburban) counties of greater metro areas represented
only 62 percgnt of per capita outlays in the core countiey of the same size-
metro areas/and 67 percent of the U.S. average. The low per capita outlays in
the suburbdn counties of greater metro areas in large part result from small
fdr human resource development, particula ly welfane and hea}th pay- .
@f course, this is a reflection of the h'ghe;/ﬁncom and lower inci- ’
poor and elderly people in subtdrban counties. - ' \

" The-mix of Federal outl

equal in',
s and highways

= B

m— ' i’

Regional Distributioﬁ [ . J ,

- "owest dn the Northeastern region ($256),/  Selected per capita outtays in the

Regional %; per capita Federal outlays were highest in the West ($384) and
West were over 30 percent above the U.Sy/Zverage,and 50 percent above @he ‘ }

* Northeastern figure (table/4). This large interregional dif tial is -in
large part due ‘to differeqt demands for housing funds, di ences in the
deg;i}y of “the pdpulation’ (accounting partly for differéncey in per capi

ay

- ou s for highwdys), and the lack of importanc agriculture and nattral.
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NONMETRO QUUNTI

AGRICULTURAL AND NATURAL RES
2 HIGHWAYS ‘
(== INDUSTRIAL FACILITIES
I COMMUNITY FACILITIES
£77] HOUSING -
G5 HUMAN nesounce

MEI'RO COUNTI /

48

LESSER | ADJACENT NONADUACENT mtzm NONADLACENT ADJACENT
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o the West. Housing outlays were over

ré50urces outlays in the Northeast relative t
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 great~as those in’ the Northeast. However, per capita outlays
, for human resource development programs were largest, on a regional basis, in the
/  fortheast, suggesting the greater incidence of recipients and higher levels of

payments for welfare and health programs.

S S

r

- ?

Per}capita outlays across all selected programs in fiscal year 1974 were
greatest ($422) in nonmetro. counties that lost populatign during 1970-73 (table
5Y. Amghg metro countias grouped by 1970-73 growth rates, per capita -outlays

fre 17.5 gercent higher in the declining counties (S&Tf)”than in growing -
letro Leurties (5269? Among the nonmetro county wth groups, the large per
capita dyfference was due to agriculture and natura Rwesource outlays, which
[ were/ovef twice as great on a per capita basis in dec¥ining counties ($174)
as jn gfowing counties ($74). On the other hand, the per capita difference
amgng fetro counties was largely attributable to pac capita human resource
olielgpment outlays, which were twice as high in declining metro counties ($137)
£ in/ growing metro counties ($74). This difference, in turn, is in part ex-
dlaifed by différences in the incidence of persons eligible for such programs.
br fingtance, Z&c]ining metro- counties are mostly counties containing the central
, of large SMSA's that have a high proportion of female-headed families,
mahy of whom Are eligible for welfare under the Aid-to-Fami]ies-with-Dependent-
- Children pragram (AFDC program) as well as the Food Stamp program and health
jaymenks under Medicaid. ., - _ |
. . . / ) \ '

: /
/, ‘Distribution by Prdﬁram Type _—~ =~
\ w

Distribution by Recent Growth Rates i*q7'
7

c

'
'

Human 9soﬁrce Development Outlays

fiscal|year 1974 and were comprised primarily of Federal grants to States
amounting to $9.2 billion for welfare paym hts, food stamp bonus coupons, and

other welfare related programs; and $7.2 billion for health payments, services,
figure was for Medicaid

and facilities (table %); $5.8 billion of/the latter f
payments (table 6). Of\the $2.4 billion in selected edlcation funds, $1.4

bi]iion was For title I unds for the education of deprived chi]pren.
N /

Si]ected humdan resource deve]opment/éut1ays totaled $19.4 billion .in ~

On a per capita Basis, human resource developmept outlays were higher in

“metro counties than in nonmetro counties and higher ‘in the core counties of
They were lgwest in

<" greater SMSA's than in any other county group (fig. 2).
the fringe counties{zf the same size SMSA's. Regionally they were Zighest,
on a per capita basfs, tn the Northeast and lowest im the North Cep ral region
(table 4). And tgﬁ& were highest in declining metro counties and 12¥gst in

metro counties experiencing recent growth with net inmigration (tgbﬂe 5).
- oy

43

37




Table S—Per capita Federal outlnynﬁ!n

fiscal
by populatto

yoar 1974 aceruin
0 change, 1970.73

X to metro and nonmetro counties,

Source: Community Services Admintstration,
/ 14

. E

A FullToxt Provided by ERIC

. ; X Metropolitan ; Horﬁcttopounn ‘
' 1 V.8, t ! []
Program type ! totaliDecl{nings Croving 1970-73 lDecltn!nxl Croving 197073
: 1 1970-73 Total’ Net out=1 Wet fo- ) 1970~73 Total' Net out=7 Net {n-
3 [} 1 xntgrat!ontntxratlonf 3. tota tntxrat!onzu!rrn:!on
[
) . : Dolll[l
Human Raaource Davel e t - .
Hcl?nre..........r................x 44 65 34 A0 R AR 41 42 }
- uclt!on.........................! 11 13 9 10 9 15 13 14 1
'“!llthQPIYIeﬂtl. service and ! .
lnc!l!t!el.......................: 34 L1 27 3 24 an 7 28 27
npover training and employment
opportuntty......................x . | 3 3. 4 3 1 2 1 2
thera...iiiiiiniinenns, ........:.: 1/ 1 1/ 1/ 1/ i/ 1/ 1/ Py
tll...........................x 93 137 4 a7 68 92 83 a6 82
. . !
n . H
Departmant of Asrlculture.(:?.....x 8 1 4 2 s 23 22 19 23
-Dopartment of Interior.ouu.,.ia,, .y 1/ by pY) by 1/ 1/ 1/ 1/ &/
Dapartment of fousing and Urban §
8loPent.suiiiiiaiin,iinenis 29 30 32 29 3 12 15 20 13
Veterans Adutnl-trltton...........x k}.] 3 54 K} ] 63. 8 14 14 14
t .
Totali et 79 6 91 70 102 43 51 54 50
. . .~ H 4
Chmnun!cx and Industrial Develop~ /
nent t
Communtry fhc!&tt!e-..............: 61 [} 61 f6 58 56 59 46 62
Industrial’ Pacilftten,soou.t o 0y 11 10 9 9 9 v 22 15 14 16
Highwaya, B T R B T 26 21 20 22 a5 32 27 33
H .
T l...........................x 98 101 91 95 a9 113 106 87 110
A aculcuro and Natural Resources !
e - !
i Direct Paymonta........vuvusliien: 12 1 4 3 4 -91 2: 3} zi
\ Cropland Division.....vee.n.,..... 1 1/ 1 . 1/ 1/ 1/ 1 o 2
Farm Loana.........’........_,.....w.x 10 1 k] 2 k] 64 + 26 23
Selected Appropriations...........: 4 K} 2 2 3 10 9 6
Natural Reaources and : H .
Conservatlon..cevserenen.... cenaet 5 2 3 1 4 9 11 12 11
TOtal.s o veuniirinniinnennnnnnns 32 6 12 8 14 174 % 92 70
H
GRAND TOTAL.....: 295 311 269 260 273 422 313 319 312
\ k3 H
y A/ Leas than § .50, ®
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.~ Welfapre programs were highest in the cofe counties of greaten SMSA's (63
per capjta) and in the mosh rural eounty groups (456 pir capita).

mefro than in nonmetro ile; metro counties accounted [for|72.6

- .-

ii;%gory,"pe? capita outlays were/ higher in
_Mhi
cent

f grants for maintenance dssistance

-percent of the populatigh, 77/pe
" under the public assistance programs administered by the Department df Health,
- -Education, and Welfare/(HEW)/ accrued to them. On the other hand, wHile non-

metro counties had 27.4 percent of the population, they ke;eived 31.4 percent
of the Federal monies for food stamps (table 6). ry ' S

This difference in the urban-rural distribution of Federal outlays for
pub}ic assistance ‘and foad stamps is largely explained by ﬂfference in in-
- dividual programiprovisions and the location of potential r ‘ipignxs defined .

by these provisions. The thrust of the package of the HEW $blnc ssistance
.program, which is heavily weighted by payments under the AF ogram, is/targeted
to female-headed households. In contrast, provisions of the) Food -Stamp Program
include no "household type" limitations, only limitations on| income and assets.
Thus, the Food Stamp program is targeted to all persons withjincomes, 4nd a S
below specified levels, many of whom are among the working p drgwith*n maTe- ”
headed families. In metro areas, particularly in core counties of large\metro
areas, low-income populations are comprised of large prpportions of persdns in
female-headed families, while in nonmetro counties, low-ingome,péople are\ much
more likely tp be the aged or members of families of employed male heads. 4/

1 - .

Regionally, per capita Federal outlays for elfare werle highest ip 'the
West and lowest in the North Central region (table 4). /And}, as would e ex-
pected, ng counties grouped by recent population growth rates, per thita
outlays”for welfare were highest in declining metro c?bnties (table 5). - -~

Based on the distribution of the.population, the distribution of outlays
from the group of selected education programs favored nonmétro counties. 0On
2@ per capita basis, selected Federal education outlays were $13 in nonmetro and
- $11 "in metro counties. Major education programs whose outlays were dspropor-

tionately high in nonmetro counties were the title I programs (to local educa-

tion flagencies in areas with a high proportion of disadvantaged youth) -and the
Head Start 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 13wsst'in ‘
growing metro counties with net inmigration (table 5). ‘ L

~

ﬂ/'For more discussion of low-income (poverty) populations and the sources

of income of low-income people in metro and nonmetro areas, see the report cited
in footnote 3. : SR ‘
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[ fiscal year 1975

. | B
i ) ot i
l

Se]ched health outﬂa}l (81.4 percent of which are Medicaid funds) were \ ‘

distributed disproportionately more to metro counties, where per capita outlays
totaled §37 in cerntrast t $27 insnonmetro counties (table 3)}. Since the
administration of the Medlidaid program is tied closely to that of\gublic assis-

tance programs with much overldp o target groups, it is not surprisipg that
Federal funds for Medicaid p its accrue disproportionately to-metrg counties,
and nartifu11r1y, core coupfies 4f greater metro areas (table 6).

The éiswribution of outlays {for manpower training and employment favored
metro counties. 5/ Mpfe than $4 of $b (82.5 percent) for such prograjs in fiscal
year 1974 accrued t¢/metro countigs. This compares to 74.6 percepnt oty the em-
ployed and 72.8 percent of the un§2p1oyed residing in metro areas in 1970. For

nd succeeding \years, improvement in the delivery f manpower/ N
‘seryice to rurgt areas s&ou]d bekome -evident as a resultliof the basic' restruc- ‘
turfing of mappOwer programs authbrized By the Comprehensive Emp]oyment ‘and
Tralining Act/(CETA) in late 1973. Two aspects of the new/law a e panticularly
rtant for rural communitiesy (a) the use of formulag to distribute funds
under the/Acti and (b) the flexibT1ity and\discretion alYowed local areas in
dev 1bp'ng\their programs .\ . ,

1{

N xder phe preceding categori;;¥\§ystem, many of the separate manpower ﬂ
programs were designed primarily for rban problems,| and the distribution of
funds has reflected this. The criteria for resource allocations varied be-
tween programs and.sometimes favored urban areas over rural areas. Under CETA,
on522e.other hand, funds are being allocated by formula hased on factors speci-
~ figd in the legislation. The funds are distributed in the form of grants to

- two basic types of spansors: those representing units of local government

lat meet certain population requirements, and State governmenfs 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
basii. 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 communidies are able to combine a variety of approaches
under one program and one ‘administkative unit, X B :

+

-

5/ Comprehensive Employment and Trajining 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 inhfluence iz housing is almost totally in the form of guaranteed
e

and insured 1dang from t Departments of Agriculture and Housing and Urban
Development, dnd the Vetlerans Administration. These are not Federal, outlays .
but represent [Federal influence in the housing~industry in insuring or guaran-;////fj/
teeing loans nmgde by priivate investors. _However, the subsidized portion d*}ih\\‘ -
interest on these loans is a Federal outlay, and the cumulative sum for this ~
is quite considerable. Actual,Federal outlays result from direct Federal loans
and grants for housing from small programs administered by the Farmers Home
Adminis}ration of USDA, the Department of the LnteKior, and HUD. - o
\‘ ! o o ’ \ : - \‘\
In"total, itheselected housing outlays (the term “outlays" as used here '
. includes guaran eed\anq insured Todns) favor metro colinties over nonmetro |
counties, with per capita outlays tptaling $83 in metio counties.,, compared
with $49 in nonmetro counties (tabla 3). o\ ‘ .o E’\
- . v ! 3 . . , '
. It should b& useful to note that in fiscal year 1974, the 7umber of néwa -
%, ‘/ housing units built per 1,000 households was slightly higher in/nonmetro areds
"\ (30.0) compared with metropolitan areas (28.8). However, mobife\hOme shipments
are included in the dataﬁ%and since abod§\60 percent of mobile homes are located

in nopmetro areas, these account for the\higher nonmetro rate of housing com-
pletipns. Further, mobile, home financing
from. rivare financia]-inskitutions. SN

in nonmetro areas\came almost entirely

i //
N .

/:/,!4_;,_, \\,

counties of medjum metro argas (areas.with.250,000-999,999’popu]ation) as in
. nonmetro” countigd with lesy than 20,000 urban population and adjacent to an WY
" _~SMSA ($41) (fig.\3). Regionally they were over three times as high in the :
West ($128 per capita) as in the Northeast ($38 per capita) (tahje 4). As was
expected because|{of differences in demand for new housing, per“¢apita housing
outlays were substantially higher in growing counties than in declining counties
(table 5). But 'among growing counties with net inmigration, per capita housing
\\out]ays were ngp/fafCeSas high in metro counties ($102) as in nonmetro counties

Federal \yousing odt]azz were over twice as high ($88 per canita) in " .

($50).

As figure 3 indicates, the mix of housing outlays by agencies 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 major portion of all Federal housing outlays in the
more rural counties. In the most rural county group, three-fourths gf all Fed- .
erali housing outlays were administered through the Farmers Home AdminYstration. N
The metro-nonmetro distribution of individual housing 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 R
'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.

/ : ’ - . e

o o . S

46

‘ - ‘”"5.2;'\,




\\‘

~ PER CAPITAFED&I:!A\I. OUTLAYS "
* \FOR HOUSING, ISCAL YEAR 174 |

DOLLARS — N , 5
. TOAL |, METROTOUNTES  NONMETRO COUNTIES \: B
- . \ § s o \ '

pd . : » . . (I
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. 80 x
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-60ﬂ~ LN\
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40 | \
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20 ‘ Z:
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| GREATER METRD o URBANIZED  LESS URBANIZED = TOTALLY RURAL
\ ~ q \
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‘statute assures

" nonmetr per

were lowest in the N

inghway out]aysqy

higher in deq11n1ng

It should be noted that the HUD percentage is for a year that mayked a
transition period for the Department as it began tg implement the Pdusin
Community Developpent Act of 1974, legislation that should result/in a
ratio of HUD funging bein extended to nonmetro areas. In partictular, Z’ j/

uitable allocation of HUD housjhg resources by specific
providing that at least 20 pyrcent, and as much As gﬁ percent, of housf

assistance funds,~ipcluding -thpse provided undef th¢ Section 8 L wer
Housing As istance pxogram, sha 1 be allocated to nonmetro areas.’

// [

/ . k
The/distribut of this group of programs favored ponmetro count]es with
capita out]ay ,totaling $107 in contrast tg $94 in metro coynties
his metro-ndnmetro difference was attrjbutaple to higher noxmetro
development and h1ghw:/s (sde f1?f 4). While the

Commun1ty and Industiial Déve]opm nt and Hig

(table
Qutlay for /both industri
higher/per aplta outlay
dicate Fe eral efforts/
America, h gher per ca
in the more rural nonm
popu]at1on

n Monmetro counties for/industrid] development in-

promote/more deV%]op ent and. employment in nonmetro

't h]ghway'outlay? in npnmetro courties particularly
i arge]y’a functioq of %

, — / :

ity and. industrial dévelopment
and roughly equal in the other
egions. Outlays fo re H1ghest on a per capita basis
in the Northeast ($

per capita outlays

$parsely settled ngnmetro/ counties of the est.

Per capit%/out]ay or community and industrial deve]opment~comb1ned were

" highest ($113)/5n nonméro ounties experiencing recgnt declines in their

population and/ lowest / 91) in metro counties that were growing during 1970-73
(table 5). Pér¢ caplﬁa outlays for industrial development were substantially
onmetro counties’ than 1n any other group. |
{

. 'The d1str1but10r of outlays for individual programs is shown i#n table 8.
Of the selected commynity development outlays of $12.8 billion, almost one-half
($6.7 billion) was i the form of revenue sharing funds. A]though revenue
sharivg funds are allocated two-thirds to local governments and one-third to
State' governments, these alldcations are not shown separateiy in the Federal
out]a) data. Thus, the metro-nonmetro distribution of revenue sharing funds,
which shows a met(o bias, is, 1n some sense, m1s]ead1ng s1nce a.majority of

State governments|-are located.in metro counties. ="

vohtlays'from\the Economic Development Administration (EDA) generally
favored nonmetro-areas, with 64.4 Sercent of \the outlays from the largest EDA
progra§ (Grants and Loans for Public Works ank Development Fac111t1es? accruing
to ngnmetro countigs. Over two- th1§ds .of outlays of the two largest communi-ty
deyelopment progranls of the Department of Agriculture accrued to nonmetro
coynties, Of the $468.8 million in guaranteed and insured loans for Water and

Wasite D1§ osal Systems for Rura] Communities (FmHA), 67 percent accrued to non-

\
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PER CAPIT ? RAL OUTLAYS FOR CDMM NITY;A
. INDUSTRIA DEVELOPMENT FISCA!. YEAR 1974

) DOLLARS ™ 7/ £ HIGHWAYS - |

2% INDUSTRIAL FACILITIES
MR COMMUNITY FACILITIES

YOTAL . METRO COUNTEES. -

/ . /

NONMETRO COUNTIES

1
1 —
4 94 ' \
40 + ! -
61l Fe2B KssB Ks3) (Hcel 7z M\ ssf 51
\ ‘ \ ° \
\
20 ¢ - ‘
\. :
\ \ﬂa\
—— it 3 i "’,‘,.\ \;4/
“ . . ‘ . \ o Y
‘; 0 UNTED STATES METRD NONMETRO] CORE FRINGE  MEDIIY LESSER ] CENT NONADJACENT ADJACENT ADJACENT NONADJACENT
GREATER METRO ‘ RBANIZED LESS RBANIZED\ TOTALLY RURAL
! ' \ ‘
US. OEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE ' : ‘ * ' " NEG ADS B75(®  RURAL DEVELOPMENT SERVICE . !

R ' Figure 4
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metro Cbunfkes, and almest three4fourths of Rural
td nonmetro counties: ‘

4

On the other hand, the Envir nmehta] Protection Agency*s phogfam‘of Con- .

| stéuction Grants for Waste Water Jreatment Works was highly metro oriented.
Of the $2.8 billion outlays for this priogram, only 17 percent, or $480.7 millijon,"
accrued to nonmetro counties. .W~ ,

Agriculture and Natural Resources

, Outlays for selected programs of agricu?&ure and natyral resources totaled
6.6 billion in fiscal year 1974. These outlays were\fgfﬂdirect payments to
armers ($2.45 billion), outlays for cropland jversion’($47.3 million), farm
1oans ($2.1 billion), appropriations for administering programs, such as those
of the Farmers Home Administration ($92.6 millio ), and natural resource and
conservatfon outlays ($1.1 billion) (table 9). .Ih the aggregate, these program
outlays, on a per capita basis, were over eight times as high in nonmetro
. counties as in metro counties. - As would be expected, these per capita outlays
were highest among all county groups in the most rural nonmetro counties (fig.
5): 1In 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.
Furthermore, 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

(N

DOLLARS

196/

TOTAL

150

50 - e
e 6 T . e X 2% [ oo I T
0 i oo D\ e PR OEEE RRND N coooot I oo Il T
UNITED "
[

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE .

100

METRO CGUNTIES

-

Figure 5
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Table 9--Percent Distrilution of Federal outlays for agriculture and natural resources in metro .
and nonmetro countles, fiscal year 1974

e e =y . C e et cam e o

Metropolitan ' Nonmetropolitan
v : :
2 ‘3 H s s : B :  Leas ¢ Thinly
= . frem : L ireatcr‘ TH‘(“ e ‘roral } Urbanized | urbanized i populated
: Total | L ¢ Yrrtnge’ cdlum, Lesser, Tota 1AdJa~:Nonad-:Ad Ja-:Nonad- 1Ad Ja- :Nonad-
: ;Total | Core .Fringe, : : icent :]acenticent 3jacent:cent :jacent
b e N h S o
. : : Percent of U.S.
Direct Agriculture Paypents '
¥eed Grains Production Stabllization : 15.5 3.3 .2 3.0 6.5« 5.7 84.5 .4 4.5 22,6 29.1 4.5 16.4
Cottoo Production Stabflizatfon..... : {718.4 21.8 1.8 Wb 1.4 12.1 7.9 78.2 10.4& 9.6 18.6 28.9 6.2 4.6
Wheat Froduction Stabilization.. t 47401 9.7 1.9 .2 1.7 3.8 4.0 90.3 5.8 5.2 12.2 27.4 5.3 4.4
Sugar Act Program........... : 79.5 34.8 .9 .5 .4 23.1 10.8 65.2 10.6 17.4 11.7 15.6 . 3.4 6.6
National Wool Act, Payments.......... : .3 43.6  22.8 3.2 419‘.5 12.7 8.1  56.4 5.0 5.9 26.3 9.6 3.1 6.5
Dalry and Bgekecper indemnity Payments...: 1.9 3t.3 6.0 5.6 4 10.5 14.7 68.7 9.9 36.8 8.2 10.8 .3 2.8
Crop Insurance Indernity Payments, : ' 1
: LTBY : 29.8  17.8 1.6 <4 12 5.1 111 82,2 8.7 7.6 18.1.20.4 4.4 23.1
TOtal. ettt iiiteeeiieeeinnerennnnnnnnnss 26447.9 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 Diversfon B » .
Cropland Adjustment Program..............: 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
Cropland Adjustment Program—Public access: 1.1 16.6 3.9 .2 3.7 8.4 4.4 B34 T 7.5 3.6 16.7 23,0 5+  26.8
Cropland Converglon Program..............: .1 19.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4 17.7 % 5.3 0.0 21.8 18.0 .5 35.3
. Conservation Reserve Program, 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
Tolnl.\ 41.3 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
. .
¥arm loans s N -
: . .
Sofl and Water Loans. e, veeeeeeeeeeennnsnt 4.1 6.9 .1 0.0 .1 2.5 4.3 93.1 5.8 4.4 15.9 34.6 4.2 28.2
Farm Owmership Loans H 9.6 1.4 .1 1.2 4.4 3.8 90.4 7.3 5.6 19.2 30.9 5.3 22.0
Farw Operating Loans 12.3 1.9 .2 1.7 5.4 N 4.9 87.7 7.1 7.5 20.6 29.0 5.5 18.0
Commodity lLoans....... 16.8 4.4 3.1 1.3 8.5 4.0 83.2 6.3 7.0 28.9 27.0 4.7 9.3
Storage Facility loans.... 12.9 2.8 . 2.6 4.9 5.3 a87.1 5.9 4.6 22.5 32.2 ES.}\}_G-S
Reseal Storage............... 3.7 5, 0.0 .5 .6 2,7 96.3 .9 7.1 8.7 24.6 13.1 42.0
Recreation Facility Loams............. 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
B S SRR 4.3 32 L8 L5 6.9 4.2 85.7 6.6 6.8 25.0 28.3  5.0° 13.9
Selected Appropriations !
S b E, ASCSi.iiiieiiiiiiiiiiiieen i 17606 L 48.0 0 290 24.4 4.6 10.5 8.5 52.0 4.7 4.4 12,7 16.1 3.8 10.2
Cooperative Extenslon Serviee, °* : \l
Agriculture 3/ ..., .. 0oL, cececesaat 189,2 5.4 24.7 20.7 4.0 15.4 11.4 48.6 J11.9 5.9 10.3 2.1 2.9 5.5
S & B, Faxnern Home Adminimtration.......: 88.6 26.4 13.9 12.0 2. 7.1 5.4 73.6 . 6.2 18.0 25.4 4.3 11.7
S & E. Rural Elc-c(rlfirnlluq : . ¢
AdmsnlREratlon.couiee e endvnnnnnvnnnnnnt 14.7 88.8 72.0 70.5 1.5 °B.6 8.1 11.2 1.7 4.2 2.5 2.2 4 4
Resource Conservation and Development, H - . .
B ettt ittt eetnnnneernnnnennnnnst 18.9 24.0 6.8 5.0 1.8 9.9 7.3 76.0 13.2 18.0 14.7 24.0 3.7 10.4
\ River pasin Surveym and Investigations, :
' L S i it e e e e, : .6 50.13 38.4 11.9 23.1 7.3 19.4 11.9 6.4 .7 -1 0.0 ]
.y Great plains oomservation program, SCS 14.9 5.0 4.5 .5 1.2 8.7 85.1 3.7 6.2 12.8 28.7 5.6 28.1
' Forest Protection and utilization, »s 4/. 6.9 19.2 14.3 4.9 9.8 7.8 63.1 6.0 13.0 7.9 22.2 2.6 11.5
. "Indian Agricultural Extensfon............ 50.4 11.2 11.2 0.0 31.2 8.0 49.6 7.3 9.5 3/ 7.8 1.8 23.2
rn(’ll 41.% 2.2 18.0 4.2 10.8 8.4 58.5 7.2 9.1 10.3 18.9 3.1 9.9
Natural’Resourcen and Lonservat fon
. d .
Plant M.n;rlnlﬂ for Conservation...... : 1.7 31.5 8.4 1.8 6.5 17.6 5.5 68.5 14.2 7.2 . 22.0 12.8 4.9 7.4
Fareat Hoads and Tralls, Forest Service..: 117.2 24.2 14.0 9.1 4.9 4.2 6.0 75.8 6.9 11.0 12.1 30.6 2.5 12.6
River Basin Surveys and Investigation....: 9.4 19.4 7.1 17.7 9.3 33.6 18.7 20.6 3.8 6.4 3.3 5.6 .5 1.0
Snow Survey and Hater Supply Forecanting.: 1.2 66.4 p4.9 3.7 .2 14.2 17.3 336 .5 9.8 1.3 15.2 1.0 5.9
Watershed Plonning..eerueereeennnnnnnnnans 10.0 69.9 20.0 14,2 5.8 " 32.4 17.5 10.1 3.8 11.1 3.6 9.1 Bp 1.6
Rural Eovironmental Aasistance Program...: 27.2 28.9 3.4 1.2 2.2 20.0 5.5 71.1 7.8 5.2 19.5 19.7 5.0 13.8
Emergency Conservation Measures..........: 18.4 23.6 L34 .3 3.2 14.5 5.6 76.4 12.6 6.3 16.4  24.0 6.6 10.5
N Appalachian. Regional Development Program.: .5 13.2 2.6 0.0 2.6 6.9 3.8 86.8 23.9 1.2 24.9 12.3 5.9 18.6
. Great Plains Conservation Program........: 11.0 4.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 3.5 95.5 1.4 3.4 10.6 30.5 6.2 43.3
- Renource (onservation and Development, H
L L : 2.0 37.3 13.2 9.0 4.2 14.8 9.3 &2.7 6.9 10.4 10.0 20.4 3.9 11.1
Soil Survey Program....... .3 28.9 54.5 24.2 9.0 15.2 15,7 14.6 45.5 8.0 1.4 8.6 15.4 2.2 3.9
. Soll and-Water Conservation. eeeet 1334 35.2 10.3 5.8 4.6 14.2 10.8 64.8 7.8 7.4 14.4. 21.0 3.9 10.3
Parks and Forests............... ceeal 284.9 48.6 13.9 30.0 3.8 11.1 3.7 514 10.8 8.3 5.2 13.9 .8 12.1
Water Remources 6/.. eeeet 4410 43.2 10.2 4.1 6.1 22.6 10.4 56.8 6.6 12.3 5.6 25.3 .6 6.4
Wildlife Enhancement.............ovuuuun..:? 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
H ~
Tolul 1094.2 41.5 17.2 ‘12,0 5.2 16.0 8.2 58.5 7.9 10.0 7.9 2l.6 1.6 9.5

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
: : o

GRAND TOTAL....

1 ys are prorae®d to countlen on the bames of the fraction of the state's special group population in the county. -
2/ Less than $50,000. N A '

¥ Prorated to county by geographic distribution of employees.

4/ Prorated by entlmated obligation to county level. N

5/ Less than .05 percent. )
6/ Prorated to county by payroll costs ?xcepl for large expenditures which are actual for the county, -

’
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stabilization program, showing the prevaience of these counties in the large
wheat producing areas of the Great Plains States (table 9).

Regionally, per capita outlays for agriculture and natural resources were
substantially lower 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 national average. Direct payments to farmers and farm loans were
highest, on a per capita basis, in nonmetro counties of the-North Central
region. Per capita Jutlays for natural resources and conservation were highest
in the nonmetro West \(table 4).

Across all agricujture and natural resource programs, per capita outlays
were highest in nonmetnp counties experiencing declines in their population
during 1970-73. Such oltlays in declining, nonmetro counties ($174 on a per
capita basis) were over twice the level in growing nonmetro counties ($74).

A




