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HIGHLIGHTS

The following represents some of the major points of the
public opinion survey of Farmers Home Administration done by
the Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry in Spring,
1975. For a mcre detailed discussion of the items, and dis-
cussions of the other ghases of the survey, the reader is

referred to the bocy of the paper.

Su-vev: Gereral Information

--The zample consisted o' pecple who are generally concerned
with rural develcpment issues, as determined by the Sub-
commictee staff. A total of 3,720 individuals were mailed
copies of the questionnaire in February 1$75; 1,335 persons
recponded, comprising a 36 percent response rate,

-~The objective of the survey was to obtain the opinions of
the sampled rural people as to how they perceive the pro-
grams and services of Farzers Home Administration (FmHA).

~--The General Acccunting Office provided the Comm:ittee with
assistance in analyzing the survey results. Tabulations,
percentages, medians, cross tabulatione, and chi eouzrcs

tests of significance were obtained by using a ccméuter
support packace.

-=0f the 1,335 respondents, 886 (or 66.4 percent) have not
had previous FmHA loan or grant experience, while 448
(33.6 percent) reworted on loan experience in at least
cae program area.

Overall Survey Results

--Respondents to the survey indicated they know more about
FmHA than about other Federal programs in the same areas.

~~All programs of FsHA--and #mHA in total--were rated by the

respordents gquite highly in importance as to their contribu-
tion to rural development.

-~-FmHA was perceived by a majority of each occupational group
surveyed as s2rving persons with incomes up to $12,000.

--Most respondents indicateé thac personnel Zo not 2anpear to
be a substantial 3roblenm; <s far as obtaining cooperation,
getting unblased truatmerh, or rev=z2iving necessary forms
from Fmaa wiin respect to 2n, of the loan programs.

-~-The survey results indicut:2 only a small percent of appli-
cations were disaprroved in 1ll n»rcorsms., Most applications
were approved for 30- 100 percent of the loan reguest,
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--When people claized that some requirement was hindering
improvement in rural development, the item most frequently
mentioned by respondents was eligioility requirements.

Water, Sewer and Solid Waste

-~aAlmost 6 percent of the respondents had loan and/or dgrant
applications of amounts up to $3506,000; 18 percent had
applications exceeding $1 million.

~-0Qver one-half (59 percent} of the approved applications
received 90-100 pzrcent of the amounts requested; 7.8 ner-
cent of the processed applications were disapproved.

~-~-85 percent of respondents said they had a "great deal® or
"some" knowledge of the FmHA program in Water, Sewer and
Sclid Waste.

--0Over 70 percent of the respondents reporting on Water-Sewer
program experiencec felt that the program makes a "Very
Important"” contribution teo rural development.

--According to the respondents, the time between loan applica-

tion and approval and the number of conferences with FmHA
personnel tended to decrease over *he years.

--The number and cozplexity of forms and administrative requ-
lations are felt to cause "extreme® or "moderate" problems
by most farmers and banters.

--The present FmBA funding level of 50 percent of project cost

is felt to be adeguate by one-third of all respondents.
Farmers and bankers felt the strongest that the present
funding level be maintained. Only 7.3 percent of ail re-
spondents felt that 100 percent funding level is desirable.

Rural Housing

-~-Nearly 70 percent of respondents with FmHA prcgram experi-
ences rated the program as making a "Very Important® con-
tribution to rural developnent.

-~-About 62 percent of the respondents reported on loan appli-
cations for amounts under $25,000. Only 15 applications in
the survey (approxzimately 8 percent} exceeded $1 million.

-~Over 80 percent of the approved applications were approved

for 90-100 percent of the amcunt reguested. Of all proc-~
essed applications, less than 4 percent were disapproved.
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--0f the approved applications, 78 percent took less than
six months from application to approval.

Essential Community Fac:lities

--Almost tvo-thirds {63 percent) of the respondents reporting
on program experiences ruted the program as making a "Very
Important®” contribution to ru.al development.

--0Over one-half (58 percent) of the applications in the sur-
vey were for amounts up to §$250,000. Only nine applica-
tions (15 percent) exceeded $1 million.

--81 percent of the approved applications were approved for
90-100 percent of the loan reguest.

--About 55 percent of the applications approved took 4-6 months
between application and approval; about 69 percent took less
than six months.

--Administrators and fkankers {67 percent and 86 percernt, re-
spectively) felt that the number and complexity of forms
present “extreme" to "some" problems. Professiocnals

oL R

"extreme" or "moderate® problems.

Business and Incustry

--0f the respondents who reported on experiences with the
FmHA B & I program, 59 percent rated it as making a "Very
Important™ contribucion to rural development.

~-kbout 66 percent of the applications were for amounts up
to $500,000. Less than cne-fourth (23 percent) were for
a.tounts of S1 million or more.

--Over three-tourths of the applicants with approved loans
received 90-103 percent of their requests. Only 10 (27 per-
cent) of the processed applications were disapproved.

--47 percent of the approuved applications took less than
three mopntns to be processed.

--Over 40 percent of admirnistrators and bhankers felt that
the number and complexity of forms, eligibility require-
ments, anc the process of obtaining clear program informa-
tion caused "excreme" or “modarate" problems.
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Site Preparation for Business and Industry

~-Thi. FmHA projram is lea=t known to the respondents of the
survey--42 percent have a "great deal®” or "some" knowledge.

--71 percent of the program "users® {three~fourths of the
administrators and two-thirds of the y-ofessionals) rated
this FmHA procram as being "Very Impcrtant.”

--26 of the 36 loan applications in the survey (72 percent)
werce for amounts under $300.0.0. Only three applications
were for .mouits of $1 million or more.

--0f the approved applications, 48 percent took less than
three months to process; another 43 percent took 4~6 months.

Farm Ownership and Jperating

--0Over 80 percent of all respondents said they had a "great
deal" or "some® information on this FmHA program.

--0f the respondents who reported on loan experiences with
this program, nearly 70 percent rated it as meking a "Very
Important" contributicn to rural development. Farmers
rated this program the highest of the occupational groups.

-=0Over B0 percent of the applications were for $100,000 or
less. Only 6 percent were for $1 million or more.

--0Over 70 percern: of the app oved applications were approved
for 90-10C percent of the amount requested. Only 7.6 per-
cent of the processed applications were Jisapproved.

--About 82 percent of approved applications were processed
in less than six months. Almost one-half took less than
three months from application to approval.

~--None of the loan procedures presented "extreme" or "moderate"

preblems to a majority of the respondants.

iv
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CHAPTER 1

PUBLIC OPINION SURVEY OF FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION

Farmers lLome Administration (FmHA) was established by
the Farmers Home Administration Act of 1946. The primary
function of FmHA is to provide loans and grants aimed at
the improvement and development of the rural areas of the
United States. Such lcans and grants are provided in the
areas of housing, farmer prograws (as farm ownership and
operating loans, emergency loans, etc.), and community pzo-
grams (for the developzent of vater, sewer ard svlid waste
sysiems, community facilities, business and iundustry, etc.}.

To support its oveisight function, the Senate Committee
cn Agriculture and Forestry wanted information on how the sam-
pled clientele of Farmers Home Administration view the pro-
grams and services it receives. The Committee, with assist-
ance from the General Accounting Office, developed a survey
questionnaire in the Winter of 1974-75 aimed at obtaining such
information. Using the survey instrument (refer to Appendix I
for a copy of the gquestiocnnaire), public opinions, experi-
enres, and percentions were souaht for six programs of FmHA.
These programs were;

~~Water, sewer and sclid waste;

-~Rural housing;

--Essential community facilities;

~-Business, industrial and job development:;
~--Site preparation for business and industry; and
--Farm ownership and coperating.

Three of these programs--essential community facilities,
business and industry, and site preparation--have only been
in existence since the passage of the Rural Developmert Act
of 1972,

The guestionnaire consists of seven sections. Section I
surveys all respondents {(former users and non-users of FmHA
programs) as to their occupation, awareness of various Fed-
eral programs in the area of rural development, the impor-
tance of FmHA and other programs, and the income levels of
the clientele served. Sections II through VII requests in-
formation from persons familiar with PmHA loans and/or grants.
Respondents were asked specific questions about loan experi-
ences with which they were familiar in each of the six FmHA
program areas mentioned above. Persons who responded to one



or wmor2 sectis «f 11 through VII are classified as "users"
for purposes o. chis analysis.

The Committee mailed the questionnaire on February 10,
1975, to 3,720 persons, under the signature of Senator Dick
Clark, Chairman of the Subcommittee on Rural Development.
The sample, selected by the Committee, consisted of people
generally concerned with rural development issues, on the
following mailing lists:

-~Rural development mailing list: a list of
individuals ané organizations who previously
wrote to the Comrittee or Subcommittee con-
cerning rural develcpment issces eeeel, 445

--Independent Banker's Association: 3 10%

sample of rural bankers eees 150
~-National Grange members eaae 125
--National Association of Counties members eess 150

--Persons who contacted the Committee re-
gnecting inclusicn in the sample vees

(8]
<

& total of 1,335 persons, o: 36 percent, responded. No
follow-up letter was sent.

It should be noted that the results of this analysis are
valid for the selected sample of 1,325 respondents. The re-
sults, however, should rot be extrapoiated to the total rurail
universe because this universe may have different characteris-
tics than the selected sample.

OBJECTIVES OF THE SURVEY

The FmHA questionnaire was used to obtain opinions ¢f how
rural people perceive the prograns and services of Farmers
Home Administration. It addressed the following guestions:

. Do people thini FmHA contribution is valuable? Does
opinion vary by people with experience and those who
have no experience? Does this percention vary by oc-
cupational c¢roups? Uo pecple perceive other Federal
programs for rural arees to bte of greater, the same,
or lesser contzibution than FIHA?

. Do people think FmHA programs benefit low, middle, cor
upper level incoze groups? Do pecple with FmidA loan/
grant experience difier in opinion from those «~no have

no such experience? 1Is taere a difference between cc-
cupatioral groups?
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each of the six FmH.. program areas (water, sewer

and solid waste; rural bhousing; essential community
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cilities; businzss and industry; site n»reparation
r business and industry; and farm ownership ard
erating), do people view FmiA differently? Fo:
arp.e:

How much knowledge do people have about FmHA and
programs of other Federal aguncies in each of
these areas?

flave users had problems witih the scrvices of FmHA?
1f yes, what types of problems: Forms, getting
information, eligibility reguirements, personnel,
delays in approval, amortization rates, appraisal
requirements, etc¢ ?

How long does 1t tzke to get a loan or grant?

what procedures are involved, in terms of numbers
of contacts with lender, conferences with FmHA
personnel, offices to coirtact, and trips oucside
area?

liow big are the loans or arants? Aporoximatelv what
percent do peopic get?

Have the FmBA services bezn improving or deteriorat-
ing since 1970 (or 197z for some programs), as per-
ceived by isers?

Bow important a contribution does each FmHA area of
assistance make to rural development?

In the water and sewer program, is funding at 50 per-
cent of project cost considered to be adequate? If
not, wiat is the perceived adeguate level of funding?

CF RESPONSES

The
responses
SPS5 (Sta
computer
centages,
tests for

his
discusses
tions and
presents
tance the

Committee _-equested GAO'c assistanc? in analyzing the
to the survey in the Spring of 1975. GAQO used the

tistical Package for the Social Sciences) for its

aupport. Tabulations were obtained »s well as per-
medians, cross-+tabulations, and some statistical
significance.

paper pvresents the analysis of the study. Chapter 2
the respondents to the survey as to their occupa-
experience with any of the FmHA vrograms. Chapter 3
respondents’ views and perceptions as to the inpor-
y attach tc FmHAa and its programs and the income

3
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levels they see as being served by these programs.
Chaoters 4 through ¢ discuss each ¢. the six proqgram areas
separately. Knowledge of each of the programs by all of
the respondents in the survey :s discussed, as well as the
“experiences® pecple responded as having or krowing about.
Chapter 10 rresents a few of the comments made by the :e-
spondents on FmHA and its services.

The reader should be cautioned that percentages in
columns may not egual 100 percent due tv rounding. In addi-
tion, totals (for example, by cccupation or year) mavy not
agree with overall survey totals., This is due to lack of
designation by the respondents as to their occupations, the
year of their applicatiuns, or their £:ilure to respond to
certain gquestions.

Mt e n ee A seems



CHAPTER 2

RESPONDENTS: PROGRAM USERS AND NON-USEKS

Of the 1,335 respondents, 886 (66.4 percent) are
*non~users"” who have not had orevious loan experience with
FmHEA and do not Know encugh about somecne zlse's experiences
to report on; 449 (33.6 percent) reported on lcan experiences
in at least one program area and z2re referred cc as “"users”
in tnis analysis. The program experiences cover the years
1970-75 for the older prngrazs {water, Sewer, and Solid Waste;
Rural Housing; end Farm Ownership and Operating) and 1972-75
for the remaininy progr.ms which wete established by the Rural
Development Act of 1972,

In order to look at differences in public perceptior by
occupation, respondents were cotegorized intc five groups.
For the convenience of discussion in this paper, referenczs
will be made to the followi~g occupational groups: admin-
istrator, farmer, professic al, banker. and other. These
categories renresent occupations deci_ ited by the respondents
in th2 survey, and are composed of the rfollowing:

-~Administrator: ©Qifisial, marnager, aaministrator, or
proprietor {except farm).

-~Farmer: Fatmer or farm manager,

~-~Professional: Accountant, educater, engineer, lawyer,
doctor, etc.

--Banker.

--Other: Technical worker (technician, paraprofessional,
etc.); sales, clerical and kindred workec; skilled
craftsman, foreman, skilled trades and kindred worke.:
operator {machine operator, driver, and semi-skilled
tradesman); service worker: and laoorer.

Program users and non~-users reprasented the following
occupational groups in the survey:



Distribution of Survey Respondents By Occupation

: Program Users Non-Users Total
. Number Percent Number Percent Rumber Percent
N Administra-
N tors 149 33,23 330 37.2% 479 35.9%
AN Farmers 74 16.5 208 23.6 283 21.2
: Profes-
- sionals 65 14.5 162 18.3 227 17.0
! Bankers 138 30.7 118 33.3 256 19.2
. Others 13 2.9 37 4,2 50 3.7
. Respondents
not indi-
cating
occupation 10 2.2 30 3.4 40 3.0
Total 449 100.0% 886 100.0% 1,335 100.0%

Most of the program users responding to the survey were
1 administrators (33.2 percent) and bankers (30.7 vercent}; non-

M users were primarily administrators {37.2 percent} and farmers
# (23.6 percent).

n A few survey respondents indicated having two
oo occupations—-normally administrator and farmer or profes-
| sional and farmer. In such cases, the opinions of the re-

1 spondents appear under administrator or professional rather
: than farmer.



CHAPTER 3

RESPONDENTS® PERCEPTIURS OF FmHA

IMPORTANCE OF FmHA TO RURAY DEVELOPM/NT

When people were asked about how important a contribution
FmHA and other Federal programs make to rural development, re-
spondents rated FmHA programs as contrikbuting more than othev
- Federal programs--54.3 percent ratea FmHA programs as be.ng
Very Important compared to 29.8 percent for other Federal pro-
grams. As expected, a larger proportion of FmHA program users
feel that FmBA makes an important contribution than non-users—-
67.0 percent of users felt that FmHA was Very Important.

Contributions ¢f FmBA and Other Federal Programs
to Rural Development

Contributions of FmHA Programs
FmBA
Program . ..rs Non-Users Total

Very Important 67.0% 47.2% 54.3%
Moderately Important 27.3 45.0 38.7
Little or No Importance _5.7 7.8 7.1
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Contributions ¢f Other Federal
Programs - _
FmHA
Program Users Non-Users  Total
Very Important 33.2% 2B.1% 29.8%
Moderately Important 47.1 53.3 51.2
Little or No Importance 19.7 18.7 19.2
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

A larger proportion of administrators, farmers and others
feel that the contribution of FmHA is Very Important than do
professionals and bankers.



‘Contributions of FmHA Programs te Rural Development

Very Important

Moderately
Important

Little or HNo
Importance

Total

Number of
respond-
ents

Contributions

By Occupation=-~-All Respondents

Adminis- Profes-
trator Farmer sional Banker Cther Total
58.3% 55.8%  49.0% 49.4% 57.9% 54.3%
36.1 35.9 45.1 42.7 26.3 38.7
5.7 8.4 5.8 7.9 15.8 7.1
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
441 251 206 241 38 1,177

of Other Federal Programs to Rural Development

Very Importunt

Moderately
Important

Little or No
Importance

Total
Number of

respond-
ents

Using the above two
sionals and bankers
tnan administrators
siderably higher in

By Occupat on--All Respondents

®3en 3, T L
n:?;;;: Farmer EESQ;I Banker Other Total
37.5% 32.28% 21.6% 17.4% 33.3% 29.8%
46.7 52.5 63.2 48.3 45.5 51.2
15.7 1..3 15.7 34.3 21.2 19.0
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
413 202 190 178 33 1,016
tables, it appears that although profes-

rated all the p >grams in the survey lower
and farmers,

their rating of FmHA is con-

INCOME LEVELS SERVELD BY FmHA PROGRAMS

comparison to the other Federal programs.

When people were asked what income levels they felt were
served or benefited bv FmHA programs, most of the respondents

said individuals earning up to $12,000 per year.

This was the

same for all occupational groups and for both total respond-
ents and PmHA program users.



Income Levels of Persons Served by FmHA--All Respondents
Adminis- Profes~
trator Farmer siocnal Banker Other Total
Under 3$4,000 §.5% 3.5% 4.9% 1.7% 7.7% 3.9%
Under $6,000 24.2 31.3 21.0  20.9 33.3 24.8
Under $12.000 58.4 50.v 5%.0 64.9 51.3 58.3
Under $18,000 7.8 8.0 11.7 7.1 2.6 8.2
Over §$18,000 4.0 5.4 3.4 5.4 5.1 4.8
Total 1006.0% 100.C%¥ 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Nunber of
respond-
ents 446 249 205 239 39 1,178
Income Levels of Persons Served by FmHA--Program Users
Adninis- Profes~
trator Farmer sional Banker Other Total
Under $4,000 3.43% 5.6% 3.2% .73 23.1% 3.5%
Under §6,000 28.8 8.7 25.4 23.1 38.5 27.8
Under $12,000 56.8 47.2 60.3 64.2 30.8 57.2
UUnder $18,000 6.2 5.6 7.9 6.0 7.7 6.3
Over 518,000 __ 4.8 6.9 3.2 6.0 - 5.1
Total 160.0% 100.6% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Number of
respond-
ents 146 72 63 134 13 428
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CBAPTER 4

PROGRAMS IN WATER, SEWER w3 SOLID WASTE (WSSW)

Three Federal agencies--FParmers Home Administration
(FmHA)}, Environmental Protectior. Agency (EPA), and Economic
Development Administration (ELCA)--have rural development loan
and/or grant progiams in water, sewer and solid waste (WSSW).
The survey asked people how much knowledge they had about each
cf these programs. The results show:d that respondents have
more information on FmHA programs than programs of either EPA
or EDA. For example, 85 percent said they had a "great deal”
or “some" knowledge of FmHA, as compared to 64 percent and
51 percent for EPA and EDA prograns, respectively. *

Knowledye of Federal Progrems in Water, Sewer and Solid Waste

FrHA EPA EDA
Amount of Number of Number of Number of
Knowledge Respondents Percent Respondents Percent Respondents Percent

Great Deal 358 28.3% 170 14.2% 161 13.6%
Some 712 56.2 596 49.7 443 37.5
Little or
None 197 15.5 433 36.1 576 48.8
Total 1,268 100,08 1,199 100.0% 1.180 100.0%

Administrators and professionals indicated they huve
more knowledge of FmHA, EPA, and EDA programs than farmers,
bankers, and others.

Knowledge of Water, Sewer and Solid Waste Programs By
Occupation--FnHA--All Respondents

Amount of Adminis- Profes-
Knowledge trator Farmer sional Banker Other
Great Deal 34.4% 15.0% 37.5% 24.5% 15.6%
Some 5.8 il.0 48.7 57.8 53.3
Little or None 9.8 24.0 13.3 _17.7 0 _31.1
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.C% 100.0% 100.0%
Number of
Respondents 468 246 224 249 45

* The reader is cautioned@ that the sample is not randem and,
therefore, responses to this guestion may be biased. The
mailing list of the Senate Agriculture Committee would be
expected to attract more correspondence from rural people
and organizations familiar with fmHA than EP2 and EDA pro-
grams.,

10
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.’'nowledge

O.Cupation--fPa= -All Reﬂgonuewts

Arount of

Great Deal

Some

Little or
None

Total

Number of
Respondents

of Wa:er, Cewer end Solid Waste Programs By

Amount of
Knowledage

Great Deal
Some
Little or
None
Total

Number of

Adminis- F:ofes-
trator Jarrer sional Banker Other
19.9%% 10.4% 22.2% .9% 6.5%
54.0 48.7 55.7 35.0 60.9
_26.2  _40.9 _22.2  _64.2 _32.6
1060.5% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
443 230 221 226 46
Knowledge of Water, Sewer and Solid Waste Programs By
Occupation--EDA--All Respondents
Adminis~- Profes-
trator Farmer sional Banker Other
22.4% 3.1% 20.6% 1.4% 4.4%
39.7 26.0 51.8 30.2 37.8
37.9 70.9 27.5 68.5 57.8
100.0% 100.0% 1G0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
441 223 218 222 45

Responde-its

FmHA WSSW Users--Respondents to Survey

Of the 1,335 individuals responding to the survey, 261
responded about FmHA WSSW loan and/or grant experiences. Most
of the respondents (143, or 54.8 percent} reported on someone
else's experiences; 176, or 67.4 percent, were aporoved; most
of the applications were made in 1973 and 1974 (52 and 78,
respectively).

Type of Application and Status Number Percent
Own experience; application approved 77 29.5%
Own experience; application pending 33 14.9
Someone else's experience; application
approved 99 37.9
Someone else's experience; application
pending 44 16.9
Respondents not indicating information _2 .8
Total 261 100.0%

11
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Year of

Application Number Percent
1470 47 18.0%
1971 21 8.0
1872 39 14.9
1973 52 19.9
1974 78 29.9
1975 18 6.9

Respondents not

indicating year _6 2.3
Total 261 100.0%

Sizes of WSSW Loans and/or Grants

Almost 60 percent of the WSSW loans/grants applications
included in the survey were under $350,000; about 45 percent
of the respondents reported on lcans/grants applications for
amounts under $200,000. Approximately 18 percent of the ap-
plications exceeded $1 million.

Amounts of FmHA toans and/cr Grants Applications for WSSwW

Amount of Number of
Loans/Grants 1370 1971 1972 1573 1974 1975 Total Respondents
Under $50,000 3. 16.7% Z7.3% 16.7% 19.4% 25.0% 22.82 51
$50,000-5199,999 7.1 22.2 18.2 27.1 26.9 37.5 22.3 50
32006,000-$349,5939 19.0 22.2 13.2 14.6 10.4 6.3 14.3 32
$350,000-5499,9%99 4.8 5.6 9.1 e.3 1.5 - 6.7 15
§500,000-5699,998 11,9 - 6.1 14.6 1.5 €.3 8.9 20
$7080,000-$999,99% 7.1 11.1 3.0 2.1 11.9 - 6.7 15
51,000,000-51,499,999 7.1 11.1 €.1 8.3 6.0 6.3 7.1 16
Over $1,500,000 9.5 1.1 15.2 8.3 10.4 18.8 1.2 _25
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 1CC.0% 100.0% 1U0.0% 100.0% 224

Of all approved loans, over half of the respondents (58.8 per-
cent) said 90-100 percent of the request were received. Of
the loans processed, 7.8 percent were disapproved.

WSSW Time Between Application and Approval

There appears to be a shift in the time it took from ag-
plication to approval between the years 1%70 aid 1975. 1In the
earlier years (1970, 1971 and 1972), over one-third of the re-
spondents reportea that the process of application to approval
took over one year. Beginning in 1973, however, there appears
to ve a shift to a 4-6 month interval. (Responses for 1975
are rot meaningful due to the small number of respondents--2.)

12



Year
1970
ie71
1972
1973
1974
1975
Total
Number
Resp
ents

Time Between Application and Approval

Approved WSSW Applications

Under § -6 7 -9 10 - 12 Over
3 Months Months Months Months 1 Year Total
14.7% 23.5% 17.6% 8.8% 35.3%  100.0%
- 23.5 23.5 11.8 41.2 100.0%
14.8 22.2 22.2 7.4 33.3 100.0¢%
13.9 37.3 16.7 13.9 22.2 100.0¢
23.9 48.9 4.4 11.1 6.7 1060.0%
50.0 - - - 50.0 100.0%
17.4% 32.3% 14.9% 10.A% 24.8% 100.0%
of
ond-
28 52 24 17 40 161

WSSW Loan/Grant Application Procedures

When pﬁrsoqs were asked the numbet ﬂf corferences they

haG Lo liave

tacts have been decreasing over the years.

& Wilh Tinta peracnnel,

\.llt: llulllUCL \)l. ULLLCL"IIL ()L

fices they had to contact, and the nvmber of trips ocutside
the area they had toc take, responses showed that these con-

Although the num-

ber of conferences with FmilA personnel tended to be hirh for
the years 1970-75 (53.1 percent reporting over three confer-
ences) and remained high in 1974 (42.6 percent having cver
three conferences), this number tended to decline from 1971

to 1974,

Number of:

Conference
FmHA per

Different
offices

Trips outs
area

Year

1570
1971
1972
1973
1974
1975

Years: 1970-75
None One Two Three Over Three
s with
sonnel 1.4% 7.2% 15.5% 22.7% 53.1%
FmHA
contacted 4.3 33.3 47.% 8.6 6.2
ide local 36.0 22.3 16.8 8.1 16.8

Conferences with FmHA Personnel

None One Two Three Over Three
-2 3.1% 15.6% 25.0% 56.3%
-- - 6.3 18.8 75.0
- 14.8 14.8 7.4 63.0

2.3 7.0 14.0 25.6 51.2

1.5 8.8 17.6 29.4 42.6

7.1 -— 21.4 21.4 50.0

13
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SEC
51

Different FmHA Offices Contacted

Year None One TWO Three Over Three
1970 5.9% 35.3% 33.2% 11.8% 8.8%
1971 - 41.2 52.9 5.9 --
1972 4.3 30.4 43.5 8.7 13.0
1973 4.3 31.9 48.9 8.5 6.4
1974 4.5 32.8 53.7 4.5 4.5
1375 6.7 33.3 46.7 13.3 -
L Trips Qutside Local Area

Year None One Two Three Over Three
1970 48.4% 6.5% 22.6% 3.2% 19.4%
1971 25.0 31.3 18.8 -~ 25.0
1972 28.6 19.0 4.8 19.0 28.6
1973 28.¢ 26.2 14.3 11.9 19.0
1974 41.2 23.5 19.1 8.8 7.4
1975 30.8 46.2 7.7 - 15.4

Possible Problem Areas

When people surveyed were asked to rate eignt items as
to whether they were problems or not, and hcw serious the
problems were, three of the items were rated heavily as not
a problem. These included receiving all the necessary forms,
gettinc cooperation from FmEMA personnel, and receiving fair
and unbiased treatment from FmHA personnel.

Seriousness of Problem: 1970-75
Not a
Extreme Moderate Somewhat ?Loblem

Obtaining clear program

i formation 12.€; 27.6% 19.5% 40.2%
Rece.ving all the neces-

sary forms 9.2 16.9 19.7 54.2
Number of complexity of

forms 21.5 25.6 26.4 26.4
Eligibility requirements 12.7 31.5 25.5 3.3
Problems with adminis-

trative regulations 24,1 25.3 24,9 25.7
Getting cooperation from

FmHA personnel 13.8 10.4 12.7 63.1

Receiving fair and un-
biased treatment from

FmHA personnel 7.3 9.3 11.6 71.8
Delays in obtaining ap-
proval 24.7 22.0 26.3 27.1

14
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Obtaining clear program information was considered by
administrators, farmers and bankers as a problem with greater
frequency than professionals. (The “other® occupational group
has been excluded due to the small number »of respondents to
this sect.on of the questionnaire.}

_Causing “Extreme” or “"¥Mcderate” Problems _
Aaministrator Farmer Professional Banker

Obtaining clear
program informa-
tion 42.2% 48.5% 25.4% 48.0%

Two items seenred to affect farmers and bankers more than
the other occupational groups: the number and complexity of
forms and administrative regulations.

Causing "Extreme” or "Koderate" Problems
Administrator Fermer Professicnal Banker

Number and com-

plexity of

forms 41.4% 70.3% 33.4% 57.7%
Administrative

regulations 44.8 57.5 47.3 6.3

Over 40 percent of each occupational group responded that
eligibility requirements were a “mcderate” or “extreme" prob-
lem. Farmers and professionals felt slightly stronger about
this requirement than administrators and bankers.

Causing "Extreme” or "Moderate" Problems
Administrator Farmer Professional Banker

Eligibility re-
quirements 42.8% 48.4% 48.1% 41.3%

The questicn of "delays in obtaining arproval®™ as a prob-
lem was related to the earlier questicn of “time from applica-
tion to approval®™. (Refer to page 12.} As stated earlier,
respondents reported that less time is being taken in the more
recent years; therefore, people felt that delays were less of
a problem in 1972 through 1974 than in the earlier years.

When pzople were asked directly whether, in their opinion,
any loan requirements were hindering rural %SSW developments
respondents were close to being evenly divided--54.1 percent
said yes; 45.9 percentc said no. When asked, then, to check
which items in a list were hindering such irmprovements, re-
spondents didn't appear to feel toc strongly about any of
them, except eligibility reguirements.

15



Frequency of

Requirements Hindering WSSW Development Response
£ligibility requirements 75
Income/networth reguirements 38
Requirements to check past credit 7
Property appraisal requirements 16
Collateral requirements 14
Requirements for length of amortization

period 16
Requirements for financing construction 43
Other 28

Suggested Punding Levels for WSSHW

PmHA presently funds water, sewer and solid waste grants
at 50 percent of project cost. People were asked if the
50 percent level was adequate or another level of funding
should be provided. Whereas one-third (33.5 percent) felt
that the present level was adeguate, only 7.3 percent felt
that a 100 percent level 1s desirable. Farmers and bankers
felt the strongest of the coccupational groups that the pre~
sent level of funding should be raintained--46.9 percent and
45./ percenc, tespectivily.

Suaggested Funding lLevels for Water, Sewer and Solid Waste

" aéminis- Profes- Number of
trator farmer 8sional gsanker Other Total respondents
S0% level 29.2% 46.9% 22.6% 45.7% 36,4 33.5% 83
518 - 0% 19.8 21.9 24.5 21.7 18,2 2% .4 53
71% ~ B85% 28.3 9.4 39.6 23.% 18,2 27.0 67
B6% - 99% 17.0 12.5 5.7 2.2 9.1 10.9 27
1008 ievel 5.7 9.4 7.5 €.5 48.2 7.3 18
Total 100.0¢ 100.0% 100.0% 105.0% 100.0% 100.0% 248

Importance of FmHA WSSW Funding

Over 70 percent of the respondents felt that FmHA funding
in water, sewer and solid waste makes a Very Important con-
tribution to rural development.

Irportance of PmHA Fendirg for Water, Sewer and Solid VWaste

Adninie~ Profes~
trator Farrer sienal BRanker Other Total

Very Important T7.8% €5.7% 74.1% 57.4% 80.0% 71.9%
Moderstely Important 15.7 23.3 25.9 1.9 10.0 21.7
Little or Ho Impor-

tance 6.5 1.0 _ = 10.6 10,0 6.4
Total 180.6% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Number of

Regpondents 108 30 54 47 10 249
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Both the Farmers Heme Adminlstration (faiA) and Housing
and Urban Development (HUD) nave orogréems 1in housing in rural
areas. Of the two agencies, the resscndents to the survey
clained they have more knowledge c¢f the rrdA nrogram than
that of HUD--82.5 percent said they had & "gqreat deal"” or
"some" knowledge of FmHA programs in rural housing as com-
pared to 55.7 percent for dUD programs. *

oo FmEA_____ __ _____HWUD _______

Amount of Number of Number of

Knowledge Respondeuts Percent Respondents Percent

Great Deazl 333 26.8% 124 10.5%

Some 704 55.7 533 45.2

Little or Hone 220 17.4 __522 _44.3
Total 1,263 100.0% 1,179 100.0%

Of the different occupational groups, farmers and other:
are least familiar with government programs. Of the farmers
Who ward nuncusers of Thida fdifs: a0dsily 1Gausd, 33.5 peicent
said they had little or no knowledge of the FmHA program;
70.3 percent said they had little or no knowledge of the HUD
program. Of the total numper of farmers responding, 29.0 ve;
cent had little or no irformation of fmHa, while 67.9 percen!
had little or no information aoout the HUD program.

Knowledge of Rural Housing Program by Occupation--

FmHA--All Respondents

Adminis- Profes-
trator  Farmer  sional Banker Other

Great Deal 29.5% 16.6% 21.3% 31.1% 13.0%
Some 57.4 54.4 52.2 58.6 47 .8
Little or dHone 3.5 _29.0 5.5 _16.4 _35.1
Total 100.0% 106.0% 10¢.0% 100.0% 100.0%
tiumber of
kespondents 465 241 224 251 46

* The reader is cautionea tnat the sample is not random, and
therefore, responses to this guestion may be biased. The
mailing list of tne 3enate Agriculture Comnittee would be
expected to attract more corr2soondence from rural people
ang organizations famili2r with FadA than the HUD program.
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Knowledge of Rural Housing Program by Occupation--HUD=-
All Respondenis

Amnount of Adminis- Profes-
Knowledge trator Farmer sional Banker Other
Great Deal 15.53 1.3% 16.4% 5.41% 4.4%
some 50.8 30.3 52.3 4§0.2 57.8
Little or None 33.7 €7.9 31.4 54.5% 37.3
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Number of
Respondents 439 218 220 224 45

FnHA Rural Housing Liers--Respondents ‘- the Survey

The majority of the "user” respondents (71.0 pe.cent)
reported on other people's experiences. Over 80 percent of
all the applications were aporoved. Approximate'y 42 percent
of the leoans were made or applied for in 1974.

Type of Application and Statts Number Percent
Own experience; application approved 46 21.2%
Own experience; application pending 17 7.8
Someone else's experience; aprplica-

tion approvead 128 59.0
Someone else's experience; applica-
tion pending _26 12.0
Total 217 100.0%
Year of Application Number Fercent
1970 28 12.9% 8
1971 15 6.9
1972 30 13.8
1973 38 17.5
1974 91 41 .9
1975 15 6.9
Total 217 100.0%

Sizes of Housing Loans

The majority of tre respondencs in the survey {about
€2 percent repcrted on #pplicacions under $25,000. Approxi-

mately eight percent (or 15 applications} were in excess of
51 million.
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Pmoants mt SswA Loan Apgliceticcs for Fuorel Bousini

Nyaher of

as..at »f Loars b7 137 *12 teld 174 1275 Total Respondents

LRt re 3, v 15l 25.78 Sa.6% v§, 7% 53,44 3§.5& 61.612 114
285, sul=ut, 3299 5.1 - 4.8 1.4 23.3 3.1 16.2 3
dhud,wud-vadr ue? 2.7 - L - S.2 - 5.4 13
IPRRYOUWEDE PR L) lo.s - 1.7 Y.t i.3 15.4 5.4 19
dobu,LLU st , 998 - £.7 1.3 2. 3.2 - 3.2 &
sl U iuumad, 199,933 - - 3.7 - - FEIR 2.2 4
IR RN - .81 7 3. TE = _ %3 Al

ratsl 162,38  leB.Us  130.0%  iub.08 105,08 197 O 130.0t HTS]

e Of the approved applications, 82.2 percent were financed
~at 90-180 percent of the loan reguest. Only 3.7 percent of
the processed applications were disapproved.

Time Between Housing Application and Approval

Of the 159 respondents with completed applications,
78.0 percent said it took less than six months from the time
of application to the time cf approval.

Time Between Application and Approval
Approved Housina Applications

Under 4-6 7-Y 10~-12 Over
Year 3 _Months Months Months Months 1 Year Total
1970 48.0% 32.0% 12.0% - g.0¢% 100.0%
1971 40.0 40.0 6.7 £.7 6.7 100.0
1972 25.9 37.0 22.2 7.4 7.4 100.0
1973 33.3 48.1 14.8 - 3.7 100.0
1974 54.0 27.0 12.7 3.2 3.2 100.0
1975 5.0 30.0 - - - 100.0
Total 43.4% 34.6% 13.8% 3.1% 5.0¢ 100.0%
Number of
Respond-
ents 69 S5 22 5 8 159

Housing Loan Application Procedures

A majority of respcndents had over three conferences with
FnHA personnel, only one FmHA office reeded to be contacted,
and trips outside the local area were not required. These
procedures for obtaining a lcon remained relatively constant
over the years of the survey.
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vears: 1970 - 75

None One Two  Three Over Three
Conferences with FmHA
persoanel 1.2% 13.2% 23.6% 22.4% 39.4%
Diff vent FmHA offices
contacted 10.1 60.7 20.8 5.4 3.0
Trips ouiside local
area 64.8 12.3 8.6 4.9 9.3

Possible Problew Areas

When people were asked whether certain aspects of the
loan procedure presentad proviems, the following responses
were obtained:

Seriousness of Problem: 1970-75
Not a
Extreme Moderate Somewhat Problem

Obtaining clear pro-

gram informatior 18,923 0.2 23445 «i.0%
Receiving all the
* necessary forms 9.2 16.5 16.5 57.8
. Number of complexity
- of forms 17.3 26.0 25.0 31.7
Eligibility reguire~
ments 18.2 24.3 26.6 30.8

- Problems with admin-

istrative regqula-

tions 16.7 23.8 25.7 33.8
Getting cooperation

from FmHA person-

nel 11.8 i0.9 13.7 63.5
C Receiving fair and
: unbiased treatment
from FmHA per-

sonnel 10.9 7.6 14.7 66.8
Delays 1in obtaining
approval 24.90 16.7 26.0 33.3
ST Three items were rated by more than 50 percent of the

respondents as not a problem--receiving all the necessary
forms (57.8 percent}), getting cooperation from FmHA person-
nel (63.5 percent), and receiving fair and unbiased treatment
from FmHA personnel (66.8 percent).

Almost 42 percent of the respondents felt that obtaining
clear program information is not a problem. By occupational
group, a greater proportion of administrators and profes-
sionals considered obtaining clear precgram information an
“extreme” or "moderate” problems than farmers and bankers.

| 20
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Causing "Extreme” or “"Moderate" Problems
Administrator Farrmer Professional Banker

Obtaining clear
program infor-
mation 37.7% 30.3% 41.3% 30.0%

The number and complexity of ferms is viewed as a probler
to most respondents. Over 40 percent of administrators,
farmers, and bankers view this reguirement as either an "ex-
treme" or "moderate" problem. Professionals view this re-
guirement as less of a problem.

Causing "Extreme® or *¥oderate™ Problems
Administrator Farmer Professional Banker

Mirmbar and
Ui TiL anid

plexity of
forms 43.3% 43.3% 25.9% 45.7%

O~

Approximately 40 percent of the respondents in each oc-
cupational group also said eligibility and administrative
regulations are likewise problems in the vears of the survey.

Causing "Extreme” or “Moderate" Problems
Administrator Farzer Professicnal Ban.er

Eligibility re-

quirements 42.7% 48.4% 46.7% 38.0%
Administrative .
regulations 40.3 41.¢9 41.3 39.1

Qut of 64 administrators resvonding to this portion of
the survey, one-half responded that delays in obtaining an-
proval presented problems--more than any of the other occupa=-
tional groups. Farmers viewed this variable as less of a
problem than the other groups.

Causing "Extrere® or "Moderate"™ Problems
Administrator carrer Professional Banker

Delays in ob-
taining ap-
proval 50.31% 32.3% 46.1% 36.2%

Of all the respondents to the Housing portion of the sur-
vey, 61.9 percent felt that some of the FmHA housing loan re-
quirements were hindering 1improvements in rural development.
Of the list of requirements enumerated in the questionnaire,
two items--eligibility and income,network reguirements--were
mentioned with greatest freguency, as chown in the following
table:
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= Frequency of
Reguirements Hindering Housing Development Response
Eligibility requirements 85
Income/networth requirements 75
Requirements to check past credit 15
Property appraisal requirements 24
Collateral requirements 25
Regquirements for length of amortization period 12
Requirements for financing construction 29
Other 15

Importance of FmHA Funding for Rural Housing

Clearly, most of the persons responding to this section
of the survey (almost 70 percent) rated the FmHA program in
housing as being "Very Important®. By occupational group,
administrators rated this program as “Very Important” with
greatest freqguency.

Importance of FmHA Punding for Rural Housing

Adminis- pProtes-
trator FParmer sional Banker

Very Important 80.32 62.5% 62.1% 63.2%
Moderaterly Important 16.7 37.5 27.6 27.9
Little or No Importance 3.0 - 10.3 8.8
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Number of
Respondents 66 32 28 68
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CHAPTER 6

DEVELOPMENT OF ESSENTIAL CCMMUNITY FACILITIES

Two Federal agencies have programs for rural development
in essential community facilities (ECF)--Farmers Home Admin-
istration (FmHA) and Housing and Urban Develcooment (HBUD}. Ac-
cording to the survey, neither program is well known by the
respondents. Of the individuals responding to the guestion as
to how much they know about FmHA programs in ECF, 17.8 percent
have a "great deal” of knowledge, 47.3 percent have “some"
knowledge, and 34.9 percent said they have "little or no*
knowlnrdge. BUD's program is even lesser known. To the same
question, 8.5 percent of the respondents said they had a "great
deal* of information about the HUD program, while 55.2 percent
said they know little or nothing about the program. *

Knowledge of Federal Programs in Essential Community Facilities

- FmHA e HUD

Amount of Number of Number of

Knowledge Regpondents Percent Respondents Percent

Great Deal 218 17.23% 99 8.5%

Some £78 273 4zl 39,3

Little or

None _ 427 34.9 639 _55.2
Total 1,223 100.0% 1,158 100.0%
By occupational group, farmers, bankers and ot.aers had

the least amount of knowledge of both programs.

Knowledge of ECF Programs by Occupation--FmHA--All Respondengg’

Amount of Adminis- Profes~
Krowledge trator Farmer  sional Banker  Other
Great Deal 22.8% 8.78  24.5% 11.5¢% 9.1%
Some 52.1 41.7 44.5 48.4 38.6
Little or None 25.1 49.6 30.9 _40.2 _52.3
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Number of
Respondents 451 230 220 244 44

* The reader is cautioned that the sample is not random, and,

therefore, responses to this question may be biased.

The

mailing list of the Senate Agriculture Committee would be
expected to att.act more correspondence frox rural people
and organizations familiar with FzHA that the HUD prcaram.
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atowledage of ECF Programs by Occupation--HUD--All Resvondents

Amount of Adminis~ Profes-
Knowledge trator Farmer sional Banker Other
Great Deal 14.2% 1.9% 12.4% 1.4% -— %
Some 42.2 20.5 49.1 24.4 46.3
Little or None 43.6 77.6 38.5 74.2 53.7
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Number of
Respondents 436 210 218 221 41

FmHA ECF Users-—-Respondents to Survey

The FmHA program in essential community facilities has
only been in existence since 1972. The number of users are
still small and there were relatively few respondents to the
survey concerning this program--70. <Caution should therefore
be taken to not make generalizations from the respcnses. Data
by year, in particular, 1s not applicable in the analysis of
this orogram since the number of users is small.

Of the 70 users, over half had approved applications.
Also, slightly over one-half reported on their own experience,
while the remainder reported on other people's experiences.

Type of Application and Status Number Percent
Own experience; application approved 23 32.9%
Own experience; aprlication pending 14 20.0
Someone else's experience; application
approved 17 24.3
Someone else's experience; application
pending 10 22.9
Total 70 100.0%
Year of Application Number Percent
1972 7 10.0%
1973 10 14.3
1974 33 47.1
1975 16 22.9
Respondents not
indicating vyear _4 5.7
Total 70 100.0%
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Sizes of ECF_Loans

Over one-half (58 percent) of the loans in the survey
were in amounts under §$250,000; 30 percent of the loan appli-
cations were made for under $100,000. Fifteen percent of the
applications were for $1 million or more.

Of those applications approved, 81 percent were aporoved
for 90--100 percent of the amount reguested. Only two (5 per-
cent) o1 the processed applications were disapproved.

Amounts of FmHA Loan Applications for
Essential Community Facilities

Number of
amount of Loans 1372 1973 1374 1275 Total  Respondents

Under $100,C00 42.9% 12.5% 38.7%  1l4.3% 22.2% %2
$100,000-$249,99% 14.3 37.5 25.8 35.7 28.3 17
$250,000-5499,999 - 25.0 13.4 14.3 16.7 10
$500.000-35999,923 2 1; 5 12.9 14.3 12.2 2
$1,000,0%0-52,499,99%  42.9 . - - .

Over 52,500,000 - 12.5 3.2 2.4 _ 8.2 5

Totil 100.0% 100,08 100.0% 103.0% 100.0% 60

ECF rime Between Application and Approval

Of the applications approved, cleariy the largest pro-
portion toock between four and six months to process,

Years: 1972-1975 ~  ___ ___
Under i-g 7=9 10-12 Over
3 Months Months Honths Months 1 year Total

Téae Between

Apnlication
ipplication

& Approval:
Approved

Applications 13.2% 55.3% 5.3% 13.2% 13.2% 100.0

ECF_Loan Application Procedures

For the years 1972-1975, a predominant number of respond-
ents reported that they had over three conferences with FmHA
personnel, contacted two FmHA offices, and made no trips out-
side their local area.
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.. Yesrs: 1972 - 1975 _ ________
None One Two  Three Over Three
Conferences with FmHA
personn=l 1.6% 8.2% 18.0% 27.9% 44.3%
Cifferent FmHA offices
contacted 3.3 31.1 52.5 11.5 l.6
Trips outside local
area 46.4 1.4 . 14.3 8,9 8.9

Possible Problem Areas

When individuals surveyed were asked about their percep-
tion as to what requirements and procedures of Farmers Home
were problems, threce factors were rated highly as not beina
a problem:

--receiving all the necessary forms:
~-getting cooperation from PmHA personnel; and

--receiving fair and unbiased treatment from FmBA
personnel.

Seriousness of Problemgy 19%72-1975
o Not a
Extreme Moderate Somewhat Problem

Receiving all the neces-

sary forms 11.8% 14.7% 14,7% 53.8%
Getting cooperation from
FmHA personnel 11.4 7.1 11.4 70.0

Receiving fair and un-
biased treatment from
FmHA personnel 5.7 4.3 1.1 82.9

Paspondents' opinions were divided concerning the other
factors on the list:

Seriousness of Problemy 1972-1975
Hot a
Extreme Moderate Somewhat Problem

Obtaining clear program

information 14.3% 27.1% 21.4% 37.1%
dumber and complexity

of forms 15.7 20.0 32,9 31.4
Eligibility requirements 19.1 25.0 26,5 29.4
Administrative regula-

tions 18.8 26.1 26,1 29.0
Delays in obtaining

approval 23.8 20.6 25.4 30.2
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Administrators and bankesrs had different reactions from
professionals concerning the matter of obtaininy clear pro-
gram information. Administrators &anc banksrs were more Cri-
tical. For example, while zgproximatzsly one-half of all three
groups felt that obtaining clear orooram irformation presented
“moderate” or "some" vroplems, a grezter cercent of the admin-
istrators and bankers felt that there were “extreme" problems
in this area; professicnals, on the other hand, tended to feel
that obtaining clear program information was not an extreme
problem. (Farmers, due to their low resporse rate to this
portion of the survey, have been excluded from this analysis.)

Obtaining Clear Program Information
Seriousness of Problem: 1972 - 1975

Extreme  Moderate Somewhat  tot_a broblem

Administrater 11.1% 33.3% 18.5% 37.0%

Professional -— 29.4 23.5 47.1
Banker 21.4 . 14.3 35.7 28.6

The number and complexity of forms likawise received the
sama type of split reaction. Wnhereas &/ percent 2f tne agmin-
istrator: and 86 percent of the bankers thought that forms pre-
sented "extreme" to "some" problems, less than one-~-half of the
professionals felt the same way.

Humber & Complexity of Forms: 1972-75

Administrator Profe351onal 1~ Banker
Causing "Extreme" to
“Some" Problems 66.6% . 47.0% 85.8%
Hot a Problem Area 33.3 52.9 14.3

Eligibility requirements were verceived altogether oif-
ferently hy the three occupational groups. Administrators
were divided among themselves (40.0 percent feeling that it's
an “"extreme" or "moderate" problem while 44.0 percent stating
that it's not a problem); most of the prefessiornals (56.3 per-
cent} felt that eligibility requiremenis are “"extreme" or
“moderate” problems; half the bankers felt that there i
“some" problem here. The agreement bv most, then, is “hat a
problem exists; the degree ¢f serinusness is viewed diifer-
ently by different people.

Eligibility Reguirements: 1972-75

Adrlnxstrato Professional Banker

Causing "Extreme" or
*Moderate" Problems 40.03 56.3: 35.7%
Causing "Some" Froblems 16.0 18.8 50.0
Not a Problem Area 44.0 25.0 14.3

27



FmBA administrative requlations was another area in
which people's opinions were divided. Whereas over 50 percent
of all groups felt that administrative requlations presented
“some™ or "no" problems, bankers w:re more in agreement with
each other than administrators and professionals concerning
this perception.

Administrative Requlations: 1972-75
Administrator Profecsional Banker

Causing "Extreme" or

"Moderate" Problems 46.1% 47.1% 28.5%
Causing "Some" or “No°®
Problems 53.9 52.9 71.4

On the question of whether there is a problem in delays
in obtaining approval, veople's opinions were again divided--
about 45 percent felt there were "extreme” or "moderate" prob-
lems, 25 percent said there were “some® problems, and 30 per-
cent felt that there weren't any problems with delays. The’
reasons for such divisicn in opinions may be the small number
of responses and the £fac- that 43 percent of the experiences
reportec on 1n the survey were still pending approval.

When asked whether any loan requirements are hindering
improvements in essential community facilities in rural areas,
63.2 percent responded to the affirmative. On the listing of
which requirements are hindering such improvements, eligibil-
ity regquirements was again the most frequently mentioned
facco..

Freguency of

Requirements Hindering ECF Development Response
Eligibility requirements 29
Income/networth requirementis 14
Reguirements to check past credit 5
Property appraisal reguirements 5
Collateral requirements 14
Requirements for length of amortization period 6
Requirements for financing construction 15
Other 10

Importance of FmHA ECF Funding

Nearly two~thirds of the respondents rated the FmHA
program in essential community facilities as Very Important.
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Importance of FmHA Funding for Esseatial Community Pacilities

Administrator Professional Banker

Very Impo tant 59.3% 64.7% 72.7%
Moderaterly Important 29.6 17.6 18.2
"Little or No Importance _11.1 17.6 9.1

Total 100.0% - ico.0¢ 100.0%

Number of
Respondents 27 17 11
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CHAPTER 7

PROGRAMS IN 2USINESS A4D_INDUYSTRY (B&I)

Of the three Federal agencies with orograms in Business
ana Industry (B§I)~-Ffarmers Home Adrinistration (FmHA),
gconomic Development Adaministration {EDA), and Small Rusiness
Adrinistration {SBA)--the FrmHA and SBA programs seemed to be
equzlly known; EDA 1ic not as well known. Less than 17 percent
of the respondents claimed they had & "great cdeal® of informa-
tion apbout fmHA and SBA programs, while only 11 percant knew a
“great deal® about the EDA program. *

s e B - ——— = = M = - o —— - - P —— -

Tiwsesef TTTTTTTTTT Tqumber of T “Nusber of
kespcadents Percent [Kespondents Percent Rescondents Percent

— e s _———— e - pgeduupruuipfbudp e e Ceum

Grest Ceal iv4 16.13% 131 I1.3» 187 16.5%
so3e 507 42.0 145 29.7 511 42.8
Littie or
_305 _al.y 886 _59.0 481 _40.8
rotal 1,208 100.04% 1,160 100.0s 1,195 100.0%

By occupational group, administrators and professionals
haa a greater familiarity with the Federal vrograms than
bankers and farmers. The conly exception is that bankers have
a greater knowledge of the SBA program than the other groups.
farmers ang cothers have the least fazmiliarity with all the
prograns.

Knowledge of B&I_Programs by Occupation--FrHA--All Respopdents

Amount of Adminis- Profes~
Knowliedge trator Farmer sional Banker Other
Great Degl 18.8% 6.4% 27.3% 11.0% 7.1%
Scme 43.6 28.9 42.7 48.8 33.3
Little or None 35.6 64.7 30.0 40.2 _59.5
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 160.0% 100.0%

Nunber of
Respondents 447 218 220 246 42

- o (e s o e . . et

* Tre reader is cautioned that the sample is not random, and,
therefore, responses to this qguestion may be biased. The
mailing list of the Senate Agriculture Committee would be ox-
pected to attract more correspondence frcm rural people and
organizations familiar with FmHA than EDA and SBA programs.
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anowleage of B&I Programs by Occupation--EDA-zAll Respondents

— - ——— . e

Axnount of Adminis~ profes~
Knowledge trator  Fa.mer sional  Banker Other
Sreat Deal 16.7% . 9% 23.1% .9% - %
Some 7.4 12.3 40.7 20.5 29.5
Little or None 45.%  _86.7 361  _78.6 _70.5
Iotal 100.0% i00.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Number of
Resrandents 438 211 216 , 220 44

Knowledge of B&l Programs by Occupation--SBA--All Respondents

Amount of Adminis- ?rofes-

Knowledge trator farrer sional Banker Cther
Great Deal 13.7% 3.7% 22.6% 29.6% 6.7%
Some 44.6 33.0 49.8 44.2 37.8
Little or None _41.7  63.3  27.6  _26.3  _55.6

Total 100.0% 100.0% 102.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Number of
Respondents 444 218 217 240 45

The FmHA B&I program has been in existence since 1972.
Since the number of responses are small (70), caution should
be used in inferring trends from the data.

Bbout c¢ne-half of tiie applications--51.4 percent--were
still pending at the time of the survey. The majority--
58.6 percent--of the applications were made in 1974.

Type of Application and Status Number  Pzrcent
Own experience; application approved 17 24.3%
Own experience; application pending 12 17.1
Someone else's experience; application

approved 16 22.9
Someone else's experience; apvlicatior
pending 24 34.3
Respondents not indicating infcrmation R 1.4
Total 70 100.0%
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Year of Application Number Percent

1972 6 8.6%
1973 10 14.3
1974 41 58.6
1975 13 _18.6
Total 70 100.0%

Sizes of B&I Loans

The majority of the applicetions in the survey (about
66 percent were made for loans under 3500,000. Less than
one-fourth of the applications were made for $1 million or
more.

Number of
Amounts of Loaas 1972 1973 1374 1979  Total Regpondents

Under $100,000 50.0¢  33.3% 19.4% 23.1%  24.2% 15
$100,000-5249,99% - 22,2 36.1 15.4 27.4 17
$¢00,000-5499,993 - 11.1 19.4 7.7 14.5 9
$500,000-5749,999 25.0 - 2.8 15.¢ 6.5 4
$750,009-5999,9%9% 25.0 - 2.8 1.7 4.8 3
$1,000,2230- 32,485,008 - .2 2l v ST ¢
Over §1,500,000 R 22.2 8.3 231.1 12.9 _8

Total 100.0% 100,0% 1060.0% 100.0% 100.0% 62

0f all approved applications, 21 (or, 77.8 percent} received
approval for 90-100 percent of their requests. Of all com-
tleted applications, 27.0 percent {10) were disapproved.

e

rime Between 3:&l Application and Approval

Of the ~-espondents answering the guestion pertaining to
the time it took between application and approval, only half
had completed, approved applications. Though the number of
respondents was small {32), the indication from the survey
was that most B&l applications (46.9 percant) have taken
less than three months to process.

_ Years: 1972-1975
Under 4-6 7-9 10-12 Over
3 Months Months Months Honths 1 Year Total

- e sty v st

Time Between
Application
and Ap-
proval: Ap-
proved Ap- ,
plications 46,9% 28.1% 12.5% J.1% 9.4% 100.0%
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B&I Loan Application Procedures

#ost frequently, respondents saig tney had to maxe Tore
than three contacts with the lender, have rore than three
conferences with FmHA personnsl, make contacts with two FmHA
cffices, and t-ke no trips outside the local area.

Years: 1%72 - 1975

T TTTTTTTT Jver
Number of: . None One Two Three Three
Contacts with lender - 10.9% 14.5% 27.3% 47.3%
Conferences with FmHA
personnel - 3.3 29.% 24.% 42.6
Different FmHA offices
contacted 1.6 22.6 62.9 8.1 4.8

Trips ocutside local area 34.5 27.6 1p.3 10.3 17.2

Possible Problem Areas

When respondents were asked to rz.e certain loan proce-
dures as to whether they presented problers, and how sericus
the preblems were, three 1rens were rateu oigiily as kb woad
problems:

~-~receiving all the necessary forms;
~-getting cooperation from FmHA personnel; and

--receciving fair and unbiased treatwment from FmHA
personnel.

Serisusness oi Probler: 1972-7!

s e i Sk S . O i s e, A AB. T g, A . PO S g i T it |

5]

Extreme Moderate Somewhat Prob

- Receiving al.: the neces-

sary forms 9.1% 13.6% 19.7% 97 .1
Getting cooperation from
PmHA personnel 10.0 11.4 10.0 68.1

Receiving fair and un-
biased treatment from
FmHA personnel 8.7 11.6 5.8 73.

Two items--number and complexity of forms and eligibil
requirements--received different opinions by the different
cupational groups. A smaller proportion of professionals
viewad these procedures to be preolexs than administrators
bankers. (Since a small nunoer of farmers responded to thi
portion of the survey (2), they have been excluded from thi
section of the analysis.)
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dumber & Complexity of Forms: 1972-75

Eéaz§£§§?555;—¢ “Professional  Banket
Cauging “"Extreme" or-
"moderate" Proplems 41.7% 12.6% 44,5%
Hot a Pronlem Area 33.3 - 62.5 44.4
__Eligibility Recquirements: 1972-75
Administrator  Professional — Banker
Causing "Extreme” or
"Moderate” Proulems 42.3% 31.3% 60.0%
Hot a Problem Area 34.6 56.3 30.0

There was a mix of reaction about obtaining clear program
information--46.4 percent felt that this caused “extreme" or
"moderate" problems; 32.1 percent felt that it wasn't & prob-
lem. By occupation, 3 larger percent of administrators
thought that this was a problem.

Obtaining Clear pProgram
Information: 1972-75

2ddministrator  Professional Banker
Causing "Extreme" or
"Moderate" Problems 50.0% 37.6% 42.1%
Not & Problsm Area 34.6 37.5% 47.4

Administracive regulations were viewed similarly by all
occuvational groups--whereas about 37 percent viewed it as an
“extreme" or "mogerate® problem, about 45 percent viewed it as
not a problem at all.

_Administrative Regulations: 1972-75

Administrator Professional Banker
Causing "Extreme® or
“Moderate” Problems 36.0% 37.5% 36.9%
Wot a Proolem Area 44.0 43.8 47.4

Aporoximately one-third of the respondents felt that
there were "extreme" problems in the delays in obtaining ap-
proval while anothner one-third felt there were no problems.
These varied responses might have been caused by the fact
tnat 52 percent of users still had vending apolications.

Of the small nuxmber of respondents {70}, 63.6 percent
felt that there are loan reguirements hindering improvements
in the area of business and industry. Wwhen asked to check
sff any guch requirerents, the largest number of respondents
331a 1t was eligibility requirements.
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Frequency of

Requirements Hindering B&I Development Response
Eligihility reguirements 29
Income/networth reguirementy 16
Reguirements to check past credit 5
Property appraisal requirements 5
Collateral reguirements 16
Requirements for length of amortization period 11
Reguirements for financing construction 12
Other 11

Irportance of FmHA B&I Funding

e

More than half <f the respondents felt that FmHA B&I
loans are Very Important--58.6 percent Very Important,
21.4 percent Moderately Important, 20.0 percent Little or No
Importance. By profession, bankers rated the importance of
FmHA contribution lower than the administrators and profes-
sionals in the sample.

Imnnrtance nf FmBA Funding far Rosiness and Industrv

Administrator Professional Banker

Very Important 58.3% 68.8% 45.0%
Moderately Important 29.2 18.8 20.0
Little or No Importance 12.5 12.5 35.0
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Number of
Respondents 24 16 20
]
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CHAPTER 38

SITE PREPARATION FOR BUSINESS AND INDUSTRY

The FRHA program in site oreparation for business and
industry is new {since 1972) and the smallest of the six pro-
jrans in terxms of the small number of user responses elicited
from the survey. Only 40 persons of the 1,335 rescondents re-
sorted tnat they or someone theyv knew had experience with site
preparationg idvans. Primarlly due to this small number of re~
sponses, extreme caution should be taken to not draw f£irm con-
clusions from the survey results presentsé in this chapter.

Actually, the Econonic Development Adninistration (EDA),
as well as F=mHA, provides funds for site preparation for
cusiness and industry. According to the survey results,
neither program is well known; though the FrHA program is
sligntly cetter known of the two. *

Xnowledge of Federal Programs in Site Prevaration
for Business and Industry

FaHA EDA _
Amount of Number of Xumber of
Knowledge Respondents Percent  Resvondents Percent
Great Deal 134 11.2% 114 9.8%
Some 374 31.3 279 23.9
Little or None __ 688 _57.5 776 _66.4
Total 1,196 100.0%° 1,169 100.0%

3y occupation, a very small percent of all the farmers
and bankers in the survey kne¢wr of the FmHA or EDA programs.
whereas about one-half of the aaministrators and professionals
nave a “"great Jdeal” or "some" Knowledge of the two programs,
acout 20 percent of the farmers, 30 perceat of the bankers,
an¢ 30 percent of others have that much information, respec-
tively, of tne FmHA program. Less than 1% cetcent of the same
groups nave a “great deal® or “"some" information on the EDA
srogram.

* The reader is cautioned that the sample is not random, and,
tanerefore, resgonses to this guestion may be biased. The
railing list of the Senate Agriculture Committee would be
expected to attract more corresvondence from rural people
and crganizations familiar with FmHA than the EDA program,
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Knowledge of Site Preparation Programs by Occupation--FmHA--
All Respondents

Amount of Adminige Profes~
Knowledge trator Farmer sional Banker Other
Great Deal 15.5% 4.6% 17.3% 4.6%  4.7%
Some 37.6 16.6 41.4 25.5 27.9
Little or None 46.8 78.8 41.4 _69.9 _67.4
Total 100.0¢% 106.0%8 100.0% 170.0% 100.0%
Number of
Respendents 444 217 220 . 239 43

Knowledge of Site Preparat.on Programs by Occupation--EDA--
All Respondents

vee—
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Amount of Adminis- Profes-
Knowledge trater Farmer sional  Banker Other
Great Deal 16.2% 1.0% 16.4% . 9% -
Some 29.5 10.6 35.2 14.0 31.1
Little or None 54.2 88.5 48.4 85.1 68.9
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.03 100.0% 100.0s
Number of
Respondents 437 208 219 228 45

FmHA Site Preparation Users--Respondents to the Survey

were made in 1974. Over one-half (5

Two-thirds of the applicationsg de
5

described experiences of someone other

s
D
applications that have been approved; t

ribed in the survey
rcent) were about

hough most (58 percel
than the respondent.

c
(S

Type of Application and Status Number Percen!
Own experience; application approved 11 27.5
Qwn experience; application pending 5 12.5
Someone else's experience; application

approved 11 27.5
Someone else's experience; application
pending 12 30.0
Respondents not indicating information 1 _2.5
Total 40 1060.0
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Year of Agoligatigg Number Percent

1972 3 7.5%
1973 5 12.35
1974 27 67.5
1975 ) _12.5

Total 40 100.0%

Fifteen of the 40 lcans {about 42 percent) were for
amounts under $100,000. Almost three-fourths or the loans
in the survey covered amounts under $300,003. Only three
loans were for amounts of $1 million or more.

Amounts of FmHA Loan Applications for Site Preparation

Number of

Amount of Loans 1972 1973 1974 1975 Total Respondents
Unaer sivu,vuu FRTIVINEY -~ % qu. 78 40.0s 41.7% 15
$100,000~-5199%,999 - v - 18.5 - 13.4 5
$250,000-5299,99% - 100.0 11.1 20.0 16.7 6
$300,000-5399,999 -— - 11.1 - 8.3 3
$400,000-549%,999 - -- - - - -
$500,000-5599,999 -- - 11.1 20.0 11.1 4
$600,000-5999,999 - - - - -- -
Over $1,000,000  _ == _--  _7.4 _20.0 _8.3 3

Total 1060.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 36

>

Most of the approved applications (70 percent) were ap-
proved for 90-100 percent of the request. 9nly two of the
processed applications in the survey were disapproved.

Time Between Application and Approval

Of the approved applications, 90 percent tock six months
or less from date of application to approval. Slightly less
than one-half (10} took three months or less.

_ Years: 1972-75_
Under 4-6 7-9 10-12 Over
3 Months Months Months Months 1 Year Total

Time Between
Application
and Ap-
proval:
Approved
Applications 47.6% 42.9% 4.8% -— £.8% 100.0%
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Site Preparation Loan Application Procedures

Looking at the median number of responses, rescondents
reported that applicants had two contacts with lenders, hnad
three conferences with FmHA personnel, contacted two different
FmHA offices, and took two trips outside the local area.

Years: 1972 - 1975

Number of: None One Two Three Over Three
Contacts with lender 11.31% 11.1% 29.6% 18.5% 29.6%
Conferences with FmHA

personnel 3.1 6.3 21.3 37.% 31.3
CDifferent FmHA offices

contacted 3.0 24.2 48.5 21.2 3.0
Trips outside local

acea 21.9 25.0 21.9 18.8 12.5

Possible Problem Areas

When asked if certain loan procedures or requirements
presented problems to the borrower, the majority of the re-
spondents reporced tnat hone were "éattenc” PrObicid.

Five items were rated as not significant problem areas:
obtaining clear program information (64 percent saving it
presents "some" or “nc" problems); receiving all the neces-
sary forms (74 percent "some" or "no" probleams}); admiaistra-
tive regulations (64 percent "some" or “no" problems); co-
operation from FmHA personnel (70 percent "no® problems); and
fair and unbiased treatment from FmHA personnel (80 percent
“no" problems}.

Seriousness of Prcblems: 1972-75
yot a
Extreme Moderate Somewhat Problem

Obtaining clear program

information 17.9% 17.5% 20.5% 43.6%
Receiving all the neces-

sary forms 13.2 13.2 13.2 60.5
Problems with adminis-

trative regulations 20.5 15.4 17.9 46.2
Getting cooperation from

FmHA personnel 15.0 5.0 10.2 70.0

Receiving fair and un-
biased treatment from
FmHA personnel 10.3 5.1 5.1 79.5

The remaining Lhree items on the list indicated that
problems may be more prevalent thar the above.
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Seriousness of Froblem: 1972-75
Not a
Extreme Moderate Somewhat Problem

Number and complexity

of forms 15.8% 26.3% 21.1% 35.8%
El:ginility requirements 2.5 23.1 2.6 53.8
Delays in obtaining ap-

proval 35.9 "15.4 15.4 33.3

When asked, specifically, if any loan requirements are
hindering site preparation for business and industry in rural
areas, 45.9 percent said yes. The following items were
checked by those respondents:

Requirements Hindering Prequency of
Site Preparation Development Response
Eligibility requirements 11

Income/networth reguirements

Requirements to check past credit

Property appraisal requirements

Collatetral reguircnmeontc

Requirements for length of amortization period
Requirements for financing consctruction

Other

WU w

Importance of FmHA Site Preparation Funding

Administrators and professionals were the occupaticnal
groups that reported .the largest portion of the “user® exzperi-
ences in this section of the survey {comprising about 79 per-
cent cf total respondents.) Of these two groups, three-fourths
of the administrators and bankers and two-thirds of the profes-
sionals rated the FmHA program for site preparation as "Very
Important.”

Importance of FmHA Funding for Site Preparation

Administrator Professional Banker

Very Important 75.0% 66.7% 75.0%

Moderately Important 12.5 20.0 25.0

Little or No Importance _12.5 13.3 -
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Number of
Respondents 16 15 4
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CHAPTER 9

FrHA PROGRAMS IN FARM OWNERSHIP AND OPERATING {F-0)

Farmers Home Administraticn has a reputation for its
farm ownership and operating (F-0} loans, as evidenced by
the ‘survey results. Of the total number of respondents on
che survey, less than one-fifth had little or no informati

about this program.

Knowledge of FmHA Programs_in Farm Ownership and Operatin

—— o

Amount of Knowledge Number of Respondents Percen
Great Deal 402 31.8
Some 623 49,3
Little or None __238 18.8

Total 1,263 100.0

By occupational group, bankers and farmers indicated
that they had the greatest amount of information about thi
program--48.2 percent of the bankers said they knew a "gre
deal ; 0b.6 percent Of the Larmers ang 0.4 percent or che

bankers said they had a "great deal® or “some" informatior
about F~0 loans.

Knowledge of F.HA Program in Farm Ownership and Cperating-
All Respondents

Amount of Adminis- Profes~
Knowledge trator rarmer sional Banker Othe
Great Deal 26.7% 34.1% 25.6% . 48.2% 11.
Some £1.9 54.7 45.7 42.2 42,
Little or None 21.4 11,2 2B8.8 9.6 46,
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.

Number of

Respondents 457 258 216 249 4

FmHA F-O Users--~Respondents to Survey

A total of 219 user responses were obtained on this
section of the suivey. The largest vroportion of the re-
sponses (41.6 percent) were about 1974 applications. Ovel
three-fourths (79.9 percent) described applications that !
peen approved; though two-thirds of the approved applicat:
were about other people's experiences with the FmHA proar:
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Type of Application and _Status Number Percent
Own experience; application approved 60 27.4%
Own experience; application pending 10 4.6
Somevone else's experience; applicatior

approved 115 52.5
Someone else's experience; application
penaing _34 15.5
Total 219 100.0%
Year of Application Number Percent
1970 4 18.7%
1971 18 §.2
1972 18 8.2
1973 32 14.6
1974 91 41.6
1975 19 8.7
Toteal 219 100.0%

Sizes of F-0 Loans

Over eighty percen: of the loans in the survey were for
amounts under 3100,000. Only six percent had applied for
F~0 loans in excess of $1 million.

Aazounts cf taHA Loan Applications for Farm Ownershio _as=d Cpezating

el it T

Numbet of

amoynt_of Loans  1y73 1971 1972 1373 1814 1975 Total Respondents
.n3er 325,060 34.2% 35.3% 35.3% 37.°¢ i6.6% 27.8% 3t 60
2e5,000-543,999 2.9 17.6 17.6 33,3 25.3 33.3 2%.0 56
224, 0ul=3yy, 999 R{IA} 23.5 §1.2 25.9 21 6 11.1 22.8 (1]
2luu,s0U=>144,999 - 11.8 - - 89 S.€ 5.2 1¢
3156, 00U~3194,359 - 5.9 - - 8.9 5.6 4.7 9
s, Uuu-3239,99Y - - - 2.5 - 1.0 2
wer 51,000, %ue _.2.9 _.5.9 -_§_9 _3 ..6.3 _1s.7 6.2 12

iotal fL0.3% 100.0%8 100.0% 1uv0,.0% 100.03 100.0% 1G0.0% 193

Of all approved loans, 70.6 percent received approval
for 90-100 percent of the reguest. Only 7.6 percent of all
completed applications were disapproved.

£-0_Time Between Application_and Approval

e —— e i ke

According to the survey results, FmHA processes about
82 percent of its applications in less than six months. In
fact, almost half of the applications have taken less than
taree months to approval.
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Time Between Application and Approval
Approved Farm Ownership and Farm Operations Loans

Under 4-6 7-9 10-12 Over
Year 3 Months Months Months Months 1 Year Totel
1370 50.0% 27.8% 13.0% 1.9% 7.4% 100.0%
1971 20.0 65.0 15.0 - - 100.0%
1872 61.9 18.0 4.8 9.5 4.8 100.0%
1873 41.7 38.9 11.1 - 8.3 100.0%
1974 50.6 32.9 12.7 3.8 - 100.0%
1975 83.3 16.7 - - —_— 100.06%
Total 48.1% 33.8% 11.6% 2.8% 3.7¢ 100.0%
Number of
Respondents 104 73 25 6 8 216

P-0 Loan Application Procedures

]
According to the most fregquent responses to the survey,
an applicant applying for an FmHA lcan has had to have over
threo contacks with hizo lender, nad over tnree conferences
with FmiEA personnel, contacted one FmHA office, and zade no
trips outside his local area.

Years: 1370-1975

Over
Number of: None One Two Three Three
Contacts with lender 5.9% 11,2% 27.2% 23.1% 32.5%
Conferences with FmHA
personnel .6 5.6 23.9 32.8 37.2
Different FmHA offices
contacted 13.5 63.5 17.7 3.6 1.6

Trips outside local area 74.3 .t 6.7 1.7 7.8

Possible Problem Areas

When persons were requested to indicate whether certain
procedures and requirements presented problems to the appli-
cant, the following responses were obtained:

43



Seriousness of Problem: 1970-75

Not a
Extreme Moderate Somewhat Problem

Obtaining clear program

information 11.1% 14.3¢% 24.9% 49.8%
Receiving all the neces-

sary forms 6.6 15.5 15.0 62.9
Number and corplexity of

for.s 15.2 23,2 23%.% 31.8
Eligibility requirements 13.8 24.0 20.7 41.5
Problems with adminis-

trative regulations 15.7 17.1 13.6 47.2
Getting cooperation from

FmHA personnel 11.6 6.9 11.1 70.4

Receiving fair and un-
biased treatment from

FmBA personu-l 10.0 5.2 11.8 73.0
Delays in cobtaining ap-

proval 21.9 i5.8 23.3 3%.1
From the above, it appears that the majority of the respond-
entb Leil that sovin £ tho poecodurcs nresentad ecamayhat ar

- no problems. These include:

{1} receiving clear program inforzmation {75%, somewhat
O no problemi;

(2) receiving all the necessary forms {78%, somewhat or
no proslen};

{3) number and complexity of forrs (62%, scmewhat or no
problex);

{(4) administrative regulations (67%, sovewhat or no
problez};

{5) cooperation from FmHA personnel (78%, no problem);
{6) fair and unbiased treatment (73%, no problem); and

{7) delays in obtaining approval (62%, somewhat or no
problexs).

All the occupational groups were consistent in thes2 ratings.
Though the majority of all occupationezl zsroups (62 per-
cent} felt that eligibility requirements present some or no

protlems, administratcrs ard bankers responied with greater
frecguency about 1t tnan farmers and professionals.
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Eligibility Requirements: 1970-75%

Adminis~ Profes-
trator Farmer sional Banker
Causing "Extreme® or
"Moderate" Problems 30.0% 42.4% 45.5% 34.7%
Causing "Some" or
"No" Problems 70.0 571.7 54.5 65.4

Respondents were divided in opinion as to whether any
F~0 loan requirements are hindering improvements in rural
areas--54.8 percent said yves while 45.2 percent said no.
When asked to specify which requirements are hindering such
improvements, the one variable predominantly chosen was
eligibility~-71, or 63.9 percent, of the respondents saving

el

there is such a reo;xrement checked this factor.

Freguency of

Requirements Hindering F-O Development Response
Eligibility reguirements 71
Income/networth reguirements 57
Requirements to -~heck nast credit 8
Property appraisal requirements 28
Collateral requirements 35
Requirements for length of amortization period 13
Requirements for flnanc1ng constructicn 14
Other 22

Importance of FmHA F--C Tunding

Over two-thirds (68.6 percent) of the respondents to

1 - d Al e IIR o oam e an e e M

section of the gucstionnaire rated the FmHA program in

s
m Ownership and Operating as being "Very Important.”

[lJ three~fourths {73.3 percent) of farmersg felt that thi
g

ER R R - i@ es pTLNTIG LT AL il wiia

Importance of FmHA Funding for Farm Ownership and Operating

Adminis- Frofes-
trator Farmer sionai Banker

Very Important 70.3% 73.3% 69.2% 66.3%
Moderately Importarnt i8.9 25.0 23.1 31.7
Little or No Importance 10.8 1.7 7.7 1.9
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Number of
Respondents 37 60 13 1G4
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CHAPTER 10

SOME RESPONDENT COMMENTS: FmHA SURVEY

Approximately 300 respondents took the ecffort to write
comments in addition to answering the survey guestionnaire.
The length and scope of these comments ransed from a brief
sentence to a couple of pages each. About one-third of these
written comments are presented here, covering a broad spectrum
of subnjects, both pro and con--e.g., generzl perceptions of
Farmers Home, feelings about Federal involvement, suggestions
for improvement, needs for particular information, and con-
cerns cbout tne programs in the study. These comments should
not b« intervreted as the survey results; they are merely em-
bellishments of the concerns expressed by certain survey re-
spondents. in c<sSes where the respondent indicated his/her
home state, this information is also included.

--We need the FmHA agency to keep the development of our rural
areas., At least in our area the lending agencies are un-
willing to make funds available........

T ic dc kha mact (mmarband mrace
ig &the most 1 rtant progr

{Mississipri) e

.m nrbimae Fadacr
™ AR A L w

~~FParmers Home Adwuinistration is one of the better Government
agencies...

--We have a very high opinion of FmHA, their programs and
personnel...(Kansas)

--They are an excellent organization and zre serving the rural
constituency in the best possible way...{Oregon)

--The potential of FmHA programs as stimulztors of rural de-
velopment is great. Hcvever, the perforraace is mediocre
to lousy...{Nebraska)

--Rural America has been and needs to be served by FmiA--it
is doing a valuable job in preserving rural agriculture on
& family farm basis. My only suggestion for improvement is
to allow the local committees make decision making power,
with less bureauocratic directeries, also taking politics
out of the selecticn of county comrittees...

-~The Farmers Home Administration is probzbly one of the best
government progreams, in that it produces the most help to
the greatest number of people who eventuzlly become self-
sufficient. However, it could eccomplisn much more if the
people whe administer the programs better understood the
housing industry. The county supervisor who is the key man
usually at best has a limited knowledge cof construction,
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‘and development, financing, and gales. The adaministrator
is completely out of touch with the industry and his people
in the field...(Arkansas)

--Complaints often voiced by people I talked to zbout FmHA are:
(1) eligibility recuirements: vyou have to be broke before
ycu can get halp; {2} number and complexitv of forms: cannot
be filled cut by most; and (3} obtaining clear information:
news releases are not clear, so that farmers cén get informa-
cion nee ' without coming to wvisit FrHA...

-=-1t is my personal opinion that FmHA should revert to its
original responsibilities with greater emphasis placed on
assisting young men trying to start farming...

~-As a bank president, I have found it necessary to carry loans
to farmers wno have received commitments from FmHA; is making
loan commitments to farmers with no idea as tc when they will
have money to lend. Alsc the FmHA has money for housing but
not for farn operating loans. Why not allocate from housing
to farm operating and improvement loans...

-~We have very little information about the activities of the

Eﬂuﬁ q‘)' thr- Taaanl ﬂﬂ!rernmpﬂ“- Yo * B Tmer am o ~ o

D R R S N O R e Pems s e w  ive un, -

local government has never been contac ed by Farmers Hone
Administration representatives, noer has any attempt been
made to ascertain (local) needs at the local level (throughn
contacy with local governments)...{Colerado)

--Farmers Home Administration does an excellent job on hone
ownership and comi:iuaity water and sewer facilities. Rural
development leadership seems less effective...

-~Cne of the gravest problems is that many small birack farmers
distrust and have given up on FmHA beczuse of past and pre-
sent discriminatory policies by local and sometimes state
offices. A mazsive farm credit and ownership program at
relaxed rates is needed for small minocrity farmers but 1t
does uut 3eem to be available...

--HWe found most prublems grew out of comaunicaticas difficul-
ties among levels of the FmHA. 1In all likelihecod, the
processing of water-sewer~solid waste, community facilities
and industrial development agplications could be exvedited
greatly by allowing the applicant to deal directly with the
state office...

--1 suggest that consideration be given to placing specialists
in regional planning and develcopment azencies (sub-state}.
Currently the only specialists by community facrlity and in-
dustrial loan and grant programs are in State offices.
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County personnel are not familiar with all progrems and
often give wrong information...

--farzer programs still seem to be the emvhasis at local
level. One has to contact State FmHA office to get good
inforaation...(Texas)

--1 feel tnat tne county supervisor should have more authority
and latitude. He should be able to make more decisions on
nis own without having to go to the State. Many times the
individaals in the State office aren't as familiar as they
should be with an area... '

--Over the vears since FmHA came into existence, I believe it
has helped many farmers get started farming that would not
be able to start farming without FmHA assistance. I am a
little concerned about the housing program because of the
pecple purchasing housing under this program. FmHA may be
creating sluims from this program...I do wonder why EmHA
doesn't stay with strictly farm financing as they originally
were organized to do...

--The rural development program is becoming buried under the
red tape of deferrals, revisions, and administrative amemes.
Please get down teo business and attack the problems of rural
development--especially fire protection, so0lif wastes, and
Bsl grants. These funds are needed in rural 2merica...

--when we bought our farm we did not need any trogram for helo.
We worked hzrd and saved a few dollars. I think it should
be that way. It takes too many tax dollars te operate these
programs. fhey do not produce food fibers or materials...

-~-50omeone in Washington needs to decide whether USDA, HUD, HEW
or Comm2rce are going to have authority over community de-
velopment in rural areas...

--Why can't many of the Federal grant and loan programs be
consolidated? why should 1/2 dozen acencies be involved
in water and sewer vrograms?...{Wisconsin)

--1 would be remiss if I did not say that most Federal pro-
grams bogale the mind with regqulations and virtually in-
possible naper work. If we could make but one recommenda-
tion in an effort to aid our communities it woulé be for
the coordination in some manner of Federally funded pro-
grans, such as EDA, FmHA, HUD, etc...{Illinois}

--Une critical area in our estimation is the present proce-

dures used in finalizing foreclosures. <Cases can be cited
in our arez where properties taken over by FmHA through

48

S T T DU TIARBEE | S o

~ — T R s g T T



st s ot Tbwsar wbs e o

foreclosure have been tied up for two, three or more ye
In one case, the farmer owner remainad on the farm and
tinued to operate it at no cost to him and in another,
vacant buildings were practically destroved by the elem
and vandalism. with the land growing up to weeds...

~-~The Farrers Home Administration has the potential for m
contribution to rural area development if they are prop
staffed. The personnel restrictions on this agency are
consistent with their increased authorities and assign-
ments...

~--Shortage of money for personnel, travel, and offices.
administration need more personnel in county offices an
more county offices so that they can serve norze people
effectively. The individual forms themselves are not t
bad, collectively they tend to be overwhelming...(Virgi

~-Major problem is number of personnel insufficient to ha
case load...{0Chio)

~=I strongliy reel tiuai Fmila i3> undIrelaffsd 2nd ie not fn
to provide expertise necessary for such large amounts ©
loan and grant funds...{Missouri}

—--FmHA is understaffed and therefore cannot give the help
--Need for more ra2sponsive local managers...

--FmHA staffing is most crucial problem. They appear to
tinue to reduce staff while program seeks to expand...
(Maryland)

~--Probably the greatest hindrance to the effectivenrss of
programs mentioned is the lack of rapid dissemination o
new guidelines, regulations and inforsation of availabi
of funds...

-~Tine between application and approval or disapproval ha
be shortened. FmHA should be allowed to issue letters

credit to the borrower once loan has been approved...

-~After approval has been made, allow district office to
burse funds instead of having to wait four to six month
and put borrower in difficult position as far as starti
his operation and force him to seekx short term loans fr
other sources...{Michigan)

T o nk % PRy PRIy N
UL wd

nKk is presently working with FmHA on guaranteed 1
would thinrk they would try some way tc lessen tue gre
amount of paper work on such programs...(Minnesota)

-0
I
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--The amount of forms required t¢ make a loan is
unbelievable...

--A reduction of the number of forms going into each loan
would expedite the processing of loans...

--We feel tooc many rules and regulations--local coffice people
seem tc have no options...(North Dakota}

--I think FmHA has played a wonderful part ir the development
of our wonderful country. The only criticism that I have
is if a family has a decent income FmHA will not help themn
to better their living conditions...(North Carolina)

--In my opinion FmHa requires you be a bum to get assistance.
I know of 30 many young people with a lot of ambition and
thrift who could be helped so much getting started but are
turned down because they have started saving before they

apply...

--Typical ol oIzt govwornmental =cenries.  The rules, cuide-~
lines and eligibility requirements are too generalized and
do not leave enough freedom for personal decisions by admin-

istratcrs or applicants...(Maine)

—--Local conmunity leaders need more information as to FmHA
programs. Much, of necessity, is restricted to FmHA
offices--lay citizen doesn‘t really know what's available...
{West Virginia)

--A more adequate information flow is reguired to more ade-
qguately inform people of government assistance available...

--A better public relations program is needed to inform
farmers of assistance available to them...

--I'm afraid the water and sewer grant and/or loan programs
of FmHA don't have a good track record on professional en-
gineering design and censtruction inspection, possibly be-
cause of inadequate regulations to require such services,
Since health is at stake, I believe it incumbent on the Fed-
eral agency providing the financial assistance for water and
sewer projects, to provide enough for, and require, adequate
professional services and compliance with state as well as
Federal law. It should be understood that unsafe water dis-
tribution systems can be more a hazard to health of the com-
munity than no piped water system at ail...

--In water and sewer: the principal problem relates to avail-
ability of retention of competent engineering consultant
services for rural water/sewer/solid waste district., Dis-
trict boards need help in understanding what is reguired
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but often don't know the right guestions to ask, or what
they are to expect from their engineer and/or FmHA county
Supervisor...

~-FmHA repayment rates ifor water system loans have hindered
rvral growth in East Alabama due to local income levels.
Several rural towns have been forced to withdraw water ex-
pansion proposals due to the FmHA requirements that water
bills reflect local incumes. Many rural residents are not
financially able to assume such high utility rates. Also,
the elderly and those on fixed incomes have been forced to
suffer due to this guideline., A reappraisal of these guide-
lines may be in order...(Alabama)

--The national allocation formula for rural water grant furds
is also a problem for us--the formula ignores actual needs...
(South Dakota)

--I think, as a banker, that the Farmers Home Administration
has done a wonderful piece of work in our local areas in

Sewel &ad housing Gevelcpmenit...

~--In our (Regional Planning) Commission's experience with the
FmHA over the past four and one-half years, we have found
that while there are programs on the bocks for grants for
water and sewage facilities tc¢ rural communities, there are
not funds available for grants and all monies are being used
for loans in our Region...The Farmers Home Water and Sewer
Grant Program has had absolutely no effect because of the
fact that no grant monies have been available to the com-
munities...(Missouri)

- ~Many rural communities singly cannot afford 50% of the cost
of a water-sewer system. A 75:25 match would substantiali-
assist these communities...

-=-Percentage (W&S) should be based on What amount of grant
would make projest feasible...

--FmHA Water: 50 percent grant usually adequate except when
fine flows or service to industry involved; FmHA Sewer:
50 percent grant inadeqguate for sewers as demonstrated by
EPA 75 percent grant to cities plus state grants in aid in
some states. FmHA funding sometimes adeguate for sewer
collection systems but not treatment vlants. May be used
to supplement EPA grants; however, few small communities
or rural areas can establish priority for EPA grants.
Therefore, very few sewer projects are funded in rural
areas...
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~--More grant money should Dbe provided to be used for sewer/
water projects in small communities to bring user rates
to a point that the average user can afford the cost. A
monthly rate of $10 per user family is reasonable for a
sewer system, but as user costs increase above this, prob-
lems develop...

~-The apparent criticism in S=ction IT (WSSW) is due to the
fact that associations are rot eligible for grant funds.
We feel that some arrangement permitting wWater and/or Sevwer
Associations to share in these grants can and shculd be
made...

--PmHA often funds a rural water district adjacent to a small
community which also contains a water system but no sewer
system. The communities contain standard-size lots with
ineffective septic systems, often found densely located
with little room for extensions. Due to ineligibility or
low priority rankings by USEPA, FmHA is the only agency
which could assist. However, FmHA ignores communities pend-

‘»n fnywer accigkonen ':n'n" -'Aﬁi-wnhr- vonr ofkew somaw ook rames
............... 2823 Calll Jlwl; mwe waa

]
within a short period fund an adjacent water district. The
result is that the community begins to die since it can't
offer sewer services to maintain or attract commercial, in-
dustrial, or residential activities. The adiacent water
district begins to attivact some commercial and residential
dwellings because of the greater space available for septic
systems. This ia turn promotes rural sprawl, small town
slums, and ultimate “rural" degradation...

--I feel that the Farmers Home Administration plays a very
important part in the deve} sPpment of Housing...

--Too much money being spent on private homes, etc., instead
of for agricultural programs., Originally set up to assist
farmers. I don't think you should be running around looking
for ways to spend money...

-~-FmHA programs appear to be only Federal programs offering
nuch assistance in rural development, but USDA restrictions
on travel and staff seriously affect this aid. The rural
housing program in particular suffers from lack of staff to
assist applicants...

~-The Farmers Home Administration has been a life saver for
housing (in Dumas}. Financing has been available from them
when impossible to get in other places...

--Additional emphasis on rural housing through FmHA Zinancing
is most important...
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-~-We were advised of the availability of money for the
development of rural housing. On coming back to my com-
munity we called the FmHA supervisor of our county and
tried to receive some help from them to initiate some
housing. The results were very unratisfactory...(Kansas)

--Income limi:tations for eligibility for home loan disguali-
fies the working man. "Petty" construction reguirements
for home loans eliminates too many homes in consideration
of loans...

--Should a person in low-income group be permitted to purch:
a new home for $24,000 with $100 down and a £22,900 nortg:
When people with slightly higher incomes have difficulty
qualifying for an older home--at a smaller price dve to d
payment requirements--for a regular wmortgage lecan?

—-Should be less unbiased and unprejudiced approach to need:
of poor, especially Black, Indian and Mexican Americans wl
need housing...(Arizona)

--0ur maj.r problem is decent housing for elderly. We get
very little help and encouragement from FmHA and totally
frustrated at lack of information, or willingness to help
us dig it up. There is no way our people can pay $125 a
month rent when they receive only $166 a month...

--Information regarding rural housing for senior citizenvy
needs to be much clearer. Also detail plans should be <i
cussed before going ak-cad on the projects...

--We have a wonderful senior citizens retirement apartment
facility consisting of 40 units, recreational and storage
buildings. It was a real struggle to go through all the
agencies to the very top in order to receive these funds.
We had to sell our idea to FmHA and HUD officials. Some
officials were very cot.erative and some not. Our strugg
with unqualified personnel put us in a bind from which we
are still having to find solutions. We have a most succe
ful venture that is making 40 senior citizen families hap
That is the only gratification that our non-profit
organization has received...(Missouri)

--=weed more promotion of guidelines ard requirements for Fm
business/industry loan program...

--It would help rural development if more grant money was

available to support industry. The $10,000,000 a year is
much teo small...(Georgia)
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~~The sm~cll business tvp: loan has not been of any value.
Accord:ng to the local supervisor, it wust be large {over
$250 million) which does not help small business wanting
to start on verv limited capital in small towns...

--It is extremely difficult for me to realize there are ade-
quate personnel within th2 agency to handle business and
industrial loans...(Illincis)

--...think FmHA is a very beneficial program for farmer to
progress...{(lowa)

--We are continuously out of money for farm ownership loans...
{Iowz}

~--The biggest problem with the farm ownership preogram is the
participation requirements and amount of funding allocated
to the agency for the program...

—-Money alloted for farm ownership loans is too small to be of
help. F&fm lane is woL Up {00 3ale Ui as luig & pecicd o
time as it takes for money to come through the FmHA facil-
ity. Farmers have lost the opportunity of buying land be-
cause FmHA simply has not had the money available...{Iowa)

--1 worked with FmHA in regards to financing of many farm
units. We had a good working relationship with FmHA but
the time it took te aoprove loans seemed longer than neces-~
sary. Many times the planting season was over hefore an
operation loan was approved. Or if approved there were nc
funds available. This constant inability of the farmer to
know whether his loan was to be approved made it difficult
for him to farm his land properly. A suggestion would be
for Congress to take all programs, other than financing
farmers, away from FmHA and let the FmHA supervisors work
with farmers exclusively...(Michigan)

--Main problem with farm ownership loans are in giving a pre-
liminary commitment then running out of funds until another
allotment is voted by Congress--this seems to happen about
every year...{Illinocis)

--0ne extreme problem is that it takes 31 different forms to
make 2 farm ownership loan...Also, I understand that the
Nebraska FmHA cffices have been limited in mileage...
(Nebrasxka)

--FmHA appears to be seriously handicapped by employment

ceilings and travel restrictions. Farm ownership lean
program is badly in need of additional funding...
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~-The biggest problem by far is getting funds when the ioan
is approved. This is true in both operating and ownership
loans...

--The largest issue is the lack of adequate funds for FxzHA
to meet the needs of farmers and ranchers in the rural
areas. Commercial lenders say they can't meet the needs...

--Local office has many funds for residences--none for farm-
ing. Long wait to know if funds for farm will be available,
Farm loans have no flexibility--farmers need short-term
credit for seed, fertilizer, herbicides, etc...

--In our area one of the gripes often brought up regarding
FmHA farm ownership loans is the often seeming unnecessary
building improvement requirements tacked on to the loans.
This often raises the amount of the loan considerably and
places a larger than expected payment burden on your farmer
families...

--It is irportant that personal restrictions from the Federal
level pe eased to ailow proper supervision or bordecriine
farm operating locans. Also in some areas of the country
rural housing funds have been increased at the expense of
farm ownership and operating funds. I believe the farm
operating and ownership loans should have No. 1 prinrity...

--They need to lessen the requirements and increase the
amounts of money. A $50,000 limit on farmer program is
ridiculous. That, today, will hardly provide operating
money let along purchase land or equipment for a young man
to g~t started...(Nebraska)

--We would like to see the limits on operating loans inc.eased
to $100,000 and farm ownership increased to $230,000...

--Some way must be found soon to get young men into farming
other than as emplnyees of large farmers. The family farm
is the basis of efficient agricultural production...

~--We feel the FmHA is very important in getting young men in
farming and keeping them there. I think the regulations
should be relaxed and credit avenues be increasel to permit
easier ownership of land, with larger limits to all loans
to compensate for inflation...

~--We need more attention from FmHA to small tract farm fi-

nancing five to ten acres--especially desirable and needed
to keep young and old in the market...
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~-The average age of farmers is getting higher each year.
Therefore, I believe it is important to work towards a
long term program (similar to forty year loans at low
interest)} so young farmers may have a feeling of security

for a few years...

--If you are not a well established farmer they certainly
are not going toc help start you...
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APPENDIX I APPENDIX I

FARER'S ROME ATMDIISTOATION
Suxvey of Forwer's Home Adeiristration
(FnHA) Efforts in Rural Develomment
By the Rural Development Suboawmitise
of the Senate Corndttee (n Agricicture and Forestey
INSTRUCTIZS

; Thank you for f311lirg cut this questicrratre. Its purposs L8 to help the U.S. Sermte Comitiee an Agisulty
H ard Porestry to better wderstad Rurel Development services of the Farmer's Home administration (REHA). Th
is Importart sirce it provides 2 ploture of PnHA services fNivm the user's poirt of view,

Althiouh the questioralire may gppeas lorg, you will meed to carplete only parts of i, Thus, 1t wlil ot t
u long time to caplete. ke would apyreciate Yo' retamirg the capleted questiomalre in e sel.l-address
envelope within §4»2 {5] days after receiving it.

Please answer the questions by cireling the appropriate response. For exarple:

Is tiis October? Yes.ea.ood

3 £ o T @

1. bWrat is your wccipation?
official, mamgsr, administrator, or proprietor (except farmlec.enn....l

"zwtr LT T e e e cavcnraneraseorsacnssssascnsonnscnanonsson ceresl

Professiargl (ascountant, educater, engime., la.wver. doctor, e.c }....3

Tecrnical warker ltrcmic!am nara—pm:‘m.om: L2 7 L3
! Sales, clerical and indred woTHET . i ittt iieittreanrieracaeeaans

2. Are you irwolved {through yoo wari or active persoral interest) in the develament of your area or
corrunity?

| £ PP | ROuveveoneeas2
(If o, sidp to question ¥#3; if yes, pleass contire)

If yes, hw are you involved? Flease select 3 primary rzer of fmwvcivement. I° rxre thar ¢ne, se
a secorda~y choice of Lrmolvement.

Pricary secrda
Irvolverent  [nvolvers

As an elected officizl of a raticnal, state, ragioral,

O lOC&R EOVEITEETR cevew ) corncen 2

As zn ergloyee of a ratioral, state, regianal, or
1051 EOVEITIETN ceueenen esestrcecatiatsrunesrieanreneranoenn . -

As z active member of an econimic deve.omnment g,
28T0Ciation, OF COCPET R IVe, c et rtncreserinatvencsnssansrcsnassaocrcassvondonscncanannaad

; 43 ar. active maber of a citizens public intwrest grap
(comaziity plarring, cl=rber of carerce, “t2.)........ PR cveccanae on 4o irreennan -
ks & lender cr merber of & lending Institution........c..oee.. tesresssesnusen Geeevencassnns :

Actirg with zn {mfcrml gowp of people ar organizdti-m(s)
(as businessrmen or 7irvers) W are interes'aed In

Farticular ruwral SeveIMEnt 1S5US..civee srrvoncerescrnncccescnrsacannnn Y
Artine as a represerzative of a business W IUSLIY . i ciivierarrasrnsnnnnnans Tevennn PO 7
' A tisy as 2 member of the edia OF PreSS..ie sorecsccanne. feenrerearenas ceeneBernnns PO .
ActinT interensiently as an interested and cotcerted 2itizen. oo ivanncann-s [ J 3
Giber (specifly) 30iccciiananae 23
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APPE! DIX I APPENDIX 1

2. Trere .~ varicus Pederal programs deailng with iural develogment. How much do you ksow abouwt eack of
she followirg agency gramt ard/cr loan prograns?

Arcnrrt of Inforration
Great Little or

Deal Scome Nothing

Tregrass In water, sswer, solid waste:

Parmer's Hooe Adeirdstration (RA)....ccvvirieecincvnncnesdiiacnseiPuacann. eee3
tnvirorental Precection fgency (EPA) A
Econcnic Develomerd Adnintstration (DA).vceiasescsroacassdecncecsslocneornered .

Pregrems in rural hosing (Including housing site
preparation):

. Parmer's Hame Adrintstration (AHAY.. voveersereesssseeesealevnnnnreZunannnanned
Housing and Urban Development (HUD). . .cceeccrecnsvosonroanedivnsrras@eccancsres?

Tpogras in essertial coprunity facilities (other than
water, sewer ard rolid waste):

. Parmer's Home Aomirdstration (FrHA). .. cveinivoacnsscccncssdencnacee@ennancead3
Housing ad Urban Development (HUD).ies.veeenrnnrnecnncnsesdel seni@icennnceed?

Programs in business, fnchst “al, amd job davelopment
{other than site preparation):

Parver's Hame Adwinfatration {(PmHA). .. ...civeevevenveecnesedlivenneecZicacnccensd

Escnorie Development ASministration (BMJ.e.ecvececssessneclossaceec@eaiaernesal

STALL IUSINESS AZLIOSUIRLLUL (LM sear s . aonoorereesssorsnsssrsnoseocasnnce .
Programs in site presarstion for business and tndustry:

N Farmer's Home Admintstration (PMMHA)...iccvecnssenesscareoredesensesaecnnsvnonad
i Econaric Developret Adninistration {(EDA)..c..ccueeivencecosdoceensaiciencenesd

N,

Parn ownershlp and fzrw operating irans:
Parmen's Home Adridstration (PmA)..... P SR - SR |

4, In your og.nicn, how Important a contridbutlion do the RHA programs make to mural development? Also,
how Loportert a conirftution & cther Federal progras talke (as mentioned in guestion #3)7

Fount of Contritution
Very foderately Littlearmo ho
Irpocrtant  Dlrgportart Irportance . (pdnton

Bl A PrOD e S, eseccuicsoseiassesans senssssssescsbosnavesiosliosanssesssicdocoss saeld
{oter Federal PrgramS.ceceeceeccersnroncs rereesa ) I S, vesecadecccsnncaali

€. fGereral spe2hirng, what do you delleve are the incae levels of those seaved o berefited by the Fmka
ioanis) or srant(s) trat you are aware of?

Less than $4,000 per year..oesvenrrrsl
$L,00C 0 $6,000 pPes YEAT v veovaneasas?
$6,000 to £12,000 por year.......
$12,000 to $1&,000 per year.....ee. .l
Over $18,000 per yeur..ovreateaneesssd

PITRCTIONS

IF yea have teen Lo lved In applyving for an PHA loan or grart since Jamuey 1970, plsase tum 0 Seetior I1 ardd
cretrue,  IF y u Ay nol been pautorelly involved but have detalled inowledge of sorsscne olze's eppilcatlon,
*2r o Tection 1T s cortirue.

© e lurer of ez o Wely, plesse sheck this tox /7. We thark you for £11ling out this questiomalre.
// i@ retian 1t 15 e errlosed self-aridressed envelope.
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SECTION 11
Parrer's Home Administra®‘on Programs in
water, Sewer and Soiid Waste
DSTRETIONS

If you have been involved in applying for o= #rHiA loan am) grant for water, sewer ard 801id waste sine Jarary 1577,
please answer the questions in this sectice fcz that application,

If you have been or are involved with more t@n cre 2pplication, please pick ore tyrdecl cese for respordlry 10
these questlors.

If you have not been persoraily involvad, oit *ave detailed inowledge of sameore else's epplicstion (since January
1970), please answer the questions in this section for the pplicaticn on which you bave the meed iCowledpe.

If neither of the above apply, please thece this box /7 and go on to Sectlon I-I.

1. The application ceing descrited ic.

Personal experlesnce; application aprroved...covvicvaceniannsaas 1
Persanal experience; application Perding.cecicsiscesssasrosnsasd
Smeone else's experience; application a3oproved.ceceeeneccassasd

Screcne else’s experience; application pending...cececiveeceoeld
2. In what yesr was this application magds?
Meian. .1 1673 cinnan..
D119 V- 1978 .....00b
1972..cuc..--3 ) L VO

3. Approximately how long did it teire fram date of applict tion to date of zpprowal (or 1o gresent date
1f still pending)?

Thoeee MOTARS OF 138 uecresnosaosssasntsoercvrsnsscoservannasssl

OFE" ONE AL Bl eusonroresvisersacnssssnassssantssassanssssnsassssd
Can't recall........ Y -1

k, How serious a problew would you rzte each of tiv following?
Seriousness of Problem

———

ot e oon't
Ext-eme Moderate Samestmt Provlem ¥now

Ob*ainirg clear

Informatisn stout

fo: 0o SRS [ - S APOURSPRE PPN
Recelving ail the

recessary formS..coueenanes ) PRSP RPN bieelB
Number and caplexity

Of FOITBeceiruccrrccncissssdoriiscesi@iorcccnredenncali....5
Eligibidivy

reireests. ... T . S D3
Pooblaus with

adnirisorative

1310 7 P - SRR S R S

Gettl,g ~ooperation

fran Bos persorrel..... PG DA S M TPOPR.
Peceiving Mair zrad

urbissed treztTert )

fram PoHt peraorrelecciis divrieece2iiencieeedecnnnn.. Y ieeoll
Delays in adtairirg

7o o oo A e S . TP S
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L, tow mny of the following were required from date of application to date of gysvval {cr lo presert date
i s' 1) pendirg)?
fres  Can't
Nore One Two Taree Three FRecall

Conferences with PriA
4 5

PErsOTIElecisiiencirseceen PPN « PR P PR PO
trber of different

PrHA offices cortacted...s vevenneliincdiec 200, diiiande .
Trips outside local

ared..... ceretsoctearsvansanarsann 0....1....2..... Kk PP &......5

6. Appreximately how much was the loan and grant azpflied for?

{Ruug s estirates are guod eragh) §

T. Approidrately what percent cf the grant request wis approved?

1e3s than 258 s.eveiesncsrnncsrsneosl
b3 S e S -
508 = T8 iieriirsssncsvcrnrscenesd

4

rpplication diszprroved. ORI
tpplication still perding...ccvevnel?

C. FrHA peeseraly rrovides grants for rural water, seer and sclid waste at 50% of profect ccst. In your
opiniog, at what level should funding be provides?
2% level 1s adoq@te.riiiivererean.l
Between 513 an! 0% .ecienrvacereces?
Between T1X arst Hf......... searesas3
Between BE% amxt Y3%.i.iiiiiieneiain l
1038 1eVel.euin. v vvaensoorocecnreassd 4
3. Do you feel that ary luan requirements are hinderirg frprovements in nozl water, sewer arxl weste disposal?
b - U | NOwurossoaned
If yes, wnich types of requirements are hinderirg. such improvements?
Eligibllity requrerents..... F P §
Income/metwerth requiremEnts.. . .coiaees setevessenasmttecnccsanased
Requirements to creck pass credit...... [P Getseecitesatnanaane b
Property z3ralisal FeQUIerEntS o cecerrsarseccsarsonesaeasarsnee?
Collateral requirements....... e v seareesecsee cesivrenarsansancasd
Requiremerts for lergth cf a1 ation reriod. . ver b
Pevuirerents for firancirg corsiretion..coieeaa T
Orer (specity) 2
17, In your npirdon, how Uportant a contribution o the FrilA prograre in water, sewer ard solia waste cake
e rual cevelogent?
Vey irportant..... erenesrecaieatannaan retaeecsencansace PR
Pocr =ately bryertart.. ..o, ieanes rensserenes teteransnanan P
Ift.e Or o0 Uyesante.. .o nnns beressenen [ Ceesenanensd
beseneen e ssesassrencananns &

%o opindon..... cresans oo weeearevnna

Flease contiscse to Section IIT
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. I 1T

i Frreer's Bore Adsind tieetion Progrees In
el Hosing (lrelwilg site preparetion)

EVLUOTIONS

i€ wou have been tnvolved in applyirg for e Pef loan for ryursl howstrg sirce Jamary 1570, piease 51 ower °
T#stions in this zection for that eppilcelion.

T7 ya. have beer ¢ are Lwelved with sare O ane plilegior, please slik ose el caee for res dlins
chess guestions.

% If wou have not been personally imvolved, bt Meve detaliled Irovledse of someare elza's spplicetion (( Lice
19703, please ansuer the questions In wils sscticn for the tpplicatlon an WAich you fave e mual KNS L dge.

; If relther of the above apply, please check tids box /7 end o on to Sectian IV.

: 1. The application beirg Gescribed is:
' Persorgl experierze; application oM ovMelt..cccseecsecrsccvecosel

Momrwasard mom ol oema . 2am Vs manl s ma B8 -
PeisOAl eXarielids; DIIGLIoN FEiiNG.cccra, ssvessvsssel

Imon elne's epariense; EDLICRLION SIEEN R8esreersanctarcaeel
! Scmeone else's experiance) pPlicstion DENEINZ.seesrsssccccscssd
¥

2. In wat yeir s2s this spolicetion mmde?

; i1 SO | D" 1 & PRPOURRRIN 4
157 0ecescnenns? 1978, 0ceieanl®
: 1572cceenceee3 b 37 - RPN -

; 3. Approzimmtely how long did it %ake frox date of arpll 2:ion to date of aporoal (o W prosert don'e
i still pendirgj?

THoee Mth® OF 1%, cucirececcrace ssavosonsosaconsassansassl
FOUr 0 B1E SIS S. cveeseacrosssrtsce soesrarisrsnntosossencesed
. SEVEN Y0 NAND B B easersnaocscarssssosrrenass-sssasarasecasand
i Qverr ne Wnc------.-o-nnnaocu-.un-on-n..-ou;c-cn-.-ncn..cnnns

CAN’t TG . dluvevscosooconcrcntsnrsss seesnasscvavsssesoncncasss

&, How serious & jroblam wald sou TeAa esgh of the follodag?

Extrona Moderats Smommt Probles Fovw

Ovtaining clgar

irfavation about

DFOETEM. . e vovraasascasnsasssalaseie sosefesscocanadcnccaadoia 8
Pecelving i1 e

NSCEBAEYY (CETB.escvsocovoerrarcdarnersorecdrroccosesdiccocccelocen. sl
Nmer vl oegierlty

(1l 15 - PUSUROUR PP PR RT T N- NS D Bvees

Eltgibiiity

requiresgns
Prodlems wity

adinistrative reilatiomBaseseleccacs soi2ierinsnnnFicnncees
Getting comperatian

Oron PR 2oto 28l coiersevacdiccrrecsee@icccreersderennanben ool
Receiving fei- soxd

wbigssd e Tern

v Prefih 22TBT®l, i eeeees.onedennns senalasorooencdioncancoboreiae.?
Delays in @alrirg

approval

cacesnvese-socccsrsarsrdarverce orrsnnrvarcTaceanen

e e ar—
g PN
~
ol

IS TITTIITTI SIS A ITTTIee

SaveeendS

e e,

&

-
craneeed

TR e b

TP PN
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Loow mary of the S Ilwlig were mwaulred from date of appilcation to date of ggreval (m ot resent

SotilL enetine?

wer  Jan

M

e e v Three Three Recall

Jewferences with TmbA

perscarel. caae Niaeeaen PO DTS PR SRR AU BOURI
rper of different

PEA of fices cortactel.ivies salenaadiiiidiceiidincensliigeness
™rirs outside local

5" VORI T FRPre: SO J. N |

. Approximitely now ech was the loan applied for?

{Pough ert:mates are gzood enough) 3

. Approxirately weal percent of the loan request w8s syproved?

T4

1e53 than 258 ieieiescssnnannansnsl

- — st mretren @ swevcenn

Arplication disagpproved.......
Appiication stild fending..iaceees?

- T | NOvieraanensd

17 ves, wh.oy twres of requiremenis are hindering suh Impro-eents?

@

b1ty requireentS. iiiiiies o crreesnacnasiagersaarareel
TNOTNE /TETWAMTN TOGUIPEMENt S, veancs. sevrasnsnrsserarenssrpoesd
Requirerents to check past credit.c..... testescassrsrsasrreceel
Property appratsal requirementS. ciai i ciniacanans eesd
J0llateral reQUIrerentS. i cectenecretcannncanses
Tpgudrements for length of emortization period..cviperervanaeed
Requirements for financing CONSEIUSEION. cveiecievsrreanspoveel
Mher {(specify) 8

-—

Yery frportant....c..... S P 1
Moderately irpertant. oo veacens
Little or no Lportance....vaaes
» wh’im...uu-.....u....-cu-..u-oun...---oou;‘..u..."

Please continue to Sweiich IV
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SETLO IV
Dareer's Hame Adndrditretion Programs in

Essential Cormnity Facilitles
{othee than water, sewer and sclid waste)

NSTRTTIONS
1Y v w1 have been tnvolved it applying S an FmHA losn for essanvial corunity factlitles since Jar.zry 1572,
please answer the quesiions in this sellidn r'or that appiiation.

1f you have been or gre irrolved with more than one ampliation, please plck ome fupecal case for resperding
these questions.

If you have ot been perscrally involved, hut have detalled kmosledge cof somsone else's applicaticr
1972}, please arswer the g=stions in this section for the aoplicaticn on which you mave the mosl K =ge.

[y

If nelther of the abowee aprly, please ek this box /7 and go on o Seetion V.

1. The application being descrided is:

Fersonal emeriznue; application morcvedi.ieciaecses PP §
Personul cimerience; applioation pendiIng c.eveiscccssccnnce @
Someone elsa's 2xperience; sppllcation approved..... ereans .3
Someone elwe's experience; sppllcation penidng........ P

Ze I miat yoeal was awild apfiidumiesia s

b 50t RN b7 MO
WTacanannsl2 LY - N 4

3. Approxirately hox Zang did it t3%e room date of application to date of approvai (cr te pres=t date
still pen._rg)?

THree MANES O 185Sesrvsarsrtstncascessrcssrscetsanarensens 1
Four to SIX POEIMS.iceiiitieintianntnceisinann tesanan [

Jeven tO NI MNINS.c.sasvsasasancncanesccnananaas
Ten to twelve L 4

CYB OB ST acsertcasstennssscsssnessssnes cenenan ceens
CAN't PECAIIacacscersscetsssasassonssntorcsanssrnnnsessaneasd

4, How sericus a prexler would you Iste eachk of the fallowing?

Serdousness of Protlem
. ot a D't
Extere Moderate Somewhst Problem Krow

Mtaining lea
information sbout

IPOZIaME  cataensensoonssrsancrnadecnsecensBerennenneIenanenaloiii 3
Fecelving 301 1w

Necessar? fTEmS.iveieirensasascadanacennns 2ernancenedenncannsllinn S
Murber and davgplexity

Of fOIMBcans crasssrenssncansnsalervase ee@esenacenednunaen R TP 3
Fligibiiie N

FEQUITERISSe vt ensacernsannesnt sonncens@iocsaccccFecanaaa e ceeess
Problems with

adnirdstative regulationS.iececdociccasec@ivennenneduceaenaabeia 8
Gatting oovperaticn

from PEl DersTneleicsiaisanss-donceiiei@iineiieeade. cnnabaillB
Receiving Dl snd

unbiased rervent

from Pridh persaTlocciinavanes dovneeeee Ruiiiencaa 3o o,
Delays in ootasnirg

APPTOVRLa s canacacccacsssasnrcnssdinnsneceneracnecacdeccnnnns 4.......5

\n
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B 5. How many of the following were required fram date of application to date of approval (ar ¢ present date
i 1f st11l pending)?

Conferences with PrHA

PErSOTEYecrecversannneranescnssosslicnadicec@iniaadinec e b
- . Nuarber of different

FrHA ofTices contact€GeeeervasssacliciidiniiZacncedunnnniliencedsd
Trips outside local

P PN | KN T T RPN R 1

6. Approximately how much was the loan appllied for?

(Rowh estimates are good encugh) $

LS 7. Approximately what percent of the loan request was approved?

Less than 29%...ceceevtannesassaacnesal

- npplicataon atsaporoved......oocovann [
LT Application still pending.icceieessesss?

8. Do you feel that ary loan requirements are hindering mprovaments in essential commrdty facilities in
rural areas?

- TANNRRRN | - TN

- If yes, which types of requirements are hinderirg sich improvements?

EHgIb1]Ity requirementsS. cacacessvcassossassensenssnassassasassansasl
Income/networth requirements
Requirements to check past credit.eveeeiovas
Property actralsal requilementS..cocrccicasssssssasacaccssnanasncnacald
Requirements for length of emertization periode..cvvevirscecnvsecse b
Pequiremers for fina.cing corsriction.cciiieeecane.. vecesennee

Other (specify) g

9. 1In your opinion, how irpartant a contribution do shz FrHA progrems ia essentisl comzmity facilitles

rake to rural develcpment?

Very irporiart...... g |
Little or mo importance..... T e 1

NG OPINiONeacsasascrssrstssnennesscnconroscsnssasnosessstcsesnnsavsned

Nesrnserevessann

Please eomtiwe to Sectian V
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SESIN Y
Fareer's Hore Admirastration Progrzs in
Business, Irviustria® and Job Develsprect
{other Than site preparaticr)

TUSTRUCTIONS

I you have been involved in applyirg for an FmHA laan fo- usiness, indsstrial and job develZmen: since .
1972, please answer the juestions in this section fer tha. application.

IT you have been or are invelved withr more than one appli:mation, rlease pick cne lypical case ITr respondi:
these questions.,

i you have ot been personally inveived, but have detailad knowledge of soreone else's appliizaticr (sirce
1370), 1 lease answer the questions &n this section for the applization on which you have the most enrwleds:

If nelther of the sbove apply, please check this box /7 end go on to Seciien VIL

1. The application belrg described is:

rersonai experience; applicaticn LPPIOVEd. . cciiccietciannnnans N
Personal experience; apeiicatin PENEINE.sscsnscansasersansaansd
Samecre else's experience; applization aorowd...... eteasnsasd
Sameone else's experience; applicaticl FENGingS.eeececertiannn W8

2. In wat year was this application made?

1772 cennneeld 1974...... P
I3 et 2 1975...ane el

3. Approxirately how long diad 1% take fyrom date of applicatice to 3ate of approval (or o prvsent dat
Af still pending)?

Three morths OF 1eSS...... eriesasenanaans O |
Four to six montns...ee.... teiesesnenncee setsnnanases resansanesd
Seven to Aine DthS.cesvett . vaacasanssaranns venmrens teeee wae3
Ten to taelve manths..... et seeracasnes Cevensann [
Over ne year..... creseesrtetantasesnanes issrsaresencetanans e
Can't rec@llinsencssasanssinse sonsacnn tertaivntttasectsransnnnsl

4, How serious a problem would you rate each of thw following?

Sxtrece

Obtainine clear

informazion acut

PrOErEBeseae. . [ U ) DR R O T Y P 5
Receivirg all the

necessary fOITm.ver  cavessanens ) PO R N W, 5
Number and coeplexity

of forms....... vecenscnsasvacsacdiceniesii@inennseredineceneslananans 5

Elglbiltty

PEQULTETENtS . cnirivcrranssacceadesannesesPirnnennsdeinaannbiciiil5

Problems with

administrative reguiationS...... ) Cevnnonae PR PR SR,
Getting cueperation

fram PR persaineleeveessnecacedeneaecnee@aonnneeee? convasdiecaanes 5

Recelving fair ard
unblased treaTent

from PR PErSOMNEl..cveevineaccelincoreescBanccersssdeoacnneraacas B
Delays i cbtainirg
10703 o 6. -3 SRR PO D PN vedeiianes [N P
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5. How mary of the following were requdred frum date of application to date of spproval {or to present da‘e
i1 still perding)?
Cver Can't
None One Two Three Three Pecall

Coracts with 2erger. ivvirrncecensnes Duaeeloioa@ini 3aicclo, 08
Conferences wth SrHA
personnel . cae. Cereastesencs [P 1 JPUA NP kTR TP
Nuer of different
P offices oontacted..... RPN s T DU SR, K IR - SO 1
Trips outside local
5

E- = SRR ) FRS SRR S, [ S s

6. Approsimately how mach was the loan applied for?
(Rough estimates are good emouss) §

7. Approximately what percent of e loan request @s approved?

75X = 89K ieiiinnrnnarenirrernesnanaesad
e = LUUReeraninnnaeae P

2oplication &:580roved. ciivrianancnaes b
foplication still pending...cuvecaneces 7

8. Do you feel that ary loen requiremerts are hindwing improvements in the area of busiress, incustrial
and jot development?

1= T i NO.vovanaaeed
If yes, which types of requicemerts are hindering such improvenents?

EXginility requirements..... tetetatecseranstntencanns P |
Inxre/networth reqUiremEitS. ciciicscetanersssnanens

Requirements 10 check past credit...
Property appriisal requiremerys.....
Collateral requirementS.. ves cescvssnsssssnnssncnnne
Requiraerts Jor lergth »f amwrtization periocd.......
Requiremenrts T firancing caStIuCtioNi secesvncacan
Other (specify)

9. In yxr opinion, how Drporta t @ eontribution & the FoiA programs in business, industrial amd Job
develcpment maie to rwal develrpment?

Very Importarfaeccccceccrcennn tivisesaesessasann Cteerscactcarieesnann 1
MOGETRLELY IO IaNt s sssonvanarenssnercsnvssnssnnsssrssssssvossnsnand
fAttle o o LRXTLANCeeeennes ceeassen tetestuntrtacsasestsrreantoeaned

Please contire to Secticn VI
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SECTIONR VI

Farmer's Hore Administieavion Prograns in
Site Preparation for Business and Incsuy

DPUTRATIONS

1? you have teen fnvolved In applring for an PoHA loen or graw for site preparatin for business and industry Sinoe
Tanuary 1572, pleare answer the oustizns In this section g what applicatiocn.

{f you have teen or :re involved with mxre than one application, please plak oee fypicaf rase Tor respwiing to
tlese questices.

If vy have ret been personally f-wvolved, but have detailed hnpwledge of srpare else's gp'lcetim (since Jamary
1972), please answer the questixs in thds section for the application on which you have 12 meal inowiedge.

I1 neither of the above apply, please check this box__/?arx:g,ombo:ecucnm.

1. The zpplication being described is:

Persaral erperience; applicatian arproved...cevceveaccnassasel
Persoral experience; application perding.iceceeienacscccsenesl
Someone elsets experderxe; application aoproveB...sececceress3
Sameore else's experience; application peiBevecscnscaessaadl

2. In wat year was this smplicstion mada?

1972, 00iiain ) IV L TP
. 175 NP 1975, cecen ¥

Arproxirately how long 373 1t take from date of appllcaticn to date of apprwval {ar t= prement date 1
=till pendirg)?

Three wontys or \2SS..... veseanen “ esreensscaseas.ocanceseansd
Four t SY® mOnthB. i ciiiee ioenens cenravannncenes

Seven o nine months...... esvecner waasne

Can't mocalli,evens Lesessesssosess & esessenn

8, How serious a problem waild you rate eack of the followirg?

Serlosness of Protlam
Ntz Oen't
e Moderate Smewhat Problem Koow

htairing clear
infurarion about

OTOET A Se e v e cerenvencenan esane DR SO JPUNIIE. .1
Recelving ail the
NEeCESSATY [OfMMB.aciccoersvsnostalossassss-Lesacecaceoscssnnalbeiaancasd

Namber and carplexity

Of NTmS.eusncocsvsancecscenses LavseoerescBoarasenncdeterarcaliecnnnadd
Eligicility

PG NSt ciaveenssressannsadairecernsBroccannes k UL S
Pretisms with

adniristrative reguiatlons..... derveaenes - PN
Getting cocperation

froe R-H2 persormel....... eeaen ) SR P . T Boveaeasd
Receivin- Z:ir and

wrblised treatment

I il persorT®leecvercrceenadienes PR . TP JU g

Delsys in dotalining
F-rate et U S PPN R SO, SRR SR,
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BLO,I uuvumtini AVAILABLE

LPPENDIX I

APPENDIX I

4, kwmay of the frlivwlng wore requiseo frao date of application to date of Zpreval (e to pmwm Gitrs

£F 31111 pending)e

Omer arme
tone Oz Two Three Tree -2zl

Contacts with Jender..cciceniocesceealonacdlenia2aiiie3ecnnnllennin 3

Carferesves with PEA
o 5575 ¢ 373 PP
threer of differa*

PPN : FPS: PUupe: SO S .

Trid OfFIees COMIECe0. cavccan-aneaBesacliniaenneaTenne benans S

Trizs cutside local

F o S RSP s JURRP SR SRR USRS,

6. A;ﬁmximtely how e was the Joan o gramt &oplied for?

(Rough estimates are good encgh) §

7. Approximately what percent of the lot or grant request was approved?

Tess than 2¥.ueccveeneranesancoaserssesl
2% ~ 45%......
L - T..eac.
T - 89t......

Appiication clsaervd..:..............G

Arpealalinis Svias [ABldoghessaranncas P

8. Do you frel that z—y loan requiremerts are hinderlig iUrpooverents In site prepzration fxr business

ad {ndustry?
YeSevereaannal < TA §
If yes, which types ¢ regdrerents are hinderirg such irprovenents?

EIZDILItY reGil e ®nlS. tavec e sevanen

%me:"'. appralsz] requiremts.......

P T}

.,m ‘,e:al requ.:ere-'s...............

re':_.wts fer ﬁ_ anelrg c**rstzucti(m. .......... aeseseanana
mhee (specify)

ctesncacensessaiane

ceeasad

veecsertentensuimsansaaand

9. In your opinion, how fmersant a cmtribution &0 the FrdA progrems in site preferetion for husiness ars

indusTry make to rral develoment?

T T oI Nt st ticiecscernatonnstorsacnsoccsussacaostasasvansnsssasant

Please comtinue to Sectlon VII
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 BEST DOGUMENT AVILABLE -

APPENDIX I APPENDIX I

3

SECTIGN VII

Famer's Home Adnlrdstretion Progyrams in
Famn Owrership and Fam {perating

N

If you have been mWedma;plyﬂgmranF:EAfammMpwfamopmug loan siree Jamary I

¢ answer the questlons in this sectlon fur that application.

I you hawe been or are imwolved with rore than one applicatiun, pl=ase pick oae {ypioal case for respors!

ihese qestions,

- 1f you have not been persazally invelwd, but have detalled knouledge of saeone else's spplicatior. (sinrce
1970), ple2se answer tre guestions in this section for the applicaticn on which jou tave the mosl kncwledg

3
Irmlmaftmmm,plem-mmsmx_//azdgomtoSectimViII.

3 1. e epplicaticn being described is:
Fersomal experience; application approvedecescsesenearsssasansl
Personal experience; application pending..cessescsvessscesnsasd
Someone els2's experience; application aproved..c.vcciiceceass3
Stmeone else's experience; application rending......ceieceeee. 8
2. In what year was this application made?
3 1970.0iaeneesel 1973 ceenn.a bl
1:71..........2 197'4..........5

by P LM

émmmter_rmukmdidittakeﬁmdateofapplicatimmdateofamval (o= to present &

still pendirg)? P
Ounenxhip 929:'_&;.3

[ |

. 3.

THre 2 MNIAS OF 1eSS.cacvsvncrccncinncacersscenssl
Four to six months..... teevscasnstetssacanceccctesParasaacennd
Severl $° TE0€ DONINS.veneenstnorsanes svsencssensdeesiocncand
Tenn to welve months. I PRI |
ORRr ONE FEMeanasans S5

Seenan

¥ ) ) Serfousnese of Problem
ot 2 Dot

Extrame Y¥oderate Sarevhat Prories Know
[

Cotaining lear irformatim about programs........leee.... O SR SR RPN
Recefvirg 31l *»@ necessary forms..... eeeenen eesredacnananas 2erencnrisdincnannadaniiib
Nuber & oTEiority Of fOVS..0. cransescarecssedincensnac@irnsnsanstdecnccesctuciaads
L

3

L

FIimibliity regcireenitSe e s sseoenccnsan rsescrnansdicecaasnn@iioncrrenoacoanas
Problems with adnini tretive regulatlonS.c.eececesidacncancee@icnncnesaSeanasnaadia canessS

Getting cooperesion Ivam Pl perseoel..ceecnensidiiicnceesBinnnenn e dunannnetan§
Recelvirg {3ir znd unblased treatment
[ TP L. .5

fom Pl PETSOEMEleceaaetisaccssasaccssonrcsnnaclosannanns 2.4
Delays In cBtatming approiel.ieccineccicosocscncecdisicscnecZicecsncn s deanannsndiona.l B

G Rem
Kl a b

Fow many of the T21lowing 1er¢ required fram date of zpplizatlon to date of urowal {or to rres

S.
date 1f stiil pemding)?
Over (Can’t

PR | N SR . I | SR

g
7
]
i
i
3.

Contacts with ZTREr.ceeeecsses
Conferenes with Pl perscrnel. . ciiencecencessOuiacdoici2oi00a30. ciltnaaaes

- Munter of d1fYerent Frdh offices contacted...... [+ N DR N ORI IR 3
Trips outside Ioo2) ar€B.ucecesreccencssesresseeaOua daiiBiil30l, LL4

cenaassS

Y
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BEST DOLUILNT AVAILABLE

APPENDIX I

6. Approximtely hiw rach was the loan applited for?

APPENDIX I

(Rough +s fr=tes o X2 ennghl §

i 7. Aporoxirately »w¢at percent of the lzan request wa. ipproved?
s less ttan 208...... ceeessvoaanne [ |
/ =

= A iiiieconerirscacanconsanene

Agplication Mezp oy

el
s ctecascestisoces

Arplicetion Stil 1enAing.cicecereassdd
. A 8. Do you fe2! that ary lozn requireserts zre hinderdrg irprovements in farm awership ard farm of ergtoias®
» | (- IPPNRING § | TR
If yes, Wil E tyres of requirerents are rinderlre Sen irprovement-?

EXipitility yequlroreris.iiiiaee -
; Incane/Tetwcrin reguil=entS.ae. »
f 1o coeCk mast credit..
Property 2ppreisa’ reqgutrements....
Cellateral x*a,;.z:‘-'-'rr. cemrenannava.
Fequirererts for lsrgth of amortizition period............
Bequirements fcs- Tirarcing conStrU IO i iicceciinnenvemoracnnana?
Other (specify!

S, In vowr ot on, how irportant a coritution do the RHA prograns in farm ownership and farm p aetions
make to ™I OPTeLOrent!

- Very impartant S § Little or o Ieportante.........3
¥oderately Sy =t Y- Y OpIrdtrlecsieerencsoccannenasd
SECTION VI.E

1. We reclfze tEr< rmy be 1ssues £9aT y0u »Ent us to te ware ¢f but we Aidn’t ask in refererce &

rarmer's ox.. D¥dristrzticrn. IF Uere mre such issues, plesse use the followling space for this
purpose. {532 zm oadditfonal shest £F sxxe space Is mexed.)

7 -
/
s
2. Optlonal:
7/ Yo

TIIe/Afency:

WE THAK YOU PR YOIR ASSISTANCE.
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