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1o the Congress of the United States:

I am transmitting herewith the seventh annual report on Govern-
ment services to rural America, as required by the Agricultural Act of
1970. . e

Grrarp E. Foro.

Tue Winre Housk, January 18, 1977.
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““fiscal year.”

PREFACE

"This report has been prepared pursuant to section 901(e) of fiw

. Agricultural Act of 1970, which requires the President to submit to the

Con%mss each year a report “stating the availability of telephone, elec-
trical, water, sewer, medical, educational, and other government or
goverument-assisted services and outlining efforts of the executive
gmnchrto improve these services during the immediately preceding
This report measures the availability of Federal services to rural
America in terms of Federal outlays® for 275 programs that have an
impact on rural development. It does not contain 2 section on efforts to
improve the nunierous and varied government services of all the execu-
tive brench agencies providing assistance to rural arcas because fiscal
year 1975 executive branch efforts'to help improve the quality of rural;
life, and to hulp improve the Fefleral programs aimed at this, weres
reparted in thi: Third Annual Report of the Secretary of Agriculture.
or. Rural Development Goais, submi‘ted to the Congress in March |
1976.2 i
Therefore, in the interest of economy and efficiency, the compre-|
hensive Third Annual Report of the Secretary of K riculture on!
Rural Development Goals is respectfully tendered as fulfilling that !
part of the 901(e) requirement above referring to efforts to improve !
services, !

e !
1These are Dot but}fet outlays as displayed annually in budget documents, but rather!
?,rlmnrlly funding oblgations and new loan commitments. Some programs report on a;
‘cost” basis, others on an “‘outlay’” basis, and a few others on the hasis of other concepts.
These flnanclal data are reported annually to the Community Service Administra on, |
which maintains a computerized file of ‘‘outlays” for all Federal programs down to the;
county Jevel .
Care must be used in interpreting the data because: :
It s a mix of varions financlal measures—for example, grants, direct Federul!
activities. direct loans, and loan guarantees. !
Statistical technignes rather than hard accounting support are used frequently to'
allocate funds to the local unit of government level. . B
Difficulties ocenr in controlling the quality and consistency of data In the system.’

1 Coples of the Third Annual Report of the Secretary of Agriculture on Rural Development
Goals are avrilabl, from the Rural Development Service, U.S. Department of Agricnlture.
Washington. D.C. 20250. .

(1X)
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SUMMARY

This report examines the metropolitan/nonmetropolitan distribu-
tion of per capita Federal outlays in fiscal year 1975 among U.S. comn-
ties. The most urban county group is core counties of large metro-
politan countics and the most rnral county group is totally ru al
counties not adjacent to a Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area

(SMSA). The Federal outlay distribution is also presented across

counties grouped by census regions and by rate of recent (1970-74)
population growth.

Federal outlays selected for this analysis totaled $266.7 billion in
fiscal year 1975 and are from 275 programs arranged into five major
program groups: Human resource development, community and in-
dustrial development, housing, agriculture and natural resourees, and
defense and space.

In the aggregate across all 277 programs and the five program areas,
per capita Federal outlays were ligher in metropolitan counties
($1,305) than in nonmetropolitan counties ($1,148). However, the
overall etropolitan/nonmetropolitan difference results from the in-
clusion of the $80 billion defense and space programs, whose outlays
accrued predominantly to the more urban counties. While the 1974
population in metropolitan counties comprised 72.3 percent of the U.S.
total, 74.9 percent.of the selected Federal outlays accrued to metro-
politan counties. If defense and space prograns are omitted from this
analysis, 70.7 percent of the outlays¥cerued to metropolitan counties.

While outlays for agriculture andynatural resources favored non-
metropolitan counties, per capita houting outlays in nonmetropolitan
counties were only 58.8 percent of the metropolitan figure and 66.7
percent of the total U.S. figure. Housing programs administered by the
U.S. Department of Agriculture favored nonmetropolitan areas; the
HUD and VA programs strongly favored metropolitan areas. Per
capita outlays for human resou-ce development were roughly equal to.
nonmetropolitan and metropoliton counties. However, within this pro-
gram area, per capita outlays for pnblic assistance, social security, and
rohabilitation were higher in nozmetropolitan counties ($5053) than in
metropolitan counties ($481), reflecting the higher incidences of the
poor ax¢l aged population in nonmnetropolitan areas. Iowever, despite
the ereater incidences of the poor and the aged, per capita outlays for
health payments and services in nonmetropolitan counties were lower
than in metropolitan counties. The metropolitan/nonmetropolitan dis-
tribution of outlays for manpower training and employment oppor-

‘tunities makes clear that such programs were still urban-oriented,

largely as a carryover from the funding patterns of the 1960, Begin-
ning in 1975, the bulk of these funds have been allocated on the basis
of statutory formulas which take the histovieal pattern into account
(on a declining basis) but also inerease the emplhasis on the relative

(X1}
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distribution of the unemployed and poor. The intent of the formulas.
is to achieve over time a more equitable distribution of resources
nationally. -

Regionally, per capita outlays across all selected programs were
highest in the West ($1.619) and lowest in the North Central region
($1,019). This large interregional variation is due to the impact on
human resource outlays of various formulas which take into acconnt
data on incidences of aged people, the poor, and imemployment densi-
ties, as well as differences among regions in the location of najor de-
fense and space installations. The Northeast received the largest out-
lays for human resource development ($700), resulting largely from
the location of major metropolitan areas, where the incidence of re-
cipients of income maintenance-type programs is high. In these North-
eastern 1netropolitan areas, payments from such programs are far
above the national average. In the North Central region. ontlays were
low because of low defense and space outlays and low human resource
development ontlays. Hounsing outlays were highest in the West and
lowest in the slow-growing Northeast. Outlays for community and
industrial development were highest in the South and West and lowest
in the Northeast. The West received the greatest per capita outlays
for agrienlture and natural resounrces ($49). whereas the urban-ori-
ented Northeast received the least ($3). Defense and space outlays
were highest on a per capita basis in the West ($636) and Sounth
($451). Per capita defense and space ontlays in the North Central
region were only 52 percent of the national avernge and only 31 percent
of such outlays accruing to the West.

Across counties grouped by recent (1970-74) population growth
rotes, per capita outlays were greatest in metropolitan counties which
declined ($1,407) and least in nonmetropolitan counties which grew
($1.117). Human resource development. outlays, on a per capita basis,
were much higher in the declining metropolitan than in any other
group.and almost $100 per capita ereater than in declining noninetro-
politan counties. This ean be explained in part by the large numbers of
people in declining metropolitan areas who qualifv for pnblic assist-
ance pavments and associated social services snch as family planning.
child care. and training under the WIN program; food stamps; and
health payments such as medicaid and medicare as well as other pro-
grams for the economically disadvantaged. Per capita community and
industrial development ontlays were highest in declinine nenmetro-.
politan areas. On the other hand. housing ontlays were hizhest in grow-
ing mnetropolitan countics—almost twice as oreat as per capita outlays
for housing in growing nonmetropolitan areas. Outlays for agriculture
and natural resources accerued predominantly to declining nonmetro-
politan areas where, on a per capita basis. they were over twice as great .
as in growing nonmetropolitan areas. Per capita defense and space
outlays were highest in declining metropolitan connties ($473) and
Towest in growing nonmetropolitan counties ($193).



GOVERNMENT SERVICES TO RURAL AMERICA MEAS-
URED BY FEDERAL OUTLAYS, FISCAL YEAR 1975

INTRODUCTION

This report analyzes the distribution of Federal outlays in fiscal
year 1975 across counties grouped by urban inflnence, recent popula-
tion growth trends, and region. Data for this report were taken from
the county files of the Federal outlay tapes. These files are created
yearly by the Community Services Administration (CSA) and con-
tain outlay data from all Federal programs to the county level. Data
from these files are published in State volumes of Federal outlays.

In order to group counties by urban influence, an urban-to-rural
continuum was used with the core counties of large Standard Metro-
politan Statistical Areas representing counties exhibiting the most
urban influence and totally rural counties not adjacent to an SMSA
representing countics wizh the least urban influence, This schema breaks
metropolitan counties into four categories and nonmetropolitan into
six and has been used extensively in previous reports in this series as
well as in recent U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) research
publications.® Social and economic characteristics of these county
oroups are summarized in table 1. Outlays accruing to specific counties
are also compared according to the census region of the county and
1970-74 county population growth rates to determine the association
between county location and the level of Federal expenditures and be-
tween recent growth and Federal spending.

WIHY OUTLAY DATA ARE USED TO LIE.A\‘SURE AVAILABILITY OF SERVICES TO
RURAL AREAS

As stated earlier, this report is in response to ¢ directive to the
President to report annually to the Congress on the availability of a
broad range of governnient and government-assisted services to rural
aress. Because of the prohibitive cost and other technical difficulties
thet arise when an attemnpt is made to Jetermine the availability of
services, this analysis looks at the extent to which Federal agencies
deliver services and resources tc rural areas. This reporting is limited
to Federal services as oppcsed to services of all units of government
(town, county, sreawide, State), but this approach does give a general
idea as to the availability of services to rnral areas. For a discussion
of other possible appreaches fo reperting on the availability of services
and the disadvantages of such spproaches, see the Sixth Annnal
Report.

s Hines, Fred K., David L. Brown and John M. Zimmer, Scecial and Economic Charace
teristics of the Popnlatior in Metro and Nonmetro Counties, 1970. Econ. Res. Serv., U.S.
Dept. Agr., Agr. Econ. Rpt. No. 272, March 1876.
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F COUNTIES WITHIN METRO AND NONMETRO COUNTY GROUPS!

Nonmetropolitan

Urbanized Less urbanized Totally ro:s:

—_— . Non- . Non- . . Noa-
nge  Medium Lesser Total Adjacent  adjacent Adjacent adjacent Adjirt adjacent
127 258 179 2,485 191 137 564 121 246 626
9.9 48,519.7 13,559.6 5B,346.3 14,826.3 8,046.2 14,0946 15,239.8 2,466 4,633.2
6.8 5.3 . 5, 6.2 . L4 4 11 5.9
6.3 46,078.2 17,453.3 55,216.5 13,966.8 7,644.3 13,3674 13,5080 5,325.4 4,314.7
2.4 22,7 8. 21, 6.9 3.8 . 5 67 L1 2.2
184 178, 595 97, %65 22,220 73,125 5, 793 23,55 19, M0 9,453 6,988
3.5 1.5 15.4 L4 123 .8 an -0.5 0.4 —~4.4
19.3 4.5 1.9 -5.6 1.0 ~5.2 ~5.2 -9.7 ~1.8 -12.2

,990 9,833 8,9/6 1,615 8,701 &, 086 140 7,049 6,412 6,142 ~
,998 5,816 5,355 4,218 5,135 4,820 4,003 3,920 3,270 3,245
n.3 69.2 61.6 18.9 €9.4 € 81.0 8.0 96.1 89.3

Percent distribution of counties within group

NN
S8

1.3 19.0 1.3 4.7 4 5.8 5.9 3.0 2.0 1.9
39.4 24.4 29.6 35.3 8 30.7 34.6 3%.6 22.0 42.3
33.8 48.8 51.4 44.9 3.1 41.6 52.8 43.6 63.4 35.6
9.4 1.8 1.7 15,1 13.6 219 11 16.8 12.6 20.1
0 1.9 3.4 12.0 1.6 2.2 9.9 9.4 2L.5 8.5
9.4 18.2 19.6 46.1 24.6 26.3 41.5 49.5 52.4 49,2
a1.7 48.1 60.3 31.9 63.9 €1.2 40.2 38.6 22.4 26.8
48.8 318 16.8 4.0 9.9 4.4 2.3 2.5 3.7 5.4
41.6 45.3 41.5 13 14.6 2.9 0 0 0 0
20.5 19.4 22.3 8.8 62.3 53.3 2.6 1.8 0 0
19.7 22,5 1.7 18.5 23.0 42.3 35.5 20.5 2.0 .6
8.7 10.1 11.2 31.71 0 1.4 55.0 58.1 35.4 19.0
.8 2.1 5.6 211 0 0 6.0 18.2 4.7 39.9
0 0 1.7 8.4 0 0 .9 1.4 1.4 26.4
.8 o 0 4.2 0 0 0 0 6.5 141

272, and wiih Sourcs: Consus of Poputation, 1970, and Current Population Reports, series P-26.
tand Budget, i )
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FEDERAL OUTLAY DATA AND 1'1E CATALOG OF FEDERAL DOMESTIC ASSISTANCE

A large percentage of the programs appearing in the outlays tables
were matched with the program listing in the 1975 Catalog of Federal
Domestic Assistance (CFDA), published annually by the Office of
Management and Budget. The CFDA program ngn){;el' for all matched
programs appears along with the distributior. 0f outlays in the ap-
pendix tables. These appendix tables present the distriKution aCross
the rural-to-urban continuum for each program used in this analysis.
The CFDA number can be used to find each program’s description of
objectives, types of assistance, use and ase restrictions, eligibility re-
quirements, application and a~acd processes, formula and matching
requirements, length and time phasing of assistance, and other
information.

SELECTION AND CLASSIFICATION OF PROGRAMS

From the list of all Federal programs included in the Federal out-

lays file, 275 vrograms w.:re selected for this analysis.* These programs
accounted for $266.7 billion (76.0 percent) of the total Federal outlays
of $350.9 billion in fiscal year 1975. Numerous programs were omitted
for several reasons, including the following: (1) certain programs had
unreliable data at the county level, usually stemming from proration
techniques which were judged to be inappropriate (such as certain
programs that are designed to assist particular groups yet whose out-
lays were prorated on the basis of the total population Tather than the
target population); (2) outlays data for certain programs were not
distributed beyond the county of the State government (such as the
Vocational Educstion Programs) ; and (3) outlays for certain agen-
cies, such as the Smithsonian Institution, do not accrue outside Wash-
ing’zton, D.C. .
The 275 programs were classified into five general categories: human
resource development, housing, community and industrial- develop-
ment, agriculture and natural resources, and defense and space. Out-
lays from these major program types were as follows: "‘

Federal outla;s. fisca) year
1975

Selected
programs Amount Percent of
General program type number (billions) total
Human resource d;velopment.. .. 109 ’ 137.1 5.4
BOUSING. - e oo cecceececccem e akvan 26 15.9 6.0
rmar . COMmMunity and industrial development 69 26.9 10.1
Agricultural and natural resources. ... 6 6.4 2.4
Defense and space : 11 80.3 30.1
k07 L SR U 215 266.7 100. 0

t Dn this and other tables, individual items may not add up to totals because of rounding.

Three of the general program categories were divided into several
specific program categories which grouped together Federal programs
with & common objective or characteristic. Thus, under the general

¢« For a list of these programs (units of outlays nm)earlns vn the Federal outlay tapes)
and thelr rural-urban dlstribution, sce appendix tables 1-5. In a few cases, such as for
NASA, units were eollapsed. 1n a large majority of cases, the tape units colnelde with
programs as they appear in the Federal Domestle Asslstance Catalog.

il
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heading of human resource development, outlays were grouped for
Eublic assistance, social security, and rehabilitation ($103.1 billion),
eal’’. payments and services ($26.8 billion), education ($2.8 billion),
and ;nanpower trairing and employment opportunities ($4.6 billion).
Outlays for community and industrial development were divided into
community development, industrial development, and highways. And
agriculture and natural resource outlays included direct payments to
farmers (such as those from the wheat and feed grain programs) and
outlays for cropland adjustment, farm loans, natural resource and
conservation programs, and the agricultural cxtension service.
Outlays for housing were broken down by government agency : the
U.S. Departments of Agriculture, Housing and Urben Development,
and the Interior, and the Veterans Administration. Defense programs
were divided into contracts and payroll, while space programs were
not further divided. More detail on’the classification can be found in
the following sections.

DisrrusuTioN oF FEDERAL OUTLAYS
METROPOLITAN AND NONMETROPOLITAN DISTRIBUTION

In 1974, the U.S. population vas predominantly metropolitan, with
72.3 percent of the people residing in these areas. In total, the Federal
outlays analyzed in this report favored metropolitan areas in fiscal
year 1975, with 74.9 percent accruing to them (table 2). Therefore, on
a per capita basis, the selected Federal outlays were higher in metro-
politan than in nonmetropolitan counties—totaling $1,305 in metro-

-politan counties, compared with $1,148 in nonmetropolitan counties
(table 3). However, thi: istribution across all selected outlays resulted
from including defsii 4nd space programs which acerued predom-
inantly to the more :::bant counties. Per capita outlays for defense and
Spice were over twice as great in metropolitan areas than in the more
rural counties of nonmet: opolitan America (figure1).

12
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If defense and space were excluded, nonmetropolitan areas would
have received greater per capita outlays than metropoliton arens—
£038 in nonmetropolitan ve, $560 m metropolitan area, On the other
hand. ontlays for agriculture and netural resources favored the more
agriculturally oriented nommetropolitan counties, If the package of

-selected programs annlyzed ineluded only outlays for human resonree

development, housing. aind connmmity and industrial development. the
level of per eapita outlays in metropolitan and nonmetropolitan coun-
ties would be virtually the same $849 in metropolitan in contrast to
$838 in nonmet ropolitan counties, Iowever, the mix of Federal outlays
mmong  metropolitan and nonmetropolitan counties was gomewhat

i



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

different across these three basic types of outlays which represent gov-
ormment sorvices'in the more conventional sense. Whereas outlays for
human resource development comprised three-fourths of this package
in both metropolitan and nonmetropolitan areas, housing outlays were
welatively more important in metropolitan areas than in nonmetro-
politan areas. Conversely, community development outlays were rela-
tively. more iniportant in noninetropolitan areas.

Ambong the 10 rural-to-urban county groupings, the highest outlays
per capita across all prograins were in core counties of greater metro-
politan areas. The high outlays accruing to these counties containing
the inner cities of major metropolitan arcas resulted from the high
outlays for human resource development and defense and space. At the
other extreme, per capita outlays accruing to fringe counties of the
sane metropolitan areas were lower than for any other county group,
largely because of a Jow incidence of poor and aged population and the
Iack of many major defense installations.

REGION AL DISTRIBUTION

Per capital outlays across all selected programs were highest in the
West ($1,619) and Jowest in the North Central region ($1,016) (table
4). This large interregional variation is due to differences in demand
for niman resource outlays resulting from populations with differfig
incidences of poor and aged people; differences in population derisi-
ties; and differences among regions in the location of major defense
and space instailations, The Northeast received the highest outlays for
human resource development ($700), largely because the region has
relatively more numerous major netropolitan areas, where the inei-
dence of recipients of income maintenance-type program benefits is
high. In these Northeastern metropolitan areas, payments from such
programs arc far above the national average. In the Northh Central
region, outlays were low because of low defense and space outlays and
low human resource developinent outlays (fig. 2).

Housing outlays were highest in the West and lowest in the slow-
growing Northeast. Outlays for community and industrial develop-
ent. were highest in the South and West and lowest in the Northeast.

The West received the highest per capita outlays for agriculture
and natural resources ($19), and the urban-oriented Northeast re-
ceived the lowest ($5). Defense and space outlays were highest on a
per capita basis in the West ($636) and South ($451). Per capita
defense and space outlays in the North Central region were only 52
percent of the national average and in the West, only 81 percent.
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FIGURE 2
DISTRIBUTION BY RECENT GROWTII RATES

Per captia outlays in fiscal vear 1975 were highest in metropolitan
counties that declined in population ($1,407) and lowest in nonnietro-
politan counties that grew ($1,117) during 1970-74 (table 5), Human
resource development outlays, on a per capita basis, were much higher
in the declining metropolitan counties than in any other county group
and almiost $100 per capita higher than in declining nonmetropolitan

13
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- counties (fig..8)." hi$ can be explained in part by the large numbers

- of people in declining metropolitan areas who qualify for public as-

. : gistance payments, food stamps, health payments such as medicaid and

 medicare, and other programs for the economically disndvantaged. Per

- capita community and industrial development outlays were highest in .

. declining-nontnetropolitan areas. On the other hand, housing outlays,
on'a per capita basis, were highest in growing metropolitan countles—

- almost twice as high as per capita outlays for housing in growing non- -

. “metropolitan areas. Outlays for agriculture and natural resources ac-

~ crued predominantly to declining nonmetropolitan areas, where—on &
per capita basis—they were over twice as ligh as in growing non-
netropolitan areas. Per capita defense and space outlays were highest
in declining nietropolitan counties ($473) and lowest in growing
nonmetropolitan counties ($195).

DISTRIBUTION BY PROGRAM TYPE

IHuman resource development :
Selected human resource developnient ontlays totaled $137.2 billion
5n fiscal year 1975 and were comprised of payments for public assist-
ance, social security, and rehabilitation ($103.1 billion) ; bealth pay-
ments and services ($26.8 billion) ; education ($2.8 billion) ; and man-
}iower training and employment opportunities ($4.6 billion) (table 2).
ndividual progranis are shown in appendix table 1.

On a per capita basis, human resource development outlays were
higher in metrapolitan countics than in nonmetropolitan ones and
higher in the core counties of greater SMSA’s than in any other county
aroup (fig. 4). Outlays were lowest in the fringe counties of the same

" siza SMSA’s. Regionally, per capita outlays were highest in the North-
east and lowest in the North Central region (table 4). On the basis of
change in population during 1970-74, these outlays were highest in
declining metropolitan counties and Jowest in nonmetropolitan coun-
ties experiencing recent growth with net inmigration (table 5).

A disproportionwie share of outlays of programs for income main-
tenance go to mctropolitan counties. On the other hand, food stamp

- outlays accrue disproportionately to nonmietropolitan counties. For
instance, of the $5.3 billion for the maintenance assistance program ad-
ministered by the Social and Rehabilitation Service of the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, 81.6 percent accrued. to
metropolitan counties, in contrast to 68.5 percent for benefits from the
Food Stamp Programn (app. table 1). This difference in the metro-
‘politan/nonmetropolitan distribution of Federal outlays for public
assistance and food stamps is largely explained by differences in indi-
vidual prograr: provisions and the location of potential recipients de-
fined by these provisions. The thrust of the HEW maintenance assist-
ance program, which is heavily weighted by payments under the Aid
to Families with Dependent, Cﬁ,i]dren (.‘\Fg(g) program, is primarily
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 with incomnes and assets below specified levels,
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many of whom are uniong the working poor within male-headed fami-
lies. In metropolitan areas, particularly in core counties of large metro-
politan areas, low-income populations are comprised of large propor-
tions of persons in female-headed families, while in nonmetropolitan
counties, low-income people ave much more likely to be the aged or
members of families of employed male heads.s Outlays of the Supple-
mental Seeurity Income Program acerued disproportionately to non-
meiropolitan areas (64.8 percent). This distribution is explained by
the disproportionats sharce of older people in nonmetropolitan areas.

© For more dlscusslon of low-lucome {poverty) populations and the sources of {ncome of
low-income people in metropelitan gnd nonmetropolitun areas. see report cited in footnote 3.
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Ficure 4

Regionally, pev capita ontlays for public assistance, social sceurily,
and rehabilitation and health paywents and services were highest in
the Northeast (§309 and $157), reflecting the high incidence of recip-
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ients lof public assistance and related programs in the region. On the

otherihand, selected education outlays, on & per capita basis, were higli-
est inthe nonmetropolitan South, reflecting the high ineidence of dis-
advantaged children there and the resulting flow of Title T edueation
funds.} For the United States as a whole, of the $1.534 billion spent
under the Title I program, 35.9 percent acerued to nonnetropolitan
countics. Reflecting the listorical foens on metropolitan areas. man-
power training outlays were highly oriented to such arens, with 883
percent acermng to metropolitan counties, The use of objective for-
mlas, which began in 1975, will result in a more equitable distribution
nationally as prior vear funding levels decrease in importance.

Outlays for public assistance, social seenrity, and rehabilitation as
well as those for health pavinents and services were highest in deelin-
ing metropolitan areas and lowest in growing metropolitan areas, re-
flecting the differences in composition of their respective populations
with respect to nge (us it relates to soeial security benefits) and pov-
erty (as it velates to welfare and health paymenis) (table 33,
Housing

. Federal influence in honsing is primarily i the form of guaranteed
and insured loans. These are not Federal cutlays, but represent Federal
influence in the housing industry Ly’ insnring or guaranteeing loans
made by private investors. Some actual Federal ontlays for housing
result from Federal loans and grants from programs administered by
the Departiment of Agrienlture’s Farmers Ylome Adminiscration, the
Department of the Interior, the Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD), and the Veterans Admiristration.

In total, the selected housing outlays (the term “outlavs™ as used
here includes guaranteed and insured foans) favor metropolitan over
nonmetropotitan ayeas. Metropolitan connties acconnt for 81.6 pereent.
of all housing ontiays while only 72.3 percent of the population reside
in these areas (table 2). On a per capita basis, metropolitan areas re-
ceived $85, compared with $50 for nonnetropoiitan areas (table 3).
Fringe counties of the greater metropolitan areas received the areatest
per capita housing ontlays ($89) followed closely by medinm and lesser
metropolitan areas ($87 and $86, respestively). Despite the niore rapid
arowth of nonmetropolitan counties in contrast to metropolitan conn-
ties, per capita housing outlays to nonmetropelitan arcas still lagged
behind those of metropolitan areas.

On a regional basis, the West received the kighest Federal outlays
for housing ($130 per capita). The South ranked second (988 per
capitn} (table 4). With respect to recent changes in population, grow-
ing metropolitan areas received the highest housing ontlays per capita
($101), while declining noninetropolitan areas reecived the smallest
amonnt ($39) (table 5). In both metropolitan znd nonmetropolitan
areas, growing counties received the highest outlivs per capita. while
declining counties received the lowest. Howevernlper capita housing
outlays in growing metropolitan connties were & snost twice those ir.
growing nonmetropolitan counties. A

Do
RS



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

- pertion of all Fed

" ministration.
- of the outlays canfe from the Veterans Administration (V.\) while 37
- percent eame froin HUD : only 5 percent came from the Farmers Home

Yy v

R _ f :

© Asfigure § indiéutes, the mix of housing outlays by agencies varied
ureatly among counties grouped along the rural-to-urban dimension,
with outlays from{USDA’s Farmers Home Administration being rela-
tively unim ortant in metropolitan counties but comprising a major
aral housing outlays in the more rural counties. In

the most rural county groups, close to three-fourths of all Federal
housing outla}'s were adininistered through the Farmers Home Ad-
n metropolitan counties on the other hard, 58 percent

Administration. + = - i
The metropolitan/nonmetropolitan distribution of individual hoxs-

. ing program outlays is shown in appendix tahlz 2. Of the three largest -

programs—USDA’s low- to moderate-income housing ($1.9 billion),
HUD’s mortgage insurance for homes (4.0 billion), and VA’s guar-
anteed and msgred loans ($8.3 Lillion)*—only the much smaller
Farmers Home program favored nommetropolitan counties, The pro-
portion of the major guaranteed snd insured programs in HUD and
VA aceruing to nonmetropolitan counties was 7.3 percent and 9.6 per-
cent, respectively. On the other hand, 70.3 percent of the major Farm-
ors Home prqgguu accrues to nonmetropolitan areas.

ih. The three Bollnr commitment figures represernt the face value of lonns made during -
e year.
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Community and industrial development

Outlays for connnunity and industrial development favor nonmetro-
politan areas, with per capita outlays totaling $161 in nonmetropolitan
areas compared to $114 in metropolitan areas (table 3). This mnetropoli-
tan/nonmetropolitan difference can be attributed to substantially
higher nommetropolitan outlays for high /ays and industrial develop-
snent (figure 6). Higher nonmetropolitaa outlays for highways are
largely a function of the density of the population and large expanses
of space; the higher outlays for industrial developinent indicate Fed-
eral efforts to promote more development and employment in non-
metropolitan areas. '

Regionally, per capita outlays for commmunity and industrial devel-
opment were lowest in the Northeast ($105) and highest in the South
and West ($140 and $139, respectively) (table 4). Outlays for idus-
trial development are fairly evenly divided among the four regions;
those for comimunity development are slightly higher in the South.
Per capita outlays for highways are highest in the West $5i), fol-
lowed by the South ($43) and the North Central region ($36). For
the sparsely settled nomnetropolitan West, per capita highway outlays
totaled 813/ .over three times the national average,

The metropolitan/nonmetropolitan distribution of outlays for indi-
vidual programs is shown in appendix table 8. Of the selected com-
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munity development outlays of $17.0 billion, $6.1 billion wes in the

form of revenuo sharing funds. Although revenue sharing funds are
allocated two-thirds to ibocul governments and one-third to State gov-
ernments, these allocations are not shown separately in the Federal
outlay data. Thus, the metropolitan/nonmetropolitan distribution of
revenue sharing funds, which shows a nietropolitan bias, is, in some
sense, misleading since a majority of State governments are located
in metropolitan couities. :
“Agriculture and atiral resources

Outlays for selected programs of agriculture and natural resotirces
totaled $6.4 billion in fiscal 1975. These outlays went to direct sycicul-

tural i[)w,?rments to farmers and payments for cropland adjustment
($0.8 billion), farm loans (§2.8 billion), natural resources and conser-

vation ($2.6 billion), and the agricultural extension service ($0.2 bil-.

lion) (table 2). These outlays accrued primarily to nonmetropolitan
© areas, which received 71.8 percent of the total vs. 28.2 percent for metro-
politan aress. On a per capita basis, metropolitan countics averaged $30
per capita in outlays for agriculture and natural resources programs
compaved with $79 for nonmetropolitan counties. For the totally rural
nonmeiropoiitsn counties not adjacent to an SMSA, these outlays on a
per capita basis were $176 (figure 7). These figures are considerably
lower than in previcus years because of a reduction in direct payments
to farmers.

On g regional basis, per capita agriculture and natural] resource out-

" lays.were Tlighest in the West ($49) and lowest in the Northeast ($5).

Tiis West received the bulk of its outlays for natural resources and
conservation, while in the North Central and Southern regions more
than 50 percent of agriculture arid natural resource outlays were for
-farm Joans and direct payments. Declining nonmetropolitan counties
received more than twice the per capita outlays of grcwing nonmetro-
. politan counties—$147 compared to $67. : ‘
 Appendix table 4 gives the breakdown of agriculture and natural
' yesource outlays by individual programs, Sinee fiscal 1972 there has
~ been a large shift in the emphasis of agricultural programs. In fiscai
1974, $2.5 hillion went for direct agrictﬁtuml payments and cropland
- conservation. In 1975, these programs accounted for only $0.7 billion.
Natural resources and conservation, on the other hand, increased from
$1.1 billion in fiscal 1974 to $2.6 billion.

Defense and space

Per capita outlays for defense and space were over twice as great :

in metropolitan counties ($445) asin nennetropolitan counties ($210)
. (figure 8). These figures mirror the fact that most major defense and
space installations are located. in metropolitan areas.
* Regionally, the West had the highest per capita outlays for defense
and space ($636) and the North Central region had the Jowest ($198).
In terms of population change, desiining metropolitan areas received
the greatest ontlays for defense and space, again sufg§estin major
insttglations in counties containing the inner cities of large gMSA’s
which in recent yeavs have lost population.
Appendix table 5 gives the metropolitan/nonmetropolitan distribu-
tion of more specific defense a; d space outlays.
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" APPENDIX TABLE 1.—PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF FEDERAL OUTLAYS FOR HUMAN RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT IN METRO AND NONMETRO COUNTIES, FISCAL YEAR 1675 -

Greater ) Non- Non-
- CFDA Tota) _ M- Adja-  adja- Adja- adja-  Adja-
Piogran: pame (Agency) No. Type of assistance  (millions) ~ Total  Total  Core Fringg dlum Lesser Total  cent cent cent  cent cent

A
: - Nonmetropolitan (percent of United States) -
Metropotitan (percent cf United States) Urbanized Less urbanized Thinly popu

HUMAN RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT— : -
WELFARE AND REHABILITATION

Department of Agriculture: Food stamp 10,551 Direct paymrnts...__ $4,1%4.8  68.5 38.1 31.9 6.2 2.6 8.7 315 6.2 4.1 1.7 ‘8.6 1.8
bonus coupons ! (FNS). .

Department of Interior:
Indian social services (BIA):
“Counseling............_.... . . 15132 AS&CS.._. 6.

7212 2.7 1.2 L5 1.7 6.9 78.8 8.9 9.2 1.8 20.9 2.3
General assistance - 15,113 Direct payments. ... 4.7 12.9 1.3 1.8 0 8.2 2.9 8.1 4.5 2.7 5.9 16.1 1.3
Welfare assistance 15003 ___.do. ... 8.2 169 38 3.8 0 9.4 3.6 831 5.8 5.8 5.9 28.3 1.2
- Total. e e et e E3.€ 14.3 22 2.0 .2 8.7 3.4 85.7 5.1 3.8 6.5 18.2 1.3
e
&' Department of Labsi: Unemgployment _ emeeceeeneaee 1,483.0 0 79,2 38.3 310 7.4 312 9.6 20.8 6.5 3.4 &0 5.3 R
insurance (ETA). .
Veterans® Administration: )
De'n&ndents indemnity and dealh bene- ... ._.._... ... ... ...... 809.1 7.6 39.7 27.7 119 2.6 9.3 2.4 - 6.4 3.9 6.3 6.5 1.2
Pensions for widows and chiidreg . 1,123.3 731  40.2 27.2 1.0 240 8.9 2.9 6.8 3.9 6.4 6.6 1.1
Veterans dlslalhlllty cnmpensatlon-— 3,701.3 4.4 40.8 28.3 125 426 9.1 2% 6.6 3.8 5.9 6.3 Lo
ice connected.? - -,
Vecte:amtd‘l‘sabnlny uumaon—Nonsemce 64.104 _ 1,531.0 70.4 366 25.1 11.4 28.2 9.6 29.6 6.8 4.5 6.9 1.7 1.3
onnecte :
Veterans educational asslsmnccf ...... 64.11 . 4,081.2 751 426 30.7 1.8 23.6 8.9 2.9 6.1 3.8 5.9 6.2 1.0
Veterans burial award and mic~eliegous?. ... ... ... .1l 158.0 75.9 441 30.5 13.6 21.3 8.5 .1 6.5 3.4 5.7 5.8 9.
Rehabllltauon trammx for disssled vet- 64,116 Direct payments, 721 742 39.8 280 1.8 4.8 9.6 25.8 6.4 3.8 6.1 6.5 1.0
erans.? - AS & C training. - -
Total___..._...._. e 11,485.9 740 40.8 286 121 2.1 9.1 26,0 6.5 3.9 6.1 6.5 1.1
Railioad Retirement Board:
Social insurance, railroad workers:
Retired 3 3,064.6  69.1 8.6 267 1.9 23.5 1.0 30.9 7.9 4.6 6.7 8.8 1.1
Unemployed 3 78,3 §8.3 37.0 28.5 8.5 20.8 10.5 3.7 1.7 4.9 .1 9.1 1.0
Total 3,138.9  69.1 3.7 26.7 1.9 23.4 11.0 30.9 1.9 ‘4.6 6.7 1.1

See footnotes at end of table.
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APPENDIX TABLE 1~ PLRCENT DISTRIBUTION QF FEDERAL OUTLAYS FOR HUMAN RESOURCE JEVELOPMENT IN METRO AND NONMETRO COUNTIES, FISCAL YEAR 1975-~Contiued

Nonmetropolitan (parcent of Uni}ed Stales)

Metropelitan (percent of United Slats) Urbanized ~ Lessurbanized Thinly populM
Grealer Non- N, Nome
CFOA Tolal e e Aje adjae Adjae adia e adfee
Program name (Agency) No, Typeolassistonce (milons) Toll Todl Coe Fringe dium Lesser Toll ot cont conb cont cont cont
Gl Sarvice Commission: Civil SBIVIEE ...oveo v cerenaenrie s 600 W6 BB N6 B3 2% &Y B4 b1 35 56 63 L1 A4
teiremont and disébrhy fund.! |
I . N
Department of Health, Educating, and
Welfare (S5A):
Social soeunty;
Disability nsuiance?,........... e 1800 Divect granls ... ... 2605 4 %9 3 4% 26 40 .36 18 4L 77 81 LY A6
Relirement insurance?. ... 13803 .. do..... s 0008 L0 A0S ___MLLJO.-I—-—ZH RO 36 0 1) 1D 28
Survivors insurance?.,. . ... 13805 .00 O 0D I T A IR Y A RV .
Special banele, disabled cool miners? 13606 . do, ... W06 &8 N7 39 A% B0 81 U2 Ny 8L 1 W5 W AT
Supplemental seconr'y reeme........... B ot A60 48 BT BI 48 DY BT XL 68 48 B9 4 20 39
T e LR B9 23 B4 09 20 86 XL N 3D 73N L3 26
Depaiment of lleall Education, aad , Il
Wl (SRS - |
Puble ’amslance—Mamlenance at 10060 Fomuagrants...... 5305 86 SB B2 86 183 70 B4 47 21 f 17 45 13 LS
ane, \ ?
Handreapped early childhood assistance. . 13440 Project grants........ 0T 1 T A 4 Y A 0 A /R A ¥
Chld wellire sgrviegs2,..o..eovs. oo 13007 Formula grants...... g5 N4 00 R L W3 4L B6 55 A2 56 11 LY 2
Dovclopmental disabeiies, bisic sup- 13793 ..o00.eeinennnn. KIS 0 T A X T T 1O A A N T A D WY
/L L : '
Pubic assistance: '
Social samna . ST o1 1T T T A O O 1 27 X A N A O O A
Slaleandlocamammg L LI 1 133 64 06 83 N9 %0 BT &L A A %0 L) o
Regahlhtahon lsewuces and- il 15 o 80 R T T /A 1 T8 T/ T R T T N X N
16 Suppor
Work incenlives programs, ehitd........ 18 .....d0.oeeennees 03 81 81 B9 02 A8 W2 By 48 30 36 50 9 L
Oevelopmental disabiiis: \
Demonstration faciites and training... 13760 Projectpranks....... 46 86 W1 44 67 B6 33 D4 K2 6 0 6 0 0
Soecial projects.......vvivernnn B9 68 1 B4 36 68 BY BT WY 49 58w S0 LT g
Vocational rehabiltation serwices, social 13,747 Duectgrants........ 8.3 G4 38 A9 WY B0 0 W6 X 48 T4 b1 L4 Qi
seculy disabilily benels,
T ¥ A N Y I VAN I O U A I (R R Y I F AR ¥

9



In

O BALTH PAYMENTS AND SERVCES

Communhy Serices Adminitraton: Come .~ oo WA BS NS AL B3 WL BOO8S 01 M1 89 8}
mualty fo-* dnd mylion,

e - m s b b A g B -t o b L 1Ty —p——— e ——
. .

Oepartment of Heath, Educaios, and ~
Wellae, (HSA): _
Crinpled children's samices?............. Bl Fomn;lalandt (R T B T O VA O (Y D I N S S A B |

moject grants ! N
Matemallndchildhaalthcaw’.........13232...‘.do...g.......... gy 83 A5 W2 33 N6 2 N7 4 4o T 0 0
Family plamning projct........... .. BT Formala gans...... A L ST A I A R Y A v A
Heath maintemance ogansaaton svce,, 13,256 Projet iant, G AT T X T T T X B T T VA F T (R

and direc! loans,
o contracts,

Waternal and ehild health; '

Rosarh. ... D) Projetprants.. 63 M3 B0 B4 56 13 0 S ST 0 0 0 0 0
TN, ..o B B 37 B4 BB BB 0 A0 LS OISE D 0 KBS 0 0 i
B SHVOES..... e eeteraens L X T T % Y Y N W NS AR S
Idian hoath oS, ... .....ooos e, 18 T N S T |1 T 9 A [ X 10 A X O X N Y )
Indian hlth seriees............... 10228 Sevicos, ASRC.... 10 1000 820 M8 S22 B0 O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
et L., reeererensenseons LI NS 546 LY 41 187 57 602 43 14 05 B2 L6 I
Heallhksmices Qevelopment project 13,224 Project grans...... 85 %9 B8 N6 31 A7 14 Bl o1y 1930 33 19 2
s,

Migrant bealth granls................. BU ... 00 03 0% W9 02 LY BB A5 B ooy a1y o
T v erree e ettt M2 TR W3 X6 83 &6 85 Al 41 32 3 s 08
Velmans’ Administration:

Vlerans domicliary program........... 64,008 Servies........... 0160 1B5 187 9 167 98 M0 1B B2 47 w2 0 0
Vet DSDHIAION.......... e (VA SR L O Y A N X O
TOL v s bseeensenaeseens 3088 850 N6 40 57 28 08 w0 2 20 7 o0 0

T Iy e v 7 ST
Depacmend of Heally, Educstion, and 13704 Formla pans...... 7,390 W4 8§ 22 24 U7 ML 86 54 32 62 M 1) %
Walla:: (SHS): Medical assishance proe v
pamt

Oepartmeni of Haalt, Education, and

Welare (SA): |

Wedicate hospital imsurance?, ... 13,800 Direct payments..... 10.317.2 T4
Medita:'a supplecvental medical insure 13,800 .....00.........e.s 3M66 70 4
anee;

See footnotes at end of table.
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APPENDIK YABLE 1.~PIRCENT DISTRIBUTION GF FEDERAL QUTLAYS FOR HUiAN RESOURCE DEVELOPHENT IN METRO AND NONMETRO COUNTIES FSGAL YEAR L475~Conliued

o [ ———

Nonmetropoltan (percent of United Stals)

Hetropolitan (percent of United States) Urbarizsd  Loss urhenized  Thinly popui
' Goaler Mo lone |
CFOA Total Me: Mg adjae Ade e Adp @
Program name (Agency) No. Tyeof ascistance . (millons)  Tolal  Tofel  Cors Fringe  dium Lesser  Tolal comt cob cont cont eont
Dapariment of Ralth, Education, and |
Wellare (SRS):
romp;ehens{ve wallh planning-aieze 13,206 Project grants........ 67 %5 B4 B4 35 WY U2 WSO 80 Al Wl
wide grants,
Heallhdmanpower-—iducalior. inifiative 13,390 Prlo]ecll gants,con 81 82 7 80 W OBSO30 08 L0 23 L4 LY 2
awards, facl,
Comprehensive health planning grants... 13207 ..ovvveeneenn s WLOas 04 1m0 o4 47 B3 1S 98 52 Ll w0
Health ervice research and development 13,226 Project pramts, con 10,5 R0 820 44 46 WS 63 80 22 48 0 8 .2
grants and contacls, tracls,
Emelgoatv medical service system & 13285 00 eeeen, 64 B84 W W26 N0 UG BE AT L4 A2 0
sealch, .
TUl vt semvsasn e oot e ssssomess eene 9. %1 505 &1 54 N0 N 4y 30 48 5 12
Dopartment of Healh, lcato, and ' o o
Wellare, other aﬁncles
Mental health (ADMHA):
Hospitalimprovement yianls,......... 3.7 Project grans........ 60 61 B9 4 N0 WS &L N9 B 41 109 %6 0
T ... v KT R g7 03 602 M6 56 03 W) &7 4 M 6 T 0
+ Children's servite, . SRKY L I N 04 192 00 M6 45 N8 I3 W 86 %8 Al K3 0
Communily meolal heath centes. ... L3000 g, 87 72 B2 U4 58 U4 18 B8 86 N9 W4 63 A
Nmolllc :\dduchon Rohabifiabon Act 13239 Diclpayments, 1946 %53 M8 404 44 43 72 &1 20 M6 2 .
canliay 2108,
Alcohol damonstration progeam, ..., '3 282 Plflecllgxanls.con- D3 LS 0% 33 WS 80 WS o1l 6l 336D
fatls
{rdg ahush; .
Communty service programs......... 1235 ... 00eeseenenns AW 0 0 0 W wur 00006 0
Caanstralion program.... L Projet grants,,.. LOO1000 132 0 132 60 A8 0 0 0 0 0 0
. seclalpwgtamsfmtheagmii(OS).... i 608 meul&andpw]e»l YR T T A X (1 N AN T ¥ A
. pian '
' T0leee e s cv e ceorent e e essmnesesenae e 87 WY %) 40 19 B Wy 60 0 L 26 0
EDUGATION ”
Denrtnent of Inlg;ior:
Indian education (BIA)
Adul... SOV £ A VT N T S 1 A X A N e O 1 TR & O O (S W
Dmmnlmyopeuahons ................ 18,109 Sevices....urn.... B 03 OL6 L6 0 8% L2 W W W0 oAy U6 LI
Fedemlschmls ..................... LY 11— TS T AT Y % B B % S T X I Y &)

el



Contraty wilhtndln sehol oards.... 15,105 Diret p%menls. (O A A A S N /(R SO AN V1 O T O §
| foperty use, .
Avlstann t nopFdeal shoos...... 15,130 Dlrwfraymenls ..... (YR A T S T T T O A YO (- X
Colages and universlie............. 15114 Pojest grants.... BEAT &5 46 .9 N5 87 B3 14 W0 N8 WL ud
1 108 00 65 4 DAY OBE A 6T WY W) A1 A
De&arlmonl of Heally, Education, and -
elfare (0F):
Indian educaton, grants b less....... 13,534 Formul granls...... Lo 2 0 0 0 12 0 88 0 0 WP OR§ 4D A0
Emergency School ad bilingual projet,... 13,528 Projet grans....... L6 1000 100 0 0 0 ¢ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Emergency School aid, grants tolease..... 1355 ... 00............... 62 06 Bl N4 &7 N80 WA 42 L% 15 13 4 20
Emergeny school aid Act gllotpwgrarn. 3.5 e 4 63 281 %0 21 40 w3 27 L A W3 41 8 3]
Child devolopmenl—Han e[ A 13.600 Ploletctzllsanls 8 81 35 06 49 20 06 Ky b 68 18 W0 b 3D
onragls,
Drug abuse educaton.....-.oe o A0 B0 LG WS 69 6L 11183 33 LK OO LE 0 0 0 0
Eduation development: . u
Coonr opportumles. o venoocnns AL Proftponty..,.,. LBOMS O 4B 0 L4 WGBS OO 520 W30 0
Utban-nualro £ TR (X, SN A 6 ML OWY M3 0 40 30 28 b0 0 R0, W
Educatlomll‘ ptved chldran—-Lease... 10428 Formuly grams..... 15389 GR1 01 RS 66 W1 09 BI040 84 83 9 38
Basl education opportunlly rants...... 1,509 Projectpranls...... BBLE 61 &1 M6 45 w2 03 U 8 A3 4B 67 4 B
Emergeney school ald:
Specal programs and projets........ 3.5 ....00............. Wy R 04 27 82 B9 02 ons 23 40 18 23 0 0
Spoclalpwwams.................... Bl 08 7 SO WS 0 BA LA NI 86 0 X0 0 D
Follow BHOUN...cv.cncivvremee BB 0 LS RS 03 00 B 8 WD D RY 4D 4 LY G
{ndian education;
Adult Indian education................ 13.530 ... 00...c ... WORT B0 W L0 6 28 M5 & T2 R0 uS 0 103
Spctal programs and projes........ 1595 ... do............ 02 %S 12 0 0 W 4B 85 8% RS 84 17 LS QT
 Righttoread~Elininatonoftgay... 1,533 ... ............. 00 &2 37 %7 60 HL WD 08 88 A0 L6 48 LT )8
Specia - programs for_ children with 13520 Proects rant, Ly %5 88 B8 0 &6 00 Wy 6% Wy L o0 0 0
speeillc loaroing isabiliie, contraet,
Supplomental education: centors and 13516 Project ramt........ R0 X T VA A A T T O O W R
svices, special projects, and proe
. pams, :
T e B B, SRS QL N4 48 Q7 BA AT 6 81 3 o665 2l
Uward BOUNL, ...veveeinerernrenns KA 03 B N3 RE 6T U8 nb B3 O&0 48 5 64 2 1)
T0l e ra e nesemonrrensnnenans e ersenaseeassassve s ssnunes L4 oL N8 6 62 N6 88 RI 66 4T 78 S0 LF 3%
Dapaitment of Lealth, Edusation, ang Wel- - * ﬂ
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Edueationresearchad development, 13,575 Project grants, a8 80 655 %5 40 168 ST 0 LY 2 0 3 0 0
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APPENDIX TABLE 1.~PERCENT QISTRIBUTION OF FEDERAL OUTLAYS FOR HUMAN RESOURGE DEVELOPHENT IN IETRO AND NONHETRO COUNTIES, FISCAL YEAR 1905~Cunind
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Nonmtrapolitan (percent of United States)
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CETA Gl 111, specil Fadere! response 11,230 .....40........c.... LT T X A R N A 0 Y AT T N Y I
CE%AtteIV Job Corps (BT 0.0 6.0 8.0 %4 00 04 NS L0 180 L4 2 3 49 6 B8
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Older Americans COMMURIY SBIVIER . oveneneensensonnerneenseas RO %9 86 %6 0 3 ¢ 0 0 0 4 0. 0
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APPENDIX TABLE 2.~PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF FEDERAL OUTLAYS FOR HOUSING IN METRO AND KONMETRO COUNTIES, FISCAL YERR 1975
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APPENDIX TABLE 5.~PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF FEOERAL RESQURCES FOR DEFENSE AND SPACE IN METRO AND NONHETRO COUNTIES, FISCAL YEAR 1975
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