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To the Congress of the United States:
I nm transmitting herewith the seventh annual report on Govern-

ment services to rural America, as required by the Agricultural Act of
19TO. z.

GERALD E. Fonn.
TILE WurrE HOUSE, January 18, 1977.
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PREFACE

This report has been prepared pursuant to section 901 (e) of t&
Agrifniltural Act of 1970, which requires the President to submit to the
Congress each year a report "statingthe availability of telephone, elec-
trical, water, sewer, medical, educational, and other governnient or
government-assisted services and outlining efforts of the exemitive
branch to improve these services during the inmiediately preceding
fisCal yea r."

This report measures the availability of Federal services to rural
America in terms of Federal outlays 1 tor 275 programs that have an
impact on rural development. It does not contain a section on efforts to
improve the numerous and varied government services of all the execu-
tive branch agencies providing assistance to rural areas because fiscal
year 1975 executive branch efforts'to help improve the quality of rural\
life, and to 'nap improve the Federal programs aimed at this, were .
reported in t11,3 Third Annual Report of the Secretary of Agriculture ,
or: Rural Development Goais, submPted to the Congress in March ;
1976.2

Therefore, in the interest of economy and efficiency, the compre-
hensive Third Annual Report 9f the Secretary of A.griculture on !,

Rural Development Goals is respectfully tendered as fulfilling that
part of the 901(e) requirement above referring to efforts to improve
services.

=These are not budget outlays as displayed annually in budget documents, but rather
primarily funding obligations and new loan commitments. Some programs report on a
"cost" basis, others on an "outlay" basis, and a few others on the basis of other concepts.;
These financial data are reported annually to the Community Service Administration,
which maintains a computerized file of "outlays" for all Federal programs down to the
county leveL .

Care must be used in interpreting the data because :
It is a mix of varions financial measuresfor example, grants, direct Federul1

activities, direct loans, and loan guarantees.
Statistical techniqnes rather than hard accounting support are used frequently to'

allocate funds to the local unit of government level.
Difficulties occnr in controlling the quality and consistency of data in the system.

2 Copies of the Third Annual Report of the Secretary of Agriculture on Rural Development
Goals are avrilablk from the Rural Development Service, U.S. Department of Agricniture.
Washington. D.C. 20250.

S2-203-77----2
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SUMMARY

This report examines the metropolit an/nonmetropolit an distribu-
tion of per capita Federal outlays in fiscal year li)75 tunong U.S. comp.
ties. The most urban county group is core counties of large metro-
politan counties and the most rural county group is totally rural
counties not ad5aeent 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 $290.7 billion in
fiscal year 1975 and are from 275 programs arranged into five major
program groups: Human resource development, community anti in-
dustrial development, housing, agriculture and natural resources, and
defense and space.

In the aggregate across all 2r; programs and the five program areas,
per capita Federal outlays were higher in metropolitan counties
($1,305) than in nonmetropolitan counties ($1,148). However, the
overall metropolitan/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 metropohtan 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 programs are omitted from this
analysis, 70.7 percent of the outlays teemed to metropolitan counties.

While outlays for agriculture anr natural resources favored non-
metropolitan counties, per capita houwing outlays in nomnetropofi tan
counties were only 58.8 percent of the metropolitan fignre and 69.7
percent of the total U.S. figure. Housing programs administered by the
U.S. Department of Agriculture favored uonmetmpolitan areas; the
HUD and 'VA. programs strongly favored metropolitan areas. Per
capita outlays for Inman resou-ce development were roughly equal to,.
nonmetropolitan and metropolitan counties. However, within this pro-
gram area, per capita outlays for public assistance, social security, and
rehabilitation were higher in nonmetropolitan counties ($505) than in
metropolitan counties ($481), reflecting the higher incidences of the
poor avd aged population in nonmetropolitan areas. However, despite
the greater incidences of the poor and the aged, per capita outlays for
health payments and services hi nonmetropolitan counties Were lower
than in metropolitan counties. The metropolitan/nonmetropolitan dis-
tribution of outlays for manpower training and employment oppor-

Amities makes clear that such programs were still urban-orientcd,
largely as a carryover from the funding patterns of the1900's. Begin-
ning in 1975, the bulk of these funds ha ve been allocated on the basis
of statutory formulas which take the historical pattern into accomit
(on a declining basis) but also increase the emphasis on the relative

(XI)



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 major 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 metropolitan areas. payments from such programs are far
above the national average. In the North Central region. outlays were
low because of low defense and space outlays and low human resource
development outlays. Housing outlays were highest in the West mul
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 agriculture and natural resources ($49), whereas the urban-ori-
ented Northeast received the least ($.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 only 31 percent
of such outlays accruing to the West.

A,..ross counties grouped by recent (1970-74) .population growth
re.'.w, 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 i the declining metropolitan than in any other
group. and almost, $100 per capita !Yreater than in declining nomnetro-
politan counties. This can be explained in part by the large numbers of
people in declining metropolitan areas who qualify for pnblic assist-
ance payments and associated social services such fv. 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 outlays were highest in declining nonmetro
politan areas. On the other hand, housing outlays were highest in grow-
ing metropolitan countiesalmost twice as great as per capita outlays
for housing in growing nonmetropolitan areas. Outlays for agriculture
and natural resources accrned 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
lowest in growing nonmetropolitan counties ($195).

8



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 influence, 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 counties with 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.3 Social and economic characteristics of these county
eyoups 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.

'WHY otrrLAY DATA ARE USED TO MEASURE AVAILABILITY OF SERVICES TO
RURAL AREAS

As stated earlier, this report is in response to P directive to the
President to report annually to the Congress on the availability of a
broad range of government and government-assisted Services to rural
a MS. Because of the prohibitive cost and other technical difficulties
that arise when an attempt is made to determine the availability of
wrvices, this analysis looks at the extent to which Federal agencies
deliver services and resources to rural areas. Thi,3 reporting is linnted
to Federal services as opposed to services of all units of government
(town, county, areawide, State), Out this approach does give a general
idea.' as to the availability of services to rural areas. For a discussion
of other possible apprcaehes to reportMg on the availability of services
and the disadvantages of such approaches, see the Sixth Annual
Report

Ifines. Fred L. David L. Brown and John M. Ziminer. Social and Economic Charac-
teristics of the Population in Metro and Nonmetro Counties, 1970- Econ. Res. Serv., U.S.
Dept. Agr., Agr. Econ. Rpt. No. 272, March 1970.

(1)
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F COUNTIES WITHIN METRO AND NONM ET RO COUNTY GROUPS
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Sourca: Canso of Population, 1970, and Current Population Reports, series P-26.



FEDERAL oirrLAY DATA AND ell E CATALOG OF FEDERAL DOMESTW 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
Management and Budget. The CFDA program number for all matched
programs appears along with the distribution ,i)f outlays in the ap-
pendix -tables. These appendix tables present the distribution across
the rural-to-urban continuum for each prograM used in this analysis.
The CFDA number can be used to find each ?rogram's description of
objectives

'
types of assistance, use and use restrictions, eligibility re:

quirement wns, application and aed 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 programs -v.,:re selected for this analysis.* These programs
accounted for $266.7 billion (76.0 percent) of the totll Federal outlays
of $350.9 billion in fiscal year 19M. Numerous programs were omitted
for several reasons includina the following: (1) certain programs bad
unreliable data at the wilily level, usually stemming from proration
teclmiques which were judged to be inappropriate (such as certain
)rograms that are designed to assist particular groups yet whose out-

lays were proratc.d on the basis of the total population rather than the
target population) ; (2) outlays data for certain programs were not
distributed bevond the county of the State government (such as the
Vocational Eaucation Programs) ; and (3) outlays for certain agen-
cies, such as the Smithsonian Institution, do not accrue outside Wash-
in 'nton D.C.7rhe 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 :

General program tyim

Federal outlays, fiscal year
1975

Selected
programs Amount Percent of

number (billions) total

Human resource development 109 137.1 51.4

Housing 26 15.9 6.0

._,....Cornmunity and industrial development 69 26.9 10.1

Agricultural and natural resources 60 6.4 2.4

Defense and space 11 80.3 30.1

Total t 275 266.7 100.0

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 a common objective or characteristic. Thus, under the general

For a list of these programs (units of outlays appearing cm the Federal outlay tapes)
and their rucal-urban distribution, see appendix tables 1-5. In a few cases. such as for
NASA, unity, were collapsed. In a large majority of cases, the tape units coincide with
programs as they appear in the Federal Domestic Assistance Catalog.
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heading of human resnurce development, outlays were grouped for
public assistance, social security, and rehabilitation ($103.1 billion),
hean payments and services ($26.8 billion), education ($2.8 billion),
and manpower training 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 eitension service.

Outlays for housing were broken down by government agency : the
U.S. Departments of Agriculture, Housing and Urban 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.

DISTRIBUTION OF FEDERAL OUTLAYS

METROPOLITAN AND NONISFETROPOLITAN nisTanwTrox

In 1974, the U.S. population ,-as 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 nonnietropolitan countiestotaling $1,305 in metro-
politan counties, compared with $1,148 in nonmetropolitan counties
(table 3). However, tbiz. distribution across all selected outlays resulted
from including defe:-;., rimd space programs which. accrued predom-
inantly to the more ?f.lban counties. Per capita outlays for defense and
space were over twice as great in metropolitan areas than in the more
rural counties of nonmet apolitan America (figure 1).
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Program type

ILI

Metropolitan (percent of Ili) Nonmetropolitan (pmcent of U,S,)

Total

(millions)

Greater Urbanized less urbanized Totally rural

Total

Adja. Nonaci. Adja. Monad. Adja. Nonad

Tolol Cora Fringe Medium lesser Total cent jacent tent jacent cent jacen1

Population, 1974 211,4

0 HOMO resource development:

Public assistance, social secrHt;, rehnbilitation........ 103,103.1

Health payments and servos,. 26,150,3

Education 2,759,5

Manpower training and employment oppoitumties...., 4,554,2

12.3

114

14.8

64.2

88.0

40.7'

40 5

45.!

35,1

46.6

:1.9 12,8

7..

10.5 10.0

31.6 8.2

29. 8 6.0

40.8 5.8

23,0 8,8 21.6 7,0 3.8 6,7 6.1 1.2 2.i

22.3 B.? 21.6 6.9 3,1 6.8 1.4 1,3 2.4

20.9 8,2 25. / 6.3 3,1 6.0 6.4 1,1 2.2

20.1 8.2 35,8 6.1 4,6 8,1 9,8 1.5 5.1

31,3 IPA 12.0 5.1 2.6 1,0 2.1 .3 .S

Total . 13,, 161.4 n.5 11,6 12.2 9,4

.1.nrie-",.nomotwrrewanwwwwooroprohm.
22.3 8.6 11.5 6,8 3,6 6.5 1.1 1,2 2,4

Housing: I

Department of Agriculture............ ... ,, ..... ,... 2,219.3 30.0 1.1 1,2 6.5 12,7 9,5 10.0 12.5 6.9 16.9 21.5 4.4 1, E

Department of Housing and Urban Development 5,325.3 90,3 50.6 31.3 11.3 29.1 10.0 9.1 3.3 /. 1 1.8 1.9 .2
r 1

to

Department of Interior 14.1 23.3 9.8 6.7 3,1 9,7 3.8 16.1 8.3 11.3 12.3 19.5 1.8 13,5

Veterans' Administration 1,36/.1 89.9 51.8 33.2 18.6 27.9 10,2 10.1 3.9 1.5 1.7 1.4 .2 .2

Total 15,921,4 81. 6 45.2 30.1 15,1 26,4 10,0 18.4 4.9 3.0 3,9 4.4 .8 1.4

Community and industrial development:

A.. mrN ra....w

Community development.... ...... ...... . 11,005.6 68.7 31.2 25.7 1.5 26,2 9.3 31.3 7.0 3,6 6,9 8.4 1.7 3,7

Industrial development 1,861.1 51,0 31.1 23.7 8.0 16.3 8.9 43.0 7.1 6,1 11.2 11.1 1.5 5.0

Highways 1,915,5 59.1 21,1 20.8 1.0 20.3 11.1 40,9 5,1 5.9 9,6 11.5 2.6 ti.E

Total 26,858,8 65,1 31.5 21 1 1,1 21 8 9,8 34.9 6.6 4.5 8.0 9.6 1.9 4.1

Agriculture and natural resources:

Direct Apiculture payments and cropland adjustment 156.2 15.1 2,4 . 2 2.1 6.6 6,1 84,9 5.1 6.5 19.5 21.8 6.1 18,3

Farm loans 2,846.5 15,1 3.5 1.6 1,9 7.6 10 81.9 1,1 1.9 20.8 29.0 5.1 14.9

Natural resources and conservation 2,621.2 44,1 21.9 16.6 6.3 12.1 8,5 55,9 6.1 9.1 9.5 19.1 2.3 9.2

Extension 214.4 53.6 26.8 23.0 1.8 15,0 11,8 46.4 11.6 6,0 9,2 11.1 2.7 i 2

Total 6,144.3 21.2 11,1 8.3 3.8 9.8 6.3 11.8 6.7 8.2 15.6 24,6 4,0 12.1

Defense and space:

Defense contracts.. 42,832.4 87,4 51.5 45.4 13.1 20.4 8,4 12.6 5.9 3.2 1,5 1.3 .2 .1

Delenso payroll 34 286.5 80.2 32,0 201 11.8 32.5 15.7 19.8 1.1 1.8 1.7 1.8 .3 ;1

National Aeronautics and Space Adimnrstration ..... 3,191 2 91,9 75,1 64.5 11,2 14,7 1.4 2.1 , 8 , ,5 , ..E

Total 80,118.0 84.7 41,9 35,4 123 25.4 115 15.3 6.5 5.1 1.6 1.5 .2 ,g

Grand total

I A major portion of these amounts are loan levels, nut outlays (see app. fable 2 lor housing program Source; Communily Services A(tministration,

detail).
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Program typo

TABLE 3,-PER CAPITA FERAL OUTLAYS FOR S PROGRAM AREAS, BY METRO AND NONMETRO COUNTIES, FISCAL YEAR 1915

(Dollars per capital

1.11.1.1.1.11
Metropolitan

Graaler

Nonmetroplitan

Urbanized less urbanized Totally turt

1....101.1 I .....11101 1161.10...

Oa. None. Adla. Nand. Adja. None

Total Total Total Core Nip Medium Lasser Total cent laced cent jacant cant jace

La

Human resource development:

m

Public assistance, social sent ity, rehabilitation.. ..... 188 481 416 533 482 413 IN 505 483 480 498 533 528

Health payments and services ........ ....... 12/ 131 142 170 81 115 118 115 114 103 114 121 114

Education 13 12 12 14 C 11 11 17 12 16 16 19 17

Manpower training and employment opportunities....... 11 26 25 31 10 29 25 9 16 15 3 7 5

Total. , 649 650 661 149 419 619 631 617 625 613 631 680 663

=1,1101.1INYI
.11ousing:

Oapartthent ol Agriculture__ 10 1 2 0 5 6 11 21 19 19 27 31 39

Department al Housing and Urban Development 25 31 31 34 26 33 19 9 I? 14 7 1 4

Depalman1 ol .............. (I) (I) (I) (I) (I) (I) (I) (I) (I) 19 (I) (I) (I)

Veterans' Administration 40 49 50 41 58 48 16 14 22 26 10 8 8

Total 15 85 84 81 89 81 86 50 53 60 44 19 50

C immunity and industrial development;

Community development 80 76 66 14 V 92 SS 91 8r, 16 83 100 112

Irnntutiial development S 7 7 8 6 6 3 14 9 14 IS 16 II

Highways.. 38 31 26 28 21 33 48 56 31 59 54 64 93

ToIal 127 IN 98 110

.........=...no.Ma10.0.1.=,101110.1.M

13 132 112 161 120 119 153 180 206 2

Ariculture and natural resources:

Direct apiculture payments and croplond adjustment 4 1 0 0 1 1 2 II 6 10 15 18

Farm loans 13 3 1 1 2 4 6 41 14 28 42 58 58

Natural NAN and conserval;on 12 8 1 1 6 7 12 25 11 30 11 36 24

Extension service 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 2 1 2 1 2 2

Total 30 12 9 9 9 13 21 19 N 66 11 111 103 1....
Delano and space:

Delenv contracts. 703 215 192 330 201 110 i 194 93 171 111 17 10 10

Delense payroll 162 180 128 111 150 230 ., 290 117 118 133 42 44 39

National Aeronautics and Space Admimstration 15 20 23 35 13 13 1 2 1 1 0 0

Total 380 445 447 413 370 420 . 196 210 349 505 90 85 79 '

Grand total 11 262 1, 105 1, 303 11132 1, 021 1, 210 1, 383 1, 148 1, 111 1, 393 990 1, 105 I, 10

less than 500, Source: Community SORiCes Adklrelin

Soure: CommuMv Services Administration.
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different across these three basic types of outlays which represent gov-
!eminent Servicesin the more conventional sense. Whereas outlays for
human resource development comprised three-fourths of this package
in both metropolitan and noninetropolitan areas, housing outlays were
relatively more important in metropolitan areas than in nonmetro-
politau areas. Conversely, community development outlays were rela-
tively; more important in nonmetropolitan areas.

AmOng the 10 rural-to-urban county groupings, the highest outlays
per capita across all programs were in core counties of greater metro-
politan areas. The high outlays accruing to these counties containing
the inner cities of major metropolitan areas 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 tho
same metropolitan areas were lower than for any other county group,
largely because of a low incidence of poor and aged population and the
lack of many major defense installations.

REGIONAL DISTRIBUTION

Per capital outlays across all selected programs were highest in the
West ($1,619) and 'lowest in the North Central region ($1,016) (table
4). This large interregional variation is due to differences in demand A
for lmman resource outlays resulting from populations with diffei*ig
incidences of poor and aged people; differences in population densi-
ties; and differences amongregions in the location of major defense
and space, installations. The Sortheast received the highest outlays for
human resource development ($700), largely because the region has
relatively more numerous major metropolitan areas, where the inci-
dence of recipients of income maintenance-type program benefits is
high. In these Northeastern metropolitan areas, payments from such
programs are far above the national average. In the North Central
region, outlays were low because of low defense and space outlays and
low human resource development outlays (fig. 2).

Housing outlays were highest in the West and lowest in the slow-
growing Northeast. Outlays for community and industrial develop-
ment 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 ($49), 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 avenige and in the West, oidy 31 percent.



TABLE 1. PER CAPITA FEDERAL OUTLAYS FOR 5 PROGRAM AREAS, BY LIS, CENSUS REGIONS, FISCAL YEAR 105

Im1111...0411 1011101...1/14=0.0'

Northeast North Ceritral South West

U.S. None Non. Nen. Nok
total Total Metro metro Total Metro metro Total Metro metro Told Metro motio.

Hanlon resource development:

Public assistance, social security, rehabilitation $181

Health payments and services 121

Education. 13

Manpower training and employment opportumlies 22

$509 $507

157 162

11 11

23 15

Total 749 100 105

Housing;

Department of Agrkulture.

Department al Housing arid Urban Oevelopment

Department al Interior

Veteran' Administration.

N=.=....a.

10 7

25 14

(1Ifi

Total 15 31

Community and industrial development;

Community development.. 80 76

Industrial development 5 7

Highways 38 21

Total
127 105

Aldcullure and natural resources:

Direct Agriculture payments and cropland adjustment 4 0

Farm loans
13 2.

Natural resources and conservation 12 2

usion service.
1 0

Tolal 30 5

Defense and space:

Delense contracts 203 226

Delense payroll 161 72

National Aeronaulics and Space Administration 15 4

Total
380 302

Grand total,. 1,262 1,118

allm.=.1.1.111.11411.

Iless than Kt

Source: Community Services Administration,

7

15

111

36

14

7

20

101

0

1

2

0

3

252

69

5

r25

1,170

17

$522

111

9

12

$459

115 ,

10

19

$419

113

9

25

$119

121

II
7

618

$196

111

15

20

642670 603 -------596

27 10 4 23 13

8 11 19 1 25

(110) I)33 (I)9 ( I)50

45 58 66 35 88

a

88 19 17 84 88

13 8 5 15 9

25 36 31 45 43

126 123 111 144 116

0 7 1 19 4

8 19 3 53 19

6 7 3 15 11

2 1 1 1 2

16 34 9 88 31

71 120 111 61 183

92 16 16 . 75 218

1 3 4 0 19

164 198 221 136 451

1,021 1,016 1,011 1,06 1,358

1182 $519 $490 $185

114 107 131 134

13 19 16 12

29 5 16 16

$506

122'

31

26

6i7.4F-E-658 785..4
5 26 11 I 38:

35 8 46 53 18

(116) SI3 8I5"121

111 49 130 143 83../1.11111111111

81 95 74 68 98

7 12 11 5 20

40 48 54 13 136

11 155 139 110 254

1 8 2 1 9

4 44 10 I /6
10 14 36 18 104

2 2 1 0

17 69 49 23 151

NI 121 331 396 96

316 13/ 261 183 113

30 1 11 51 4

568 258 636 130 211

1,166 1,181 1,619 1,663 1,444



PER CAPITA FEDERAL OUTLAYS FOR ALL
SELECTED PROGRAMS, BY CENSUS REGIONS,

FISCAL YEAR 1975DOLLARS
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FIGURE 2

DISTRIBUTION Br RECENT MIOWTII RATES

Per captia outlays in fiscal year 1975 were highest in metropolitan
counties that declined in population ($1,407) and lowest in nonmetro-
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 almost $100 per capita higher than in declining nonmetropolitan

1 8
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counties (fig. 3). Thie can be explained in part by the large numbers
of people in declining metropolitan areas who qualify for public as-

, sistance payments, food stamps, health payments such as medicaid and
medicare, and other programs for the economically disadvantaged. Per
capita community and industrial development outlays were highest in

.declining.noninetropolitan areas. On the other hand, housing outlays,
on a per capita basis, were highest in growing metropolitan counties

: almost twice as high as per capita outlays for housing in errowing non-
.- metropolitan areas. Outlays for agriculture and naturala''resources ac-

crued predominantly to declining nonmetropolitan areas, whereon a
per capita basisthey were over twice as high as in growin_g. non-
metropolitan areas. Per capita defense and space outlays were highest
in declining metropolitan counties ($473) and lowest in irrowina
nonmetropolitan counties ($195).

DISTRIBUTION BY PROGRAM TYPE

Human resource 'development
Selected human resource development outlays totaled $137.2 billion

in fiscal Tear 1975 and were comprised of payments for public assist-
wice, social security, and rehabilitation ($103.1 billion) ; health. pay-
ments and services ($26.8 billion) ; education ($2.8 billion) ; and man-
power training and employment opportunities ($1.6 billion) (table 2).
Individual programs are shown in appendix table 1.

On a per capita basis, lmman resource development outlays were
higher in metropolitan counties than in nonmetropolitan ones and
higher in the core counties of greater SMSA's than in any other county
group (fig. 4). Outlays were lowest in the fringe counties 'of the same
size 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 lowest in nonmetropolitan coun-
ties experiencing recent growth with net inmigration (table 5).

A disproportionme share of outlays of programs for income main-
tenance go to metropolitan counties. On the other hand, food stamp
outlays accrue disproportionately to nonMetropolitan 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, hi contrast to 68.5 percent for benefits from the-
Food Stamp Program (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 program provisions and the locat'on of potential recipients de-
fined by these provisions. The thnist of the HEW maintenance assist-
ance program, which is heavily weighted by payments Under the Aid
to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) program, is primarily
tarireted to female-headed households. In contrast, provisions of the
Fog& Stamp Program include no "household type" limitations, only
limitations on income and assets. Thus, the Food Stamp Program is
targeted to all persons with incomes and assets below specified levels,

19



many of whom are among 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 largo propor-
tions of persons in female-headed families, while in nonmetropolitan
counties, low-income people are much more likely to be the aged ormembers of families of employed male hcads.5 Outlays of the Supple-
mental Security Income Program accrued disproportionately to non-metropolittui areas (tM percent). This distribution is explained by
the disproportionat; share of older people in nonmetropohtan areas.

6 For more discussion of low.ineome (poverty) populations and the sources of Income oflow.luconie people in metromdltan and nonmetropolituu areas. see report cited in footnote 3.
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TABLE 5,PER CAPITA FEDERAL OUTLAYS IN fISIAL YEAR 1975 ACCRUING TO METRO AND NONMEIRO COUNTIES BY POPULATION CHANGE, 1910-14

. ..-

to

a

Declining

U,S, Mal 1910-14

ow.......

Human tosource development:

4 Public assistance, social security, rehablrlation. i188 i512

Health paymenis and itfliices 127 166

Education 13 11

Manower training and employment opportunities 22 31

Total.. 619 753

1..i.1

Housing;

Department of Agriculluie 10 I

Department al Housing and Urban Development.. 25 26

Department of Interior (1

3

'1 (1)

4Velmns' Administration 0 6
Total 15 61

Community and industrial development:

Community development 80 15

, Industrial development 9 1

Highways 38 29

Total ,, . 127 111

Metropolitan Nonmetrapolitan....... ..n.1./.
Growing 1910.14 Growing 1970-11

Net out. Net in

Total migration migration

11

1111 1116 113P

107 110 10o

10 10 10

13 27 21

582 593 511

- 11.00W

7 4 8

35 31 37

9

(S

5

I) (11 (

6

15)

Declining Not out. Net in.

1910-11 Total migration migration

,,,,,
101 SO 110

11 15 18

7 5 7

32 32 32

71-6- 117 118

Total

- 144.Inn ,, .41 , 1.

Agriculture and natural resources;

Direct agriculture payments and cropland adjustment... 1 0 I I 1

Farm loans 13 I 4 41 4

Natural resources and comervalion 12 7 8 5 9

Estension sort ice I 1 1 1 I.=.1. =1.
30 9 11 10 16

Defense and space:

Defense contracts 203 302 207 210 193

Defense payroll.. 162 111 205 191 209

National Aercnaotics and Space Administration 15 30 11 17 13...M.M. A. .MftYaMIM
Total.. 380 413 426 151 115

Grand total 1,262 1,107 1, 118 1, 241 1,235

Less than 50.

Source: Community Services Admini,liation,

1521 1502 1165 1510

120 115 105 117

17 17 15 17

3 II 5 12

Hi 641 590 656

.=1.1.1

23 21 18 29

1 9 8 9

9 5

0) (11) (115) (I)

39 52 55

92 91 81 92

19 13 12 13

60 55 66 53

110 159 162 159

31 8 12 7

92 32 . 15 30

22 26 16 28

2 2 1 2

141 67 14 66

113 89 100 17

184 101 110 90

0 1 2 1%M.10161.!=1=
298 195 211 178

1, 318 1, 111 11139 1,112
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PER CAPITA FEDERAL OUTLAYS BY RECENT
POPULATION GROWTH. FISCAL YEAR 1975

DOLLARS
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PER CAPITA FEDERAL OUTLAYS FOR

HUMAN RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS,
BY MAJOR CATEGORY, FISCAL YEAR 1975

DOLLARS
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Regionally, per capita outlays for public assistance, social security,
and rehabilitation and health payments and services were highest in
the Northeast ($509 and $157), reflecting the high incidence of !Tell,-
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ients of public assistance and related programs in the region. On the
other- land, selected education outlays, on a pet. capita basis, were high-
est in the nonmetropolitan South reflectino- the hio-h incidence of dis-
advantaged children there and the resulting flow of Title I education
funds.'; For the United States as a whole, of the $1.54 billion spent
under the Title I prop:nun, ;13.1) percent acemed to nonmetropolitan
counties. Reflecting the historical focus on metropolitan areas. man-
power.training outlays were, inghly oriented to such areas, with 88.3
percent accrumg to metropolitan counties. The use of objective for-
mulas, which began in 1.975, will result in a more equitahle distribution
nationally as prior year funding levels decrease in importance.

Outlays for public assistance, social security, and rehabilitation as
well as ihose for health payments and services were highest in declin-
ing metropolitan areas and lowest in growing metropolitan areas, re-
flecting the differences in composition of their respective populations
with respect: to age (as it relates to social security benefits) and pov-
erty (as it relates to welfare and health payments) (table 5).
H ousing

Federal influence in housing is primarily in the form of o.uaranteed
and insured loans. These are not Federal outlays, but represent Fuleral
influence in the housino. industry Ly' insurino. or guaranteeing loans
made by private investors. Some actual Federal outlays for honsing
result from Federal loans and grants from programs administered by
the Department of Agrieniture's Farmers Home Adminismnion, the
Department of the, Interior, the Department of Housing and T7rhan
Development (HUD), and the Veterans Admir istration.

In total, the selected housing outlays (the term "outlays" as used
here includes guaranteed and insured loans) favor metropolitan over
nonmetropoiitan areas. Metropolitan counties account for 81.6 percent
of all housing outlays while only 7:2.3 percent of the population reside
in these areas (table 2). On a per capita basis, metropolitan areas re-
ceived $85, compared. with $50 for nonmetropolitan areas (table 3).
Fringe counties of the greater metropolitan areas received the greatest
per capita housing outlays ($89) followed closely by medium and lesser
metropolitan areas ($87.and $86, respectively)."Despite the more rapid
growth of nonmetropolitan counties in contrast to metropolitan coun-
ties, per capita housing outlays to nonmetropelitan areas still lagged
belnnd those of metropolitan areas.

On a reoional basis, the West received thc highest Federal outlays
for housing ($130 per capita). ,The South ranked second ($88 per
capitrQ (table 4). With respect to recc.nt changes in population, grow-
ing metropolitan areas received the highest hOnsing outlays per capita
($101), while declining nonmetropolitan areas rt.teived the sinallest
amount ($39) (table 5). In both metropolitan cnd nonnwtropolitan
areas, growino- counties received the highest outl.:L.ys per capita. while
declining counties received the lowest. Howeverkrer capita housing
outlays in growing metropolitan counties were rGinost twice those it.
growing not tmet ropol itnn counties.
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As.figure 5 imliiates, 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 rela-
tively unimportant in metropolitan counties but comprising a major
portion of all Federal housing outlays in the more rural counties. In
the Most rural :oUnty groups, close to three-fourths of all Federal
housing outlays were administered through the Farmers Home Ad-
ministration. In Metropolitan counties on the other hand, 58 percent
of the outlays canie from the Veterans Adniinistration (VA) while 37
percent came frOMHUD : only 5 percent came from the Farmers Home
Administration. 1

The metropolitan/nonmetropolitan distribution of individual hotts-
ing- program outlays is shown in appendix talk: 2. Of the three largest
programsUSDA's low- to moderate-incom,, housing ($1.9 billion),
HUD's mortgag e. insurance for homes ($4.0 billion) , and VA's guar-
anteed and insAred loans ($,S.3 billion)"7--only the much smaller
Farmers Home program favored nomnetropolitan counties. The pro-
portion of the major guaranteed and insured programs in 1-itiD and
VA accruing to nonmetropolitac counties was 7.3 percent and 9.6 per-
cent, respectivey. On the other hand, 70.3 percent of the major Farm-
ers Home pro am accrues to, nonmetropolitan areas.

The three 4ollar eummItment figures represent the face value of loan! made during
the year.

PER CAPITA FEDERAL OUTLAYS FOR HOUSING,

BY MAJOR CATEGORY, FISCAL YEAR 1975
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PER CAPITA FEDERAL OUTLAYS FOR COMMUNITY AND
INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS,

BY MAJOR CATEGORY, FISCAL YEAR 1975
BOUM
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Community and indu8triai developnwnt
Outlays for community 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 metropoli-
tan/nonmetropolitan difference can be attributed to substantially
higher nonmetropolitan outlays for high /flys and industrial develop-
ment (figure 6). Higher nonmetropolitaA 9utlays for highways are
largely a function of the density of the popolation and large expanses
of space ; the higher outlays for industrial develoVinent indicate Fed-
eral efforts to promote more development and employment in non-
metropolitan areas.

Regionally, per capita outlays for comnmnity and industrial devel-
opment were lowest in the Northeast ($105) and highest in the South
and West ($140 and $130, respectively) (table 1). Outlays for iclus-
trial development are fairly evenly divided among the four rq;ions;
those for community development are slightly higher in the South.
Per capita outlays for highways are highest in the West ($54), fol-
lowed by the South ($43) and the North Central region ($36). For
the sparsely settled nomnetropolitan West, per capita highway outlays
totaled $113g- .over three times the national average.

The metropolitan/nonnietropolitan distribution of outlays for indi-
vidual programs is shown in appendix table 3. Of the selected corn-
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niunity development outlays of $17.0 billion, $6.1 billion was in the
form of revenue sharinf funds. Although revenue sharing funds are
allocated two-thirds to ocal governments and one-third to State gov-
ernments, these allocations are not shown separately in the Federal
outlay data. Thus, the metropolitan/nomnetropolitan distribution of
revenue sharing funds, which shows a metropolitan bias, is, in some
sense, misleading since a majority of State govermnenta are located
in metropolitan counties.
'Agriculture and .datara' resources

Outlays for selected programs of agriculture and natin7al resources
totaled $6.4 billion in fiscal 1975. These outlays went to direct agricul-
tural payments 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 primarq to nonmetropolitan
areas, which received 71.8 percent of the total vs. 28.2 percent for metro-
politan areas. On a per capita basis, metropolitancounties averaged $30
per capita-in outlays for agriculture and natural resources programs
compared R ith $79 for nonmetropolitan counties. For the totally rural
noninetropolitn counties not adjacent to an SMSA, these outlays on a
per capita basis wrtre $176 (figure 7). These figures are considerably
lower than in previous years because of a reduction in direct payments
to farmers.

On a regional basis, per capita agriculture and natural resource out-
lays_were highest in the West ($49) and lowest in the Northeast ($5).
Tifb- 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 and natural resource outlays were for
farm joans and direct payments. Declining nonmetropolitan counties
received more than twice the per capita outlays of greving nonmetro-

.
politan counties$147 compared to $67.

Appentlix table 4 gives the breakdown of agriculture and natural
resource dutlays by individual programs. Since fiscal 1917; the.T. has
been a large shift in the emphasis of agricultural programs. In fiscal
1974, $2.5 billion went for direct agricultural payments and cropland
conservation. In 1973, 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 ($145) as in nonmetropolitan 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 lowest .($198).
. In terms of population change; declining metropolitan areas received

the greatest outlays for defense and space, again suggesting major
installations in counties containing the inner cities of large SMSA's
which in recent years have lost population.

Appendix table 3 gives the metropolitan/nonmetropolitan distribu-
tion of more speeifie defense In. d space outlays.
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PER CAPITA FEDERAL OUTLAYS FOR AGRICULTURE AND
NATLIRAL RESOURCE PROGRAMS, BY MAJOR CATEGORY,

FISCAL YEAR 1975
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PER,CAPITA OUTLAYS FOR DEFENSE AND SPACE PROGRAMS,

.BY MAJOR CATEGORY, FISCAL YEAR 1975
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APPENDIX TABLE 1.-PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF FEDERAL OUTLAYS FOR HUMAN RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT IN METRO AND NONMETRO COUNTIES, FISCAL YEAR 1076

CC DA
Program name (igency) No. Type of assistance

Metropolitan (percent ef United States)

Nonmetropolitan (percent of United StItes)

Total

Urbanized Loss urbanized Thinly pop

Total
(millions)

Greater
Me-

dlam Lesser
Mja-
cent

Non-
adja-
cent

Adja-
cent

Non-
AO-
cent

Adja-
centTotal Total Core Fringe

HUMAN RESOURCE DEVELORMEN T-

WELFARE AND REHABILITATION

Department of Agriculture: Food stamp 10. 551
bonus coupons I (ENS).

Direct payarnts 54, 1Q4. 8 68. 5 38. I 31. 9 6. 2 21. 6 8. 7 31. 5 6. 2 4. 1 7. 7 '8. 6 1. 8

Department of Interior:
Indian social services (131A): .

Counseling 15. 132 AS 8 C 4..... .. 6. 7 21.2 2.7 1.2 1.5 11.7 6.9 78.8 & 9 9.2 11.8 20.9 2.3
Genera! assistance 15 113 Direct payments 48. 7 12. 9 I. 3 I. 8 0 8. 2 2. 9 87. I 4. 5 2. 7 5. 9 16. 1 1. 3
Welfare assistance 15. 103 .do 8. 2 16. 9 3. 8 3. 8 0 9. 4 3. 6 83. 1 5. 8 5. 8 5. 9 28. 3 1. 2

Total U. E 14. 3 2 2 i. 0 . 2 8. 7 3. 4 85. 7 5. 1 3. 8 6. 5 18. 2 1. 4

Department of Labor Unemplognent
insurance (ETA)

I, 453. 0 79. 2 38. 3 31. 0 7. 4 31. 2 9. 6 20. 8 6. 5 3. 4 4.0 5. 3 .6

Of
Veterans Administration:

Denendents indemnity and death bene- 809. 1 72. 6 39. 7 27. 7 11. 9 24. 6 9. 3 26. 4 6. 4 3. 9 6. 3 6.6 1. 2
Rs?

Pensions for widows and childrec ". .. .... 64. !05 Direct payments ...... I, 123. 3 73. 1 40. 2 27. 2 13.0 24. 0 8. 9 26. 9 6. 8 3. 9 6. 4 6. 6 1. 1
Veterans disability compensation -.6erv- 64. 109

ice connected.' -... , ..
do 3, 701. 3 74. 4 40. 8 28. 3 12. 5 42. 6 9. 1 25. 6 6. 6 3. 8 5. 9 6. 3 1. 0

Veterans disability pohsion-N6nservice 64. 104
connected?

..do I, 531. 0 70. 4 36. 6 25. 1 11. 4 24. 2 9. 6 29. 6 6. 8 4. 5 6. 9 7. 7 1. 3

Veterans educational assistanCt :.:,_ 64. 111 do 4, 091. 2 75. I 42 6 30. 7 11. 8 23. 6 8. 9 24. 9 6. 1 3. 8 5. 9 6. 2 1. 0
Veterans burial award and mi...eitmeous 2 158. 0 75. 9 44. 1 30. 5 13. 6 23. 3 8. 5 24. 1 6. 5 3. 4 5. 7 b. 8 . 9 .
Rehabilitation training for diss.,led vet-. 64. 116

erans? -
Direct payments,

AS & C training.
72. I 74. 2 39. 8 28. 0 11. 8 24. 8 9. 6 25. 8 6. 4 3. 8 6. 1 6. 5 1.0

Total 11, 485. 9 74. 0 40. 8 28. 6 12. 1 24. 1 9. 1 26. 0 6. 5 3. 9 6. 1 6. 5 1. 1

Radioed Retirement Board:
Social insurance, railroad workers:

Retired 3 3, 064. 6 69. 1 34. 6 26. 7 7. 9 23. 5 11.0 30. 9 7. 9 4. 6 6. 7 9. 8 1. 1
Unemployed 3 74. 3 68. 3 37. 0 28. 5 8. 5 20. 8 10. 5 31. 7 7.7 4. 9 7. 1 9. 1 1.0

Total 3, 138. 9 69. 1 34. 7 26. 7 7. 9 23. 4 11. 0 30. 9 7. 9 4. 6 6. 7 8. 8 1. 1-
See footnotes at end of table.
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APPENDIX TABLE 1.PERCENT DISTRIBUTION Of FEDERAL OUTLAYS FOR HUMAN RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT IN METRO AND NONMURO COUNTIES, FISCAL YEAR 1915Con limed

.....mwINI,m/m.161MMIIMIMIN.1.1111.1101.1rm.1.1.11!

Nonmetropolitan (percent of United Stites)

Metropolitan (percent of United States) Urbanized less urbanized Thinly populated

Greater Non. Non.

CFOA Total Me. Adja. adja. Adja. adj a. adja-

Program name (Agency) No, Type of assistance (millions) Total Total COI Fringe dium Lesser Total cent cent cent cent ,' cent cent

CiiI Smite Commia$ion: Civil service 6,979.0 11,6 13.8 30, 6 13, 3 N. 5 8,3 25.4 61 3.5 5,6 6. 3 1.3 2.

retirement and disability fund.'

EM01R1

Department ol Health, Ed3ation, and

Welfare (SSA);

SOU security:

Disability 'motel 13. 802 Dine! grants ....... 7, 626.5 68. 1 36, 9 27. 3 9. 5 22, 6 9.0 . 31, 6 7. 5 4, 1 7.7 8, 2 1. 5 2, G

fietiremot insurance 1 13 803 do 40 310 8 71, 0 10,5_30,.4._.10,1--211--8119'0"" 7. 4 3, 6 7, 0 7, 3 1 2 2, 5

Survivon insurance 1 11 805 .do li, 232,4 10.7 39, 6 21 3 11. 3 22. 5 8, 6 29. 3 7. 2 3. 8 1, 2 7.5 1.2 2,4

Special henelit, disabled coal miners I_ 13. 806 .....do. .... 930, 6 42.8 II 1 5.9 5, 8 23, 0 8,1 571 12. 0 5. 1 12,1 20, 5 2, 8 V
Supplemental ,ecni II,f mccnie. 13101 do 1, 236.0 64, 8 38.1 33, 3 1. 8 11, 9 8, 7 35, 2 5, 8 4, 8 8, 9 9, 8 2.0 3,9

Total. 61, 396,3 a 9 39. 3 294 9,9 22, 0 8.6 30. 1 7.3 3, 8 7. 3 ,7, I 1,3 2,6

'Depaitment of Health, Education, ad

Welfain (SE):

Public assislanceMainlenance assist. 13.161 formula grants

ance,1

5, N. 5 11.6

Handioapped early childhood assistance.. 13, 414 Project grants 11.0 18, 7

Child welfare mice)! 13 107 formula grants._ 11.5 13.4

DeRlopmental disabilities, basic sup. 13. 153 do

port;

323 71,7

Public assistance:

Social sei vice 1 13, 154 . .do 2, 041.1 11.3

State and local training. 13. 121 do, 46, 1 73,3

Rehabilitation services and. facilities, 13 116 do

basic support.

682.8 61.9

Work incenlives programs, child 13. 148 . ..do 69.3 11,1

Developmental disabilities:

Demonstration facilities and training... 13. ?60 Project grants 1,6 82,6

Special projectc 13 759 do 16,8 80, I

Vocational rehabilitation services, social 13.141 heel grantc...

security disability benetils.

82.3 61 4

Total 8,311.4 19, 2

4.1....1il14... 14.1.
54. 8 46. 2 8.6 19.8

37, 6 31. 3 6, 3 24, 1

IRO 32. 9 7,1 24, 3

35.0 N. 2 10. 8 25, 0

46.6 39,3 1.3 19.5

46, 4 31,6 8, 9 17. 9

34.5 22,6 11,9 V, 8

, 19.1 38. 9 10. 2 21. 8

54,1 17, 4 6.7 18.6

38.4 31.6 6.8 25,9

35.8 23, 9 11 9 23, 0

503 42. 1 8,6 20, 2

1.0

36, 3

9.1

11.6

11. 4

21, 3

26, 6

28, 3

4,7

6. 0

5. 5

7, 7

2. 1

6. 2

1. 2

3. 7

IL 2 21,1 5.1 3. 0

9.0 26.1 5.1 3, 4

9.6 32,1 1,3 4, 6

10.2 11. 9 1.8 3.0

9.9 11.4 16.2 .6

15.7 19,9 1.9 i 8

9.6 31, 6 7, 2 4.8

8.1 20. 8 5.0 3.0

I '

1 3,7 4. 5 1.3 1,5

3.1 3, 0 1.2 Li
5, 6 1. 1 1.9 2.4

6. 3 1. 3 1.1 2,1

5.4 6.1 1.1 2,C

5, 5 9. 0 1,2 1,1

1, 5 8. 4 1. 5 2.)

1 6 5,0 .9 1,E

0 .6 0' 0

2.4 5,0 1, 7 ,i
7, 4 8, 1 1.4 2,i

I, 5 5.3 1,2 1,
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RAUH PAYMENTS AND SERVICES

Community Sakes Administration: Com.

munity Ind Million,

24.1 65.0 28,5 24.5 4.1 '6.3 IL I 35,0 8.5

Department of RIO, Education, and

Welfare, Q1SA):

Crippled children's seroices I 13, 211 Formula and

plectra*.
Maternal and child health Carel 13 232 do

64, I

110.3

83.9

88,3

213

25,5

21,8

,. 22.2

2.9

3,3

42, 5

50,6

13,7

12.2

16, 1

11.7

9.1

9,3

Family planning proles . LI, 111 Formula grants N.1 89.8 393 33,9 5,9 40,2 9,1 10.2 6,3

Health maintenance organization mice., 13, 256 Project r7,:ints, GI

and direct loans,

contract!,

2,0 21,6 8.0 1,6 6,3 11,1 2, $ 78,4 10.3

Maternal and child health;

Research 13 231 Nect rants 6. 3 94. 3 81. 0 15.1 5,6 13,3 0 5,7 5,7

Training 13, 233 ,do 3,1 84,1 18,8 18.8 . 0 0,0 1.5 15,6 0

Health services 246,3 93,1 85.4 61,2 21,2 5,1 3.3 6.1 .6

Indian health lacilitios 51,8 25,9 .8 ,6 .1 21.1 4.1 74.1 1.0

Indian health oho! 13,228 Services, AS & C..,. 1.0 100,0 Ill 34,8 52. 2 13.0 0 0 0

Indian health 211.3 39.8 5,4 1.3 1.1 18.7 15.7 60.2 4.3

Health seriices development prOect 13, 220 Project rants

vents.

198 5 86,9 53,8 50.6 3.1 25,7 7.4 13,1 1,3

Migrant health grants 13 246 . do 20,3 12.5 11,9 10.2 1,7 35,4 25,1 27.5 117

Total 1, 011,2 15,9 48,3 32.6 8, 3 25.6 9, 5 24, 1 4.1

Veteran Administration:

Veterans domiciliary program 61, 008 Service! 50.1 46.0 19, 5 18.7 .9 16.7 9. 8 54:0 15,8

Veteran hospitilitation . 3,258.2 85,6 51.1 45.4 5,7 23,7 10.8 14.4 6,9

Total 3,308.8 85,0 50,6 45,0 5.7 23,6 10,8 15,0 7,1

Department ol Heallh, Educalion, and 13, 714 formula grants 1,349.0 14,4 19,6 12.2 7,4 17,7 7. 1 25.6 5.4

MUIR (SRS): Medical assistance pro.

yams,'

.....*41.wwlmaed.N=11=0.... INYM..0

0eParImeni ot Nei, Education, and

Wave (SSA):

Modicale hospital insurance 1 13,800 Dirac! paments 10, 317,2 71.4 43,1 33,7 9, 4 20,6 7.8 28. 6 6,9

Medicare supplemental medical insur. 13,801 ... do.

ance,I

3,766.6 13,0 44,3 35,1 9,2 20.1 1.9 271 6,7

Total II, 143.8 11, 9 43,4 34.1 9,4 20,6 7.8 28,1 6,9

See loolnotes at end of table.

9,7

0

0

.4

11,7

0

1,1

1.9

7,1

3.2

19.2

1,7

2.0

3.2

3.2

3.2

3.2

: 1 8,9 .8 3.

,

. 5 2.4 2.1 0

.3 .7 0 0

3 1.2 0 ,
12. 2 33.i 0 1.

0 0 0 0

15.6 0 0 0

1 4 ,1 .4 .

3.0 11.0 LI 40,

0 0 0 0

10.5 18.2 1.6 I&

3,0 3.3 1,9 2.

2,3 3.2 1.3 0

3, 8 5.7 .9 6.

1,7 11.2 0 0
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6. 2 7,0 1.3 2.
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APPENDIX TABLE 1.-PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF FEDERAL OUTLAYS FOR HbAN RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT IN METRO AND NONMETRO COUNTIES, nSCAL YEAR 1915-Coo11oud

Nonmehopolitan (percent of United Stales)

Metropolitan (percent ol United Stales) Urbarrizad Less urbanized Thinly popul

0.1.mormml

Greater Non. Non.

CNA Total --- Me. Adja. adja dja adja. Adja. a

Prop name (Agency) No, Type of assistance , (millions) Total Total Core Fringc drum lesser Total cent cent cent cent cent

Department of Health, Education, and

Welfare (SRS);

Comprehensive htiallh planning-ares 13.206 Project grants

wide grants,

ND manpower-Education inilialive 13.380 Project grants, con.

awards, tracts.

163

15.1

85,5 39.4

89. 2 72.7

35.4

57. 0

3. 5 34. 9

15. 7 13. 5

11. 2

3. 0

14.5

108

3.7

4.4

5.0

2 3

2.1

1.4

2. 6

1.9

.2

.2

Comprehensive health planning grants. :3 201 11.1 81.5 19.4 17.0 2,4 46.7 15.3 18, 5 9.8 5.2 11 2.2 0

Health service research and development 13.226 Protect grants, on.

grants and contracts. tracts.

110.5 92.0 52.0 47.4 4.6 33.8 6.3 8.0 2.2 4.8 0 .8 .2

Emergency medical service system re. 13 28 du

search,

6.4 86.4 44.8 44,2 6 20. 0 H. 6 13.6 .1 9.1 1.4 2.2 0

Total 162,9 90.1 50.5 45.15.4 32. 0 7.1 9. 7 3. 0 4, 8 .5 1. 2 .1
nnr.*ss-

Department ol Health, Education, and

Welfare, ether agencies;

Mental health (ADMHA);

Hospital improvement grants 13.231 Project grants 6.0 62,1 29,5 DI, 4 11. 0 N. 5 8.1 31.9 8. 3 9,1 10.9 9.6 0

Training grants.. 13.214 do 81.1 91.3 60. 2 54. 6 5. 6 20, 3 10.7 8,7 I.', 3.0 .6 .7 0

Children's seNice 13.259 rid 27.4 19.2 37.1 31.6 2.5 30.8 11. 3 20. 8 5.6 7.8 2.1 5.3 0

Community mental health centers 13.240 do 111.1 73. 2 33. 2 27.4 5. 1 24. i 15.7 .26.8 8.6 1.9 3.4 6.3 .4

Narcotic Addiction Rehabililatron Act 13.239 Direct payments,

contracts, Service,

Alcohol demonstration program 11 252 Project grants, CH

tracts,

Nog abuse;

154, 6

17.3

95.3 443

IL i 4.0

.

40.4

' 39.1

4,4 43.3

3. 3 20. i

7.2

1.0

4.1

21.5

2.7

1.2

1.6

6. 1

.2

3.3

.2

5.9

0

.6

Community service programs.. 13 235 do .4 100, 0 0 0 0 19.3 20.7 0 0 0 0 0 0

Demonstration program 53,254 PRO grants 1.0 1010 13.2 0 13.2 65,0 21.8 0 0 0 0 0 0

Special programs for tha aging1(0S).... 13.609 formula and projea 232.; 'A 4 19.0 11.3 1.7 54.0 16.4 10.6 6,7 11 .5 1.1 0

grants.

Img.16.1.1, IONIMOMINIIIIMIVIPM....11.011..MMIN.M1b=l1=
Total 711.6 85.7 34.7 30.1 4. 0 37.9 13.1 14. 3 6.0 4.0 14 2.6 .1

0001.114.1.1

EOUCATION

Dorlmeot el Inte; ior;

Indian education (BIA):

Adult ..
15.100 Training 39.5 25.7 10.8 9,1 17 13.0 1.9 71.: 12.4 2.8 7.4 23.3 1.4

Dormilory operations 15 169 Services 21.6 12,3 1.6 1,6 0 8,5 2,2 87,7 103 10,0 21,9 24.6 1.1

Federal sdals..' 15,110 iraining 69.9 25.1 7.6 1,1 .2 14.7 2.7 71.9 8.1 6.1 A 4 16.3 2.3
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COrdricts with Ind len school boards 15.105 Direct payments,

property use,

Assistinca to norrrederal schools 15, 130 ' Dirreot payments

M P e nd universities sm i j foot.....

Total

Department of Health, Education, mid

Welfare (Op:

Indio education, grants to lease.___ 13,534 formula grants

Emergency school aid bilingual project._ 13,528 Project Pits

Emergency school aid, grants to lege__ 13, 525 do

Emergency school ald Act, pilot program. 13, 526 .do

Child development-Head Start 13 600 Project grants

contracts,

Drug abuse education..... 13.120 .do

Education development:

CM opportunities 13, 121 Project grants

Urbanrurat programs . 13 505 do

Educationelly doprivt4 children-Lose_ 13. 128 Formula PL

Basic education opportunlly grants 13.539 Project grants..

Emergency school old:

Special programs and projects ..... 11 529 do

Special pro ftrns 13 532 do

Follow throug1 13 431 do

Indian education:

Adult Indian education 11 536 do

SpCial pro Ws and projects 13 535 do

Right torn Elimination of illiteracy.. 13.533 .do

Special programs for children with 13.520 Projects grants,

specilk learninf disalities. contracts,

Supplemental education centers and 11 516 Project grants

services, Mill projects, and pro.

grams.

Talent search 13.480 ..do

Upward bound. 13,492 do

Total

Department of health, Notion, IN Wel.

fart RE):

Education research ald development 13, 515 Project grants,

contract',

V. 3 RA

. 121 3281,17

226,1 21.5

1.6 112

1,6 100,0

66,2 80,6

11,4 61,3

413. 8 64, 1

1,6 98.5

1.8

5.3

. 1,531 9

131.8

11 3

5,6

41, 5

1 5

10,2

10, 0

1, 9

71,5

11,2

66.1

75,1

89.5

89.7

73.9

35,5

36,5

812

82.5

14. 3 70.1

5,8 1E3

10,3 13,7

2, 319.4 67.1

51,8 81,0

Veterans' Administration; Dependents edu 64, 111 Direct payments__ 151 7 73,3

cetional assistance.)

Department of Interior: Indian employ. 15,108 Project grants, 17. 8 56.1

mot assistance, AS & C.

See footnotes et end of bible.

1.7 1,7 0 1,6 2.4 17.2 10,4 5.2 113

145,85 11,86 8. 9

15.0

0 5 51 57881 151.84 10,10 120,11

7,0 6,5 .4 12.2 2.3 78.5 9.5 6,7 11.9

0 0 0 112 0 87,8 0 0 14.3

100,0 100,0 0 0 C 0 0 . 0 0

39,1 30.4 8.7 33.5 8.0 19,4 4 2 I, 5 7.5

21 1 26,0 2.1 21, 0 12.3 12. 7 1.1 3,0 9,3

31. 5 26,6 4, 9 22,0 11 6 35,9 7. 5 6, 8 7.8

16.9 61,8 15. 1 11.3 3,3 LI 0 1.5 0

48.1 48.4 0 11.4 146 253 0 5. 2 0

31.3 34,3 0 40,0 3.0 22,8 1,8 0 0

39,1 315 6. 6 19,1 1.9 33.9 4, 0 8,4

11 1 31.6 4. 5 22,2 10,9 21.9 7. 9 4.3 1.8

50.4 12.2 1 2 21.9 10,2 11 5 2. 3 41 1.8

51,9 549 0 23.1 113 10,3 6, 6 0 3,1

37,4 30,4 1. 0 23.7 12,8 21 1 5.1 1 5 4,5

16,0 14,0 2, 0 16.6 2.8 64, 5 4,4 7,2 5,0

17.2 11,2 14,4 4.8 63. 5 5, 9 8.$ 8,4

31,7 25.1 6, 0 343 140 19,8 5. 8 1.5

28,8 21,8 43.6 10.1 17.5 0.9 10. 5 .1

35.9 23.3 11. 7 2347 10,4 29.9 9,4 4.6 4.5

'42,2 31.4 4, 8 22,7 13.4 21,7 3.6 5.1 11

37,3 316 6.7 24,8 11.6 26.3 10 1,8 5,5

37.8 31.6 6. 2 20,6 8.8 32.9 6,6 4.5 7,8

65.5 56.5 9.0 118 5,1 ILO 1.5 .2 0

IMIMMIIIIN.1.1111...1iIMM...,

37.9 21,3 10, 5 b. 5 19 26.7 6.4 4.1 6.4

46,6 46.3 .1 6,5 3.5 43,6 7,6 12.7 3,6

19,5 4,7 29.9

2211 1,1 22501

217 2,2 24,5

30.6 1.0 39,0

0 0 0

3.3 ,11 2,0

9,1 5.9 3,1

10,0 8 3,0

0

20,3

11 0

9.3

6.7

.6

, 9

7.1

3.11

2,3 0 0

0

4.2 1.3 14

31. 5

16. 7

0,8

0

1,3 1,

10,3

5 2247

7 1.1

0

6,6 , 5 2,1

6,1 .1 1.3

9,0 1,5 3,5

wanmml=10

.10,3 0 0

6,7 1,1 2.0

9,2 .1 93
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APPENDIX TABLE 1.-PERCENT DISTRIBUTION or FEDERAL OUTLAYS FOR HUMAN RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT IN METRO AND NONMETRO COUNTIES, FISCAL YEAR 1915-Conlinuid

M.M7......wlmhw7n,arm WI11
Nonmetropolibn (percent ol United Slates)

Metropolitan (pond ol United Stales) Whanized loss urbanized Thinly ppulated

Creator Non. Non Non.

CNA , Total Me. Adja. RIO. Adja. adb Adja. adia.

Program on (Agog) No, Typo ol wit* (millions) Total Tobl Core Fringe km Lau :Tot3 l. ant ant coot cent ant cent

MANPOWER TRAINING AND EMPLOY.

MENT OPPORTUNITIES

Department of labor

CETA title I, comprehensive manpower 17.232 Formula and

PA). project grants.

CETA title II, publlc employment(ETA)... 17.232 do

CETA lib 1111 special federal manse 11.232 do

(ETA),

CETA title IV, lob Corps (ETA) 11,232 do

CETA title VI, emergency Jobs piogram 11.232 .do

(ETA)

Older American: ammunIty service

employment

Wok incentives program

Placement service: (ETA)

Total

11915, $ 89,6

wM4d.MMMbh..M

42,8 31.1 5.7 31,9 12.0 10.4

NNW MM4M.11141M=.1

5,2 9..5 .4 2.0 .1

642, 3 86, 6 513 15, 5 6.2 iii 9 t. 0 13.4 63 3.3 I, 4 . 5 1.3

244,5 84.0 55.0 503 4.3 19.7 9.2 16.0 3,1 2.6 2.5 3.0 .3

166.0 ILO 52.4 10.0 12.4 27,5 1 0 19.0 1,4 .2 3.1 4.9 .6

811, 3 92.1 53.1 46.0 1.1 21, 9 10. 0 7,9 4.9 I. 4 .4 .8 0

12. 0 99.9 99, 6 99.6 0 . 3 C .1 0 0 0 .1 0

129,8 51,0 32.4 32.2 .3 50.6 8.0 9.0 6,4 1.8 .3 .6 0

193.6 82.6 11,1 37.6 3.8 31. 5 9.7 17.4 5.8 4.1 2. I 4.8 .1

41416.1

,
811.3 46.8 41.0 5.8 31.5 101 11,7 5,1 2,5 1.0 2.0 .3

,1

A

.6

43

8.8

.4

0

78



ACTION:

foster Indolent, program 72,001 POO vat

!Wiled Senior Volunteer NOVO 12 002

Senior Compankin mum 12,008 do

28.1

15.9

1,6

79.7

61.2

14.0

28,8

32,0

59,0

21.1

22.1

59,0

Total
15,6 14, 1 31, 0 24,7

Community Services Administration:

Older persons opportunities and MICH. 491010 Project giants,

contracts,

Summer Youth Corps ............... ......

7.4

16.6

55, 5

95.1

28,1

50,9

24.1

44.2

Total 24, 0 02. 9 43,9 38.2

Department ol Hon, Education, and Wel.

fare; other agencies:

Community sakes training granls(SRS). 13,768 Ned grants ...... 8,9 90,7 51,3 47.7

Manpower training and development, 11,915 6,5 98,1 18,7 17.9

Instilution trebling (OE).

Youth dealopmcnt awl dolloping pre. 13,610 Project grants

vention (04

Manpower training

4,2

12

89,9

99,9

55,1

99,9

123

99,9

Total 20,8 93.4 55.8 49.8

Grand total
131,116.6 12, 5 41,6 321

4,7

9.6

0

6, 3

3.4

6,7

5,7

31,1 16.8 203 5, 3 5,0 4.3

22,0 10.2 35.8 7.3 6,6 6,3

9,1 5.9 26,0 7.1 3,5 0

29, 0 14, 1 25,9 6. 1 5, 5 1.8

17.1 10.2 44, 5 8.0 9,4 10,0

35,5 8,7 4,9 2,6. .8 .1

29.8 9,2 17,1 4.2 3,4 3.1

3.6 0 2,2

1245 1,2 1,8

0,0 110 7,2

6,7 , 6 2, 2

13.5 1,0 2,6

.9 0 ,5

4,8 .3 1,2

6,5

1,8

12.8

0

5.9

9.1

25,8 10.6 9,3 2.3 5,1 .4 1.6 0

26,1 21,3 1,1 1.6 0 0 .3 0

25,1 9.0 10,1 0 3,2 1.2 1.5 J

0 0 .1 .1 0 0 0 0

24.2 13.3 6,6 1.5 2.8 .4 1.1 0

22.3 8.6 21.5 6. 8 1,2

0

0

1.2

0

.2

-5

.........
ITo obtain city estimates, the county lips ate prorated on the basis of the portion of the popula.

tion In the city relative to the county population.

3 Ths technique mates oullays to localities on the has'', of the fraction of the states !gill

group popubtlou in a county or city (e.g., recipient of a specific service, Stale employees, veterans).

!Stole totals based on statistical bbulatbns derived from inonthly actounting totals:city and county

totals prolicled from December payments of prior fiscal year to arrive al futiler blab; records of

city and county payment distribution maintained on ZIP code basis,

'State totals are hoed on average monthly annuities applied to the national figwe, Proration to

counties end cities is based on population.

AS & C.advisory services and counseling,

37



APPENDIX TABLE 2.-PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF FEDERAL OUTLAYS FOR HOUSING IN METRO AND NONMETRO COUNTIES, FISCAL YEAR 1915

Program num (Agency)

ROUSING

p,tiontopolilin (percent of United States)

Metropoldan (percent of United Stales) Urbanized Less urbanized Thinly popuhted

Greeter Non. Non. Non.CNA Total _......._ me.
Adjs. Al. Adla adjs. Alija. adios

No, Type of assistance (mi(lions) Total Total Core Fringe dium Wel Total cent cent cent cent cent cent

NINO of Aviculture (FmliA):

Rural solf.halp housing *kat assist. 10.420

SICO,

Se Melo housing landdeveloprnantloans 10,411

Very low income housing repair low 10, 411

Farm labor housing loans 10 405

Low to moderate Income housing 10, 410

Rural housing site loans 10 411

Wel rental housing loans. ......JO, 415

Farm labor housing pants 10,405

TOL

-=,
Prole vents...r... 55,7 30,1

Direct and ill .2 0

loans'. ,

01 loans......
protect 11114101

loans.

Gi loans 1,901,7 293

Direct and GI loans.. 2, 0 32,7

GI loans 192.4 30,7

Project vants, GI 9.0 72.9

loans,

4, 3 9,7

8,1 48,1

2,219,3 I 0

3.8

0

3,8

0 0

25,1

0

1.8

0

2.0 ,1 1.9 4.1 3.7

0 0 0 31 5 16,7

1,7 1,2 6,6 It 3 9.7

0 0 0 0 2 7
8.2 1.6 6,6 14.8 7,7

0 0 0 35.2 37,7

1,7 1,2 6,5 12.7 9,5

69.3 51,2 3.7 4,8 8.5 0 1,2

100.0 100,0 0 0 0 0 0

90.3

51.9

70.3

67.3

69,3

27.1

70,0

el 5.6 23.0

3.9 23,5 2.4

12.S 7,0 16.9

21.6 7,8 1,2

11.3 6.1 18,3

21,1 0 0

12.5 6,9 16,9

30,3 5.9 211

16.5 2.2 3,3

21, 6 4,5 7.8

36,9 0 0

11,1 4,0 7,8

0 0 0

21.5 '4,4



Depertmentol Housini and Urban Ooelo

root (NPMC):

llortme insure* lot:

Homes for ccrh'ied valorons.......... 14318 GI ......
Pmperty improvement loos . 11,112 .do, .

hail renewal ...... 14,139 do

Cooperative housInginvestor sponsored, 11, 124 .do

1LP Nursing homes and relatad care 11,129 .....

Renhl homes . . H. 131 .do.,

Rental housing for the 11, 139 .do .

MbItrfaiIy rental housing. 14, 151 do..

Flouting In older decliMng Ms 14, 123 .do

Low.moderate income housing-mar 11, 131 ....do,

ket interesterate,

Projects with 2.year operating losses

Construction or rehabilitation ol con 11,112 GI loans

domlniums.

Interest reduction pnymells-renlal 11, 103 Direct payments,

and cla.op housii-low.incorne GI loans,

families,

Interest subsidy-acquisition and re. 11,101

habilitation of kill% lor resale to

lo1v income families.

, Total ...... .......... .....

Department ol Illiarior (BIA):

Indian housing improvements........... 15, 116 Project grants_
Indian housing developments__ 15,115 Training, AS &

information,'

Total

Veterans' Administration:

Veterans guaranteed and insured loans_ 61,111 GI loans

Veterans direct loans and advances,. _ 64, 113 Direct loan

4, OIL 1 92,1 50,1 38,0 12.4 319 10.4

661.6 19,3 50,5 33,4 17,0 21,1 7,7

5.2 92,1 51,8 518 0 10.6 0

5 100,0 100,0 100, 0 0 0 0

10,8 88,3 11,1 36,7 10.5 23,6 17, 6

26.0 91,4 85, $ 63, 3 22, 2 1,9 7,0

9,0 100,0 101 0 61, 7 38.3 0 0

.8 100.0 64.1 61,1 0 23.9 12,1

6.1 100,0 100.0 100,0 0 0 0

193.0 88.1 V. 2 18,3 23, 9 29,1 16.8

1,7 80,1 NI 13,3 66, 1 0 0

8, 9 93,5 55, 6 38,7 16, 9 21,5 16,1

299.8 81.1 54, 3 43,1 10, 5 25.6 4, 2

.3 13,5 0 0 0 13,6 0

5, 325.3 90,3 50,6 37,3 13,3 29,7 . 10,0

Nam '
7.9 27.8 11,1 9,5 1,9 11,9 4,5

61 17,6 7.8 3,1 1, 7 1,0 2.8

14, 1 23,3 9, 8 6,7 3.1 9,7 3. 8

9, 296, 5 OA 52.0 33.3 18.7 28.4 10.3

65.2 ',12, 3 21,5 24.3 3,6 2.4 2.0

8, 362,7 89,9 51.8 33, 2 18,6 27,9 10.2

15, 921 1 81,6 45.2 30,1 15. 1 26,4 10.0

Total ....... ....... .

Grand total.

1 GI loans oguaranteedlinsured loans; AS & CzadVisory services and counseling,

7.3

20,7

1,6

0

11,7

2.6

0

0

0

11 9

19,5

3, 5

15, 9

26,4

9,7

12,2

1, 4

2.7 1,9 1, 3 1.2 .1 , I

5,6 3.5 1,2 Z .6 1,5

0 0 0 .6 0

0 0 0

0 2.7 .9 9 1.6

1.2 0 0 1,

0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0

4.7 1.4 3, 5 .3

0 8,2 IL 7

6, 5 0 0

6.6 3.3 ?, 8

0 26,4 0 0

3.3 2.1 1,8 1.9 .2 ,3
..1..1FP114P I. II ww.P1.......=01IM.1M

76,7

9,6

67,7

10,1

18,4

8,5 8,8 12,1 22.7 3.2 16,1

8,1 14.5 12, 2 15.3 0 32, 3

8.3 11.3 12.3 19.5 1, 8 23,5

19 2.5 1.7 1.2 .2 1
9.7 7.9 13,4 28.4 2.6 5,1

3, 9 2.5 1.7 1,1 .? . 3

4, 9 3,0 3.9 4.4 .8 1,

...............n.........== ....mwwwm... oiramomm



APPENE

Program

COMMUt
I

COMMU

Department of
Water and 1

rural comn
Rural commi

(FS).
Water and se
Rural MHO
S. & E., FmH
S. & E., REA
Community I
Water and w
Recreation ff
Rural Electril
Rural telephi
Indian tribm

(FmHA).

Total..,

Oapartment of
Economic d

works it
Grants anc

develop
Appalachian

(0/3).
Appalachian

assistance
Economic de

District op
Special ix

justmen
State and

plannie
Support ff
Technical

Regional eco
(RAFC).

Total...



TABlE 3.-PERcENT DISTRIBUTION OF FERRAL OUTLAYS KIR COMMUNITY AND INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT IN METRO AND liGNMETROCOUNTIES, FISCAL YEAR 1975

ma (Agency)

.=
Nonmetropolitan (percent of United Slates)

Metropolitan (percent ol United States) Urbanized Less urbanized Thinly populated
.1.101.10111...11. ORM. OWNI*1.....=1/00.

Greater Non Non Non.
CNA . Total Me Adja. 40.0. Aola. adja. Adja. adjs.

No. Type of assistance (millions) Total Total Core Ringo diurn Lessor Total cent cent cent cent cent cent

f AND INDIISTRIAl

ELOPMENT

1 DEVELOPMENT

iculture;

e disposal systems for 10.418 GI loans, project

'ties (Fm11A). grants.1

f fire protection grants

grants (FmHA)

bank loans (REA) 10.852 Direct loans

'dies loans (FmlIA) 10.423 GI loans

disposal loans (FmNA)...10. 418 . do

ty loans (FmlIA) . 10 413 do

ion loans (FmlIA)....... 10.850 do

leans a (Fmliti) 10. 851 do

I tribal corporation loans 10 421 do

opment (EPA); Public 11.304 Project gralt

projeCt3,

ins for public works and 11.3011 Preject wants,

facilities, direct loans,

11 developmental distrkt 1

Ate resource technical

),1).

ipment (EDA);

ional assistance 11306 Project grants .....
mk develoment and ad- 11.307 ......
sistance.

il economic development 11.305 .. do.

fanning organizations. 11 302 . do

stance 11,303 Project grant%

Infotmation

ik development program

$155. 8 24.1 4.4 1.3 3.1 11.9 7.7 75.9 8.7 4,9 23.6 22.6 3,9 12.2

3, 3 93. 6 87.4 473 39.7 2.5 3. 7 6.4 0 6. 4 0 0 0 0

19.4 17.0 0 0 0 13.0 3.9 83.0 16.9 43 19.5 13.4 8.1 20.5
160.2 22. 6 7.7 .3 7. 3 10. 9 4, 77,4 12.6 4.0 22.7 15.4 6. 5 16.2

117,2 38.4 15.6 13,9 17 12.7 10, 61.6 6.9 7.6 14.5 20.2 3.4 9.0
15.9 89.2 72,5 70.7 1.8 8,5 8, 10.8 1.4 4,2 2.3 2.1 .5 .4

199.9 22.3 8. 8 1, 2 7. 6 U. 4 2. 77.7 3,5 12.9 29, 2 23.8 3.2 5,1
468. 8 38. 5 6,5 2.4 4, 1 18,0 14, 61.5 8.4 4.1 19.3 19.0 3.0 7.8

.7 55.9 20.2 0 20. 2 28.1 7. 44.1 3.6 0 0 39.1 0 1,3
1906,3 22.1 10,9 .7 10.2 4.8 6,4 71.9 '4.9 6.6 18.5 27,0 7.2 13.6

399. 9 28.1 6.7 .6 6. 2 12.3 9,0 71 9 7, 5 1. 8 19. 7 18.1 7,9 173
9. / 41.4 0 0 0 0 41 4 58.6 .4 2, 6 15.5 203 0 19.4

3,457.3 26.1 9.7 1.7 8,0 8.8 7,7 73.9_ 6.2 _5, 9 19,6 23.5 6.1 123

15. 5 44, 1 14. 8 13.6 1,3 26. 8 2. 4 55.9 6, 0 5.0 13.1 12.7 1.7 17.3

136.6 31,0 14,2 112 3. 0 16,0 6.7 63,0 6,7 1,3 16,5 20,7 2,5 9,4

1,5 19,8 1 2 .3 2.9 10.5 6,1 80.2 7.8 3.0 20.5 113 9.0 20.7

5.4 72.9 25.7 18.3 7.5 36.1 11.0 27.1 9,6 17 4.4 7, 4 0 1.9

.8 19.9 0 0 0 12.1 7,8 80.1 133 23.9 12.0 22.9 3,5 4.6
383 41,7 7.3 5.8 1 5 22.8 11.6 58.3 411 .7 8.3 6,8 0 1.3

8.1 84.9 36.9 32.2 4.7 39.5 8, 5 15.1 7.4 3.2 .7 2.6 11 0

3.3 23. 3 3.6 3.1 .5 16.3 3,4 76.7 5.4 7.5 9.4 24.7 3.0 26,8
9,3 79.9 49.5 44.5 5.0 21.8 8.6 211 5.6 7,7 1.4 3,5 .5 1,5

6,6 20,2 0 0 0 12,2 7.9 79,8 11,5 5,4 29.1 30.4 1.7 1.7

228.8 41 4 14.8 12.0 2.8 19.2 7.5 58,6 12.7 5,7 13.8 16.5 2,0 IL&



Deparimen1 of Mk Eduction, and

Welfare;

lth focillk collodion grants 13320 Project grants 66.7

(URA).

Center for hose controlInvestigation, 13,213 Training, AS & C 181

surveillance and techMcal askance information, l

(CDC).

Urban rat conhol (CDC)......... ....... 13.261 Poled grants 12,5

Total 151, 4

- ,

Veterans' kIrrilnistration: Construclion of 119.6

hospitals and health facilities,

Appalachian Regional Comminion:

Appalachian vocational education facili, 23,012 Piciject grants 21,6

lies and operations.

AppAchlan regional development 23.001 ........... ....... ., 23, 3

Appaishin supplements to Vents in 23, 002 formula vonls..... 39,6

aid(SRS),

t I ......IME

Tot 14,6al

Deportment al Hosing and OrbooDevelop.

men!:

HospiblsMortgage insurance (HPMC).. 14. 128 GI loans 96, 1

Modal cilias (CPO) 10,1

Community development block grantsi 11, 118 Route grants 2,010.6

entitlement grants (ID),

Total

61.1 43, 7 41,0 2,7 17.5 5.9 32,9 3,1 3,3

94,0 86.9 V. 8 59.1 4.9 21 6.0 : 2,1 3,4

99.1 50.5 50,0 .5 48, 2 .3 1 .0 0

81,0
,

65.1 35,2 M, 5 13.1 3.1 11,0 2.6 3,1

90, 8 68.5 61.1 .9 143 7.5 9, i 53 .6

61,6 76,1 26,1 .0 44,9 15,8 12,4 12.4 0

15.1 13, 0 3.3 9,6 48.5 13.1 20.9 13.1 .4

49. 0 5.4 4.3 1,1 31. 2 12,4 51.0 10,4 8.1

66,0 13.0 9,8 3.2 39,4 13.6 3t0 113 i 9
a......

83.1 29, 3 29,3 u 92.0 2,1 16, 6 0 3.1

89,9 11,4 69. 5 1, 9 15.0 3.5 10.1 1.3 3,1

81,5 46.9 41.5 5.4 29, 1 11, 2 11,5 1. C 3,5

7,0 12.3 .1 1.1

.1 0 0 0

0 0 0

3, 0 5.2 0 3,1

1,3 1,6 0 0

I

0 0 0 0

7, 8 2. 5, .4
.

9,6 18,6 1,0

6,1 9.4 1,1 1,:
*.m.......

1. 6 4. 1 0

2.7 3, 1 0 0

13 2. 5 0 0

,......MINIIIdyiWnlm..MOIIIMMY.M41.14.1..1.1=11MMilm.,..

1,111,4

frostily Department; Fiscal assistance to ..,.. ....... ... ,...... 6,129, 6

Slate and total governments.

ACTION;

SCOREICE II. 005 AS & C .....
ACTION cooperative volunteer program.. 12.007 AS & C HIVICes.....

National student volunteer program 12, 005 AS & C service,

training.

.4

.8

, 3

Volunteers In servke to America 72,003 Service, AS & C 21.8

technical assist .

anal training,

cinoseling,

1otv .... ............. ...... ................. ......... 234

Convno ces Administration:

Community 'gnomic devetopment 49,011 Project grants ..... 336.4

Legal services. 49.008 do 31. 9

Communiti action .............. 66.7

NI. 141.0

81,1 46,9 41,8 9,1 29.9 10.6

1 1 33, 1 26.4 1, 3 31, 3 1.0. 6

99.8 92,9 92,8 0 1 r.,1

98.2 89,8 89.5 .3 6.2 2,2

100,0 100.0 51,8 42,2 0 0

96. 3 86.2 85, .8 7, 5 2.6

96.5 .86, 6 85.4 1.2 7. 2 16

75.5 47. 6 13.7 3, 8 20. 3 7,6

10. 1 42. 0 42, 0 0 5. 3 22, 1

92,1 67.0 61,4 5.1 19,2 5,11

113 51.0 46.2 3, 8 18.8 8,1

11,6 4,4 3,5 2.0 2,6

21,3 6.7 3, 0 I, 3 4, 9

.2 0 0 0 .2

1.8 1,3 , 3 0 .2

0 0 0 0 0

3.7 1, 9 .6 .2 .6

1 5 1, 8 , 6 . 2 .6

0 ;
.8 Li

0 0

0 0

0 0

..1.Isme.....1n1.11.110.1=i1MMy

24. 5 5.1 1.2 5, 6 7. 5 .6

29.9 .4 9,3 5,4 14,0 0

1, 9 1,8 2,6 , 3 1,0 .2

22.4 4.2 4.4 4. 8 7, 1 5

1,1

,/
LC

1,1

IM,MI.M.71,



APPENDIX TABLE 3,PERCENT DISTRIBUTION Of FEDERAL aTLAYS FOR COMMUNITY AND INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT IN lip BO AND NONMETRO COUNTIES, FISCAL YEAR 1915-Cont blued

04611.MarryibM

Program RIMS (Agency)

Metropolitan (percent of Med Sta to)

Greater

CFDA Total -- Me.
No, Type OfilsistinCe (millions) Total Total Core Fringe km Lesser

Nonmetropolitan (picot 01 United States)

Wad Less urbanized, Thinly populated

Non Non. Non.

Adja. adja Adja. adja. Adje. idja.

Tod cent cent cent cent cent cent

EiwIronmant3I Protection Agency;

Air pollution control program grants 1 66, 001 Project grants 51.2 91, 9 35, 3 28, 1 6. 6 13,1 13. 5

(AWM).

Construction grants for wastowater 66, 418 31 511.: 81. 0 43 2 34.4 8. 8 29.3 8. 5

treatment works' (NM).

Total 3, 562.3 31.2 43, 1 34. 3 8. 29,5 8. 6

Small Buiness Administration:
7--

Physical disaster loans 59. 003 Direct and GI loans.. 222.5 62. 5 25. 9 15,5 10.4 : 27.0 9. 6

LON to State and local. development 59. 013 .do.. 46,8 58,5 29. 0 22.1 6. 9 1 19.6 9, 9

companies,

S I E, $mall Business Administration 108.6 96.8 75.9 71.8 4, 0 16,6 4,3

Total 371, 8 11.9 40.6 32. 5 1.1 23,1 8. 1

Department of Interior,

ConstructionElementary, sectodary, ....... .....
and vocational schools (8 I A).

Indian 'accounting services for tribes 15. 129 AS & C, information

(BIA), traiMng.

Indian law enforcement systems (BIA) 15 131 do

Operation and maintenanco, Indian

irrigation systemsArea and regional

development (BIA),

Indian tribal government operations 15. 102 AS & C service

(BIA),

Outdoor recreationAcquisition, devel. 15.100 Project grants. ,

opment and planning (BOR),

Man loans, economic development 15. 124 Direct loans, services,

(BIA),

30, 1 63 9 3, 1 3, 1 0 593 1. 3

2.4 46,4 20 24.0 5 11,1 1.9

11.2 22,1 12,3 19 6,4 1,8 2.1

5.1 36,6 0 0 0 .4 30.2

9,6 41,2 25,7 11,9 1,8 9,9 5,6

181.3 61,3 29,1 16,1 13,1 23,6 7.9

1.6 20.4 19,6 15.1 4, $ 9 0

Total.. 249.2 51.0 21,5 13. 8 10,1 25.5 7. 0

INDUSTRIAL DEVLIPMENT

Department of Agriculture:

Industrial development Fonts (F mliA).., 10.424

Business and industrial development 10. 422

loans (FmNA),

Nonfarm enterpdse loans (FmNA)....... 10. 401

4

Project pt.__ 13,1 10, 5 3, 3 1. 5 1.9 5.0

GI loans 346,8 15. 2 3,8 . 6 3. 2 1.6

do......... 6,6 11.6 3.4 0 3.4 9.0

166, 7 15, 2 3. 8 . 6 1 2 4,7

6.2

6.7

5.3

6.7

6. 1 6, I , 8 2 6 0

19. 0 I. 9 2,1 2.4 3,4 .3

.....1.4.ar

Ii

, 9

11.1 9.6 2.1 2, d 1 .3 .8
1

31, 5 11.1 1, i 7.5 `, 9.5 .1 3,6

11.5 6,4 7, d 1. 6 11. 0 1. 2 1.1

3,2 1.3 1.4 0 .5 0 0

28,1 8.1 7 5.5 5. 5 .6 2.7

1 1 I/. 7 3, 5 6. 9 5. 5 1. 9 5.

53,6 5.6 10.4 11.7 11,3 0 7.1

17,9 1,4 113 1,6 30,9 11 20,1

63.1 13,1 11,5 .5 31,0 0 1.3

58,8 5.1 9,8 8.6 21.1 1.1 12.2

383 8.0 1,2 10,9 9,4 1.8 IA

19,6 2.9 25,0 .8 41,6 0 9,2

43,0 8. 2 5, 8 9.6 12.1 Li 5,1
...blaMI.M....14..WM,. M.4% ..,y1w/MpFNMal

85.5 103 7,0 24, 0 29.6 4,8 9.1

84.8 10.4 11.4 31,7 19,0 3.0 9.4

82.1 16,7 5.5 15.4 13. 0 1.6 19,2

84, 8 10. 5 11, 1 31, 1 19,4 3.0 9,6



Department 0' Commerce:

Busk t01111110-Sorvicos ind Wm. 11101 Inlormalion, AS & C.

(DIBA),

Monty business enterprise-CoordMo. 11,800 NBC! grants,

lion, monomial, and lechual AS & C inlorma

essistonce (0118E). lion conliacts,

Econmicdevelopment business develop. 11,301 DiffiCt & GI loans....

mint assistance (EDA),

Trade adjustment assistance (11BA)..... 11,106 Oirecl & GI loans,

service,

16,6

60.1

17,0

4, 1

99,1

90,3

77,1

I00. 0

98, 2 90,1

......vmerr..

Department of Inferior Indian industrial 15,111 [lout payments, 16,1 39, I

and tourism development arid on.the.job AS & C

training (BIA). !ion training,

Small Business Administration;

Eonomic opportunity loans to small 59,003 AS & C, direct and 66, 9 82,3

business, GI loans.

Displaced business financial assistance 59.001 do I, 258.5 63,5

program,

Small business investment ompanies.... 59,011 do 61,4 96,5

Tolol I, 386,8 65, 9

HIGHWAYS

Department of interior:

Indian rods maintenance and bridges 15.125 Service .. .... 8.6 13,7

(BIA),

Indian roads-Reservation roeds(BIA),. 15,12? 60,5 23,1

Total 69.1 219

Department ol Tronsportalior

Highway beautilication (rkita) ..... 20.214 formula* 46,5 62.3

project Pills.

Highway planning ;id construction 20.205 ....do..... . 7, 619,1 51.8

(FHWA),

Highway studies (FHWA)......... ..... 20.205 do 170.8 15,8

..... . . . .......... . ............. 7, 916,4 59.4

Grand ... , ............... 16, 858.8 6,C, 1

92,0 90, 3 1,7

69, 1 67.1 2,7

31,0 29, 7 4, 3

31, 1 29, 7 1,9

6,5

17,2

21,1

.1

, 9

3.4

19, 3

SW

, 6 0

9,7 1.1

22,3 10.6

0 0

.1

2.3

6.9

0

0

2.5

3.3

0

0

.9

,2

0

0

LI

.1

0

,5

1,2

1.2

0

MMION=MaImmammlilamINWiN.MI.PIMIIII,MarolFINP=11410MMMANnw.m..=10111.41PME.

b5, 6 62.9 2,1 15.8 9, 6 5, 9 2,9 2.6 2. 1 .6 .7 1,0
....ramm.w w-..N.,.1.6

156 11, 9 1,1 18.6 4, 1 61, 7 6.3 6, 6 10, 9 21.0 1.2 12, 8

51, 6 16, 6 8,0 19,5 8, 2 17, 7 3,3 3.4 3. 2 1, 9 .3 2.6

34, 6 24, 5 10,1 19.0 9, 9 36, 5 6.9 5,1 7. 0 11.7 1.2 1.2

61, 2 59, 1 5. 1 21,2 5, 1 3, 5 2,6 0 8 0 0 0

36, 9 27, 1 9.7 19,1 9. 6 34.1 , 6,5 5.1 6. 6 10,8 11 4.0

3, 7 3, 6 ,1 7,1 2,9 86, 3 6,4 9.3 12,3 28,3 2.7 273

11.2 10, 4 .7 10.1 1 8 76,3 12,3 4.3 16, 3 21,5 .7 18.7

10,2 1,6 .6 9.7 10 7 9.1 11.6 43 15. 8 25,0 .9 193

10,7 5.7 5.0 42.0 9.5 37,7 10.0 9,6 4.9 9.7 E 3 2,2

21,7 20,7 7,0 20.0 11,2 41, 2 V. 6,0 9.7 11,6 2,7 5.6

11,7 33.3 8.4 31.6 12,6 14, 2 6,7 2,6 .3 1,4 0 12

27,9 20.9 7,0 20,3 11,2 40,6 5,6 5.9 9.5 11,1 2,6 5,5

31, 5 211.1 7.4 23,8 9, 8 3(9 6.5 4,5 8. 0 9.6 1.9 4,3

I GI Inns gua ranteedinsored loans, AS & advisory services and counseling.

1 Prorated by eslimated obligation to SlIte, ountv, and city levels.

3 Pioraled to county level lased on a previous Year's survey Of COOSIIIPCfs and subscribers by county.

I Allocled equally to counties iiItuio each redevelopment district looted in 13 AppalachMo Slates,

43

1...=0M.

Ofe allocated or Identified to the location of the duly station where the costs are Incurred,

In di strit Ong these costs lo counties Of cities, total costs at the lowest organizational level of the cost

accounting system are determined, These costs are then prorated to counties Of cities based upon

the number of operating units In each of the counties or cities. Slate office costs are charged to the

county and city In which the office Is located,



APPENDIX TABLE (PERCENT IIISTRIBUTIOKOF FEDERAL OUTLAYS FOR AGRICULTURE AND NATURAL RESOOHCES IN METRO AND NONMETRO COUNTIES, FISCAL YEAR 1915

mady...........

NOM name (Amy)

1.11!!11111.11

Nonmetropolitan (percent of United States)

Metropolitan (Fent of Un'iled Slates) Urbanized Less urbanized Thinly populated

Greater Non. Non. Non;

CFR Total Me. Adja. adja. Adja. adja. Adjz. adja.

Ho, Type of assistance (millions) Total Total Care Fringe dium Leiser Total cent cent cent cent cent ont

AGRICULTURE AND NATURAL RE.

SOURCESDIRECT AGRICULTURE PAY.

MENTS AND CROPLAND ADJUSTMEN1

Department of Agriculture:

Cotton production sbif ization (ASCS)...

Feed grain production stabilization (ASCS)

National Woi; Act payments (ARS)

Sugar Act post (ASCS)

Wheat production stabilization (ACCS)

Crop insurance (FCIC)f.

Beekeeper Indemnity monis (ASCS)...

Cropland adjustment program (ASCS)

10. 052104cl payments.....
10,055 .....do . .....
10. 059 do

10. 058 Nut payments

10,450 Insurance

10.060 Direct payments

131,0

327,7

12.9

73.8

101,9

65,7

2,7

40.5

Total 756.2

FARM LOANS

Department of Agriculture:

Commodity loans and pirchists (CCC)... 10,051 Di ectspayments,

Storage facility and equipment loans 10.056 Direct loans

(CCC).

Emergency disaster loans (MA) 10,104 GI loans!

Emergency livestock loans (FmHA)....... 10,125 .do

Farm operating loans (fmliA) 10,06 do

Farm ownership loans 10,107 do.... ......
flood protection loans FmNA 10,419 .....
Grazing assodation loans (fm A) 10,018 do...... .....
Irrigation drainage and der Nil and 10,409 do... .....

water coossvallon loans (FmHA).

Benne conservation and development 10,414 do

Solgni d(nwFitiifterAL (FmH A) 10 416 d

oWatershed protection and flood proven. 10,413 do... ........
tion loans (FmliA),

825.3

12.8

723.8

352.9

519,7

312.1

.2

3.8

.9

1.9

3,1

20,0

Total 2,846.5

....1.4011V.....1.+

14.2 2,4 0,3 2,1 4,9 6.9 85.8 6,6 7.6 20,7 36,8 8.1 5.7

13.8 2.9 .2 2. 8 5. 5 5.4 85, 2 5,4 3. 3 23, 1 28. 6 5,9 19,9

15,6 2.1 .6 1.1 7.2 6.3 84,1 5.P 8.2 8,5 30.4 7,5 13,9

34.3 .8 .3 .5 23.1 10.3 65,1 10,0 16,5 13,9 14,6 3,8 7,0

5.6 1.4 .1 1.3 1,2 4,0 93.4 1.8 7,1 11.3 30,9 5,5 36,3

11 1 1.4 .1 113 4.6 7.2 86,9 6,1 6.2 19.2 27.8 5.1 2L6

33, 7 7, 1 5. 5 1,6 13, 1 13, 6 66. 3 15.9 16, 9 10.5 15.1 1,5 6.4

16,3 IA 3 3,7 1.0 5.2 93,1 6.5 5.9 21.6 213 6,8 15.1

15.1 2.4 .2 2.1 6.6 6,1 84.9 5,7 6,5 19,5 28,8 6,1 18.3

23,2 6,5 .3 13.1 3,5 76,8 1 ,1 9,7 23. 1 2.3 5.0 6,7

11.4 4.5 7,'J 5,4 82,6 4.4 20.4 281 6,0 16,9

11.5 3.1 0 4.9 3.5 88,5 6.5 20.6 34.5 5,5 15.1

11.3 1.8 .4 5.3 4.2 81,7 .2 5.4 18.6 33.4 1.1 23,0

12.3 1.9 ,3 5,4 1,9 81,7 .6 7,9 20,7 29,0 5,5 16,1

9,9 1.4 .1 1.9 3,7 90,1 5,9 19.1 29.8 '5,3 115

0 0 0 0 0 100.0 0 82,9 17,1 0 0

6,3 0 0 0 6.3 93.7 0 0 25.0 2.1 66.6

12.9 0 0 12.9 0 81,1 0 30.8 14 0 13,9

12.9 0 0 5,9 7.0 81.1 1 .4 13.0 0 23,9 10,i 26.2

5,2 2.0 0 11 1.7 1,5 91,8 .0 4.9 14.2 37,3 3,8 26,6

46.3 0 0 32.6 13.1 533 2 ,8 11,9 10.7 0 5.9

15.1 3.5 1.6 1.9 7.6 4.0 84.9 7.1 7.9 20.8 29,0 5.1 14,91
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NATURAL RESOURCES AfeCONSERVA.

TION

0110fment of AgrkuNur!: .

%baked xofection and Flood pieyen1 111904 Projed gm*

VOA (SCS),

Watershed works of Opt/sent (SCS),. 11 904 do

Agrkulturec011igral oRrain (ASCS). 10,063 .do

Ecr ncy conservation Reaves 10 054 do

GreaLPfains conservation (SCS) , 10.900 Project grants,

Fend protection and utibi (r)
Fool toads end trails (ES)..

r.

;C
r

Watershed end flood proven' .1 operic.

II (SCS),

Wa ed planning (SCS)..

Sno urvo and water supply.forecot

ing (SOS).

Youth Consintation Corps3 (ES):

S & ASCS (ASCS)..

Re$01113 cUnservation nnd development

()potions (SCS),

Roource COnserVation and development

plaaling ($cs).

14.2 11,7 0 0 0 7,2 1.6 88.3 3.8 8.4 14,4 38.8 2,9 10.0:

69,6 10.9 11,9 9.9 2.1 12.9 6,1 69,1 7,4 4, 9 11 8 24.2 4, 6 7,2

218.9 11.9 4,0 1,2 2.8 10.3 1,6 1E1 1.1 6,0 19,1 23,5 5,6 15,7

8.3 18.0 3,4 .6 8. 8 6.5 II 82,0 8,4 12. 9 18.1 22.8 1.5 15.3

10,4 3,1 .5 0 .5 ,3 2.2 96,9 3,0 6,1 9,5 26,1 4,6 41.1

490.0 39.8 20,5 15.2 5,2 9.4 9,9 sosi 6,4 12.1 1,9 216 2.7 10,5'

143,7 N. 13,5 9,3 4,3 4.2 6,5 75, 8 7,0 18.8 12.6 30.1 LS 1241

70.5 13.1 17,5 10,6 7.0 11.4 8,1 56. 3 5.9. 7,7 14.8 20.4 ,9

10,0 70,5 20.4 11,3 6.1 33,1 16,4 29, 5 4,8 12.7 1.8 7.7 1.0 1.5,

2.0 65,0 36.8 36.6 .2 13,0 15.1 35.0 1.1 9,0 1,9 14.2 1.0 13

3,6

119.5

17.9

46. 2

18.5

26. 2

12
21.7

1,3

4,6

8.9

11.2

6,4

8.8

72,1

53, 8

6.1

4.8

10,0

4,6

16,5 lo:o

12. 8 16,8

5.7

3.9

14, 8

118

8,9 11,6 1.5 .8 .1 4,6 5,5 88,4 4.1 11,9 15,8 31,5 4.5 13.9

1.9 3E1 12.0 8.1 3,3 9.2 14.9 63,9 7, 1 12. 2 10.1 20, 5 2,3 11, 1

13.7 43.0 10.1 6.9 1 9 22.3 10.0 57,0 9,0 18.1 11 0 18.1 3.1

0 1E2 2,2 2,2 0 .3 11.7 Si, 8 1,1 1,0 10 49.3 5,6 21,8

4,0 81,4 49,1 3E 3 18.8 23.8 8.4 18, 6 11,1 6,5 V 0 0 .4

9,9 78,0 25,9 18,0 7,9 33.2 18,9 22.0 (6 6.2 4.0 5.9 .4 1,0

151.1 35.4 10,7 6.3 4.4 13,9 10,6 613 7.8 7,7 14,4 20.6 3,9 18.1

31,6 55,3 /i 3 9,7 15.6 14.7 15,3 1.2 7. 3 8.3 15.5 2. 4.2

1.4 3.1 0 0 0 3.1 0 96. 3 9,0 8.1 4. 2 11,1 4,0 48.8

.2 11,4 .7 0 .7 5,2 88,6 9,9 16,0 16. 1 23,3 6,1 16.8

.1 100,0 99,5 96.6 8.9 .4 .1 0 0 0 - 0 0 0

_II 447.1 35.8 16.0 IL 3 4.1 10,8 9,0 64,2 6.6 8.8 11.5 21,6 3,4 11,3

10.904 Prole grants,

AS &C,

10.907 Information

10 061 holed ,,,,

10.901 Profttt glnl;

AS ti C.

10,901 do

131011NO conservation and development

(SCS),

Restoration of forest lands I (FS)

River basin surveys ard investigations

(SCA

Do 10, 906 AS & C,

Soil and water conservetion 10.902 AS & C

Soil siney (SCS) 10,903 Information

Water bank programs (ASCS) 10.062 Project grants,

Forestry Incentives prop (ASCS) 10,064 Project grants

Do 1044 do

Total.

41



APPENtrIx TABLE 4,-PERCENT DISTRIBUTD Of FEDERAL OUTLAYS FOR AGRICULTURE AND NATURAL RESOURCES IN METRO AND NONMLIRO COUNTIES, FISCAL YEAR 197i-Contlnued

Metropolitan (percent of United States)

111M.ini.I.M.101. KOMPPIMMIMMMMIIM1.11IMM

Nonmetropoldan (percent of United Steles)

Urbanized Leg urbanized Thinly populated

=INWMA.MIN=NOI 011101101.=16FAMMI ...14111.1mMIP011.0

Program name (Agency)

Immwm.w /..,W.E.N.WimonIPIrMw1A..117717.

CFDA Total

No, Type of assistance (millions)

Greater Non

Me. AdJa. adia. MJa.

dium Leger Total cent cent cent

Non.

Cint COO

-----
1 otai Total Core Fringe

Dparlrnent of Interior:

49,0Land and water nervation lund 80,5 51,9 37.8 23,9 119 5,1 41 15,7 .6 7,9 153 2.1

(8011).

Public land: developmcl-Roods and

trails s.

water resources'

4,0

519.4

34,1

43,3

22, 4

14,1

13, 8

E 9

8, 7

5,8

9, 0

21,0

2, 8

1,5

65, 8

56,7

5, 7

5,5

9,0

1"....6

9.1

6.0

16,8

24,1

9,1

.5

Form fish pond managerno d and mgr .

gency rehabilitation I (PI'S),

15.603 Sale, expropriation

or donation ol

properly..

6.6 21.0 23.5 11,3 6,2 4.6 0 740 9,7 2,6 28 21.9 .5

Indian forest lire suppression (BIA) 15, 111 Services, inform.

lion AS & C.

14 12,8 6,5 5,9 .5 4,4 1,9 811 .6 10,1 4,8 93,5 0

Indian forest management, protection

and development (I3IA).

15,112 , ..do 7,8 35.4 18,3 13,4 4,8 6,3 10,9 6,45 2.3 11.0 4,2 25.7 1.0

Indian lands (BIA):

Irrigation Ind power 15,106 Services 10,8 22,2 4.4 4.4 0 11, 1 6.7 77,8 10,4 24.0 25,0 153 0

Range management 15 119 Services, informa. 11,0 23,1 4, 1 4,1 .4 14,3 5,1 76,2 7,3 12.4 13,0 23,4 1,2

lion AS & C,
4

46

Noli

adp.

CM1t

5,8

15;8

6,8

11,4

11,2

Al



Beal estili.opprulal 15,120 Services 242 60.9 2249 2249 0 27,9 10,2

Soil moisture Conservation 15,126 AS C, sale ex.

propriallon or

donation of prop

3.6 46.2 16, 0 16,0 0 27,2 3.0

Indian water rights protection (BIA).. 15,135 Sykes 4, 2 15,7 36,4 25,0 11,4 31, 1.9

Indian agricultural extension (81A) 15.101 AS & C 2,4 41,1 9,6 9,6 0 30,4 1,5

Management of liod resources' 1(2,5 57.0 31. 21,2 10,6 9,0 20,1

Parks and forests 328. 2 65,3 51,6 44.3 9.1 1.1 3,0

Total 1,129,5 5241 30,8 22,9 8,0 14,4 1.5

Department of Commerce:

Rivir end flood forecasts' ODA) 11, 402 Information 8,2 91,7 55./ 10,7 25,1 33.3 8,7

Weatherforastsindwarnings1(N0AA). ()I do... ........ I/ 4 81,8 4243 26.2 16.1 29.8 15,1

Total 50.6 89.4 44,5 27,0 17.5 30.4 14.5

Extension Sirvice--Departmmit AO. 10, 500 Formula vat_
colla Cooperative extension mice

214.4 53.6 26.8 23.0 3.8 15.0 11,8

(Ei).

Grad total..., 6,444, 3 28.2 1241 8.3 3,8 93 6,3

31 1

53,8

24,3

5245

33,0

343

41,3

3.0 18,2 15,9

2,4 14,4 9,9

3,0 2,9 243

6,9 9,5 .6

242 10,5 246

5,3 5,0 5,6

5.8 9,7 6.0

1.9 0

1(6 0

3,7 0 1243

9,9 1,9 23.9

12.3 1,4 IA

10.6 1,1 1. 1

Et 1,0 6,9= -- 7 ...
243

121

10,6

16,4

0 1.1 0

1,6 4.9 .3

1,4 4.4 ,3

11,5 6,0 9.2

.6 0 0

3.0 .6 1.8

246 ,5 15

11, 2.7 6.2

imMI,

718 6,7 8,2 15,6 24.6 4. 0 1247

' This technique prorates outlays to localities on the basis of the fraction of the State's special the number of operating wit in each of the counties or cities, Slate office costs are charged to the

group population in a county or city (kg., redpient of a specific service, Stale employees, veterans). county and city in which the office is located.

'CI loansmguaranteediinsured loans; AS1C.advisory services end counseling, I Outlays are allocated or identified to the location of the purchasing office.

I Prorated ,by estimated obligation to Stale, county, and city levels, ' Prorated to Stale, county, and city bi; payroll costs except for large expenditures which ate actual

I Outlaysail allocated or identiliod to the location of the duly station where Ills costs are incurred, for the area, The allocations to the localities are directly proportiond to the emelt costs for the

In iiistributing these costs to counties or cities, total costs at the lowest organizational level of the localities,

cost mounting system aro determined, These costs are then prorated to counties or cities based upon 1 Printed to Stale, county, and city by geographic distribution of employees.

17



APPFIDIX TABLE 5,-PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OE FEDERAL RESOURCES FOR DEFENSE AND SPACE IN METRO AND NONMETRO COUNTIES, FISCAL YEAR 1975

PrOgraffl name

Nonmetropolitan (percent of United Stales)

Metropolitan (percent of United Stales) Urbanized Less uibanized tfiily populated
row...4 ...au ....111...14.polwia.r1111. im.m....4.0

Gluier Non. Non. Nen.

Total Me. Adja. adja. Adja. ajo Adja. adja

(millions) Total Total Col Fringe diem Wier Total cent cent cent cent cent cent

DEFENSE ANO SPACE

Defense contracts;

Clam functions prime contracts I

Military prime construction contracts 1

Military prime R.D.T.E, contractst

Mltl prime service contracts

Military pdme supply contracts!

Prime contracts less than ROM

S1,046.5 51,5 27,2 19.6 7,6 15,1 8.5 11.5 5.2 7,5 18,

1,949.6 54. 5 21,1 15.6 5.8 26,4 16,7 35,5 17.2 12,6 2,

6,238, 6 96,7 80,5 619 14,6 14.6 1,6 3,3 2,4 , 4 ,

7,020.2 80,3 50.6 10.4 10.2 19,3 10,4 19,7 11,4 6,2 1,

111145.7 90,9 61,8 16,9 15.9 19,8 8.3 9,1 4,0 147 1,

41431.8 86,5 42,9 37,0 5.9 31,9 11,8 13,5 6.4 4,7 1,

8,3 3.2 6.1

2,1 0 1, 0

.3 0 1

,7 , 3

1.5 .2 .3

1.1 .2 0

Intel 41832, 4 87.4 58.5 15. 5 13.1 NA 84 1 11 6 5,9 3,2 1, 1,3 .2

Defense payroll:

, Ckillen pay' 12,319,7

Military active duty pays 14, 302, 3

Military reserve and National Guard pays 1,550. 3

Military relit pay'.......... ....._.. ....... ..... ..... ...._ , 61111 2

84.5

15.3

13,7

31, 5

25.6

34, 8

35.2

22.

153

23,9

25, 6

15. 0

10 1

10, 9

9.6

35,4

30,0

211

33,7

11, 6

19,7

11. 0

15,5

15, 5

24,7

26. 3

15, 6

7.8

9,0

6.2

4.8

3.8

12,9

s, 1

4.9

1.7

1

5,6

1,7

1,5

,9

7.6

3.3

.5 .2

0 5

,5 1 2

6

Total 34,286, 5 80.2 31 0 20, 2 11, 8 31 5 15,7 19,8

National Aeronautics and Space Administration; All programs 3,199.2 97.9 75.7 64.5 11.2 14,7 73 2, 1

7.7 7,8 1,7 1,, 8 ,3

,8 .5 1 0 ,6

Grand total, all programs 266,709.9 74.9 42, 0 31,6 10, 3 23.3 9. 6 25,1 6,5 4, 2 5,2 5.9 1,0 / 2

1 Outlays are allocated or identified lo the location of the prime contractor's main office,

:Outlays are allocated or identified to the location of the purchasing office.

Prorated to Stale, aunty, and city by geographic distribution of emplmes,

I.

4 Thit technique prorate: outlays to localities on the basis of the fraction of the State's special group

population in a county or city (14, recipient of a specific service, Slate employees, veerens),

AS & C.advisory services COURSeling,

4 8


