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HI69LIGHTS -- 

The following represents some of the major points of the (I 
I public opinion survey of Farmers Home Administration done by ” 

“. the Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry in Spring, 
1975. For a J~?ZP detailed discussion of the items, and dis- 
cussions of the other i;h*ses of the survey, the reader is 
referred to the body of tht paper. 

@:ve:*: General Information 

--The sample consisted 0’. pecple who are generally concerned 
with rural development issues, as determined by the Sub- 
commi8.tee staff. A total of 3,720 individuals were mailed 
copies of the questionnaire in February 1975; 1,335 persons 
responded, 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 Farsers Home Administration (FmHA). 

--The General AcccJnting Office provided the CommIttee with 
assistance in analyzing the survey results. Tabulations, 
percentages, medians, cross tab!lla+innc; 7-d rhi *fl*“-‘c e---k.” 
tests of significance were obtained by using a computer 
support packace. 

--Of the 1,335 respondents, 886 (or 66.4 percent) have not 
had previous FmHA loan or grant experience, while 449 
(33.6 percent) rezaorted on loan experience in at least 
c.le 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 prog:ams bf F.oYA--and r’mHA in total--were rated by the 
respondents quite highly in importance as to their contribu- 
tion to rural development. 

--FmHA WPS perceived by a majority of each occupational group 
surveyed as s?rvin< persons with incctmes up to $12,000. 

--Most respondents indicated that personnel SC, not z?pear to 
be a substar.tial ->t-Oblea; ds far as obt3ining cooperation, 
getting unblar,ed trcatmer.?, 0~ re,sziving necessary forms 
from Fm& wiLtI ret_pest to ?n; of the loan programs. 

--The survey results indjcdtsd only a small percent of appli- 
cations were disap?roc-ed in 311 7rc?rams. Most applications 
were npproved for 9U- 200 percent of the loan request. 
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--When people claimed thar some requirement was hindering 
improvement in rural development, the item most frequently 
mentioned by respondents was eligiaility requirements. 

Water, Sewer and Solid Xaste 

--Almost 6 percent of the respondents had loan and/or grant 
applications of amounts up to $350,000; 18 percent had 
applications exceeding $1 million. 

--Over one-half (59 percent) of the approved applications 
received 90-100 percent of the amounts requested: 7.8 Fer- 
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 
Solid Waste. 

--Over 70 percent of the respondents reporting on Water-Sewer 
program experiencer felt that the program makes a “Very 
Important” contribution to 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 complexity of forms and administrative regu- 
lations are felt to cause “extremes or “moderate” problems 
by most farmers and bankers. 

--The present FmHA funding level of 50 percent of project cost 
is felt to be adequate by one-third of all respondellts. 
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 developL.ent. 

--About 62 percent of the respondents reported on loan appli- 
cat ions for amounts under $25,000. Only 15 applications in 
the survey (approximately 8 percent) exceeded $1 million. 

--Over 80 percent of the approved applications were approved 
for 90-100 percent of the amount requested. Of all proc- 
essed applications, less than 4 percent were disapproved. 
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--of the approved applications, 78 percent took less than 
six months from application to approval. 

Essential Community Fac:lities 

--Almost tqo-thirris {63 percent) of the respondents reporting 
on program experiences ri;ted the program as making a “Very 
Important” contribution to ru.al development. 

--Over one-half (58 percent) of the applications in the sur- 
vey rlere for amounts up to $258,000. Only nine applica- 
tions (15 percent! exceeded $1 million. 

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

--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 bankers (67 percent and 86 percer,t, re- 
spectively) felt that the number and complexity of forms 
present “extrE-me“ to “some” problems. Professionals 
(56 percen+! +plt- . . . t-ha+ “7 IgL’-llity r”ly-:““c”‘” Tp----i-+ ..J ~ ---. -..--.-- r.. b-v.. w-u 
“extreme” or “moderate0 problems. 

Business and Industry 

--Of the respondents who reported on experiences with the 
FmHA B h I program, 59 Ioercent rated it as making a “Very 
Important” ContribukiGn to rural development. 

--About 66 percent of the applications were for amounts up 
tc $500,000. Less than one-fourth (23 percent) were for 
a;nounts of Sl million or more. 

--Over three-tourths of the applicants with approved loans 
received 90-1Oa perce.it of their requests. Only 10 (27 per- 
cent) of the p:ocessed applications were disapproved. 

--47 percent of the approved applications took less than 
three montns to be Fracessed. 

--Over dL0 percent of admir:istrators and bankers felt that 
the number and complexity of forms, eligibility require- 
ments, ant. the process of obtaining clear program informa- 
tion caused “e~crerce” or “modarate” problems. 
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Site Preparation Tar Business and IndustEy --__- ------- I / --Th i.: FmHA program is lea=t known to the rtspandonts of the 
survey--42 percent have a “great deal” or “some” knowledge. 

i 

--71 percent of the prograzm “users” (thre+-fourths of the 
administrators and two-thirds of the g-ufesslmals) rated 
this FmHA prorr-rm as beirq “Very Impcrtant.” 

--26 of the 36 loan applications in the survey (72 percent) 
were for ?moLnts under $300.0;0. Only three applications 
were for ,mou-kts of $1 million or more. I 

--Of the approve& applications, 48 percent took less than 
three months to process; another 43 percent took 4-6 months. 

Farm Ownership and 3peratinq ---- 
--O*;ir 80 ptrcon:t of all respondents said they had R “great 

deal” or “some’ information on this FmHA program. 

--Of the respondents who reported on loan experiences with 
this program, nearly 70 percent rated it as mzking a “Very 
Important” contributicn to rural development. Farmers 
rated this proqram the highest of the occupational groups. 

--Over 80 percent of the applications were for $100,000 or 
less. Only 6 percent were for $1 million or more. 

--Over 70 perter.: of the app oved applications were approved 
for 90-100 percent of the amount requested. Only 7.5 per- 
cent of the processed applications were disapproved. 

--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” 
problems to a majority of tire :espondznts. 
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CHAPTER L 

PUBLIC OPINION SURVEY OF FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION 

Farmers i:ome 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 loans and grants are provided in the 
areas of housing, farmer progra:cs (as farm orsnership and 
operating loans, emergency loans, etc.), an* community pro- 
grams (for the development of vatez, sewer ard sulid waste 
systems, community facilities, business and iildustry, 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 Conrmittee, with assist- 
ance from the General Acco;lnting Offi::e, developed a survey 
questionnaire in the idinter of 1974-75 aimed at obtaining such 
information. Using the survey instrument (refer to Appendix I 
for a copy of the questionnaire), public opinions, experi- 
PFW=S, and perceptions were souaht for six programs of FmHA. 
These programs were: 

--Water, sewer and solid waste: 

--Rural housing; 

--Essential community facilities; 

--Business, industrial and job development; 

--Site preparation for business and industry; and 

--Farm ownership and operating. 

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

The questionnaire 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 FmHA 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 nor? sectir L? 11 through VII are classified as "user;" 
for purposes <>. &his analysis. 

The Committee mailed the questionnaire on February 10, 
1972, to 3,729 persons, under the signature of Senator Dick 
Clark, Chairman of the Subcommittee on Rural Development. 
The sample, sefecte-d by the Committees consisted of people 
generally concerned with rural development issues, on the 
following mailing lists: 

--Rural development mailing fist: a list of 
individuals and organizations who previously 
wrote to the Corraittee or Subcommittee con- 
cerning rural develcpment issces . . ..I.445 

--Independent Danker’s Association: a 10% 
sample of rural bankers . . . . 750 

--National Grange embers . . . . 725 

--National Association of Counties members ..,. 750 

--Persons who contacted the Cmmittee re- 
~rf~ecijrlq jnfl*2sjcy A :r the samle * . . . . 50 

A total of 1,335 perL3ns, oi 36 percent, responded. NO 
follow-*q letter gas setf_. 

It should be noted that the results of this anal>;is are 
valid for the selected sample of 1,335 respondents. The re- 
sults, however, should Rot be extrapoiated to the total rurai 
universe because ’31s universe may have different characteris- 
tics than the selected sample. 

OBJECTIVES OF THE SURVEY - 

The FmHA questior.naire was ased to obtain opinions cf how 
rural people perceive the programs and services of Farmers 
Home Administration. It addressed the following questions: 

. Do people t3ink fm!iA contribution is valuable? Does 
opinion vary by poplr b’ith experience and those who 
have no experience? Does this perception vary by oc- 
cupational groups? Do people perceive other Federal 
programs for rural areas to be of greater, the same, 
or lesser contr iDution than FnHA? 

. Do people think FmHA programs benefit low, middle, cr 
upper level incxe srouns? Do pecple with FmilA loan/ 
grant experience diiiec' in opinion from those -ho have 
no such exper ienre? Zs tzere a difference between cc- 
cu?atior,al grouts? 
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. In each of the six FnRr. progran areas (water, sewer 
and solid waste; rural housing; essential community 
facilities; business and industry; site qreparation 
for business and industry; and farm ownership and 
operating), do people visw FmsA differently? Fo: 
exampie: 

. 

. 

. 

. . 

. 

. 

. 

. 

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

Wave users had problems with the services of FmH’I? 
If yes, what types of problems: Forms, getting 
information, eligibility requirements, personnel, 
delays in approval, amortization rates, appraisal 
requirements, etc ? 

How long does rt ttike to get a loan or grant? 

What procedures are involved, in terms of numbers 
of contacts with lender, conferences with FmHh 
personnel, off ices to coi:tact, and trips ouLside 
Lirea? 

110~ biq are the loans or grants? Aporoximatelv what 
percent do people get? 

Have the FmRA services bezn improving or deteziorat- 
ing since 1970 (or 1472 for some programs), as per- 
ceived by rsers? 

How important a contribution does each FmHA area of 
assistance make to rural developmnnt? 

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

ANALYSIS CF RESPONSES -----I_-- 

The Committee Lequested GAO’s assistant? in analyzing the 
responses to the survey in the Spring of 5975. GAO used the 
SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) for its 
computer auppor t. Tabulations were obtained +s well as per- 
centages, medians, cross-tabulations, and some statistical 
tests for significance. 

-r!lis paper presents the analysis of the study. Chapter 2 
discusses the respondents to the survey as to their occdpa- 
tiuns and experience with any of the FmHA programs. Chapter 3 
presents respondents’ virus and perceptions as to the inpor- 
tance they attach to FmI14 and its programs and the income 
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levels they see as being served by these programs. 
Chaoters 4 through 9 discuss each c, the six pror,ram areas 
segarately. Knowledge af esch of the programs by all of 
the respondents in the survey 1s discussed, as well as the 
“exgcriences” pecple responded as having or kowing about. 
Chapter 10 presents a few of the comments made by the :e- 
spondents on FmHA and its services. 

The reader should be cautioned that percentages in 
ccllumns may not equal 100 percent due tr, rcunding. In addi- 
tion, totals (for example, by occupation or year) mall not 
agree with overall survey totals. This is due to lack of 
designation by the respondents as to their occupations, the 
year of their applicatrozs, or their Ir ilure to respond to 
certain questiorls. 



CHAPTER 2 -de 

RESPONDENTS : ?F!OGFAX L’SERS A’:D NON-USERS -----. ----- -- 

Gf the 1,335 respondents, 886 (66.4 percent) are 
“non-users” who hbve not had previous loan exoerience with 
FmEA and do not know enoqh about someone 2lse’s experiences 
to report on; 449 (33.6 percent) resorted on loan experiences 
in at least one program area and are referred cc as “users” 
in tnis analysis. The program experiences cover the years 
1970-75 for the older prrlgraros (Xater, Sewer, and Solid Waste; 
Rural Housing; and Farm Ownership and Operating) and 1972--S 
for the remaining progr,ms which were established by the Rural 
Development Act of 1472. 

In order to look at differtnces in public nerceptior, by 
occupation, respondents were categorized into five groups. 
For the convenience of discussion in this paper, refarencas 
uihl be made to the followi-q occupational groups: adm in- 
istrator, farmer, professic al, banker _ and other. These 
categories represent occupations deei_ sted by the respondents 
in the survey, and are composed of the iolloning: 

--A&Iinistrator: Official, manager, acmLnlstra:or, or 
proprietor (except farm). 

--Farmer: Farmer 0:: farm manager. 

--Professional: Accountant, educator, engineer, lawyer, 
doctor, etc. 

--Danker. 

--Other: Technical worker (technician, paraprofessional, 
etc.); sale;, clerical and kindred wtrkei; skilled 
craftsman, foreman, skilled trades arid ktndred worke,; 
operator (machine operator, driver, and semi-skilled 
tradesman); service &or ker ; and laborer, 

Program user’; and t3n-Jsers reI>rasented the fo!lowing 
occupational groups in the survey: 
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Distribution of Survey Respondents By Occupation ----- 

# 

I 

., 

.i 

“s 

Program Users Non-Users Total 
Number PercenE Number Percy6: Number Percent -- --- 

Administra- 
tors 149 33.2% 330 37.2% 479 35.9% 

Farmers 74 16.5 209 23.6 283 21.2 
Prof es- 

sionals 65 14.5 162 18.3 227 17.0 
Bankers 138 30.7 118 J3.3 256 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 
administrators (33.2 percent) and bankers (30.7 percent.): mm- 
users were Frimarily administrators (37.2 percent) and farmers 
(23.6 percent). 

A few survey respondents indicated having two 
occupa t. ions-- normally cdninistrator and farmer or profes- 
sional and farmer, In such cases, the opinions of the re- 
spondents appear under administrator or professional rather 
than farmer. 



CHAPTER 3 ---- 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIWS OF FmHA ---- _ .- 

IMPORTANCE OF FmHA TO RLTRA', DEVELOPMI-XT -m-P- --------e- 

When people were asked about how important a contribution 
FmHA and other Federal programs make to rural development, re- 
spondents rated FmffA programs as contribnting more than other 
Federal programs--54.3 percent rated FmHA programs 2s 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 ef kHA and Other Federal Programs -- 
tr, Rural Development 

Very Important 

Contributions of FmHA Programs --- 
FmKA 

Program ; .dts Non-Users Totai L_- - - 

67.0% 47.2% 54.3% . 
27.3 45.0 38.7 

5.7 7.8 7.1 -I- -- 

100 .O% 100.0% 100.0% 

Contributions cf Other Federal 
Programs -em---- --w-- 

FmHA 
Program Users Non-Users Total I_--- ---- -e--w 

33.2% 26.1% 29.8% 
47.1 53.3 51.2 
19.7 18.7 19.2 --- 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

of administrators, farmers and others 

Moderately important 
Little or No Importance 

Total 

Very Important 
Moderately Important 
Little or No Importance 

Total 

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



.Contributions of FmHA Programs to Rural Development -----v 
By Occupation-- All ResGden=s 

Adminis; Profes- 
trator Farmer sional Banker Other Total -- _I_ 

Very Jmportant 58.3% 55.8% 49.0% 49.4% 57.9% 54.3%' 
Moderately 

Important 36.1 35.9 45.1 42.7 26.3 38.7 
Little or No 

Importance 5.7 8.4 5.8 - -- P --- 7.9 15.8 7.1 

Total 100.0% 100.0% lOQ.08 100.0% 100.0% lOO.@% 

Number of 
respond- 
ents 441 251 206 241 38 1,177 

Contributions of Other Federal Programs to Rural Development ----A -- 
&Occupat on --All Respondents 

Adiliiili.5.” Trcf:s- 

trator Farmer sional Banker Other Total -- -- -- -- -- 

Very Import,nt 37.58 32.2% 21.6% 17.4% 33.3% 29.8% 
Moderately 

Important 46.7 52.5 63.2 48.3 45.5 51.2 
Little or No 

Importance 15.7 li.3 15.7 34.3 21.2 19.0 -- -- - --- - s-w 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Number of 
, 

respond- 
ents 413 202 190 178 33 1,016 

Using the above two tabies, it appears that although profes- 
sionals and bankers rated all the p ograms in the survey lower 
than administrators and farmers, their rating of FmHA is con- 
siderably higher in comparison to the other Federal programs. 

INCOME LEVELS SERVED BY FmHA PROGILSMS 

When people were asked what income levels they felt were 
served or benefited by FmHA programs, most of the respondents 
said individuals earning up to $12,800 per year. This was the 
same for all occupational groups and for both total respond- 
ents and FmHA program users. 



Income Levels of Persons Served LFmHA--All Resnondents ---___ -----.---k---- 

Adminis- Profes- 
trator Farmer sional Banker Other Total --- --- --- 

Under 34,000 4.5% 3.6% 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 

. 
59.4 50 -6 59.0 64.9 51.3 58.3 

Under $18,000 7.8 8.6 11.7 7.1 2.6 8.2 
Over $18,000 4.0 5.4 3.4 5.4 5.1 -- 4.8 a-- -- I__ 

Total 100.0% 100.6% 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 

Adminis- Profes- 
trator Farmer sional Banker Other Total -- ~._ --- 

Under $4,000 3.4% 5.6% 3.2% .7% 23.1% 3.5% 
Under $6,000 28.8 34.7 25.4 23.1 38.5 27.8 
Under 512,000 56.8 47.2 60.3 64.2 30.8 57.2 
IJnder $18,000 6.2 

2:: 
7.9 

::"o 
7.7 6.3 

Over $18,000 4.8 3.2 - -- 5.1 I- - - _I_ 
Total 100.0% 100.6% 100.0% 100.0% lOO.OL 100.0% 

Number of 
respond- 
ents 146 72 63 134 13 428 
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CHAPTER 4 

PROGRAMS IN WATER, SEWER I.ii3 SOLID WASTE (WSS,J) y-e- -- 

Three Federal agencies --Farmers Home Administration 
(FmHA), Environmental Protection. Agency (EPA), and Economic 
Development Administration (ECA) --have rural development loan 
and/or grant programs in water, sewer znd solid waste (WSSW). 
The survey asked people how much knowledge they had about each 
of these programs. The results showed 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” 
0t “some” knowledge of FmaA, as compared to 64 percent and 
51 percent for EPA and EDA programs, respectively. * 

Knovledr;e oE Federal Programs in Xater, Sever and Solid Waste -- 

FIlMA EPA 
Amount of ---- Number of TZitiKet of 

EDA ----a- 
Number of 

Knovledqe Respondents Percent --- 

Great Deal 359 28.3% 
SOi%? 712 56.2 
Little or 

None 197 15.5 m-v 

Total 1,268 100.0% 

Respondents Percent Respondents Percent -- - 

170 14.2a 161 13.6a 
596 49.7 443 37.5 

433 36.1 576 48.0 -- -- 

1,193 loo.oa 1,180 100.0% 

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

Knowledge of Water, -- Sewer and Solid Waste Programs By 
OEclipat ion=------ 

-- 
FnHA--All Respondents -- 

Amount of Adminis- Profes- 
Knowled% --- trator Farmer sionai Banker Other -- -- 

Great Deal 
Some 
Little or None 

Total 

34.4% 15.0% 37.5% 24.5% 15.6% 
55.8 il.0 48.7 57.8 53.3 

9.8 24.0 13.8 17.7 31.1 -- --- --- -I_ --- 

100.0% 100.0% 100.6% 100.0% 100.0% 

Number of 
Respondents 468 246 224 249 45 

- - - -w- - - -w 

* 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 attract more correspondence from rural people 
and organizations familiar with fmHA than EPA and EDA pro- 
grams. 

10 



.'nowLedge of Wa :er: Cewer -.- --- ;>nd Solid Waste Programs By _-___- - ------i---- __--- 
G,ckwron--FP;i- -All Resontients -- -- _--- 

Amount of Adminis- F :ofes- 
Know:eZ?: ---A-. trstor ~ar,"or L' sional Banker Other ----- -- 

';re;t Deal 19.3% lP.4% 22.2% .9% 6.5% 
Some 54.0 48.7 55.7 35.0 60.9 
Little or 

None 26.2 40.9 22.2 64.2 32.6 --- -- ----- -- ---- 

Total 100. ^J% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Number of 
Respondents 443 230 221 226 46 

Knowledge of Water, --- Sewer and Solid Waste Programs --e---e By -- 
CJccupation-- ED&-A11 Respondents - 

Amount of 
Knowledae --at- 

Great Deal 
Some 
Little or 

None 

Total 

Number of 

Adminis- Profes- 
trator Farmer sioaal Banker Other _I_- -- -7- 

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% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Respondents 441 223 218 222 45 

&H_A 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 approved: most 
of the applications were made in 1973 and 1974 (52 and 78, 
respectively). 

Typeof Application and Status Number Percent e-m ----_---- ---- 
Own experience; application approved 77 29.5% 
Own experience; application pending 39 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% 
i 
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Year of 
Application - Number Perceng 

1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 

Respondents not 
indicating year 

Total 261 100.0% 

47 
21 
39 

l ;i 

18 

6 2.3 

18.0% 
8.0 

14.9 
19.9 
29.9 

6.9 

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 leans/grants applications for 
amounts under $200,000. Approximately 18 percent of the ap- 
pl ications exceeded $1 million. 

Amounts of PmHA Loans i%&/oh Grants Applications for YSSW ----- ---- 

Amount of 
Loans/Grants 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 Total e-m - - - B-e - -- 

Under $50,000 33.311 16.76 if.39 16.70 19.46 25.OE 22.89, 
550,000-s199,999 7.1 22.2 18.2 ??.I 26.9 37.5 22.3 
s:oo,ooo-5349 999 19.0 
5350,000-s499:999 

22.2 15.2 14.6 10.4 6.3 14.3 

5500,003-5699,999 11”:: 
5.6 
- ::: lb6 71:; 

- 6.7 
6.3 8.9 

5700,000-5999,999 3.: 11.1 3.0 - 6.7 
S1,000,000-s1,499,399 
Over Sl,SOO,OGO 9:s 

11.1 6-i 
8".: 11.9 

6.0 
1682 

7.1 
11.1 15.2 -- -Bh- 10.4 ; -11.2 

Total 100.01 100.08 100.0% lCO.‘19 lOO.O\ lUO.OB 100.0% 

Number of 
Respndents -- --m-w 

32 

25 -- 

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 ap- 
plication to approval between the years 1970 ai.3 1975. In the 
earlier years (1970, 1971 and 19721, 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 tie a shift to a 4-6 month interval. (Responses for 1975 
are rot meaningful due to the small number of respondents--2.) 
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Time Between Application and Approval 
Approved WSSgApplicati0r-1~ -- 

Year -- 

1970 
1071 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 

Under 
3 Months 

14.7% 

14.8 
13.9 
23.9 
50.0 

4-6 
Months 

23.5% 
23.5 
22.2 
31.3 
48.9 

7 - 9 
Months -- 

17.6% 
23.5 
22.2 
16.7 

4.4 

10 - 12 Over 
Months 1 Year Total 

8.8% 35.3% 100.0t 
11.8 41.2 100.0% 

7.4 33.3 100.0% 
13.9 22.2 100 .O? 
11.1 6.7 100.0% 

50.0 100.0% 

Total 17.4% 32.3% 14.9% 10.6% 24.8% 100.0% 

Number of 
Respond- 
ents 28 52 24 1-r 40 161 

WSSW Loan/Grant Application Procedures 

When persons were asked the number 3f conferences they . :i xi t; ;lube .tii’i:‘ -....-- L‘,I‘u-A i;irs0rli,e1, ’ tr,r c il”L& GL .; CP, UAIII=IC.LIL CJL- 
f ices they had to contact, and the number of trips outside 
the area they had to take, responses showed that these con- 
tacts have been decreasing over the years. Although the num- 
ber of conferences with FmiIA personnel tended to be hiph for 
the years 1970-75 (53.1 percent reporting over three confer- 
ences) and remained high in 1974 (42.6 percent having. over 
three conferences), thij number tended to decline from 1971 
to 1974. 

Number of: 
Years: 1970-75 

None- One Three 
-I_--- 

Two Over Three -- 

Conferences with 
FmHA personnel 1.4% 7.2% 15.5% 22.7% 53.1% 

Different FmHA 
off ices contacted 4.3 33.3 47.6 8.6 6.2 

Trips outside local 36 .O 22.3 16.8 8.1 16.8 
area 

Year None 
Conferences with FmHA Personnel -__I_-- 

One Two Three 
--- 

Over Three --- --- 

1970 -- % 3.1% 15.6% 25.0% 56.3% 
1971 VW -- 1::; 18.8 75.0 
1972 -- 14.8 7.4 63.0 
1973 2.3 7.0 14.0 25.6 51.2 
1974 1.5 8.8 17.6 29.4 42.6 
1975 7.1 Be 21.4 21.4 50.0 
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Year 

1370 5.9% 35.3% 33.2% 11.8% 8.8% 
1971 we 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 
1975 6.7 33.3 46.7 13.3 SW 

Year --- 

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 28.6 26.2 14.3 11.9 19.0 
1974 41.2 23.5 119.1 8.8 7.4 
1975 30.8 46.2 7.7 13.4 

tiifferent FsfiA Offices Contacterj --e--e- -- -- ------- 
None One TiG Three Over Three -- 

None-----One 
Trips Outside Local Area ------ 

Two Three Over Three 

Possible Problem Areas ----- 

Men people surveyed were asrreo co rate eignr: items as 
to whether they were problems or not, and hew serious the 
problems were, three of the items were rated heavily as not 
a problem. These included receiving all the necessary forms, 
getting cooperation from FmIS.1 personnel, and receiving fair 
and unbiased treatment from FmfB personnel. 

Seriousness of Problem: 1970-75 --------- 
Not a 

Extreme Moderate Somewhat P: oblem .e-- 
Obtaining clear program 

i formation 
RecL..ving all the neces- 

sary forms 
Number of complexity of 

forms 
Eligibility requirements 
Problems with adminis- 

trative regulations 
Getting cooperation from 

FmHA personnel 
Receiving fair and un- 

biased treatment from 
FinHA personnel 

Delays in obtaining ap- 
proval 

12.6; 27.6% 19.5% 40.2% 

9.2 16.9 19.7 54.2 

21.5 25.6 26.4 26.4 
12.7 31.5 25.5 36.3 

24.1 25.3 24.9 25.7 

33.8 10.4 12.7 63.1 

7.3 

24.7 

9.3 il.6 71.8 

22.0 26.3 27.1 
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Obtaining clear program information was considered by 
administrators, farmers and bankers as a problem with g:eater 
frequency than professionals. (The “other- occupational group 
has been excluded due to the small number of respondents to 
this sect&on of the questionnaire.) 

-Causfng “Extreme“ or “#oderate” Problems ------- --- 
Adminlctrator Farmer Prof essionSIi-- Banker -- I__- 

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

Two items seei;od to affect farmers and bankers mort than 
the other occupational groups: the number and complexity of 
forms and administrdtive regulations. 

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

Number and com- 
plexity of 
forms 

Administrative 
regulations 

41.4% 70.3% 33.4% 57.7% 

44.8 57.5 47.3 36.3 

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

Causing “Extreme” or “Hoderate” Problems 
Administrator Farmer Professional Ban= -- - -- 

Eligibility re- 
quirements 42,8% 48.4% 48.1% 41.3% 

The question of “delays in obtaining approval” as a prob- 
lem was related to the earlier question 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 1572 through 1974 than in the earlier years. 

When people were asked directly whether, in their opinion, 
any loan requirements were hindering rural WSSW developments 
respondents were close to being evenly divided--54.1 percent 
said yes: 45.9 percent said no. When asked, then, to check 
which items in a list were hindering such improvements, re- 
spondents didn’t appear to feel too strongly about any of 
them, except eligibility requirements. 
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wireaents ;lindering WSSW Development _I- 

Eligibility requirements 
Income/networth requirements 
Requirements to check pas’, credit 
Property appraisal requirements 
Collateral requirements 
Requirements for length of amortization 

period 
Requirements for financing construction 

Frequency of 
Response - 

75 
38 

7 
16 
14 

16 
43 
28 

Suggested Funding Levels for WSSW 

PmHA presently funds water, sener 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 adequate, only 7.3 percent felt 
that a 100 percent level 1s desirable, Farmers and bankers 
felt the strongest of the occupational groups that the pre- 
sent level of funding should be maintained--46.9 percent and 
45.1 percen;, re+z;ti::ly. 

Suggested punding ‘,ewe~a for water, Sewer and-Solid Waste 

Ao’slini8- Profee- Number of 
trat.or Barmet sional Bmket Other Total respondent8 _I_- -_I_-- 

SO% level 29.2% 46.9h 22.6% 45.7% 36.4% 33.5% 83 
Slh - 703 19.8 21.9 24.5 Il.7 18.2 21.4 
718 - 85% 28.3 39 6 23.9 18.2 27.0 i: 
86% - 99% 17.0 192:: 5‘7 2.2 9.1 10.9 
lOO$ ieVe 5.7 9.4 .A - _I_ - 6.5 A8.2 7.3 12; - - - 

Total lOO.C% 100.0t 100.0% lOC.O% 100.0% 100.0% 248 

Importance of FmSA WSSW Funding 

Over 73 percent of the respondents felt that FmHA funding 
in water, sewer and solid waste makes a Very Important con- 
tribution to rural development. 

Irp~rtance of FIXHA FmdiPq fcr Yttefl Sever and Solid Waste - 

AdEfltiS- Profee- 
tcator rarrer stat381 Ranker Other Total - - - --- - -- 

Very ;sportant 
Moderately Isportant 

77.84 ix4 74.1% 57.4% 80.01 71.99 
3.3.5 . 23.9 31.9 10.0 21.7 

Little or NO hqJor- 
tance 6.3 16.0 - 10.6 10.0 6.4 -- ----- 

Total 100.t4 100.04 ioo.04 100.04 100.04 100.01 

Nmcer Of 
Respondents 108 30 34 47 10 249 
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:-‘!?APLLK ; ------_ - - - 

PROGRA:-‘,j I& ?i”-‘zIL n3?;SI u’G -----c--------- -------- - 

Both the Farmers ficm? Adminrstratioa (r’zilill\) and Housinq 
and ‘Jcbsn Development (ZiS) save proqravs in housing in rural 
areas. Of the two agencies, the respondents to the survey 
clai;ned they have more knoxledqe cc the ;mdA proqram than 
that of HUD--32.5 percent sa;cl they had a “great deal” or 
*I some ” knowledge of FmHA programs II? rural housing as com- 
pared to 55.7 percent for ZIUD proqra:ns. l 

Knowledge of Federal Proarams in Rural Housing -------------------~- _______________--- 

hmouat of 
i=lxHA HUD -G,5gc -oz ---- --- -- - -- --- - -__-.-_- ------__ 

piumber of 
Knowledge Resnondelits I--,v Percent RCsnondents Percent ------- - -- ---.-- -- ---L-e- _-.- - ---a-.- 

Great Deal 333 26.8% 124 10.5% 
Some fU4 55.7 533 45.2 
Little or ?Jone 220 17.4 522 44.3 -- --a -_I - ---- 

Total 1,263 100.0% 1,179 100.0% 

Of the different occupational groups, farmers and others 
are least familiar with qoverncent proqrams. Of the farmers 
‘A :, 0 ;;2 ri ;r L, i-8 - *&;<rs &f l-Lil;, r Jr -51 ;itrisllly :iroLts, 33.5 pri Ctzlll 
said they had little or no knowledge of the FmHA program; 
70.9 percent said they had little or no knowledge of the HUD 
program. Of the total numner of farmers respondinq, 29.0 per- 
cent had little or no irfnrnation of FmHq, while 67.9 percent 
bad little or no information aoout the HUD proqram. 

. Knowledge of Rural Eousinq Prooram 5~ Occupation-- --- ----- -- -------ye---- ---------- 
FmHA--All Responaents ---------b---e-- 

Xdminis- Profes- 
trator Farmer s iona’l Banker Xher --w-e ----- .---_-- ----- ----- 

Great Deal 29.5% 16.6% 21.3% 31.13 13.0,% 
Some 57.4 54.4 52.2 58.6 47.8 
Little or Xone 13.; 29.0 ii;.5 lG.4 39.1 ---- ----- ---- ----- ----- 

Total 100.0% lOG.O% 100.0% 100.0% lCO.02 

rlumber of 
Respondents 465 241 224 251 46 

* The reader is cautioneg tnat the sample is not random, and, 
therefore, responses to t’-~ls question may be biased. Ths 
aaiiinq list of the Senate AGrrculture Committee would be 
expected to attract more correspondence from rural people 
an0 organizations fanj 1 lzr kri t? FmifA than the HUD proqram. 
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Knowledge of Rural Housing Program-bacupation--HUD-- 
-- -----ill Respondenis 

---a- 
---- 

Amount of Adminis- Prof es- 
iinowledqg trator Farmer sional Banker Other --- V-T ----- -- ------ ---e --- 

Great Deal 15.53 1 .d% 16.43 5.43 4.4% 
Some 50.3 30.3 52.3 40.2 57.8 
Little or None 33.7 67.9 31.4 54.5 37.3 I_- -- c-w -- 

Total 100.5% 100.3% 100.0% loo.08 100.0% 

Number of 
Respondents 439 218 220 224 45 

FmHk Rural HousaLzers--Respondents ‘.I the Survey ----- -- ---- 

The majority of the “user* respondents (71.0 peLcellt) 
repor ted orI other people’s experkences. Over 80 percent of 
all the applications were approved. Approximately 42 percent 

9974. of the loans were made or applied for in 

‘IJpe of AgpliCatiOn and States --- 

Gwn experience; appl icat ion approved 
Own experience; application pending 
Someone else’s experience; applica- 

t ion approved 
Someone else’s experience; applica- 

tion pending 

Total 

Year of Aseication Number --- --- -m 

1970 28 
1971 15 
1972 30 
1973 38 
1974 91 
19?5 15 

Total 217 

Sizes of Housinq_Loans -weI_------ w-v 
The major iti of tr.9 res?gndencs in 

Number Percent -I- --- 

46 21.2% 
17 7.8 

128 59.0 

26 12.0 -- --- 

217 lOO.O?. 

Percent --- 

12.9% 8 
6.9 

13.8 
17.5 
41.4 

6.9 ----- 

100.0% 

the survey (about 
62 _cerce*lt repcrted on Gpplications under $25,000. Approxi- 
mately eight percent (or 15 applications) were in excess of 
$1 million. 

18 



!i’L ..72 _--- _-- TUti31 _---a 

6i.69 
16.2 

5.4 
5.11 
3.2 
2.2 
5.9 -e-4 

lJO.08 

Of the approved applications, 82.2 percent were financed 
at* 90-100 percent of the loan request. Only 3.7 percent of 
the processed applications were disapproved. 

Time Between Housir?q AgzLication and Approval --_I-- 

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

Year 

1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 

Time BetweenAeplication and Ap~rovai - 
Axroved HoCsrnaApDxc?tions -----d -L- 

Under 4-6 7-4 IO-12 Over 
3 Months Months Months fionths 1 Year Total --- ---- --- --- 

48.0% 32.03 12.01 -‘c 8.OP. 100.0% 
40.0 40.0 6.7 5.7 6.7 1oo.o 
25.9 37.0 22.2 7.4 7.4 100.0 
33.3 48.1 14.0 -- 3.7 100.0 
54.0 27.0 12.7 3.2 3.2 100.0 
5G.O 50.0 -- -- -- 100.0 

Totji 43.4% 34.6% 13.8% 3.1% 5.0% 100.0% 

Number of 
Respond- 
ents 49 55 22 5 8 154 

Iiousine_Loan ADDliCatlOn Procedures -- --s&L--- --- 

A majority of respcndents bed over three conferences with 
FmHA personnel, only one FmHA office reeded t.o be contacted, 
and trips nutside the local area tiere not required. These 
procedures for obtaining a 1c:n remained relatively constant 
over the years of the sitrvey. 
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Years : 1970 - 75 ----- ---e---.-.-e 
None one Tw6 Three Over Three -- -- - - _I_---- 

Conferences with FmHA 
per sonnol 2.2% 13.3% 23.6% 22.4% 39.4% 

Diff rent FmHA offices 
contacted 113.1 60.7 20.8 5.4 3.0 

Trips outside local 
area 64.8 12.3 8.6 4.9 9.3 

Possible Problela Areas 

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

Obtaining clear pro- 
gram infTfT.p+inv --.... 

Receiving all the 
necessary forms 

Number of complexity 
of forms 

Eligibility require- 
ments 

Problems with admin- 
istrative regula- 
t ions 

Getting cooperation 
f I[ om FmHA person- 
nel 

Receiving fair and 
unbiased treatment 
from FmHA per- 
sonnel 

Delays rn obtaining 
approval 

Three items were 

Seriousness of Problem: 1970-7s ----- -m---c__-- 
Not a 

Extreme Woderate -- Problem Somewhaf 

qc; 00 *o -9 CF. A%..__ a _ .-” 22.-z’; :;.o,a 

9.2 16.5 16.5 57.8 

17.3 26.0 25.0 31.7 

18.2 24.3 26.6 30.8 

16.7 23.5 25.7 33.8 

11.8 10.9 13.7 63.5 

10.9 7.6 14.7 66.8 

24.0 16.3 26.0 33.3 

rated by more than 50 percent of the 
respondents as not a ,problem-- receiving all the necessary 
forms f57.8 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. 3y occupational 
qroupt a greater proportion of administrators and profes- 
sionals considered obtaining clear prcgram information an 
“extreme” or “moderateD problems than farmers and bankers. 
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Causino “ExtreTe” or P?:oderateU Problems 7------- 
Administrator Farmer Profe~sionalT-- Banker -- -- -- 

Obtaining clear 
program infor- 
mat ion 37.7% 30.3% 41.3% 30.0% 

The number and complexity of forms is viewed as a probleir, 
to most respondents. Over 40 percent of administrators, 
farmers, and SanKers view this requirement as either an “ex- 
treme” or “moderate” problem. Professionals view this re- 
quirement as less of a problem. 

Causing”Extreme” or U.uloderateq Problems -- 
Administrator Farmer Professional Banker 

Number and com- 
plexity of 
forms 43.3% 43.3% 25.9% 45.7% 

Approximately 40 percent of the respondents in each oc- 
cupational group also said eligibility afid administrative 
regulations are likewise problems ~;i the years of the survey. 

Causis”Extreme” or “Xoderate” Problems -- 
AdmGTstratoT-Farmer ProfGsional Ban.:or ----- -- - 

Eligibility re- 
quirements 42.7% 48.4% 46.7% 38.0% 

9dmini;trative 
regulations 40.3’ 41.9 41.3 39.1 

OuL of 64 administrators responding to this portion of 
the survey, one-half responded that delays in obtaining zp- 
proval presented problems-- more than any of the other ociljpa- 
tional groups. Farmers viewed this variable as less of a 
problem than the other groups. 

Ca&lsing “ExtreT.e” or “?Toderate” Problems -77 -----._----- 
Aami?istr 3tor i ar:er P r J fessiona7 Banker II_--.- - -I__ 

Delays in ob- 
taining ap- 
proval 50.1% 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 FmFiA housing loan re- 
quirements were hindering lmprovcments in rural development. 
Of the list of requirements enumerated in’ the questionnaire, 
two items-- eligibility and income/network requirements--were 
mentioned with greatest frequcnc:J, 
table: 

as shown in the following 
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-s Frequency of 
mirements Hindering Housing Development -- Response 

Eligibility requirements 85 
Income/networth requirements 75 
Requirements to check past credit 15 
Property appraisal requirements 24 
Collateral requirements 25 
Requirements for length of amortization period 12 
Requirements for financing construction 39 
Other 15 

Importance of FmHA Fundinq for Rural Housiz 

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”. 3y occupational group, 
administrators rated this program as “Very Important” with 
greatest frequency. 

9ortance of FmHA Funding for Rural Housinq 

Admr;lis- Protes- 
trator Farmer sional Danker -- --- 

Very Important 80.3% 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 29 68 
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CBAPTER 6 

DEVELOPMENT OF ESSENTIAL CO!QKJNIT‘6 FACILITIES -_--- ---- 

Two Federal agencies have programs for rural development 
in essential co‘mmunity facilities (ECP)--Famers Borne Admin- 
istration (FmHA) and Rousing and Urban Development (HUD). Ac- 
cording to the survey, neither program is well known by the 
respondents. Of the individuals responding to the question as 
to how much they know about FmBA 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* 
knowledge. 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 BUD program, while 55.2 percent 
said they know little or nothing about the program. * 

Knowledzof Federal Programs in Essential Community Facilities --- -------~- - --------- 

Amount of 
FmUA HUD --------------- 

Number of 
-----e-------e-- 
Number of 

Knowledge Respondents Percent Respondents Percent 

Great Deal 218 17.8% 99 8.5% 
so3c c-rci -T -cc d#Y 47-a YLV 36.3 
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.lers had 
the least amount of knowledge of both programs. 

Knowledge ECF ---- of Proqrams by-Occuostion--FmHA--All RespondentsY e-m --A ---e-e- I-4 
Amount of 
pewled= -- 

Adainis- Profes- 
trator Farmer sional Banker Other ---- -VW -- -L_- 

1 Great Deal 22.8% 8.7% 24.5% 11.58 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 -- -- -o- - -- --- 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Number of 
Respondents 451 230 220 244 44 

* The reader is csutioned that the sample is not random, and, 
therefore, responses to this guestion may be biased. The 
mailinq list of the Senate Agrjculture Committee l rould be 
expected to attract more correspondence from rural people 
and org%2nizations familiar with h;BA that the HUD prooram. 
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ii-~oxledae of ECP Prorams -z-,---d--------e.-- - by Occugation-- HUD--All Respondents --- -- 

Amount of Adminis- Prof es- 
Knowleu* 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% 

!Jmber 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 responses. Data 
w year, in par titular , is not applicable in the analysis of 
this program 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. 

TEe of A-cation and Status -- --- 

Own experience; application approved 
Own experience; application pending 
Someone else’s experience: application 

approved 
someone else’s experience; application 

pending 

Total 

Number Percent --- 

23 32.9% 
14 20.0 

c 
17 24.3 It 

A!: 22.9 

70 100.0% 

Year of Ao&cation e-m--. -- 

1972 
1973 
1974 
1475 

Respondents not 
indicating year 

Total 

Number 

1: 
33 
16 

4 -- 

70 

Percent -- 

10.0% 
14.3 
47.1 
22.9 

5.7 -- 

100.0% 
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Sizes of ECF Loans -b--e- 
Over one-half (58 percent) of the loans in the survey 

were in amounts under 3250,000: 30 percent of the loan appli- 
cations were made for under $100,000. Fifteen percent of the 
applications were for SP million or more. 

Of those applications approved, 63 percent were approved 
for 90--100 percent of the amount requested. Only two (5 per- 
cent) 01 the processed applications were disapproved. 

Amounts of Pm8A Loan Applications for 
Essential Community FacilLfTes -- 

Number of 
Amount of Loans 1972 1973 1974 1?35 T?tal -- - - e - - -- Respondents 

Under SlOO,POO 42.9% 12.5% 38.7% 14.3% 3O.P% 18 
j100,000-$349,999 14.3 37.5 25.8 35.7 28.3 17 
~250pcoo-s459,9Y9 25.0 19.4 14.3 16.7 10 
s500,000-~994,999 12.9 14.3 10.0 6 
51,000,0~~0-$2,499,999 42.9 12.5 - - 6.7 4 
Over S2,300,000 -_I- 12.5 3.2 -- 2t.4 -I_ 8 . 3 2 

Tot 31 lOO.G% 100.0% 100.0% 103.0% 100.0% 60 

ECF Time Between Application acd Approval -- 

Of the applications approved, clearly the largest pro-- 
portion took between four and six months to process. 

Years: 
unser-- yz~-----?-9 k9716-3;5 

-------------- 
Over 

3 Months Eghs Pjonths Months 1 year Total --- 
T'se Between 

Application 
h Approval: 
Approved 
Applications 13.2% 55.3% 5.38 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 focal area. 
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Yc 3rs: 1972 - 1975 -------------------~------------- 
NOKIt? One Two Three Over Three ---- -- w--w----- 

fonferences with FmHA 
per sonn.21 1.6% 8.2% 18.0% 27.9% 44.3% 

different FaHA offices 
contacted 3.3 31.1 52.5 11.5 1.6 

Trips outside local 
area 46.4 ;I..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 Nome 
were problems, three factors were rated highly as not being 
a problem: 

--receiving all the necessary forms: 

--getting cooperation from PmHA personnel! and 

--receiving fair and unbiased treatment from FmHA 
personnel . 

Seriousness of Problemll972-1975 --- -e-e --- --- 
---Tot a 

Extreme Moderate Somewhat Problem --- -1---L- 

Receiving all the neces- 
sary forms 11.8% 14.7% 14.7% 58.8% 

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 7.1 82.9 

Psspondents’ opinions were divided concerning the other 
factors on the list: 

Seriousness of Problem: 1972-197s 
-----VW- - --‘------3~r375ta 
Extreme Moderate Somewhat Problem -we- w-e -c-m I- 

Obtaining clear program 
information 14.3% 27.1% 21.4% 37.1% 

3umbec and complexity 
of ‘forms 15.7 20.0 32,9 31.4 

Eligibility requirements 19.1 25.0 26.5 29.4 
Administrative regula- 

t ions 18.8 26.1 26.1 29.0 
Delays in obtaining 

approval 23.8 20.6 25.4 30.2 

26 



Administrators and bankers had ciiferent reactions from 
professionals concerning the matter of obtaining clear pro- 
gram information. Administrators and k~~~.?$ter~ were mare cri- 
tical. For example, while sP~roxlmate1~ ona-half of all three 
groups felt that obtaining clear ?rogiraT ir-Eorsation presented 
“moderate” or “some“ pronlems, a greater percent of the adain- 
istrators and bankers felt that there vere “extreme” problems 
in this area; professionals, on the other hand, tended to feel 
that obtaining clear FrogEarn information was not an extreme 
problem. (Farmers, due to their low resDocse rate to this 
portion of the survey, have been excludea fron this analysis.) 

Obtaining Clear Proqraa Information 
Seriousness of Problem: 1972 - 1975 -------_- ------------I_--~--__---- 

Extreme Moderaie Scmewhat iZot a Problem ~- -m-m ----- -------- 

AdministratLr 11.1% 33.3% 18.53 37.0% 
Professional -- 29.4 23.5 47.1 
Banker 21.4 . 14.3 35.7 28.6 

The number and complexity of f3rrrs iikswise received the 
Sam: type or split reaction. h’ner eas 51 percent Dc tne aomin- 
istrator: and 86 percent of the bankers thought that forms pre- 
sented “extreme” to “soze“ problems, less than one-half of the 
professionals felt the same way. 

iiumber & Complexitv of Forms: 1972-75 --L---t----------*-- 
Admm~istrEfoT--Professl3nal Banker -e----v--__ - -_-_ ---mm 

Causing “Extreme” to 
"Some" Problems 

Not a Problem Area 
66.6% 85.8% . 47.0% 
33.3 52.9 14.3 

Eligibility requirements were perceived altogether ,.if- 
ferently hy the three occupational grasps. Administrators 
were divided among themselves (417.0 nercent feeling that it’s 
an “extreme” or “moderate” problem wkile 34.fr percent stating 
that it’s not a problem); most of the pfCffSSlOizi?LS (56.3 per- 
cent) felt that eligibility requirements 3re "extreme" or 
“moderate” problems: half the bankers felt chat there i; 
“some” problem here. The agreement b:? most, then, is I-hat a 
problem exists; the degree of seriousness is viewed di :fer- 
ently by different people. 

El&ibility Requirements: 1972-75 -.-aminiFLiatEr ----- I-- ---- ---- 
Professional Bar.*er ---e-e-- ----- --____ 

ii 

Causing “Extreme” or 
“Moderate” Problems 

Causing "Some" Problems 
Not a Problem Area 

40.0% 56.32 35.7b 
16.0 ma 50.0 
44.0 25.0 14.3 
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FmHA administrative regulations was another area in 
which people’s opinions were divided. Whereas over SO percent 
of all groups felt that administrative regulations presented 
“some” or “no” problems, bankers w: re more in agreement with 
each other than administrators and professionals concerning 
this perception. 

Administrative Regulations: 19:2-75 
Administratof ---Y- Professional BaG -a- - 

Causing “Extreme” or 
“Moderate” Problems 

Causing “Some” or “No” 
Problems 

46.1% 47.1% 28.7% 

53.9 52.9 71.4 

On the question of whether there is a problem in delays 
in obtaining approval, people’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 pef- 
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 fat: that 43 percent of the experiences 
reportea on rn cne survey were stili pendrng approval. 

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

Frequency of 
Requiiements Hindering ECF Development Response 

Eligibility requirements 
Income/networth requiremenCs 
Requirements to check past credit 
Property appraisal requirements 
Collateral requirements 
Requirements for length of amortization period 
Requirements for financing construction 
Other 

29 
14 

5 

1: 

165 
10 

Importance of FmHA ECP Funding - I_----- 

Nearly two-thirds of the respondents rated the FmHA 
program in essential co;?l?unity facilities ds Very Important. 
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Izgrtance of FmHA Funding for EssC:ltial Community Facilities --e-v --- ---- --- ----a 

Administrator Professional Banker -- 

Very Imp0 tant 
Moderaterly Important 

‘Little or No Importance 

Total 

55.3% 60.5% 72.7% 
29.6 17.6 18.2 
11.1 17.6 9.1 --- u_- --- 

103.08 - 100.0* 100.0% 

Number of 
Respondents 27 If 11 

29 
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CHA?TER 7 -------- 

PROGRA>lS IX RUSINESS AidD IXD;‘STRY (E&I 1 -------I_ -___-------------- 

3f the three Federal agencies with programs in Business 
an3 Industry (8611 --Farmers IIoze Administration (FmHA), 
Ecanonic Geuelopment Jkkninistration (EDA), and Szall business 
Administration (SEA)-- the FmHA and SEA Frograms seemed to be 
nq*ulbLly known; EDA is not as well known. Less than 17 percent 
of the respondents claimed they had a “great deal” of informa- 
tion about ~FmtiA and SBA programs, while only 11 percant knew a 
“great deal” about the EDA program. * 

Knovledqe of Federal Programs lr! Suslness and 19611 _______ ____-_-- -__---_ Industry --- ---------- --- ---- --- -- --- 

t’mHA EEA SFcA ____I___________.--__ _-- -_--_ - ---- ---- -- __-_.-__r----------- 
J~1~se; of ?lunSer of Nuaher sf 

iror,cx.ldents Percent Percent Resocndents Percent -- _- -- ---- ----_- r$??y~e2~~ _---- ---------- -a-- --- 

tireat i&31 134 16.1& 1. 3 I i1.3b 197 16.53 
302e 5u7 42.0 245 29.7 511 42.8 
Lrttie or 

.io5e 505 41.9 684 59 .c 487 40.8 ----- ----- ---- -_--_ ---- ----- 

rota1 L‘205 1oti.oa 1,160 1oo.oii 1,195 100.0% 

ay occupational group, administrators and professionals 
had a greater familiarity with the Federal programs than 
bankers and farmers. The only exception is that bankers have 
a greater knowledge of the SEA program than the other groups. 
Farmers and others have the least familiarity with all the 
programs. 

Knovledgeof B&I Programs bv Occupation--Fii?Z.4--All Respondents ---- ---- -----L-w- ----I_------- ---- 

Amount of Admin is- Profes- 
Knowledqe trator Farmer sional ---- Danker Other --- ---- --- ----- ----- 

Great Deal 18.8% 6.4% 27.3% 11.0% 7.1% 
Some 45.6 28.9 42.7 48.8 33.3 
Little 0: Gone 35.6 64.7 30.0 40.2 59.5 --- --- -- ---- --- 

Total roo.oa 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.08 

Xuaber of 
Respondents 447 21a 220 246 42 

* Tne 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 bO ?x- 
petted to attract aore correspondence frca rural people and 
organizations familiar with FmHA than EDA and SBA programs. 
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n’noulellae of D&I Pr0qrs;r.s by CWcupation--EDA--All Respondents ----e-e -----.---- --- ._-_-_ - _--_ .a-.--------e------e----- 

A.slount of Adminis- Profes- 
XnOWledgg trator Pa. mer sional Banker Other -- ------ --.---- ---- - - .-w-e- - e-e-- ---- - 

Greaz Deal 16.78 .4% 23.1% .9% - % 
Some 37.4 12.3 40.7 20.5 25.5 
Little or Xone 45.9 86.7 36.1 78.6 70.5 - --.-- -m-e- --e--e -a--- --a-- 

rota1 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Number of 
Resrqndents 438 211 216 ,220 44 

Knowledgeof B&I Proems bv Occupation--SBA--All Respondents ---- --- ---L--L-- ------- 

Amount of 
Knowledqe ----- - 

Great Deal 
Some 
Little or rJone 

Total 

Adminis- ?rofes- 
trator Farmer sional Danker 3ther -- I_-- ------ ------ ---- 

13.7% 3.7s 22.6% 29.6% 6.7% 
44.6 33.0 49.0 44.2 37.8 
41.7 63.3 27.6 26.3 55.6 --.. -* .--- --. .-. - .-. ----- -- 

100.0% 100.0% 103.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Number of 
Respondents 444 218 217 240 45 

FmHA B&I Users-- ResDondents ----------- to the Survey -me--------- 

The FmHA B&I program has been in existence since 1972. 
Since the number of responses are small (701, caution should 
be used in inferring trends from the data. 

About one-half of ti;e applications--51.4 percent--were 
still pending at the time of the survey. The najority-- 
58.6 percent-- of the applications were aade in 1974. 

Tvoe of Application and Status -em---- -------_---_-_ 

Own experience; application approved 
Own experience; application pending 
Someone else’s experience: application 

approved 
Someone else’s experience: applicatior 

pending 
Respondents not indicating infcrmation 

Total 

Number PEarcent --_--- --I..., ._- 

17 24.3% 
12 17.1 

16 22.9 

24 34.3 
1 1.4 -- --.-- 

73 100.05 
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Sear of Aecation Humber -_I-- --me -em- Percent ----w 

1972 1: 8.6% 
1973 14.3 
1974 41 58.6 
1975 13 18.6 v-d 

Sizes of 861 Loans we- -- 

The majority of 
66 percent were made 

Total .70 100.0% 

the appliations in the survey (about 
for loans under $500,000. Less than 

one-fourth of the applications were made for $1 million or 
more. 

Number of 
Amounts of Loa.is 1972 1973 1374 1975 Total __--_ -m--m _- -- -- -- -we Respandents 

Under SlGD,OUfl 50.0% 33.30 19.4e 23.1% 24.2% 15 
5100,003-$249,999 s. 22.2 36.1 15.6 27.4 17 

>&J0,000-$499,993 11.1 19.4 7.7 14.5 $500,000-$749,999 25.0 - 2.8 15.4 6.5 : 
3750,003-$993,949 25.0 - 2.8 7.7 4.8 
j1.33C,~~C-Z~,49E,~?? - Il.: :i.r -- *.. a.. 1 
Over $1,50Ci,OOO 22.2 6.3 23.1 1cz.; 8 -m-v - -- - --- -- 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% xl0.0% 100.0% 62 

Of all approved applications, 21 (or, 77.8 percent] received 
approval for 90-100 percent of their requests. Of all com- 
,cleted applications, 27.0 percent (10) were disapproved. 

>ime Between EGI Application and Approval -- 

Of the cespondents answering the question pertaining to 
the time it took between application and approval, only half 
had completed, approved applications. Though the number of 
respondents was small (321, the indication from the survey 
was that most B61 applications (46.9 percent) have taken 
less than three months to process. 

Years: 1972-1975 ------w----- Under 4-6 ------ - 7-9 lo-lZ-‘bTr 

3 Months Months Wonths Fonths 1 Year To’al --- m- m-e- I-- -z.-.. 

Tine Between 
Application 
and Ap- 
proval: Ap- 
proved Ap- 
plications 46.9% 2i.l% 12.5% 3.1% 9.4% 100.0% 
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5&I Loan Apelication Procedures ----- -------------- 

Most frequently, respondents said tne*i had to make more 
than three contacts with the lender, have -ore tha?. threp 
conferences with FmHA personnel, Take contacts wit? two FzIIA 
offices, and t-ke no trips outside the local area. 

-s-e 
Years: 1472 - ---------------- 1975 _--___- - e--e 

3ver 
Number of: None One Two Three .Three _I-- -- we- -- --- -- 

Contacts with lender -- 10.9% 14.5% 27.3% 47.3% 
Conferences with Fm!?A 

personnel . ..e. 3.3 29.5 24.6 42.6 
Different FmHA offices 

contacted 1.6 22.6 62.9 8-l 4.8 
Trips outside local area 34.5 27.6 10.3 10.3 17.2 

Possible Problem Areas ----- ----- 

When respondents were asked to rr;-e certain loan proce- 
dures as to whether they presented problems, anA how serious 
th2 problems were, tnree items were care& iI;ijiiil c13 ii~.L t,;:.; 
problems : 

--receiving all the necessary forms; 

--getting cooperation from FsHA personnel; and 

--receiving fair and unbiased treatment from FmHA 
personnel. 

Serisusness of Problea: 1972-7s --__----------------------- 
Not 

Extreme Moder a.te Somewhat Problem --- ---- ----- 

Receiving ali the neces- 
sary forms 9.1% 13.6% 19.73 57.63 

Getting cooperaticn from 
PmHA personnel 19.0 11.4 10.0 68.6 

Receiving fair and un- 
biased treatment from 
PmfiA personnel 6.7 ii.6 5.8 73.9 

Two items-- number and complexity of forms and eligibility 
requirements-- received different opinions by the different 
cupational groups. A smaller proportron of profr ssionsls 
viewed these qocedures to be proolezs than adminastrators 
bankers. (Since a small nuzaer of farme:r responded to this 
portion of the survey (21, they have been excluded from :hls 
section of the analysis.) 



__--- - --- 

liumbet & Comolexitv of Forms: 1472-75 ---‘I---------.---------- se.- --e----e 
%dmlnrstrator Professional Banker -----we-- --------w- ------ 

Causing “Extrame” or 
“i*loderate” Proolens 

Not a Problem Area 
41.7% 12.6% 44.5% 
33.3 - 62.5 44.4 

El iqibil itv Reauiresents: 1972-75 -7 -7-7 -----.%-------T------------- 
Aaminlstrator Professional Banker 
-w-- -m--  - - - - - - - - -  ---we 

CaLlsing “Extreme’ or 
“t+oderate” ProJ1eins 

;Jot a Problem Area 
42.3% 31.3% 60.0% 
34.6 56.3 30.0 

There was a nix of reaction about obtaining clear program 
information --46.4 percent felt that this caused “extreme’” or 
“moderate” problems; 39.1 percent felt that it wasn’t a prob- 
lem. By occu?at ion, 3 larger percent of administrators 
tho3gnt that this k-‘as a problem. 

Obtaining Clear program 
Information: 1972-75 ~~ministrafor----‘--------- 

Professional Banker --------- m---w--- ---- 

Causing “Extreme” or 
“Moderate” Problems 

Xot a Probl;:m Area 
50.0% 37.6% 42.1% 
34.6 37.5 47.4 

Adninistracive regulations were viewed similarly by all 
occupational groups --whereas about 37 percent viewed it as an 
“extreme” or “moderate” problem, about 45 percent viewed it as 
not a problem at all. 

Administrative Regulations: 1972-75 -f--‘------------- 
Aaministrator ProfessiLGi------ Banker ---- .----- ---- - 

Causing “Extreme” or 
“.h:oderate” Problems 

i4Ot a Proolec Area 
36.0% 37.5% 36.9% 
44 .o 43.8 47.4 

Approximately one -third of the respondents felt that 
there were “extreme” problems in the delays in obtaining ap- 
proval vhile another one-third felt there were no problems’. 
These varied responses Tight have been caused by the fact 
tnat 52 percent of users still had pending applications. 

;)f the small number of respondents (701, 63.6 percent 
felt that there are loan requirements hindering improvements 
i? the area of business and industry. Khen asked to check 
2 f f. 3 n y Each requirecents, the largest number of respondents 
salci it was eligibility requirements. 
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&zirements Hindering&I DeveloEni -- ---- e--m--- 

Eligibility requirtments 
Income/networth requirements 
Requirements to check past credit 
Property appraisal requirements 
Collateral requirements 
Requirements for length of amortization period 
Requirements for financing construction 
Other 

Iaportance of PmHA B&I Fundiuq -.--e-e-- -..------ 

Frequency of 
Response - ---- 

29 
16 

5 
5 

16 
11 
12 
11 

More than half of the respondents felt that FmHA B&I 
loans are Very Important-- 58.6 percent Very Important, 
21.4 percent Mnderately 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, 

Tm-nrfsnv of FmnA Fundinq for n:,siness and Tndustrv A- -------- -------------- 

Administrator Professional Banker -- ----- --- ---- 

- Very Important 58.3% 68.8% 45.0% 
Moderately Important 29.2 18.8 20.0 
Gittle or No Importance 12.5 12.5 35.0 -- -- ---- 

Total 100.0s 100.0% lOO,O% 

Number of 
Respondents 24 16 20 
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CHAPTER 8 

-. 

-- 

. 

SIT5 PREPARATION FOR B'GSINESS AND I!GDUSTRY ---I_- ------ w-.----e- 

The FmHA program in site preparation for business and 
industry is new (since 1972) and the smallest of the six pro- 
3 r ass In terz.3 of the small number of user responses elicited 
from the survey. Only 4G persons of the 1,335 respondents re- 
;or:ed tnat :hey or someone they knew had experience with site 
?re?aration, iJans. Primarily due to this smell number of re- 
s?Gnses, extreme caution should be taken to not draw firm con- 
ziuslons fros the survey results presented in this chapter. 

Actually, the Economic Development Administrarion ;EDA), 
as well as FmHA, provides funds for site ?repatation for 
32siness and industry. According to the survey results, * 
neither program is well known; though the FClA Dragram is 
81 igntly setter known of the two. * 

Xzovledge of Federal Programs in Site Preparation 
for Business aiKYGiGstrv --m-----L 

FmHA EDA 
Aso..lrlt of 

--w-m--- ------------ 
Number of Xunber of 

Knowled% Resaondents Percent Resoondents Percent A-- L-- --- ---- -e-- 
Great Deal 134 11.2% 114 9.83 
50x2 374 31.3 279 23.9 
Little or Xone 688 57.5 776 56.4 -m-e -- --- 

Total 1,146 100.O%c 1,169 100:0%. 

3y occupation, a very small percent of all the farme:s 
and ba,lkers in the survey knc:l of the FrBA or EDA programs. 
*Xhereas about one-half of the administrators and professionals 
nave a “great deal” or “some” knowledge of the two programs, 
a:out 20 percent of the farmers, 30 percent of the bankers, 
and 30 percent of others have that much information, respec- 
tively, of tne FmHA Frogran. L\?ss than 15 qrcent of the same 
,grou?s nave a “great deal” or ” some” information on the EDA 
srogran. ‘ 
w - w  -a--- - - - - -  

* ?;7e reader is cautioned that the sample is not random, and, 
tnereforc, responses to t:?is question zay be biased. The 
Tailing list of the Senate Agriculture Committee would be 
exycteci to attract more correspondence from rural people 
anu crganiz.>tions familiar with FnHA than the EDA program. 
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Knowledge of Site Preoaration Proarams by OccuEation--FmHA-- ----- 
Al.1 Re$O"dents 

------ 
-- 

Amount of 
Knowledge_ 

Admin is- Profes- 
trator Farmer sional Banker Other -- --- ----- _---- -- 

Great Deal 
Some 
Little or None 

Total 

15.5% 4.6% 17.3% 4.6% 4.7% 
37.6 16.6 41.4 25.5 27.9 
46.8 78.8 41.4 6P.9 67.4 -- --- - .---- -- 

100.0% 100.0% lGO.G% 190.0% 100.0% 

Number of 
Respondents 444 217 220 I 239 43 

Knowledge of Site Preparation Programs by Occupation--EDA-- -- 
All Respondents 

Amount of 
Rnowae --me 
Great Deal 
Some 
Little or None 

Total 

Number of 
Respondents 

Adminis- Profes- 
trator Far:ner sional Banker Other ---- -.-- -- -I_ -e-e 

16.2% 1.0% 16.4% .9% -- % 
29.5 10.6 35.2 14.0 31.1 
54.2 88.5 48.4 85.1 68.9 -- --- -- 

lOO*O% 100.0% 100.08 100.0% 100.0% 

437 208 219 228 45 

FmHA Site Preparation Users--Respondents to the Survey -- -- .- -- -- 

Two-thirds of the applications described in the survey 
were made in 1974. Over one-half (55 percent 1 were about 
applications that have been approved; though most (58 percent) 
described experiences of someone other than the respondent. 

se of Application and Status Number Percent -- --- --- ---_-I 

Own experience; application approved 11 27.5% 
Own 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 40 100.0% 
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Year of Awication ---__-- ---- 

1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 

Total 

Number Percent ---- ---- 

3 7.58 
5 12.5 

27 67.5 
5 12.5 -- -- 

40 100.0% 

Sizes of Site Preoaration Loans ---------. ,-1------ 

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

Amounts of FnHA Loan A&ications for Site Preparation --. -------------- ----- --_- --__ - 

Number of 
Amount of Loans 1972 1973 1974 1975 Total ----_-_---_ -- --I _I --- _I Respondents WV 

bnaer *iuu r uuu 
3100,000-S194,9Y9 
$230,000-5299,Y99 
5300,000-s39Y ,Y99 
$400,000-5499,949 
$500,000-s594,993 
$600,000-s999,999 
Over $1,000,000 

LUU.OS -- % *u. is /iu.ila ii-ii5 
-- % -- 18.5 -- 13.9 
-- 100.0 11.1 20.0 16.7 
-- -- 11.1 -- 8.3 
-- -- -- me mm 
-- -- 11.1 20.0 11.1 
-- -- -- -- -- 
-- -- 7.4 20.0 a 3 ---- -- -_--- --_ --L 

15 
5 
6 
3 

-- 
4 

- 
1 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% ?OO.O% 100.0% 36 
D 

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

‘l’ime Between Qolication and ADDroval ---- --- A----------IL-- 

Of the approved appl ica t ions, 90 percent took six manths 
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 Nonths Months Months Xonths 1 Year Total ---_ -- -- 

Time aettieen 
Application 
and Ap- 
pfoval: 
Approved 
Applications 45.6% 42.9% 4.8% -- 2.8% 100.0% 
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Site Preoaration Loan Aoplication Procedures ---,---L---------P p_------_--- 

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

Number of: ----- 
Years: 1972 - 1975 ---a----- -----v 

None One Two Three Over Three --- __ II_ ------ 

Contacts with lender 11.18 11.1% 29.6% . 18.5% 29.6% 
Conferences with FmHA 

personnel 3.3. 6.3 21.9 37.5 31.3 
Ijifferent FmHA offices 

contacted 3.0 24.2 48.5 21.2 3.0 
Trips outside local 

area 21.9 25.0 21.9 18.8 12.5 

Possible Problem Area? ----- 

When asked if certain loan procedures or requirements 
presented problems to the borrower, the majority of the re- 
spondenrs reporrea unat hone wef e “extinct” Zj&ob;=wj. 

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

Seriousness of Problems: 1972-75 -- 
------ got a- 

Extreme Moderate Somewhat Problem -- -- -- -- 

Obtaining clear program 
information 17.9% 17.9% 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 10.0 70.0 

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

The remaining three items on the list indicated that 
problems may be more prevalent than the above. 
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Seriousness of Eroblem: 1972-75 ------- 
Not a- 

Extreme Moderate Somewhat Problem --- -1_ 

Xuaber and complexity 
of forms 15.8% 26.3% 21.1% 36.8% 

El:gi3i?ity requirements 2c.s 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 Frequency of 
Site Preparation Development I__- Response - 

Eligibility requirements 11 
Income/networth requirements 7 
Requirements to check past credit 
Property appraisal requirements 3 
collatir&l ;egci~cxnts 5 
Requirements for length of amortization period 5 
Requirements for financing Construction 5 
Other 3 

LmEtance of FmHA -e--e-- Site Preparation Funding -- 

Administrators and professionals were the occul?aticnal 
groups that reported.the largest portion of the “users experi- 
ences in this section of the survey {comprising about 79 per- 
cent cf total respondents.) Of these two groupsI three-fourths 
of the administrators and bankers and two-thirds of the profes- 
sionals rated the FmHA program for site preparation as ‘Very 
Important.” 

Iportance of FmHA Funding for Site Pre_paration e--.-w - ----- -- 

Administrator Profession31 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 100.03 100.0% 100.0% 

Number of 
Respondents 16 15 4 
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CHAPTER-2 

FmHA PROGRAtiS IN FARM OWNERSHIP AND OPERATING :F-0) e-m ---a- _- 

Farmers Home Administration has a reputation for its 
farm ownership and operating (F-O) loans, as evidenced by 
the'survey results. Of the tota.'. number of respondents on 
rhe survey, less than one-fifth had little or no information 
about this program. 

Knowledge O-f FmHA Przrams in Farm OwnershiD and ODerat --- -- ----- --&------ 

Amount of Knowled Number of Respondents Percent -- 

Great Deal 402 31.8% 
Some 623 49.3 
Little of None 238 18.8 -- 

Total 1,263 100.0% 

By occupational group, bankers an3 farmers indicated 
that they had the greatest amount of information about this 

. program--48.2 persent of the bankers said they knew a "great 
tiedi ; bii.6 perr;efic of the idrmers dnd 36.4 percenr or the 
bankers said they had a "great deal" or *some” information 
about F-O loans. 

Knowledge of Fz.IIA Program in Farm Ownershio and berating-- --- ------- 
~l-~z$ziznts~---- 

L-L----- 

Amount of 
Knowledge 

Great Deal 
Some 

Adminis- Profes- 
trator Farmer sional Banker Other --.--- -- -- -- 

26.7% 34.1% 25.6% . 48.2% 11.1% 
5L.9 54.7 45.9 42.2 42.2 

Little or None 21.4 11.2 28.8 9.6 46.7 -- -- _- -- --- s 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Number of 
Respondents 457 258 219 249 45 

FmHA F-O Users-- Resendents w---v-- --- to Survey --- 

A total of 219 user responses were obtained on this 
section of the survey. The largest proportion of the re- 
sponses (41.6 percent) were about 1974 applications. '3ver 
three-fourths (79.9 percent) described applications that have 
oeen approved: though two-thirds of the approved applications 
were about other people's experiences with the FmHA program. 
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TJee of AEolication and Status ----- I-_-- ------ 

Own expet ience; application approved 
Own experience; application pending 
Someone else’s experience; application 

approved 
Someone else’s experience; application 

Fending 

Total 

Year of Application Numbe I: ---- --A ---- 

1970 41 
1971 118 
1972 18 
1973 
1974 ii 
1975 19 

Total 219 

Sizes of F-O Loans ----. .I -*.A..-“.------ 

Over eighty percen;: of the loans in 

Number Percent --- ---- 

60 27.4% 
10 4.6 

115 52.5 

34 15.5 

219 100.0% 

Percent 

18.7% 
8.2 
8.2 

14.6 
41.6 

8.7 -- 

100.0% 

the survey were for 
amounts under $100,000. Only six percent had applied for 
F-O loans in excess of $1 million. 

Anomts of L.rHA Loan Agelicatlons for Farm OmershlD a:d Cpratfnp --_-..-..-_-- -------- -----------.------..--------- -----_ 

tiznoant of Loans ------------- 1570 1971 1972 1973 19?4 1475 _- -- - -__ --- ---- - 

,n3er r25,OCO 14.?% 35.3a 35.3% 37.@0 26.69 27.81 31.11 
z;j,UOU-Sdi,3YY 4Z.Y 17.6 17.6 33.3 25.3 33.3 29.0 
>>tA,oJu-sYY,9YY .!U.U 23.5 41.2 25.9 21 6 11.1 22.6 
>lu”,~ou-~ld~,999 11.8 - 

: 
t.99 5.6 5.2 

alib,O~~-~lrr.S55 5.9 - 3.6 4.7 
4:uU,UJ~-5lY*,YYY 2.5 - 8.0 
,*;?I ~l,OlJJ,5~U 2.9 5.9 5.9 3.7 6.3 ‘6 7 -1-L 6.2 _. . --_-- ----- _--- -__ - 

;cltai 1~u.a loo.oa lon.oa 1uo.00 100.0, 3to.01 100.08 193 

Sumhcr of 
Rcspgndents ---- 

60 
56 
dd 
10 

9 
2 

12 -a \ 

Total --- 

Of all approved loans, 70.6 percent received approval . 
for 40-100 percent of the request. Only 7.6 percent of all 
completed applications were disapproved. 

‘-5 Time Between Application and AQpOQal L -- --- --------_- ------- -- 

According to the survey results, FmHA processes about 
32 percent of its applications in less than six months. Iin 
fact, almost half of the applications have taken Pess than 
tncee months to approval. 

42 



I I 

\ . \ 
i /G I 

,” 

Time Between AJeicatiop and A-=sroval -A---- -----z---.LL-~ 
Approved Farm OwnershiLand Farm Operat:ons Loans -- -- -e-w 

Under 4-6 7-9 10-12 Over 
Year 3 Months Months !+onths Honths 1 Year Total - ---- 

1970 50.0% 27.8% 13.0% 1.9% 7.4% 100.0% 
1971 20.0 65.0 .15.O -- -- 100.0% 
1972 61.9 19.0 4.8 9.5 4.8 100.0% 
1873 41.7 38.9 11.1 -- %.3 100.0% 
1974 50.6 32.9 12.7 3.8 -- 100.0% 
1975 83.3 16.7 -- -- - 100.0% 

Total 48.1% 33.8% 11.6% 2.8% 3.7% lOQ.O% 

Number of 
Respondents 104 73 25 6 a 216 

F-O Loan Application Procedures 

According to the most frequent responses to the 'survey, 
an applicant applying for an FmHA loan has had to have over 
+-h-c-n i..- -- cc2tucts -,i t:, hia ;clldLr * rkxi over tnree conferences 
with FmblA personnel, contacted one FmHA office, and zade no 
trips outside his local area. 

Years: 1970-1975 e-e -- 

Number of: 
Over 

None One Two Three Three I_ -- 

Contacts with lender 5.9% 11.2% 27.2% 23.1% 32.5% 
Conferences with FmNA 

personnel .6 5.6 23.9 32,b 37.2 
different FmHA offices 

contacted 13.5 63.5 17.7 3.6 1.6 
Trips outside local area 74.3 9-F 6.7 1.7 7.8 

Possible Problem Areas --------P-_I 

When persons were requested to indicate whether certain 
procedures and requirements presented problems to the appfi- 
cant, the following responses were obtarned: 
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Obtaining clear program 
information 

Receiving all the neces- 
sary forms 

Number and complexity of 
fc3r.r.s 

Eligibility requirements 
Problems with adminis- 

trative regulations 
Getting cooperation from 

FmHA personnel 
Receiving fair and un- 

biased treatment from 
FmHA persor,,,.?l 

Delays in obtaining ap- 
proval 

Seriousness of Problem: 1970-75 e-e- - 
Not a 

Extreme Moderate Somewhat Problem ---- 

11.1% 14.3% 24.3% 49.8% 

6.6 15.5 15.0 62.9 

15.2 23.2 29.9 31.8 
13.8 24.0 20.7 41.5 

15.7 17.1 19.9 47.2 

11.6 6.9 PP.1 70.4 

10.0 5.2 11.8 73.0 

21.9 15.8 23.3 39.1 

From the above, it appears that the majority of the respond- 
ei,LbI ;c;: CLIUb 3c’=cl: cf C-.- I% “6 4. L, .-. r-rr?.c?..rf-- vyh~“-*“a c”?neq?h.qt or r- ------ -- c 
no problems. These include: 

(1) receiving clear program information (75%, somewhat 
or no prs>bles) ; 

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

(3) number and complexity of foriTs (523, sczeuhat or no 
problem) ; 

(4) administrative regulations (67%, sorPew:c;at or no 
probles) ; 

(5) cooperation from FmHA personnel (70’9, T.O problem); 

(6) fair and un3iased treatment /73%, no ;roblem); and 

(7) dela:js in obtaining approval [62%, somewhat or no 
problem). 

All the occupational groups were consistent in the;? ratings. 

Though the majority 3f all occupational groups (62 per- 
cent) felt that - eiiaibility requirements aresent some or no 
prob:iems, admrnistratccs and bankers respond& with greater 
frequency abour: it tnan farmers and professlozals. 
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Eligibility Requirements: 1970-75 
aminis- 

- ------ 
Prof es- 

trator Farmer sional Banker --- 

Causing “Extreme” or 
“Moderate” Problems 

Causing “Some” or 
“No” Problems 

30.0% 42.4% 45.5% 34.7% 

70.0 57.7 54.5 65.4 

Respondents were divided in opinion as to whether any 
F-O loan requirements are hindering imorovements in rural 
areas--54.8 percent said yes 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 t:io respondents saying 
there is such a requirement checked this factor. 

Frequency of 
Requirements Hindering F-O Development ----- Response - -I 

Eligibility requirements 71 
Income/networth requirements 57 
Requirements to -beck past credit 8 
Property appraisal requirements 29 
Collateral requirements 35 
Requirements for length of amortization period 13 
Requirements for financing constructisn 14 
Other 22 

Importance of FnHA F--C Funding -- ---__-- -- 

Over two-thirds (68.6 percent) of the respondents to 
this section of the questionnaire rated the FmHA program in 
Farm Ownership and Operating as being “Very Important.” 
Nearly three-fourths (7’3.3 percent) of farmers felt that this 
program makes a Very Important contribution to rural develop- 
ment. 

Importance of FmHA FundiEfor Farm Ownershkand Operating -__--_----l_l_ ---a--_------ -- -- 

Adminis- Frofes- 
trator Farmer sionai Banker --- ------ --- ---- 

Very Important 70.3% 73.3% 69.2% 66.3% 
Moderately Important 18.9 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 13 104 
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CHAPTER 10 

SOME RESPONDENT CCJMMENTS: FmHA SURVEY -- - 

Approximately 300 respondents took the effort to write 
comments in addition to answering the survey questionnaire. 
The length and scope of these comments ranged 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 sunjects, both pro and con--e-g., general perceptions of 
Farmers Home ). feelings about Federal invol-cement, suggestions 
for improvement, needs for particular information, and con- 
cerns ;.bout tne programs in the study. These comments should 
not h inter:Jreted as the survey results: they are merely em- 
bellishments of the concerns expressed by certain survey re- 
spondents. ;n cGses where the respondent indicated his/her 
home stlte, this information is also included. 

--tie 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.. . . . . . . 

--Farmers Home Administration is one of the better Government 
% agencies. .- 

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

--They are an excellent organization and are serving the rural 
constiLuency in the best possible way..,$Oregon) 

--The potential of FmHA programs as stimulators of rural de- 
velopment is great. . He* ‘ever I the perforza;ice is mediocre 
to lousy...(Nebraska) 

--Rural America has been and needs to be served by FmHA--it 
is doing a valuable job in preserving rural agriculture on 
a family farm basis. My only suggestion for improvement is 
to allow the local committees make decision making power, 
with less bureatiocratic directories, also taking politics 
out of the selection of county coi,,;Pittees... 

--The Farmers Home Administration is probzSly one of the best 
government programsI in that it produces the most help to 
tne greatest number of people who eventually become self- 
sufficient. However, it could accomD1i.z much more if the 
people who administer the programs better understood the 
housing industry. The county supervisor who is the key man 
usually at best has a limited knowledge cf construction, 
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‘and development, financing, and sales. The adztnistratoc 
is completely out of touch with the industry ar;d his people 
in the field .,.(Arkansas) 

--Complaints often voiced by people I talked to about FmHA arm: 
(1) eligibility requirements: you have to be broke before 
ycu can get help; (2: number and complexity of forms: cannot 
be filled cut by most: and (3) obtainiq clsar information: 
news releases are not clear, so that farmers can get inforrra- 
rlon net ’ without coming to visit FaXA. . . 

--It 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 to when they will 
have money to lend. Also the FnHA has money for housing but 
not for far9 operating loans, rJhy not allocate from housing 
to farm operating and improvement loans... 

--We have very little information about the activities of the 
C.-U5 It the Lr-1 --.ttCrnw@-tL l=*:cl, .‘.c ;‘.., ,z I I.*-%-. - *)c L .---_- 2’ *km . . . . . “.._ I...“.. , “I. 
local govStrnment has never been cfxtacted by Farmers Home 
Administration representatives, nor has any attempt been 
made to asc,rrtain (local) needs at the local level (through 
contact tiith local governments)...(Coloradoj 

--Farmers Home Ad;ni;listration does an excelleht job on home 
ownership and comr.:u;lity water and sewer facilities. Rural 
development leadership seems less effective... 

--Cne of the gravest Ffoblems is that many sz~all black farmers 
distrust and have given up on FrnKiA because of past and pre- 
sent discriminatory policies by local and sometimes Ttate 
off ices. A massive farm credit, and ounershlp program at 
relaxed rates is needed for small minority farmers but it 
does WJC seem to be available.. . 

--Xe found most problems grew out of communications difficul- 
ties among levels of the FmHA. In all likelihood, the 
processing of water-sewer-solid waste, community facilities 
and industrial development applications could be exoedlted 
greatly by allowing the applicant to deal directly with the 
state office... 

--I suggest that consideration be given ?.o placing special:sts 
in regional planning and developmefii agencies {sub-state). 
Currently the only specialists by e>mm:nity facrlity and in- 
dustrial loan and grant programs are in State offices. 
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County personnel are not familiar with all ~rogfams and 
often give wronq information.. . 

--‘ =armer l.~ograms still seem to be the emphasis at local 
level. 3ne has to contact State FmHA office to get good 
infor.mation.. . (Texas) 

--I feel that tne county supervisor should have more authority 
an3 latitude. Se should Se able to snake more decisions on 
nis own without having to go to the state. Xany times the 
individuals in the State office aren’t as familiar as they 
shcul3 be with an area.. . 

--ever the years since FmHA came into existence, I belie-.-d it 
has nelpeti many farmers get started farming that would not 
be able to start farming without FmHA assistance. 1 am a 
little concerned about the housing program because of the 
?eosle purchasing housing under this program, FmHA say be 
creating sl~s from this program. ..I do wonder why FmHA 
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 memcs. 
?lease get dogn to business and attack the problems of rural 
development --especially fire protection, solnd wastes, and 
B&I grants. These funds are needed in rural America.. . 

--When we bouoht our farm we did not need any Frogram for help. 
We worked bird and saved a ftw dollars. I think it should 
be that way. It takes too many tax dollars to operate these 
programs. d’hey do not produce food fibers or materials.. . 

--Someone in Gashington needs to decide whether USDA, HUD, HEW 
&or Commerce are qoinq to have authority over community de- 
velo?ment in rural areas.. . 

--Wh.y can’t many of the Federal grant and loan proqrams be 
consolidated? Why should l/2 dozen aaencies be involved 
in water and sewer programs?...(Wisconsin) 

--I would be remiss if I did not say that most Federal pro- 
jrans bog??? the mind with regulations and virtually in- 
possi3le ?aper work. If we could make but one recommenda- 
tion in an effort to aid our communities it would be for 
the coordination in some manner of Federally funded pco- 
grams, such as E3A, FrnHA, HUD, etc...ffllinois) 

--=lne critical area in our estimation is the present proce- 
dures used in finalizing foreclosures. Cases can be cited 
in our area where oronerties taken over by FmH4 throuqh 
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foreclosure have been tied up for two, three or more years. 
In one case, the farmer owner remained o;! the farm and 
tinued to operate it at no cost to him and in another, 
vacant buildings were practically destroyed by the element; 
and vandalism . with the land growing up to weeds.. . 

--The Farmers Home Administration has the potential for major 
contribution to rural area development if they are properly 
staffed. The personnel restrictisns 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 and/or 
more county offices so that they can serve nore people 
effectively. The individual forms themselves are not too 
bad, collectively they tend to be oueruhelming..,(Virginia) 

--Kajar problem is number of personnel insufficient to handle 
case load...(Ohio) 

--I strongly reel tildi FGiIA i; d7A22rSLZfEC3 ?za ic not fllnc3°d 
to provide expertise necessary for such large amounts of 
loan and grant funds...(Missourif 

--FmEA is understaffed and therefore cannot give the help... 

--Need for more responsive local managers... 

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

--Probably the greatest hindrance to the effectiveness of 
programs mentioned is the lack of rapid dissemination of 
new guide1 ines, 
of funds.. . 

regulations and infarzation of availability 

--Time between application and approval or disapproval has 
be shortened. FmHA should be a%lowed 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 SLX months 
and put borrower in difficult position as far as starting 
his operation and force him to seek short term loans from 
other sources.. . (Michigan) 

--Our bank is presently working wit3 FmHA on guaranteed loans. 
I would think they would try some way tc lessen ii,,o great 
amount of paper work on such progra%s...(Minnesota) 
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--The amount of forms required to make a loan is 
unbelievable... 

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

--We feel too many rules and regulations--local office people 
seem to have no options...(North Dakota) 

--I think FmHA has played a wonderful part in the development 
of our wonderful country. The only criticism that I have 
is if a family has a decent income FmHR will not help them 
to better their living conditions.. . (North Carolina3 

--In my opinion FaBA requires you be a bum to get assistance. 
I know of so ma&y 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.,. 

-- m . . * : .., I - 
iyyLL.ur ,: .T,,zt p--'c-?-nn+pl 3w .C -.....-.__ LA yyu-i-s, "%a ~CI~FSS, ou.ide- 
lines and eligibility requirements are too Ereneralized and 
do not leave enough freedom for personal decisions by admin- 
istrators or ap?licants...(Maine) 

--Local community 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 required to more ade- 
quately inform people of government assistance available.. . 

l 

--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- 
gineer ing design and construction 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 all.. . 

--In water and seber: 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 required 
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but often don’t know the right questions to ask, or what 
they ar? to expect from their engineer and/or FmHA county 
supervisor... 

.FmHA repayment rates Lor water system loans havae hindered 
rural 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 incomes. 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 funds 
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 
se*JeL a,.; ~iuu..:“. - - --..-+...rrr-.rh G.l“.j Cerc~“pr~.rc.. - 

--In our (Jegional Planning) Commission’s experience with the 
FmHA over the past four and one-half years, we have found 
that while there are proqrams on the books for grants for 
water and sewage facilities to rural communities, there are 
not funds available for grants and all monies are being used 
for loans in our Region... The Farmers Home Water snd 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 wnat amoii%G? 

would make project feasible... 

--FmHA Water: 50 percent grant usually adequate except when 
fine flows or service to industry involved: FmHA Sewer: 
50 percent grant inadequate for sewers as demonstrated by 
EPA 75 percent grant to cities plus state grants in aid in 
some states. FmHA funding sometimes adequate for sewer 
collection systems but not treatment plants. Xay 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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--Wore grant money should be provided to be used for sewer/ 
water projects rn small communities to brinq 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 II (WSSW) is due to the 
fact that associations are rot eligible for qrant funds. 
We feel that some arrangement permitting Water and/or Sewer 
Associations to share in these grants can and shcluld be 
made,.. 

--FmHA 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- 
CnP. rhtlira.- 9ecis-t--r-p &_, .__._w_ L---2 ---_ kh 3nnl G.-.TC inrc .* 'cT--"4".-"" Ac,T -FC$Y- ;--a:, 5.: -.,y W^ -w- 
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 adjacent water 
district begins to atti.act some commercial and residential 
dwellings because of the greater space available for septic 
systems. This i-1 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$gc%jnt of Housing.,. 

--Too much money being spent on private homes, etc., instead 
LI-e).-. ..- 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 
much 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... 

--T%e Farmers Home Administration has been a life saver for 
housing (in Dumasf. Financing has been available from them 
when impossible to get in other places... 

--Additional emphasis on rural housing through f?mHA financing 
is most important.. . 

52 



’ / ._- 

,/ - -- 

f 

5 
1 

--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 super*;isor of our county and 
tried to receive some help from them to init iate some 

[ 
housing. The results werd very unratisfactory...(Kansas) 

i 
i 

--Income limitations for eligibility for home loan disquali- 
t fies the working man. “Petty” construction requirements 

1 

for home loans eliminates too mar,y homes in consideration 
of loans... 

--Should a person in low-income group be permitted to purchase 
a new home for $24,000 with $100 down and a $23,900 mortgage? 
When people with slightly higher incomes have difficulty 
qualifying for an older home--at a smsller price due to down 
payment requirements--for a regular mortgage loan? 

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

--Our maI< 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 citizens 
needs to be much clearer. Also detail plans should be iis- 
cussed before going ahcad 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 se?.1 our idea to FmHA and HUD officials. Some 
officials were very coc,erative and some not. Our struggles 
with unqualified personnei put us in a bind f:on which we 
are still having to find solutions. WE have a most success- 
ful venture that is making 40 senior citizen families happy. 
That is the only gratification that our non-profit 
organization has received...(Missouri) 

--:;eed more promotion of guidelines ar,d requirements for FmH4 
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 too snall...(Georgia) 
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--The smell business typr- loan has not been of any value. 
AccordLng to the local supervisor, it Xust be large (over 
$250 million) which does not help small business wanting 
to start on very limited capital in small towns... 

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

--. . . think FmBA is a very beneficial program for farmer to 
progress...(Iowa) 

--We are continuously out of money for farm ownership loans... 
(Iowzl 

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

--Money alloted for farm ownership loans is too mall to be of 
Lelp. - thiiii l.iiiacD iS ia3L Up ;Ck. .‘” ’ - 3QIC LiJc as - ruirq ii WL: ii;: pi’ 
time as it takes for money to come through the FmHA facil- 
ity. Farmers heve lost the opportunity of buying land be- 
cause FmHA simply has not had the money available...(Iowa) 

--I worked with FmHA in regard: to financing of many farm 
units. We had a good working relationship with FmHA but 
the time it took to ?oprove loans seemed longer than neces- 
sary. Many timeti the planting season was over before 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 FmE!! 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...(Illinois) 

--One extreme problem is that it takes 31 different forms to 
make a farm ownership loan...Also, I understand that the 
Nebraska FinHA offices have been limited in mileage... 
(Nebraska) 

--FmHA appears to be seriously handicapped by employment 
ceilings and travel restrictions. Farm ownership loan 
program is badly in need of additional funding... 
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--The biggest problem by far is getting funds when the loan 
is approved. This is true in both operating and ownership 
loans. . . 

--The largest issue is the lack of adequate funds for FmHA 
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 iirportant that personal restrictions from the Federal 
level DE- eased to ailow proper supervision or bortierline 
farm operating loans. 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 priority... 

--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 gr.t started...(Nebraska) 

--We would like to see the limits on operating loans inc.--eased 
to $100,000 and farm ownership increased to $2a01000... 

--Some way must be found soon to get young men into farming 
other than as emplflyees 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 increase3 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 to help start you. l . 
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rake to rural develqrmt? 

Very lfp3rttt ...................................................... . 
ModetelY :Tpxtar.t ................................................ 2 
Little or m ~rwnce .......................................... ...3 
NC o+inio- ............................................................ 
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1. ‘lk amllcatlon beirg descrLbed is: 

.‘ersonai eqerterse; apFlb3tl w. qmxed.. .................... 1 
Personal cxperleme; a.pQcnt?n penfirg ..................... ..Z 
.Smeone else’s egerl-; ~Licatlm ~mvsd 
Soneone else’s aperim; q@katlm F~&I--- * 

................................. . 

2. In n?Eit year US tlzs 3ppXzltlon r&e? 

lF2.. ....... .l i974 ......... .3 
1873 ....... ...2 :375.. ....... -3 

3. Appxdrately how lory did :t take fl-m date or appllcatia? to 23% of apprma? (or cs &nSmt date 
If still pen?ir?g:)? 

+l?rea rn.% or less ......................................... ..I 
Four to six nrr.~~ .......................................... ...2 
S-even tzarhe t3x.h .......................................... . 
Ten to tbdve mx-.ths .......................................... . 
Overcmyear .................................................. 5 
Can’t rei2ll................. ................................. . 

4. How serious a prd~lm uoti:! you rate pa& 9 thr t’ollo&@! 

5+?%scess of Fre’m 
xc: a r-x 

=&Foe Feden-te sczYwhat 2m:sz kx ----- 

ctmLlnl~ clwr 
IN-or=a%xl abcut 
pro(Tns........................1.........2.........3........4 .... ...5 

ReceivL9g all ttp 
rE?ce?.~ fat ............. ..l.........S.........3........~-..- . ..5 

Mmber a-b ccq3letity 
of fO~........................l.........z.......~ 5 

EXI&blE’;y 
requtlepnts .................... 1 ......... 2 ......... 3 ........ Q... ..... 5 

problem ,vith 
adnlnistratiw ~t:sns......l.........2.........3........4 .... ...5 

Gettltg wpcra::on 
frm F?eA pemml.............1.........2 ...... ...3 ...... . ....... . 

Peceivlrg f&r aa3 
tinblase- treaz-ient 
frail WA persmne1.. .......... .’ ........ .2.. ....... 7 ......... 4 ...... 5 

Delays I2 Ob~tar.2~ 
appm~. ...................... l....... .A ......... . ....... -4 ...... 5 
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7. Appr0xlnatel.y what lk3TcEmt of t?ae ken reguest as qqmved? 
Less than 5s.. ......................... . 
25% - 49%. ...................... ........ c 
g -.g ............................... 

- ............................... ,3 ... k. - “‘5 AW .............................. . 
tqak.ation tis4cvpoved. ............... .6 
.cgp11catlon Still pmdln3 .............. .7 

hS..s.......i No . . . . . . . . . . 2 

If yes, b&-&b types of I-eqlLm are hinds-:3g such iIrp-tsc 

lzllg?blllQ i-ewk-ts..... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..-................. -1 
-/ -3 reqWllts. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..- 2 
i?fqa-ts :a check past mdlt....................................j 
FlTpFty Fiqrc.ss l-q-.-s . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . *...; 
collatelal ~Llrsw?U.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
ihpkf~.ts -2-r :ergth 9r meiatm pericd.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..6 
Rc-qe-•ts h- rlnanc- cus~tlon. ., . . . . . . .-.... . . . . . . . . . . . . ..7 
ot?? ~SpaelfT~ 0 

- 

YtT$ ~~.......................................................l 
t.kd?*%telJ 5,lpztat . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 
Llt.t.2 or M ~~ui-ce . . . . . . . . . ..*...................*........*..... 3 
No ~~...........................................................4 

Please con- to section VI 
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1. Ee qpLicatfcm be@ 3%-.x-l& is: 

Pers22l eperk-ce; a@icatlm am.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..l 
~z-sxrzi eqerience; apFlic&ios perdirg.....................Z 
.smlxme else’s emrlerse; appllcatim txpnmA..............3 
Zawone else's expelence; appUcat.lon i2endYg . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .I 

2. Ln kt-at year was this qlkz.r1cm R&k? 

1972..........1 lY74..........J 
. 1973..........; 1975........-a 

3. ~yrr~~~;rn lug 322 it t&e fkm &te of ~~lc3tic-n to d&e aS qprza2 ist t= mt date Ft 
-,f. 1 . 

n-LPse YKmL% fn- irss.............. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..l 
Fwlr Yz SLX ca?*Lhs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..**..... 2 
.%Le? 13 r2?5 wnL% . . . . . . . . ..--.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 
R!n to seile llKrltbs . . . . . ..-...... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..*........ Ai 
over ax? p?r.. . . . -. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Can’t, 3xa.x . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . z 

C. Sat sez-3~3 a problen en;ld ya rate ee.& of t!!e follaflrg? 

serl- cl Pfel¶t - 
hi-’ 2 2m.rt . 

F.xtz~ Moderate Smmhat Pxelsr Fzm ----- 

OJWL~ CIear 
lncmtim Rbuz~ 
pzqzc5..-........,...................... 2 . . . . . . . . . 3 . . . . . . . . P . ..“... 5 

Rece1t-L~ til the 
=-T ranrrl.................1.........2......-..3........~.......5 

Nmtzer as3 caqdexlty 
of “--T . ..A-......-............... 1 . . . . . . ..- 2 . . . . . . ..- 3 . ..*.*.. P . . . . . . . 5 

Eu&ltmp 
Fec‘x2xsxts.. . . . . . . . . . . . -. . . . . . 1 . . . . . . . ..2......... 3 . ..-.... P . ..-... 5 

Pl-ot~~ pil-2 
i3&k~SLzl3ve reEuiatlors.....,l.........2.........3........~.......5 

Gett- lXCpS&lOr. 
frar 5362 ;prsoi~pl.............1.........2......-..3........4.......~ 

Fiewlv2~- t-a- and 
tiw 1pRtmeit 
fTm mii Fars~l.............I.........2.........3........P;...-...5 

Delays ln cbtalrm 
qmm.l........................l . . . . . . ..2.........3........a.......5 
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cdacu tiff - -.................0....1.... 2 . . . . . 3 . . . . . . IL . . . ..-. 5 
CcrZerexes with WA 

~~5r+LP1..........................0....1....2.....3......P....,..S 
MFTer of diffe;pr;r 

=-ii4 cmk-s ezwacteo 
B-z* outs= l&l 

. . . . . . . . . . . ..o.... 1 . ...2..... . ..*..~...-..5 3 

~~................................ 0 .--. 1 W... 2.....3......“..--...5 

Es *....-.... 1 .x0. -.. . . . . . . 2 

If yes, which types CT t-eqamm- aze lrlnderirg s4.h l.q?mts? 

zcl%sbllltY Kwq-Lwts.. . . . . . * . . . . . . . . . . . _ _. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .-. . . . ..*.I 
&xzzEe,+‘Pt%crth iq&wts... . . . ._......._...........-.*.“-...-..-- 
.sq~ra%lu to L5?cu psst Cpdi? . . . . . .._ _. __...-_.. . . . ..__. . . . . ..-.- “3 
.?rr!sartl; cipp-da z?cpLz--s. -. . . . . . . . . . . *_. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . _ . . * ..-..A 
~aikie-21 rqszTYrer.?S . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .._._..............._*-......-.. 
:%2&L 1 - fcr ;rrk”-“. cf 23cartizit15n perlcd 

2 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...--.-= 

-i%qztrcF=ts fcr f--lxr.cL~ mzaxnlctim . . . .._.............-.-..--..--- 
CkL. t-qecLfy1 

/ 

. 
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cbsiTE%mg uPe?s fZ -- % 

aaxe lialL% or less . . . . . . . . . . . ..s.....-......... 1 
Fk2cr to memti...............................:::.:::::::2 
sf2wzl t- n%e mtbs.. _ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..?.......... 
3et3t.o -3relwmtts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..-........- . . . . ..-_.. : 
aeroneye3r . . . . . . ..*.................-......... . . . . . . ..-- 
Cp'ti recall . . . . . ..-..........-........-.*....... 6 . . . . . . . . . . 

&. Em serlcs a prtciem usa?ld yx rate Pnch or the f011Mni$ 

.%rim of pr;Elm 
riot a rkc'r 

ExtFsne 8bdemte screfbat Re-bri Knw --w-p- 
altax-llrg dear khma:icnabmrt ~........l.........,.........,........,.......:, 
Recelvirg alI %e zecesm fanns.................l.........Z . . . . . . . . . 3.-. . . . . . - . . . . . . 
Nm&r & caqks.Zty 12 f-as.... 
EH@blEty-r6&f=f 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . ..'...................~.-......-......' 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..l......... . . . . . . . . . ..-..... . . . . ...? 

Prcblerrs r,*% icirzi.-.~tlve ~tias..........1.........2.........3-.......L.......S 
rcttm cxxpemADn iran ml.4 ~:...........1.........2.........3........h...*..*5 
R2ceidJ-g .cslr ?zci mblFLsa%l tIFatment 

fhmRa% 
Delays lnccti~~~l . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..L........ .-...... E -...... 

hhe&IeTMhreel?re?P~ ---.--- 
rc?ltarts dth "lscaer . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..*..........* 0 *... 1....2.....3... ..&*.....5 
C&e- Kl=t &x4 ~1.................0....1....2.....3... ..t.......s 
Cttsnter CT dX.Serez? PAP. cfflces contacted......O....1....2.....3... ..L......f, 
Trips mde Isa! area........................o....1....7....-3... ..L......S 
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