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INTRODUCTION

While communities 

Ihpouglieut tiie nira! 

United States experience 

iiigh poverty rales, poverty 

is particularly pervasive 

witliin several concentrated 

geographical areas.

Rural America is changing, even as it 
remains the same, showing signs of 
vitahty and growth while suffering 

from persistent poverty and housing quali
ty problems. A second decade of modest 
population growth signals the end of the 
widespread flight of rural people to urban 
centers that characterized the 1950s and 
‘60s. As U.S. cities decay, and urban quali

ty of life continues to 
decline, there are signs that 
people are slowly moving 
back to rural communities. 
In the midst of this encour
aging growth, severe pover
ty continues to plague rural 
areas of the United States, 
and the rate of rural people 
and families living below 
the poverty line rivals, and 
often surpasses, that of the 
nation’s central cities.
W hile communities 
throughout the rural 
United States experience 
high poverty rates, poverty 
is particularly pervasive 
within several concentrated 
geographical areas. The 

Lower Mississippi Delta, the colonias 
along the United States-Mexico border, 
and American Indian/Eskimo/Aleut lands 
have particularly high rates of people liv
ing in poverty.'
Dramatic improvements in rural housing 
quality during the 1980s were overshad
owed by the growing inability of rural 
people to afford decent housing. This, too, 
signals the end of a long-standing trend. 
U ntil the 1980s, rural housing quality

problems were extremely severe, but hous
ing was generally affordable, even to mod- 
erate-income people. As wages have fallen 
in the face of nationwide economic 
decline, and housing costs have risen, this 
is no longer true: in 1989, one in five rural 
households paid more than 30 percent of 
its income for housing costs. Despite 
improvements in housing quality, especial
ly in the number of rural units with com
plete plumbing facilities, there are about 
three million units whose occupants are 
cost-burdened or which are physically sub
standard.
Even as these general conclusions can be 
drawn, it is impossible to talk about rural 
America as a monolith. From the rugged 
mining towns of Appalachia to the sprawl
ing dairy farms of Upstate New York to 
the colonias in the Southwest, the very 
geography that defines the rural United 
States encompasses diverse communities 
and landscapes. The case studies at the end 
of this report attempt to capture the 
essence of this diversity, and to present a 
living picture of rural life that data alone 
cannot draw. The complex interaction of 
economic, demographic, and housing 
quality conditions impacts each of these 
communities differently. In the midst of 
this diversity, and mixture of vitality and 
decline, one thing is clear: the grinding 
poverty and persistent housing quality and 
affordability problems in so many of these 
communities demands renewed attention 
to the poorest of the poor in the most 
rural places.

‘ P overty and housing conditions in each o f these areas are treated in detail la ter in this report.
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METHODOLOGY

. . .  the growth in the 

number of rnral residents 

between 1980 and 1990 is 

a continning reversai of the 

dramatic deciine in rurai 

popuiadon which occurred 

in the 1950s and 1980s.

Unless otherwise noted, all of the data in 
this report was taken from Summary 
Tape Files (STF) 1 and 3 of the 1990 

decennial Census of Population and 
Housing on CD-ROM. Some of the data 
from the Census, including that for 
income (and therefore poverty) measures
1989 conditions, while other data, includ
ing that for population and most housing 

characteristics, measures 
conditions present on 
Census day (April 1 , 1990). 
We have attempted to be as 
specific as possible when 
referring to the year of the 
data throughout this report, 
so some analysis refers to
1989 and some to 1990, 
depending on the type of 
data.
Data from the STF 1 files 
is 1 0 0 -percent data from 
the short form that was dis
tributed to almost every 
household in the United 
States. This data is, there
fore, a count of the condi
tions being measured. STF 
3 data, including all that for 

income, poverty, and housing quality, is 
from the long form distributed to a sample 
of households. The total number of per
sons counted in the short form is thus not 
exactly equal to the number of persons 
estimated through the sampling process. 
Because most of the data in this report is 
from the ST F 3 files, it is subject to sam
pling error. There were also significant 
undercounting problems with the 1990 
Census. Please see the section of this 
report on the Census undercount for a 
thorough treatment of this issue.

Definitions
There is an enormous amount of confu

sion about the exact definition of 
“rural,” exacerbated by the fact that differ
ent government agencies have different 
definitions. This report uses the U.S. 
Census Bureau definition of rural 
throughout. It is; places of less than 2,500 
people, including the rural portions of 
extended cities and areas outside incorpo
rated and Census designated places. 
Nonmetropolitan areas are places outside 
Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs) that 
have populations below 50,000. (For com
prehensive definitions of these and other 
terms used in this report, see Appendix A.) 
The terms “rural” and “nonmetropolitan” 
are not used interchangeably in this report.
Tables containing poverty, population, and 
housing quality data for rural areas by 
state are included in Appendix B of this 
report. Detailed tables for the Lower 
Mississippi Delta and the U.S.-Mexico 
border region are also in Appendix B.

Housing Assistance Council





POPULATION

From 1980 to 1990, the rural population 
in the United States grew by just over 5 
percent, from 58.6 milHon to 61.7 m il

lion people. This growth rate was signifi
cantly lower than that of urban areas ( 12  
percent) and the United States as a whole 
(9.8 percent). Nevertheless, the growth in 
the number of rural residents between 1980 
and 1990 is a continuing reversal of the dra
matic decline in rural population which 
occurred in the 1950s and 1960s.

Hgure 1 : Changes in Rural Pnpulatian, 1980-1990

/

1 1 - 1 3 .0  to - 4 .8

mil - 4 .8  to 0.1

0.1 to 5 .0

5 .0  to 14.9
V /

As the map below shows, the relatively 
small rural growth rate is misleading given 
the explosion in rural population in several 
key states. W hile the urban population 
accrued prim arily in states with so-called 
“gateway cities,” largely as a result of immi
gration, growth in rural areas occurred in

every region but the Midwest.
W hile North Dakota, Iowa, and Wyoming 
experienced the most significant rates of 
rural population decline between 1980 and 
1990, almost every Midwestern state lost 
rural residents. These states lost such large 
portions of their rural populations primar
ily because their economies are heavily 
dependent on agriculture.^ As farming has 
become more capital intensive than labor 
intensive, the number of agricultural jobs 

has declined, resulting in 
fewer employment oppor
tunities for rural people. In 
the three states with the 
largest rural population 
decline, the average farm 
size is so large (2,300 acres 
in North Dakota), and they 
employ so many people, 
that farm closings or con
solidations have a greater 
impact than in states with 
smaller farms and more 
diversified economies.
Some rural people in these 
states migrated to urban 
areas, while others left the 
state entirely. Young people 
between the ages of 18 and 
3 4  are leaving the rural 
parts of these states in 
tremendous numbers. Data 
from North Dakota indi
cates that the majority of 
counties lost more than 50 

percent of the population of 18-64 year 
olds in the 1980s, thus lowering the birth 
rate and further hastening the decline in 
overall rural population.
States in the West North Central and 
Mountain divisions experienced the great-

 ̂ A nalysis o f rural population decline in the M idw est is based on data and analysis provided by R ichard Ratchge of the North 

D akota S tate D ata Center.
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cst increase in rural black population, 
while none liaii a commensurate rise in the 
urban black population, hi many of these 
states, the greatest number of African- 
Americans living in rural areas lived in the 
rural portions of extended cities, not 
smaller towns.' I'his trend is significant 
given that many of the states in these 
regions experienced a net loss ot rural 
population.
Most of the growth in rural population 
occurred among white people, who com
prise 91 percent of rural residents in the 
United States. The most dramatic trend in 
rural population between 1980 and 1990, 
however, was the huge increase in the 
number of Hispanic people living in rural 
areas throughout the United States.'* In 
each of the seven states experiencing rural 
growth rates of more than 15 percent 
between 1980 and 1990, the rural 
Hispanic population increased faster than 
any other racial/ethnic group: the number 
of Hispanic people in rural Alaska, New 
Hampshire, and Florida doubled from 
1980 to 1990. W hile the west coast and 
Southwest had the largest numbers of 
Hispanic immigrants, the Midwest and 
Northeast also experienced a large influx 
of Hispanic people.
The only exceptions to this national trend 
were seven states in the South which had a 
marked decline in both rural and urban 
Hispanic population: Kentucky, Tennessee, 
Alabama, West Virginia, Mississippi, South

C'arolina, and Louisiana. I he decline in 
Hispanic population in these states is 
exceptional not only because it contradicts 
national population trends, but because it 
contravenes regional and racial migration 
patterns of the last several decades.
For the last one hundred years, the popu
lation of the United States has shifted 
slowly to the West. In the late 19th and 
early 2 0 th centuries, this trend was con
current with a secondary shift to north
eastern cities from the South, particularly 
among African-Americans. In the 1960s, 
however, this latter trend reversed, and the 
South began to experience a net inmigra
tion. Demographic analysts at the Census 
Bureau suggest that the relocation of 
industry from other regions to the South, 
a regional leveling of standards of living, 
and the success of the civil rights move
ment, among other reasons, contributed to 
this reversal.’ In each of the years between 
1985 and 1991, the South was second only 
to the West in net inmigration.* In this 
context, 1990 Census data showing a 
decline in both rural and urban Hispanic 
population in several southern states is 
even more significant.’

Given the diversity in the economic, 
social, and employment patterns within 
Hispanic commimities, an analysis of the 
countries of origin of Hispanic people in 
these states is critical to understanding 
why the states lost rural Hispanic population.

Each of the states in this table experienced

’ T he terms African-American and black are used in terchangeab ly in this report. W hen  Census data is b eing quoted d irectly  in 
tables and charts, the terms used by the Census Bureau are em ployed. T hese term s do not reflect how m any people w ith in  
racial/ethnic com munities would choose to be identified.

■' T h e 1990 Census delineates the follow ing races: W h ite , Black, Am erican Indian/Eskimo/Aleut, Asian/Pacific Islander, and 
“Other.” H ispanic people m ay be of any race. T h e m ajority of rural H ispanic people identified them selves as w hite in the 1990 
Census. A large num ber also identified as being o f “O ther” race. H ispanic people com prise 98 percent o f a ll rural people who 
identified as “O ther.” In the following tables, “O ther” race is rough ly correlative w ith H ispanic people, but does not include all 
H ispanic people. For more infonnation , see the definitions in Appendix A. For m ore detailed  inform ation on H ispanic com 
m unities in the U nited States, see “State o f H ispanic Am erica: Toward a Latino  A nti-Poverty A genda,” published by the 
N ational Council o f La Raza in Ju ly  1993.

’ D iana DeAre, “G eographic M obility : M arch  1990 to M arch 1991,” C urren t Population Report P20-463, U .S . Census Bureau, 
pp. xi-xiii,

‘  Ibid., Table E.

All o f the seven states analyzed here have fairly small H ispanic populations relative to the rest o f the U n ited  States. Perennial 
undercount of m inority populations, p articu larly H ispanics, is a problem  with the accuracy o f this data. O ne U SD A  estim ate 
suggests that as m any as two-thirds o f all agricu ltu ral workers in the U nited States w ere not counted in the 1990 Census, w hile 
the Census Bureau acknowledges that undercounts were tw ice as high in H ispanic com m unities as in others.

Taking Stock o f  Rural Poverty and Housing f o r  the 1990s



Figure Z : Breakdown of Hispanic Origin in Slates 
wiUi a Decrease in Total Rnrd Pepniatien, 
1910-1990

STATE

Kentucky

Mississippi

Alabama

West Virginia

South Carolina

Tennessee

Louisiana

1990
TOTAL

5,811

6,549

7,021

4,780

8,452

8,334

16,789

% CHANGE PUERTO
.19S0-1990 MEXICAN RICAN

-52.5

-47.0

-43.4

-41.2

-37.8

-29.7

-23.7

-65.4

-64.8

-59.7

-62.4

-58.2

-45.8

-23.1

+30.7

+60.1

+69.9

+13.3

+66.4

+82.6

+40.3

CUBAN OTHER 

-53.0 -36.9

-67.6  

-48.4  

-13.8  

-30.6 

+9.7 

+ 19.1

-5.6

-18.4

-19.1

-9.2

-14.4

-30.2

a decline in the number of Hispanic peo
ple who identified themselves as being of 
Mexican or “Other” origin. Generally, 
most of those identifying as “Other” are 
from Central and Latin American coun
tries.® Because the majority of migrant and 
other farmworkers are Mexican and 
Central American immigrants or undocu
mented workers, and because these south
ern states have rural economies dependent 
largely on agriculture, it is logical to 
assume that the decrease in Mexican and 
“Other” rural Hispanic residents was 
based on a dechne in agricultural produc
tion in the South, and the resulting 
decreased need for m igrant and seasonal 
farm labor.’
There are several probable economic rea
sons for the decline in rural Hispanic pop
ulations in these states. The most signifi
cant are a decrease in the number of farms 
and the corollary decline in crop produc
tion in this region, both of which result in 
less need for farm labor. The number of

farms in these seven states decreased an 
average of 16 percent between 1982 and 
1987 alone (mirroring national trends), 
while South Carolina had a 28 percent 
decline during this period.'" As a result, 
agricultural production declined signifi
cantly. Increased mechanization of farm 
work also contributed to a diminished 
need for farm labor.

Legislation passed between 1980 and 1990 
may also have affected rural (and urban) 
Hispanic population trends. The 
Immigration Reform and Control Act of 
1986 legalized the employment of 1.3 mil
lion undocumented workers in the United 
States, thereby freeing them to pursue 
safer and higher-paying employment. In 
Southern rural areas, this legislation prob
ably had a significant impact on the outmi
gration of Hispanic people. Of all people 
working in agricultural, forestry, and fish
ing industries in the South, Hispanics were 
the only group to have a net outmigration 
in 1991: five people left for every one per
son who immigrated to the region."

Prospects lor Roral and 
Nonmetro Population Growth 
in the Future
There is strong evidence that the country’s 

rural and nonmetropolitan population 
will increase at even greater rates in the 
next decade, perhaps even surpassing the 
growth rates of metro areas. W hile only 
4 7  percent of all nonmetro counties in the 
United States gained population in the 
1980s, two-thirds gained population 
between 1990 and 1991. Population 
growth is also occurring in counties that 
lost population in the 1980s. Increasing

* T h e  Census Bureau ’s defin ition of people o f “O ther” H ispanic orig in  are those persons from Spain, C entral or South America, 
o r the D om inican Republic, o r they identified themselves genera lly  as Spanish, H ispanic, Latino , etc.

’ C ertain ly , not every' rural H ispanic person in these states is a farmworker, but data from the N ational Council of La Raza and 
the Association o f F arm w orker O pportun ity Program s indicates that the m ajority of rural H ispanic people are involved m agri

cu ltu ral production a t som e level.

'» U n ited  States Census Bureau, 1987 Census of .Agriculture, Table 16,

" D eAre, “G eograph ical M o b ility ,” Table 20.
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cm ployiiK 'ni o p p o itu iiit ic s  in iio m n c iio - 
p()lit;iii ;in.';is ;irc pr()lnil)l\ ics|)onsil)lc lor 
this ciK 'our;ii;iny-grow th. (^;il\ iii I5c;ilc, tlic  
[irc i'in incn t runil ilcmogr;i|)hL'r in the 
L 'n itcil St;itcs, ;isscrts th;it “iho econom ic 
p ic tiirc  in i'iiimI ;irc;is w ;is so |)oor h'oni 
1‘>S() on . . . rh fcc-iiiuu  tcfs ol the ilec ;iile  
saw a com bination  of an 
e\ce[H ionally se\ere ami 
long farm crisis w ith a 
gen era l econom ic reces
sion. W h at we see now, 
even though the coun try 
is ha\ iiig' th is in -ancl-out 
recession , is that the 
em p loym en t p ic tu re 
since 1990 has looked 
b etter in the nonm etro  
areas than in the m etro  
a rea s .” '- F ederal s ta tis 
tics show  th at in fiscal 
y e a r  1992, the unem - 
p lo\n ien t ra te  in n o n 
m etro  areas w as low er 
than th a t in m etro  areas 
for the first tim e in  13 
years . If th is tren d  co n 
tin ues, the p o p u la tion  o f 
ru ra l and n o n m etro p o li
tan areas in  the U n ited  
S tates is l ik e ly  to g row  
at a s ign if ican t ra te .

Rural Demographic Overview
W ith the exce])tion ot a s ign if ican t 

increase in the num ber of I lisp an ic  
|K-ople, the overall m akeup  of the rural 
U n ited  S tates has not changed  in the last 
ten y ea rs ."  I 'h ere  are som e stro n g  dem o-

Figure 3; Race, Age, and Household Type
RURAL

TOTAL %
URBAN

TOTAL %

TOTAL POPULATION 61,656,386 100 187,053,487 100

Race

m i t e 55,878,791 90.63 143,807,279 76.6

Black 3,832,616 6.22 26,153,444 14.0

American Indian/EskimoA\Jeut 858,700 1.39 1,100,534 .6

Asian/Pacific Islander 338,973 0.55 6,934,689 3.7

Other 747,306 1.21 9,057,541 4.8

Age

<18 years 16,854,257 27.3 46,750,175 25.0

18-64 years 38,928,852 63.2 116,734,758 62.4

65+ years 5,873,277 9.5 23,568,554 12.6

TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS 21,902,243 100 70,045,167 100

One Person Households 4,130,831 18.9 18,448,589 26.3

Two or more Person Households 17,771,412 81.2 51,595,578 73.7

Family Households 17,120,444 78.2 47,397,503 67.7

Married couple families 14,649,376 66.9 36,058,946 51.5

Married couple families w/ children 7,200,784 32.9 17,350,837 24.8

Families with female householder 1,785,292 8.2 8,880,751 12.7

Female householder w/ children 1,142,871 5.2 5,819,881 8.3

Families with male householder 685,776 3.1 2,457,806 3.5

Non-Family Households 650,968 3.0 4,198,075 6.0

With male householder 437,106 2.0 2,497.784 3.6

With female householder 213,862 1.0 1,700,291 2.4

I 'c l i t i l )  l ia n - in i ;f r ,  “ I 'd p u h u io ii C ro w s  in R u ra l A in c r ic ;!, S tu d ie s  S n y ,” .\W;' )o i i '  I'iiiics, M a y  2 5 , 1 ') ') . ',  p . 1 )1 .

I ' or  a pr i i l i l c  o l ' r u r a l  p o pu l a t i on ,  po\ er l y ,  a n d  h o u s n i g  in i hc  IV7()s a n d  e a r l y  I'^SOs, s e c  S tu d ': R tini/ Paip/c a m i  P u v c i t v
fro/// l'J~ 0 III I'JHk  a p u b l i c a t i o n  o l ' l l i e  I l o u s n i g  Ass i s t ance  C o u n c i l .
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graphic differences between rural and 
urban residents of the U.S. Ninety-one 
percent of rural Americans are white, 
while only 77 percent of all people living- 
in urban areas are. The proportion of 
African-American and Hispanic people in 
rural areas is less than half that of urban 
areas, while tw'enty times more 
Asian/Pacific Islander people live in urban 
than rural parts of the country. The one 
racial/ethnic group that is more concen
trated in rural areas is American 
Indian/Eskimo/,\leut people, who make up 
almost 1.5 percent of the total rural popu
lation, but only one half of 1 percent of 
the urban population.

The residents of rural America are 
younger than their urban counterparts; a 
greater proportion of rural people are 
under the age of 18, while a larger per
centage of urban residents are over 65 
years old. The latter difference is likely 
due to the need for social services, health 
care, and transportation among the elderly, 
services that are generally more accessible 
in larger cities and towns.
Rural people are also more likely to live in 
family households than people in urban 
areas: fewer than half of all urban house
holds are comprised of married-couple 
families, while married couples make up 
more than two-thirds of all rural house
holds. Conversely, only 11 percent of 
households in rural parts of the country 
are single-parent families, as opposed to 
16 percent of all urban households.

-  F „  more on h „„si„s c „ » li .,o „ s  povem of ,U W y  » o  'l - .u n s  A........ R »r .l
A m erica ,” published by the Am erican Association o f Retired Persons, Ju ly  1993.
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EMPLOYMENT AND THE RURAL 
ECONOMY

Since 1980, the United States has expe
rienced two periods of severe econom
ic recession, from 1980 to 1981, and 

from 1989 to 1991. The effects of these 
recessionary periods have been long-last- 
ing, as plant closings, farm consolidations, 
and slow job growth continue to plague 
the U.S. economy. Because these reces
sions had disparate impacts on industry 
and agriculture, their impact on the non
metro economy was fundamentally differ
ent from their effect on the economy of 
metro areas.

H g ire  4 : Percent Chan^ in the Nunhep of Jebs by 
Industpy During Recession Years

1989-1990 1980-1981

Data on jobs by industry indicates that 
manufacturing job losses during the 1989 
recession were concentrated in metropoli
tan areas. In the 1980-81 recession, manu
facturing in nonmetropolitan areas bore a 
disproportionately large share of job loss
es .A cco rd in g  to a report from the 
Economic Research Service, job losses in 
nonmetro manufacturing between 1989 
and 1990 accounted for only 6  percent of 
total national manufacturing losses, com
pared with 28 percent from 1980 to 1981. 
As Figure 4 shows, similar trends occurred 

in the construction industry: in the 
1980-81 recession, nonmetro con
struction, which lost 6.5 percent of 
jobs, was the hardest-hit industry.
In 1990, the number of nonmetro 
construction jobs increased while 
metro construction jobs declined. As 
has been the case throughout the last 
decade, farming also lost jobs in
1990. Since 1984, farming has lost 
more jobs than any other single 
industry. Increasing unemployment 
in the farm industry has not tradi
tionally been linked with periods of 
national economic decline. Rather, a 
steady decrease in farming has 
occurred for the last 2 0  years, as 
increased mechanization, poor 
weather conditions, farm consolida
tions and the growth of huge 
agribusinesses, and poor financial 
conditions have conspired against the 
health — even existence — of the 
small farm in rural America.

-  T h is  section focusses on em ploym ent data from C urren t Population Sun^eys and the Bureau of Economic M a ly s is . 1990 
decenn ial Census data for em ploym ent, which is less re liab le (especially for nonm etro areas), is not used here.

“M anufacturing  Jo b  Losses C oncentrated  in Urban Areas in 1990,” R ura l C ondition s an d  T rends 4, n o .l (Spring 1993): 10. 

Ib id ., p. 11.

INDUSTRY NONMKIRO .METRO NONIUiri'KO METRO

All industries 1.5 1.3 .1 1.2

Farming (-1.7) (-2.8) (-3.2) (-3.7)

Agricultural services 2.8 2.6 (-.3) 3.7

Mining 2.1 .4 8.3 17.1

Construction 2.2 (-.2) (-1.4) (-1.7)

Manufacmring (-■3) (-1.6) (-.8) (-.5)

Transportation 2.0 2.9 .8 .7

Wholesale Trade (-.7) (-1.1) .8 1.7

Retail Trade 1.6 .3 .8 1.3

Finance 1.4 .7 2.4 2.8

Services 3.5 3.8 2.3 3.6

Government 2.1 1.9 (-1.2) (-7 )
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N on inctro  cmplo\'- 
incnt rates arc Figure 5: Nonmetro llnemploynieiit Rates top Demogpaphic Groujis, 1992'

ALL

rccox'cnng m ore 
sli)\\l\' from tlie

recession than 
they d id from the 
recession in l ‘W().
The P'conomic 
Research Service 
attributes this dit- 
ference to the com
bination in 1990 of 
a weak rebound in 
sales and accelerat
ed gains in labor 
productivity'. These 
conditions indicate 
that increased pro
duction needs could 
be met with rela
tively little hiring.'*
The nonmetro 
employment rate 
did improve in late 
1992, when it fell to 
6.9 percent. The metro unemployment 
rate at the same time was 7.5 percent.
The unemployment rates of nonmetro 16- 
24 year olds, black people, and Hispanic 
people were all approximately twice the 
overall nonmetropolitan unemployment 
rate of 7.1 percent in 1992. These workers 
are more likely than other groups to 
accept part-time work despite their desire 
for full-time employment, and to abandon 
their job search in the behef that jobs can
not be found. These factors, combined 
with other socio-economic influences, 
contribute to chronic under- and un
employment. Because unemployment fig
ures exclude people who are not technical
ly looking for work at the time of the sur
vey, the actual unemployment rates for 
these groups are likely to be even higher.-"

W hile the U.S. economy was showing

35-64 WOMEN MEN

GENDER
WHHT BLACK fflSPANIC

RACE/^THNlCITY

signs of recovery by the middle of 1993, 
job growth has remained slow. Rural and 
nonmetropolitan areas are, however, 
improving at a faster rate than urban and 
metro areas. The Economic Research 
Service suggests that the 1989-90 reces
sion affected industries that are concen
trated in metro areas, such as construction, 
financial institutions, and defense-related 
industries, more severely than it affected 
predominantly nonmetropolitan indus
tries. Employment figures show that the 
recent recession had its greatest impact on 
the east and west coasts, which are highly 
urban. After a decline between 1990 and
1991, nonmetro employment rose by 2.1  
percent from 1991 to 1992, while metro 
employment gained only two-tenths of 
one percent in the same period. Nonmetro 
employment growth accounted for nearly 
70 percent of national gains in 1992.-'

'* “Rural U nem ploym ent I'inally Kases,” R ura l C ondition s a n d  T rends 4, no. 1 (Spring 1993): 8. 

Ibid., p. 9.

“Rural U nem ploym ent Finally Eases.”

■' “Rural Kmployment Picks U p ,” R iin il ( jind itio iix  a n d  Trends 4, no. I (.S|iring 1 9 9 3 ): 6.
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Figure G: Eapnings per Job by Indusht

1990 EARNINGS

CHANGE IN 
NONMETRO 
EARNINGS 

PER TOB (%̂

INDUSTRY
NONMEIRO MKIRO NONMtl KG/MET

RAT[0(%) 1979-199ff>

All industries 19,253 25,927 74.3 (-7.2)

Farming 18,710 20,335 92.0 6.9

Agricultural services 13,467 15,482 87.0 (-27.9)

Mining 34,837 41,687 83.6 (-10.9)

Construction 21,263 29,082 73.1 (-25.2)

Manufacturing 24,626 35,095 70.2 (-4.1)

Transportation 30,349 34,909 86.9 (-7.6)

Wholesale Trade 23,014 34,058 67.6 (-10.6)

Retail Trade 11,583 14,331 80.8 (-21,1)

Finance 12,596 24,884 50.6 (-26.3)

Services 17,366 24,882 69.8 8.8

Government 20,586 26,558 77.5 7.7

It is uncertain if this trend will continue as 
the nation emerges from a severe reces
sion. It is also uncertain whether increas-
ing nonmetro employment will translate 
into a decline in nonmetro poverty. 
Nonmetro earnings per job have fallen in 
the last several years at a greater rate than 
metro earnings, which negatively affects 
the poverty rate even as overall employ
ment rates improve.

The majority of rural and nonmetro 
poverty-level households (65 percent) 
have at least one wage-earner. A 
much smaller percentage (54 percent) 
of poor people in urban and metro 
areas work, suggesting that higher 
wages may be almost as important to 
future rural economic health as high
er employment rates. The prepon
derance of low-wage and seasonal 
occupations in nonmetro areas limits 
the ability of nonmetro workers to 
escape poverty. The fact that more 
than half of the poor people in non
metro areas do work or are members 
of families whose household head 
works suggests a potential for elimi
nating a significant amount of non
metro poverty through economic 
development, training, and educa
tion. W here there are large percent
ages of poverty-level children, elder
ly, and disabled persons, however, 
immediate solutions for the eradica
tion of poverty are more likely to 
concern welfare policy.

” “M an ufactu rin g  Jo b  Losses C oncen trated  in Urban Areas in 1990,” p. 13. 

”  In 1990 dollars.
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POVERTY

In 1990, there were 7.6 million people 
below the poverty line in the rural 
United States, 13 percent of the total 

rural population. This degree of poverty 
halted a trend of decreasing rural poverty 
in the last several decades which culminat
ed in a 5.2 percent drop in the number of 
rural poor people between 1970 and 1980. 
There was almost exactly the same num
ber of poor people in rural America in 
1990 as there was in 1980, a disheartening 
end to an encouraging trend.
After a substantial decline in the number 
of poor people living in nonmetropolitan 
areas between 1970 and 1980, the non
metro poverty rate rose sharply between

r: Rural/Nonmetro Povepty

1970 1980 1990

NONMETRO

1970 1980 1990

RURAL

1980 and 1990, from 13.8 percent to 16.5 
percent. Most of the increase in poverty in 
these areas occurred in urbanized places 
with populations between 2,500 and
50,000 which were located outside of met
ropolitan areas.
In the mid-1980s, poverty rates in metro
politan areas began to fall slightly, while 
nonmetro rates increased. One possible 
reason that poverty rates in nonmetro 
areas did not decline as they did in other 
geographical areas is that the economy of 
nonmetro areas historically grows at a 
slower rate than that of metro areas.̂ "* This 
was particularly true in the early 1980s, 
when the United States experienced a 
recession that affected the nation’s non
metro areas more severely than it did 
metropolitan areas.” Because a large per
centage of rural people living below the 
poverty line are employed, and a large 
number of people are dependent upon the 
labor force, the severity of nonmetro 
poverty is especially affected by employ
ment. During the mid-1980s, the reces
sion caused nonmetro unemployment to 
rise more quickly than unemployment in 
metro areas. Because of the heightened 
correlation between nonmetro unemploy
ment and poverty rates, the percentage of 
people in poverty grew rapidly in non
metro areas during this period. The dif
ference between poverty rates in metro 
and nonmetro areas was also augmented 
by a widening income gap. In 1973, the 
metropolitan per capita income was 
$ 3 , 1 0 0  higher than the nonmetro per 
capita income, but by 1989, it was $5,200 
higher.^'’

"  Paul D udenhefer, “Poverty in the R ural U n ited  S tates,” FOCU S  15, no. 1, (Spring 1993): 39.

For m ore inform ation on the im pact o f this recession on the rural economy, see the previous section o f this report, entitled 

“E m ploym ent and the Rural Economy.

D udenhefer, p. 39.
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Prior to l ‘>7.\ iio iiin c tro  poverty rates 
exeeetled those o f the cen tra l c ities ot large 
urban areas. S ince l ‘^75, |io\erry in cen tral 
c ities has increased  tlran ia tica lly  w h ile  
nonn ietro  povert\' has lessened slightly- 
The cu rren t focus on cond itions in the 

nation  s c ities, however, has fueled the 
grow in g  ni\'th that povertv' in cen tra l c ities 
is m uch m ore severe than anyw 'here e lse in 
the U n ited  States. In fact, th is is not true. 
I 'h e  cen tra l cit\’ poverty’ rate  in 1989, at 
18.0 percen t, was o n ly  s lig h t ly  h ig h e r than 
the 16.8 percen t nonm etro  po verty  ra te .’^

Poverty by Race/Ethnicity

As Figure 8 indicates, the poverty rates of 
virtually every racial/ethnic group are 
higher in nonmetro areas than they are in 

metropolitan areas, even those in central 
cities. This is particularly true for demo
graphic groups already marginalized by 
virtue of their race or ethnicity, age, 
and/or family status.
W ith the exception of Asian/Pacific 
Islander persons and families, the overall 
poverty rates, and those for the elderly, 
children, and female-headed households, 
are higher for every racial/ethnic group in 
nonmetropolitan areas than they are in 
metro areas.
There is a perplexing paradox in 1990 
Census poverty rates. The poverty rate for 
central city residents is 18 percent, while 
for nonmetro residents it is 16.8 percent. At 
the same time, however, the nonmetro 
poverty rate for every racial/ethnic group 
but Asian/Pacific Islanders exceeds the rate 
for central cities. (The relatively small num
ber of Asian/Pacific Islander people is not 
enough to explain the difference.) The 
most likely hypothesis to explain this dis
crepancy is that white central city residents

Figure 8: Poverty by Race/EMcity
40 r -
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ISLANDER
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were undercovmted in the 1990 Census, 
particularly those living in poverty. The 
1989 Current Population Survey (CPS) 
counted 54.1 million white central city resi
dents and 48.8 milUon white nonmetro res
idents. The 1990 Census, however, counted 
49.8 million whites in central cities and 
47.4 milhon in nonmetro areas. The rate of 
difference between the Census and the CPS 
for the white central city population was 7.8 
percent, while for nonmetro whites the dif
ference between the two counts was only 
2.9 percent.^® Data from the 1991 Current 
Population Survey indicates that the pover
ty rate for white central city residents was 
almost 2 percent higher than for white non
metro residents, suggesting that in coming 
years poverty rates for white residents of 
the nation’s central cities will definitely sur
pass that of white people living in non
metropolitan areas.

C entral cities are not the same as “inner c ities .” C entral cities are defined by the Census as the “largest p lace” w ith in  a 
M etropolitan  Statistical Area. For more inform ation, see the com plete defin ition in Appendix A.

T h ere was also a difference ot 3.6 percent between the Cxnsiis and C P S counts o f black central c ity residents, enough sm all
er than the w hite differential that it lends credence to this hypothesis.

Taking Stock o f  Rural P oveity and Housing f o r  the 1990s



Poverty rates among people of color living 
in nonmetropolitan areas were substantial
ly higher than those of white nonmetro 
residents. People of color were only 11

percent of the total nonmetro population 
in 1989, hut comprised 26 percent of non
metro people living below the poverty line.

Hgupe 9: Poverty Status hy “  " l i ; ,  and Age
NONMETRO

RACE/
ETHNicrrY/

White

<5

5-17

18-64

65+

Black

<5

5-17

18-64

65+

American Indian 
Eskimo/Aleut

<5

5-17

18-64

65+

Asian/Pacific
Islander

<5

5-17

18-64

65+

Hispanic

<5

5-17

18-64

65+

t o t a l

47,407,126

3,234,242

9,053,306

27,991,255

7,128,323

4,554,028

421,610

1,175,902

2,462,022

494,494

953,025

107,405

262,948

523,674

58,998

422,803

36,526

97,525

257,441

31,311

2,012,856

227,606

562,077

1,106,906

116,267

TOTAL IN 
POVERTY

6,571,516

642,013

1,468,728

3,346,095

1,114,680

1,804,239

224,842

560,147

793,514

225,736

367,765

54,443

111,925

179,510

21,887

67,807

7,252

15,330

42,244

2,981

657,697

94,128

213,406

311,356

38,807

TOTAL

METRO

TOTAL IN 
POVERTY %.

13.9 147,404,578 12,453,719 8.5

19.9 10,238,423 1,217,137 11.9

16.2 24,581,066 2,548,389 10.4

12.0 93,380,402 6,948,712 7.4

15.6 19,204,687 1,739,481 9.1

39.6 24,112,145 6,637,190 27.5

53.3 2,263,247 957,604 42.3

47.6 5,478,149 1,974,535 36.0

32.2 14,479,336 3,169,164 21.9

45.7 1,891,413 535,887 28.3

38.6 997,890 235,423 23.6

50.7 85,299 31,172 36.5

42.6 215,579 62,863 29.2

34.3 642,958 130,056 20.2

37.1 54,054 11,332 21.0

16.0 6,645,651 929,389 21.0

19.9 529,463 92,014 17.4

15.7 1,362,861 231,895 17.0

16.4 4,350,519 556,332 12.8

9.5 402,808 49,148 12.2

32.7 19,375,161 4,745,795 24.5

41.4 2,043,837 663,985 32.5

38.0 4,639,396 1,435,947 31.0

28.1 11,780,440 2,438,308 20.7

33.4 911,488 207,555 22.8
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As Figure illustrates, |K)verty rates tor 
African-American, American 
lnilian/Kskimi)/Aleiit, aiut I lispanic peojile 
were two and a lialf to three times higher 
than those tor whites. I'he overall non
metro poverty rate tor black people was 
the highest ot all racial/ethnic groups: l.H 
million ot the 4.5 million African- 
Americans living in nonmetro areas were 
below the povert\’ line in 1989. Black chil
dren were especially besieged by poverty: 
25 percent of all children in poverty in 
nonmetro areas were black, despite the 
fact that they represented only 11 percent 
of the total population of nonmetro chil
dren. A staggering 53 percent of black 
children under the age of five were poor. 
Elderly black people living outside metro
politan areas of the United States had by 
far the highest poverty rates of any other 
elderly racial/ethnic group: almost one of 
every two was poor.
American Indian/Eskinio/Aleut persons in 
nonmetro areas experienced poverty at 
rates rivalling those of African-Americans. 
The poverty rate for American Indians liv
ing in nonmetro areas was 15 percent 
higher than that for American Indians liv
ing in metro areas, due in large part to the 
enormous poverty on reservations, almost 
all of which are in nonmetro areas. Among 
all nonmetro adults, American Indians had 
the highest poverty rates of all racial/eth
nic groups: more than one in three lived 
below the poverty line in 1989.
Data from the 1990 Census indicates that 
poverty is worsening for American 
Indian/Eskimo/Aleut persons, even as it 
improves for some other racial/ethnic 
groups.” As Figure 10 indicates, the rural 
poverty rate for American Indian/Eskimo/ 
Aleut people was 3.6 percent higher in 
1990 than in 1980. There was a similar 
rise in the poverty rate of Hispanic people 
living in the rural United States, while a 
slightly lower proportion of rural African-

Hgupe 10: Rural Poverty Rate by Race (Persons), 
1970-1990
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Americans experienced poverty in 1990 
than in 1980. The 1990 poverty rates for 
white persons remained virtually identical 
to those of 1980, providing further evi
dence that the improvements made in 
rural poverty conditions between 1960 and 
1980 have ceased.

Despite similar rates of poverty, poor peo
ple in nonmetropolitan and inral areas are 
fundamentally different from those in 
metro areas. They are more likely to be 
chronically poor, are dispersed over a 
much wider geographical area, and “are 
less likely to behave in ways that are gen
erally assumed to be correlative with 
poverty: a lower percentage are dependent 
on welfare, and proportionally fewer of 
them are single parents.’”” Nonmetro fam
ilies below the poverty line were also much

"  I'or more inform ation on the poverty ;inil housing conchtions o f American Indians, please see the section o f this report en ti
tled “N ative Am ericans.”

Dudenhefer, p. 37.
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Hgupe 1 1 : Persons Receiving PiAlic Assistance’

MX 
ALL 

<15 yrs 

15-64 yrs 

65+ yrs

TOTAL

60,459,197

13,994,257

39,111,185

7,353,755

RURAL 
WITH PUBLIC

4,595,107

1,260,268

2,537,834

797,005

7.6

9.0

6.5

10.8

lo m
168,537,597

39,433,685

120,046,741

7,729,858

u r b a n
WITH PUBLIC 
ASSISTANCE

17,030,508

5,329,318

9,493,938

2,207,525

10.1

13.5

7.9

11.4

more likely to have a formally working 
family member (64.6 percent, compared to 
54.1 percent of urban poor families).”
Poor people in rural and nonmetro areas 
also differ from their urban and metro 
counterparts in ways that affect their abili
ty to escape poverty and inadequate living 
conditions. These include the varying 
extent to which they are unable to join the 
labor force due to physical disability, and 
benefit from public assistance.
The difference in poverty rates between 
rural and urban areas would be even high
er if the value of noncash benefits such as 
food, housing, and medical assistance were 
included as income in the determination of 
poverty status. W hile the poverty rates of 
both urban and rural areas would decrease, 
urban poverty rates would decline at a 
significantly higher rate because of the 
disproportionately low number of public 
assistance beneficiaries among the rural 
population, and the relatively low assistance 
payments of poorer, more rural states.
As Figure 11 shows, 2.5 percent more of 
the total urban population receives public

assistance than the rural 
population, of which only 
7.6 percent receive federal 
or state income assistance. 
This disparity is even 
greater among children; 
13.5 percent of urban 
children receive public 
assistance, while only 9 
percent of children in 
rural areas do. 'fh e  lower 
overall percentage of rural 
public assistance benefi

ciaries is most likely due to the dispropor
tionate focus of anti-poverty programs on 
urban areas, and the relative lack of an 
efficient public services delivery system in 
remote rural areas.” Regardless of the rea
sons, it is clear that proportionately fewer 
poor people in rural areas receive income 
assistance than their urban counterparts.
Another factor that affects rural people’s 
ability to move out of poverty is the high 
rate of disability relative to urban people. 
Almost 14 percent of rural adults had a 
work disability in 1989, while only 11.5 
percent of urban adults did.^  ̂'I'he differ
ences are even greater among the elderly: 
36.5 percent of rural people above the age 
of 65 had a work disability, whereas 31.6 
percent of their urban counterparts were 
work disabled.

Farmworkers
Farmworkers experience some of the 

worst housing and poverty conditions of 
any group in the rural United States. 
Those who are immigrants, especially, are

’■ Ibid.

” T h e  Census Bureau defines public assistance as supplem entary Social Security Income, Aid to Fam ilies with Dependent 

C h ild ren , and w elfare/general assistance.

»  T h e  Task Force on Persisten t R ural Poverty o f the Rural Socio logical Society asserts that rural anti-poverty policy has gen
e ra lly  been conftised by lawm akers w ith aid to farm ers, which in the last tw enty years has translated into greater levels of aid for 
industria lized  farm ing. T h e  Task Force believes that the focus o f rural policy must shift from supporting large com mercial tann 
ers to low -incom e rural people. For m ore inform ation , see the Task Force’s publication entitled P ers,s ten t P o v a t y  w  R m a! 

A m erica  (Boulder: W estview  Press, 1993).

T h e  Census defines a work d isab ility  as a health condition that lasted for six or more months and which lim ited the kind or 

am ount o f work a person could do at a job or business.
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a h)cus tor nian\' ot the prcvalc-nt cultural 
nivths that exist alxnit povcrt)', especially 
rural po\ erty: the\' “cause” their own and 
others’ povert\' by underhiclcling American 
workers, thus taking work away troni those 
who deserve it; they have only a casual 
attachment to work, returning to their 
countries of origin during the agricultural 
off-season; and they are a drain on the 
economic resources ot the states in which 
they live and work while contributing very 
little to the economy. In fact, agricultural 
businesses in the United States demand 
and systematically recruit the cheap labor 
provided by most farmworkers. Many 
farmworkers are recruited to work in 
American fields by planters and growers 
via farm labor contractors, who then 
demand fees from the workers for trans
portation to the worksite, work equip
ment, and, often, for dangerously substan
dard housing in farm labor camps. Most 
agricultural workers, even those who are 
foreign-born, stay in the United States all 
year, patching together a living as they 
move from harvest to harvest. Most farm
workers, half of whom live below the 
poverty line, receive no benefits from their 
employers, and virtually none fi-om the 
United States government, despite the fact 
that the vast majority are working legally 
in this country.
One of the reasons such inaccurate stereo
types about farmworkers can be perpetuat
ed is an appalling lack of data and infor
mation about their lives and work. The
1990 Census provides virtually no data on 
farmworkers.” The last nationwide, feder
ally sponsored comprehensive study on the 
housing and poverty conditions of farm
workers was conducted in 1980, after it 
was mandated by the 1978 Housing Act.

Hgupe 12 : Legal Status of Foragn-Barn Faraiworhers

UNDOCUMENTED
17.0%

OTHER LEGAL
n.0%

This report was never officially released. 
Seven thousand Seasonal Agricultural 
Services (SAS) workers were interviewed 
during the National Agricultural Workers 
Survey (NAWS) ftom 1989-1991.^' The 
NAWS is the only recent source of data 
about farmworkers, and provides a basic 
overview of the demographic makeup and 
working conditions of farmworkers in the 
U.S., but no information about housing.

A Labor Department report analyzing data 
from the NAWS distinguishes between 
two large “Latinized” regions in the 
United States. One of these, consisting of 
the western states, Texas, and Florida, has 
a well-established tradition of receiving 
immigrant farmworkers. The second 
“receiving region” includes the Midwest 
and eastern states (except Florida), where a 
widespread number of immigrant agricul
tural workers is a relatively recent phe-

LEGAL PERMANENT 
RESIDENTS 

20.0%

” T h e  Census provides only rwo data variables related to farm workers: it counts the num ber o f people em ployed in ag ricu ltu r
al work, and the num ber of vacant housing units for m igrant workers is counted (but not the num ber o f occupied or available 
units). Some data on farmworkers exists from non-Census sources at the state and local level, but it is not gathered  w ith consis
tent m ethodology, and national data is not compiled.

Seasonal A gricultural W orkers are defined by the N ational A gricultural Statistics Serv ice o f the U SD A  as those w'orkers hired 
for less than 150 days a year in agricultural industries. A gricultural work is defined as work done on a farm or ranch in connec
tion with the production of agricu ltu ral products, includ ing nursery and greenhouse products and anim al specialties such as fur 
farms or apiaries. Also included is work done off the farm to handle farm -related business such as trips to buy feed or deliver 
jiroducts to local market.
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nomenon.^’ The report also uses legal sta
tus, ethnicity, and workers employed by 
farm labor contractors versus those hired 
directly by agricultural producers as cate
gories of comparison.
Data from the NAWS indicates that 83 
percent of all agricultural workers in the 
established western region were immi
grants, whereas foreign-born workers were 
only 36 percent of all workers in the east
ern states. Immigrants in the East, howev
er, made up two-thirds of the harvest 
workers and almost all of the migrant 
labor force. Two out of five farmworkers 
were U .S.-born, of whom 60 percent were 
non-Hispanic whites, 31 percent were 
Hispanic, and 6  percent were African- 
American. The Seasonal Agricultural 
Services labor force was predominantly 
male (73 percent), largely Mexican born 
(55 percent), and relatively young (averag
ing 31 years old). Among the foreign- 
born, one-half were Special Agricultural 
Workers (SAWs), one-quarter were Legal 
Permanent Residents or naturalized U.S. 
citizens, and 11 percent were otherwise 
authorized to work. Only 17 percent of 
foreign-born agricultural workers had no 
work authorization, and only 2 2  percent of 
all farmworkers were undocumented, chal
lenging the stereotype that most foreign- 
born and migrant farmworkers work in the 
United States illegally.
According to the NAWS, nearly one-half 
(46 percent) of all farmworkers lived below 
the poverty line in 1991. More than three- 
quarters ( 7 7  percent) of all undocumented 
workers were poor. These staggering 
poverty rates are due prim arily to the 
extremely low wages earned for agricultur
al work.’® Average hourly earnings for this 
work actually declined from 1989 to 1991, 
from $5.19 to $4.94. Workers hired

through farm labor contractors (FLCs) 
had lower earnings than those hired 
directly by growers, packing houses, and 
nurseries ($4.92 an hour compared to 
$5.14 an hour). Farmworkers paid by the 
piece were paid more than those with an 
hourly wage, although piece workers hired 
by FLCs earned significantly less per hour 
than those hired directly by agricultural 
producers. FLC-employed farmworkers 
had an average yearly personal income of 
$4,700 (in 1989 dollars), while the average 
income of non-FLC workers was $6,900.”
A small percentage of all agricultural 
workers — less than one in four — had 
access to employer-provided benefits such 
as medical insurance and vacation pay.
This percentage varied widely across eth
nic groups and legal statuses. U.S.-born 
and Legal Permanent Residents were the 
most likely of all workers to receive vaca
tion pay and medical insurance fi-om their 
employers (32 percent). Fewer than 5 per
cent of undocumented workers received 
these benefits. Workers hired directly were 
more than three times more likely than 
FLC workers to receive employer-provid
ed benefits. Settled workers also received 
employment benefits more often than 
migrant farmworkers.
Working conditions for all agricultural 
workers are notoriously bad. The NAWS 
measured three variables in an effort to 
document these conditions: workers who 
must provide or pay for their own equip
ment, workers forced to pay for trans
portation to the worksite, and workers 
who lack water to drink and wash with 
and/or toilets at their worksite.'*® FLC- 
employed, foreign-born, and undocument
ed workers had the worst working condi
tions of all agricultural workers in the 
United States. Foreign-born workers were

” A ll data in this section is taken from “U .S . Farm w orkers in the Post-IRCA  Period ,” Research Report No. 4 (U .S . Department 

o f Labor, Office o f the Assistant Secretary for PoHcy, Office o f Program  Economics, M arch 1993).

>' A com m on stereotype o f m igran t farm workers is that d iey  are em ployed for just a few weeks a year and then return to their 
coun try o f o rig in . In fact, this is not genera lly  true. M ost workers who do short-term  tasks derive the m a,or portion of their 
incom e ft-om agricu ltu ra l work, string ing  together short-term  and longer-term  jobs as the job supply allows.

” “U .S . Farm w orkers in the Post-IR C A  Period ,” pp. 44-45.

«  Ib id ., pp. 50-51.
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m ore tli;in tour tim es m ore lik eh ’ tliiiii 
l^ S .-h o rn  w orkers to he requ ired  to pro- 
vitle t lie ir  own ecju ipnient. A lm ost h;iH ot 
all F iX M iire il h irm w orkers paid h>r the ir 
own w ork equ ipm ent, as opposed to 17 
p ercen t ot w orkers h ired  by producers. 
Phose h ired  hy FLC^s w ere also four tim es 

m ore lik e ly  than o ther w orkers to he 
ch arged  for transportation  to the w orksite . 
O verall, 24  percen t o f all w orkers surveyed  
lacked access to to ilets, d rin k in g  w ater and 
w ater to w ash w ith  at th e ir  w ork  site .
Once again, the numbers were worse for 
FLC-hired workers, of whom more than 
half (52 percent) lacked access to these 
basic sanitation facilities at work.
As this data shows, the poverty and work
ing conditions of farmworkers in the 
United States remain at crisis proportions. 
Because of the economic desperation of 
workers, and the unwilhngness of U.S. 
agricultural businesses to pay a living

wage, farmworkers are locked in a cycle of 
poverty. Many are exjiloited by farm labor 
contractors who charge workers, especially 
those who are foreign-born and undocu
mented, fees for work equipment, trans
portation to the worksite and, in many 
cases, substandard and dangerous housing 
in farm labor “camps.” Very few of these 
workers receive basic benefits such as 
health insurance and paid vacation or sick 
leave. Those who are Hispanic immigrants 
in particular face severe backlash from 
many in the United States who believe 
that their own standard of living is threat
ened by the presence of workers the U.S. 
agricultural industry demands. Finally, the 
persistent poverty and deplorable housing 
conditions of farmworkers starkly illustrate 
the general failure of rural policy in the 
United States to recognize and address the 
needs of the poorest of the poor in the 
most rural places.
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HOUSING

The number of occupied housing units 
in the rural United States increased by

11 percent during the 1980s, from 19.8 
miUion in 1980 to 21.9 million in 1990. 
Rural population growth during this peri
od was only 4 percent. A nationwide trend 
toward smaller households, greater num
bers of people living alone, and less over
crowding contributes to this discrepancy 
in growth rates. As a general rule, the 
states with the most growth in rural popu
lation between 1980 and 1990 had the 
largest increases in the proportion of 
housing units located in rural areas. 
Conversely, the states with the lowest per
centage of rural units experienced less 
growth in rural population.

STATES WITH THE
HIGHEST PERCENTAGE OF RURAL UNITS LOWEST PERCENTAGE OF RURAL UNITS

Vermont 71.9% California 8.1%

West Virginia 62.0% New Jersey 10.8%

Maine 59.7% Nevada 12.0%

New Hampshire 52.6% Hawaii 12.3%

Mississippi 51.6% Arizona 13.4%

Figure 13 : Tenure and Occupancy Status of Rural Housing Units
HOUSING OCCUPIED OWNER- RENTER-

U N ITS UNITS OCCUPIED OCCUPIED

TOTAL % TOTAL % TOTAL % TOTAL %

US Total 102,263,678 100 91,947,410 89.9 59,024,811 64.2 32,922,599 35.8

Rural 26,051,626 25.5 21,902,243 84.1 17,649,184 80.6 4,253,059 19.4

Nonmetro 24,619,365 24.1 20,682,146 84.0 14,978,952 71.4 5,703,194 28.6

Urban 76,212,052 74.5 70,045,167 91.9 41,375,627 59.1 28,669,540 40.9

The states with the highest percentage of 
rural units are, not surprisingly, the states 
with the largest proportion of rural popu
lation. Three of the four states with the 
greatest percentage of rural units are in the 
extreme northeastern United States, while 
those states with the lowest percent of rural 
units were clustered largely in the west.

Tenure
Homeownership rates in the rural United 

States stagnated between 1980 and 
1990, after a slow but steady increase in 
the previous decades. Eighty-one percent 
of all rural units were owner-occupied in 
1990, while only 59 percent of urban units

were. These rates 
are virtually iden
tical to those in
1980.
The difference 
between rural and 
urban homeown
ership rates can be 
misleading, since 
4.7 million of the 
total 26 million 
rural housing units 

were mobile 
homes. Mobile 
homes are dis
proportionately 
located in 
rural/nonmetro 
areas: 64 per
cent of all 
mobile homes 
were in rural 
areas in 1990,
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w hile rur;il housing units coniprisccl onl\' 
26 pcrccnt ot the totnl n iin il)c r of units in 
the I'n itctI St;ucs. I’ ast A m erican 
I h)using' Siu'\e\'s li;i\ e in ilicatetl that about 
halFot all ()\\ner-occupieil m obile hom es 
are situated  on rented  sites, th ereb y  u n d er
m in in g  the seciu'it\’ often associated  w ith 
hom eow nersh ip  w h ile  push ing up rural 
homeow iiersh ip  rates.

rhere is an inverse relationship between 
the size of the city or town a householder 
lives in and the likelihood that they will 
own their own home; people living outside 
towns altogether have the highest home
ownership rates, while those living in cen
tral cities have the lowest. The nonmetro
politan homeownership rate (71 percent) is 
substantially low'cr than the rural rate, sug
gesting that people in towns of 2,500-
50,000 have the lowest rates of homeown
ership among those living outside metro 
areas. This rate, at 62 percent, is 20 per
cent less than the homeownership rate for

the 17.7 million Americans living in more 
remote rural areas.
While a greater percentage of white rural 
residents own their own homes than any 
other racial/ethnic group, rural people of 
all races are more likely to be homeowners 
that those in urban areas. Rural African- 
American and Ajiierican Indian/Eskimo/ 
Aleut people were almost twice as likely as 
their urban counterparts to be homeown
ers. People of “other” race (who are 98 
percent Hispanic) were by far the least 
likely of all racial groups to own their 
homes in the rural United States.

Manufactuped Homes
The most pronounced trend in rural hous

ing between 1980 and 1990 was the 
increase in the number of mobile homes. 
Between 1980 and 1990, the number of 
rural mobile homes skyrocketed by 61 per-

RACE OF HOUSEHOLDER RURAL % NONMETRO % URBAN %

W hite 20,267,007 18,546,208 56,613,098

Owner-Occupied 16,508,146 81.5 13,732,317 74.0 35,924,502 63.5

Renter-Occupied 3,758,861 18.6 4,813,891 26.0 20,688,596 36.5

Black 1,139,421 1,520,209 8,836,740
Owner-Occupied 818,729 71.9 894,751 58.9 3,508,536 39.7

Renter-Occupied 320,692 28.2 625,458 41.1 5,328,204 60.3

American Indian/Eskimo/AIeut 241,473 267,830 349,899
Owner-Occupied 168,873 69.9 167,471 62.5 149,128 42.6

Renter-Occupied 72,600 30.1 100,359 37.5 200,771 57.4

Asian/Pacific Islander 78,869 117,454 1,934,866
Owner-Occupied 56,007 71.0 64,111 54.6 994,175 51.4
Renter-Occupied 22,862 29.0 53,343 45.4 940,691 48.6

Other 175,473 226,463 2,310,556
Owner-Occupied 97,429 55.5 119,202 .52.6 799,286 34.6
Renter-Occupied 78,044 44.5 107,261 47.4 1,511,270 65.4
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R gu pelS; R ir a lM o H le H m s , 1980-1890
»  1220 % CHANGE

Rural Popularion 59,491,167 61,656,386 3.6

" Rural Housing Units 23,467,220 26,051,626 11.0

Rural Mobile Homes 2,944,842 4,736,108 61.0

% of total housing units 12.5% 18.2% 5.7

Persons in Mobile Homes 6,705,752 10,196,187 52.1

% of total rural population 11.3% 16.5% 5.2

Occupied Mobile Homes 2,301,575 3,841,729 66.9

Vacant Mobile Homes 643,267 894,379 39.0

Vacancy Rate 21.8% 18.9% -2.9

cent, while the growth rate for all rural 
housing units in this period was only 11 
percent. The total number of rural persons 
living in mobile homes also jumped more 
than 52 percent, from 6.7 million people 
in 1980 to almost 10.2 million in 1990. 
Since 1980, 2.8 million manufactured 
homes have been built in the United 
States, representing approximately 14 per
cent of all new U .S. housing production, 
and almost 30 percent of all new single
family homes sold.'*'

Every state in the U.S. had a substantial 
increase in the number of rural mobile 
homes between 1980 and 1990. Only two 
states, W yom ing and New Jersey, had 
growth rates of less than 2 0  percent, while 
the number of rural mobile homes dou
bled in 23 states. Most of the states with 
the lowest growth rates in the number of 
rural mobile homes also experienced an 
overall decline in rural population. The 
states with the highest mobile home 
growth rates were not, however, the states 
with the largest increase in total rural pop
ulation. All of the states with the highest 
growth rates were in the South, led by

Oklahoma (104 percent), Georgia (98 per
cent), and Texas (98 percent).
Not surprisingly given these statistics, the 
proportion of rural residents living in 
mobile homes also rose significantly dur
ing this time period, from 11.3  percent in 
1980 to 16.5 percent in 1990. Seven states 
had 25 percent or more of their rural pop
ulation living in mobile homes in 1990. Of 
the five states with the highest proportion 
of rural people living in mobile homes, 
three were in the southwestern United 
States: Nevada (32.5 percent), New 
Mexico (30.8 percent), and Arizona (28.1 
percent). The same states also had the 
highest rates of mobile homes as a per
centage of total rural housing units. Those 
with the lowest rates were clustered in 
New England (with the exception of 
Hawaii, which had the overall lowest rate, 
at .2 percent).
As the map in Figure 16 indicates, only 
four states, all in the Northeast, had fewer 
than five percent of their rural population 
living in mobile homes in 1990. Nineteen 
states had 20 to 33 percent of their rural 
population residing in mobile homes, 
including all of the states in the deep 
South. It appears that population density is 
roughly correlative with mobile home resi
dency; the highest rates of mobile home 
occupancy are in remote rural areas, in 
which 2 0  percent of all people live in 
mobile homes. As a general rule, states 
with lower population densities have high
er percentages of their total rural popula
tion living in mobile homes.
There also appears to be a relationship 
between poverty rates and mobile home 
occupancy. (This relationship cannot be 
confirmed because the Census does not 
aggregate poverty data by type of resi
dence.) Of the five states with the highest 
rates of rural poverty (Nevada, Florida,

Source: M anufactured  H ousing Institute. T h e  term  “m anufactured hom e” is used to describe a home built under a federal 
b u ild in g  code adm inistered  by the D eparnnent o f I lousing and U rban D evelopm ent which became effective in 1976. T h e term 
includes m obile hom es/trailers, m odular homes, panelized homes, and pre-cut homes. T h e Census Bureau does not have an offi
c ial defin ition  o f m obile hom e, so it is unclear w hether the Census count o f m obile homes includes all m anufactured housing. 
T h e  term s “m obile hom e” and “m anufactured hom e” are not used interchangeab ly in this report.

1980 D ata from the 1980 Census o f Population and H ousing, “M obile H om es” (H C 80-3-2), Table 2.
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New M cxico , A rizona, aiul 
South ( 'a ro lin a ) , all liail 
m ore tlian  20 pcrccnt of the 
rural population  liv ing in 
m obile homes. S im ilarly , 
the states w ith  the lowest 
p roportion ot rural jieop le 
in poverty ((Connecticut,
M assachusetts, Rhode 
Island, a iu l N ew  Je rsey ) also 
had the lowest num ber ot 
rural m obile hom e res i
dents.

Fhere is disagreement over 
whether the grow ing num
ber of mobile homes and 
other forms of manufac
tured housing in the United 
States w'ill provide safe and 
affordable housing for rural 
people. According to the 
manufactured housing 
industry, the average manu
factured home costs one- 
half to one-third as much as 
a site-constructed home.^’
Although data linking the increase in rural 
mobile homes with greater numbers of 
affordable rural units is not available, it 
appears that manufactured housing is gen
erally more affordable to more rural resi
dents than traditional homes.
The federal government and housing 
advocates, including the Housing 
Assistance Council, have been very con
cerned that mobile homes are less safe 
than site-constructed housing. This con
cern was amplified following Hurricane 
Andrew in 1992, which destroyed or 
severely damaged between 14,500 and
18,000 mobile homes in Florida and 
Louisiana. W hile federal building codes 
for manufactured housing became more 
stringent in 1976, the U.S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development has 
proposed additional regulations to 
improve the resistance of manufacuired

Figure 16: Percent of Rural Population living in ilAoiiile Homes
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homes to wind forces in areas prone to 
high winds. Under these new regulations, 
such homes would have to be designed to 
withstand winds of 80 to 1 1 0  miles an 
hour."” Increasing attention to safety stan
dards will likely make manufactured hous
ing an even more viable choice for the 
nation’s rural residents in the next decade.

Affordability
Recent record lows in mortgage interest 

rates have led many to believe that 
housing in the United States is more 
affordable than ever before. In fact, as the 
following data shows, housing affordability 
remains a severe problem throughout the 
country. Despite lower mortgage rates, 
which fell below 7 percent in 1993, weak 
income growth has limited improvements 
in homeownership affordability, and a 
recessionary economy has made potential

■*' Source: .Vlamifacturcd I loiisiiifr Institute.

D epartm ent o f I lousing and Uriian D evelopm ent Proposed Rule, 24 C;FR Parts 3280 and 3282, F tu lm il R eg is te f, Vol. 58, 
No. 70, W'ednesday .April 14, 1993, p. 19536.
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honiebuyers cautious. 'Fhus, houses may 
be cheaper to buy, but fewer people can 
afford to buy them. W ith all of the focus 
on low mortgage rates, the growing inabil
ity of renters to find affordable housing 
has been virtually ignored. Costs associat
ed with homeownership may have dropped 
in the last ten years, but rents have 
remained at record high levels.”**
Housing costs for both owners and renters 
are generally higher in metropolitan and 
urban areas than they are in nonmetro and 
rural areas, so a greater number of 
metro/urban residents are “cost bur
dened,” the primary measure of housing 
affordability. Under standards established 
by the U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, low-income house
holds that spend more than 30 percent of

their income for housing costs (including 
utilities other than telephone) are consid
ered cost-burdened, and therefore eligible 
for some federal housing subsidies. Until
1981, housing was considered affordable 
by HUD if it consumed no more than 25 
percent of a household’s income.
Renters in all geographical divisions are 
two to three times more likely to be cost 
burdened than owners: almost 40 percent 
of all renter households in the United 
States spent more than 30 percent of their 
monthly income for housing in 1989. 
W hile a greater proportion of urban than 
rural households are cost burdened, the 
rates are very similar. As Figure 17 shows, 
there was only a 2.7 percent difference 
between the cost-burden levels of rural 
and urban homeowners, and a 6  percent

Figure 1 7 : Age of Householder and Cost Burden by Tenure
OWNERS RENTERS

RURAL URBAN RURAL URBAN
AGE/COST BURDEN TOTAL % TOTAL TOTAL % TOTAL

15-64 Year Olds 8,153,283 25,777,750 2,619,302 22,966,203

<20% 4,886,256 59.93 13,595,786 52.74 1,111,772 42.45 7,707,616 33.56

20-24% 1,160,740 14.24 4,041,247 15.68 369,050 14.09 3,535,717 15.40

25-29% 737,116 9.04 2,799,629 10.86 262,895 10.04 2,712,399 11.81

30-34% 435,496 5.34 1,724,426 6.69 182,609 6.97 1,882,014 8.19

35%+ 933,675 11.45 3,616,662 14,03 692,976 26.46 7,128,457 31.04

Total Cost Burdened 1,369,171 16.79 5,341,088 20.72 875,585 33.43 9,010,471 39.23

65+ Year Olds 2,580,136 8,727,051 407,825 4,199,594

<20% 1,654,877 64.14 5,709,825 65.43 82,796 20.30 745,268 17.75

20-24% 262,045 10.16 824,363 9.45 54,830 13.44 494,055 11.76

25-29% 181,530 7.04 562,164 6.44 62,151 15.24 627,530 14.94

30-34% 124,134 4.81 389,764 4.47 44,734 10.97 453,327 10.79

35%+ 357,550 13.86 1,240,935 14.22 163,314 40.05 1,879,414 44.75

Total Cost Burdened 481,684 18.67 1,630,699 18.69 208,048 51.01 2,332,741 55.55

Total Cost-Burdened Units 1,850,855 17.24 6,971,787 20.21 1,083,633 35.80 11,343,212 41.76

«  Jo in t C en ter for H ousing Studies o f H arvard U niversity, S la te  o f  th e  N ation's H ousin g: 1993, p. 3.
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EANK COST BURDEN

clittcrciicc 
betw een renters.
I',Klerl\- n ir;il 
honicow ners, in 
tact, had the sam e 
tiegree o f cost 
b iirden as e ltle rly  
hom eow ners in 
urban areas. Data 
also shows that 
the vast m ajo rit)' 
o f households 
that are cost b u r
dened pay m ore 
than 35 percen t of 
th e ir  incom es for
housing, further indication that housing 
affordability' is a severe problem through
out United States.
Housing cost burden is a particular prob
lem for low-income people, for whom 
high housing costs often preclude other 
basic necessities such as food, clothing, 
and health care. Seventy-three percent of 
rural renter households earning less than 
$ 1 0 , 0 0 0  a year paid more than 35 percent 
of their income for housing in 1989. 
Three of every five rural renter house
holds earning less than $2 0 , 0 0 0  a year 
were cost burdened. These statistics 
underlie the critical need for increased 
rental assistance in rural areas.
Rural homeowners with low incomes also 
have high housing cost burdens. More 
than half paid over 30 percent of their 
income for housing-related costs. Despite 
high housing cost burdens, low-income 
rural residents are much more likely than 
their urban counterparts to own their own 
homes. The homeownership rate for toiral 
households earning less than $ 1 0 , 0 0 0  a 
year, at 60 percent, was higher than the 
overall urban homeownership rate for all 
incomes. More than one in five rural 
households lives in housing that is not 
affordable to them. In some regions of the

Figure 18: Slates with the Highest itupal Cost Burden, iUledian Rent, and 
Niedian Owner Cost

MEDIAN RENT

1 California 31.9% New Jersey $668 New Jersey $1333

2 New Hampshire 30.7% Connecticut $646 Connecticut $1309

3 New Jersey 29.9% Massachusetts $588 New Hampshire $1153

4 Rliode Island 28.3% Rhode Island $587 Massachusetts $1140

5 Massachusetts 28.0% New Hampshire $548 Rhode Island $1105

6 Colorado 27.2% Hawaii $534 California $1076

country, a much higher percentage of rural 
residents are cost burdened. In almost 
every case, states with the highest percent
age of cost-burdened households also have 
the highest median monthly rents and 
owner costs.
W hile Figure 18 lists only the first six 
states, all of the New England states (with 
the exception of Maine) are among the 
states with the largest percentage of cost- 
burdened households. California has by far 
the highest number of rural households 
living in housing that is not affordable: 
more than one of every three paid over 30 
percent of its income for housing costs in
1989. The states in Figure 18 are not 
among those with the lowest rural median 
income or the most rural poverty: they 
simply have the most expensive housing in 
the United States.

Almost all of the Midwestern states are 
among those with the lowest percentage of 
cost-burdened m ral households, as shown 
in Figure 19. The correlation between cost 
burden and median monthly housing costs 
found among those states with the highest 
levels of cost burden is not present among 
states with the lowest percentage of cost- 
burdened rural households.

Taking Stock of Rural P oven y and Housing f o r  the 1990s



Hgure 19: States with the Lewest Rural Cost BiiPden, Median Rent, and

RANK COSTBIJRnFN
MEDIAN OWNFR rOCT

1 Indiana 13.8% North Dakota $245 Mississippi $533
2 Iowa 15.5% Soutli Dakota $249 West Virginia $551
3 Nebraska 15.6% Mississippi $259 Arkansas $555
4 Kansas 16.9% Alabama $266 Kentucky $569
5 Ohio 17.2% Nebraska $269 Oklahoma $577
6 Illinois 17.4% Kentucky $270 Alabama $585

Figure 20: Changes in Rurai Housiiw Quaiity, 1970-1980 Housing Quality
Housing quality in the rural 

United States has improved sig
nificantly in the last 2 0  years. 
Fewer than one million occupied 
housing units in rural areas were 
substandard in 1990, a decrease of 
6 6  percent since 1970.^
As the chart in Figure 20 illus
trates, particularly dramatic 
improvements have occurred in 
the number of rural units that 
lack complete plumbing. In 1970, 
2 .2  million housing units in the 
rural U.S. had incomplete plumb
ing facilities. By 1990, the num
ber of units lacking complete 
plumbing had fallen to just over 
344,000. Conditions of over
crowding also improved between 
1970 and 1990, after a slight 
increase in 1980.
Despite these encouraging fig
ures, extreme caution should be 
used when drawing conclusions 

about overall improvements in rural hous
ing quality based on decennial Census fig
ures. The Census is more likely to under-

1970 1980 1990

INCOMPLETE
PLUMBING

1970 1980 1990 

OVERCROWDED
1970 1980 1990

BOTH
1970 1980 1990 

TOTAL 
SUBSTANDARD

“  T h e  defin ition  o f “substandard” housing is transitory. For d ie  saice o f this report, the current conventional definition ot sub
standard is used: housing that e ither lacks com plete p lum bing or is overcrowded (or both). T h is defin ition is w holly insufficient, 
however, to describe the total num ber of housing units that are unsafe, d ilapidated , or otherw ise inadequate. T h e convendonal 
defin ition  has, unfortunately, narrowed as data on housing quality available from the Census has become less precise. Readers 
should be cautioned d ia t the actual num ber o f poor quality units is substantially h igher d ian any figures based on Census data, 

in c lud ing  those in this report.
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count rural than urban housing units, 
especially those in remote areas and those 
tliat are renter-occupietl, which are also 
frequently substandard.'' The 1 ^̂ 90 data 
on complete plumbing hicilities is also not 
stricth' comparable with data from the 
1^70 and 1980 Censuses; the Census 
Bureau estimates that approximately 25 
percent of all units counted as lacking 
complete plumbing in 1970 and 1980 
would be counted as having complete 
plumbing using 1990 criteria/''
The improvement in overall rural housing 
qualit}' between 1970 and 1990 is most 
directly attributable to an increase in fed
eral housing programs targeting rural 
areas. The amount of money tJiat the 
Farmers Home Administration (FmHA) 
disbursed in loans for rural housing 
increased 500 percent between 1970 and 
1980, from $793.7 million to $4.2 bilhon.‘*’ 
The number of substandard units during 
the same period fell by 1.2 million. 
Between 1980 and 1990, the number of 
substandard housing units stdll declined, 
but by only 700,000 units — about half 
tJie rate of decline in the previous decade. 
FmHA funding levels also dropped by 42 
percent from 1980 to 1990 (from $4.2 bil
lion to $2.3 biUion), suggesting a strong 
correlation between federal rural housing 
expenditures and rural housing quality. It 
is also hkely that a significant portion of 
the improvement in housing quality 
between 1980 and 1990 occurred in the 
early ‘80s, when many of the units that 
were funded by Farmers Home during its 
peak spending years in the late 1970s were 
finished and occupied.

Differences in Rural and 
Urban Housing Quality
As P'igure 21 indicates, the housing quality 

problems of rural households tend to be 
different from those of households in urban 
areas, despite the fact that the overall per
centages of substandard units are similar.

Figire 2 1: Housing Quality 
indicators/Perceiit ol i M  and

HOUSING
QUALITV
INniCATOR

PERCENT 
OF TOTAL 

RURALUNTTS

PERCENT 
OF TOTAL 

URBAN UNTTS

Crowded only 2.9% 5.1%

Lack plumbing only 1.6% .4%

Both .3% .1%

Total 4.8% 5.5%

Figure 21 shows that households in urban 
parts of the United States are more often 
overcrowded, while rural households are 
four times more likely to lack complete 
plumbing. It is likely that crowded units 
are more prevalent in urban areas because 
housing units are often small and larger 
units less affordable, making it difficult for 
households to move as they expand. 
Almost all housing units in urban areas are 
connected to public water systems by 
virtue of their physical proximity, while 
many rural units lack public sewer and 
water connections. Homes with multiple 
housing quality problems are dispropor
tionately located in the rural United 
States: of all the housing units that are 
both overcrowded and lacking complete 
plumbing, almost half are in rural areas.

 ̂ For more inform ation, see the section of this report on the Census undercount.

A potential m itigant to some of this discrepancy is that in 1970 and 1980 the data on p lum bing facihties was co llected for units 
occupied all year only. 1990 figures include seasonal housing units as w ell, thus pushing the 1990 num ber o f units lack ing com 
plete p lum bing higher.

T hese figures do not include loans from program s that do not produce housing units, such as Sections 523, 524, 525, and 
509(c). Source of data: I lousing Assistance Council.
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.H g v e H o i is l i i g  Quality Indicators by Tenure
RURAL URBAN

Kitchen Facilities
IWEED
STATES

%
OF ALL 

U.S. 
UNITS. TOTAr,

%OF
ALL

RURAL
UMTS

% 0F 
U.S. UNITS 

WITH 
PROBLEM TOTAL

% 0F
ALL

URBAN
UNTTS

% 0F 
U.S. UNITS

w r r a
PROBLEM

complete 101,154,052 98.9 25,503,967 97.9 25.2 76,650,085 99.3 75.8
lacking complete 1,109,626 1.1 559,413 2 .1 50.4 550,213 .7 49.6

Plumbing Facilities
complete 101,161,982 98.9 25,354,044 97.3 25.4 75,807,938 98.2 74.9

' lacking complete 1,101,696 1 .1 709,336 2.7 64.4 392,360 .5 35.6

Housing Problems by Tenure
OWNERS 59,031,378 17,664,141 41,367,237

It complete plumbing with overcrowding 1,431,705 1 .6 395,019 1 .8 27.6 1,036,686 1.5 72.4
II lacking complete plumbing, no overcrowding 328,782 .4 227,862 1 .0 69.3 100,920 .14 30.7
R lacking complete plumbing with overcrowding 51,724 .06 38,760 .18 74.9 12,964 .02 25.1

RENTERS 32,916,032 4,247,644 28,668,388

complete plumbing with overcrowding 2,751,469 3.0 241,985 1.1 8 .8 2,509,484 3.6 91.2

lacking complete plumbing, no overcrowding 264,582 .29 116,410 .5 44.0 148,172 .2 6 6 .0

lacking complete plumbing with overcrowding 76,605 .08 22,823 .1 29.8 53,782 .08 70.2

Despite improvements, serious housing 
quality problems remain for many rural 
Americans. Almost one million people in 
rural areas live in housing that lacks com
plete plumbing facilities, and 1 .8  million 
live in overcrowded housing units. All 
together, more than 2.7 m illion rural 
Americans lived in substandard housing in 
1990.’°
As Figure 22 illustrates, rural renters were 
more than twice as likely to live in sub
standard housing as people who owned 
their own homes. W ith lower median 
incomes and higher poverty rates than 
homeowners, many renters are unable to 
find adequate housing that is still afford
able to them. The rates of cost burden 
among rural renters, especially those who 
are low-income, indicate that many cannot

afford even the substandard units in which 
they currently reside. The general lack of 
housing affordable to low-income people 
in the rural United States exacerbates this 
problem, and keeps the rural poor locked 
in inadequate housing.
Only 2 percent of all rural housing units in 
the U.S. lacked complete plumbing facili
ties in 1990. This number rose dramatical
ly for units with a black, American 
Indian/Eskimo/Aleut, or Hispanic house
holder. M inority rural households com
prised 33 percent of all rural households 
that lacked complete plumbing, despite the 
fact that they occupied only 7.5 percent of 
all rural units.
Thirteen percent of the nation’s American 
Indian/Eskimo/Aleut households in rural 
areas did not have complete plumbing in

T h ese  figures are estim ates based on the num ber o f un its w ith incom plete p lum hm g and those that are overcrowded times the 

average num ber o f people per rural housing un it (2.76).
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iilinost ten tim es tlie  la te  ol w hite 
houselio lclers. ' Ninet\ -th ree  tliousanti 
rural black households lived w ithout a ile - 
quate plumbing- fac ilities , m ore than S p er
cen t ot all un its w ith a b lack househoKler. 
O f all m in o rity  racial/ethn ic groups, o n ly  
A sian/Pacific is lan d er households had 
com plete p lu m b in g  at rates equal to w h ite 
households.

The worst housing in the rural United 
States is concentrated in Alaska, Arizona, 
and New Mexico. These three states have 
by fiir the highest percentage of units with 
incomplete Idtchen and plumbing facili
ties, units that are overcrowded, and units 
that are crowded and lacking complete 
plumbing. In 1990, 27 percent of all over
crowded rural units tJiat lacked complete 
plumbing facilities were in Alaska,
Arizona, and New Mexico, but these states 
had only 1.5 percent of all rural housing 
units in the United States.
These staggering housing quality prob
lems are closely related to the extreme 
poverty of the states’ rural residents. 
Arizona and New Mexico have the highest 
rural poverty rates in the country: more 
than 27 percent of the states’ rural people 
lived below the poverty line in 1989.
Twelve percent of rural people in Alaska 
lived in poverty, which is substantially 
higher than the national average. These 
states also had 
the highest con
centration of 
American 
Indian/Eskimo/
Aleut people, 
whose national 
nonmetro 
poverty rate was 
almost 40 per
cent. In Alaska,
Arizona, and 
New Mexico, 
the poverty rate 
of American 
Indian/Eskimo/
Aleut people was

Figure 23: Rural Units lacliing Complete Phmiilng
IS r -

te,
O

Uu
Oh

WHITE ASIAN/
PACIFIC

ISLANDER

fflSPAM C BLACK AMERICAN
INDL\N

28.4 percent, 61.0 percent, and 55.8 per
cent, respectively. In addition to extreme 
poverty conditions, the remoteness of 
rural areas in these three states exacerbates 
housing quahty problems: current sewer 
and water facilities are wholly inadequate 
to meet the need of existing units, and new 
hookxips are often too expensive to extend 
as settlements expand.

Figure Z4 : States witli the Highest Percentage of Rural Units with Housing 
Qualitir Problems

RANK

UCKING
COiWPLETE

k it c h e n

UCKING
COMPLETE
PLUMBING OVERCROWDED

CROWDED AND 
LACKING COMPLETE 

PLUMBING

1 Alaska 28.1 Alaska 20.2 Arizona 15.0 Alaska -
2 Arizona 10.4 Arizona 9.5 Hawaii 13.7 Arizona
3 New Mexico 8.4 New Mexico 7.6 Alaska 13.5 New Mexico
4 North Dakota 4.2 Kentucky 4.8 New Mexico 12.6 Hawaii
5 Utah 4.2 Virginia 4.2 California 7.4'’*- L't.ih

' For more infonnatio ii on the iiousing tom iitions of American Indian/Esicimo/Aleut people, see the section o f this report en ti
tled “N ative A m ericans.”
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Hgure 25: Source of Water

Total Units

public or private system 

individual drilled well 

individual dug well 

other

RURAL
TOTAL

26,063,380

12,132,843

11,461,919

1,481,471

987,147

URBAN
%

46.6

44.0

5.7

3.8

NONMETRO METRO
TOTAI, % TOTAL % TOTAI, %.

76,200,298 24,619,279 77,644,399
73,935,923 97.0 15,955,543 64.8 70,113,223 90.3
2,005,229 2.6 6,941,605 28.2 6,525,543 8.4

183,072 .2 970,114 3.9 694,429 .9
76,074 .1 752,017 3.1 311,204 .4

Water Supply and Quality
Water supply and sewage disposal prob

lems are much more common in the 
rural United States than they are in urban 
areas. Although the percentage of rural 
housing units with complete plumbing has 
improved dramatically over the last 30 
years, there are indications that many rural 
water supply facilities have serious struc
tural problems. A 1990 report of the 
Environmental Protection Agency stated 
that $ 1 1 0  billion was needed to construct 
new and improve existing wastewater 
treatment facilities in communities with 
less than 1 0 , 0 0 0  people.”
As Figure 25 illustrates, the source of 
water for almost 50 percent of all rural 
households is individually drilled or dug 
wells, which is 25 times higher than the 
proportion of urban households using 
wells. Fewer than half of rural households 
are served by large community-wide water 
systems, due largely to inadequate infra
structure and lack of funding to expand 
public water systems.
W ater quality in the rural United States is 
severely compromised as a result. 
Households served by community systems 
(15 or more connections) tend to have the 
best overall water quality, followed closely

by individual systems (usually wells), while 
those on intermediate systems (2-14 con
nections) generally have the poorest quali
ty.” The most recent nationwide study of 
rural water conditions, conducted in 1984 
by Cornell University for the Environ
mental Protection Agency, found “prob
lems of greater magnitude and prevalence 
than had been expected.” *̂' Almost two- 
thirds of all rural households had water 
judged unacceptable for at least one major 
contaminant. Coliform organisms, the 
most prevalent problem, were found in 29 
percent of all rural units, including 40 per
cent of those served by intermediate or 
individual systems. Fecal coliform bacteria 
were found in the water of 12 percent of 
all rural households. In general, house
holds with low incomes and low educa
tional levels were more likely than others 
to have bacterial contamination.”
The contamination of drinking water with 
coliform bacteria is one indication that 
residential sewage disposal capability is 
inadequate in rural areas. According to the
1991 American Housing Survey, 9.8 mil
lion nonmetropolitan households (almost 
one-half of the total) relied on septic tanks 
and cesspools for sewage disposal; another
108,000 used undefined means other than 
public sewer, septic tank, or cesspool. 
Unfortunately, two-thirds of the land area

” N ational R ural W ater Association Staff, D ecem ber 1992.

” “N ational Statistical Assessm ent o f R ural W ater Conditions” (EPA Report #570/09-84-004, June 1984). 

'“ Ib id ., p. 10.

” Ib id ., p. 7.
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Figupe 26: Sewage DIspesal
RURAL URBAN NONMETRO

minimum requirements for soil absorption 
systems, and much of the land area with 
severe soil limitations is in areas where 
septic tank field absorption systems are 
most concentrated.'*
Many rural households also experience 
problems with water quantity and availabili
ty. According to the 1984 EPA study,
700,000 households reported that their sup
ply “usually” or “always” provided an insuf
ficient quantity of water, which was most 
often attributable to deterioration or inade
quate construction of physical facilities. 
About 370,000 rural households were

an off-premises supply. Twenty-six percent 
of rural households experienced water sup
ply breakdowns during the year they were 
surveyed. This figure was even higher for 
households in small rural communities.”
The method of sewage disposal followed 
similar patterns. Note especially the 
extreme difference in the proportion of 
rural vs. urban units using septic tanks or 
cesspools. W hile the number of rural com
munities that had access to pubhc sewer 
systems increased between 1980 and 1990, 
almost three quarters of all rural housing 
units lacked this basic service in 1990.

METRO
TOTAL % TOTAL % TOTAI. % TOTAL %

Total Units 26,063,380 76,200,298 24,619,279 77,644,399

public sewer 6,247,799 24.0 70,207,412 92.1 11,960,508 48.6 64,494,703 83.1

septic tank or cesspool 18,926,980 72.6 5,743,897 7.5 11,953,275 48.6 14,717,602 19.0

other means 888,601 3.4 248,989 0.33 705,496 2.9 432,094 0.6

1 the United States does not meet the forced to haul water on a regular basis from

SCS Engineers, G uidance M m iw i lfo r  S m v rk s s  S iin ita i j D ev ices in u l R e i j c l i v g  M ethods, (U .S . D eparnnent o f \ lo usin g  and Urbai 
Development, 1983), p. I-1.

Ibid., pp. 10-12.
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CENSUS UNDERCOUNT

. . .  housing tenure and 

geographical lecatien had 

shmug correlations with 

undercouut. . .

The Census Bureau, other government 
agencies, and nonprofit groups agree 
that the level of error in the 1990 

decennial Census was the highest ever 
since the Census began. These organiza
tions disagree, however, on the actual level 
of error. The Census Bureau estimates 
that the net undercount for the 1990

Census was about 5.3 m il
lion people.’” In a report 
requested by the House 
Subcommittee on Census 
and Population, the 
General Accounting Office 
(GAO) argues that using 
net undercount figures 
obscures the true level of 
error in the Census. In 
addition to those persons 
the Census failed to count, 
the GAO report asserts, 

millions of others were improperly count
ed. The GAO believes that using an analy
sis of gross error (the total number of mis
takes made), rather than net undercount, 
gives a more precise understanding of the 
accuracy of the 1990 Census.
Following the tabulation of Census data, 
the Census Bureau undertook three types 
of analysis to gauge undercount levels: a 
“demographic analysis,” which compares 
Census data with administrative records 
such as school enrollment, birth/death 
records, and immigration statistics; a 
“Post-Enumeration Survey” (PES) in 
which researchers return to selected sites 
and undertake a detailed interview, then

compare the results with the Census forms 
for those sites; and “alternative enumera
tions,” in which ethnographers studied 29 
different areas in the United States known 
to be problem areas for undercounts, such 
as rural North Carolina, the colonias, 
Puerto Rico, Harlem, etc. The results are 
once again compared to Census data.
Using data from the Post-Enumeration 
Survey, the Government Accounting 
Office estimates that there were between
14.1 and 25.7 million gross errors in the
1990 Census."''
Undercounts are to be expected in 
Censuses attempting to count the popula
tion of a country the size of the United 
States. But the 1990 decennial Census had 
a very large differential undercount of 
racial/ethnic minorities. The Post- 
Enumeration Survey, which according to 
most demographers consistently underesti
mates the undercount, showed the follow
ing rates of undercounting;

Non-Hispanic WTiites .7%
Blacks 4.6%
Hispanics 5.0%
Asian/Pacific Islanders 2.4%
American Indian/Eskimo/Aleut
(on Native lands) 12.2%

'Fhe PES also showed that housing tenure 
and geographical location had strong corre
lations with undercount, with n ira l renters, 
especially m inority renters, show ing undercoiint 
rates o f  up to 15.8 percent. Statisticians and 
demographers generally agree that there

-U n ited  States G eneral A ccounting Office, Report to the H ouse Subcom m ittee on Census and Population, “Reported N et 

U n dercount O bscured M agn itude o f E rror” (G A O /G G D -91-113. August 22, 1991).

” Ib id ., pp. 1-2.

Housing Assistance Council



arc five m ajor reasons torthc iliK crciitial 
uiulercoiiiU .'"’ It is iinporta iit to note that 
n ia iu ' o f these are related to econom ic as 
well as cu ltural tactors.

1) Irregular and complex household 
arrangem ents. This categor\' repre
sents many layers of problems, from 
fimiiies douhiing up in housing, to 
extended families, to ditferent cultural 
definitions of the same Census terms. 
For example, in many Asian/Pacific 
Islander communities, a child is not 
considered an official member of the 
family until after it has had a naming 
ceremony, which can range from three 
months to a year after a baby is born. 
Some Asian/Pacific Islander people are, 
therefore, not likely to list a young 
baby as a family member on the Census 
form. Another example is that there are 
only seven places on the short form to 
list household residents. Obviously 
many families have more than seven 
people. Logic dictates that the older 
household members get listed first, so 
children are omitted from the form 
because there is no more space. Both of 
these examples contribute to the fact 
that children under five years old are 
very likely to be undercounted, espe
cially if they are not white.

2) Irregular Housing. Enumerators 
obviously cannot judge precisely how 
many housing units there are in a given 
building, especially if  the building is 
vacant. Two brownstones of the same 
size in New York C ity can have one or 
ten housing units. Housing in convert
ed (or unconverted) lofts, garages, 
basements, barns, and other places is 
also often missed.

3) Residential mobility. This is a partic
ular problem when measuring migrant 
workers, new immigrants, and students.

4) Fear of governm ent and outsiders, 
riiis was consistently reported to be 
the largest contributor to people’s fail
ure to respond accurately (or at all) to 
the (>ensus. I 'he (Census Bureau’s pub
lic relations material stresses that data 
collected is confidential, a message that 
is particularly targeted to minority 
communities. However, history shows 
that confidentiality has not always been 
observed. In the midst of World War 
II, the United States government used 
Census records to identify Japanese 
people so that they could be rounded 
up and interned in detention camps.
In public housing, when a child turns 
18 he or she must be added to the lease 
(with a commensurate increase in rent) 
or s/he must move out. Of course, nei
ther is a viable option for many people, 
so people 18 or older live “illegally” in 
public housing. M any public housing 
residents do not fill out the Census 
accurately for fear the information will 
be given to housing authorities and 
they will be evicted. This phenomenon 
is primarily responsible for the very 
high undercount levels of black men 
between the ages of 18 and 22. On 
Indian reservations and trust lands, 
where the undercount is the highest, 
residents are very unlikely to answer 
the Census accurately for fear that land 
will be taken from the tribes if  the pop
ulation is accurately measured.

5) Little or no knowledge o f English. 
This is especially true for new immi
grants from Asia and the Pacific Islands 
and for Hispanic people. There were 
severe problems reported with the 
availability of Spanish-language Census 
forms. Dissemination of Census forms 
in other languages was not widespread.

In the spring 1993, the Census Bureau sponsored the “Research Conference on U ndercounted Ethnic Populations” in 
Richmond, V irgin ia. About 200 researchers, statisticians, dem ographers, and ethnographers from the Census Bureau, nonprof
it groups, and universities gathered to share inform ation on the d ifferential undercount o f racial/ethnic m inorities in the 1990 
Census, and to suggest changes in m ethodology and enum eration that m ight lessen undercount in the future. T h e  conclusions 
in this section are hased on the insights and reports o f the conferencc attendees.

T hese examples, and all those in this section, were relayed by com m unity activists who attem pt to o rgan ize the ir conim uni- 
ties and pressure the C.ensus Bureau — to increase the accuracy of C^ensus counts.
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In 19 70 , an estimated 

87 percent of the tetal 

United States pepniatien 

answered tiie Census 

qnestionnaire, wiiiie in 1990 

eniy 74  percent responded.

All of these factors contribute to rural 
undercounts, but some factors are specifi
cally rural. Among them are the following;
1) Nonreceipt o f Census form. This is 

also a problem in metropolitan areas, 
but for different reasons. In rural areas, 
the mailing address of a housing unit is 
often not at the physical location of the 
unit (i.e., post office boxes, general 
delivery, mailboxes at one end of a 
rural route, multiple units sharing one 
mailbox). A substantial number of rural 
housing units are missed this way. Also, 
enumerators that do followup often 
“can’t find” rural units.

2) Mix o f housing 
types and occupancy 
status. The myriad kinds 
of rural housing also con
tribute to the under
count. The preponder
ance of mobile homes 
confounds the problem, 
since they can literally be 
moved. In urban areas, 
tenure is more uniform 
on a block level, while in 
rural areas one block is 
more likely to contain 
multiple owner- and 
renter-occupied units. 
The same mobile home 
can also be used over the 

course of one year as an extra bedroom 
for a family or as a whole separate unit.

3) Rough terrain. The sheer physical dis
tance between housing units is a barrier 
to follow-up enumeration.

In addition to the under- and mis-count- 
ing, the O nsus Bureau encountered 
severe problems related to the public’s 
willingness to participate in the Census in 
1990. I'here has been a sharp decline in 
public participation rates over the last sev
eral decades. In 1970, an estimated 87 per
cent of the total United States population 
answered the Census questionnaire, while 
in 1990 only 74 percent responded.
Concern for privacy and confidentiality, 
illiteracy, the presence of a large number 
of non-English speaking immigrants, gen
eral apathy, lack of confidence in govern
ment, and the fear of undocumented aliens 
to reveal information about themselves, 
have all contributed to this problem."
The General Accounting Office also 
reports that the cost of the 1990 Census 
increased significantly compared to the 
1980 Census, even as the accuracy 
declined. Among other errors resulting in 
increased cost, the GAO reported that the 
Census Bureau’s address list development 
process was flawed, which resulted in 
sending millions of questionnaires to 
vacant or nonexistent housing units. 
Followup by Census enumerators to these 
units cost an estimated $317 million in 
1990.''
These problems seriously compromise 
data from the 1990 Census, particularly 
data related to the demographic groups 
highlighted in this report: rural Americans, 
renters, low-income people, and 
racial/ethnic minorities. Extreme caution 
should be used when attempting to draw 
detailed conclusions from 1990 Census 
data.

«  U n ited  States G eneral A ccounting O ffice, Report to the H ouse Subco .n .u ittee on Census and Population, “ 1 ‘>90 Results Show 

N eed for Fundam ental R eform ” (G AO /G G D -92-94, pp. 2-4 , Jun e  1992).
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THE LOWER MISSISSIPPI DELIA

In 1989, the Lower 

Mississippi Deita's 

apppoximateiy 8.4 miiiion 

iniiabitaids faced an overaii 

poverty rate of 23 percent.

The Mississippi Delta region of the 
United States has had high, even 
extreme, rates of poverty for decades.

In 1970, the Mississippi Delta Region 
(then identified as 43 counties within the 
flatland delta areas of Arkansas, Louisiana, 
Mississippi and Missouri) was considered 
to have the largest number of poor people 
in the country.' At that time the area’s high 

incidence of poverty was 
primarily, though not 
entirely, related to the area 
population’s racial composi
tion.’ Eighty-four percent 
of the black population and 
31 percent of the white 
population were classified 
as poor in 1966.^
In 1988 Congress estab
lished the Lower 
Mississippi Delta 
Development Commission, 
which expanded the geo

graphic definition of the delta to include a 
total of 219 counties in portions of 
Arkansas, Louisiana, Mississippi, Missouri, 
Illinois, Tennessee and Kentucky.■* In its
1990 report to the President and 
Congress, the Commission said of the area 
and its population:

These are the people who thrive — 
or in some cases, barely survive — 
along . . . [the heart of the nation’s] 
great living artery, the Mississippi

River. I'hese are the people who by 
virtue of place are surrounded by 
thousands of square miles of some 
of the country’s richest natural 
resources and physical assets . . . .
And yet, these are the people who 
by statistics constitute the poorest 
region of the United States of 
America . . . where good housing . .
. is unattainable for many . . . .’

In 1989, the Lower Mississippi Delta’s 
approximately 8.4 million inhabitants 
faced an overall poverty rate of 23 
percent.* The region continues to have 
higher proportions of people who are the 
most likely to be poor throughout the 
United States, including people in rural 
and nonmetro areas and black people. 
However, many of the reasons for the 
Lower Mississippi Delta’s continuing per
sistent poverty relative to the rest of the 
nation are beyond the scope of the popula
tion, poverty and housing data presented 
in this report. Obviously, a complex array 
of social, cultural, and economic factors 
influences an area’s ability to provide jobs, 
educational opportunities, and decent 
housing for its inhabitants. Additionally, 
the Lower Mississippi Delta (LMD) is a 
diverse region with sub-regional economic 
markets and influences. Even a 1970 
report on the 43 counties in four states 
that were then considered to make up the 
Mississippi Delta notes that “the Delta is

' U .S . D epartinent o f A gricu ltu re Econom ic Research Serv ice, H um an R esources h i th e  R im il M ississippi D elta  |). 1.

 ̂ T h e  1970 report was based on a 1966 survey o f 1,249 households, of which 52.4 |>erccnt were headed by white persons and

47 .6  percent w ere headed by b lack persons. (Ibid., pp. 3, 13.)

’ Ib id ., p. vii.

■* Table B-15 in Appendix B is a list o f the counties in the Low er M ississippi Delta Region.

' L ow er M ississipp i D elta D evelopm ent Com m ission, T he D elta  In it ia tiv e s  ( W O )  p. 6.

“ A ll poverty and incom e data in the 1990 Census m easures conditions for the previous year (1989).

’ H um an  R esou rces in  th e  R u ra l M ississipp i D elta , p. 1.
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not ;i co iiip lctcU  liom og'cncoiis reg ion ; 
local ;ircas ilitVcr in population  mix, . . . 
(c inp loyn icn t base) and social 
in stitu tio n s.”

riic follow ing' subsections provide a brief 
report on some ot the most current popu
lation, poverty and housing data available 
tor the region. I'he data presented is from 

C'ensus (Summary 'Tape File }) data 
on the 219 counties identified by the 
Lower Mississippi Delta Development 
Commission. The following analyses com
pare aggregate statistics for the entire 
LAID with statistics for the total U.S. and 
compare nonmetro LMD statistics with 
nonmetro U.S. and metro LMD statistics. 
Nonmetro areas, rather than rural areas, of 
the Lower Mississippi Delta are the focus 
of the analyses since rural data (other than 
persons in rural areas) is not available for 
the region.*

POPULATION

The LMD had a total population of 
S,361,766 persons in 3,048,733 house
holds in 1990. lab les 1M6 and B-17 in 

Appendix B provide breakdowns of the 
Lower Mississippi Delta population by 
urban/rural, metro/noninetro and state 
locations, by race and Hispanic origin, by 
fainily/non-family household types, and by 
age of householder. The summary table 
that follows provides aggregate population 
data for the area. LMD Figures 2 and 3 
illustrate the region’s percentages of select
ed sub-populations compared to those 
populations’ proportions in the total 
United States.

LMD Figure 1 ; Population Data’
TOTAL

LMD
METRO

LMD
NONMETRO

LMD
NONMETRO

Persons 8,361,766 3,449,269 4,912,497 59%

Living in Urban Areas 4,997,233 3,044,197 1,953,036 39%

Living in Rural Areas 3,364,533 405,072 2,959,461 88%

White 5,831,867 2,108,023 3,723,844 64%

Black 2,424,932 1,276,455 1,148,477 47%

OtJier Race 104,967 64,791 40,176 38%

Hispanic 103,300 68,943 34,357 33%

Households 3,048,733 1,262,917 1,785,816 59%
Families by Age of Householder:

15 to 64 1,839,610 762,106 1,077,504 59%

65 and older 382,700 131,432 251,268 66%

Non-Families by Age of Householder:

15 to 64 485,250 253,432 231,818 48%
65 and older 341,173 115,947 225,226 66%

M etro anci nonmetro areas arc determ ined on a county-w ide basis, w hile urban and rural areas are defined at sub-county lev
els. Both metro and nonmetro counties may contain urban and rural areas. T h e  term s m etro, nonm etro, urban and rural are 
defined in Appendix A of this report.

Numbers and |)crcents are rounded to the nearest whole num ber and m ay not sum to totals due to rounding.
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LMD Figire 2: Population Comparisons
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Rural and Nonmetro 
Populalion
The Lower Mississippi Delta population is 

generally more rural than the total U.S. 
population. Approximately 3.4 million, or 
40 percent of the LMD population, lived 
in rural areas in 1990. This compares to a 
national rural population that was 25 per
cent of the country’s total population.

LMD Figure 3: Minority PopiM lon Comparisons

LMD TOTAL U.S.

NON-WHITE

LMD TOTAL U.S. 

HISPANIC

LMD inhabitants are also more likely than 
the rest of the U.S. population to live in 
nonmetro counties. The 19 metro counties 
included in this region contained only 41 
percent of the region’s population in 
1990."’ Nationally, metro counties con
tained 77 percent of the total population. 
Approximately 4.9 million, or 59 percent 
of LMD inhabitants, lived in the region’s 
2 0 0  nonmetro counties.

Race anil Ethnicity
The LMD has a higher proportion of 

black people than the United States as a 
whole (29 percent versus 12 percent in 
1990), and a lower proportion of American 
Indians, Eskimos, Aleuts, Asian/Pacific 
Islanders and persons of other races (only 
1 percent for all these races combined). As 
is true for the rest of the country, non
metro areas of the Lower Mississippi 
Delta have lower proportions of minorities 
than metro areas. Minorities made up 24 
percent of the region’s nonmetro popula
tion. The Hispanic population of this 
region is also much smaller proportionate
ly than it is nationwide, representing only 
1 percent of the area’s total population in 
1990. Four of the LMD states — 
Kentucky, Mississippi, Tennessee and 
Louisiana — were listed earlier in this 
report as among the seven states experi
encing a decrease in rural Hispanic popu
lation between 1980 and 1990."

Elderly Population
Householders in the Lower Mississippi 

Delta are, in general, more likely to be 
elderly than householders nationwide. 
Elderly households (those headed by per
son 65 years and older) made up 24 per
cent of the region’s total households in
1990. Nationally, elderly householders 
constituted 22  percent of all households

■“T h is  report uses designations o f LM D  counties as m etro or nonm etro provided in T h e  Delta Initiatives, a 1990 report by the 

Lowfer M ississipp i D elta D evelopm ent Com m ission.

" For m ore inform ation on the decline in H ispanic population in these states, see the “Population” section at the begm m ng of 

this report.
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iinil 2(> pcrcciu  ol no iim ctro  lio iisc lio ld s. 
S iin ih irly , in nonn ictro  ;irc;is of the I .M l) ,  
c ltle rly  housclio lclcrs accouiitccl tor 27 
p c rte in  oF liouschoKls. ApproxiiiKUely 
h;ilt ot the non inetro  e ltle r ly  househo lders 
in the LAID are in n o n -ta in ily  households, 
m ean in g  they live alone or w ith non- 
relati\es.

POVERTY

Housing units in the LMD are more Hkely 
to he occupied by famihes than units 

nationwide. Seventy-three 
percent of all LMD households and 74 
percent of LMD nonmetro households 
were comprised of families in 1990.
These proportions compared to a nation
wide proportion of fomily households of 
70 percent.

Tables B-18 through B-21 in Appendix B 
list poverty rates by age (for all persons 
.ind for black persons’’) and by family 

ty'pe (for all persons and for black persons) 
by state and metro/nonmetro areas of the 
region. The poverty rate for all persons in 
the Lower Mississippi Delta was 23 per
cent in 1989. As is true for the entire 
country, persons living in nonmetro areas 
of the LMD are more likely to live below 
the poverty line. The aggregate nonmetro 
poverty rate for the region was 2 5 percent, 
while the corresponding metro rate was 2 0  
percent. The aggregate nonmetro poverty 
rate and the 5 percent spread between 
aggregate metro and nonmetro poverty 
rates mask staggering poverty rates among 
vulnerable sub-populations, especially 
black children, in nonmetro areas of the 
region. LMD Figure 4 presents summary 
poverty data for the LMD.

LMD Hgire 4: Poverty Data
TOTAL LMD iVlt.lKOLMD NONiWHrTROLMD N0NME1'K0%

All Persons 8,110,583 3,360,755 4,749,828 59%

Persons in Poverty 1,848,878 665,325 1,183,553 64%

Poverty Rate 23% 20% 25%

Black Persons 2,334,401 1,238,462 1,095,939 47%
Black Persons in Poverty 1,026,850 467,773 559,077 54%
Poverty Rate 44% 38% 51%

All Families 2,222,310 893,538 1,328,772 60%
Families in Poverty 405,411 141,518 263,893 65%
Poverty Rate 18% 16% 20%

Black Families 564,855 303,609 261,246 46%
Black Families in Poverty 224,464 103,371 121,093 54%
Poverty Rate 40% 34% 46%

'■ Poverty rates for other races are not provided due to tlie re latively small proportion (I percent) o f the LM D  population that 
they represent.

" 1 he data in this and o ther poverty tables includes only persons and fam ilies for whom povert\' status was determ ined in the 
1990 C;ensus. N um bers and percents are rounded to the nearest whole num ber and may not sum to totals due to rounding.
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Persons age 18 to 64 

are least likely to be poor 

In nonmetro areas of 

the LM D. Their 1989 

poverty rate, however, 

was still 20 percent.

Poverty Rates by Age
Children under five years old living in 

nonmetro areas of the Lower Mississippi 
Delta are the most likely to live in poverty. 
Their aggregate 1989 poverty rate was 36 
percent. Five-year-old children, persons 75 
and older, and children age six to 11 are 
also extremely vulnerable to poverty in 
nonmetro areas of the region. These sub
populations’ poverty rates (among all 
races) were 35 percent, 34 percent and 33 
percent, respectively. Persons age 18 to 64 
are least likely to be poor in nonmetro 
areas of the LMD. Their 1989 poverty 

rate, however, was still 2 0  
percent. Interestingly, the 
second least likely age 
group to be poor are 65 to 
74 year olds, whose aggre
gate nonmetro poverty rate 
was 22 percent in 1989. 
Persons in this age group of 
younger elderly in the 
LMD are less likely to be 
poor than persons 75 and 
older for the same reasons 
as exist nationally. They are 
more likely to live in family 
households than persons 75 
and older and to share a 
spouse’s and/or extended 
family member’s income. 

The younger elderly population also 
includes a higher proportion of men, 
whose lifetime earnings and retirement 
savings/benefits are usually higher than 
those of women.
The relative prevalence of poverty among 
the nonmetro black population of the 
Lower Mississippi Delta reflects an even 
stronger bias toward children. Black chil
dren 11 years and younger are the most 
likely to be poor. Black children under five 
years old in nonmetro areas of the LMD 
experienced a staggering poverty rate of 65 
percent in 1989. Even black children who 
were 12 to 17 years old experienced a 
poverty rate equal to that of black individ
uals 75 years and older — 57 percent. As

for all races, nonmetro black persons age 
18 to 64 and those age 65 to 74 had the 
lowest poverty rates within their race in 
1989. Still, these rates were 44 percent and 
49 percent, respectively.

PovBily Rates by Family Type
Among all races, single-parent families 

with children are the most likely to be 
poor. Female-headed families with chil
dren in nonmetro areas of the LMD expe
rienced a poverty rate of 63 percent in
1989. The second highest poverty rate 
among family types was that of male
headed (no wife present) families with 
children — 37 percent. Married-couple 
families without children and those with 
children had the lowest LMD nonmetro 
poverty rates in 1989 — 10 percent and 15 
percent, respectively.
The ranking of nonmetro black families in 
the Lower Mississippi Delta by family type 
according to percent living in poverty is 
the same as that for all races. Black fami
lies of every type, however, are much more 
likely to be poor. The 1989 poverty rate 
for female-headed families with children 
was 75 percent in nonmetro areas of the 
LMD. The rates for male-headed families 
with children, female-headed families 
without children and male-headed families 
without children were 53 percent, 38 per
cent and 30 percent, respectively. Even 
black married-couple families with chil
dren and without children living in non
metro areas of the LMD experienced 1989 
poverty rates of 29 percent and 25 percent, 
respectively.

Poblic Assistaoce
Table B-22 provides data on public assis

tance income for residents of the Lower 
Mississippi Delta by age and by state and 
metro/nonmetro areas. As is true for the 
entire country, nonmetro residents of the 
LMD, although they have higher poverty' 
rates, are less likely than their metro coun
terparts to live in households that receive

Housing Assistance Council



public assistance iiico iiic . I his is true tor 
tlic  agg rega te  po jiiila tion  ot people ot all 
ages an il for persons under 15 years old. 
N onm etro  LAID resiilen ts 15 years and 
o k ler w ere s ligh tly  m ore lik e ly  to live in 
househokls that receivetl pub lic assistance 
incom e in l ‘^H9 than th e ir  m etro  co u n te r
parts. I Iov\ ever, the spread betw een m etro  
and nonm etro  poverty rates is still g re a te r  
than the spread betw een m etro  and n o n 
m etro  assistance rates For persons in the 
o lder age catego ries . I ’hus it canno t be 
assum ed th at pub lic assistance has eq u a l
ized the effects o f poverty on the L M D ’s 
nonm etro  and m etro  popu lation .

Tenure

Table B-23 in Appendix B provides 1990 
occupancy and tenure data for housing 
units by state and metro/nonmetro 

areas. The region’s 89 percent occupancy 
rate for all areas is comparable to tJie U.S. 
occupancy rate of 90 percent. The 89 per
cent occupancy rate in nonmetro areas of 
the LMD, however, is five percentage 
points higher than the rate for all non
metro areas of the country. On a state-by- 
state basis, each state’s nonmetro LMD 
area, except for Missouri, had an occupan
cy rate that was within two percentage 
points of the occupancy rate for all non
metro counties in the state. Missouri’s 
statewide nonmetro occupancy rate was 4  
percent lower than the 89 percent occu
pancy rate for the nonmetro counties in 
the LMD portion of the state. The higher 
occupancy rates in nonmetro LMD areas 
may, at least in part, be explained by the 
tendency for occupancy rates to be higher 
in rural areas of these states and the fact 
that LMD nonmetro counties have rela
tively high proportions of their popula
tions living in rural areas. (This is especial
ly true for Missouri.)

The proportions of owner- and renter- 
occu[)ied units tor the total population 

and for nonmetro areas of the Lower 
Mississippi Delta are similar to those for 
the total United States. Owners occupied 
67 percent of all occupied units in the 
region in 1990, and 72 percent of all occu
pied nonmetro units. According to 1980 
data from a report by the Lower 
Mississippi Delta Development 
Commission, ownership rates for the 
LMD did not change between 1980 and 
1990.
Tables B-24, 25, and 26 in Appendix B 
provide race and ethnicity data for all 
occupied units, owner-occupied units and 
renter-occupied units by state and 
metro/nonmetro areas. W hite household
ers are slightly more likely to be home
owners in nonmetro areas of the LMD 
than throughout the rest of the country. 
However, as is true nationally, minority 
householders are less likely to be owners 
than white householders in both metro 
and nonmetro areas of the LMD. The

LMD Figure 5: H o u ^  Data"

HOUSING UNITS 

Owner Occupied 

Renter Occupied 

Vacant

Occupied Mobile Homes 

UNITS WITH HOUSING 

Without Complete Kitchen 

Without Complete Plumbing 

Crowded 

Cost-Burdened

TOTAL

LMD

3,409,766

2,050,732

998,589

360,445

308,347

PROBLEMS

52,226

57,533

143,506

670,560

METRO
LMD

1,410,165

762,895

501,770

145,500

54,870

,^12,681

10,862

63,150

335,996

N O N M EraO  NONMEIHa 

IMJ %
1,999,601

1,287,837

496,819

214,945

253,477

19,545
46,671

80,356

59%

63%

50%

60%

82%

N um bers and percents are rounded to the nearest whole num ber and m ay not sum to totals due to rounding. D efinitions of 
housing quahty indicators are located in Appendix A of this report.
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region’s homeownership rate amongblack- 
headed households is actually one 
percentage point lower than the nation
wide homeownership rate for this 
population. Approximately 200,000, or 58 
percent, of black householders in non
metro areas of the region, owned their 
homes in 1990. The ownership rate for 
LMD nonmetro white householders was 
76 percent. These rates compare to 59 
percent and 74 percent ownership rates for 
nonmetro black and white households, 
respectively, nationwide.

ly used as retirement homes, second 
homes and permanent residences.

Mobile Homes
Eighty-two percent 

of the region's moliiie 

iiomes were iecated in

As noted in Table B-27, 10 
t

nonmetro counties.

percent of the region’s 
occupied units were mobile 
homes in 1990. Mobile 
homes made up the same 
proportion of occupied 
units in nonmetro areas of 
the Lower Mississippi 
Delta as they did for non
metro areas of the total 
U.S. — 14 percent. Eighty- 
two percent of the region’s 

mobile homes were located in nonmetro 
counties. Seventy-eight percent of these 
units were owner-occupied and account 
for 15 percent of the owner-occupied 
housing in nonmetro areas of the region.
On a state-by-state basis, LMD counties in 
six of the seven states in the region contain 
about the same proportions of mobile 
homes as the total states. The 16 LMD 
counties of Southern Illinois, however, had 
a mobile housing rate of 14 percent in
1990, compared to a 9 percent rate for the 
entire state. A possible explanation for the 
higher proportion of mobile homes in 
LMD counties of Illinois is that several of 
the counties are in the Shawnee National 
Forest, where mobile homes are common-

Water Supply
Table B-28 in Appendix B provides 1990 

data on housing units’ water sources. 
Housing units in nonmetro areas of the 
Lower Mississippi Delta are more likely to 
be on public or private water systems than 
nonmetro units throughout the country. 15 
The proportion of nonmetro units on 
public or private systems in the LMD was 
80 percent, versus 65 percent for non
metro areas of the country as a whole. The 
higher incidence of water systems is pri
marily due to soil conditions in the region 
that do not allow for drilling of safe, ade
quate wells. In its 1990 report, the Lower 
Mississippi Delta Development 
Commission noted that development of 
water and sewage facilities in rural areas of 
the region is very costly.'''

Housing Quality
Tables B-29 and B-30 in Appendix B pro

vide kitchen, plumbing and crowding 
data for housing units in the LM D .‘  ̂The 
percentages of units with specified prob
lems, other than units occupied by black 
householders that lack plumbing, are the 
same for the aggregate of nonmetro coun
ties and the region as a whole. Two per
cent of nonmetro units and 2 percent of all 
units in the LMD lacked complete 
kitchens in 1990. Two percent of each 
group lacked complete plumbing. Three 
percent of owner-occupied units and 8 
percent of renter-occupied units in non
metro and all areas of the Lower 
Mississippi Delta were crowded, meaning 
they were occupied by more than one per
son per room. As is true for the rest of the 
country, units occupied by black or other 
minority householders in the LMD are

" For m ore inform ation on rural w ater qua lity  in the U nited States, see the section of this report entitled “W ater Supply and 

Q uality .”

T h e  D elta In itiatives, p. 92.

D efinitions o f housing qua lity  indicators are included m Appendix A.
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I
im K'h m ore like ly  to li;i\c housing  c]u;ililv 
prob lem s th;tii those occup ie il by w Inite 
householders. l-'i\e percent ol units occu- 
jiiecl b\- bhiek householders in n o n in e tro  
;ireas oF rhe L A ID  ;unl 3 jie reen t ot all 
units oeeu[)ied b\' black househo lders in 
rhe I . M D  lacked p lu m b in g  in 1990.

Housing Affordability
Despite t̂ vo of the LAID states — 

Alississippi and Kentucky — being 
among the six L .̂S. states with the lowest 
median rent and home ow'nership costs,'” 
the percentage of cost-burdened house
holds (those paying 30 percent or more of 
monthly income toward housing costs) in 
the region is high. 'Eibles B-31 and B-32 
in Appendix B present housing cost bur
den data for the region by age of house
holder.
As is true for the rest of the country, 
renters in the LMD are much more likely 
to be cost burdened than owners. Elderly 
householders are more likely to have cost 
burden problems than non-elderly house
holders. Also like the rest of the country, 
cost burden rates are generally higher in 
metro than nonmetro regions of the 
LMD. LMD Figure 6 illustrates 1990 cost 
burden rates for nonmetro households. 
Fifty-three percent of elderly renters in 
nonmetro areas were cost burdened while 
42 percent of non-elderly renters were. 
The 21 percent cost burden rate for non
metro elderly homeowners was only 
1 percent less than the rate for metro 
elderly homeowners. The cost burden rate 
for non-elderly nonmetro homeowners 
was 18 percent.

LMD Figure 6: Nonmeiro Cost Burden Rates by 
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NATIVE AMERICANS

Thirteen percent of 

Native American lieuselioids 

in rural areas, and 16.5 

percent in Native American 

areas, iived witiiont 

cenipietepiunibingin1990.

Native Americans constiuite only a small 
proportion of the population of the 
rural United States,’ but suffer some 

of the highest poverty rates and worst 
housing conditions of any group in the 
country. In 1989, almost two of every five 
Native Ainerican persons residing in rural 
areas lived below the poverty line.
Thirteen percent of Native American

households in rural areas, 
and 16.5 percent in Native 
American areas,’ lived with
out complete plumbing in 
1990.
Additional information 
about rural Native 
Americans is difficult to 
obtain from published 
Census data, however. Very 
little data is aggregated by 
race or ethnicity. W hile 
data is aggregated for geo
graphic areas associated 
with Native Americans, 
nationwide only 42 percent 
of American Indian,

Eskimo and Aleut persons lived in these 
areas in 1990. As NA Figure 1 shows, over 
73 percent of the residents of Native 
American areas identified themselves as 
white, and only 16 percent as Native 
American. This apparent imbalance occurs 
because Native American areas include 
reservation lands in states such as

Oklahoma and Alaska where reservation 
land is not set aside in trust and tribal land 
is integrated into the general community.
Even the data for Native American per
sons in Native American areas is not truly 
useful for purposes of this report, because 
it is not separated for the rural and urban 
parts of those areas and, as indicated in 
NA Figure 1, only 41 percent of their resi
dents live in technically rural communities.
This section presents the information that 
is available about all rural Native 
Americans, and some of the key housing- 
related data available for Native American 
areas. No attempt has been made to 
extrapolate further estimates of Native 
American housing conditions, or to exam
ine separately any of the 579 individual 
Native American areas or any group of 
those areas, because another study is under 
way, pursuant to a U.S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development con
tract with the Urban Institute and several 
other organizations, that will provide bet
ter data than could be inferred here using 
pubhcly available data. The Census Bureau 
prepared special tabulations of Native 
American data to be used in that study, 
which are not available to the public. That 
study is expected to be published by the 
end of February 1995.
The data itself, of course, does not explain 
why Native Americans rates of poverty 
and housing problems are high. Native

■ T h is  report uses the term  “N ative A m erican” as equivalent to the Census Bureau’s racial category denominated “,\merican 
Indian, Eskimo or A leu t.” T h e  Census does not include N ative I law aiians in this category; they are part of the “.-Vsian/Pacific 

Islander” racial group. For detailed  defin itions, see Appendix A.

'  It is im portant to note that A m erican Indian, Eskimo or A leut persons liv ing on native lands are the racial/ethnic group by far 
the m ost like ly  to have been undercounted in the 1990 Census, as discussed earlie r in this report.

! T h ese  areas — co llective ly called  Am erican Indian and Alaska N ative Areas by the Census Bureau, and called Native American 
areas in this report for convenience — include A inerican Indian Reservations w ith Trust Lands, American Indian Reserv-ations 
w ith no T rust LandsATribal Ju risd iction  Statistical AreasATribal D esignated Statistical Areas/Alaska N ative V illage Statistical 
Areas, A m erican Indian T rust Lands (with no reservation), and state-designated Alaska N ative Regional C:orponitions. See 

Appendix A for defin itions o f these terms.
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A m ericans’ c i in c n t  |)n)l)lcnis arc rooted in 
a liisto rv  ot exp lo itation  an il misiMKler- 
s tan ilin g  ot iiative peoples that does not 
neetl to he reco iin tetl here.

Meeting the housing needs ot any area 
sutfering persistent poverty is a serious 
challenge. In Native American areas that 
challenge is compounded by a variety of 
problems. First, native lantls are held in 
trust status, an ownership arrangement 
incompatible with standard t'mancing 
mechanisms trom both lenders’ and bor
rowers’ perspectives. Lenders — private or 
governmental — are reluctant to make 
loans secured by trust land because they 
may not be able to take ownership of the 
land if the borrower defaults on the loan. 
And residents are reluctant to use their 
land as security because the land may be 
taken away from the tribe if the lender 
forecloses. Recent legislation and financ
ing arrangements by particular govern
ment entities (the Farmers Home 
Administration, for example) have made 
some efforts to deal witJi trust land issues. 
Native American areas also suffer other 
problems shared by some other rural areas 
with persistent poverty, including a lack of 
infrastructure such as roads and utility 
lines, geographic remoteness, and, in most 
places, the nonexistence of a stable eco
nomic base. The data summarized below 
hints at the extent of the resulting need.

PflPHJmON

Native Americans constituted only 1.3 
percent of the total rural population in 
the United States in 1990. Almost 

one-quarter more rural Americans identi
fied themselves as Native American in 
1990 (858,700) than in 1980 (693,251). 
The vast majority of rural Native 
Americans are non-Hispanic, although 3 
percent (27,685) did identify themselves as 
Hispanic.

Rural Native American household compo
sition was similar to that of black persons,

as indicated in NA Figure 2. Persons of all 
races reported that about 80 percent of 
their households consisted of families and 
about 20 percent were non-family. Within 
the category of family households Native 
Americans, like blacks, had proportionate
ly fewer married-couple families and more 
single-parent households than other 
racial/ethnic groups. Nearly 20 percent of 
Native American households were headed 
by women. Male-headed households with 
no wife present comprised just over 7 per
cent of Native American households, a 
higher proportion than in any other 
racial/ethnic group. At least two-thirds of 
the Native American female-headed and 
male-headed households without a spouse 
also included related children.

I

POVERH

Iationwide and in rural areas, Native 
Americans had the highest poverty 
rate of any racial/ethnic group in 

1989, as NA Figure 3 demonstrates.^ At 37 
percent, the rural Native American pover
ty rate was more than three times the rate 
for rural white persons.

Figures 8 and 9 in the first section of this 
report, which compare poverty rates by 
race and ethnicity for metro and nonmetro 
residents, show that two of every five

NA Figure 1 : Race and Urban/Rural Itesidence
(Occupants of Native American Areas)

Race NUMBER OF PERSONS PERCENT

White 3,767,335 73.4
Black 411,774 8.0
American Indian/Eskimo/Aleut 823,524 16.0 ig
Asian/Pacific Islander 64,031 .  1 - 3 :
Other 66,676 1.3
Residence 1
Urban 3,047,556 59.4
Rural 2,085,784 4 0 .6 J

’ T h e data in NA Figure 3 is for people for whom poverty status was determ ined.
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NA FUure 2: Itace/Ellinlcity of Householder by Household Type
(All Rural U.S. Households)

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

FAMILY HOUSEHOLDS 

Married Cpl. Family 

I W/ rel. chil.

' No rel. chil.

Other family 

Male hshldr, no wife 

W/ rel. chil.

No rel. chii.

Female hshldr, no husband 

W/ rel. chil.

No rel. chil.

NONFAMILY HOUSEHO 

Hshldr living alone 

Hshldr not living alone

WHITE BLACK
AMER. IND./ 
ESK./ALEUT

ASL\N/ 
PACIFIC ISL. HISPANIC^

TOTAL %. t o t a l % t o t a i . % t o t a l % t o t a l %

15,848,092 78.2 864,156 75.8 193,976 80.3 64,393 81.7 189,900 81.2
13,837,760 68.3 508,759 44.7 128,947 53.4 54,326 68.9 151,290 64.7

6,681,707 33.0 307,295 27.0 85,164 35.3 34,823 44.2 103,311 44.2

7,156,053 35.3 201,464 17.7 43,783 18.1 19,503 24.7 47,979 20.5

2,010,332 9.9 355,397 31.2 65,029 26.9 10,067 12.8 38,610 16.5

590,491 2.9 61,547 5.4 17,183 7.1 3,467 4.4 14,221 6.1

321,001 1.6 34,396 3.0 12,270 5.1 1,817 2.3 8,524 3.6

269,490 1.3 27,151 2.4 4,913 2.0 1,650 2.1 5,697 2.4

1,419,841 7.0 293,850 25.8 47,846 19.8 6,600 8.4 24,389 10.4

872,812 4.3 214,755 18.9 37,334 15.5 4,394 5.6 18,514 7.9

547,029 2.7 79,095 6.9 10,512 4.4 2,206 2.8 5,875 2.5

4,418,915 21.8 275,265 24.2 47,497 19.7 14,476 18.4 44,056 18.8

3,814,957 18.8 246,756 21.7 39,730 16.5 11,331 14.4 34,521 14.8

603,958 3.0 28,509 2.5 7,767 3.2 3,145 4.0 9,535 4.1

NA Rgupe 3: Povopty Rates by Race/EUiricity

URBAN 

AMERICAN INDIAN

ASIAN/PACIFIC ISLANDER

RURAL
HISPANIC

‘ H is p a n ic  p e rso n s m a y  b e  o f  an y  race .
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N;iti\c Aincrioin aiul l)I;ick |k m s o i i s  living 
in nonnictro areas arc poor. The poverty 
rates among Native American and l)lack 
children in nonmetro areas are even high
er, exceeding 50 percent For chiklren 
untler age five.
The overall poverty rate for residents ot 

Nati\ e American areas — ot all races — is 
low er than the povert}’ rates ot Native 
.American persons in various geographic 
divisions, although at almost 20 percent it 
is nevertheless painti.illy high. As NA 
Figure 4 indicates, povert)' in Native 
American areas follows the same age pat
terns as in other areas, being most preva
lent among children under age five.

HOUSING
Tenure

I ike all rural residents, niral and non
metro Native Americans had a higher 
rate of homeownership than their urban 

counterparts: 69.9 percent of housing units 
in rural areas occupied by a household 
w'hose head is American Indian, Eskimo or 
Aleut were owner-occupied, while in 
urban areas only 42.6 percent owned their 
homes, as shown in Figure 14 earlier in 
this report. The same figure indicates that 
rural and nonmetro Native Americans had 
a lower homeownership rate than most 
other racial/ethnic groups. For example,
81.5 percent of white rural households, 
and 71.9 percent of black rural house
holds, owned their homes.

In Native American areas, Native 
American homeownership rates were close 
to those of whites, as NA Figure 5 illus
trates. The gap is narrower in these areas 
not because Native American homeowner
ship is more common than in other geo
graphic areas — it is still just under 67 
percent — but because a lower proportion 
of white persons own their own homes in 
Native American areas than in rural or 
nonmetro areas generally.

NA Figure 4: Poverty by Age
(Persons for Wliorn Poverty is Determined, Native American Areas)

TOTAl. PERSONS PERCENT IN
AGE PERSONS IN POVERTY POVERTY

Total 5,010,213 980,646 19.6

<5 yrs 409,436 120,468 29.4

5 to 17 yrs 1,056,636 260,646 24.7

18 to 64 yrs 2,984,062 492,189 16.5

65+ yrs 560,079 107,343 19.2

NA Figure 5: Teuure iiy Race of

(Occupied Housing Units, Native American Areas)

TENURE BY RACE NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS %

W hite 1,458,368

Owner-Occupied 1,010,176 69.3

Renter-Occupied 448,192 30.7

Black 132,205

Owner-Occupied 67,637 51.2

Renter-Occupied 64,568 48.8

American Indian/Eskimo/Aleut 223,656

Owner-Occupied 149,121 66.7

Renter-Occupied 74,535 33.3

Asian/Pacific Islander 16,037

Owner-Occupied 7,447 46.4

Renter-Occupied 8,590 53.6

Other 17,991

Owner-Occupied 8,183 45.5

Renter-Occupied 9,808 54.5

M ob ila/M an n fa cM  Homes

The only information available regarding 
mobile or manufactured home occupan
cy by Native Americans is for households 

of all races living in Native American 
areas. In those areas, mobile homes were a

Taking Stock o f  Rural P oveity and Housing fo r  the 1990s



substantial source of 
housing, comprising 
over 12 percent of all 
housing units and over 
13 percent of owner- 
occupied units. As NA 
Figure 6 and Figure 
15 above indicate, 
mobile homes are 
somewhat less com
mon in Native 
American areas than 
in rural areas nation
wide. This difference 
is not surprising, since 
over half the popula
tion of Native 
American areas lives in 
urban places, where 
mobile homes are 
generally less preva
lent. Also, the high 
poverty rate in Native 
American areas (nearly 
20 percent, compared 
to 15.1 percent in the entire United States 
and 13 percent in rural areas) may indicate 
that more residents of these areas could 
not afford to purchase even a mobile 
home.

NA Figure 7 : Cost Burden by Inceme level
(Households for Wliich Cost Burden was Determined, Native American 
Ai*eas)

NA Figure 6: Hlobiie Homes
(Native American Areas)

NtJMBER PERCENT

All units 2,170,005 —

All mobile homes 269,678 12.4

Vacant units 321,748 —

Vacant mobile homes 57,850 18.0

Occupied units 1,848,257 —

Occupied mobile homes 211,828 11.5

Owner-occupied units 1,242,564 —

Owner-occupied mobile homes 167,043 13.4

Renter-occupied imits 605,693 —

Renter-occupied mobile homes 44,785 7.4

TENURE AND 
HOUSEHOLD INCOMF TOTAL COST-BURDENFD

c o st -burd en i;d
AT35%OFINCOiMF,

# % # %
Owners 886,361 161,562 18.2 115,579 13.0
<$10,000 129,903 68,034 52.4 57,546 44.3
$10,000-19,999 158,816 41,327 26.0 30,492 19.2
$20,000-34,999 220,960 34,511 15.6 19,446 8.8
$35,000-49,999 164,402 11,313 6.9 5,608 3.4
$50,000 or more 212,280 6,377 3.0 2,487 1.2
Renters 523,145 198,417 37.9 165,213 31.6
<$10,000 152,133 124,706 82.0 113,756 74.8

$10,000-19,999 139,300 55,987 40.2 42,760 30.7

$20,000-34,999 132,072 14,996 11.4 7,542 5.7

$35,000-49,999 57,842 2,362 4,1 1,100 1.9

$50,000 or more 41,798 366 0.9 55 0.1

Affordability

Like information on mobile homes, data 
on housing affordability for Native 
American persons is available only indi

rectly, using data for Native American area 
residents of all races as a proxy.
Households in Native American areas 
experience cost burdens at levels exceeding 
those in rural areas nationwide and 
approaching urban levels. Just over 18 per
cent of Native American area residents 
paid more than 30 percent of their income 
for housing, as NA Figure 7 shows. Figure 
17 in the first section of this report indi
cates that 17 percent of rural homeowners 
nationwide, and 20 percent in urban areas, 
were similarly cost-burdened. A higher 
proportion of renters than of owners in all 
geographic levels were cost-burdened, and 
the 46 percent rate in Native American 
areas exceeds both the 42 percent urban 
rate and the 36 percent rate in rural areas 
nationwide shown in Figure 17.
Housing affordability is a particular prob
lem for low-income persons throughout

Housing Assistance Council



the I 'n itc il  S tates, and N ati\e A m erican 
areas are no exception . NA I-igiire 7 
dem onstrates the d ram atic  co rrespondence 
betw een h igh  cost-l)iirc1en le\ els and low 
incom es tor l)oth ren ters and ow ners in 
N ative A m erican  areas. F u lly  percen t ot

ren ters ea rn in g  less than $1 (),()()() paid  too 
m uch for th e ir  housing , and the vast 
m a jo r ity  o f them  ]vaid m ore than  35 p e r
cen t o f th e ir  incom e for h ousing , w h ile  
less than 1 percen t o f ren te rs  e a rn in g  
$ 5 0 ,0 00  o r m ore had the sam e prob lem .
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(Native American Areas)

OWNER-OCCUPIED UNITS 

* %

R EN TF.R-nca;p iFn iiNFTi; 

I %
Total occupied units 

Crowded only 

Lack plumbing only 

Both

Total substandard

1,242,415

47,131

25,042

17,535

89,708

100

3.8

2. 0

1.4

7.2

606,231

45,857

9,904

4,941

60,702

100

7.6

1.6 

0.8 

10.0

Although the Census’s housing quahty 
data is Hmited, it indicates that Native 
Americans suffer extremely poor housing 

conditions. W hile all rural households 
lacked complete plumbing four times 
more often than urban households (as 
shown in Figure 21 above), Native 
American households in rural areas were 
more than eight times more likely to lack 
complete plumbing than rural households 
generally, as NA Figure 8 demonstrates. 
Native American residents of Native 
American areas fared even worse: 16.5 per
cent of them lacked complete plumbing, 
compared to 12.9 percent in rural areas 
and 11.9 percent in nonmetro areas. Thus 
the only Census housing quality indicator 
that is aggregated by race and ethnici
ty points strongly towards the conclu
sion that Native Americans as a group 
live in the worst housing in the 
United States.
As m ight be expected based on the 
data for persons who identified them
selves as American Indian, Eskimo or 
Aleut, Native American areas’ resi
dents of all races suffered both over
crowding and incomplete plumbing at 
rates exceeding those of rural areas 
nationwide. NA Figure 9 presents the 
data for Native American areas, and 
Figure 21 above contains the percent
ages for urban and rural units 
throughout the United States. Renters 
in Native American areas (who tend 
to have lower incomes than owners)

experienced overcrowding more often 
even than residents of all urban areas 
nationwide.

Water Supply and Quality

It is difficult to draw clear conclusions 
about the quality of the water supply or 
the sanitary nature of the sewage disposal 

available to persons living in Native 
American areas based on the available 
Census information — which is presented 
in NA Figure 10 — except to state that it 
seems to reflect the 59/41 percent 
urban/rural character of Native American 
areas. For example, comparing NA Figure 
10 with Figure 25 above shows that 80 
percent of Native American area units 
obtain their water from public or private 
water systems, compared to 47 percent of 
rural units and 97 percent of urban units 
nationwide. But the remarkable frequency 
of Native American-occupied units lacking 
complete plumbing indicates that the rela
tively high rates of connection to water 
and sewer systems do not mean that 
Native American residents of Native 
American areas (or indeed of any areas) 
have adequate potable water and sewage 
disposal available. It should also be noted 
that the Census does not collect informa
tion on the condition of water or sewage 
disposal methods.

NA H g u n  10: Soupce of Water and
Means of Sewage Disposat
(Native American Areas)

NUMBER OF UNITS % OF UNITS

Source of water

Public or private system 1,747,074 80.5

Individual drilled well 325,239 15.0

Individual dug well 37,384 1.7

Other 62,065 2.9

Means of sewage disposal

Public sewer 1,413,525 65.1

Septic tank or cesspool 662,768 30.5

Other 95,469 4.4
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THE UNITED STnTES-MEXICO BORDER

. . .  a high proportion of the 

bordor's probioms aro con- 

contrated in "colonias" —

iiteraiiy, "noigbborhoods" 

—  occnpiod primariiy

Like the Mississippi Delta and Native 
American areas, the U.S.-Mexico bor
der has a high concentration of people 

of color — here, Hispanic persons — and 
suffers from rates of poverty, substandard 
housing, and housing cost burden signifi
cantly higher than those in the United 
States as a whole. About half the border 
region’s population is Hispanic. The

poverty rate in the region is 
almost 20 percent, and in 
individual counties as many 
as 60 percent of the resi
dents live below the poverty 
line. The region’s residents 
experience a much higher 
rate of substandard housing 
than others around the 
country — over 18 percent 
on the Texas border, and
11.6 percent in the region 
as a whole.

by iow-incomo Hispanic 

persons of Moxican origin.

State and local studies and 
anecdotal information sug
gest that a high proportion 
of the border’s problems are 
concentrated in “colonias”
— literally, “neighbor
hoods” — occupied primar

ily by low-income Hispanic persons of 
Mexican origin. The problems of the colo
nias have been receiving much attention 
from public policymakers since the late 
1980s and early 1990s, with a variety of 
programs being developed at the federal 
level and by states (particularly Texas) to 
assist their residents.
The colonias are defined primarily by 
what they lack, such as water and sewage 
systems, decent housing, paved roads, and 
standard mortgage financing. A concise 
description is provided by the Texas 
Department of Housing and Community 
Affairs (although the following was written

specifically about Texas, it is applicable to 
colonias in other states as well):

The Texas-Mexico border area is 
characterized by impoverished 
rural areas commonly known as 
‘colonias’. Colonia areas generally 
lack basic infrastructure facilities, 
such as water, sewer, and streets, 
and safe and decent housing.
These areas in most cases lack 
health and medical facilities, trans
portation services, recreational 
facilities, and structures to encour
age economic development. Water 
is hauled in containers, many of 
which may not be safe and sanitary. 
Septic tanks, cesspools, or outdoor 
privies serve as sewer disposal 
facilities. Although residents of 
these colonias are faced with limit
ed opportunities and resources, 
they manage to take advantage of 
the little that is available to survive 
and to strive to improve the fumre 
of their children. It has been evi
dent from observations during site 
visits that these residents are 
resourceful, often times using 
crates, cardboard boxes, and tar 
paper to construct homes. . . .
Although each colonia is different 
and may have unique needs, there 
are general characteristics that 
apply to most. It has been estimat
ed that [in Texas] there are over 
1,200 colonias located along a 
1,000 mile stretch, primarily 
between Brownsville and El Paso, 
with a total population of approxi
mately 500,000. In some cases, 
colonias are remotely located from 
urbanized areas, which inhibits the 
traditional method of service deliv
ery systems. Colonia residents are
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prcdominantl)’ 1 lisp;inic, young', 
unskilled and have estimated annu
al incomes of $7,(){)0. Most sulisist 
on incomes below the tetleral 
povert)' level. . . . (lenerally, the 
level ot etlucation ot colonia resi
dents is low and illiteracy is high.
The primar)' language is Spanish, 

which often impedes access to 
existing programs and interpreta
tion and understanding ot policies, 
procedures, and legal documents.'

The 1990 National Affordable Housing 
Act (NAHA), which set aside 10 percent of 
Community Development Block Grant 
funds for colonias, created a federal defini
tion of the term. A colonia under NAHA is 
an “identifiable community” in Arizona, 
California, New Mexico, or Texas within 
150 miles of the U.S.-Mexico border, lack
ing decent water and sewage systems and 
decent housing, and in existence as a colo
nia before November 28, 1990. Originally 
NAHA also required that each colonia be 
designated as such by the state or county in 
which it is located, but that condition was 
removed by the Housing and Community 
Development Act of 1992. Arizona has 
declined to designate any border commu
nities as colonias under NAHA.

The origin of the colonias varies. Some 
were sparsely settled rural communities 
that became densely populated over time. 
The water wells and privies or septic tanks 
that had once adequately served the needs 
of a few families could not provide potable 
water and healthy sewage disposal for 
large numbers of homes.^

Ironically, many other colonias developed 
out of attempts by low-income border res
idents to become self-sufficient and to own 
their own homes. Unscrupulous owners of 
land outside municipal boundaries — par
ticularly in Texas and New Mexico, where

until the early 1990s there were few con
trols on land use — subdivided their prop
erty and sold lots to persons who then 
built their own homes but could not nec
essarily afford stiu'dy materials and stan
dard construction techniques. 'Fhe devel
opers provided little or no infrastructure, 
and generally did not draw up plats for the 
subdivisions. Perhaps worse, they often 
sold the lots under a “contract for deed” 
arrangement, which is unlike a mortgage 
in some crucial respects. This type of 
financing does not provide a pubhc record 
of the buyer’s purchase. It allows the sell
er/lender to retain title to the property 
until the debt is fully paid, and therefore 
to repossess the lot (and whatever the pur
chaser has built on it) immediately if  even 
a single payment is missed.

Because developers are able to add 
missed payments and interest to 
the note, residents rarely are able 
to become title owners of the 
property. Financial institutions 
have been reluctant to finance 
housing in colonia areas because of 
the uncertainty in actual ownership 
of property and because the tradi
tional method of financing, pay
ments which may be due on a 
monthly basis, may not be appro
priate for colonia residents. Some 
colonia families are migrants or 
farmworkers that have employ
ment of a cyclical nature.^

At least one legislative change was adopted 
in Texas in 1989 attempting to restrict the 
creation of new colonias, and a variety of 
additional measures have been introduced 
in the Texas legislature to correct the legal 
structure, or lack of one, that has permit
ted colonias to develop. Changes have 
been proposed in New Mexico law as well. 
The problems of the existing colonias 
remain to be solved, however.

Texas Departm ent of H ousing and Com m unity Affairs, “Texas Colonias: C reating  Real Solutions to Poverty” (Septem ber 17, 
1993), p. 3.

The C.ommunications Ciroup, U.S. D epa rtm en t o f  H om in g  a n d  Urban D evelop?n cn t, T echn ica l A ssistance f o r  C olonias: F ina l R eport 
(Septem ber 1993), p. 7.

Texas D epartm ent of 1 lousing and C^omnuinity Affairs, “'lexas C o lon ias,” p. 3,
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Because the colonias have particularly 
severe poverty and housing problems, the 
Housing Assistance Council had hoped to 
be able to examine Census data for them 
separately from data for the rest of the 
border region. Unfortunately, however, 
that is not possible at present. Most of the 
colonias are unincorporated; thus their 
boundaries do not correspond to any of 
the political boundaries for which Census 
data are aggregated. Mapping the colonias 
and determining what census tracts or 
block numbering areas correspond to their 
borders is a time-consuming undertaking. 
The Texas Office of the Attorney General 
(OAG) has performed a version of this 
task for Hidalgo County, where more than 
half of Texas’s colonias are located, and 
eventually will do the same for Cameron 
and El Paso counties. The OAG warns, 
however, that its methodology — first 
drawing colonia boundaries on paper, and 
then entering the locations on a computer
ized geographic information system con
taining Census geography — risked creat
ing errors significant enough so that its 
findings should not be used to draw con
clusions about any specific colonia, 
although it considered its information 
“accurate enough to support conclusions 
about all census blocks with colonias com
pared as a group to all census blocks with
out colonias.”^
The following analysis deals with the 
border regions of Arizona, California,
New Mexico and Texas as a whole, using 
county-level data. Unlike the other sec
tions of this report, it does not distinguish 
between urban and rural or metropolitan 
and nonmetropolitan areas. The only 
urban-rural distinction available for pub
lished county-level Census data is the

number of persons living in urban and 
rural areas; no further demographic, eco
nomic, or housing data is provided for 
those geographic levels. It would have 
been possible to separate the characteris
tics of metropolitan and nonmetro parts of 
the border region, since entire counties are 
defined as either metro or nonmetro. That 
distinction would have been more mislead
ing than helpful here, however, since colo
nias — presumed to be the neediest rural 
areas within the region — exist in metro 
counties as well as nonmetro counties. For 
example, in a recent study the Texas Water 
Development Board (TWDB) found 122 
colonias in El Paso County, and noted that 
generally “as the distance increases from 
the U.S.-Mexico border and major metro
politan areas, the number and density of 
colonias rapidly decreases,’” although the 
TW DB did identify colonias in three 
counties far from the border: Newton,
Red River, and Sabine, all of which are 
included in this study for that reason.
This study, therefore, includes the coun
ties listed below. Figures in parentheses 
indicate the number of colonias identified 
by the T W D B’s 1992 study of 37 counties 
in Texas. Counties without parentheticals 
were not included in the TW D B study. 
The T W D B’s figures are provided for 
information only; they should not be con
sidered dispositive regarding the presence 
or absence of colonias. The TWT)B study 
found a total of 1,193 colonias with an 
estimated population of 279,863, nearly 60 
percent of which was in just four counties 
in the lower Rio Grande Valley (Hidalgo, 
Starr, Cameron, and Willacy),* but the 
Border Low Income Housing Coalition 
believes there are more colonias than this, 
and reports that the TW D B suidy missed

" O ffice o f the A ttorney G eneral, S ocio econ om ic C ha ra cter is tics  o f  C olon ia A reas in  H ida lgo C ounty: IVIjat th e  1990 C ensus Shows 

(W h ite  Paper, Septem ber 1993), p. 13.

> F ac ility  N eeds Section , P lann ing D ivision, Texas W ater D evelopm ent Board, W ater f o r  Texas: W ater a n d  W astra-ater N eeds o f  
C olon ia s in  Texas (O ctober 1992), “Executive Sum m ary,” p. 3, and “Colonias Survey D escription,” p. 5.

« Ib id ., “C o lom as Survey D escription ,” p. 1, and “Executive Sum m ary,” p. I. T h e  Board define.l colonias as prim arily residen
tia l subdivisions con ta in ing at least five housing units, in which 80 percent o f dw ellings were occupied on June 1, 1 « 9 ,  water 
o r sew er services are inadequate, and financial resources are inadequate to m eet m in im al w ater or sewer needs.
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ARIZONA
Cochise

Pima

Santa Cruz 

Yuma

CALIFORNIA 
Imperial 

Riverside 

San Diego

NEW MEXICO 
Chaves 

Dona Ana

NEW MEXICO
(continued)

Eddy
Hidalgo

Lea

Luna

Otero

TEXAS
Aransas 

Atascosa (0) 

Bee

Brewster (0) 

Brooks (0)

XAS Jim Wells (7) Red River (11)

unued) Kenedy (0) Reeves (2)

Cameron (75) Kinney (2) Refugio

Crockett (0) Kleberg Sabine (1)

Culberson (0) La Salle (7) San Patricio

Dimmit (6) Live Oak Starr (90)

Duval (1) McMullen (0) Sutton (0)

Edwards (1) Maverick (48) Terrell (1)

El Paso (122) Medina Uvalde (9)

Frio (0) Newton (6) Val Verde (6)

Hidalgo (715) Nueces Webb (41)

Hudspeth (3) Pecos (5) Willacy (7)

Jeff Davis (1) Presidio (7) Zapata (3)

Jim Hogg (2) Real (0) Zavala (14)

“colonias which were not platted or were 
sold by metes and bounds.”  ̂In addition, of 
course the number of colonias in any 
count varies depending on the precise 
characteristics used to define a colonia.

UNDERCOUNT

Several of the points made in the 
“Census Undercount” section of this 
report bear repeating here, because 

many of the factors that lead to high 
undercounts are present in the border 
region. As noted above, the Census Bureau 
has estimated the undercount rate for 
Hispanic persons nationwide at 5 percent. 
It is likely to be higher than 5 percent 
along the border, because (as figures for 
those who were included in the Census 
indicate) the proportion of border resi
dents who have recently arrived in the 
country is higher than the proportion of 
recent arrivals for the country as a whole 
(though not as high as the percentage of 
recently arrived residents in certain other 
areas such as Los Angeles, M iami, and 
New York City). Recent arrivals are 
unlikely to trust Census enumerators, 
despite assurances of confidentiality.

In addition, many border 
residents speak only or pri
marily Spanish, live in 
extended family house
holds, and/or live in remote 
rural areas, and under
counting is more likely to 
occur in all these situations.
This assumption is bol
stered by comparison 
between the Texas Attorney 
General’s office study of 
Hidalgo County, using 
1990 Census data for the 
colonias locations identified 
by the TW D B, and the 
counts made by the 
TW D B itself. In 1990 the 
Census counted 84,374 
persons in Hidalgo County 
Census blocks containing 
colonias, while in 1992 the 
TW D B survey counted 109,337 persons in 
the county’s colonias. Some differences 
would have been expected due to the two- 
year time difference, the fact that the sur
vey was not designed to be an entirely 
accurate count, and the fact that Census 
blocks do not correspond directly to colo
nias boundaries, but the Attorney

Many bonier residents 

speak only or primarily 

Spanish, Uve in extended 

family iionseiioids, and/or 

live in remote rural areas, 

and nndercounting is more 

Ihely to occnr in all these 

situations.

Border Low Income H ousing O )alition , B ord er  H o iis i t ig iw d  C on m n w ity  D evelop?n en t P a rtn ersh ip  (June 1993), p. L?.
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I' General’s office found the size of the dif
ference “alarming” and concluded that 
Census undercount had to be responsible 
for some part of it."

p o n u r i o N

Census data shows that in 1990 the bor
der region differed from the rest of the 
country in a number of ways, although 

there were significant differences among 
the border states as well. Generally, they 
were more urban, less racially diverse, and 
comprised of more recent immigrants, 
than the nation’s population as a whole. 
(Of course other areas of the country 
could be identified that are still more 
urban than the border, even less racially 
diverse than the border, or occupied by 
even greater percentages of recent arrivals 
than the border.) M any residents were 
bilingual in Enghsh and Spanish. 
Households were larger than in the gener
al population, while the distribution of 
household types varied among border 
states.

BR Figure 1 : R acial/EH c M g in  (Percent)

BORDER

I  NON-HISPANIC WHITE 

I fflSPANIC WHITE

U.S.

NON-HISPANIC BLACK 

HISPANIC OTHER

The border region generally was some
what more urban than the United States as 
a whole: only 13.2 percent of the border 
population lived in rural areas, compared 
to 25 percent nationwide. (By contrast, as 
noted elsewhere in this report, fully 40 
percent of the Lower Mississippi Delta 
region’s population was rural.) New 
Mexico’s border region was by far the 
most rural, with 27 percent of its people 
living in rural areas. Rural population for 
each border county and the border por
tions of each state are listed in Table B-33 
in Appendix B.
The vast majority (90.8 percent) of border 
county residents fell into only three 
racial/ethnic groups: non-Hispanic white 
persons, Hispanic white persons, and 
Hispanic persons who identified them
selves as of “other” race (i.e., not white, 
black, American Indian, or Asian). As BR 
Figure 1 shows, a smaller but still substan
tial majority (84 percent) of residents of 
the entire United States were members of 
those three groups. Just over 4 percent of 
the region’s population were non-Hispanic 
black persons, and 3.5 percent non- 
Hispanic Asian or Pacific Islander (most of 
them in Cahfornia), while non-Hispanic 
American Indian, Eskimo or Aleut and 
non-Hispanic “other” persons combined 
comprised less than 1 percent of the bor
der population. Details of the border 
region population’s racial/ethnic origin are 
provided in Table B-33 in Appendix B.
There were differences in population com
position among the border states: Hispanic 
persons made up a much larger proportion 
of the border population in Texas (71 per
cent) than in Arizona, California, or New 
Mexico. Non-Hispanic whites comprised 
more than half the population along the 
border in the latter three states, but only 
slightly over one-quarter in Texas. 
American Indians were only .8 percent of 
the border population, exceeding 2 per
cent of the population in only two coun
ties: Pima County, Arizona, and Otero

' Office o f the A tto rney G eneral, Socioeconom ic Conditions, p. 15.
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( ' ( H i n t \ ,  \ cw  M cxico , ;is shown in la l)lc  
l>-.v' in Vppcndix l>.

Almost all (‘>3 pcrccnt) of the border 
region’s I lis|);inic residents wei'e of 
Mexican origin. Over 16 percent ot the 
l)order regions 199{) residents were horn 
outside the United States (see Table B-34 
in Appentlix 15), compared to only 7.9 per
cent of all U.S. resitlents. 'I'he proportions 
of foreign-born resitlents varied widely 
among the border states, from just under 
10 percent in New Mexico to over 18 per
cent in lexas. In all four states, as in the 
entire U.S., more foreign-born persons 
entered the United States during the 1980s 
than during any other decade, as shown in 
BR Figure 2.’ The Census does not pro
vide data on year of arrival by race/ethnici- 
t)' or country of origin but, given the high 
proportion of Hispanic residents of 
Mexican origin along the border, it can be 
assumed that immigration from Mexico 
accounted for much of the high proportion 
of recent arrivals along the border.
As BR Figure 3 indicates, the border 
region’s population included proportion
ately more non-citizens than the United 
States population as a whole. Nearly 20 
percent of the border region’s adults and 7 
percent of its children were not U.S. citi
zens. There were higher proportions of

BR Figure 2: Year of Arrival in 
mmed States
(Foreign-Born Persons)

YEAR OF 
ARRIVAL

ALL BORDER 
C0UN1IES

UNITED
srrATO

# % # %

Total 1,179,582 19,767,316

1980s 491,635 41.7 8,663,627 43.8

1970s 326,797 27.7 4,869,415 24.6

1960s 172,873 14.7 2,792,565 14.1

1950s 102,847 8.7 1,599,021 8.1

Before 1950 85,430 7.2 1,842,688 9.3

non-citizens in the border areas of 
California and Texas than in Arizona and 
New Mexico. Over three-quarters of the 
border region’s adult residents were 
native-born U.S. citizens, as were more 
than 90 percent of the region’s children 
under 18. Another 7 percent of adults and 
1 percent of children were foreign-born 
natnrahzed citizens. For county figures, 
see Table B-35 in Appendix B.
Given the large numbers of Hispanic resi
dents along the border, many of whom 
arrived fairly recently in the United States, 
it is not surprising that in all the border

BR Hgure 3: Citizensliip Status by Age
M IZ. BORDER CALIF. BORDER N.M. BORDER TEXAS BORDER ALL BRDR. CNTS. UNITED STATES

< 18

# % # % # X 1 # %. 1 %

Native 221,453 94.6 900,516 91.7 110,282 95.6 699,149 92.9 1,931,400 92.7 61,514,084 96.7

Frgn.-bom ntrlzd. 1,726 0.7 11,385 1.2 822 0.7 9,709 1.3 23,642 1.1 340,034 0.5

Frgn.-born noneit. 

18+

10,889 4.7 70,436 7.2 4,210 3.7 43,493 5.8 129,028 6.2 1,752,426 2.8

Native 577,613 86.6 2,246,084 80.2 227,033 87.9 1,142,360 76.4 4,190,090 80.3 167,428,473 90.5i

Frgn.-born ntrlzd. 35,635 5.3 204,672 7.3 11,944 4.6 126,097 8.4 378,348 7.3 ' 7,656,964 4.l1

Frgn.-born noncit. 53,759 8.1 347,639 12.4 19,434 7.5 227,732 15.2 648,564 12.4 10,017,892 5.4

’ T h is  figure iiu iu ilcs persons who arrived hetwcen January 1 and M arch 31 ,1 990 , as w ell. T h e O n su s  — which was conduct
ed on April 1, 1990 — included 1990 arrivals in its figures for those who arrived in the late I9H0s.
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BR Hgure 4: Ability to Speaic Engiisli and Spanisii, liy Age

I ' ARIZ. BORDER CAIIF BOHDFR N. MEX. BORDFR TEXAS BORDER
ALLBRDR.
COUNTIES

AGE 5-17
1 % I % # # % 1 %

Spk. English only 

Spk. Spanish

111,706 67.3 473,685 70.1 53,120 63.4 165,794 29.9 804,305 54.4

and spk. Eng. “very well” 31,100 62.6 95,774 14.2 19,598 65.5 209,812 54.4 356,284 24.1
and spk. Eng. “well” 
and spk. Eng. “not well”

11,965 24.1 38,842 5.8 6,793 22.7 124,769 32.4 182,369 12.3

or “not at all” 

AGE 18-64

6,583 13.3 27,575 4.1 3,529 11.8 50,966 13.2 88,653 6.0

Spk. English only 

Spk. Spanish

388,743 71.3 1,722,188 73.0 132,838 61.6 400,350 31.5 2,644,119 60.2

and spk. Eng. “very well” 80,471 61.3 217,462 9.2 50,412 64.3 445,682 52.2 794,027 18.1
and spk. Eng. “w'ell” 
and spk. Eng. “not well”

24,393 18.6 89,060 3.8 13,581 17.3 205,647 24.1 332,681 7.6

or “not at all” 

AGE 65+

26,479 20.2 138,545 5.9 14,350 18.3 201,908 23.7 381,282 8.7

Spk. English only 

Spk. Spanish

100,079 82.2 368,690 84.3 32,759 76.9 110,592 49.5 312,120 74.2

and spk. Eng. “very well” 7,769 48.6 15,085 3.5 3,784 42.1 28,193 26.0 54,831 6.7
and spk. Eng. “well” 
and spk. Eng. “not well”

3,571 22.3 6,810 1.6 2,080 23.1 24,899 23.0 37,360 4.5

or “not at all” 4,650 29.1 12,923 3.0 3,126 34.8 55,364 51.0 76,063 9.2

states except California a remarkably high 
proportion of residents spoke both English 
and Spanish. BR Figure 4 demonstrates 
that this is particularly true in Texas, 
where less than one-third of the children 
and the adults to age 65, and one-half of 
older adults, were monolingual English- 
speakers. W hile the largest proportion of 
English-only speakers was among adults 
over 65, working-age adults had the 
largest proportion of Spanish-speakers 
who said they did not speak English well. 
On the Texas border, nearly 16 percent of 
persons age 18 to 64 fell in this latter cate
gory, indicating a potentially serious need 
for language education to be included in 
any economic development that would 
bring jobs requiring English language abil
ities to the region, or in employment

training efforts that would qualify resi
dents for such jobs.
Border region households tended to be 
larger than households nationwide. More 
than twice as many border households 
consisted of seven or more persons than in 
the United States as a whole, as BR Figure 
5 illustrates. H alf the border region’s pop
ulation lived in households of one or two 
persons, and over 16 percent — compared 
to just over one-tenth nationwide — lived 
in households of five or more persons.
The border’s larger than average house
holds were either a contributing factor to, 
or a result of, the inadequate size of many 
border residents’ homes that resulted in 
the overcrowding discussed below.
As BR Figure 6 demonstrates, household 
types in the border region as a whole were
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ilistributcil imich the same as tliosc nation- 
w iilc, w itii a slightK liigiicr rate along' the 
honlcr of inan icil- coiipic households living 
w ith their own children iincler age IH, and a 
coinniensurateh- sHghtly lower proportion 
oFnontaniih- households. Nearh’ 60 percent 
ot horder households were comprised ot 
married couples, about half of whom had 
their own children living with them.
The distribution of family types varied 
considerably among the border states, 
however. More Texas households were 
married couples with children than in any 
other border state, and Texas had a far 
lower rate of nonfamily households than 
any of the others. Conversely, Arizona had 
the lowest proportion of married couples 
with children, and the highest rate of non
family households, nearly one-third com
pared to Texas’s one-fifth. In all four bor
der states, as Table B-36 in Appendix B 
shows, households with Hispanic or 
Asian/Pacific Islander heads tended to 
include a higher proportion of married 
couples, with or without children, and 
fewer nonfamily groups or individuals, 
than those with heads of other races.

BR Figure 5: Household Size, Nundior of Persous
(% of Households)

BORDER

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 or

UNITED STATES

BR Figure G: Household Type
ARIZ. BORDER CALIF. BORDER N.M. BORDER TEXAS BORDER ALL BRDR. CNTS. UNITED STATES

i % # °A # f % # % t

FAM ILY H O U SE H O L D S

M arried  couple w/
own children <18 83,118 24.3 357,124 27.0 41,238 31.8 247,508 36.4 728,988 29.5 24,224,117

M arried couple, no 
own ch ildren <18 101,846 29.8 386,418 29.2 37,821 29.2 181,959 26.8 708,044 28.6 27,494,097

M ale , no wife, w/ own 
ch ildren <18 5,833 1.7 23,373 1.8 2,809 2.2 10,814 1.6 42,829 1.7 1,275,406

M ale , no wife, no own 
children <18 5,258 1.5 26,914 2.0 2,000 1.5 11,503 1.7 45,675 1.9 1,674,154

Fem ale, no husband, 
w/ own ch ildren <18 22,581 6.6 82,200 6.2 9,321 7.2 56,564 8.3 170,666 6.9 5,865,147

Fem ale, no husband, 
no own children <18 13,254 3,9 53,914 4.1 4,861 3.8 39,326 5.8 111,355 4.5 -" •4 ,51 6 ,507

N O N -FA M ILY
H O U SE H O L D S 110,079 32.2 393,059 29.7 31,544 24.3 131,763 19.4 666,445 26 .9 26,944,1.54
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, BORDER

^  UwHITE 

H B L A C K

UNITED STATES

AMERICAN INDIAN 

ASIAN/PACIFIC ISLANDER

HISPANIC

POVERH

Census data on poverty status is reported 
by race and by Hispanic origin but, 
unlike many of the population figures, 

poverty data for each race is not separated 
for persons not of Hispanic origin and per
sons of Hispanic origin. In other words, 
poverty is reported for white persons, black 
persons, etc., and for Hispanic persons, but 
not for non-Hispanic whites and Hispanic 
whites, non-Hispanic blacks and Hispanic 
blacks, etc. Thus there is overlap in the 
racial and ethnic categories discussed in 
this section.'® This overlap makes it impos
sible to compare poverty rates for non- 
Hispanic white persons and Hispanic white 
persons, two of the three major racial/eth
nic groups in the border region.

Comparisons between different geographic 
divisions of the country are difficult as 
well, because the racial composition of 
persons who identified themselves as 
Hispanic varies. In the United States as a 
whole, more than half (52.1 percent) of 
Hispanic persons identified themselves as 
white, and 43.2 percent as of “other” race. 
In the border region, however, these pro
portions were quite different; nearly two- 
thirds (62 percent) of Hispanic residents 
identified themselves as white, and one- 
third (36.4 percent) as “other.”" The dif
ference was even more striking when 
viewed from another angle: only 5.7 per
cent of total U.S. white residents were 
Hispanic, but fully 31.9 percent of the 
border’s white residents were Hispanic. 
Thus, national and border region poverty 
figures for white persons and for Hispanic 
persons represented proportions of the 
population that were not equivalent. The 
figures for specific races and ethnicities 
presented below must be examined with 
these caveats in mind.
The overall poverty rate for the border 
region in 1989 was 19.7 percent, substan
tially higher than poverty rates for the 
entire United States (15.1 percent) or for 
rural areas nationwide (13.0 percent), non
metro areas nationwide (16.8 percent), or 
central cities nationwide (18.0 percent).'■ 
Poverty rates for white and Hispanic per
sons in the border region far exceeded 
nationwide rates, while rates for Asians 
were somewhat higher and for American 
Indians slightly higher along the border 
than in the United States generally. 
Slightly fewer black persons lived in 
poverty in the border region than in the 
entire United States. BR Figure 7 presents 
poverty rates by race/ethnicity for persons

T h e  C ensus Bureau has stated that it intends to change the racial/ethnic designations in Census 2000 to elim inate overlap and 

reduce confusion.

" Persons o f “o th er” race are som etim es used as a proxy for H ispanic persons, because 97.5 percent o f “other”s nationally, and 
99.1 percent in the border region, are H ispanic. But since H ispanic persons o f “o ther” race represent far less than half o f all 
H ispanic persons, such an assum ption o f equivalence is h ard ly accurate, especially in a predom inandy H ispanic population such 

as the b order’s.

As noted earher in this report, poverty and incom e figures reported by the 1990 Census are for 1989 because that was the most 

recen t full year for w hich respondents had inform ation available.
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tor w honi povcru' status w as clctLM - 
ininccl. Cx)unt\’ tlgurcs are shown in 
Tahle B-37 in Appcmlix B.

Cuven the overlap in racial/ethnic cate
gories tiiscussed above, all that can he 
said with certaint\’ regarding poverty' 
on the border is that Hispanic persons 
in that region suffered much higher 
povertv’ rates than Hispanic persons in 
the United States generally. Patterns of 
I lispanic poverty across age groups 
were similar in the border region to 
those throughout the United States, 
however, with much higher propor
tions of children under 18 living in 
poverty than adults aged 18 to 64. More 
than four in ten of the border region’s 
Hispanic children lived in poverty, as illus
trated in BR Figure 8.

Tenure

Homeownership rates were much lower 
along the border than in rural areas 
nationally, but were in keeping with 

rates for tJie total United States, as shown 
in Figure 13 and BR Figure 9. Some total
ly rural border counties, such as Newton 
and Sabine Counties in Texas, had home
ownership rates commensurate with the 
national rural owner-occupancy rate of
80.6 percent. For detailed data, see Table 
B-38 in Appendix B.

Tenure rates varied by race and ethnicity, 
as BR Figure 9 demonstrates. Non- 
Hispanic white persons had the highest 
homeownership rates in all border states, 
with Hispanic persons second highest in 
all states except California.

W hile homeownership is often described 
as an integral part of “the American 
dream,” it should be noted that relatively 
high homeownership rates among certain 
portions of the border population do not 
necessarily indicate that those households 
had decent housing or were economically

BR Figure 8: Poverty Status by Age, Hispanic Reslileuts
(Hispanic Persons for whom Poverty Status was Determined)

A ll, BORDER CHUIMTIES

TOTAI, UCiPOVEKn %. TOTAI, « IN POVERTY %

Total 21,388,017 5,403,492 25.3 2,822,585 961,782 34.1

Under 5 2,271,443 758,113 33.4 296,091 123,142 41.6

5-17 5,201,473 1,649,353 31.7 765,649 316,893 41.4

18-64 12,887,346 2,749,664 21.3 1,597,339 466,754 29.2

65+ 1,027,755 246,362 24.0 163,506 54,993 33.6

comfortable. As this report has pointed 
out, in rural areas homeownership is com
mon even among those living below the 
poverty level. Also, Census data does not 
link any housing characteristics with own
ership or rental rates; American Housing 
Survey data nationwide shows that lower- 
income homeowners often own mobile 
homes — which deteriorate much more 
quickly than stick-built or modular homes, 
and which are often located on rented sites
— or homes with serious physical prob
lems not recorded by the Census such as 
leaking roofs, lack of weatherproofing, 
decayed floors, and the like.
In the colonias, the concept of homeovra- 
ership is made even more tenuous by the 
use of contracts for deed. As explained in 
the introduction to this section, under this 
purchase arrangement the resident does 
not obtain a deed to the property until the 
purchase price is paid in full. Thus, unHke 
a purchaser with a mortgage, the “home
owner” does not have any equity in the 
property and cannot use the property as 
security for a loan.

Mobile homes were a significant and 
growing part of the housing stock in 
the border region, as around the nation.

As BR Figure 10 indicates, the New 
Mexico border had a particularly high pro
portion of mobile homes, more than one
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in five. In most areas mobile homes were 
proportionately more popular among 
homeowners than renters, but New 
Mexico also had a remarkably high rate of 
mobile homes among its renter-occupied 
units. The Texas border had a much lower 
proportion of mobile homes — less than 
10 percent of occupied units — but, as 
reported earlier in this study, Texas as a 
whole had one of the highest growth rates 
of all states in the number of rural mobile 
homes from 1980 to 1990. The number of 
mobile homes in the state nearly doubled 
between 1980 and 1990.

Affordability

Many residents of the border region, like 
others around the United States, were 
paying more than they could afford for 

their housing in 1989. The lower a house
hold’s income was, the greater the likeli
hood that household was cost-burdened. 
More than 90 percent of renters earning 
under $10,000 a year and living in the bor
der counties of Arizona and California 
paid more than 30 percent of their income 
for housing, and most of those paid more 
than 35 percent. The rates for homeown
ers were slightly lower, but still very high;

BR Figure 9: Tenure by Race and Ethnicity
MCE/ETHNICITY OF 
HOUSEHOi nF.R AND TENURE ARIZ, BORDER CALIKBQRPER N.M. BORDER TEXAS BORDER

ALLBRDR.
COUNTIES

# f % i # # %

AT T. R A C E S / E I HNICmES
O w ner-O ccupied 211,137 61.9 767,291 58.0 87,425 67.6 438,162 64.6 1,504,015 60.9

R enter-O ccup ied 129,800 38.1 555,021 42.0 41,927 32.4 240,522 35.4 967,270 39.1

N O N -ff lS P A N IC  W H IT E

O w ner-O ccupied 161,624 64 .4 615,711 62.9 57,252 70.5 167,555 68.6 1,002,142 64.4

R enter-O ccup ied 89,313 35.6 363,947 37.2 23,969 29.5 76,603 31.4 553,832 35.6

N O N -ff lS P . B L A C K

O w ner-O ccupied 3,638 39.2 23,659 35.0 1,475 46.3 7,214 46.0 35,986 37.6

R enter-O ccup ied  5,633 

N O N -m S P . A M E R . IN D ./ E SK 7A L E U T

60.8 43 ,934 65.0 1,714 53.8 8,471 54.0 59,752 62.4

O w ner-O ccupied 2,986 55.0 4,586 49.0 575 44.6 864 47.8 9,011 50.4

R enter-O ccup ied 2,448 45.1 4,766 51.0 713 55.4 945 52.2 8,872 49.6

N O N -ff lS P . A SIA N /PA C . IS L .

O w ner-O ccupied 1,848 43 .0 31,191 56.2 283 41 .4 1,572 47.4 34,894 54.7

R enter-O ccup ied 2,452 57.0 24,293 43.8 400 58.6 1,742 52.6 28,887 45.3

N O N - f f lS P  O T f f l ;R

O w ner-O ccupied 146 47 .9 462 34.3 101 64.3 527 52.9 1,236 44.0

R enter-O ccup ied 159 52.1 887 65.8 56 35.7 469 47.1 1,571 56.0

f f lS P A N IC

O w ner-O ccupied 40,895 57.9 91,682 43.9 27,739 64.8 260,430 63.1 420,746 57.2

R enter-O ccup ied 29,795 42.2 117,194 56.1 15,075 35.2 152,292 36.9 314,356 42.8
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BR Figure 10: Mobile iloines
ARIZ. BORDER CA U R BORPER 

i  % i  % 

,\]| units 394,581 — 1,466,646 —

/\JI mobile homes 67,093 17.0 126,343 8.6

Vacant units 53,644 — 144,334

Vacant mobile homes 15,213 22.7 18,732 13.0

Occupied units 340,937 — 1,322,312 —

Occupied mobile homes 51,880 15.2 107,611 8.1

OwTier-occupied units 211,137 — 767,291 —■

OwTier-occupied mobile homes 41,705 19.8 93,374 12.2

Renter-occupied units 129,800 — 555,021 —

Renter-occupied mobile homes 10,175 7.8 14,237 2.6

N-M, BQROEK 

# %

149,357

30,729

20,005

4,902

129,352

5,827

87,425

19,718

41,927

6,109

20 .6

16.0

20.0

2 2 . 6

14.6

i

793,817

93,092

115,133

26,946

678,684

66,146

438,162

53,807

240,522

12,339

11.7

29.0

9.8

12.3

5.1

2,804,401

317,257

333,116

65,793

2,471,285

251,464

1,504,015

208,604

967,270

42,860

I

11.3

19.8

10.2

13.9

4.4

mo-thirds of homeowners in those states 
earning under $10,000 a year were cost- 
burdened.
BR Figure 11 depicts the direct relation 
between income level and cost burden for 
owners and renters in the border states. 
Cost-burden rates for owner and renter 
households at various income levels in all 
the border counties are presented in 
Tables B-39 and B-40 in Appendix B.

Housing Quality

Anecdotal evidence and local studies from 
the border region, particularly the colo- 
nias, suggest that significant housing quali

ty problems exist, and the Census data — 
while weakened by its failure to include 
physical dilapidation — strongly supports 
this conclusion. All the states along the 
border had a much higher incidence of

BR Figure 1 1 : Cost Burden iiy intone Levei
HOUSEHOLD INCOME N. MEX. BORDER TEXAS BORDER AT T RKr»B rN n n v s

OWNERS
% CB.

% C.B. 
AT 35% %C.B,

%C.B.
AT.?5% %C.B.

% C.B, 
AT 35% %C.B.

% C,B, 
AT 35% % C,B,

% CB. 
AT 35%

< $10,000 65,2 58.8 68,4 61.5 51.5 44.3 49.3 41,6 55.9 48.6
$10,000-19,999 43.0 35.0 43,9 38.5 23.7 16.9 22,0 16,0 32.2 26.0
$20,000-34,999 25.5 14.0 45,0 36.8 12.2 6.3 12,7 6,9 28.8 21,0
$35,000-49,999 9.6 4.7 39,2 24.9 3.6 1.5 4,4 1,7 24.7 15,2
$50,000 or more 4.1 1.8 17,7 9.0 1.4 0,6 1,9 0,9 13.2 6,7
RENTERS

<$10,000 91.7 87.2 92,1 88.4 82.1 75.9 78.6 70,3 86.6 8O.9I
$10,000-19,999 55.6 37.0 84,6 73.7 41.3 23.9 39,6 23,6 66,6 52,9'
$20,000-34,999 11.6 5.8 40,0 23.4 6.0 2.3 6,1 2,5 28,8 16.5
$35,000-49,999 2.9 0.8 12,3 5.4 0.9 0.1 1,5 0,9 9,5 4.1
$50,000 or more 0.8 0,1 3,1 0.2 0,0 0.0 0,3 0,0 2.6 o i ^
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BR Hgura 12 : Housing Quality Indlcatops, 
Peroent of Occupied Border Units by State
HOUSING Q U A L m  
llroiCATOR

AWZONA
BORDER

CALIFORNIA NEW MEXICO 
BORDER

Crowded only 
Lack plumbing only 
Both
Total Substandard*
JN^umbers may not add to totals due to rounding.

6.8
0.4
0.2
7.5

9.1
0.3
0.2
9.6

7.5

0.4
0.1
8.1

TEXAS
BQEEEE

15.3 
1.6 
1.5

18.4

ALL BORDER 
COUNTIES

10.4
0.7
0.5

11.6

for each border county is shown in Table 
B-41 in Appendix B.
Differences in rural and urban housing 
quality cannot be determined for border 
counties because the Census does not aggre
gate county-level data by rural and urban 
areas, but an indication of the extent to 
which rural housing quality was worse than 
that in urban areas along the border can be 
gained by removing the most urban border 
counties from the calculations summarized 
in BR Figure 12. As BR Figure 13 indicates, 
housing quality for border counties with at 
least 15 percent rural population was signifi
cantly worse than for all border coimties 
together.” In California, for example,
Imperial Cotmty, which had more than 15 
percent rural residents, had more than three 
times as many units lacking plumbing as 
Riverside Cotmty or San Diego County, 
each of which had less than 15 percent rural 
residents. The rates of overcrowded housing 
and housing that is both overcrowded and 
lacking complete plumbing were about 
twice as high in Imperial County as in 
Riverside or San Diego coimties.
As noted earlier, the only housing quality 
indicator aggregated by race and ethnicity 
is occupied units lacking complete plumb
ing. BR Figure 14 reports that, despite the 
relatively urban character of the border 
area, border residents suffered from incom
plete plumbing almost as often as rural res
idents around the country (see NA Figure 
8). American Indians were the racial/ethnic 
group in the border region most likely to 
lack complete plumbing, as is true in the 
United States generally. More than one in 
ten American Indian households in Arizona 
and Texas border counties lived with 
incomplete plumbing facilities.
Hispanic residents along the border suf
fered a high rate (3.1 percent) of incom
plete plumbing as well, particularly in Texas 
(4.5 percent). This figure is very likely a 
reflection of die large numbers of Hispanic 
residents in Texas colonias with inadequate 
plumbing, water and sewer facilities.

■> E ight o f d ie  border reg ion ’s 58 counties had a rural population o f less d ian  15 percent: Pima County, Arizona; Riverside
C ounty, C alifo rn ia ; and Culberson , El Paso, J im  H ogg, N ueces, Val Verde, and W ebb Counties, Texas. All of New M exico’s bor

der coundes had at least 15 percent rural residents.

substandard housing than either rural or 
urban parts of the country in general. 
Housing quality was worst in Texas. 
Residents of Texas’ border counties were 
more than three times more likely to live 
in substandard housing than households in 
either rural or urban areas nationwide, as 
shown in BR Figure 12 and Figure 21. 
Generally — except in Texas — the rate of 
homes in the border region lacking com
plete plumbing was comparable to the 
national rate for urban areas rather than 
rural areas. Overcrowding was a much 
more serious problem in all states along 
the border, however, and in Texas a 
remarkably high 1.5 percent of units were 
both overcrowded and lacked complete 
plumbing. Texas’s unfortunate distinction 
in this respect came from its many colo
nias, which by definition have serious 
plumbing and water/sewer problems. Data

BR FIgura 13 : Housing Quality Indicators, Percent of 
Border Units by State, Counties wHh at Least

HOUSING QUALFTY ARIZONA CALIFORNIA NEW MEXICO TEXAS ALL BORDER

INDICATOR EPRDFJl BORDER BORDER BORDER COUNTIES

Crowded only 10.0 19.7 7.5 16.9 14.1

Lack plumbing only 0.6 1.0 0.4 2.3 1.6

Both 0.3 0.4 0.1 2.2 1.4

Total Substandard* 10.8 21.1 8.1 21.5 17.1

‘ Numbers may not add to totals due to rounding.
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As cxplaincil iihoxc, it is cliltlciilt to coni- 
p;irc the distribution ol iihiinhing' problems 
among- 1 lispanic persons anil other 
raeial/ethnic groujis because ot the sub
stantial overlap between the white and 
1 lispanie categories. For example, because 
over halt the border residents in the 
I lispanie categor\’ identified themselves as 
white, it would be misleading to interpret 
BR Figm-e 14 as showing that I lispanic- 
headed households in the border region 
lacked plumbing more than three times as 
often as white-headed households. The dif
ference would probably be much greater if 
non-Hispanic white households and 
I lispanie white households were separated.
Additional severe physical deficiencies in 
border region housing have been identi
fied by local studies. In 1991, for example, 
significantly more than half of 310 farm- 
w'orkers surveyed in the Eagle Pass

(Maverick (^oinity), 'lexas area stated that 
their home required “a lot of repairs” and 
almost a third described their homes’ con
ditions as “poor.” “[Sixteen] percent had 
no indoor toilets, 14 percent no tubs or 
showers, 6 percent no cook stoves, and 37 
percent no heaters — 21 percent indicated 
bad electrical wiring in their home, 38 
percent bad foundation, and 32 percent a 
leaky roof” I 'he majority (57 percent) said 
their homes were overcrowded (though it 
is not clear what standard was used to 
define overcrowding), and a third shared 
their home with at least one other family. 
In addition, the financial information they 
provided showed that on average they 
were paying over 39 percent of income for 
housing. A 1987 survey of 214 farmwork
ers in the El Paso area found similar cost 
burden problems and overcrowding, while 
physical conditions were both better and

BR Hgupe 14: P M in g  Facilities by Race/EUinicity
(O ccu p ied  H o u s in g  U n its )*

RACE/ETKMOTYOF
HOUSEHOLDER AND PLUMBING ARIZ. BORDER CALIF. BORDER TEXAS BORDER ALLBRDR.C0UN11ES

All Races/Ethnicities
1 %. # % f % 1 % # % i

Com plete P lum bing 338,763 99 .4 1,315,866 99.5 128,646 99.5 657,635 96 .9 2,440,910 98 .8 i
Lack ing Com plete Plum bing 2,174 0.6 6,446 0.5 706 0.6 21,049 3.2 30,375 1-2 :

W hite , Com plete P lum bing 285,518 99.6 1,077,857 99.6 113,564 99.5 521,125 97.3 1,998,064 99.0
L ack ing Com plete Plum bing 1,018 0.4 4,205 0 .4 614 0.5 14,679 2.7 20,516 1.0 ■

Black, Com plete Plum bing 9,478 99.5 69,140 99.5 3,275 99.5 15,873 97.7 97,766 99.2 1
Lack ing Com plete Plum bing 49 0.5 350 0.5 15 0.5 379 2.3 793 0.8 j

Amer. Ind./Esk./Aleut,
Com plete P lim ib ing 5,596 88.7 11,074 98.7 1,373 99.7 2,046 85.0 20,089 94.3

Lack ing Com plete Plum bing 710 11.3 ISO 1.3 4 0.3 360 15.0 1,224 5.7

Asian/Pac. Is!., Com plete P lum bing 4,441 98 .4 57,877 99.3 708 98.6 3,632 99.6 66,658 99.3 :
Lack ing Com plete Plum bing 74 1.6 386 0.7 10 1.4 13 0.4 483 0.7 J

Other, Com plete P lum bing 33,730 99.1 99,918 98.7 9,726 99 .4 114,959 95.3 258,333 97.2 j
L ack ing Com plete Plum bing 323 1.0 1,355 1.3 63 0.6 5,618 4.7 7,359 2-8 a

H ispanic, Com plete Plum bing 70,015 99.1 206,165 98,7 42,423 99.1 393,980 95.5 712,583 96 .9  1
L ack ing Com plete P lum bing 675 1.0 

•Percentages m ay not add to 100 percent because o f rounding.

2,711 1.3 391 0.9 18,742 4.5 22,519 3.1 1
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worse than the Eagle Pass study. Only a 
third of the respondents said their homes 
needed “a lot of repairs,” but “43 percent 
had no indoor toilets, 45 percent no tubs 
or showers, 33 percent no cook stoves, and 
54 percent no heaters — 9 percent indicat
ed bad electrical w iring in their home,
19 percent bad foundation, and 23 percent 
a leaky roof.”''*

Farmworkers have particular difficulty in 
improving tlieir housing conditions 
because their incomes tend to be extreme
ly low and their income flow sporadic. 
Texas studies have noted that a large por
tion of the state’s farmworker population 
lives in the border region.'* The area’s 
low-income residents suffered inadequate 
housing conditions even if they were not 
farmworkers, however. A local housing 
organization in Hidalgo County, Texas 
found that many low-income homeowners’ 
units were dilapidated but could not effec
tively be repaired. The homes had been 
built — often by their owners — with sub
standard materials, and did not meet 
Federal Housing Administration or 
Farmers Home Administration standards 
required for rehabilitation financing. 
Residents’ ability to obtain public or pri
vate financing for repairs is further com
plicated by the contract for deed arrange
ment under which many of them pur
chased their homes; because that structure 
does not provide equity as a mortgage 
does, homeowners do not have equity in 
their property to use as security for a loan. 
Proyecto Azteca, the Hidalgo County 
group, concluded that rehabilitation was

not a “prudent” option, and concentrated 
its efforts on developing low-cost replace
ment housing.’''
The prevalence of the contract for deed 
arrangement and the concomitant impossi
bility of borrowing against one’s equity 
makes solving the housing problems of the 
border region generally, and of the colo- 
nias in particular, unusually difficult. The 
state of Texas has recognized converting 
those contracts to conventional mortgages 
as an essential early step in improving bor
der housing conditions.'^
The border region’s housing problems are 
so massive that the Texas Water 
Development Board has estimated that 
repair, removal, and replacement of exist
ing substandard housing in that state’s 
colonias alone — not in the entire border 
region — would cost more than $500 mil
lion."* The Border Low Income Housing 
Coalition has concluded that a wide vari
ety of types of assistance is needed to 
address the region’s housing problems. It 
calls for rehabilitation of existing housing, 
increasing the stock of both single- and 
multifamily housing, building new public 
housing units and modernizing existing 
units, providing new Section 8 certificates, 
preserving FmHA and HUD units eligible 
for prepayment, targeting low income 
housing tax credits for FmHA Section 515 
units to families rather than elderly per
sons, and creating a state Rural Rental 
Housing Authority to assist residents liv
ing in areas not served by pubhc housing 
authorities.”

»  H ousing  Subcom m ittee , G overnor’s Border W oridng G roup, H ousin g N eeds m  th e  Texas B o rd er  R eg ,on : F m dm gs, 
R ecom m en da tton s, A ction  S tep s  Qune 1992 draft), pp. 8-9, c iting  needs assessments prepared by M otivation, Education and 

T rain ing , a nonprofit serv ing farm workers.

H ousing Subcom m ittee, H ousing N eeds, p. 8; Border Low  Income H ousing Coalition , Border H ousing, p. 28.

“ Border Low  Incom e H ousing C oalition , Border H ousing, p. 29.

Texas D eparnnent o f H ousing and C om m unity Affairs, “Texas C o lon ias,” p. 3.

■•Statement o f Francisco J .  G onzalez, H ispan ic H ea lth C are: Today's S ham e, Tomo?roiL’'s Crisis, Jo in t H earing before the Select 
C om m ittee on A ging and the Congressional H ispanic Caucus, House of Representatives, 102d Congress, I ir s t  Session 

(Sep tem ber 19, 1991), Com m . Pub. No. 102- 842, p. 161.

■’ Border Low  Incom e H ousing C oalition , Border H ousing, p. 28.
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BR Figupe 15: Source of Water and Means of Sewage Dfsposai, Percent of Units by State

Source of water 

Pub. or pxa. sys.

Indiv. drilled well 

Indiv. dug well 

Other

Means of sewage disposal 

Pub. sewer

Septic tank or cesspool 

Other

ARIZONA
BORDER

94.4

5.1

0.3

0.3

82.3

17.2

0.5

CALIFORNIA
aORDEB

97.6

1.9

0.2

0,3

88.4

11.2

0.4

N. MEXICO 
BORDER

84.8

13.6

0.8

0.9

71.0

28.2

0.8

TFXVS

91.6

6.9

0.8

0.7

77.3

20.9

1 . 8

ALL BORDER

94.8

4.4

0.4

0.5

83.5

15.7

0.8

100% RURAL 
BORDER 

COUNTIES

57.7 

35.1

4.1

3.1

21.8 

73.7

4.4

Water Supply and Quality

Like its housing quality data, the Census’s 
data on water supply and sewage disposal 
must be supplemented by locally gathered 

information in order to understand condi
tions in the border region. First, the 
Census asks only about the existence of 
water sources and sewage systems, and 
does not collect facts about their condition 
or adequacy. Also, since water and sewer 
data cannot be isolated for the colonias, or 
even for all rural areas along the border, 
conditions in those communities known to 
have particular water and sewer problems 
cannot be distinguished from those of siz
able cities with large and relatively well- 
funded systems.
According to the Census, as shown in BR 
Figure 15, over 90 percent of border 
households received their water from pub
lic or private water systems, and over 80 
percent were connected to public sewer 
systems. For national statistics, see Figures 
25 and 26. Perhaps more telhng are the

figures for the ten totally rural border 
counties: over a third of their residents 
obtained water from individual drilled 
wells, and almost three-quarters used sep
tic tanks or cesspools for sewage disposal.^" 
Statistics for individual counties are pre
sented in Table B-42 in Appendix B.
Local studies have documented 
water/sewer problems in the colonias in 
greater detail. The Texas W ater 
Development Board found in the mid- 
1980s that at least 463 communities in 
Cameron, Hidalgo, Starr, and W illacy 
counties — 420 of them in Cameron 
County alone — had waste disposal inade
quacies posing significant health risks.^‘ A 
literature review and study in the early 
1990s found that “the majority” of the 
colonias have some sort of community 
water system, but that a number of those 
systems were “under-designed, under
financed and under-functioning. The 
General Accounting Office reported seri
ous water/wastewater system problems in 
Texas and New Mexico colonias it visited

T hese ten counties, all in Texas, are Edwards, Hudspeth, Je ff  Davis, Kenedy, K inney, M cM ullen , N ewton, Real, Sabine and 
Terrell.

Texas Rural W ater Q uality N etwork Project, C ha llen ge o f  th e  Colonias: S v ia l l  C om m u n ity  W astew a ter M a n a g em etit  in  th e  Lou’e r  
Rio G rande Valley (Fall 1986), p. 3.

"  T he Com m unications O o u p , Technical A.ssistance, pp. Hi and 10.
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others hauled water miles 

over uipaved reads h'oni 

puhllc water supplies, 

semedmes using barrels 

that previously held 

pesficldes or chemicals.

in 1990, although it is not clear whether it 
included wells and septic tanks or 
cesspools in its conclusions.

In Texas, 60 percent of the colonias 
we visited have water supplies, but 
less than 1 percent have sewage sys
tems. In New Mexico, 80 percent 
of the colonias have water and 7 
percent have sewer systems. Within 
those colonias that have water sys
tems, some problems exist with the 
adequacy of the systems. For exam
ple, in some Texas colonias, resi
dents only have outside water spig
ots to provide water and do not

have indoor plumbing. 
Sometimes residents 
have not hooked up to 
the water system 
because they cannot 
afford the user fees."
Local studies, unhke the 
Census, also provide infor
mation about the health 
risks posed by the existing 
water and sewer conditions. 
For example, the Texas 
Rural W ater Quality 
Network Project examined 
water and sewer problems 
in four lower Rio Grande 
Valley counties (Cameron, 
Hidalgo, Starr and W illacy) 

and found that colonias residents often 
used hand-dug pit toilets or privies. In the 
lower Valley, soil is primarily clay, which is 
not very permeable to wastes, and water 
tables are shallow, so the frequent floods in

the area washed human waste out of the 
privies. “As a result,” the Project conclud
ed, “many of these areas suffer[ed] disease 
problems that more closely resemble[d] 
Third World conditions than those of the 
rest of contemporary rural Texas.” Not 
only did colonias residents, including chil
dren, endure serious health problems 
themselves, but residents of other neigh
borhoods were affected as well, because 
children from those areas came in contact 
with colonias children at school. '̂*
The lack of water systems made these 
problems worse. In some communities 
wells were available, but they were often 
contaminated. M any residents, “either out 
of convenience or necessity,” drew water 
from irrigation or drainage ditches, many 
of which were also contaminated.^* Others 
hauled water miles over unpaved roads 
from public water supplies, sometimes 
using barrels that previously held pesti
cides or chemicals.^*
As a result of these water and sewer prob
lems, compounded by crowded living con
ditions, border residents have been found 
to suffer from preventable diseases such as 
gastrointestinal diseases and Type A 
hepatitis two to three times more often 
than persons in other parts of the coun
try.” Leprosy and malaria — diseases elim
inated in most parts of the United States
— as well as tuberculosis have been 
reported by local health departments in 
the Lower Rio Grande Valley.^*
W hile state and federal funding has been 
made available to alleviate some of the 
border region’s water and sewer problems.

U .S . G eneral A ccounting Office, R ura l D ev elopm en t: P rob lem s a n d  P ro g re ss  o f  C olon ia S ubd iv ision s N ear M exico B ord er  (1990).

«  Texas Rural W ater Q uality  N etw ork Pro ject, C hallenge of the Colonias, pp. 2-3.

“ Ibid., p. 3.

C lin t W in te rs , “Co lonias: T h rough  the C racks,” L yceum  (photocopy, date unknown), p. 10.

” Statem ent o f the H onorable Ronald D. Co lem an , U .S . Representative, in H ispanic H ea lth  C are: T oday’s  Sham e, Tamoirorxs 

C risis, p. 48.

-  S tatem ent o f Francisco J . G onzalez, Executive D irector, Su C lin ica Fam iliar, H arlingen , Texas, in W spam c H ealth C are: Today's 

S ham e, T om orro iv ’s  C risis, p. 160.

Housing Assistance Coimcil



iiiiprovcinents arc far From complete. In 
l ‘W6 the Icxas Rural W ater Quality’ 
Nervvork Project estimated that, “relying 
on block grants and traditional technolo
gies, it would take about eighty'-five years 
to pro\ ide wastewater systems to all the 
colonias. Even this might be optimistic, 
since new colonias are forming and exist
ing grant flmds are also growing more 
scarce.”-"' I'he Projects study concluded 
that the cost of conventional sewage dis
posal systems was the primary barrier to 
their more widespread use, that nontradi- 
tional technologies offered appropriate 
alternatives at lower cost, that local system 
management and use of resources should 
be improved, and that some additional 
financial resources were needed.^"

1 lUD-fimded study several years later 
reached essentially the same conclusions 
with respect to water and sewer needs, 
emphasizing the need for non-traditional 
and innovative systems.^' Experts consulted 
in the course of that study agreed “that the 
immediate colonia needs were for water, 
sewage and improved housing, in that 
order of priority.”*̂

Texas Rural W ater Q uality N etwork Project, C hallenge o f the Colonias, p. 4. 

Ibid., pp . 7-13.

I he C-ommunications CJroup, Technical Assistance, pp. v ii-v iii, 27, 66-68.

" Ibid., p. 19.
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OVERVIEW

Ten years lately 

HAG reseapcheps have 

retupned te the same 

ceunties to explope 

how poverty and housing 

conditions have imppoved 

OP wopsened in the iast 

decade,and to ppesont 

an ovopviow el life 

in the ceunties.

In the early 1980s, HAC researchers 
studied eight rural counties in an effort 
to explore the people and places behind 

the startling poverty and housing data that 
emerged from the 1980 Census. These 
counties were chosen based on their per
sistently high poverty rates and severe 
housing quahty problems, and also to 
reflect the racial/ethnic and geographical 

diversity of the rural 
United States. Ten years 
later, HAC researchers have 
returned to the same coun
ties to explore how povert\' 
and housing conditions 
have improved or worsened 
in the last decade, and to 
present an overview of life 
in the counties.'
W hat we found is not 
encouraging. Poverty rates 
in the counties remain 
extremely high — three to 
four times the 1990 nation
al rural poverty rate of 13 
percent. WTiile all of the 
counties’ poverty rates fell 
in the decade beuveen 1970 
and 1980, three of the eight 
counties studied actually 
experienced a substantial 
increase in poverty from 
1980 to 1990. As the table 
below shows, the three 
counties in which the 
poverty rates decreased 
witnessed only marginal 
improvement.’

In this regard, these persistent-poverty 
counties mirror the trend in rural areas 
nationwide. As the data analysis in the pre
ceding part of this report illustrates, the 
poverty' rate for rural areas nationwide 
remained virtually unchanged from 1980 
to 1990, effectively ending the trend 
toward improving poverty exhibited 
betw een 1960 and 1980. For many rural 
communities, including several highlighted 
in these case studies, the trend actually 
reversed in the 1980s.
The proportion of housing units lacking 
complete plumbing facilities fell in each of 
the counties we visited, yet at a rate far 
below that of rural areas nationwide.
There was a 54 percent decrease in the 
number of rural units lacking complete 
plumbing in the United States betw'een 
1980 and 1990. The average decrease in 
the chronically impoverished case study 
counties, however, was under 14 percent. 
This differential rate of improvement is 
most likely due to the inability of low- 
income communities to systematically 
extend public water/wastewater systems, 
and the lack of capital on the part of 
homeowners to afford needed improve
ments.
Serious housing quality problems remain 
in all eight counties, even as the data 
shows marked improvements in the num
ber and proportion of housing units lack
ing complete plumbing facilities. The real 
strength of the following case studies is 
that they allow the reader to reach beyond 
these numbers to the communities and 
individual lives they reflect. Nowhere is

■ T h e  previous version o f these case studies is included in T akm g Stock: R u ra l P eop le a n d  P ove ,1y fi-o ? n  1970 to 1983, and .s avail

able from the H ousing Assistance C ouncil for $4.

 ̂A  w ide range o f poverty, housing, and em ploym ent data is included for each of the case study counties in the tables at the end 

o f this section.
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this m ore im portan t than tor housing tiata, 
w hich is so rch ’ inailcc]uatc hocaiise it m ea
sures on ly a traction of the variab les that 
ac tua lly  con tribu te  to jihysical housing 
i]ualit}’. ‘

It is impossible to overstate the clifterence 
between the number ot units that lack 
complete plumbing or those that are over
crowded (which comprise the (Census defi
nition of substandard) and the number of 
units that are dilapidated. Local housing 
and health activists in several of the coun
ties we visited reported that up to half of 
all low'-income people in their communi
ties live in structurally inadequate housing. 
Collapsing roofs, a lack of windows and 
insulation, holes in floors and walls, and 
rodent infestations were among the most 
prevalent problems noted. In the more 
remote parts of the case study counties, 
homes with these types of problems 
appeared to be the norm rather than the 
exception.
County health executives in virtually all of 
the case study counties report a direct cor
relation between bad housing conditions 
and persistent health problems. Chronic 
respiratory ailments are caused by pollut
ing smoke from wood stoves and ineffi
ciently weatherized homes, and parasitic 
infections abound because of poor water 
quality and the lack of adequate sanitation 
facilities. These problems are undoubtedly 
exacerbated by a health care crisis in which 
rural hospitals are closing at an alarming 
rate, and low-income communities lack 
funds for emergency health services of any 
kind. (Fortunately, at least one case study 
county, Zavala, has witnessed improve
ments in health care provision in the last 
decade.) The lack of comprehensive health 
care in many of the counties we studied 
has resulted in unusually high death rates 
from treatable illness and startlingly high 
infant mortality.

Development and rehabilitation of low- 
incoiue housing units occurred during the 
decade between 1980 and 1990 in all of

Poverty Rates for Persons, 1970-1990
CHANGE CHANGE

CQlMDf 1970 1900 1990 1970-1980 1980-1990

Apache, AZ 53% 40% 47% -13% +7%

Hancock, TN 63% 43% 40% -20% -3%

Mora, NM 64% 38% 36% -27% -2%

Newton/Searcy, AR 44% 31% 30% -13% -1%

Shannon, SD 46% 45% 63% -1% +18%

W. Feliciana, LA 48% 33% 34% -15% +1%

Zavala, TX 49% 39% 50% -10% +11%

the counties visited. This work did have a 
modest impact on the accessibility of 
decent, affordable housing for residents of 
these communities, but serious problems 
were also experienced. In many of the 
counties, housing activists and local resi
dents decried the culturally insensitive 
design and location of federally assisted 
housing. In the Ozark and Appalachian 
regions, for example, people who wanted 
to receive FmHA rental assistance have 
had to move out of their long-standing 
communities and into town. On the Indian 
reservations in Shannon and Apache coun
ties, the boxy designs of HUD-funded 
homes, the prohibition against residents 
using surrounding space for livestock, and 
highly concentrated sites violate deeply 
held cultural conceptions of both autono
my and community.

In each of the counties visited for this 
report, local officials and housing 
providers underscored the growing gap 
between housing need and financial 
resources to meet this need. This is cer
tainly a common problem for all rural 
communities. Yet in the case study coun
ties, and other chronically impoverished 
areas, this gap has been widening so fast 
for so long that many housing problems 
are getting more severe rather than 
improving. On the Pine Ridge Reservation 
in Shannon County, for example, HUD

' See footnote num ber 46 of the preceding part o f this report for a thorough description o f the defin ition o f “substandard” hous
ing and the lim itations of this definition.
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The stark contrast 

between rents and 

income underscores the 

increasing severity of 

aflordahiiity probiems 

in these chronicaiiy 

impoverished counties.

and the Indian Housing Authority esti
mate that over 1,900 new units are 
required to address current housing needs, 
but there is only enough money to build 
80 units a year.

Similarly, funds available for weatheriza- 
tion and rehab simply do not come close 
to helping even a fraction of the people 
who need assistance. The magnitude of 
physical housing problems and the high 
rates of homeownership in these counties 
make the lack of funds for rehabilitation 
particularly problematic. The lack of funds 
available for rehabbing rental units is also 
a serious problem in places such as West 

Feliciana Parish, where 
rental units predominate.
The presence of experi
enced nonprofit and/or 
public housing providers 
varied tremendously in the 
case study counties. In sev
eral of the communities we 
visited, the lack of local 
technical and programmatic 
housing capacity seriously 
hampered peoples’ ability 
to tap into the limited fed
eral and state funds avail
able for rehab and develop
ment. In other areas, non
profit capacity in particular 
has grown significantly in 
the last decade.
The juxtaposition of afford

ability and physical quality problems with 
the lack of adequate federal assistance coa
lesces to create extreme difficulties in 
using HUD Section 8 vouchers in these 
communities. The inability of low-income 
renters to afford housing has caused long 
waiting lists for certificates. Yet there are 
simply not enough rental units in these 
counties that meet the minimal quahty 
standards of the Section 8 program. 
Consequently, there are not enough 
vouchers to meet the need, while some 
localities cannot apply for more vouchers 
because there are very few adequate rental 
units.

The data analysis in the previous section 
of this report suggests that affordability 
supplanted physical quality as the single 
most serious housing-related issue in rural 
areas nationwide in the decade between 
1980 and 1990. The lack of affordable 
housing and the extreme rates of housing 
cost burden were identified as critical 
problems in each of the counties we visit
ed. A growing proportion of people — 
especially low-income renters — simply 
cannot afford housing, when they can find 
rental units of reasonably good quality at 
all. An astonishing 43 percent of all renter 
households (across income categories) paid 
more than 30 percent of their monthly 
income for housing-related costs. Median 
rents in the case study counties rose by an 
average of 89 percent in the decade 
between 1980 and 1990, while median 
household income fell by an average of 
4 percent during the same period (in con
stant dollars). The stark contrast between 
rents and income underscores the increas
ing severity of affordability problems in 
these chronically impoverished counties.
The causes of this growing crisis in hous
ing affordability differed in light of the 
specific socio-economic contexts of the 
case study counties. The continuing 
decline in the number and economic 
health of small family farms disproportion
ately affected traditionally agriculmral 
economies such as those in Hancock 
County, Tennessee and Newton and 
Searcy Counties in Arkansas. The increas
ing mechanization of farm labor and the 
displacement of agricultural processing 
plants had a strong impact in several of the 
counties in the Southwest. In West 
Feliciana Parish, new high-tech industries 
moved into the area in the last decade, but 
few jobs have been created for unskilled 
workers.
N early all of the case study counties wit
nessed first hand the general decline in 
rural manufacturing industries spoken of 
previously in this report. In the 1970s, 
each of these counties had relied heavily 
on local, state, and federal governments

Housing Assistance Council



tor proN’icling' jobs in |nil)lic ad m in is tra 
tion , c iliica tio n , am i o tiic r  sii|)port se r
vices. I’he m im i)er o f people em|iloyecl by 
tiie  governm en t fell sharp ly in a lm ost all 
of the case study co iin ties as governm en t 
sp en d in g  was cu t in the 1980s. M odest 
grow th  in the num ber o f people em p loyed  
in re ta il trade helped m itiga te  u n em p lo y
m ent in som e o f the counties, but the 
m ostly  m in im um -w age  jobs did litt le  to 
im prove the overall econom ic co nd ition  o f 
residents.

'Fhe great economic paradox in most of 
the case study counties is that they abound 
in fertile farm and pasture land, timber, 
and mineral deposits, but most residents 
do not have access to these resources. This 
phenomenon has if anything intensified in 
the last decade, as “outside” companies 
clear cut timber in the Ozarks, drill for 
natural gas in Tennessee, graze livestock 
and farm in New Mexico and South 
Dakota. Thus local low-income residents 
continue to be alienated from the abun
dant economic resources of their commu
nities.

In many ways, the communities and peo
ple highlighted in the following case stud
ies are unique in the persistence and sever
ity of poverty, housing quality, and afford
ability problems. Despite the bleak picture 
painted by impersonal data, however, each 
of these communities brings innumerable 
resources to bear to address and combat 
the many challenges they face. In almost 
every county we visited, residents were 
eager to explain how common histories, 
kinship ties, and the surrounding physical 
beauty kept people from moving else
where. Some were fiercely protective of 
these qualities, often rejecting economic 
development in the form of “outside” 
industries that might provide additional 
employment but might also destroy the 
slow pace and solitude in which the com
munities’ strengths thrive. The sheer forti
tude exhibited by the residents of these 
counties, their proud cultural traditions, 
and the sense of shared struggle against 
economic hardship all provide exceptional 
insights into the resilience, vibrancy, and 
pride of rural communities.

Taking Stock o f  Rural Poverty and Housing f o r  the 1990s
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I APACHE COUNTY, ARIZONA

The unemplopenl rate 

was about 16 percent 

in 1994, andlliere are 

large disparities in Income. 

Undor-ompiopont 

is common.

In the northeast comer of Arizona, and 
extending along more than half the east
ern length of the state, Apache County 

includes over seven million acres, about 
two-thirds of it in the Navajo Tribal 
Reservation and Trust Lands, but also 
including portions of the Fort Apache 
Reservation and the Zuni Indian 
Reservation.^ Apache County includes dra

matic scenery from the 
W hite Mountains in the 
south to red mesas of the 
north. Petrified Forest 
National Park, Canyon de 
Chelly National Monument 
and national forest lands, 
but the county is far 
enough from population 
centers that tourism infra
structure has not been fully 
developed. Much of it is 
desert or dry land, with 
limited water supplies to 
support population. 
Agriculture, forestry, coal 
mining, oil and gas, some 

tourism and handicrafts make up much of 
the economic base.
Native Americans make up more than 
three-fourths, and whites about a fifth, of 
the population of the county. Although 
there was early Hispanic settlement, less 
than 4 percent of the current population is 
Hispanic. M ost Indians live on reservation 
lands, especially the Navajo. Indian and 
non-Indian lands are separately governed 
and face separate challenges. Because of 
the differences, this report will describe 
them separately.

s o v m N n m c K  couNn
Non-Indian settlement in southern 

Apache County in the last half of the 
nineteenth century was dominated by 

Mormon farmers and ranchers. Added to 
this agricultural base in the 1970s and 
1980s were two large, coal-fired electric 
generating plants, creating an economic 
boom that subsided when construction 
ended. Large reductions of power plant 
jobs in 1993 and 1994 continued the 
employment downslide. At about the same 
time, environmental concerns decreased 
logging operations and grazing permits on 
national lands. These losses fueled interest 
in more diversified economic development 
activity to replace the losses, and a county 
economic development director was hired 
in 1994. The unemployment rate was 
about 16 percent in 1994, and there are 
large disparities in income. Under
employment is common.
M any of the highly skilled construction 
and operations workers have left the area, 
leaving a modest surplus of housing. Some 
of the construction workers had been 
housed in mobile homes which have since 
been moved away from the area. Some 
mobile homes remain in use in the area, 
while others stand vacant and boarded. 
Houses in the towns are mostly modestly 
sized frame buildings, although a few old 
adobe buildings remain. Good houses 
stand next to structures in poor condition. 
Some new houses have been built outside 
of the towns.

’  T h ese  Apache and Zuni reservation areas are not discussed in this report because the Zuni lands are sacred and cerem onial and 

unpopulated , w h ile on ly 216 persons live in the Apache C ounty portion o f the Fort Apache reservation.
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Ill hill 1W4, a new, 2>()-iiim;itc state 
lirisoii will open in the county, but starting 
salaries for most ot its jobs will be half 
those at the power plant. Part ot the deci
sion to build that prison in Apache (bounty’ 
rested upon the availabilit)’ ot housing in 
the area. A housing inventory in 1^92 
showed 151 houses available tor sale and 
48 low-income apartments, but only a tew 
apartment vacancies, and over 400 trailer 
park spaces available in the area. A devel
oper is considering building a market-rate, 
22-unit housing complex with 15 units for 
elderly persons in the county seat, St. 
Johns.
Two government housing programs are 
being used in support ot low-income hous
ing. Community Development Block 
Grant monies can be used for repair and 
weatherization of eligible houses. The 
program is supervised by the Northern 
.Arizona Council of Governments through 
city governments. The Farmers Home 
Administration Office in southern Apache 
County works primarily in housing, and in 
spring 1994 was servicing 325 rural hous
ing loans. Farmers Home self-help houses 
are well estabHshed in St.Johns. Older 
residents use tJie Section 504 grant funds 
quickly, but are reluctant to use loan pro
grams because they are concerned about 
their ability to repay.

Despite recent economic downturns, local 
officials are working on economic develop
ment and do not see persistent poverty as

a major issue in the southern part of 
Apache C^ounty. In contrast, over half the 
t^unilies in the Navajo Nation portion of 
the county have incomes below the pover- 
t)' level.

Tw imio iwnoN in 
A P A H C a U N T Y

Approximately the northern two-thirds 
of Apache County is in the Navajo 
Nation, but this is only one part of the 

territory of the second-largest Indian tribe 
in the United States. The 
tribe has almost 200,000 
members on 17.5 million 
acres in the four contiguous 
states of Arizona, New 
Mexico, Colorado and 
Utah. About one-fourth of 
Navajos live in the Apache 
County part of the reserva
tion, which includes the 
headquarters town of 
Window Rock. The tribe is 
growing rapidly, by almost
20 percent between 1980 and 1990. The 
median age is 22, so rapid growth in 
household formation is expected. Median 
per capita income is slightly over $4,000.
Navajo people traditionally gained their 
livelihood from agriculture, raising crops 
in places with sufficient rainfall, or herding

sheep, goats and 
"  some cattle in

more arid places 
and times. 
Especially in dry 
areas, this 
required homes 
to be widely 
spaced, and sepa
rate summer and 
winter dwelling 
places often were 
used. Grazing 
lands were some
times communal, 
but there also

The tribe is growing 

rapidiy, by almost 

20 percent between 

1980 and 1990.
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To meet all of Its housing 

needs, the Navajo Nation 

osthnates that 20,000 new 

housing units are needed 

now, Including special 

needs such as elderly care 

lacllldes and housing for 

Independent living for the 

physically challenged.

were family use rights, passed from gener
ation to generation. In a move to curtail 
the environmental damage of over-graz
ing, the Bureau of Indian Affairs forced a 
stock reduction in the late 1930s and early 
1940s that was traumatic to the economic 
and social fabric of the Navajo people. 
Fewer people were needed to care for fam
ily herds. It was more difficult for a house
hold to reach self-sufficiency, so extended 
families had to continue to live together. 
Children were sent to school because they 
were less needed at home, and adults had 
to look for other employment.
Today, under-employment and unemploy

ment remain a serious 
problem for the Navajos, 
even though the tribe has 
energy resources such as 
coal, oil and gas that pro
vide some jobs and income. 
Indian crafts and tourism 
also provide some jobs and 
have potential for more. 
Agriculture, especially live
stock, remains important to 
famihes, but is not a major 
employer. More than two- 
fifths of Navajo employ
ment in the Apache county 
part of the reservation is by 
government.
As people increasingly have 
earned their livelihood 
from jobs other than agri
culture, living in built-up 
areas has become more 
practical because utilities 
and streets are much less 
costly per housing unit. 
Villages now frequently 

include a compound of similar houses built 
for school or governmental employees or 
by the Navajo Housing Authority for low- 
income families.
In rural areas, in contrast, home sites are 
w idely spaced, in keeping with Navajo 
preference and the need for animal forage. 
T he houses may be traditional round log 
hogans roofed with an earth-covered 
dome, newer variations of the hogan

shape, simple one-story rectangular ft-ame 
houses, or mobile homes. Often there are 
several homes in a residency group, linked 
by power and water lines. Home sites are 
generally quite bare of water-consuming 
landscape planting in this dry-land area, 
except sometimes a single shade tree.
Often there is a livestock corral. Tribal 
members can get permits to cut wood, so 
wood heat is used in over half of the 
homes.
Overcrowding is a severe problem. Several 
families often share a home designed as a 
single-family structure. The extent of this 
problem is demonstrated by a tribal docu
ment prioritizing families for new homes 
that describes severe overcrowding situa
tions as more than one family per bedroom. In 
addition, many homes are very old and 
need to be replaced.
To meet all of its housing needs, the 
Navajo Nation estimates that 20,000 new 
housing units are needed now, including 
special needs such as elderly care facilities 
and housing for independent living for the 

j)hysically challenged. Working poor peo
ple need rental housing, especially in the 
growth areas on the reservation and bor
der towns.
People might prefer scattered site housing, 
but there is a problem of infrastructure. 
Although sewage can be readily managed 
with septic systems, in practice, housing 
must be built where there is a water sup
ply. Getting water and electricity to scat
tered home sites is expensive. For example, 
it costs $8 per foot to extend electric lines. 
Even a short extension of 400 feet for a 
home recently cost $3,200. Telephone 
lines are costly as well, so three-fourths of 
occupied housing units on the reservation 
do not have telephone service. Water 
rights belong to the tribe, so an individual 
who would drill a well, likely to be deep 
and costly, would not have exclusive rights 
to the water. Some people have lived with
out electricity and plumbing all their lives; 
indeed, some traditional people associate 
electricity with lightning, which is a taboo, 
so do not want to have it in their homes. 
Although a family might be willing to do
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w itlioiit, g()vcrmm.'ius aiul |)riv;ite lenclors 
usiialK' require utilities at a lioine site.
li) tleal with ail tiiese challenges ot needs 

and resources, the Navajo Nation has 
ileveloped its own agencies and proce- 
ilures; it could he compared to a state or 
national government. Its governance is 
complicated by the fact that it relates to 
four states as well as the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs (BI.A). For its rapidly-growing pop
ulation, the Navajo Nation has a number 
of housing programs, but there is never 
enough money to meet the needs.
Some housing is provided by the Bureau 
of Indian Affairs, the Indian Health 
Serv'ice (IHS), school districts and the 
Navajo Nation for their employees. The 
nonprofit Fort Defiance Housing 
Corporation built 76 units of housing for 
low'-income households in the 1970s. The 
largest provider of low- and very low- 
income housing is the Navajo Housing 
Authority (NFIA), which has about 6,000 
units. Some of the NHA units are quite 
old and are being rehabilitated, including 
asbestos and lead abatement. The Housing 
Authority would like to build 500 units a 
year, but dollars available in 1993 could 
fund only 186 units. Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD) programs are seen 
as having too much red tape, with required 
approvals at every step of development.
Another part of tribal government,
Navajo Community Development, has 
a section that puts priority on housing.
The section tries to garner funds from 
as many sources as possible, including 
weatherization funds from the U.S. 
Department of Energy, housing pro
grams of the states of Arizona and New 
Mexico, the HUD HOME program, 
the BIA Home Improvement Program, 
and any others, to meet the huge need. 
They are looking at alternative building 
materials (like straw bales, foam, and 
volcanic cinder blocks) and construc
tion methods that could give cost-effec- 
tive energy efficiency. Although the 
Nation’s capacity to build is better than 
ever, each year available dollars shrink

and needs increase. 'I'he tribe gives small 
grants ($1 5,()()()-16,000 average) on the 
basis of priorities set by its 110 chapters, 
each of which is asked to list its ten top 
projects each year. About two million dol
lars are used this way every year. 
C^onimunity development officials have 
identified a need for greater local expertise 
in zoning and planning for needed growth.
Another tribal agency concerned with 
housing is the Department of Veterans 
Affairs, designed to serve the tribe’s 16,000 
veterans, their spouses and gold star moth
ers. About 25 percent of their clientele 
have housing needs, and 40 percent are 
unemployed. Their funding comes from 
the tribal general fund and matching fund 
programs (each with its own conditions) of 
the states of Arizona and New Mexico. In 
the last few years they have built an aver
age of 100 new, stick-built units per year, 
most with two or three bedrooms. In the 
past, they also helped veterans buy mobile 
homes, but discontinued that because units 
did not last. Their goal is to help all veter
ans, not just the neediest, but the state 
programs have income eligib ility criteria.
A memorandum of agreement between the 
U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs and 
Indian tribes is expected to facilitate loan 
guarantees for housing on tribal lands 
using regular VA loans.
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Some additional federal housing assistance 
comes from the Farmers Home 
Administration (FmHA). Navajos were the 
first tribe to make use of FmHA programs, 
and the local supervisor has been there 
over 20 years. His office now serves the 
whole Navajo and Hopi reservations. 
FmHA now has 100 single-family housing 
loans and 30 farm loans, and has given ten 
Section 504 grants for elderly households. 
FmHA on the district level has made a 
loan for multifamily staff housing at the 
Navajo Community College. These num
bers are small compared to the housing 
need, and the state FmHA Director is 
strongly encouraging a greater FmHA role 
in Indian housing. Some additional staff 
has been assigned to the area.
M oney for infrastructure development for 
housing comes from several federal 
sources. The Indian Health Service, the 
agency charged with delivering health care 
to Indians, also is funded to supply water 
as a preventative health service. Some IHS 
water money now is being used to build 
two water transfer stations. It takes three 
or four years for a typical water project to 
be ready to supply homes, so there is usu
ally a waiting list for projects, especially at 
scattered home sites. In addition, IHS 
water budgets have been particularly

uncertain, so planning ahead is difficult. 
The BIA provides funding for streets. 
FmHA is able to help with some of the 
tribe’s infrastructure needs as well; it has 
made loans for sewers to the Navajo Tribal 
U tility Authority.
Most of these assistance programs are 
geared to low- and very low-income per
sons, but persons with moderate incomes 
also have housing problems. There is not a 
conventional market for housing on the 
reservation. Private lenders have stayed 
away from mortgages on the reservation. 
FmHA would like to guarantee loans by 
private lenders, but the cost in time and 
money of extra layers of approvals for 
loans on tribal lands is a disincentive to 
private lenders. The only homes adver
tised for sale in the local newspaper over a 
period of several days in M ay 1994 were 
mobile homes, which usually are financed 
by dealers or personal loans. Besides the 
infrastructure issues noted above, home 
site leases must be approved by both the 
tribe and the BIA. It is difficult to find 
home sites not already leased or in some
one’s customary use area. Families often 
are forced to share housing with several 
others because they cannot get separate 
housing.
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Navajo officials have iilontificil some addi
tional housing problems ot their people. 
P'ire insurance is either ver\' expensive or 
impossible to obtain tor people on the 
reser\ ation. A fire can wipe out a tamily’s 
investment, and it takes years to get back 
to the top of the priorit}' list tor help. 
Officials also noted a need for construc
tion training programs, particularly 
apprenticeship and journevTOan training. 
Environmental and archaeological restric
tions and the need to work w'ith many 
jurisdictions form further barriers to meet
ing housing demand.
A further demand on Navajo housing 
resources comes from the part of the 
reservation outside of the Apache County 
section. Because of a longstanding bound
ary' dispute with the Hopi Nation, whose 
reservation is located within the perimeter 
of the Navajo reserv^ation in Arizona, for
2 7 years there was a freeze on new con
struction and home repairs in much of the 
contested area. Housing conditions in that 
area, therefore, deteriorated badly.
The dispute was “settled” by the U.S. 
Congress’ authorization of partitioning. In 
1977, boundaries were drawn awarding 
much land occupied by Navajo families to 
the Hopi tribe. Approximately 10,000 
Navajos, or 2,500 families, including some 
very traditional people who had lived for 
generations in the heart of the Navajo ter
ritory, were directly affected. Relocation 
benefits were provided but, since most 
other, useable Navajo tribal lands were 
already in homesite leases or customary 
family land use areas, finding new sites has 
been difficult. Some people moved far off 
reservation to be near other family mem
bers, and some who moved off reservation 
already have lost their new homes. The 
process has made homeless refugees.

Almost 1,500 of the displaced Navajos 
agreed to move to a “new land” area, 
much of which is in Apache County and 
has now returned to trust status. New 
homes have been built, served with elec
tricity and water. There are serious prob
lems with the relocation, however, even 
beyond the severe stress of relocating.

I'here are no job opportunities in the new 
area, and 96 percent of the people are 
unemployed. Some cattle can be grazed on 
tribally owned ranches nearby, but live
stock and sheep corrals are not permitted 
beside the houses. The U.S. government 
Relocation Commission in charge of this 
program says it provides only benefits, not 
actual houses, so is not responsible for 
houses meeting federal quality standards. 
Nevertheless, it has an approved list of 
contractors and too few inspectors, so 
materials and workmanship are often poor.
Some homes have been built on land 
leased for strip-mining coal. Some houses 
are built on unstable soils and are breaking 
apart. Chimneys installed too close to 
framing have caused fires. There is no 
telephone service, and the IHS is not 
allowed to use its water funds for fire 
hydrants, so owners cannot get fire insur
ance after the initial period paid for by the 
U.S. government. During the protracted 
period of relocation, children have grown 
up and formed new households, but have 
not received benefits or home site leases. 
They have had to double up in their par
ents’ single-family houses.
The Navajo Nation faces huge challenges 
of isolation, low income, lack of employ
ment and the need for water and commu
nity infrastructure. As one of the largest 
tribes in the United States, with large land 
areas, mineral resources and many people, 
the Navajo Nation has been able to devel
op a variety of programs to supplement 
federal programs in dealing with the 
poverty and enormous housing needs of its 
rapidly growing population. W hile this has 
added bureaucracy, it has also allowed 
more cultural sensitivity in delivering the 
programs. Solutions will require creativity, 
interagency cooperation and new 
approaches. Such work has begun, but dol
lars currently available are far from ade
quate.
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HANCOCK COUNTY, TENNESSEE

Poverty here is as 

persistent and pervasive 

as tlie trees, but iess 

so tlian tlio iniiabitants' 

fierce pride in tiie 

beauty and resiiience 

of their community.

Hancock Count}-, Tennessee, nestled in 
the Cumberland range of the 
Appalachian mountains on the 

Tennessee-Mrginia border, is home to 
some of the most rugged terrain in the 
United States. M rtually the entire count)- 
is covered by forest: only a few small 
tou-ns are nestled in remote hollers, linked 
by tiny t\vo-lane roads that scramble up 

the jagged mountains’ 
impossibly steep slopes. For 
as long as most folks can 
remember, Hancock 
Count}- has been stigma
tized as the poorest place in 
the state. Povert}- here is as 
persistent and pen asive as 
the trees, but less so than 
the inhabitants’ fierce pride 
in the beaut}- and resihence 
of their communit}-.
Hancock Count}-’s extraor
dinarily high povert}- rate 
gives it the unfortunate dis
tinction of being among the 
52 poorest counties in the 
United States. According to 
the 1990 Census, 40 per
cent of people in the coun- 

ty lived below the povert}- line, an 
improvement of only 3 percent in the 
decade between 1980 and 1990. WTiile the 
povert}^ rate of families in the area also 
declined sHghtly, that of women-main- 
tained households actually rose substan
tially during the last decade: by 1990, well 
over half of all female-headed households 
in Hancock County lived in povert}'.

There are so few- jobs in the county that 
almost 30 percent of the labor force must 
commute outside the county for work. 
Several small manufacturing operations 
provide the bulk of non-farm employment

for those able to find work within 
Hancock Count}-. The largest of these, 
which produces table tops, employs about 
150 people in mostly minimum-wage jobs. 
.\s in many other small rural communities, 
limited emplo}-ment opportunities have 
made it necessar}* for young people who 
are looking for work to leave the count\- 
altogether. Despite the general lack of 
emplo}-ment, especially that which offers 
above minimum-wage jobs, many in the 
area are reluctant to welcome new indus
tries to the count\- for fear they would, in 
the words of one resident, “spoil the quiet
ness, the peace of the place.”
Farming in Hancock Count}- is limited 
because there is \-irtually no flat table-top 
land. WTiat Httle arable land there is in the 
mountains’ narrow valleys is planted with 

* tobacco, the primar}- cash crop in the 
count\-. Level pastureland for raising dair}- 
or beef cattle is scarce, so the cattle have 
cut walkways into the mountainsides, 
allowing them to graze on the precipitous 
slopes.
Sneed\-ille, the count}- seat, is about 60 
miles nortlieast of Knox^-ille. It is home to 
several beaut}- salons, electronics repair 
stores, and gas stations. The relatively 
larger, more successful businesses are all 
owned by the same few families. These 
businesses, mostly grocer}', feed, and hard
ware stores, extend credit to local people. 
According to several local residents, the 
fact that these critical businesses allow 
purchases on credit forces low-income 
people without available cash to shop 
there, despite substantially higher prices 
than similar stores in neighboring coun
ties. Inflated prices and the lack of eco
nomic choices conspire against the abilit}- 
of low-income people to afford basic 
necessities in Hancock Count}-.
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As might l)c cxpcctcti in this economic 
context, housing ijiinlity in the county is ;i 
serious prolilem. W'liile the number of 
housing units with incomplete plumbing 
tacihties aiui/or overcrovvcletl conditions 
ileclined l)y 50 percent from 1980 to 1990, 
the overall rate of substandard housing 
remains extremely high; in 1990, one out 
of every five homes in I lancock (bounty 
was substandard, more than four times the 
rate of rural areas nationw'ide. Public 
water/wastew’ater systems did expand in 
the county' during the last decade, but they 
still reach relatively few' homes. Over 
three-quarters of housing units in the 
county' lack access to a public or private 
water system. Of these, almost 40 percent 
obtain water from springs, creeks, cisterns, 
or rivers. The quality of this water is high
ly suspect, since 20 percent of all homes 
are forced to dispose of wastewater and 
sewage by means other than a public sys
tem, septic tank, or cesspool.
Sally Morris, Director of the Hancock 
County Health Department, asserts that 
these housing conditions exacerbate many 
of the prevalent health problems in the 
area. Smoke from wood stoves combines 
with the dampness and fog in the valleys 
to form respiratory ailments. Intestinal 
parasites, due primarily to poor water 
quality and bad sanitation, are rampant 
among poorly-housed children in particu
lar. The only hospital in the county closed 
several years ago, and the EM T service is 
in imminent danger of closing. This lack 
of emergency medical care seriously com
pounds housing-related health problems 
for residents of Hancock County.
The biggest change in housing in the 
county in the last decade has been the 
development of several low-income multi
family rental projects in Sneedville, includ
ing two financed under the Farmers Home 
Administration’s Section 515 program and 
at least one HUD Section 202 project. 
Beyond these projects, rental housing in 
genera] is scarce in Hancock County, and 
rental units affordable to low-income peo
ple are virtually nonexistent. Shirley

Williams, the Director of Hancock 
(bounty’s Neighborhood Service Center, 
reports that “people without subsidies can
not afford rental units at all, even middle- 
income people.” Some Section 8 vouchers 
are in use in the county, but local advo
cates believe that insufficient monitoring 
by regional HUD officials implicitly 
allows local landlords to rent substandard 
units through the program. According to 
one, “there is simply no accountability,” so 
Section 8 recipients have no choice but to 
remain in inadequate units.
There is very little nonprofit capacity in 
Hancock County to help address and com
bat these housing prob
lems, and there are no non
profit housing organiza
tions attempting to develop 
affordable housing. The 
Appalachian Service Project 
does send work crews to 
the county every few years 
to help build outhouses for 
low-income people, but its 
ability to work in Hancock 
County is hampered by the 
fact that there is no ade
quate place for volunteers 
to stay.
Local advocates are opti
mistic, however, that addi
tional organizational and 
financial capacity to confront the poverty 
and housing conditions in the area is 
forthcoming. Hancock County has joined 
with Bell County, Kentucky and Lee 
County, Virginia in applying to become 
designated a rural Empowerment Zone, 
which would make the consortium eligible 
to receive $40 million over the next 10 
years. Sally Morris reports that “there is a 
lot of hope vested in this application,” 
which if successful would provide critical- 
ly-needed money for the County’s public 
school system, infrastructure improve
ments such as extending the County’s 
meager system of paved roads, and a 24- 
hour medical triage and ambulance ser
vice. Diantha Hodges, Co-Director of a

In 1990, one out of 

evopy five iiomes in 

Hancoci( County was 

sniistandaril, more dian 

fonp times tiie pate of 

purai apoas nationwide.
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new nonprofit organization in the county 
called the Jubilee Project, believes that the 
process of applying for designation as an 
Empowerment Zone has in itself been 
helpful in terms of community empower
ment, as local residents have come togeth
er to prioritize areas of need and to identi
fy possible solutions.
This willingness to join together to solve 
the community’s problems is by all 
accounts a defining characteristic of 
Hancock County inhabitants. Residents’ 
longstanding history with the land and 
deeply-rooted kinship ties combine to

form a resilient tapestry, a supportive 
backdrop against which the county’s per
sistent poverty and housing problems fade 
into the fabric. “People have fought 
against economic adversity,” asserts 
Diantha Hodges, “and what people have 
lived through gives them a sense of com
mon struggle.” Local residents strongly 
assert that this shared struggle, not chron
ic poverty and substandard housing, is 
what defines life in Hancock County.
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MORA COUNH, NEW MEXICO

There are few jeb 

oppertunittes in the ceunty, 

and partial er seasenai 

empioyment is common. 

Subsistence farming 

is practiced, as are 

barter transactions.

On the east side of the Sangre de Cristo 
Mountains, and sloping to range land 
on the east, Mora County^ New 

Mexico, once was part of Mexico. It was 
crossed by the Santa Fe Trail, and Fort 
Union was built there in 1851 as a strate
gic United States m ilitary post and quar
termaster depot. Since then, dynamic eco
nomic activity has gone elsewhere, and

more than one-third of its 
people have incomes plac
ing them below the poverty 
line. There are few job 
opportunities in the county, 
and partial or seasonal 
employment is common. 
Subsistence farming is prac
ticed, as are barter transac
tions. Its people are largely 
Hispanic, and many fami
lies originally acquired their 
land as Spanish grants.
T hey are loyal to their land 
and reluctant to risk losing 
it by incurring mortgages 
or taxes that they would be 
unable to pay.
U.S. Census data shows 
there was little change dur

ing the 1980s in Mora County. Population 
increased only very shghtly. The whole 
county was characterized as rural in both 
1980 and 1990. Median household income 
($12,993 in 1990) hardly changed at all, 
and the proportion of the population liv
ing below the poverty line decreased 
slightly. Still, 32 percent of families and 62 
percent of female-headed households were 
reported to have incomes below the pover
ty level.
The economy relies primarily on govern
ment and tourism. The northwest corner 
of the county borders Taos ski area and 
has some vacation homes. Commercial

agriculture is primarily ranching in the 
eastern part of the county, but there also is 
some irrigated farming, including one 
raspberry grower who uses a few seasonal 
laborers. Most of the large ranches have 
out-of-state owners. Lack of economic 
strength encourages young people to 
leave, which provides some offset for 
housing demand.
Economic development projects are not 
necessarily welcome, because a politically 
effective group sees growth as a threat to 
the traditional way of life in the area.
Local politics are contentious. A proposed 
expansion of a federally funded fish hatch
ery reportedly was opposed with great 
vigor. People expressed opposition to 
development that would give jobs to out- 
.siders. Property taxes are low, perhaps 
$35-40 per year for a very modest house, 
but so is the ability to pay. County govern
ment is often close to bankruptcy, and 
state government has provided special 
funds for Mora County.
The county has imposed a moratorium on 
new development and land use, other than 
single-family houses, while it prepares a 
comprehensive plan and land use regula
tions that are expected to include a zoning 
ordinance. This moratorium, and the 
county’s hiring of an Albuquerque consult
ing firm to develop the land use controls, 
was triggered by development proposals 
by outside individuals and organizations. 
County officials realized that they did not 
have legal controls over outsiders’ activi
ties, but it remains to be seen if residents 
w ill accept controls that will also affect 
their own use of land.
Residents must look outside the county for 
both jobs and services. This results in long 
drives and higher costs. Jobs are often ser
vice jobs at low wages. Mothers of young 
children may be unable to take such jobs
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;it all bccausc ot a lack ot ila\' care, ami 
slightU older chiKlren may be in selt care 
tor long hours.
There are no hospitals in the coimtA', and 
mothers must go to Las \'egas, in the next 
coimr\\ tor prenatal care anti deiiverv' ot 
babies, i here is a clinic in Alora statted 
tiill time by either a physician or physi
cian’s assistant, and another statted part 
time in Wagon Mound, 60 miles to the 
east, on Interstate 25. Leading health 
issues in the county  ̂are diabetes, alco
holism, domestic abuse and stress-related 
illnesses. The count)’ nurse reports a good 
record of childhood immunizations, and 
no reported cases of high lead levels in 
children. Teenage pregnancy is common.
Most of the people live in the foothill 
areas on the western side of the county. 
Many houses have corrugated metal roofs, 
which are resistant to w'ind, moisture and 
haii that are common there.
Old adobe structures, frame buildings with 
stucco sidings, and a high proportion of 
mobile homes in scattered locations 
demonstrate the results of having few 
building controls and no zoning. Serious 
deterioration of houses from weather and 
time is widely evident. Many homes lack 
adequate sew'age disposal and plumbing. 
W'ater comes from wells or small commu
nity systems. The county seat, Mora, now 
has a central sewer system, but con
necting a home to the main line is at 
the individual owner’s cost,
In these resource-restricted circum
stances, there is a shortage of affordable 
housing. Overcrowding is common, as 
families are large and several genera
tions may live together. One communi
ty leader says, “Hispanic culture says 
one never puts family out in the street.” 
Thus, people really may be homeless or 
near homeless.

Although there are many vacant units 
in Mora County, building officials esti
mate that more than 50 percent of 
these are substandard, and vacant units 
not for sale or rent make up about 16 
percent of the dwellings. Building

inspectors further estimate that about 18 
percent of occupied units in Mora County 
lack plumbing and do not meet code 
requirements. About two-thirds of all sub
standard dwellings are suitable for rehabil
itation. VVTien people leave the county for 
jobs elsewhere, they do not sell their land, 
but keep it as a place where they can 
return. Low property taxes fit well with 
this goal. The region’s 1994 
C>omprehensive Housing Affordability 
Strategy (CHAS) says that lack of income 
has prevented some persons living in cities 
from repairing old homes they own in 
rural areas, so that a number of houses are 
unusable.
The mortgage process is a 
particular problem in Mora 
County because the old 
land titles are descriptive 
rather than surveyed. T itle 
searches and quieting title 
may take several thousand 
dollars and a number of 
months. There is a strong 
tradition of splitting family 
lands among the children, 
which is allowed under 
New Mexico law. A Farmers Home 
Administration official reports that some 
people continue to be very casual about 
conveying real estate, compounding old

Overcrowding is common, 

as familios are largo and 

several generations may 

live togelliar.
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Wind and weather take a 

toll on mobile hemes, as 

can be seen by dreoping 

Insulation mid peoKng painL

title problems. According 
to one banker, much busi
ness, including housing, is 
conducted on the basis of 
long-standing relationships 
rather than strict adherence 
to formal procedures. A 
banker from the one bank 
that has a branch in Mora 
reports that it is difficult to 
do mortgage lending to 

meet Community Reinvestment Act 
requirements, because properties do not 
meet adequate water, sewer and street con
struction standards.
Mobile homes have been used to fill the 
housing affordability gap, and often are 
located next to a house or other trailers on 
one property. It is estimated that one of 
every three low- and very low-income 
families in the region live in mobile 
homes. Much of the newer housing is 
mobile homes because they are less costly 
to purchase and financing is easier. Dealers 
or personal loans finance the mobile 
homes, without the complications of a 
mortgage process. The trailer market has 
been a disincentive for persons to build 
single-fam ily and multifamily housing or 
to repair vacant houses for rental. W ind 
and weather take a toll on mobile homes, 
as can be seen by drooping insulation and 
peehng paint. The Community 
Development Block Grant (CDBG) pro
gram director describes one older appli

cant living in a mobile home that had 
many upright posts inside supporting a 
water-damaged and sagging roof.
Rental housing also is in short supply. Less 
than 5 percent of rental or sale housing 
units is affordable to persons at or below 
80 percent of median family income. 
Participants in the 1994 CHAS communi
ty meetings identified a shortage of hous
ing for low-income and special needs per
sons. It is interesting to note, however, 
that the land use consultant hired to work 
on the land-use development moratorium 
reports that the issue of affordable housing 
had not come up as a concern in a series of 
forums in the county conducted by the 
consulting firm.
To help meet the need for affordable hous
ing, the county has an allocation of 60 
HUD Section 8 certificates, with 27 
households on the waiting list. They will 
stop taking applications soon. The county 
is unable to request more certificates 
because it does not have more rental hous
ing available that meets Section 8 stan- 

'dards. A number of the certificates are 
used in mobile homes in a mobile home 
park in the town of Mora.
The county CDBG program has made a 
difference in improving the quality of local 
housing. Operated by one individual in a 
separate county office, this program reha
bilitated 26 units in 1993. Although some
times CDBG money has been used for 
infrastructure, such as the Mora sewer sys
tem, more often the money has been used 
for improvements to individual properties. 
Using priority criteria including age, dis- 
abihty, income and family status, the coun
ty makes grants of CDBG funds to house
holds. They have had 161 home repair 
applicants, and have a cap of $10,000 for 
any one structure at one time, or $6,000 
for a well. Mobile homes must be on a 
permanent foundation to be eligible for 
CDBG funds. The executive director of 
the CDBG program says, “It is sad to 
make a family choose between water and a 
roof.” She would like to have the funds to 
do complete rehabilitation on each home
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at one tim e , n it lie r  than partia l renovation 
in one \'ear and ano ther part in five years 
w hen the I'anuly becom es cHgihle to app ly 
again , as is now the case, lb  m ake lim ited  
lim ds go  tarther, she is aggressive  in w o rk 
ing  w ith  o ther agencies to g e t funds to 
serve m ore hom es. V \eatherization Fiinds 
and F arm ers I lom e A dm in istration  p ro 
gram s have been used in th is way.

Farmers I lome Administration Section 
504 grants to correct health and safety 
housing problems for elderly persons are 
fully used in Mora County (five in the first 
eight months of fiscal year 1994), particu
larly for roofs, wells, septic tanks and 
baths. Because FmHA standards and those 
of CDBG are different, each agency may 
fund distinctly different parts of the work 
on the same structure when they are coop
erating to make needed repairs. The 
FmELA supervisor reports that there is a 
general attitrude in the county against 
long-term debt, so that agency has not had 
demand for housing loans. Mora County 
has been targeted by FmHA for a pilot 
project of new housing construction in 
conjunction witJi a nonprofit organization, 
but such a partnership has not yet been 
developed. The time and expense ($2,500

to $3,000 per property) of clearing titles 
continues to be a barrier to use of FmHA 
monies. 'I'he director also reports that the 
type of soil found in Mora County 
recjuires an engineered foundation to pre
vent excessive settling of structnares.
Mora County is an example of a county 
that has seen little change over the decade 
in data reported by the Census. Change 
has occurred, however. Weather has con
tinued to damage houses; those witJiout 
repairs show the wear or may have been 
replaced by mobile homes. Mobile homes 
have deteriorated faster than site-built 
housing. W ater and sewer problems have 
continued or become worse 
because of little public 
investment, except in the 
town of Mora.
Without significant eco
nomic development, life 
has continued much as 
before, but long commutes 
to poorly paid jobs outside 
the community have left 
some children on their own 
longer and kept other fami- 
hes in welfare dependence.
Low costs of living have 

become lower in rela
tion to other places, and have attracted 
outsiders in ways that prompted a 
county moratorium on land use devel
opment. Low taxes have allowed people 
to hold onto their lands, but have pro
vided few funds for public services.
The small supply of rental housing has 
become less affordable, except for those 
who are cushioned by the HUD 
Section 8 program. Grant programs 
have helped make some housing better, 
but loan programs have been little 
used. Some people feel things have 
become better, some that they are 
worse. The public choice has been for 
their traditional way of life over devel
opment.

Low taxes have allowed 

people te held ento 

thelp lands, hut have 

provided few funds fep 
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NEWmN AND SEARCY COUNTIES, 
ARKANSAS

T
In the ten years since the 

lastvershinof 

I  was released, the premise 

of decreasing poverty 

exhibited in the 1970s hasI

failed to materialize.

'he Ozark mountains in North Central 
Arkansas provide some of the most 
stunningly beautiful vistas in the 

United States: tabletop land predominates, 
where farms and pastureland nestle the 

edges of majestic old- 
growth forests. A sense of 
timelessness pervades the 
mountains, ethereal as the 
clouds that descend in the 
valleys. For many residents 
of Newton and Searcy 
counties, however, the 
astonishing beauty of the 
Ozarks offers little respite 
from grinding poverty and 
the pervasive lack of decent, 
safe, and affordable hous
ing.
The decade between 1970 
and 1980 showed great 
promise for the region, as 
infrastructure improve

ments and a diversifying economy con
tributed to a significant decline in poverty 
rates. Even as these factors helped improve 
poverty in Newton and Searcy counties, 
they also had less desirable economic 
impacts. “W al-M art and paved roads 
changed things forever,” asserts Bob King 
of the Searcy County Chamber of 
Commerce. A wider network of paved 
roads made it possible for people living in 
remote communities to travel away from 
the immediate area — often to neighbor
ing counties — for goods and services. 
Small cottage industries and Mom & Pop 
stores, upon which much of the local 
economy was based, were decimated by 
the trend. Retail trade in the area has yet 
to rebound.

In the ten years since the last version of 
Taking Stock was released, the promise of 
decreasing poverty exhibited in the 1970s 
has failed to materialize. Poverty rates 
remain extremely high: according to the 
1990 Census, 29.8 percent of people in 
Newton and Searcy counties lived below 
the poverty line, an improvement of only 
1.3 percent since 1980. The proportion of 
female-headed households increased by 17 
percent during the last decade: by 1990, 
over 40 percent of all women-maintained 
households lived in poverty.
The economic health of Newton and 
.Searcy counties is precarious, and chronic 
underemployment plagues most residents. 
The scarcity of jobs in the region requires 
that many workers commute great dis
tances: over 50 percent of people in 
Newton County travel outside the county 
for work. Most people in the area, particu
larly those with low incomes, patch 
together a precarious living from several 
part-time jobs. The timber industry pro
vides physically demanding, dangerous, 
and low-paying seasonal jobs for a large 
number of men. W hile recognizing the 
economic importance of logging, commu
nity activists decry the fact that much of 
the land in the counties on which timber is 
cut is logged by outside companies, and 
that higher-paying processing and finish
ing jobs are located elsewhere. 
Clearcutting of the land is also becoming a 
serious problem, as timber companies 
remove the counties’ natural resources 
without regard to conservation or refor
estation.
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Iburisni provitlcs sonic cin|)l()\ iiiciit in 
Xcwton (lounty, particularly in the town 
of jasper ami surrounding' area. 'I'lie 
Huthilo National River anti ailjacent 
national park land attract \ isitors from 
throughout the South and Midwest. 1 he 
national park, designated wilderness areas, 
and other Federally owned land encompass 
a sizeable portion of both counties, thus 
reducing the area s tax base. I he counties’ 
proximity' to Branson, Missouri, which is 
quickly becoming the largest center of 
country music entertainment outside of 
Nashville, offers some hope that tourism 
in the area will expand. Branson’s popular
ity' has caused an explosion in the number 
of people traveling through Searcy County 
in particular: the County’s Chamber of 
Commerce estimates that as much as 80 
percent of the summer traffic through 
Marshall, the county seat, is bound for 
Branson. The county is actively exploring 
ways to capture a portion of the millions 
of dollars these visitors represent.
The expansion of water and wastewater 
systems in both Newton and Searcy coun
ties has led to an increase in the number of 
housing units with complete plumbing 
facilities, but severe structniral problems 
and inadequate weatherproofing still char
acterizes much of the housing in the 
region. According to local housing experts 
and program directors, housing quality has 
failed to improve in any significant way, 
leading one advocate to comment that 
“the housing in this area is certainly no 
better than it was ten years ago. In fact, it ’s 
just ten years older.”

W hile the need for additional affordable 
housing is tremendous, the development 
of several Farmers Home Administration 
projects in Newton and Searcy counties in 
the last ten years has had a modest impact 
in the area. The projects do serve some 
low-income people, but local housing 
activists assert that the projects “cream” 
the rental market, often disallowing the 
renters with the greatest need for afford
able housing. These projects, built by for- 
profit developers, are almost all located in 
the Newton and Searcy county seats, thus

requiring people who want to take advan
tage of the housing to move “into town.” 
I'he Newton County leadership of Fml lA 
refused throughout the decade to accept 
Section 502 projects in virtually the entire 
county, citing the inability of the soil to 
withstand traditional septic systems.
Under intense pressure from nonprofit 
organizations, the county Fm llA  office 
recently accepted the state of Arkansas’ 
less restrictive criteria for septic systems. 
Local nonprofit housing organizations are 
hopefril that this overdue policy change 
will result in additional affordable housing 
development in the area.
A small number of FmHA 
housing preservation and 
weatherization grants are 
being used in Newton and 
Searcy counties. The 
administrator of the weath
erization program in the 
counties believes that the 
little amount of money 
available for insulation and 
other minor weatherization 
improvements is just a 
“drop in the bucket,” and 
that the majority of the 
houses that receive the 
grants need comprehensive 
rehabilitation or complete 
reconstruction. Another 
source of frustration for 
housing advocates is the 
stringent requirements 
regarding lead-based paint 
abatement. Mike Morris, 
the director of the Newton 
County Housing Council, asserts that the 
current legislative trend toward strict lead 
abatement regulations, which require that 
paint must be removed from all sites 
before funds can be used, would “prohibit 
the use of virtually any federal money for 
rehab and reconstruction in the area.” 
Because of the age of the housing stock, 
almost all of the units that need work have 
lead-based paint, and the cost of hiring 
certified contractors to remove, haul, and 
dispose of the material is prohibitive.

Because ef the age of the 

heusing stock, almost all of 

the units that need werh 

have lead-hased paint, and 
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Families unabie to lind or 

afford decent, safe iiousing 

iiave been forced to occupy 

decrepit ontbniidings 

patched together widi 

scrap materiais iii(e dis

carded sheets of pressed 

wood and rusty tin.

HUD Section 8 certificates and I lOME 
tenant-based rental assistance are also 
being used in Newton and Searcy coun
ties. According to Ilershel Sullivan, the 
Director of the Regional Housing 
Authority, there is a large gap between the 
need and availability of Section 8 vouch
ers. I 'h e  biggest problem related to using 
this program in the area, however, is the 
pronounced lack of suitable housing that 
meets HUD fair market rents, which 
HUD recently lowered in the area to 1985 
levels. There simply are not enough ade
quate rental units in the counties to meet 
even the minimum standards required by 
the Section 8 program. In major urban 

areas, tremendously long 
waiting lists for certificates 
are the primary problem, 
w'hile in Newton and 
Searcy counties (and most 
other rural areas) a dearth 
of m inimally decent rental 
units impedes effective use 
of the program.
The wholesale lack of 
rental units — affordable or 
otherwise — is a serious 
problem throughout the 
region. The shortage of 
rental units, combined with 
the inability of low-income 
people to afford homeown- 
ership and the complete 
lack of access to mortgage 
credit, has led to a long
standing housing crisis in 
Newton and Searcy coun
ties. Families unable to find 

or afford decent, safe housing have been 
forced to occupy decrepit outbuildings 
patched together with scrap materials like 
discarded sheets of pressed wood and rusty 
tin. Doubling-up and commensurate over
crowding is common as extended families 
share space in the tiny, one-story homes.

Many of these shacks lack electricity and 
running water, and are heated in the area’s 
harsh mountain winters with inefficient 
wood stoves. The polluting smoke from 
the stoves, drafty homes, and lack of 
potable water have a great impact on the 
health of people in the more remote 
regions of the counties. The Newton 
County Health Executive reports that bac
terial infections and severe respiratory 
problems predominate in the area, and 
that these ailments are directly attributable 
to poor housing conditions. These serious 
health problems are exacerbated by the 
fact that there is no hospital, ambulance 
serv ice, or after-hours medical care of any 
kind in either county. The lack of prenatal 
care has caused a crisis in infant mortality 
in the counties.
Nonprofit housing organizations and local 
housing advocates in Newton and Searcy 
counties are extremely discouraged by the 
pervasive poverty and substandard housing 
that predominates. The rigidity of state 
and federal housing programs and the 
Tinwillingness of the Farmers Home 
Administration to be flexible in light of the 
particular topographical context of the 
area made far-reaching progress in afford
able housing virtually impossible between 
1980 and 1990. Nonprofit capacity to 
develop housing in the region has 
increased substantially in the last ten years, 
but the extreme paucity of federal funds 
and programmatic support — and the lack 
of political will to provide real solutions to 
the low-income housing crisis in Newton 
and Searcy counties — make it unlikely 
that there will be meaningful improvement 
in the quality of life for low-income peo
ple in the next decade.
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ISHANNON COUNTY/PINE RIDGE 
RESERVATION, SOUTH DAK01A

c

I

I

...g rasslan ds and some 

cultivated flelds suppert a 

few herds of beef catUo, 

but sparse water supplies 

inilt tbe populations of both 

people and animals.

Rolling hills of prairie grassland, sculpt
ed by wind, water and geologic forces, 
dotted with scattered trees along 

waterways, describe the barren beauty of 
Shannon County, South Dakota. The

Badlands of the north show 
raw earth, still forming 
spectacular gullies and deep 
ravines, because the soil 
texture and dry climate 
combine to form easily 
erodible land unprotected 
by vegetation. Yet a rich 
treasure of fossils shows 
that once many kinds of 
animals lived on this land. 
Further south, grasslands 
and some cultivated fields 
support a few herds of beef 
cattle, but sparse water sup
plies lim it the populations 
of both people and animals. 
Located in the northern 

great plains, Shannon County is subject to 
severe cold and wind in winter and dry, 
hot summers. It is a remote land of few 
economic resources, but a place where 
earth enters the soul. It is also the poorest 
county in the United States.
All of Shannon County is included in the 
Oglala Sioux Reservation of the Oglala 
tribe. The Oglala were a part of the 
Dakota/Nakota/Lakota nomadic people 
who roamed widely in North America. 
T hey belonged to the Oceti Sakowin, a 
group that today is known as the Sioux. 
T he Dakota had four sub-groups and 
stayed east in Minnesota, two Nakota sub

groups stayed in what is now southeastern 
South Dakota, and the Lakota moved west 
of the Missouri River and developed the 
Plains culture. They subdivided into seven 
bands, one of which is the Oglala. The 
Dakota/Nakota/Lakota people’s origin sto
ries say that their people originated in the 
Black Hills west of Shannon County, an 
area that remains sacred to Lakota culture. 
W hat is now Bear Butte State Park in the 
Black Hills area is a traditional site of 
Vision Quests and Sun Dances.
The Oglala were in a period of expansion 
of territory when white people first came 
to the upper plains area. Trading posts 
were developed along the Missouri River. 
Fort Laramie (first as a trading post and 
later as a U. S. army fort) was established 
at the juncture of the North Platte and 
Laramie rivers, the area where the Oglala 
were in control. Fort Laramie was a major 
rest stop on the Oregon Trail, and other 
Lakota tribes often stayed in this area. In 
1851, the United States negotiated a series 
of treaties with the tribes that established 
territories and recognized Lakota territory 
as including much of eastern Wyoming 
and western South Dakota. Nevertheless, 
continuing white intrusion within that ter
ritory by emigrants, miners and unautho
rized forts led to “Red Cloud’s W ar” of 
1866-68. The treaty of 1868 recognized 
the western half of South Dakota as the 
Great Sioux Reservation, guaranteed no 
white encroachment, promised govern
ment protection and annual payments and 
“guaranteed that the terms of the treaty 
could not be changed nor any land ceded
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‘unless cxccutccl ;iinl s igned by ;it least 
t l iree-to iirths ot all the adu lt  male 
Ind ians. ’” N o later treaties or agreem ents  
ever had those signatures. '

White slaughter ot the buffalo, decimation 
of the fur trade, white settlers and, finally, 
the discovery ot gold in the Black Hills led 
to further contlicts and a series of “agree
ments” that progressively decreased 
Lakota territory'. By 1889 the Oglala Sioux 
Reserv'ation of Pine Ridge was established 
as home for the Oglala Nation in its pre
sent boundaries in three counties. The 
Wounded Ktiee Massacre ended military 
conflict with the U.S. government in 1890; 
the monument to the massacre’s victims, 
standing on a lonely, wind-swept hill, is a 
poignant reminder of abuse in an unequal 
power relationship.
The w'hole reservation covers almost 2.8 
million acres and is checkered with land 
that has gone out of trust status through 
sales and foreclosures, leaving 1.8 million 
acres still in trust status and under tribal 
control. The territory of Shannon County 
is under tribal government, and remains 
an “unorganized county” from a state 
jurisdictional perspective; i.e., there is no 
county government. The tribe is governed 
by a 16-member tribal council led by a 
five-member executive committee, and the

village of Pine Ridge is tribal headquar
ters. 'iribal chairmen are elected every two 
years.
1 listorically, Indians were seen as a federal, 
rather than a state responsibility. In 
Washington, D.C., Indian concerns had 
low priority, and programs were consis
tently under-funded. Schools were often 
run by Christian churches, and for many 
years tried to wipe out Indian culture.
Along the paved and gravel roads of the 
reservation, there are widely spaced small 
villages, most of which include clusters of 
similar, HUD-funded, rectangular wood 
frame houses and other frame houses, 
many showing signs of 
deterioration. Scattered in 
the countryside, especially 
in tree-dotted valleys, are 
small homes and outbuild
ings of wood frame, log 
buildings and mobile 
homes. Some seem deterio
rated beyond use, but are 
still occupied. Villages 
often include a circular 
community building, 
designed to reflect Lakota 
culture. The village of Kyle 
is home to Oglala Lakota 
College, which has an espe-

Scatteped in the country

side. . .  ape smaii iiemes 

and outbuiidings of wood 

frame, iog bniidings and 

mobiie iiomes. Some seem

deteriorated beyond use, 

but are stiii occupied.

' ( ;re g o ry  ( i agnon and Karen W hite  Eyes, P in e R id ge R eserva tion , Y esterday am i 'Ihday (Baillands N atural H istory Association, 
Interior, So iu li Dakota, 1992).

Taking Stock of Rural P oveity and Housing f o r  the 1990s



l e r e  are now 1,650 lamilies 

on the IHA waiting iist, 

most of wiiom cuprontiy 

are sevopoiy crowdeil 

witli several famiiies siiaring 

single-faniily structures.

cially distinctive, circular administrative 
building.

U.S. Census data about the Pine Ridge 
Reservation is clearly flawed, but is the 
most detailed available. W hile the 1990 
Census lists a 12 percent decline in popu
lation over the past decade (to 9,902), the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) 
Superintendent estimates that the reserva
tion population grew substantially. He 
reports that enumerators did not do a 
careful count, and that he was not even 
counted. To the extent that Census num
bers are used as a basis for distribution of 
funds and services, an undercount further 

disadvantages already 
resource-poor people. 
Population growth comes 
from a renewed interest in 
Lakota culture that is 
bringing tribal members 
back to the reservation, and 
from high fertility rates. 
Most of the reservation 
population lives in Shannon 
County.
Sixty-three percent of the 
county’s residents lived in 
poverty. The 1990 Census 
reported a median house
hold income of $11,105, a 
one-third decline in dollar 
income since 1980 (in con

stant dollars). There are few job opportu
nities in Shannon County other than with 
the tribe, the BIA or other governmental 
bodies.
Along with the low incomes, there is an 
acute shortage of housing. The average 
addition of 52 new units per year over the 
last decade (as reported by the Census 
Bureau) did not nearly meet the backlog of 
housing need and the population growth.
In contrast, an average of 130 units were 
added each year in Shannon County dur
ing the decade of the 1970s. Unlike most 
rural areas, private homeownership does 
not predominate. Over half of the total 
2,205 units of occupied housing stock is 
rental housing.
The Indian Housing Authority (IHA) pro
vides most of the housing available to the 
generally low-income population, using 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD) monies. The IHA is 
a separate authority originally established 
by the tribal council in 1961, one of the 
first tribal housing authorities in the 

■ United States. Its 1,432 units include two 
projects for elderly persons and both 
rental and ownership units for low-income 
households. One elderly project has 23 
units, and includes meals. The other is 32 
units and reduces costs by not including 
meals. There are now 1,650 families on 
the IHA waiting list, most of whom cur
rently are severely crowded with several 
families sharing single-family structures. 
This crowding allows families to share 
costs, but overcrowding and the harsh 
local weather are very hard on buildings.
Most IHA housing units on the reserva
tion are free-standing units designed for a 
single family. In order to have community 
water supplies and sewer systems, lower 
development costs and to build on tribal 
land, most are grouped in subdivisions or 
projects of clusters of buildings of similar, 
basic, rectangular, wood-frame design, 
varying in number of bedrooms. Some 
units have areas of brick trim. A serious 
problem is non-payment of rents; arrears 
total one million dollars. Since most of the
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rent;il p;nincnts collectcd should 1)C 
ust'il tor maintenance, these arrears 
have a serious ettect on the tribal hous
ing stock. The Indian I lousing 
Authority uses radio station KILI,
“ The \’oice ot the Lakota Nation,’ to 
broadcast encouragement to care tor 
housing as a resource ot the people.
In HUD reported a total of
2,712 housing units on the Pine Ridge 
reserv'ation, 1,418 in standard condition 
and 1,294 in substandard condition. It 
reported 660 units needing renovation 
and 634 units needing replacement. It 
declared a need for 1,912 new units.
Present funding from HUD to the
IH.\, however, only allows for the devel
opment of approximately 80 units per year. 
About half of these are rental units, where 
residents are charged 30 percent of income 
for rent. The other units being developed 
are in the mutual help program, where 
residents pay 15 percent of their income 
for house payments and can achieve own
ership in 30 years. These few new units 
are far from meeting needs.
At this time, IHA builds the houses as 
modular units in batches of about 26 at a 
location in Kyle, then moves the units to 
prepared foundations. Mutual help pro
gram structures have basements, and 
rental units have crawl spaces. This con
struction process is used for efficiency, 
because of long distances between villages. 
Total development costs are now about 
$90,000 per unit, with about $70,000 of 
that for the actual structure. The IHA 
employs about 200 persons, so it is a major 
employer on the reservation. IHA is also 
in the second year of a five-year HUD 
Comprehensive Grant program to rehabil
itate older rental units, some of which are 
now about 30 years old, and badly worn. 
The work includes new siding, roofs, inte
rior walls, insulation, kitchens and plumb
ing and additional storage space. It will 
also include planting grass around the 
buildings. The rehabilitation costs are esti
mated to run about $25,000 per unit, and

up to $36,000. Work crews of six or seven 
persons are drawn from the local popula
tion and have received on-the-job training. 
Originally, workers were persons recom
mended by the eight tribal districts, and 
had different skill levels. The Comp Grant 
Director feels that he now has crews that 
are trained and working effectively. They 
expect to have completed 120 units by the 
end of the second year, October 1994.
In the dry-land chmate of Shannon 
County, availability of potable water is a 
serious problem. According to a 1993 
engineering report, “water on the 
Reservation is frequently microbiologically 
contaminated, especially during the sum
mer. Two of 51 rural wells sampled . . . 
showed nitrate levels higher than EPA’s 
maximum contaminant level.” 
Approximately half of all housing units in 
the county have water and sewer service 
from public systems.

The Indian Health Service (IHS) provides 
funding for water and sewers for housing 
units. It is now digging wells and building 
an emergency pipeline to provide useable 
water on the west side of the reservation. 
This system will be linked to the M ni 
W iconi W ater Supply Project, a separate 
federal project to serve the Pine Ridge, 
Rosebud and Lower Brule reservations 
and other areas, which will bring water 
from the Missouri River in five years.
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Other housing on the reservation includes 
100 rental units that the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs provides for its employees. Most of 
its rental income goes toward niainte- 
nance. BIA is not now building new units. 
There is a compound of houses for the 
Oglala Lakota College in Kyle. The IHS, 
which opened a new hospital in 1994, also 
provides housing units for its professional 
and administrative staff. These govern
mental bodies find that they need to pro
vide housing for employees because of the 
lack of available units and of a private 
housing market. A 1991 South Dakota 
Housing Authority report notes a lack of 

mortgage money available 
on the reservation for per
sons whose incomes place 
them above the level of eli
gibility for low-income pro
grams.
Two Farmers Home 
Administration offices serve 
different parts of Shannon 
County. FmHA has long 
made loans for agriculture 
in the area, and now is 
actively working to fund 
housing and community 
facilities on the reservation. 
A major step towards over
coming the old lending bar
rier of trust status of the

tribal trust status in the ^as been taken by the
adoption of legislation pro
viding for retention of trib-

case of loan default. al trust status in the case of
loan default. FmHA has 
made some grants for 

repair and plumbing for very low-income 
elderly homeowners through its Section 
504 program. It is working with the IHA, 
with IHS to link to water and sewer, and 
with the tribal government in regard to 
roads. Farmers Home officials report that 
good working relationships are being built 
with tribal officials over time.
At this writing, FmHA has reserved 
$125,000 for a ten-house site that would 
be connected to community water and

A major step tewapds 

overcoming the old lending 

barrier of tm st status of 

tlio land has hoen tahen hy 

d K  adopOon of leglslaOon 

providing for retention of

sewer, but a suitable site has not yet been 
found. FmFIA would like to use the ser
vices of loan packagers to facilitate work 
on the reservation. It is also investigating 
alternative housing designs that would be 
smaller and less costly than usual FmHA 
requirements, and thus would be more 
suitable to local income levels.
FmI“IA deals directly with the borrower or 
through loan packagers, rather than 
through tribal authorities or banks. 
FmHA-developed properties are not sub
ject to HUD and IHA rules. Individuals 
can obtain title to property faster with an 
FmHA loan than under the HUD mutual 
help program, but with less subsidy.
The problems of housing on the reserva
tion are directly related to other problems 
faced by the Oglala Sioux. For example, 
there are acute health problems. The 
Indian Health Service, which provides 
health care on the reservation, reports 
high mortality rates that are more than 
twice those of the U.S. population as a 
whole. Alcoholism rates here are the high
est of any IHS region, and tuberculosis 
rates second-highest among IHS regions. 
Diseases of the respiratory system are the 
leading cause of outpatient visits. Heart 
diseases follow accidents as leading causes 
of death in Shannon County. Crowded 
housing conditions, and resulting stress, 
could relate directly to these health condi
tions.
Lack of employment opportunities also is 
a major barrier to increasing the quantity 
and quality of housing in Shannon County. 
Geographic isolation and a lack of water 
and sewer facilities discourage many kinds 
of economic development. A history of 
frequent turnover of tribal leadership has 
complicated economic development plan
ning. Little private enterprise is apparent 
in Shannon County, although a busy gas 
station and convenience store is located on 
Highway 18 in the village of Pine Ridge, 
and there is a Taco John’s nearby. The 
regional center of Rapid C ity is too far 
away to commute to work.
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M ost o f the rc scn  ;ition rcsitlc iits w ho arc 
c'iiip lo\cil work tor tlic  tr ibe , the 15IA or 
o ther g'overninentiil bodies. I'he 
Clensus reports 3 I percen t ot ;u liilts iiiie in - 
plovecl, but persons on the reservation  
estim ate  that 70 to ‘M) percen t ot the pop
u lation  is iincm plo\ etl. Shannon C>ounty 
has for the last several decades had am ong 
the h ighest un em p loym en t rates in the 
country. Because o f a lack of jobs and a 
h isto ry  o f dependency u jion  federal p ay 
m ents, on ly  a sm all num ber of adu lts are 
cu rren tly  ac tiv e ly  seek in g  em p loym en t. 
P avm ents w ere prom ised  from  the first 
treaty' that estab lished  re sen 'a tio n s, but 
never reached  the stated  levels. M u ch  o f 
the cu rren t ad u lt popu lation  does no t have 
job -h o ld in g  experience and sk ills.

The Oglala Lakota College has offered 
courses in carpentry and electrical skills 
that include on-the-job training such as 
building a college center building at 
Batesland. Some graduates have found jobs 
working for the Housing Authority. 
Vocational education funds that supported 
those programs are decreasing, however, 
and the electrical program is being phased 
out. It may become necessary to drop the 
carpentry program as well.
Nevertheless, there are opportunities for 
raising incomes in Shannon County, and a 
variety of efforts are currently underway. 
The nearby Black Hills area and the 
Badlands include national parks that are 
major tourist attractions, albeit with some 
points of contention because those places 
are sacred in tribal tradition. The tribe 
successfully operates Cedar Pass Lodge 
under a concession contract with the 
National Park Service. There is discussion 
of building a casino near the western edge 
of the reservation close to the Black Hills. 
A cooperative markets Indian crafts near 
the Wounded Knee monument and grave 
site. The South Dakota Office of 
Economic Development is interested in 
working with the tribe to develop employ
ment opportunities, and has talked with 
entrepreneurs interested in leather goods 
and stitch-and-assembly Victories, but 
there have been no major successes to

date. A no n -p ro fit l .ak o ta  Fund has been 
estab lished  on the reservation  to provide 
loans and help  to sm all businesses. T h e  
M n i VViconi W a te r  S u p p ly  P ro jec t w ill 
b rin g  w ater from  the M isso u ri R iver for 
h o usin g  and developm en t.

Under a contract with the BIA for mineral 
development, work is underway to nianu- 
facuire adobe brick from local soil. A pilot 
project has built a demonstration house of 
this brick. This structure is also using 
energy-saving design by being banked into 
a hillside on the north. It is not yet clear 
whether adobe will be acceptable to local 
preferences.
Culture, history, politics and resources 
combine to form the present circum
stances in Shannon County. There is a 
great need for housing, but very little 
income to support it. Federal funding for 
new construction has not kept up with 
population growth, and overcrowding of 
existing units has hastened their deteriora
tion. There are few job opportunities, and 
a history of control by the federal govern
ment has discouraged self-sufficiency and 
economic development. Conditions have 
barely improved over the decade of the 
eighties.
Nevertheless, there are a number of 
potentially positive signs. The HUD 
Comp Grant Program has developed work 
crews to rehabilitate older rental units.
The Farmers Home Administration has 
increased its efforts to be part of develop
ing housing solutions, including more use 
of grants for very low-income elderly per
sons and experimentation with less expen
sive design alternatives.

FmHA is actively seeking a suitable site 
for new home construction. There appears 
to be serious interest in interagency col
laboration to solve housing problems. The 
state of South Dakota is actively interested 
in economic development on the reserva
tion. And renewed interest in Lakota cul
ture could be turned to finding culturally 
authentic solutions to addressing the 
Lakota nation’s needs.
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WEST FELICIANA PARISH, 
LOUISIANA

The unemployment pate 

pose dpamatically from 

6.3pepcentin1980to 

9.5 percent in 1990.

W
est Feliciana Parish has two faces. 
The most readily visible is the world 
of the “antebellum” plantation 

homes, of the quaint historic district that 
dates from the turn of the previous centu
ry, of the towering trees hung with

Spanish moss, of elite resort 
communities, of a fine new 
school system, and of high- 
priced homes in newly 
developed subdivisions. The 
countenance presented by 
this world exudes genuine 
hospitality and southern 
charm as it assures the 
Yankee visitor that she can
not possibly fathom southern 
race relations. This world is 

a peaceful one, pervaded by a strong sense of 
community spirit and benevolence.
West Feliciana’s other world is not so easily 
apparent. The visitor only catches glimpses 
of it — within the shadows of the ancient 
trees and stately homes. It can be found in 
the voice of the proud man who talks about 
his blind youngest son and in the tales of a 
young woman met by chance in a waiting 
room. This other world is one of gross 
undereducation and poverty, of teenage 
pregnancy, of high school dropouts, of 
extreme unemployment, of separate proms 
for black and white high school students, 
of dilapidated housing and nonexistent 
sewage systems, and of dirt roads right off 
of new highways. This world is painfully 
conscious of racism and rightfully suspi
cious of the intentions or abilities of com
munity leaders to effect real change.

I
f the state of Louisiana is a foot and 
lower leg, then West Feliciana Parish is 
situated at the point where the bridge of 

that foot becomes the ankle. The parish is 
nestled between the Mississippi River, the 
Mississippi state line, and the larger parish 
of East Feliciana. Its bayous and the 
ancient trees of its highlands lend it an 
almost prehistoric aura in the eyes of a vis
itor. Against this backdrop, the sparkling 
blacktop of the ever-expanding Highway 
61 that cuts through the parish like an 
artery imitates the extreme contrasts found 
throughout West Feliciana.
The Housing Assistance Council’s study of 

_ West Feliciana Parish in 1984 described 
the serious lack of employment opportuni
ties, the high rates of poverty, and the 
dearth of decent and affordable housing. 
The intervening decade has witnessed lit
tle improvement in most of these cate
gories. The poverty rate for parish resi
dents actually increased slightly to 33.8 
percent.*^ The unemployment rate rose 
dramatically from 6.3 percent in 1980 to 
9.5 percent in 1990.^ Housing affordabihty 
remains a serious problem. Housing quali
ty, on the other hand, improved substan
tially. (See accompanying table for addi
tional Census data.)
Just as it was 10 years ago, the lack of 
employment opportunities for West 
Feliciana Parish residents is still the pri
mary obstacle to real change. Although the 
parish is home to a nuclear power plant, a 
paper mill, a hospital, and a prison, the 
only one of these that provides low-skill 
jobs and hires local people is the prison — 
Angola Penitentiary. Although a few jobs

 ̂ U .S . C ensus Bureau poverty rates do not include institu tionalized  residents.

 ̂ U .S . Census Bureau unem ploym ent figures are w idely considered to he flawed, since they do not include “discouraged work

ers” (those who have been unem ployed for m ore than six weeks).
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cn tin g  an il conflict reso lution  skills.
A I lc;ul S tart p rogram  provides tour 
years o f free pre-school to e lig ib le  
ch ik lren  anti t lie ir  fam ilies. Parents 
can en ro ll in lite racy  and (iP .D  
classes.

I'he efforts of the school superin
tendent to pro\'itle a better educa
tion b\- first addressing students’ 
most basic needs have paid off in 
more wavs than one. Ibday, the 
school ranks seventh in the state and 
student test scores rise each year.
The Assistant District Attorney also 
reports greatly diminished numbers 
of child abuse and child neglect 
cases. The school system enjoys 
broad community support, as well; during 
a recent referendum, 80 percent of voters 
supported a tax increase to support the 
school system.
The River Bend Energy Center, a nuclear 
power plant located at the southern end of 
the parish, is another important influence 
on West Feliciana, but not because it pro
vides jobs to parish residents. In fact, 
according to most estimates. River Bend 
employs relatively few West Fehciana 
natives; the majority of its employees com
mute to the plant from Baton Rouge and 
other parishes. Moreover, many of the jobs 
at the nuclear plant are highly skilled, and 
since 42.8 percent of parish residents 
never graduated from high school, few res
idents qualify for employment at River 
Bend.

Although the River Bend nuclear plant 
does not provide most parish residents 
with a job, it has had a substantial effect 
on the community in other ways. One of 
these is the fact that the construction of 
the nuclear plant created a temporary eco
nomic boon for the local construction 
business. Realizing that the nuclear plant 
could translate into a significantly 
increased amount of economic develop
ment activity in the parish, developers cre
ated five or six small apartment complexes 
in St. Francisville. Although only one of 
the projects included affordable housing

(Audubon Apartments), today these apart
ments represent the vast majority of the 
decent rental units available in the parish.
During the last decade. West Feliciana has 
expended considerable energy pohshing its 
image as a desirable tourist destination and 
selling itself as an ideal place to live. 
Billboards advertising St. Francisville and 
West Feliciana’s plantation homes can be 
seen as far away as New Orleans, and 
advertisements in tourist publications for 
luxury rental housing emphasize that St. 
Francisville has easy proximity to “excel
lent schools, churches, and is only a short 
drive to River Bend, James River, [and] 
Georgia Pacific” (nearby large employers). 
West Feliciana has capitalized on its image 
as a peaceful small town, luring away from 
Baton Rouge those tired of crime, poor 
public schools, and city Hfe.

The nuclear plant has significantly influ
enced the parish’s fortune by acting as the 
catalyst that stimulated a flood of new resi
dents. First, many of the new plant’s 
employees chose to relocate in West 
Feliciana. After this initial wave, word 
began to spread, and the coinbination of 
West Feliciana’s proximity to Baton Rouge 
(St. Francisville is located only 24 miles 
north of Baton Rouge on Highway 61) 
and to well-paying, highly skilled jobs at 
the nuclear power plant and the larger 
employers in Baton Rouge, and its fine 
school system and small town atmosphere

Taking Stock of Rural Poverty and Housing f o r  the 1990s



drew increasing numbers of upper middle 
class white residents to West Feliciana.
The arrival of more prosperous residents 
in the parish has had a tremendous effect 
on the housing market. Most of the land 
in the parish has traditionally been held by 
a few large landowners. Now, however, as 
land prices skyrocket, increasing numbers 
of these landowners are willing to divide 
their land into smaller parcels for sale at 
great profit to developers of luxury hous
ing, and numerous high-priced housing 
subdivisions are in the process of being 
developed on such land. The influx of 
newcomers has also affected the rental 
housing market. It has not only driven up 
the cost of local rental housing, but has 
also made it virtually impossible to find 
rental housing in the area at any price.
In spite of the current pace of develop
ment activity and the severe need for addi
tional affordable housing, however, devel
oping housing for low-income residents 
has not been a priority for West Feliciana 
during the past decade. More prosperous 
parish residents — those with the political 
or social power to make change — have 
either been ignorant of the conditions in 
which many residents live or have chosen 
to ignore the situation.
During the past five years, however, the 
W est Feliciana community has become 
inflamed with 
the spirit of 
community 
activism. An 
awareness of 
the desperate 
need for 
action began 
to grow when 
the school 
system’s 
Family 
Service 
Center per
sonnel started 
making visits 
to students’ 
homes.

Service Center staff were appalled by the 
housing conditions and poverty in which 
they found many families living. Extending 
the school’s philosophy of social activism 
to the larger community, the staff began to 
look for ways to improve the living condi
tions of low-income parish residents. 
Inspired by the school system’s previous 
successes, a broad spectrum of parish resi
dents — from the Assistant District 
Attorney to the Executive Vice President 
of one of the two local banks to the 
Assistant Administrator of the local hospi
tal — joined the effort, and several task 
forces and other bodies have recently been 
formed to address the numerous problems 
facing the community.
First, in response to increased develop
ment activity in the area, the parish estab
lished a zoning board and a planning com
mission. A town housing authority was 
created, and, shortly afterwards, a parish 
housing authority was established. A parish 
health task force has also been formed.
The parish has traditionally received much 
-of its federal funding through a CAP 
agency based in neighboring Pointe 
Coupee parish. After discovering that the 
c a p ’s board was comprised solely of 
Pointe Coupee residents and that the 
funds received by the CAP were not being 
(from the perspective of West Feliciana)
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tairl\' ilis tr ih u tc il hctwcon llic  two parishes, 
li()\\'c\cr, W est I 'c lic iana rcsiilcn ts have 
decidetl to tonn  th e ir own (lA P  agen cy  to 
sohcit federal tiinds anti in the sp ring  of 
1W 4  w ere in the process ot do in g  so.

Also as of the spring of 1994, parish 
acti\'ists have been moderately successful 
in their quest to address some of the prob
lems facing the community’, 'fhe town 
housing authorit}' applied for and received 
HOME fimds for housing rehabilitation. 
The parish housing authority also applied 
for HOME funds and was awarded 
$150,000 for housing rehabilitation, and it 
has been designated as a Community 
Housing Development Organization 
(CHDO). Of the parish’s HOME money, 
$75,000 will be used in the unincorporat
ed, traditionally African-American com
munity of Independence. The other 
$75,000 will be used in a similar commu
nity called SoHtude.
Community activists are finding that actu
ally spending the funds is more difficult 
than they anticipated. One obstacle to 
actually disbursing the money is the fact 
that the funds can only be used to rehabili
tate owner-occupied homes and many of 
the homes most in need of assistance are 
rental units. An additional barrier is that in 
order to be ehgible to receive funds for 
rehabilitation, a homeowner must be able 
to demonstrate that s/he has clear title to 
the property. As in many rural areas, this is 
often difficult to do since homes and prop
erties are passed from generation to gener
ation and sales of property used to be 
based on a handshake rather than on legal 
documents. Finally, the HOME funds may 
not be used to rehabihtate mobile homes.
Exactly what the future holds for West 
Feliciana parish is still unclear, but it cer
tainly will bring change. In 1997, the 
River Bend nuclear power plant will return 
to the parish tax rolls, and West Fehciana 
could become the wealthiest parish in 
Louisiana. Spurred especially by that 
knowledge, community activists are orga
nizing a “parish-wide” meeting to priori

tize the jiarish’s needs and to make long
term plans for the use of those fimds.
'I'heir efforts to address and alleviate some 
of the most severe housing, health, and 
poverty problems that exist in West 
Feliciana may be successful, but the parish 
still has more on its plate than it can han
dle.
In spite of the united front presented by 
most parish residents, the community is 
still rife with division and contention.
Some members of the community gloss 
over the discrimination and racism that are 
still very much a part of life in West 
Feliciana. In a pending case, the American 
Civil Liberties Union has 
sued the town for excluding 
African-Americans from its 
Board of Aldermen. And 
the only reason that the 
parish police jury is repre
sentative of African- 
Americans is because the 
intervention of the 
Washington, DC-based 
Lawyers’ Committee on 
Civil Rights recently forced 
district reapportionment.
W ith these realities serving 
as a rather disappointing 
backdrop to the inspiring 
activism of the community, 
one must ask just how rep
resentative these new 
agents of change really are.
Although any fonds won by 
the community to develop or rehabilitate 
affordable housing would be welcome, the 
attitudes of those with the political and 
social force to decide how they will be 
spent may have the power to mean the dif
ference between a community with safe, 
decent, and affordable housing for all resi
dents and one that only addresses the 
needs of the “deserving” poor or perhaps 
the non-threatening elderly poor.

In 19 9 7, the Rivep Bend 

nuclear pewep plant 

will return to the 

parish tax rolls, and 

West Feliciana could 

hecouie the wealthiest 

parish In Louisiana.
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ZAVALA COUNTY, TEXAS

There have been few 

changes in Zavala Cennty 

since 1980, and those 

tew are not imppovements. 

This is "a pretty 

depressed a re a f'.. .

Zavala County is in Texas brush country, 
relatively flat compared to the hill 
country to the north or the border area 

to the west and south.* The open country 
around the county’s three towns is mostly 
divided into large ranches, and much of it 
is fenced but uncultivated, thickly 
splotched with low, scrubby bushes and 
trees. Cacti, palm trees, and mesquite

grow under the immense 
Texas sky. Portions of 
Zavala County’s land are 
cultivated, planted with 
corn, cabbage, onions, and 
occasionally still the 
spinach that gave the coun
ty seat of Crystal C ity the 
title “Spinach Capital of the 
W orld.” Other tracts are 
devoted to grazing cattle, 
and some of the uncultivat
ed land is occupied by deer, 
kept in place for hunters by 
extra high fences.
Crystal C ity gained a cer
tain fame as the birthplace 

of La Raza Unida, a Mexican-American 
political party that became an important 
force in Texas politics, and an inspiration 
to Hispanic persons nationwide, from the 
late 1960s to the mid-1970s. The party no 
longer exists, but its legacy can still be

seen in the distribution of population 
within the county. The majority of the 
“Anglos” — non-Hispanic whites — in 
Zavala County live in the unincorporated 
towns of Batesville (1990 population;
1,369) and La Pryor (1,432) or in the non
urbanized parts of the county, rather than 
in Crystal C ity (8,117). Others, say local 
Mexican-American activists, moved to 
nearby cities like Carrizo Springs, the seat 
of neighboring Dimmit County, in the 
1960s and have never returned.'*
There have been few changes in Zavala 
County since 1980, and those few are not 
improvements. This is “a pretty depressed 
area,” affirms county planner Esequiel 
Guzman. When La Raza Unida was creat
ed, political power was linked with eco
nomic power, notes Paul Edwards, interim 
director of the regional Council of 
Governments (COG). The white ranchers 
who owned most of the county’s land also 
controlled its politics and filled its elective 
offices. The shift to Mexican-American 
control of the political structure did not 
bring a concomitant degree of economic 
control, however. The white ranchers still 
own the land, Mexican-American activists 
note.
Meanwhile, the local economy has been 
harmed by forces beyond the control of 
anyone within the county. For example, in

* Zavala C oun ty is considered part o f the border area for some purposes, but from the close-up perspective o f those who live m 
the county it is not qu ite at the border, and the geography is som ewhat different closer to the actual border. T h e section o f the 
data analysis portion o f this report concern ing the “U .S .-M ex ico  Border R egion” includes Zavala C ounty and m any other coun

ties that do not actually  border M exico, for reasons explained there.

’ T h e  Census reported that o f the 962 non-H ispanic w hite persons in Zavala C ounty in 1990, 275 (29 percent) lived m Crystal 
C ity , 132, in La Pryor, and 113 in Batesville. C arrizo  Springs, w ith a total population of 5,745 sign ificandy sm aller than Crystal 

C ity ’s, nevertheless has 753 Anglo residents com pared to C rystal C ity ’s 275.
T h e  tab le above on “D em ographic C haracteristics of Case Study C ounties” does not capture the single most important 

racial/ethnic distinction in Zavala C ount — that between Anglos and H ispanics — because is does no list separate figures for 
H ispanic and non-H ispan ic persons o f each race. O f the 6,433 w hite persons in Zavala County, 5,481 are H ispanic and 962 (8 
percent o f the coun ty’s population) are non-H ispanic. A lmost an equal num ber o f H ispanic persons identified themselves as 

being on non-w hite race: 6 b lack, 53 Am erican Indian, and 5,325 “other.”
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the m i i l - l ‘W()s after trcc/ing w oatlier 
devastated  c itrus crops h irther south , 
m any c itrus grow ers sh ifted to crops 
like on ions and cah l)age that liatl 
long been m ainstays of Zavala 
(bounty’s econom y, hut the southern  
c lim ate  perm itted  h arvesting  e a r lie r  
and com p etin g  successfu lly  again st 
Z avala C o u n ty ’s crops. A nother 
loca lly  unco n tro llab le  blow was 
struck  in the w in te r of 1993-94  w hen 
Del M onte laid o ff n ear ly  400  o f the 
600-person  w orkforce at its C rys ta l 
(]ity ' cannery.

Some former La Raza Unida mem
bers blame certain local problems on 
Anglo reaction to “Hispanics [not] 
behaving themselves.” They explain that, 
for example, W al-Mart seriously consid
ered locating a store in Crystal C ity but 
w'as persuaded to open in Carrizo Springs 
instead. Crystal City has been “held down” 
for years, one asserts, “because of what we 
did.”
Ironically, Mexican-American control of 
local politics has led to one kind of eco
nomic authority: local government is the 
largest employer in the county. Del 
Monte’s recent layoffs cost the company its 
position as the county’s largest employer.
In this region, called the country’s “winter 
garden,” agriculture remains an important 
source of jobs, second only to government 
in 1990, according to the Census. Much of 
the field work that once provided employ
ment for unskilled laborers has vanished, 
however, replaced by mechanization or 
moved to the Midwest, farther south in 
Texas, or even into Mexico. “You can grow 
anything here, but there’s no market,” says 
planner Guzman.

The area is still a home base for migrant 
farmworkers who travel north, often with 
their families, usually to North Dakota or 
Minnesota to work on crops like sugar 
beets. Technology has supplanted some of 
their work in the north as well, reducing 
the work season there to a few short 
months, in some cases only from M ay to 
July, or sometimes through September or

October. (Enough migrants 
have left Zavala County by 
April I, nevertheless, to 
make local activists suspect 
that the Census under
counts area residents.)
W hen the migrants return 
to Zavala at the end of the 
season, there is no work at 
home. They continue to 
return every year, however; 
they like it here, they have 
relatives here, and a number of them own 
homes here, which they board up during 
the months they are travelling.
Other components of the local economy 
once included petroleum refining in 
neighboring Dimmit County, but the 
refinery closed in the 1970s. There was a 
brief oil boom in the early 1980s when oil 
was discovered in southeastern Zavala 
County and some nearby areas, but that
oil supply appears to have been largely 
exhausted and others have not yet been 
located. Deer hunting is an important 
source of revenue for those who own land 
and can lease it to hunters. There are a 
number of jobs at a women’s detention 
center in the county.

W hen asked about changes in the area 
since 1980, a number of Zavala County 
residents cite a change for the worse in 
young adults’ attitudes. They complain 
that under the influence of television —

When thi! migpants 

retupn to Zavala at the 

end of the season, there 

is no work at home.
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HedOi care, for example, 

is far frem ideal, but is 

better than in some 

remote rural areas.

one resident particularly blames the San 
Antonio news broadcasts’ coverage of 
murders — the young are beginning to 
commit crimes and create gangs. Also, 
they say, young people do not want to 
work in the available jobs at the available 
wages. Instead of working long hours in 
hourly-wage jobs in order to make more 
money, complain their parents, young peo
ple want to work regular forty-hour weeks 
and earn more than the available hourly 
rates.
Disincentives to work are created by the 
structure of the government income trans
fer programs on which (according to

Edwards) perhaps half the 
county’s residents depend, 
and by the administrative 
burden for recipients who 
might need those programs 
during only part of the 
year. If a position were 
available at the Del Monte 
cannery, explains local 
activist Pablo Aguilion, the 
individual hired would have 
to give up unemploy
ment benefits, welfare 

payments, M edicaid, perhaps Section 8 
housing assistance, and perhaps food 
stamps. But the cannery job would pro
vide few if any benefits, and would like
ly last only a month or two until a par
ticular crop was canned. Then the laid- 
off worker would have to apply all over 
again for each type of assistance.
Program beneficiaries would be more 
likely to accept short-term work if gov
ernment assistance programs took into 
account the lack of benefits provided 
with available jobs, and if it were less 
cumbersome to withdraw temporarily 
from programs.
At the same time, Zavala County’s 
adults point out that the county is los
ing its youth to cities where job 
prospects are better. Like much of the 
rest of the country, Zavala County will 
need better services and different types 
of facilities in the near future to accom
modate its increasingly elderly resi

dents. Funds will be needed, notes the 
director of one of the area’s community 
action agencies, to make housing more 
accessible for those with limited mobility. 
And the county needs a nursing home, 
something that does not currently exist 
there, says the director of a health clinic in 
Crystal City.
W hile the county’s population increased 
modestly between 1980 and 1990, and the 
regional Council of Governments reports 
it continues to grow, residents say the local 
population is not stable. Some people are 
leaving, and others are moving in. This 
phenomenon helps ensure the need for 
continued government assistance, says 
COG director Edwards; he estimates the 
demand for services grows 7 or 8 percent 
each year in the Zavala County region.
Living conditions in the county provide a 
mixture of reasons to leave and reasons to 
stay. Health care, for example, is far from 
ideal, but is better than in some remote 
rural areas. The county’s two hospitals 
closed in the 1970s, so the closest hospital
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IS now ;il>oiit 12 m iles aw ay in ( .a r r iz o  
Sprin^>., and doctors from as tar aw ay as 
San A ntonio  (about 115 m iles) arc listed  in 
the \ eliow pages ot the local phone hook. 
But there are local doctors as w ell, and 
m anv M ed ica id  patien ts m ake use ot a 
s izeab le c lin ic  in C^r\stal C it) w ith  a h ill-  
tim e staff that has increased  trom  one doc
tor (p lus support staff) in 1^80 to four 
doctors, one den tist, and one n u rse -m id - 
w ife in 1W .  O utpatien t su rg ica l p ro ce
dures are perform ed th ere , and im m u n iza
tions, genera l m ed ical care and m en tal 
health  sen  ices are p rovided as w ell as a 
varier\- o f pub lic  educatdon p rogram s.

The local educational system is about 
average among others in the same geo
graphic area, according to the superinten
dent of the Cr}'stal Cit}' Independent 
School District (CCISD). La Pn'or has its 
own school district, and Bates\-ille’s 
schools are consolidated into a district 
centered in neighboring Uvalde Count}’. 
CCISD reports its students are 99.5 per
cent Hispanic and 82.1 percent low- 
income. The official graduation rate is 
97.2 percent, but superintendent Rodolfo 
Espinosa says that calculation is less than 
accurate, since out of a freshman high 
school class of 200-300, about 90 students 
complete senior year. The school district 
does not keep records on those w'ho do 
not graduate with their class, however, so 
it does not know how many move and fin
ish school elsewhere, how many complete 
a GED, or how many never obtain a 
degree. At the local community college, 
the rodeo program is a particularly popu
lar course of study and can lead to a bach
elor’s degree from Texas A&M University.
Housing conditions in the county^ leave a 
great deal to be desired. Residents report 
there is a shortage of units for persons at 
all income levels in the county, even the 
wealthy. The housing available for low- 
income persons is in poor condition; the 
Census shows that the proportion of occu
pied units lacking plumbing fell by over 14 
percent from 1980 to 1990, but the kind of 
physical dilapidation not reported by the 
Census is immediately evident to anyone

passing through the residential neighbor
hoods of Cry stal Cit}-, Batesville, and La 
Fn or. Jorge Botello, director of the 
Communit}- Council of Southwest Te.xas, 
notes that his agenc}'s weatherization 
activities frequently turn into rehabilita
tion projects because local homes need 
more than simply weatherproofing.
In addition, while median income in the 
count}' fell sharply from 1980 to 1990, 
median housing costs rose, so that in 1990 
the Census found 53 percent of count}’ 
renters and 13 percent of owners were 
pa}-ing more than 30 percent of their 
income for housing. Persons inteniewed 
for this case study did not 
complain about the cost of 
housing, however. Their 
concerns were focussed on 
availabilit}’ of units and on 
the physical condition of 
existing units.
.Many count}’ residents 
receive some t}’pe of hous
ing assistance. HUD pro- 
\ades Section 8 rental assis
tance and some public 
housing imits. The Farmers 
Home Administration has 
funded some home pur
chases and some rehabilitation, in addition 
to the development of 26 units of farm 
labor housing in Cr}’stal City. There is 
reportedly resistance to development of 
additional government-funded housing in 
the area, on the grounds that it would be 
exempt from taxes whereas private owners 
of rental housing must pay propert}' taxes. 
In early 1994 the Texas Department of 
Housing and Communit}’ Affairs initiated 
development of a subdivision in Cr} stal 
Cit}', expected to be one of three demon
stration projects statewide, to be devel
oped for mixed-income residents using a 
combination of state and federal funds and 
the cooperative efforts of government and 
private organizations on all levels. The 
project has become “a political football,” 
however, according to Aguillon, as the citv 
and count}’ jockey for control.

Residents report there 

is a sliortage of units 

for persons at all income 

levels in the county, 
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Crystal City has liousing, 

curbs, parks, and other 

I infrastructure attributable 

to foderal programs 

at least as far hacl( as

Two communities in the county, both adja
cent to Crystal City, have been designated 
as colonias under the 1990 National 
Affordable Housing Act: Chula Vista and 
Loma Alta.'“ The houses in these areas 
range from some that are well-kept and 
carefully landscaped, to others cobbled 
together by adding a room or a mobile 
home whenever the residents could afford 
it, and others seemingly built ail at one 
time but seriously decrepit. C ity water 
lines have already been extended to these 
colonias, and soon federal funds will be 
used to extend city sewer lines. Other 
funds may be available for housing reha
bilitation. The COG director notes an 

ironic twist to these 
improvements: because 
most colonias residents 
purchased their lots under a 
contract for deed arrange
ment rather than a mort
gage, the developer can — 
and all too often does — 
reclaim ownership of the 
property after a single 
missed payment, and when 
government-funded 
improvements are in place

these unscrupulous developers will be able 
to resell the property at much more prof
itable rates.
The federal and state assistance available 
in Zavala County over the years has cer
tainly improved some aspects of life there. 
Crystal C ity has housing, curbs, parks, and 
other infrastructure attributable to federal 
programs at least as far back as “urban 
renewal” efforts in the 1960s. Many cur
rent residents rely on government assis
tance such as FmHA programs, HUD 
Section 8 rental assistance. Food Stamps, 
welfare, Medicaid, and the like. But local 
community leaders express concerns about 
the heavy reliance on outside assistance, 
and only some of them have hope for 
improvements in the region’s economy in 
the future.
Crystal C ity’s city planner, Miguel 
Delgado, is one who expresses optimism. 
On the job for only a month when inter
viewed for this case study, he has devel
oped a “wish list” of economic develop
ment ideas ranging from expanding the 
women’s detention center from 240 
inmates to 1,000, to raising emus. He is 
particularly enthusiastic about the city’s 
applications to be designated an

"urban renewal" efforts 

in the 1960s.

.  Fo, ,  ofcolon,., «.< !. d.scm„on ofcondidons .her. gene™!!,-, se, -U S .-M e«c o  Bo,d„ Repon" ,.c ,on  o f * ,
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Kinpowernient Zone eligil)le for $20 mil
lion in federal assistance each year tor two 
\’ears, or an Enterprise C^omnuinity receiv
ing $3 million. Other local housing 
activists point out, however, that there will 
he only three rural Empowerment Zones 
nationwide, and in Texas alone over 70 
applications are expected to be filed.
A major question mark hanging over 
Zavala County’s future is the North 
American Free Trade Agreement, known 
as NAFTA. By facilitating trade between 
the United States and Mexico, NAFTA 
had in early spring 1994 already created an 
economic boom in cities adjacent to both 
sides of the border. Zavala County 
observers disagree, however, about its 
potential effect on their economy given 
their distance from the border. Some point 
out that two-lane Highway 57, which pass
es through La Pryor and Batesville, is part 
of a road that extends from Chile at the 
southern tip of South America well into 
Canada. They hope for increased truck 
traffic along that road. In early 1994 a new 
gas station had already been opened in 
anticipation. Another mentions the need 
for additional warehouse space, reportedly 
already at a premium in border cities like 
Laredo, and speculates that Crystal C ity is 
close enough to the border for its available

space to be useful. Still another believes 
that any effect in the county will be slight, 
and that in fact growers will be likely to 
move their fields and processing facilities 
into Mexico, draining from the Zavala 
County area most of its remaining field 
work and processing jobs. One local 
observer concludes that it will be at least 
ten years before NAFTA’s effects are clear.
Meanwhile, county residents focus on the 
fact that they like their area and the quali
ty of life there. Local and regional com
munity development organizations and 
community action agencies are directed by 
individuals born and raised in the area, 
who attended college and 
sometimes graduate school 
elsewhere and have worked 
in cities as far away as 
Milwaukee, but who have 
chosen to return to their 
home towns. They seem to 
find that the benefits of liv
ing in an area where almost 
everyone is familiar and 
where doors are never 
locked outweigh the eco
nomic uncertainties facing 
many of their relatives and 
neighbors.

One local observer 
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EFJN TIONS OF SUBJECT CHABACTm LAS8IHCAT ONS FROM THE
ERIST CS AND 

CENS08

ME

The data on age were 
derived from answers to 
questionnaire item  5, 

which was asked of all persons. 
T h e age classification is based 
on the age of the person in 
com plete years as o f April 1, 
1990. T h e age response in 
question 5 a was used norm ally 
to represent a person’s age. 
However, when the age 
response was unacceptable or 
unavailable, a person’s age was 
derived from an acceptable 
year-of-b irth  response in ques
tion 5b.

Data on age are used to deter
m ine the app licab ility o f other 
questions for a person and to 
classify o ther characteristics in 
census tabulations. Age data 
are needed to in terpret most 
social and econom ic character
istics used to plan and examine 
m any program s and policies. 
T herefore, age is tabulated by 
single years o f age and by 
m any different groupings, 
such as 5-year age groups.

M e d ia n  A g e—T h is measure 
divides the age distribution 
into two equal parts: one-half 
o f the cases fa lling below the 
m edian value and one-half 
above the value. G enerally,

median age is computed on 
the basis of more detailed age 
intervals than are shown in 
some census publications; 
thus, a median based on a less 
detailed distribution m ay dif
fer slightly from a correspond
ing median for the same popu
lation based on a more 
detailed distribution.

L im ita tio n  o f th e D ata— 
Counts in 1970 and 1980 for 
persons 100 years old and over 
were substantially overstated. 
Improvements were made in 
the questionnaire design, in 
the allocation procedures, and 
to the respondent instruction 
guide to attem pt to m inim ize 
this problem for the 1990 cen
sus.

Review of detailed 1990 census 
information indicated that 
respondents tended to provide 
their age as of the date of com
pletion of the questionnaire, 
not their age as of April 1,
1990. In addition, there may 
have been a tendency for 
respondents to round their age 
up if  they were close to having 
a birthday. It is likely that 
approximately 10 percent of 
persons in most age groups are 
actually I year younger. For 
most single years of age, the 
misstatements are largely off
setting. T he problem is most

pronounced at age 0 because 
persons lost to age 1 may not 
have been fully offset by the 
inclusion of babies bom after 
April 1, 1990, and because 
there may have been more 
rounding up to age 1 to avoid 
reporting age as 0 years.
(Age in complete months was 
not collected for infants under 
age 1.)

T he reporting of age 1 year 
older than age on April 1,
1990, is hkely to have been 
greater in areas where the cen
sus data were collected later in 
1990. T he magnitude of this 
problem was much less in the 
three previous censuses where 
age was typ ically derived from 
respondent data on year of 
birth and quarter of birth.

AM ERICAN INDIAN 
AND ALASKA NATIVE 
AREA
Alaska Native Regional 
Corporation (ANRC)

Alaska Native Regional 
Corporations (AN RC’s) are 

corporate entities established 
under the Alaska Native 
C laim s Setdem ent Act of

' T h ese  defin itions are taken verbatim  from Appendix A, “Area C lassifications,” and Appendix B, “D efinitions of Subject 
C h aracteristics ,” contained in the T echn ica l D ocum en ta tion  f o r  S u m m a ry  Tape F ile  3 on  C D -R O M : 1990 C ensus o f  P opu la tion  an il 
H ousin g, U .S . D epartm ent o f Com m erce Economic and Statistics A dm inistration , Bureau o f the Census, M ay 1992, pp. A l-A l 3, 
B I -B 52’. D efin itions for term s not used in this report have been om itted, as have statem ents describ ing the com parability of

1990 data w ith  earlie r Censuses.
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1M72, Public Law ‘)2-2()3, as 
ameiuleti by Public Law ‘H- 
204, to conduct both business 
and nonprofit athiirs ot Alaska 
Natives. Alaska is ilivicleii into
12 ANRC’s that cover the 
entire State, except for the 
Annette Islands Reserve. 'Lhe 
boundaries of the 12 ANRC’s 
were established by the 
Department of the Interior, in 
cooperation with Alaska 
Natives. Each ANRC was 
designed to include, as far as 
practicable, Alaska Natives 
with a common heritage and 
common interests. The 
ANRC boundaries for the 
1990 census were identified by 
the Bureau of Land 
Management. A 13th region 
was established for Alaska 
Natives who are not perma
nent residents and who chose 
not to enroll in one of the 12 
A N RC’s; no census products 
are prepared for the 13 th 
region. A N RC’s were first 
identified for the 1980 census.

Alaska Native Village 
(ANV) Statistical Area

Alaska Native villages 
(ANV’s) constitute tribes, 

bands, clans, groups, villages, 
communities, or associations 
in Alaska that are recognized 
pursuant to the Alaska Native 
C laims Settlem ent Act of 
1972, Public Law 92-203. 
Because ANV’s do not have 
legally  designated boundaries, 
the Census Bureau has estab
lished Alaska Native village 
statistical areas (ANVSA’s) for 
statistical purposes. For the 
1990 census, the Census 
Bureau cooperated w ith offi
cials of the nonprofit corpora
tion within each participating 
Alaska Native Regional 
Corporation (ANRC), as well 
as other knowledgeable offi
cials, to delineate boundaries 
that encompass the settled 
area associated with each

AN\'. ANV'SA’s are located 
within ANRC’.’s and do not 
cross ANRC] boundaries. 
ANVSA’s for the 1990 census 
replace the ANV’s that the 
C.ensus Bureau recognizetl for 
the 1980 census.

American Indian 
Reservation and Trust 
Land

Am erican  Ind ian  
R eservation—Federal 
American Indian reservations 

are areas with boundaries 
established by treaty, statute, 
and/or executive or court 
order, and recognized by the 
Federal Government as te rri
tory in which American Indian 
tribes have jurisdiction. State 
reservations are lands held in 
trust by State governments for 
the use and benefit of a given 
tribe. T he reservations and 
their boundaries were identi
fied for the 1990 census by the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), 
Department o f Interior (for 
Federal reservations), and 
State governments (for State 
reservations). T he names of 
American Indian reservations 
recognized by State govern
ments, but not by the Federal 
Government, are followed by 
“(State).” Areas composed of 
reservation lands that are 
adm inistered jo in tly  and/or are 
claimed by two reservations, as 
identified by the BIA, are 
called “joint areas,” and are 
treated as separate American 
Indian reservations for census 
purposes.

Federal reservations m ay cross 
State boundaries, and Federal 
and State reservations may 
cross county, county subdivi
sion, and place boundaries.
For reservations that cross 
State boundaries, only the 
portion of the reservations in a 
given State are shown in the 
data products for that State; 
the entire reservations are

shown in data products for the 
United States.

T ru s t L and—Trust lands are 
property associated with a par
ticular American Indian reser
vation or tribe, held in trust by 
the Federal Government.
Trust lands may be held in 
trust either for a tribe (tribal 
trust land) or for an individual 
member o f a tribe (individual 
trust land). Trust lands recog
nized for the 1990 census 
comprise all tribal trust lands 
and inhabited individual trust 
lands located outside of a 
reservation boundary. As with 
other American Indian areas, 
trust lands m ay be located in 
more than one State. O nly the 
trust lands in a given State are 
shown in the data products for 
that State; all trust lands asso
ciated w ith a reservation or 
tribe are shown in data prod
ucts for the U nited States.
T h e Census Bureau first 
reported data for tribal trust 
lands for the 1980 census.

Tribal Designated 
Statistical Area (TDSA)

Tribal designated statistical 
areas (TD SAs) are areas, 

delineated outside Oklahoma 
by federally- and State-recog
nized tribes w ithout a land 
base or associated trust lands, 
to provide statistical areas for 
which the Census Bureau tab
ulates data. TD SA’s represent 
areas genera lly  contain ing the 
American Indian population 
over which federally-recog- 
nized tribes have jurisdiction 
and areas in which State tribes 
provide benefits and services 
to their members. T h e names 
of TD SA’s delineated by State- 
recognized tribes are followed 
by “(S tate).” T h e Census 
Bureau did not recognize 
TD SA’s before the 1990 cen
sus.
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Tribal Jurisdiction 
Statistical Area (TJSA)

Tribal jurisdiction statistical 
areas (TJSA’s) are areas, 

delineated by federally-recog- 
nized tribes in Oklahoma 
w ithout a reservation, for 
which the Census Bureau tab
ulates data. TJSA’s represent 
areas generally  contain ing the 
American Indian population 
over which one or more tribal 
governm ents have jurisdiction; 
if  tribal officials delineated 
adjacent TJSA ’s so that they 
include some duplicate territo 
ry, the overlap area is called a 
“jo in t use area ,” which is treat
ed as a separate T JSA  for cen
sus purposes.

T JSA ’s replace the “H istoric 
Areas o f Oklahoma (excluding 
urbanized areas)” shown in 
1980 census data products.
T h e H istoric Areas of 
Oklahom a comprised the te r
rito ry located w ithin reserva
tions that had lega lly  estab
lished boundaries from 1900 
to 1907; these reservations 
w ere dissolved during the 2- 
to 3-year period preceding the 
statehood of Oklahom a in 
1907. T h e H istoric Areas of 
Oklahom a (excluding urban
ized areas) were identified only 
for the 1980 census.

HISPANIC ORIGIN

The data on
Spanish/Hispanic origin  
w ere derived from answers 

to questionnaire item  7, which 
was asked of all persons. 
Persons of H ispanic orig in  are 
those who classified them 
selves in one of the specific 
H ispan ic orig in  categories list
ed on the questionnaire 
“M exican ,” “Puerto R ican ,” or 
“C uban”— as well as those 
who indicated that they were

of “other Spanish/Hispanic” 
origin. Persons of “Other 
Spanish/Hispanic” origin are 
those whose origins are from 
Spain, the Spanish-speaking 
countries of Central or South 
America, or the Dominican 
Republic, or they are persons 
of H ispanic origin identifying 
themselves generally as 
Spanish, Spanish-American, 
H ispanic, Hispano, Latino, 
and so on. W rite-in  responses 
to the “other
Spanish/Hispanic” category 
were coded only for sample 
data.

O rigin can be viewed as the 
ancestry, nationality group, 
lineage, or country of birth of 
the person or the person’s par
ents or ancestors before d ie ir 
arrival in the U nited States. 
Persons of H ispanic origin 
may be of any race.

Some tabulations are shown 
by the H ispanic origin of the 
householder. In all cases where 
households, families, or occu
pied housing units are classi
fied by H ispanic origin , the 
H ispanic origin of the house
holder is used. (See the discus
sion of householder under 
“Household Type and 
R elationship.”)

D uring d irect interviews con
ducted by enum erators, if  a 
person could not provide a 
single origin  response, he or 
she was asked to select, based 
on self-identification, the 
group which best described his 
or her origin or descent. If a 
person could not provide a 
single group, the origin  of the 
person’s m other was used. If a 
single group could not be pro
vided for the person’s mother, 
the first origin reported by the 
person was used.

If any household member 
failed to respond to the 
Spanish/Hispanic origin  ques

tion, a response was assigned 
by the computer according to 
the reported entries of other 
household members by using 
specific rules of precedence of 
household relationship. In the 
processing of sample question
naires, responses to other 
questions on the question
naire, such as ancestry and 
place of birth, were used to 
assign an origin before any 
reference was made to the ori
gin reported by other house
hold members. If an origin 
was not entered for any house
hold member, an origin was 
assigned from another house
hold according to the race of 
the householder.

HOUSEHOLD TYPE 
ANO RELATIONSHIP
Household

A  household includes all the 
persons who occupy a 
housing unit. A housing 

unit is a house, an apartment, 
a mobile home, a group of 
rooms, or a single room that is 
occupied (or if  vacant, is 
intended for occupancy) as 
separate living quarters. 
Separate liv ing quarters are 
those in which the occupants 
live and eat separately from 
any other persons in the build
ing and which have direct 
access from the outside of the 
build ing or through a common 
hall. T h e occupants m ay be a 
single family, one person living 
alone, two or more families 
liv ing together, or any other 
group of related or unrelated 
persons who share living 
arrangem ents.

In 100-percent tabulations, the 
count of households or house
holders always equals the 
count of occupied housing 
units. In sample tabulations.
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tlie luiinhcrs ma\’ ilitter ;is ;i 
result ot tlie weighting 
process.

Persons P er H ousehold—A 
measure obtained by cli\ iciing 
the number of persons in 
households b\- the number ot 
households (or householders). 
In cases where persons in 
households are cross-classified 
b\- race or Hispanic origin, 
persons in the household are 
classified by the race or 
Hispanic origin of the house
holder rather than the race or 
Hispanic origin of each indi
vidual.

R e la t io n s h ip  to  
H o u s e h o ld e r

H ouseho lder—The data on 
relationship to householder 

were derived from answers to 
questionnaire item 2, which 
was asked of all persons in 
housing units. One person in 
each household is designated 
as the householder. In most 
cases, this is the person, or one 
of the persons, in whose name 
the home is owned, being 
bought, or rented and who is 
listed in column 1 of the cen
sus questionnaire. If there is no 
such person in the household, 
any adult household member 
15 years old and over could be 
designated as the householder.

Households are classified by 
type according to the sex of 
the householder and the pres
ence of relatives. Two types of 
householders are distin
guished: a family householder 
and a nonfam ily householder.
A fam ily householder is a 
householder living with one or 
more persons related to him 
or her by birth, m arriage, or 
adoption. T he householder 
and all persons in the house
hold related to him or her are 
fam ily members. A nonfamily 
householder is a householder

living alone or with nonrela- 
tives only.
Spouse—Inckkles a person 
married to anti living with a 
householder. This category 
inchules persons in formal 
marriages, as well as persons 
in common-law marriages.

'Fhe number of spouses is 
equal to the number of “mar- 
ried-couple families” or “mar- 
ried-couple households” in 
100-percent tabulations. The 
number of spouses, however, is 
generally less than half of the 
number of “m arried persons 
with spouse present” in sample 
tabulations, since more than 
one married couple can live in 
a household, but only spouses 
of householders are specifical
ly identified as “spouse.” For 
sample tabulations, the num
ber of “m arried persons with 
spouse present” includes mar- 
ried-couple subfamilies and 
m arried-couple families.

C h ild —Includes a son or 
daughter by birth, a stepchild, 
or adopted child of the house
holder, regardless o f the child ’s 
age or m arital status. T h e cat
egory excludes sons-in-law, 
daughters-in-law , and foster 
children.

Natural-Bom or Adopted 
Son/Daughter—A son or 
daughter o f the householder 
by birth, regardless of the age 
of the child. Also, this catego
ry includes sons or daughters 
of the householder by legal 
adoption, regardless of the age 
of the child. If the stepson/ 
stepdaughter of the house
holder has been legally  adopt
ed by the householder, the 
child is still classified as a 
stepchild.

Stepson/Stepdaughter—A son or 
daughter o f the householder 
through m arriage but not by 
birth, regardless of the age of

the child. If the stepson/step
daughter of the householder 
has been legally adopted by 
the householder, the child is 
still classified as a stepchild.

Own Child—A never-married 
child under 18 years who is a 
son or daughter by birth, a 
stepchild, or an adopted child 
of the householder. In certain 
tabulations, own children are 
further classified as living with 
two parents or with one parent 
only. Own children of the 
householder living with two 
parents are by definition found 
only in m arried-couple fami
lies.

In a subfamily, an “own child” 
is a never-m arried child under 
18 years of age who is a son, 
daughter, stepchild, or an 
adopted child of a m other in a 
mother-child subfamily, a 
father in a father-child sub
family, or either spouse in a 
m arried-couple sub-family.

“Related children” in a fam ily 
include own children and all 
other persons under 18 years 
o f age in the household, 
regardless o f m arital status, 
who are related to the house
holder, except the spouse of 
the householder. Foster ch il
dren are not included since 
they are not related to the 
householder.

O th er R e la tiv es—In tabula
tions, includes any household 
mem ber related to the house
holder by birth , m arriage, or 
adoption, but not included 
specifically in another re la
tionship category. In certain 
detailed tabulations, the fol
low ing categories m ay be 
shown:

G7-andchild—T h e grandson or 
granddaughter of the house
holder.

Bjvther/Sister—T h e brother or 
sister of d ie householder,
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including stepbrothers, stepsis
ters, and brothers and sisters 
by adoption. Brothers-in-law  
and sisters-in-law  are included 
in the “O ther relative” catego
ry on the questionnaire.

Parent—T he father or mother 
o f the householder, including a 
stepparent or adoptive parent. 
Fathers-in-law  and mothers- 
in-law  are included in the 
“O ther re lative” category on 
the questionnaire.

Other- Relatives—Anyone not 
listed in a reported category 
above who is related to the 
householder by birth , m ar
riage, or adoption (brother-in- 
law, grandparent, nephew, 
aunt, m other-in-law , daughter- 
in-law, cousin, and so forth).

N o n re la tiv e s—Includes any 
household member, including 
foster children not related to 
the householder by birth , m ar
riage, or adoption. T h e fol
low ing categories m ay be pre
sented in m ore detailed tabu
lations:

Roomer, Boarder, or Foster 
Child—Roomer, boarder, 
lodger, and foster ch ildren or 
foster adults o f the household
er.

Housemate or Roommate—A 
person who is not related to 
the householder and who 
shares liv ing quarters p rim arily 
in order to share expenses.

Unmarried Partner—A person 
who is not related to the 
householder, who shares living 
quarters, and who has a close 
personal relationship w ith the 
householder.

Other Nonrelatives—A person 
who is not related by birth , 
m arriage, or adoption to the 
householder and who is not 
described by the categories 
given above.

WHien relationship is not 
reported for an individual, it is 
imputed according to the 
responses for age, sex, and 
m arital status for that person 
while m aintain ing consistency 
with responses for other indi
viduals in the household.

Unrelated Individual

An unrelated individual is: (1) 
a householder living alone 

or with nonrelatives only, (2) a 
household member who is not 
related to the householder, or 
(3) a person living in group 
quarters who is not an inmate 
of an institution.

Family Type

A fam ily consists of a house- 
f lh o ld e r  and one or more 
other persons living in the 
same household who are re lat
ed to the householder by 
birth, m arriage, or adoption.
All persons in a household 
who are related to the house
holder are regarded as mem
bers of his or her family. A 
household can contain only 
one fam ily for purposes of 
census tabulations. N ot all 
households contain families 
since a household m ay com
prise a group of unrelated per
sons or one person living 
alone.

Fam ilies are classified by type 
as either a “m arried-couple 
fam ily” or “other fam ily” 
according to the sex of the 
householder and the presence 
of relatives. T he data on fam i
ly type are based on answers to 
questions on sex and re lation
ship which were asked on a 
100-percent basis.

Married-Couple Family—A 
fam ily in which the house
holder and his or her spouse 
are enum erated as members of 
the same household.

Other Family:

Male Householder, No Wife 
Present—A family with a male 
householder and no spouse of 
householder present.

Female Householder, No 
Husband Present—A family 
with a female householder and 
no spouse of householder pre
sent.

P erso n s P e r F am ily—A mea
sure obtained by dividing the 
number of persons in families 
by the total number of families 
(or fam ily householders). In 
cases where the measure, “per
sons in fam ily” or “persons per 
fam ily” are cross-tabulated by 
race or H ispanic origin, the 
race or H ispanic origin refers 
to the householder rather than 
the race or H ispanic origin of 
each individual.

Subfamily

A subfamily is a m arried cou
ple (husband and wife enu

merated as members of the 
same household) with or w ith
out never-m arried children 
under 18 years old, or one 
parent with one or more 
never-m arried children under 
18 years old, living in a house
hold and related to, but not 
including, either the house
holder or the householder’s 
spouse. T h e number of sub
families is not included in the 
count of families, since sub
fam ily members are counted as 
part of the householder’s fami

ly-
Subfam ilies are defined during 
processing of sample data. In 
selected tabulations, subfami
lies are further classified by 
type: m arried-couple subfami
lies, w ith or w ithout own chil
dren; mother-child subfami
lies; and father-child subfami
lies.
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l.onc [xircnts iiicliule people 
nuiintaiiiing either one-parent 
hiniilies or one-jKirent siihtiun- 
ilies. Marrieil couples inclmle 
liushaiuls iuhI wi\ es in both 
niarrieii-couple families and 
iiiarrietl-coupie subfamilies.

U nm arried-Partner
Household

All unmarried-partner house
hold is a household other 
than a “married-couple house

hold” that includes a house
holder and an “unmarried 
partner.” .\n “unmarried part
ner” can be of the same sex or 
of the opposite sex of the 
householder. An “unmarried 
partner” in an “unmarried- 
partner household” is an adult 
who is unrelated to the house
holder, but shares living quar
ters and has a close personal 
relationship with the house
holder.

UrLtnarried-Couple 
Household

An unmarried-couple house
hold is composed of two 
unrelated adults of the oppo

site sex (one of whom is the 
householder) who share a 
housing unit with or without 
the presence of children under 
15 years old.

Foster Children

Foster children are nonrela
tives of the householder and 

are included in the category, 
“Roomer, boarder, or foster 
child” on the questionnaire. 
Foster children are identified 
as persons under 18 years old 
and living in households that 
have no nonrelatives 18 years 
old and over (who might be 
parents of the nonrelatives 
under 18 years old).

Stepfamily

II steptamily is a “married- 
Hcouple family” with at least 
one stepchild of the house
holder present, where the 
householder is the husband.

INCOME IN 1989

The data on income in 1989 
were derived from answers 
to questionnaire items 32 

and 33. Information on money 
income received in the calen
dar year 1989 was requested 
from persons 15 years old and 
over. “Total income” is the 
algebraic sum of the amounts 
reported separately for wage 
or salary income; net nonfarm 
self-employment income; net 
farm self-employment income; 
interest, dividend, or net 
rental or royalty income;
Social Security or railroad 
retirement income; public 
assistance or welfare income; 
retirement or disability 
income; and all other income. 
“Earnings” is defined as the 
algebraic sum of wage or salary 
income and net income from 
farm and nonfarm self-employ
ment. “Earnings” represent the 
amount of income received 
regularly before deductions for 
personal income taxes. Social 
Security, bond purchases, union 
dues, medicare deductions, etc.
Receipts from the following 
sources are not included as 
income money received from 
the sale of property (unless the 
recipient was engaged in the 
business of selling such prop
erty); the value of income “in 
kind” from food stamps, pub
lic housing subsidies, medical 
care, employer contributions 
for persons, etc.; withdrawal of 
bank deposits; money bor
rowed; tax refunds; exchange 
of money between relatives 
living in the same household;

gifts and lump-sum inheri
tances, insurance payments, 
and other types of lump-sum 
receipts.

Income Type in 1989

The eight types of income 
reported in the census are 

defined as follows:
1. Wage or Salary Income— 

Includes total money earn
ings received for work per
formed as an employee dur
ing the calendar year 1989.
It includes wages, salary. 
Armed Forces pay, commis
sions, tips, piece-rate pay
ments, and cash bonuses 
earned before deductions 
were made for taxes, bonds, 
pensions, union dues, etc.

2. Nonfarm Self-Employment 
Income—Includes net money 
income (gross receipts 
minus expenses) from one’s 
own business, professional 
enterprise, or partnership. 
Gross receipts include the 
value of all goods sold and 
services rendered. Expenses 
includes costs of goods pur
chased, rent, heat, light, 
power, depreciation charges, 
wages and salaries paid, 
business taxes (not personal 
income taxes), etc.

3. Farm Self-Employment 
Income—Includes net money 
income (gross receipts 
minus operating expenses) 
from the operation of a farm 
by a person on his or her 
own account, as an owner, 
renter, or sharecropper. 
Gross receipts include the 
value of all products sold, 
government farm programs, 
money received from the 
rental of farm equipment to 
others, and incidental 
receipts from the sale of 
wood, sand, gravel, etc. 
Operating expenses include 
cost of feed, fertilizer, seed.
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and other farming supplies, 
cash wages paid to 
farmhands, depreciation 
charges, cash rent, interest 
on farm mortgages, farm 
building repairs, farm taxes 
(not State and Federal per
sonal income taxes), etc.
The value of fuel, food, or 
other farm products used for 
family living is not included 
as part of net income.

4. Interest, Dividend, or Net 
Rental Income— Includes 
interest on savings or bonds, 
dividends from stockhold
ings or membership in asso
ciations, net income from 
rental of property to others 
and receipts from boarders 
or lodgers, net royalties, and 
periodic payments from an 
estate or trust fund.

5. Social Seamty Income— 
Includes Social Security 
pensions and survivors ben
efits and permanent disabih- 
ty insurance payments made 
by the Social Security 
Administration prior to 
deductions for medical 
insurance, and railroad 
retirement insurance checks 
from the U.S. Government. 
Medicare reimbursements 
are not included.

6. Public Assistance Income— 
Includes: (I) supplementary 
security income payments 
made by Federal or State 
welfare agencies to low 
income persons who are 
aged (65 years old or over), 
blind, or disabled; (2) aid to 
families with dependent 
children, and (3) general 
assistance. Separate pay
ments received for hospital 
or other medical care (ven
dor payments) are excluded 
from this item.

7. Retirement or Disability 
Income—Includes: (1) retire
ment pensions and survivor 
benefits from a former

employer, labor union, or 
Federal, State, county, or 
other governmental agency; 
(2) disability income from 
sources such as worker’s 
compensation; companies or 
unions; Federal, State, or 
local government; and the 
U.S. military; (3) periodic 
receipts from annuities and 
insurance; and (4) regular 
income from IRA and 
KEOGH plans.

^.All Other Income—Includes 
unemployment compensa
tion, Veterans 
Administration (VA) pay
ments, alimony and child 
support, contributions 
received periodically from 
persons not living in the 
household, military family 
allomients, net gambling 
winnings, and other kinds of 
periodic income other than 
earnings.

Income of Households— 
Includes the income of the 
householder and all other per
sons 15 years old and over in 
the household, whether relat
ed to the householder or not. 
Because many households 
consist of only one person, 
average household income is 
usually less than average fami
ly income.
Income of Families and 
Persons—In compiling statis
tics on family income, the 
incomes of all members 15 
years old and over in each 
family are summed and treated 
as a single amount. However, 
for persons 15 years old and 
over, the total amounts of 
their own incomes are used. 
Although the income statistics 
covered the calendar year 
1989, the characteristics of 
persons and the composition 
of families refer to the time of 
enumeration (April 1990). 
Thus, the income of the fami
ly does not include amounts

received by persons who were 
members of the family during 
all or part of the calendar year
1989 if these persons no 
longer resided with the family 
at the time of enumeration.
Yet, family income amounts 
reported by related persons 
who did not reside with the 
family during 1989 but who 
were members of the family at 
the time of enumeration are 
included. However, the com
position of most families was 
the same during 1989 as in 
April 1990.
Median Income—The medi
an divides the income distribu
tion into two equal parts, one 
having incomes above the 
median and the other having 
incomes below the median.
For households and families, 
the median income is based on 
the distribution of the total 
number of units including 
those with no income. The 
median for persons is based on 
persons with income. The 
median income values for all 
households, families, and per
sons are computed on the 
basis of more detailed income 
intervals than shown in most 
tabulations. Median household 
or family income figures of 
$50,000 or less are calculated 
using hnear interpolation. For 
persons, corresponding medi
an values of $40,000 or less are 
also computed using linear 
interpolation. All other medi
an income amounts are 
derived through Pareto inter
polation.
Mean Income—This is the 
amount obtained by dividing 
the total income of a particular 
statistical universe by the 
number of units in that uni
verse. Thus, mean household 
income is obtained by dividing 
total household income by the 
total number of households. 
For the various types of
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income tlic means are based 
on liouseiiolils ha\ int;- those 
n pes ot income. “Per capita 
income” is tlie mean income 
coin()iiteil tor eveiy man, 
wDinan, ami chilil in a particu
lar u;roup. It is ilerived by 
ilivicling the total income ot a 
particular group by the total 
population in that group.

Ĉ are should be e.xercised in 
using and interpreting mean 
income values tor small sub
groups of the population. 
Because the mean is influ
enced strongly by e.xtreme 
values in the distribution, it is 
especially susceptible to the 
effects of sampling variability, 
misreporting, and processing 
errors. The median, which is 
not affected by extreme values, 
is, therefore, a better measure 
than the mean when the popu
lation base is small. The mean, 
nevertheless, is shown in some 
data products for most small 
subgroups because, when 
weighted according to the 
number of cases, the means 
can be added to obtained sum
mary measures for areas and 
groups other than those shown 
in census tabulations.
Limitation of the Data— 
Since questionnaire entries for 
income frequently are based 
on memory and not on 
records, many persons tended 
to forget minor or irregular 
sources of income and, there
fore, underreport their 
income. Underreporting tends 
to be more pronounced for 
income sources that are not 
derived from earnings, such as 
Social Security, public assis
tance, or from interest, divi
dends, and net rental income.
There are errors of reporting 
due to the misunderstanding 
of the income questions such 
as reporting gross rather than

net dollar amounts lor the two 
questions on net selt-employ- 
nient income, which resulted 
in an overstatement of these 
items. Another common error 
is the reporting ot identical 
dollar amounts in two of the 
eight type of income items 
where a respondent with only 
one source of income assumed 
that the second amount should 
be entered to represent total 
income. Such instances of 
overreporting had an impact 
on the level of mean nonfarm 
or farm self-employment 
income and mean total income 
published for the various geo
graphical subdivisions of the 
State.
Extensive computer editing 
procedures were instituted in 
the data processing operation 
to reduce some of these 
reporting errors and to 
improve the accuracy of the 
income data. These proce
dures corrected various 
reporting deficiencies and 
improved the consistency of 
reported income items associ
ated with work experience and 
information on occupation and 
class of worker. For example, 
if persons reported they were 
self-employed on their own 
farm, not incorporated, but 
had reported wage and salary 
earnings only, the latter 
amount was shifted to net 
farm self-employment income. 
Also, if any respondent report
ed total income only, the 
amount was generally assigned 
to one of the type of income 
items according to responses 
to the work experience and 
class-of-worker questions. 
Another type of problem 
involved nonreporting of 
income data. Where income 
information was not reported, 
procedures were devised to 
impute appropriate values with

either no income or positive 
or negative dollar amounts tor 
the missing entries.
In income tabulations for 
households and families, the 
lowest income group (e.g., less 
than $5,000) includes units 
that were classified as having 
no 1989 income. Many of 
these were living on income 
“in kind,” savings, or gifts, 
were newly created families, or 
families in which the sole 
breadwinner had recently died 
or left the household.
However, many of the house
holds and families who report
ed no income probably had 
some money income which 
was not recorded in the cen
sus.
The income data presented in 
the tabulations covers money 
income only. The fact that 
many farm families receive an 
important part of their income 
in the form of “free” housing 
and goods produced and con
sumed on the farm rather than 
in money should be taken into 
consideration in comparing 
the income of farm and non
farm residents. Nonmoney 
income such as business 
expense accounts, use of busi
ness transportation and facili
ties, or partial compensation 
by business for medical and 
educational expenses was also 
received by some nonfarm res
idents. Many low income fam
ilies also receive income “in 
kind” from public welfare pro
grams. In comparing income 
data for 1989 with earlier 
years, it should be noted that 
an increase or decrease in 
money income does not neces
sarily represent a comparable 
change in real income, unless 
adjustments for changes in 
prices are made.
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INDUSTRY, 
OCCUPATION, ANU 
CLASS OF WORKER

The data on industry, occu
pation, and class of worker 
were derived from answers 

to questionnaire items 28, 29, 
and 30 respectively. These 
questions were asked of a sam
ple of persons. Information on 
industry relates to the kind of 
business conducted by a per
son’s employing organization; 
occupation describes the kind 
of work the person does on 
the job.
For employed persons, the 
data refer to the person’s job 
during the reference week. For 
those who worked at two or 
more jobs, the data refer to 
the job at which the person 
worked the greatest number of 
hours. For unemployed per
sons, the data refer to their 
last job. The industry and 
occupation statistics are 
derived from the detailed clas
sification systems developed 
for the 1990 census as 
described below. The 
Classified Index of Industries 
and Occupations provided 
additional information on the 
industry and occupation classi
fication systems.
Respondents provided the data 
for the tabulations by writing 
on the questionnaires descrip
tions of their industry and 
occupation. These descriptions 
were keyed and passed 
through automated coding 
software which assigned a por
tion of the written entries to 
categories in the classification 
system. The automated system 
assigned codes to 59 percent 
of the industry entries and 38 
percent of the occupation 
entries.

Industry

The industry classification 
system developed for the 

1990 census consists of 2 3 5 
categories for employed per
sons, classified into 13 major 
industry groups. Since 1940, 
the industrial classification has 
been based on the Standard 
Industrial Classification 
Manual (SIC). The 1990 cen
sus classification was devel
oped from the 1987 SIC pub
lished by the Office of 
Management and Budget 
Executive Office of the 
President.
The SIC was designed primar
ily to classify establishments 
by the type of industrial activi
ty in which they were 
engaged. However, census 
data, which were collected 
fi-om households, differ in 
detail and nature from those 
obtained from establishment 
surveys. ThereforCj  ̂the census 
classification systems, while 
defined in SIC terms, cannot 
reflect the full detail in all cat
egories. There are several lev
els of industrial classification 
found in census products. For 
example, the 1990 CP-2,
Social and Economic 
Characteristics report includes 
41 unique industrial cate
gories, while the 1990 
Summary Tape File 4 (STF 4) 
presents 72 categories.

Occupation

The occupational classifica
tion system developed for 

the 1990 census consists of 
500 specific occupational cate
gories for employed persons 
arranged into 6 summary and
13 major occupational groups. 
This classification was devel
oped to be consistent with the 
Standard Occupational 
Classification (SOC) Manual:

1980, published by the Office 
of Federal Statistical Policy 
and Standards, U.S.
Department of Commerce. 
Tabulations with occupation as 
the primary characteristic pre
sent several levels of occupa
tional detail. The most 
detailed tabulations are shown 
in a special 1990 subject report 
and tape files on occupation. 
These products contain all 500 
occupational categories plus 
industry or class of worker 
subgroupings of occupational 
categories.
Some occupation groups are 
related closely to certain 
industries. Operators of trans
portation equipment, farm 
operators and workers, and 
private household workers 
account for major portions of 
their respective industries of 
transportation, agriculture, 
and private households. 
However, the industry cate
gories include persons in other 
occupations. For example, per
sons employed in agriculture 
include truck drivers and 
bookkeepers; persons 
employed in the transporta
tion industry include mechan
ics, freight handlers, and pay
roll clerks; and persons 
employed in the private 
household industry include 
occupations such as chauffeur, 
gardener, and secretary.

Class o f W orker

The data on class of worker 
were derived from answers 
to questionnaire item 30. The 

information on class of worker 
refers to the same job as a 
respondent’s industry and 
occupation and categorizes 
persons according to the type 
of ownership of the employing 
organization. The class of
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worker ciitcgories arc clctineil 
as follows:

Private V\'age and Salaiy 
Workers—liiclinles persons 
who worked for wages, salan’, 
commission, tips, pay-in-kinii, 
or i>iece rates for a ()rivate tor 
profit employer or a private 
not-for-profit, tax-exempt or 
charitable organization. Self- 
employed persons whose busi
ness was incorporated are 
included with private wage 
and salar\’ workers because 
they are paid employees of 
their own companies. Some 
tabulations present data sepa
rately for these subcategories: 
“For profit,” “Not for profit,” 
and “Own business incorpo
rated.”
Employees of foreign govern
ments, the United Nations, or 
other formal international 
organizations were classified as 
“Private-not-for-profit.”
Government Workers—
Includes persons who were 
employees of any local, State, 
or Federal governmental unit, 
regardless of the activity of the 
particular agency. For some 
tabulations, the data were pre
sented separately for the three 
levels of government.
Self-Employed Workers— 
Includes persons who worked 
for profit or fees in their own 
unincorporated business, pro
fession, or trade, or who oper
ated a farm.
Unpaid Family Workers-
Includes persons who worked 
15 hours or more without pay 
in a business or on a farm 
operated by a relative.
Salaried/Self-Employed—In 
tabulations that categorize 
persons as either salaried or 
self-employed, the salaried 
category includes private and 
government wage and salary 
workers; self-employed

includes self employed persons 
and unpaitl family workers.

The industr\’ category, “Public 
administration,” is limited to 
regular government functions 
such as legislative, judicial, 
administrative, and regulatory 
activities of governments. 
Other government organiza
tions such as schools, hospi
tals, liquor stores, and bus 
lines are classified by industry 
according to the activity in 
which they are engaged. On 
the other hand, the class of 
worker government categories 
include all government work
ers.
Occasionally respondents sup
plied industry, occupation, or 
class of worker descriptions 
which were not sufficiently 
specific for precise classifica
tion or did not report on these 
items at all. Some of these 
cases were corrected through 
the field editing process and 
during the coding and tabula
tion operations. In the coding 
operation, certain types of 
incomplete entries were cor
rected using the Alphabetical 
Index of Industries and 
Occupations. For example, it 
was possible in certain situa
tions to assign an industry 
code based on the occupation 
reported.
Following the coding opera
tions, there was a computer 
edit and an allocation process. 
The edit first determined 
whether a respondent was in 
the universe which required an 
industry and occupation code. 
The codes for the three items 
(industry, occupation, and class 
of worker) were checked to 
ensure they were valid and 
were edited for their relation 
to each other. Invalid and 
inconsistent codes were either 
blanked or changed to a con
sistent code.

If one or more of the three 
coties were blank after the 
edit, a code was assigned from 
a “similar” person based on 
other items such as age, sex, 
education, farm or nonfarm 
residence, and weeks worked.
If all the labor force and 
income data also were blank, 
all these economic items were 
assigned from one other per
son who provided all the nec
essary data.

METR0P0LI1AN AREA

The general concept of a 
metropolitan area (MA) is 
one of a large population 

nucleus, together with adja
cent communities that have a 
high degree of economic and 
social integration with that 
nucleus. Some MAs are 
defined around two or more 
nuclei.
The MA classification is a sta
tistical standard developed for 
use by Federal agencies in the 
production, analysis, and pub
lication of data on MAs. The 
MAs are designated and 
defined by the Federal Office 
of Management and Budget, 
following a set of official pub
lished standards. These stan
dards were developed by the 
interagency Federal Executive 
Committee on Metropolitan 
Areas, with the aim of produc
ing definitions that are as con
sistent as possible for all MAs 
nationwide.
Each MA must contain either 
a place with a minimum popu
lation of 50,000 or a Census 
Bureau-defined urbanized area 
and a total MA population of 
at least 100,000 (75,000 in 
New England). An MA com
prises one or more central 
counties. An MA also may 
include one or more outlying 
counties that have close eco
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nomic and social relationships 
with the central county. An 
outlying county must have a 
specified level of commuting 
to the central counties and 
also must meet certain stan
dards regarding metropolitan 
character, such as population 
density, urban population, and 
population growth. In New 
England, MAs are composed 
of cities and towns rather than 
whole counties.
The territory, population, and 
housing units in MAs are 
referred to as “metropolitan.” 
The metropolitan category is 
subdivided into “inside central 
city” and “outside central 
city.” The territory, popula
tion, and housing units located 
outside MAs are referred to as 
“nonmetropolitan.” The met
ropolitan and nonmetropolitan 
classification cuts across the 
other hierarchies; for example, 
there is generally both urban 
and rural territory within both 
metropohtan and nonmetro
politan areas.
To meet the needs of various 
users, the standards provide 
for a flexible structure of met
ropolitan definitions that clas
sify an MA either as a metro- 
poUtan statistical area (MSA) 
or as a consolidated metropol
itan statistical area (CMSA) 
that is divided into primary 
metropolitan statistical areas 
(PMSAs). Documentation of 
the MA standards and how 
they are applied is available 
from the Secretary, Federal 
Executive Committee on 
Metropolitan Areas, 
Population Division, U.S. 
Bureau of the Census, 
Washington, DC 20233.

C en tra l C ity

In each MSA and CMSA, the 
largest place and, in some 
cases, additional places are 

designated as “central cities” 
under the official standards. A 
few PMSAs do not have cen
tral cities. The largest central 
city and, in some cases, up to 
tw'o additional central cities 
are included in the title of the 
MA; there are also central 
cities that are not included in 
an MA title. An MA central 
city does not include any part 
of that city that extends out
side the MA boundary.

Consolidated and 
Primary Metropolitan 
Statistical Area (CMSA 
and PMSA)

If an area that qualifies as an 
MA has more than one mil
lion persons, primary metro

politan statistical areas 
(PMSAs) may be deiined with
in it. PMSAs consist of a large 
urbanized county or cluster of 
counties that demonstrates 
very strong internal economic 
and social links, in addition to 
close ties to other portions of 
the larger area. When PMSAs 
are established, the larger area 
of which they are component 
parts is designated a consoli
dated metropolitan statistical 
area (CMSA).

Metropolitan Statistical 
Area (MSA)

Metropolitan statistical areas 
(MSAs) are relatively free 

standing MAs and are not 
closely associated with other 
MAs. These are typically sur
rounded by nonmetropolitan 
counties.

M INOR CIVIL 
DIVISION

MIinor Civil Divisions 
(MCDs) are the primary 
political or administra

tive divisions of a county. 
MCDs represent many differ
ent kinds of legal entities with 
a wide variety of governmental 
and/or administrative func
tions. MCDs are variously 
designated as American Indian 
reservations, assessment dis
tricts, boroughs, election dis
tricts, gores, grants, magisteri
al districts, parish governing 
authority districts, plantations, 
precincts, purchases, supervi
sors’ districts, towns, and 
townships. In some States, all 
or some incorporated places 
are not located in any MCD 
and thus serve as MCDs in 
their own right. In other 
States, incorporated places are 
subordinate to (part of) the 
MCDs in which they are 
located, or the pattern is 
mixed—some incorporated 
places are independent of 
MCDs and others are subordi
nate to one or more MCDs.
The Census Bureau recognizes 
MCDs in the following 28 
States: Arkansas, Connecticut, 
Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, 
Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, 
Massachusetts, Michigan, 
Minnesota, Mississippi, 
Missouri, Nebraska, New 
Hampshire, New Jersey, New 
York, North Carolina, North 
Dakota, Ohio, Pennsylvania, 
Rhode Island, South Dakota, 
Vermont, Virginia, West 
Virginia, and Wisconsin. The 
District of Columbia has no 
primary divisions, and the 
entire area is considered 
equivalent to an MCD for sta
tistical purposes.

Housing Assistance Council



riie MCDs in 12 selected 
States ((Connecticut, Maine, 
Massachusetts, Michigan, 
Minnesota, New Hampshire, 
Ne\v jefse\-, New \brk, 
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, 
\'erniont and Wisconsin) also 
sei^ e as general-purpose local 
governments. The C'ensus 
Bureau presents data for these 
MCDs in all data products in 
which it provides data for 
places.

POVERTY S m U S  
IN 1989

The data on poverty status 
were derived from answers 
to the same questions as 

the income data, questionnaire 
items 32 and 33. (For more 
information, see the discussion 
under “Income in 1989.”) 
Poverty statistics presented in 
census pubhcations were based 
on a definition originated by 
the Social Security 
x\dministradon in 1964 and 
subsequently modified by 
Federal interagency commit
tees in 1969 and 1980 and pre
scribed by the Office of 
Management and Budget in 
Directive 14 as the standard to 
be used by Federal agencies 
for statistical purposes.
At the core of this definition 
was tie  1961 economy food 
plan, the least costly of four 
nutritionally adequate food 
plans designed by the 
Department of Agriculture. It 
was determined from the 
Agriculture Department’s 1955 
survey of food consumption 
that families of three or more 
persons spend approximately 
one-third of their income on 
food; hence, the poverty level 
for these families was set at 
three times the cost of the 
economy food plan. For small

er families and persons living 
alone, the cost of the economy 
food plan was nuiltiplied by 
factors that were slightly h igh
er to compensate for the rela
tively larger fixed expenses for 
these smaller households.

The income cutoffs used by 
the C>ensus Bureau to deter
mine the poverty status of 
families and unrelated individ
uals included a set of 48 
thresholds arranged in a two- 
dimensional matrix consisting 
of family size (from one per
son to nine or more persons) 
cross-classified by presence 
and number of family mem
bers under 18 years old (from 
no children present to eight or 
more children present). 
Unrelated individuals and 
two-person families were fur
ther differentiated by age of 
iJie householder (under 65 
years old and 65 years old and 
over).
The total income of each fam
ily or unrelated individual in 
the sample was tested against 
the appropriate poverty 
threshold to determine the 
poverty status of that family or 
unrelated individual. If the 
total income was less than the 
corresponding cutoff, the fam
ily or unrelated individual was 
classified as “below the pover
ty level.” The number of per
sons below the poverty level 
was the sum of the number of 
persons in families with 
incomes below the poverty 
level and the number of unre
lated individuals with incomes 
below the poverty level.
The poverty thresholds are 
revised annually to allow for 
changes in the cost of living as 
reflected in the Consumer 
Price Index. The average 
poverty threshold for a family 
of four persons was $12,674 in
1989. Poverty thresholds were

applied on a national basis and 
were not adjusted for regional. 
State or local variations in the 
cost of living. For a detailed 
discussion of the poverty defi
nition, see U.S. Bureau of the 
Census, Current Population 
Reports, Series P-60, No. 171, 
Poverty in the United States: 
1988 and 1989.
Persons for Whom Poverty 
Status is Determined— 
Poverty status was determined 
for all persons except institu
tionalized persons, persons in 
military group quarters and in 
college dormitories, and unre
lated individuals under 15 
years old. These groups also 
were excluded from the 
denominator when calculating 
poverty rates.
Specified Poverty Levels— 
Since the poverty levels cur
rently in use by the Federal 
Government do not meet all 
the needs of data users, some 
of the data are presented for 
alternate levels. These speci
fied poverty levels are 
obtained by multiplying the 
income cutoffs at the poverty 
level by the appropriate factor. 
For example, the average 
income cutoff at 125 percent 
of poverty level was $15,843 
($12,674 x 1.25) in 1989 for a 
family of four persons.
Weighted Average 
Thresholds at the Poverty 
Level—The average thresh
olds shown in the first column 
of the table on the following 
page are weighted by the pres
ence and number of children. 
For example, the weighted 
average threshold for a given 
family size is obtained by mul
tiplying the threshold for each 
presence and number of chil
dren category within the given 
family size by the number of 
families in that category.
These products are then
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aggregated across the entire 
range of presence and number 
of children categories, and the 
aggregate is divided by the 
total number of families in the 
group to y ield  the weighted 
average threshold at the 
poverty level for that family 
size.

Since the basic thresholds used 
to determ ine the poverty sta
tus o f fam ilies and unrelated 
individuals are applied to all 
fam ilies and unrelated individ
uals, the w eighted average 
poverty thresholds are derived 
using all fam ilies and unrelated 
individuals rather than just 
those classified as being below 
the poverty level. To obtain 
the w eighted poverty thresh
olds for fam ilies and unrelated 
individuals below alternate 
poverty levels, the weighted 
thresholds shown in the table 
below m ay be m ultip lied 
d irectly by the appropriate fac
tor. T h e  w eighted average 
thresholds presented in the

table are based on the March 
1990 Current Population 
Survey. However, these 
thresholds would not differ 
sign ificandy from those based 
on the 1990 census.

Incom e D efic it—Represents 
the difference between the 
total income of families and 
unrelated individuals below 
the poverty level and their 
respective poverty thresholds. 
In com puting the income 
deficit, families reporting a net 
income loss are assigned zero 
dollars and for such cases the 
deficit is equal to the poverty 
threshold.

T h is measure provided an esti
mate of the amount which 
would be required to raise the 
incomes of all poor families 
and unrelated individuals to 
their respective poverty 
thresholds. T he income deficit 
is thus a measure of the degree 
of impoverishment of a family 
or unrelated individual. 
However, caution must be

used in comparing the average 
deficits of families with differ
ent characteristics. Apparent 
differences in average income 
deficits may, to some extent, 
be a function of differences in 
family size.

M ean  Incom e D efic it— 
Represents the amount 
obtained by dividing the total 
income deficit of a group 
below the poverty level by the 
number of families (or unrelat
ed individuals) in that group.

RACE

The data on race were 
derived from answers to 
questionnaire item 4, 

which was asked of all persons. 
T he concept of race as used by 
the Census Bureau reflects 
self-identification; it does not 
denote any clear-cut scientific 
definition of biological stock. 
T he data for race represent 
self-classification by people

Povepty nireshoUs In 1989 by Size of Family and Numiiai' of Reiated Ciiiidran Undep 18 Yaars
SIZE OF WEIGHTED AV RELATED CHILDREN UNDER 18 YEARS

FAMILY U N m THRESHOLD 0 1 2 3 4 5

One person $6,310

; Under 65 6,451 $6,451

L 65 or over 5,947 5,947

fTwo Persons 8,076

E Hshlder Under 65 8,343 8,303 $8,547

Hshlui 65 or over 7,501 7,495 8,515

r Three Persons 9,885 9,699 9,981 $9,990

Four Persons 12,674 12,790 12,999 12,575 $12,619

Five Persons 14,990 15,424 15,648 15,169 14,798 $14,572

Six Persons 16,921 17,740 17,811 17,444 17,092 16,569 $16,259

Seven Persons 19,162 20,412 20,540 20,101 19,794 19,224 18,558

Eight Persons 21,328 22,830 23,031 22,617 22,253 21,738 21,084

,Nine or more persons 25,480 27,463 27,596 27,229 26,921 26,415 25,719

8 OR MORE

$17,828

20,403 $20,230

25,089 24,933 $23,973
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according to the nicc with 
w liich tlie\' most closely iden
tity. Fiirtlieiinore, it is recog
nized that the categories ot the 
race item incliide hotli racial 
anil national origin or socio
cultural groups.
During direct interviews con
ducted In- enumerators, it a 
person could not provide a 
single response to the race 
question, he or she was asked 
to select, based on selt-identi- 
t'lcadon, the group which best 
described his or her racial 
identity. If a person could not 
provide a single race response, 
the race of the mother was 
used. If a single race response 
could not be provided for the 
person’s mother, the first race 
reported by the person was 
used. In all cases where occu
pied housing units, house
holds, or families are classified 
by race, the race of the house
holder was used.
The racial classification used 
by the Census Bureau general
ly adheres to the guidelines in 
Federal Statistical Directive 
No. 15, issued by the Office of 
Management and Budget, 
which provides standards on 
ethnic and racial categories for 
statistical reporting to be used 
by ail Federal agencies. The 
racial categories used in the
1990 census data products are 
provided below.
White—includes persons who 
indicated their race as “White” 
or reported entries such as 
Canadian, German, Italian, 
Lebanese, Near Easterner,
Arab, or Polish.
Black—Includes persons who 
indicated their race as “Black 
or Negro” or reported entries 
such as African American, 
Afro-American, Black Puerto 
Rican, Jamaican, Nigerian,
West Indian, or Haitian.

American Indian, F.skimo, 
or Aleut—Includes persons 
who classified themselves as 
such in one of the specific race 
categories identified below.
Iinlî iii—Includes persons who 
indicated their race as 
“American Indian,” entered 
the name of an Indian tribe, or 
reported such entries as 
(Canadian Indian, French- 
American Indian, or Spanish- 
American Indian.
American Indian Tribe—
Persons who identified them
selves as American Indian were 
asked to report their enrolled 
or principal tribe. Therefore, 
data in tabulations reflect the 
written tribal entries reported 
on the questionnaires. Some of 
the entries (for example, 
Iroquois, Sioux, Colorado 
River, and Flathead) represent 
nations or reservations.
The information on tribe is 
based on self-identification 
and therefore does not reflect 
any designation of Federally- 
or State-recognized tribe. 
Information on American 
Indian tribes is presented in 
summary tape files and special 
data products. The informa
tion is derived from the 
American Indian Detailed 
Tribal Classification List for 
the 1990 census. The list rep
resents all tribes, bands, and 
clans that had a specified num
ber of American Indians 
reported on the census ques
tionnaire.
Eskimo—Includes persons who 
indicated their race as 
“Eskimo” or reported entries 
such as Arctic Slope, Inupiat, 
and Yupik.
Aleut—Includes persons who 
indicated their race as “Aleut” 
or reported entries such as 
Alutiiq, Egegik, and 
Pribilovian.

Asian or Pacific Islander— 
Includes persons who reported 
in one of the Asian or Pacific 
Islander groups listed on the 
questionnaire or who provided 
write-in responses such as 
Thai, Nepali, or I'ongan. In 
some data products, informa
tion is presented separately for 
the Asian population and the 
Pacific Islander population.
Asian—Includes “Chinese,” 
“Filipino,” “Japanese,” “Asian 
Indian,” “Korean,” 
“Vietnamese,” and “Other 
Asian.” In some tables, “Other 
Asian” may not be shown sep
arately, but is included in the 
total Asian population.
Chinese—Includes persons who 
indicated their race as 
“Chinese” or who identified 
themselves as Cantonese, 
Tibetan, or Chinese American. 
In standard census reports, 
persons who reported as 
“Taiwanese” or “Formosan” 
are included here with 
Chinese. In special reports on 
the Asian or Pacific Islander 
population, information on 
persons who identified them
selves as Taiwanese are shovra 
separately.
Filipino—Includes persons who 
indicated their race as 
“Filipino” or reported entries 
such as Phihpino, Philipine, or 
Filipino American.
Japanese—Includes persons 
who indicated their race as 
“Japanese” and persons who 
identified themselves as 
Nipponese or Japanese 
American.
Asian Indian—Includes persons 
who indicated their race as 
“Asian Indian” and persons 
who identified themselves as 
Bengalese, Bharat, Dravidian, 
East Indian, or Goanese.
Korean—Includes persons who 
indicated their race as 
“Korean” and persons who

Taking Stock of Rural Poverty and Housing f o r  the 1990s



identified themselves as 
Korean American.
Vietnamese—Includes persons 
who indicated their race as 
“Vietnamese” and persons who 
identified themselves as 
Vietnamese American.
Cambodian—Includes persons 
who provided a write-in 
response such as Cambodian 
or Cambodia.
H?nong—Includes persons who 
provided a write-in response 
such as Hmong, Laohmong, 
or Mong.
Laotian—Includes persons who 
provided a write-in response 
such as Laotian, Laos, or Lao.
Thai—Includes persons who 
provided a write-in response 
such as Thai, Thailand, or 
Siamese.
Other Asian—Includes persons 
who provided a write-in 
response of Bangladeshi, 
Burmese, Indonesian, 
Pakistani, Sri Lankan, 
Amerasian, or Eurasian.
Pacific Islander—Includes 
persons who indicated their 
race as “Pacific Islander” by 
classifying themselves into one 
of the following groups or 
identifying themselves as one 
of the Pacific Islander cultural 
groups of Polynesian, 
Micronesian, or Melanesian.
Hawaiian—Includes persons 
who indicated their race as 
“Hawaiian” as well as persons 
who identified themselves as 
Part Hawaiian or Native 
Hawaiian.
Samoan—Includes persons 
who indicated their race as 
“Samoan” or persons who 
identified themselves as 
American Samoan or Western 
Samoan.
Guam̂ anian—Includes persons 
who indicated their race as 
“Guamanian” or persons who

identified themselves as 
Chamorro or Guam.
Other Pacific Islatider—Includes 
persons who provided a write- 
in response of a Pacific 
Islander group such as 
Tahitian, Northern Mariana 
Islander, Palauan, Fijian, or a 
cultural group such as 
Polynesian, Micronesian, or 
Melanesian.
O ther Race—Includes all 
other persons not included in 
the “White,” “Black,” 
“American Indian, Eskimo, or 
.\leut,” and the “Asian or 
Pacific Islander” race cate
gories described above.
Persons reporting in the 
“Other race” category and 
providing write-in entries such 
as multiracial, multiethnic, 
mixed, interracial, Wesort, or 
a Spanish/Hispanic origin 
group (such as Mexican,
Cuban, or Puerto Rican) are 
included here.
Written entries to three cate
gories on the race item— 
“Indian (Amer.),” “Other 
Asian or Pacific Islander 
(A/PI),” and “Other race”— 
were reviewed, edited, and 
coded by subject matter spe
cialists.
The written entries under 
“Indian (Amer.)” and “Other 
Asian or Pacific Islander 
(API)” were reviewed and 
coded during 100-percent pro
cessing of the 1990 census 
questionnaires. A substantial 
portion of the entries for the 
“Other race” category also 
were reviewed, edited, and 
coded during the 100-percent 
processing. The remaining 
entries under “Other race” 
underwent review and coding 
during sample processing. 
Most of the written entries 
reviewed and coded during 
sample processing were those 
indicating Hispanic origin

such as Mexican, Cuban, or 
Puerto Rican.
If the race entry for a member 
of a household was missing on 
the questionnaire, race was 
assigned based upon the 
reported entries of race by 
other household members 
using specific rules of prece
dence of household relation
ship. For example, if race was 
missing for the daughter of the 
householder, then the race of 
her mother (as female house
holder or female spouse) 
would be assigned. If there 
was no female householder or 
spouse in the household, the 
daughter would be assigned 
her father’s (male householder) 
race. If race was not reported 
for anyone in the household, 
the race of a householder in a 
previously processed house
hold was assigned.
Limitation o f the Data—In 
the 1980 census, a relatively 
high proportion (20 percent) 
of American Indians did not 
report any tribal entry in the 
race item. Evaluation of the 
pre-census tests indicated that 
changes made for the 1990 
race item should improve the 
reporting of tribes in the rural 
areas (especially on reserva
tions) for the 1990 census.
The results for urban areas 
were inconclusive. Also, the 
precensus tests indicated that 
there may be overreporting of 
the Cherokee tribe. An evalua
tion of 1980 census data 
showed overreporting of 
Cherokee in urban areas or 
areas where the number of 
American Indians was sparse.
In the 1990 census, respon
dents sometimes did not fill in 
a circle or filled the “Other 
race” circle and wrote in a 
response, such as .\rab, Polish, 
or African American in the 
shared write-in box for “Other
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race” and “Other API” 
responses. During the auto- 
inateil coiling process, tliese 
responses were edited and 
assigned to the approjiriate 
racial ilesignation. Also, some
I lispanic origin persons tlid 
not fill in a circle, but provid
ed entries such as Mexican or 
Puerto Rican. 'I'hese persons 
were classified in the “Other 
race” category during the cod
ing and editing process. I'here 
may be some minor differ
ences between sample data and 
100-percent data because sam
ple processing included addi
tional edits not included in the 
100-percent processing.

CHARACTERISTICS
LIVING QUARTERS

Living quarters are classified 
as either housing units or 
group quarters. (For more 

information, see the discussion 
of “Group Quarters” under 
Population Characteristics.) 
Usually, living quarters are in 
structures intended for resi
dential use (for example, a 
one-family home, apartment 
house, hotel or motel, board
ing house, or mobile home). 
Living quarters also may be in 
structures intended for non- 
residential use (for example, 
the rooms in a warehouse 
where a guard lives), as well as 
in places such as tents, vans, 
shelters for the homeless, dor
mitories, barracks, and old 
railroad cars.
Housing Units—A housing 
unit is a house, an apartment, 
a mobile home or trailer, a 
group of rooms or a single 
room occupied as separate liv
ing quarters or, if vacant, 
intended for occupancy as sep

arate living i]uarters. Separate 
li\ ing i|uarters are those in 
which the occupants live anil 
eat separately from any other 
persons in the building anti 
which have tiirect access from 
outsitle the building or 
through a common hall.

I'he occupants may be a single 
family, one person living 
alone, two or more families 
living together, or any other 
group of related or unrelated 
persons who share living 
arrangements. For vacant 
units, the criteria of separate
ness and direct access are 
applied to the intended occu
pants whenever possible. If 
that information cannot be 
obtained, the criteria are 
applied to the previous occu
pants.
Both occupied and vacant 
housing units are included in 
the housing unit inventory 
except that recreational vehi
cles, boats, vans, tents, railroad 
cars, and the like are included 
only if they are occupied as 
someone’s usual place of resi
dence. Vacant mobile homes 
are included provided they are 
intended for occupancy on the 
site where they stand. Vacant 
mobile homes on dealers’ sales 
lots, at the factory, or in stor
age yards are excluded from 
the housing inventory.
If the living quarters contains 
nine or more persons unrelat
ed to the householder or per
son in charge (a total of at 
least 10 unrelated persons), it 
is classified as group quarters. 
If the living quarters contains 
eight or fewer persons unrelat
ed to the householder or per
son in charge, it is classified as 
a housing unit.
Occupied Housing Units—
A housing unit is classified as 
occupied if it is the usual place 
of residence of the person or

group of persons living in it at 
the time of enumeration, or it 
the occupants are only tem
porarily absent; that is, away 
on vacation or business. If all 
the persons staying in the unit 
at the time of the census have 
their usual place of residence 
elsewhere, the unit is classified 
as vacant. A household 
includes all the persons who 
occupy a housing unit as their 
usual place of residence. By 
definition, the count of occu
pied housing units for 100- 
percent tabulations is the same 
as the count of households or 
householders. In sample tabu
lations, the counts of house
hold and occupied housing 
units may vary slightly because 
of different sample weighting 
methods.
Vacant Housing Units-
A housing unit is vacant if no 
one is living in it at the time of 
enumeration, unless its occu
pants are only temporarily 
absent. Units temporarily 
occupied at the time of enu
meration entirely by persons 
who have a usual residence 
elsewhere also are classified as 
vacant.
New units not yet occupied 
are classified as vacant housing 
units if construction has 
reached a point where all exte
rior windows and doors are 
installed and final usable floors 
are in place. Vacant units are 
excluded if they are open to 
the elements; that is, the roof, 
walls, windows, and/or doors 
no longer protect the interior 
from the elements, or if there 
is positive evidence (such as a 
sign on the house or in the 
block) that the unit is con
demned or is to be demol
ished. Also excluded are quar
ters being used entirely for 
nonresidential purposes, such 
as a store or an office, or quar
ters used for the storage of
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business supplies or inventory, 
machinery, or agricultural 
products.
Hotels, Motels, Rooming 
Houses, Etc.—Occupied 
rooms or suites of rooms in 
hotels, motels, and similar 
places are classified as housing 
units only when occupied by 
permanent residents; that is, 
persons who consider the 
hotel as their usual place of 
residence or have no usual 
place of residence elsewhere. 
Vacant rooms or suites of 
rooms are classified as housing 
units only in those hotels, 
motels, and similar places in 
which 75 percent or more of 
the accommodations are occu
pied by permanent residents.
If any of the occupants in a 
rooming or boarding house 
live and eat separately from 
others in the building and 
have direct access, their quar
ters are classified as separate 
housing units.
Staff Living Quarters—The 
living quarters occupied by 
staff personnel within any 
group quarters are separate 
housing units if they satisfy 
the housing unit criteria of 
separateness and direct access; 
otherwise, they are considered 
group quarters.

CONDOMINIUM  
STATUS

The data on condominium 
housing units were obtained 
from questionnaire item H I8, 

which was asked on a sample 
basis at both occupied and 
vacant housing units. 
Condominium is a type of 
ownership that enables a per
son to own an apartment or 
house in a development of 
similarly owned units and to 
hold a common or joint own

ership in some or all of the 
common areas and facilities 
such as land, roof, hallways, 
entrances, elevators, swim
ming pool, etc.
Condominiums may be single 
family houses as well as units 
in apartment buildings. A con
dominium unit need not be 
occupied by the owner to be 
counted as such. A unit classi
fied as “mobile home or trail
er” or “other” (see discussion 
under “Units In Structure”) 
cannot be a condominium 
unit.
Limitation of the Data-
Testing done prior to the 1980 
and 1990 censuses indicated 
that the number of condo
miniums may be slightly over
stated.

CONTRACT RENT

The data on contract rent 
(also referred to a5,“rent 

asked” for vacant units) were 
obtained from questionnaire 
item H7a, which was asked at 
all occupied housing units that 
were rented for cash rent and 
all vacant housing units that 
were for rent at the time of 
enumeration.
Housing units that are renter 
occupied without payment of 
cash rent are shown separately 
as “No cash rent” in census 
data products. The unit may 
be owned by friends or rela
tives who live elsewhere and 
who allow occupancy without 
charge. Rent-free houses or 
apartments may be provided 
to compensate caretakers, 
ministers, tenant farmers, 
sharecroppers, or others.
Contract rent is the monthly 
rent agreed to or contracted 
for, regardless of any furnish
ings, utilities, fees, meals, or 
services that may be included.

For vacant units, it is the 
monthly rent asked for the 
rental unit at the time of enu
meration.
If the contract rent includes 
rent for a business unit or for 
living quarters occupied by 
another household, the 
respondent was instructed to 
report that part of the rent 
estimated to be for his or her 
unit only. Respondents were 
asked to report rent only for 
the housing unit enumerated 
and to exclude any rent paid 
for additional units or for 
business premises.
If a renter pays rent to the 
owner of a condominium or 
cooperative, and the condo
minium fee or cooperative car
rying charge is also paid by the 
renter to the owner, the 
respondent was instructed to 
include the fee or carrying 
charge.
If a renter receives payments 
from lodgers or roomers who 
are listed as members of the 
household, the respondent was 
instructed to report the rent 
without deduction for any 
payments received from the 
lodgers or roomers. The 
respondent was instructed to 
report the rent agreed to or 
contracted for even if paid by 
someone else such as friends 
or relatives living elsewhere, 
or a church or welfare agency.
In some tabulations, contract 
rent is presented for all renter- 
occupied housing units, as well 
as specified renter-occupied 
and vacant-for-rent units. 
Specified renter occupied and 
specified vacant-for-rent units 
exclude one-family houses on 
10 or more acres. (For more 
Information on rent, see the 
discussion under “Gross 
Rent.”)
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M edian  and Q iia it ilc  
CA)iitract Rent The incilian 
divides the rent distribution 
into two e(.]iiai parts. (Jiiartiies 
iii\'ide the rent tiistrihiition 
into tbiir ec]iial parts. In com
puting median anil qiiartile 
contract rent, units reporteii as 
“No cash rent” are excludetl. 
.Median anti quartile rent cal
culations are rounded to the 
nearest whole dollar.

A ggregate  C on tract R en t— 
To calculate aggregate con
tract rent, the amount 
assigned for the category'
“Less than $80” is $50. The 
amount assigned to the cate- 
gor\- “$1,000 or more” is 
$1,250. Mean contract rent is 
rounded to the nearest whole 
dollar.

L im itation  o f the D ata—In 
the 1970 and 1980 censuses, 
contract rent for vacant units 
had high allocation rates, 
about 35 percent.

GROSS RENT

G ross rent is the contract rent 
Iplus the estimated average 

monthly cost of utilities (elec
tricity', gas, and water) and 
fuels (oil, coal, kerosene, 
wood, etc.) if  these are paid 
for by the renter (or paid for 
the renter by someone else). 
Gross rent is intended to elim 
inate differentials which result 
from varying practices with 
respect to the inclusion of u til
ities and fuels as part of the 
rental payment. T he estimated 
costs of utilities and fuels are 
reported on a yearly  basis but 
are converted to m onthly fig
ures for the tabulations.
Renter units occupied without 
payment of cash rent are 
shown separately as “No cash 
rent” in the tabulations. Gross 
rent is calculated on a sample 
basis.

GROSS RENT AS A 
PERCENI AGE OF 
HOUSEHOLD 
INCOME IN 1989

Gross rent as a percentage of 
household income in 1989 is 
a computed ratio of monthly 

gross rent to monthly house
hold income (total household 
income in 1989 divided by 12). 
The ratio was computed sepa
rately for each unit and was 
rounded to the nearest whole 
percentage. Units for which 
no cash rent is paid and units 
occupied by households that 
reported no income or a net 
loss in 1989 comprise the cate
gory “Not com puted.” T his 
item is calculated on a sample 
basis.

MOBILE HOME 
COSTS

The data on mobile home 
costs were obtained from 
questionnaire item  H26, 

which was asked at owner 
occupied mobile homes. T his 
item was asked on a sample 
basis.

These data include the total 
yearly  costs for personal prop
erty taxes, land or site rent, 
registration fees, and license 
fees on all owner-occupied 
mobile homes. T he instruc
tions are to not include real 
estate taxes already reported in 
question H 2 1.

Costs are estim ated as closely 
as possible when exact costs 
are not known. Amounts are 
the total for an entire 12- 
month b illing period, even if 
they are paid by someone out
side the household or remain 
unpaid.

The data from this item are 
added to payments for mort
gages, real estate taxes, fire, 
hazard, and flood insurance 
payments, utilities, and fuels 
to derive selected monthly 
owner costs for mobile 
homes owners.

MORTGAGE 
PAYMENT

The data on m ortgage pay
ment were obtained from 
questionnaire item H23b, 

which was asked at owner 
occupied one-fam ily houses, 
condominiums, and mobile 
homes. T h is item  was asked 
on a sample basis. Question 
H23b provides the regular 
m onthly amount required to 
be paid the lender for the first 
m ortgage (deed of trust, con
tract to purchase, or sim ilar 
debt) on the property. 
Amounts are included even if  
the payments are delinquent 
or paid by someone else. T he 
amounts reported are included 
in the com putation of 
“Selected M onth ly Owner 
Costs” and “Selected M onth ly 
Owner Costs as a Percentage 
of Household Income in 
1989” for units w ith a m ort
gage-
T he amounts reported include 
everyth ing paid to the lender 
including principal and in ter
est paym ents, real estate taxes, 
fire, hazard, and flood insur
ance paym ents, and m ortgage 
insurance prem iums. Separate 
questions determ ine whether 
real estate taxes and fire, haz
ard, and flood insurance pay
ments are included in the 
m ortgage paym ent to the 
lender. T h is makes it possible 
to avoid counting these com 
ponents twice in the com puta
tion of “Selected M onth ly 
O wner Costs.”
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MORTGAGE STATUS

The data on mortgage status 
were obtained from ques
tionnaire items H23a and 

H24a, which were asked at 
owner-occupied one-family 
houses, condominiums, and 
mobile homes. “Mortgage” 
refers to all forms of debt 
where the property is pledged 
as security for repayment of 
the debt. It includes such debt 
instruments as deeds of trust, 
trust deeds, contracts to pur
chase, land contracts, junior 
mortgages and home equity 
loans.
A mortgage is considered a 
first mortgage if it has prior 
claim over any other mortgage 
or if it is the only mortgage on 
the property. All other mort
gages, (second, third, etc.) are 
considered junior mortgages.
A home equity loan is general
ly a junior mortgage. If no 
first mortgage is reported, but 
a junior mortgage or home 
equity loan is reported, then 
the loan is considered a first 
mortgage.
In most census data products, 
the tabulations for “Selected 
Monthly Owner Costs” and 
“Selected Monthly Owner 
Costs as a Percentage of 
Household Income in 1989” 
usually are shown separately 
for units “with a mortgage” 
and for units “not mortgaged.” 
The category “not mortgaged” 
is comprised of housing units 
owned free and clear of debt.

PERSONS IN UNIT

This item is based on the 100- 
percent count of persons in 
occupied housing units. All 

persons occupying the housing 
unit are counted, including the 
householder, occupants related 
to the householder, and

lodgers, roomers, boarders, 
and so forth.
The data on “persons in unit” 
show the number of housing 
units occupied by the specified 
number of persons. The 
phrase “persons in unit” is 
used for housing tabulations, 
“persons in households” for 
population items. Figures for 
“persons in unit” match those 
for “persons in household” for 
100-percent data products. In 
sample products, they may dif
fer because of the weighting 
process.
Median Persons in Unit—In 
computing median persons in 
unit, a whole number is used 
as the midpoint of an interval; 
thus, a unit with 4 persons is 
treated as an interval ranging 
from 3.5 to 4.5 persons. 
Median persons is rounded to 
the nearest hundredth.
Persons in Occupied 
Housing Units—This is the 
total population minus those 
persons living in group quar
ters. “Persons per occupied 
housing unit” is computed by 
dividing the population living 
in housing units by the num
ber of occupied housing units.

PERSONS PER ROOM

Persons per room” is 
obtained by dividing the 
“number of persons in each 

occupied housing unit by the 
number of rooms in the unit. 
Persons per room is rounded 
to the nearest hundredth. The 
figures shown refer, therefore, 
to the number of occupied 
housing units having the spec
ified ratio of persons per 
room.
Mean Persons Per Room— 
This is computed by dividing 
persons in housing units by 
the aggregate number of

rooms, 'fhis is intended to 
provide a measure of utiliza
tion. A higher mean may indi
cate a greater degree of uti
lization or crowding; a low 
mean may indicate under-uti- 
lization.

PLUMBING 
FACILITIES

The data on plumbing facili
ties were obtained from 
questionnaire item HIO, 

which was asked at both occu
pied and vacant housing units. 
This item was asked on a sam
ple basis. Complete plumbing 
facilities include hot and cold 
piped water, a flush toilet, and 
a bathtub or shower. All three 
facilities must be located 
inside the house, apartment, 
or mobile home, but not nec
essarily in the same room. 
Housing units are classified as 
lacking complete plumbing 
facilities when any of the three 
facilities are not present.
Comparability—The 1990 
data on complete plumbing 
facilities are not strictly com
parable with the 1980 data. In 
1980, complete plumbing 
facilities were defined as hot 
and cold piped water, a bath
tub or shower, and a flush toi
let in the housing unit for the 
exclusive use of the residents 
of that unit. In 1990, the 
Census Bureau dropped the 
requirement of exclusive use 
from the definition of com
plete plumbing facilities. Of 
the 2.3 million year-round 
housing units classified in 
1980 as lacking complete 
plumbing for exclusive use, 
approximately 25 percent of 
these units had complete 
plumbing but the facilities 
were also used by members of 
another household. From 
1940 to 1970, separate and
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more iletailcil questions were 
askeil on [ii|)eil \v;iter, h;ithing, 
and toilet hicilities. In 1^70 
;uul I‘>80, the ilntii on pluml)- 
ing facilities were shown only 
tor vear-roinul units.

POVERTY STATUS 
OF HOUSEHOLDS 
IN 1989

The data on poverty' status of 
households were derived 

from answers to the income 
questions. The income items 
were asked on a sample basis. 
Households are classified 
below the poverty' level when 
the total 1989 income of the 
family or of the non family 
householder is below the 
appropriate poverty threshold. 
The income of persons living 
in the household who are 
unrelated to the householder 
is not considered when deter
mining the poverty status of a 
household, nor does their 
presence affect the household 
size in determining the appro
priate poverty threshold. The 
poverty' thresholds vary 
depending upon three criteria: 
size of family, number of chil
dren, and age of the family 
householder or unrelated indi
vidual for one and two-persons 
households. (For more infor
mation, see the discussion of 
“Poverty Status in 1989” and 
“Income in 1989.”)

SELEC FED MONTHLY 
OWNER COSTS

The data on selected monthly 
owner costs were obtained 
from questionnaire items 1120 

through 1126 for a sample of 
owner-occupied one-family 
houses, condominiums, and 
mobile homes. Selected 
monthly owner costs is the 
sum of payments for mort
gages, deeds of trust, contracts 
to purchase, or similar debts 
on the property (including 
pay'nients for the first mort
gage, second or junior mort
gages, and home equity loans); 
real estate taxes; fire, hazard, 
and flood insurance on the 
property; utilities (electricity, 
gas, and water); and fuels (oil, 
coal, kerosene, wood, etc.). It 
also includes, where appropri
ate, the monthly condomini
um fee for condominiums and 
mobile home costs (personal 
property taxes, site rent, regis
tration fees, and license fees) 
for mobile homes.
In certain tabulations, selected 
monthly owner costs are pre
sented separately for specified 
owner-occupied housing units 
(owner-occupied one-family 
houses on fewer than 10 acres 
without a business or medical 
office on the property), owner- 
occupied condominiums, and 
owner-occupied mobile 
homes. Data usually are shown 
separately for units “with a 
mortgage” and for units “not 
mortgaged.”
Median Selected Monthly 
Owner Costs—This measure 
is rounded to the nearest 
whole dollar.

SELECTED MONTHLY 
OWNER COSTS AS 
A PERCENTAGE OF 
HOUSEHOLD 
INCOME

The information on selected 
monthly owner costs as a 
percentage of household 

income in 1989 is the comput
ed ratio of selected monthly 
owner costs to monthly house
hold income in 1989. The 
ratio was computed separately 
for each unit and rounded to • 
the nearest whole percentage. 
The data are tabulated sepa
rately for specified owner- 
occupied units, condomini
ums, and mobile homes.
Separate distributions are 
often shown for units “with a 
mortgage” and for units “not 
mortgaged.” Units occupied 
by households reporting no 
income or a net loss in 1989 
are included in the “not com
puted” category. (For more 
information, see the discussion 
under “Selected Monthly 
Owner Costs.”)

SOURCE OF WATER

The data on source of water 
were obtained from ques
tionnaire item H I5, which was 

asked at both occupied and 
vacant housing units. Housing 
units may receive their water 
supply fi-om a number of 
sources. A common source 
supplying water to five or 
more units is classified as a 
“Public system or private com
pany.” The water may be sup
plied by a city, county, water 
district, water company, etc., 
or it may be obtained from a 
well which supplies water to 
five or more housing units. If 
the water is supplied from a
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well serving four or fewer 
housing units, the units are 
classified as having water sup
plied by either an “Individual 
drilled well” or an “Individual 
dug well.” Drilled wells or 
small diameter wells are usual
ly less than 1-1/2 feet in diam
eter. Dug wells are usually 
larger than 1-1/2 feet wide and 
generally hand dug. The cate
gory, “Some other source” 
includes water obtained from 
springs, creeks, rivers, lakes, 
cisterns, etc.

TE N U RE

The data for tenure were 
obtained from questionnaire 
item H4, which was asked at 

all occupied housing units. All 
occupied housing units are 
classified as either owner 
occupied or renter occupied.
O vm er Occupied—A housing 
unit is owner occupied if the 
owner or co-owner lives in the 
unit even if it is mortgaged or 
not fully paid for. The owner 
or co-owner must live in the 
unit and usually is the person 
listed in column 1 of the ques
tionnaire. The unit is “Owned 
by you or someone in this 
household with a mortgage or 
loan” if it is being purchased 
with a mortgage or some other 
debt arrangement such as a 
deed of trust, trust deed, con
tract to purchase, land con
tract, or purchase agreement. 
The unit is also considered 
owned with a mortgage if it is 
built on leased land and there 
is a mortgage on the unit.
A housing unit is “Owned by 
you or someone in this house
hold free and clear (without a 
mortgage)” if there is no 
mortgage or other similar debt 
on the house, apartment, or 
mobile home including units 
built on leased land if the unit

is owned outright without a 
mortgage. Although owner- 
occupied units are divided 
between mortgaged and 
owned free and clear on the 
questionnaire, census data 
products containing 100-per
cent data show only total 
owner-occupied counts. More 
extensive mortgage informa
tion was collected on the long 
form questionnaire and are 
shown in census products con
taining sample data. (For more 
information, see the discussion 
under “Mortgage Status.”)
R enter Occupied—All occu
pied housing units which are 
not owner occupied, whether 
they are rented for cash rent 
or occupied without payment 
of cash rent, are classified as 
renter occupied. “No cash 
rent” units are separately iden
tified in the rent tabulations. 
Such units are generally pro
vided free by friends or rela
tives or in exchange_for ser
vices such as resident manager, 
caretaker, minister, or tenant 
farmer. Housing units on mili
tary bases also are classified in 
the “No cash rent” category. 
“Rented for cash rent” 
includes units in continuing 
care, sometimes called life care 
arrangements. These arrange
ments usually involve a con
tract between one or more 
individuals and a health ser
vices provider guaranteeing 
the individual shelter, usually a 
house or apartment, and ser
vices, such as meals or trans
portation to shopping or 
recreation.

UNITS IN 
STRUCTURE

The data on units in structure 
(also referred to as “type of 

structure”) were obtained from 
questionnaire item H2, which 
was asked at all housing units.

A structure is a separate build
ing that either has open spaces 
on all sides or is separated 
from other structures by divid
ing walls that extend from 
ground to roof In determin
ing the number of units in a 
structure, all housing units, 
both occupied and vacant, are 
counted. Stores and office 
space are excluded.
The statistics are presented for 
the number of housing units in 
structures of specified type and 
size, not for the number of 
residential buildings.
1-U nit, Detached—This is a 
1-unit structure detached from 
any other house; that is, with 
open space on all four sides. 
Such structures are considered 
detached even if they have an 
adjoining shed or garage. A 
one-family house that contains 
a business is considered 
detached as long as the build
ing has open space on all four 
sides. Mobile homes or trailers 
to which one or more perma
nent rooms have been added 
or built also are included.
1-U nit, Attached—This is a 
1-unit structure that has one 
or more walls extending from 
ground to roof separating it 
fi-om adjoining structures. In 
row houses (sometimes called 
townhouses), double houses, 
or houses attached to nonresi- 
dential structures, each house 
is a separate, attached struc
ture if the dividing or common 
wall goes from ground to roof.
2 or M ore Units—These are 
units in structures containing
2 or more housing units, fiir- 
ther categorized as units in 
structures with 2, 3 or 4, 5 to 
9, 10 to 19, 20 to 49, and 50 
or more units.
M obile Home or T railer— 
Both occupied and vacant 
mobile homes to which no 
permanent rooms have been
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aclclfcl ;irc couiufci in tliis c;Ue- 
gor\-. Mobile homes or tr:iilers 
usetl only tor business purpos
es or for extni sleeping space 
and mobile homes or trailers 
for sale on a dealers lot, at the 
tactor\; or in storage are not 
counted in the housing inven- 
torv’.
O ther—This categor\’ is for 
any living quarters occupied as 
a housing unit that does not fit 
the previous categories. 
Examples that fit this category’ 
are houseboats, railroad cars, 
campers, and vans.

UTILITIES

The data on utility costs were 
obtained fi-om questionnaire 

items H20a through H20d, 
which were asked of occupied 
housing units. These items 
were asked on a sample basis.
Questions H20a through 
H20d asked for the yearly cost 
of utilities (electricity, gas, 
water) and other fuels (oil, 
coal, wood, kerosene, etc.).
For the tabulations, these 
yearly amounts are divided by
12 to derive the average 
monthly cost and are then 
included in the computation of 
“Gross Rent,” “Gross Rent as 
a Percentage of Household 
Income in 1989,” “Selected 
Monthly Owner Costs,” and 
“Selected Monthly Owner 
Costs as a Percentage of 
Household Income in 1989.”
Costs are recorded if paid by 
or billed to occupants, a wel
fare agency, relatives, or 
friends. Costs that are paid by 
landlords, included in the rent 
payment, or included in con
dominium or cooperative fees 
are excluded.

L im itation  o f the D ata— 
Research has shown that 
responilents tended to over
state their expenses for elec- 
tricit)’ and gas when compared 
to utility company records. 
There is some evidence that 
this overstatement is reduced 
when yearly costs are asked 
rather than monthly costs. 
Caution should be exercised in 
using these data for direct 
analysis because costs are not 
reported for certain kinds of 
units such as renter occupied 
units with all utilities included 
in the rent and owner-occu
pied condominium units with 
utilities included in the condo
minium fee.

VACANCY STATUS

The data on vacancy status 
were obtained from ques

tionnaire item C l, which was 
completed by census enumera
tors. Vacancy status and other 
characteristics of vacant units 
were determined by enumera
tors obtaining information 
from landlords, owners, neigh
bors, rental agents, and others. 
Vacant units are subdivided 
according to their housing 
market classification as fol
lows:
For Rent—These are vacant 
units offered “for rent,” and 
vacant units offered either “for 
rent” or “for sale.”
For Sale Only—These are 
vacant units being offered “for 
sale only,” including units in 
cooperatives and condomini
um projects if the individual 
units are offered “for sale 
only.”
Rented or Sold, Not Occupied—If 
any money rent has been paid 
or agreed upon but the new 
renter has not moved in as of

the date of enumeration, or if 
the unit has recently been sold 
but the new owner has not yet 
moved in, the vacant unit is 
classified as “rented or sold, 
not occupied.”
For Seasonal, Recreational, or 
Occasional Use—These are 
vacant units used or intended 
for use only in certain seasons 
or for weekend or other occa
sional use throughout the year.
Seasonal units include those 
used for summer or winter 
sports or recreation, such as 
beach cottages and hunting 
cabins. Seasonal units also may 
include quarters for such 
workers as herders and log
gers. Interval ownership units, 
sometimes called shared-own- 
ership or time-sharing condo
miniums, also are included 
here.
For Migrant Workers—^These 
include vacant units intended 
for occupancy by migratory 
workers employed in farm 
work during the crop season. 
(Work in a cannery, a freezer 
plant, or a food-processing 
plant is not farm work.)
Other Vacant—If a vacant unit 
does not fall into any of the 
classifications specified above, 
it is classified as “other 
vacant.” For example, this cat
egory includes units held for 
occupancy by a caretaker or 
janitor, and units held for per
sonal reasons of the ovmer.
Homeowner Vacancy Rate— 
This is the percentage rela
tionship between the number 
of vacant units for sale and the 
total homeowner inventor}’. It 
is computed by dividing the 
number of vacant units for sale 
only by the sum of the owner- 
occupied units and the number 
of vacant units that are for sale 
only.
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Rental Vacancy Rate—This 
is the percentage relationship 
of the number of vacant units 
for rent to the total rental 
inventory. It is computed by 
dividing the number of vacant 
units for rent by the sum of 
the renter occupied units and 
the number of vacant units for 
rent.

VALUE

The data on value (also 
referred to as “price asked” 

for vacant units) were obtained 
from questionnaire item H6, 
which was asked at housing 
units that were owned, being 
bought, or vacant for sale at 
the time of enumeration.
Value is the respondent’s esti
mate of how much the proper
ty (house and lot, mobile 
home and lot, or condomini
um unit) would sell for if it 
were for sale. If the house or 
mobile home was owned or 
being bought, but the land on 
which it sits was not, the 
respondent was asked to esti
mate the combined value of 
the house or mobile home and 
the land. For vacant units, 
value was the price asked for 
the property.
Value was tabulated separately 
for all owner-occupied and 
vacant-for-sale housing units, 
owner-occupied and vacant- 
for-sale mobile homes or trail
ers, and specified owner-occu- 
pied and specified vacant-for- 
sale housing units. Specified 
owner-occupied and specified

vacant-for-sale housing units 
include only one-family hous
es on fewer than 10 acres 
without a business or medical 
office on the property. The 
data for “specified units” 
exclude mobile homes, houses 
with a business or medical 
office, houses on 10 or more 
acres, and housing units in 
multi-unit buildings.
Median and Quartile 
Value—The median divides 
the value distribution into two 
equal parts. Quartiles divide 
the value distribution into four 
equal parts. These measures 
are rounded to the nearest 
hundred dollars. (For more 
information on medians and 
quartiles, see the discussion 
under “Derived Measures.”)
Aggregate Value—To calcu
late aggregate value, the 
amount assigned for the cate
gory “Less than $10,000” is 
$9,000. The amount assigned 
to the category “$500,000 or 
more” is $600,000. Mean 
value is rounded to the nearest 
hundred dollars. (For more 
information on aggregates and 
means, see the discussion 
under “Derived Measures.”)

YEAR STRUCTURE  
BUIUT

The data on year structure 
built were obtained from 

questionnaire item H I7, 
which was asked at both occu
pied and vacant housing units. 
This item was asked on a sam
ple basis. Data on year struc

ture built refer to when the 
building was first constructed, 
not when it was remodeled, 
added to, or converted. For 
housing units under construc
tion that met the housing unit 
definition—that is, all exterior 
windows, doors, and final 
usable floors were in place— 
the category “1989 or March 
1990” was used. For a house
boat or a mobile home or 
trailer, the manufacturer’s 
model year was assumed to be 
the year built. The figures 
shown in census data products 
relate to the number of units 
built during the specified peri
ods that were still in existence 
at the time of enumeration.
Median Year Structure 
Built—The median divides 
the distribution into two equal 
parts. The median is rounded 
to the nearest calendar year. 
Median age of housing can be 
obtained by subtracting medi
an year structure built from
1990. For example, if the 
median year structure built is 
1957, the median age of hous
ing in that area is 33 years 
(1990 minus 1957).
Limitation of the Data—
Data on year structure built 
are more susceptible to errors 
of response and non reporting 
than data on many other items 
because respondents must rely 
on their memory or on esti
mates by persons who have 
lived in the neighborhood a 
long time.

Housing Assistance Council
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F or defin itions o f  these indicators, please see Appendix A 
. T h ese  figures are derived from the num ber o f un its lack ing com plete p lum bing plus those that are overcrowded. T h ey  are corrected for the units that are 

both overcrow ded and lack in g  com plete p lum bing 

T h e  percen t o f um ts that are cost burdened is derived from the total num ber o f units for which cost burden status was determ ined
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6 2: POVERTY SffiniS OF RORALINOIVIOOALS BY AGE BY SlfllE'
\l I PERSONS PFRSO N S 65 AND OVER CHn.DREN UNDER 18

STATF

ALA15A.MA
A L A SK A
A R IZ O N A
A R K A N SA S
c:a l i f c ) r n i a

C C n x )R A D C )
C O N N E C r iC U T
D ELA\\’.\RF.
F L O R ID A
G E O R G L \
R \\\'A II
ID .\H O
IL L IN O IS
INDIANA
IO W A
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LOLHSLANA
’VLAINE
MAR^XAND
AL\SSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
NEW HAMPSHIRE 
NEW JERSEY 
NEW MEXICO 
NEW YORK 
NORTH CAROLINA 
NORTH DAKOTA 
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANM.
RHODE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
\1RGINL\
WASHINGTON
WEST VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING
U.S. TOTAL

Tam
1 ,58 4 ,19 4

174,562
442 ,351

1 ,078 ,793
2,091,102

5 6 7 ,6 4 9
67 5 ,971
175,161

1 ,899 ,763
2 ,339 ,341

118,435
423,848

1,729,723
1,919,597
1,074,982

744,093
1,756,588
1,315,143

668,482
866,489
928,502

2,691,253
1,299,132
1,334,071
1,573,665

371,872
524,139
134,664
535,552
797,391
403,261

2,740,324
3,243,176

292,422
2,747,063

995,184
831,340

3,605,795
138,221

1,550,053
340,739

1,885,227
3,282,280

2 2 2 , 1 2 2
372,523

1,855,004
1,132,643
1,127,580
1,654,790

157,430
60,413,685

BEl.OW
POX'FRH'

2 8 9 ,1 8 6
2 1 ,4 9 4

120,141
204,918
248,088
65,828
20,694
16,655

250,417
323,393

13,769
54,320

162,730
144,570
112,902
79,151

389,094
303,231
67,019
55,416
41,859

269,329
145,200
346,183
233,036
62,782
63,586
13,665
28,713
33,402

110,237
224,470
400,440

48,004
276,224
178,484
96,000

324,641
7,409

240,438
64,131

285,678
594,033
29,966
32,849

214,523
121,492
237,379
144,797
18,742

7,830,708

18.25
12.31
27.16
19.00 
11.86 
11.60
3.06
9.51

13.18
13.82
11.63
12.82 
9.41 
7.53

10.50
10.64
22.15
23.06 
10.03
6.40
4.51

10.01
11.18
25.95
14.81 
16.88 
12.13
10.15
5.36
4.19

27.34
8.19

12.35 
16.42
10.06 
17.93
11.55 
9.00
5.36

15.51
18.82
15.15 
18.10 
13.49
8.82

11.56 
10.73 
21.05

8.75
11.90
12.96

TOTAL

194,201
7,224

52,100
153,333
259,923

56,555
70,141
23,730

322,197
237,896

14,269
50,250

225,067
214,869
165,979
112,786
201,649
134,542
78,825
94,200

100,108
300,265
176,867
161,038
218,451
45,047
83,324
13,922
52,677
85,125
38,315

316,814
387,959
48.057 

302,773 
135,919 
115,560 
459,826

15,038
169,014
51,594

227,680
406,412

21,344
40.057 

227,937 
133,436 
145,080 
209,263

14,867
7,373,505

BELOW
POVERTY

57,035
871

10,212

39,263
19,571
7,560
3,328
2,738

38,145
55,474

1,376
6,315

25,758
22,844
20,727
15,064
51.935 
40,408 
11,328 
10,912
7,110

33,828
28,425
54,600
41,576

6,601
11,895

1,774
4,830
5,730
9,779

29,129
85,785

7,685
32,012
29,744
11,707
46.935 

1,116
41,535

9,182
56,584
84,381

3,090
4,932

43,211
12,265
27,722
22,726

1,943
1,198,696

29.37 
12.06
19.60
25.61 

7.53
13.37
4.74 

11.54
11.84 
23.32

9.64
12.57 
11.44 
10.63 
12.49
13.36
25.76
30.03
14.37
11.58 
7.10

11.27
16.07 
33.91
19.03 
14.65
14.28
12.74 
9.17 
6.73

25.52
9.19 

22.11 

15.99
10.57 
21.88 

10.13 
10.21

7.42
24.57 
17.80
24.85
20.76 
14.48 
12.31 
18.96
9.19 

19.11
10.86
13.07 
16.26

TOTAL

432,663
60,375

138,709
291,143
565,236
158,199
169,990
43,505

455,811
653,193

33,887
138,089
473,466
538,524
300,285
209,849
483,004
404,868
179,880
224,080
245,472
758,247
388,129
402,632
429,275
111,279
151,183
37,048

145,046
207,443
132,873
737,789
815,448

85,813
773,668
276,017
220,430
936,958

34,690
433,031
105,382
485,726
952,377

8 9 ,7 6 0

102,040
466,837
323,904
299,690
470,803

50,276
16,624,031

BELOW
POVERTY

98,581
9,151

49,717
69.281 
97,798 
23,503

6,0 02
5,900

84,732
113,703

5,256
22,272
56,243
50,579
38,782
27,208

130,520
114,017
21,951
17,431
12.566 
98,876 
51,283

134.281 
78,996 
24,087 
22,528

4,612
8,953

10,412
45.567 
78,170

125,371
17,788

105,686
61,631
32,832

113,339
1,690

86,388
26,077
87,624

222,424
14,241
11,059
65,086
45,830
82,116
52,433

7,466
2,772,039

% ' 
22.78
15.16 
35.84 
23.80 , 
17.30 , 
14.86
3.53 : 

13.56 i
18.59 ■ 
17.41 
15.51 ; 
16.13 I
11.88 I 

9.39 i
12.92
12.97
27.02
28.16 
1 2 . 2 0
7.78
5.12

13.04 
13.21
33.35
18.40
21.65 
14.90 
12.45
6.17
5.02

34.29
10.60 
15.37 
20.73
13.66 
22.33
14.89 
1 2 . 1 0
4.87

19.95
24.75
18.04
23.35 
15.86
10.84 
13.94 
14.15
27.40 
11.14
14.85
16.67

Persons for whom poverty status was determ ined.

Taking Stock of Rural P oven y and Housing f o r  the 1990s



I-3: POVERTY SliliniS OF RORAL RLACK PERSONS RY S W E'
; t a t e

■\LABAMA 
l>r\LASKA 
-3̂  \RIZONA 
^  \RKANSAS
0. ::a l if o r n ia
k COLORADO 
*  CONNECTICUT 
i  DELAWARE 

FLORIDA 
'GEORGIA 
HAWAII 
[DAHO 
[LLINOIS 
INDIANA 
IOWA 
KANSAS 
KENTUCKY 
LOUISIANA 
MAINE 
MARYLAND 
MASSACHUSETTS 
MICHIGAN 
MINNESOTA 
MISSISSIPPI 
MISSOURI 
MONTANA 
NEBRASKA 
NTEVADA
NEW HAMPSHIRE 
NEW JERSEY 
NEW  MEXICO 
NEW YORK 
NORTH CAROLINA 
NORTH DAKOTA 
OHIO
OKLAHOMA 
OREGON 
PENNSYLVANLV 
RHODE ISLAND 
SOUTH CAROLINA 
SOUTH DAKOTA
t e n n t :s s e e

TEXAS 
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASHINGTON
W EST VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING
U.S. TOTAL

T O T A L

276,830
1,166
2,994

102,584
27,786

1,253
6,371

21,267
150,992
377,547

1,195
389

14,528
5,518
1,014
3,535

30,645
267,821

1,236
79,818

7,106
24,461

998
442,893

16,457
253
618
775

1,299
32,040

1,757
28,151

524,343
252

19,341
17,726

1,376
19,437

329
465,018

229
82,869

175,850
206
743

273,758
3,681

18,011
2,062

143
3,536,671

Persons for whom poverty status was determined.

ALL PERSONS
B E L O W  P O V E R T Y  %

113,148 40.87
68 5.83

703 23.48
46,411 45.24

5,597 20.14
178 14.21
218 3.42

5,045 23.72
53,008 35.11

119,660 31.69
88 7.36
91 23.39

5,478 37.71
1,145 20.75

161 15.88
666 18.84

10,156 33.14
131,077 48.94

179 14.48
14,043 17.59

665 9.36
6,348 25.95

287 28.76
213,665 48.24

5,938 36.08
82 32.41

101 16.34
150 19.35
102 7.85

4,513 14.09
387 22.03

6,231 22.13
141,943 27.07

41 16.27
3,374 17.44
6,783 38.27

353 25.65
4,013 20.65

17 5.17
143,376 30.83

58 25.33
24,956 30.12
70,128 39.88

15 7.28
76 10.23

60,803 22.21
615 16.71

6,074 33.72
485 23.52

30 20.98
1,208,729 34.18

CHILDREN UNDFR 1«
T O T A L  B E 1 .0 W  P O V F R T Y

47,271 
27 

285

96,928
445
958

36,133
9,058

436
1,850
6,830

54,627
129,613

396
179

4,988
1,748

401
1,172
8,468

97,288
586

21,377
1,904
7,675

558
168,414

5,691
120
262
210

546
9,637

698
8,321

162,174
117

5,552
5,356

581
5,617

69
159,972

103
25,200
57,066

86
307

76,039
1,606
5,035

778
49

1,183,224

19,390
2,373

86
76

2,176
23,370
51,487

46
27

2,380
372

86
269

3,179
55,495

72
5,181

283
2,612

173
94,884

2,608
53
48
75
45

1,859
195

1,945
55,168

21

1,397
2,410

149
1,636

0
59,120

24
9,081

26,410
6

26
21,207

245
2,329

208
17

497,882

48.77 
6.07

29.75
53.66
26.20
19.72 
4.11

31.86
42.78
39.72 
11.62
15.08
47.71 
21.28 
21.45 
22.95 
37.54 
57.04
12.29 
24.24
14.86
34.03
31.00 
56.34 
45.83 
44.17 
18.32
35.71 
8.24

19.29
27.94 
23.37 
34.02
17.95 
25.16
45.00 
25.65 
29.13

0.00
36.96
23.30
36.04 
46.28

6.98
8.47

27.89
15.26
46.26 
26.74 
34.69
42.08

Housing Assistance Council



B-4: POVERTY SMTUS OF RORAL AMERICAN INOIAN/ESKIMO/ALEITT PERSONS BY SVirE'

S I A I F

A l.A H A A lA
A LA SK A
A R IZ O N A
A R K A N SA S
C A L IF O R N IA
C O L O R A D O
C O N T V E C 'L IC U 'L
D E L A W A R E
F L O R ID A
G E O R G U
FL\VV.\II
ID.\HO
IL L IN O IS
IN D L \N A
IO W A
K .\N SA S
KENTUCKY
LOUISIANA
M A IN E
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
NEW HAMPSHIRE 
N^EW JERSEY 
NEW MEXICO 
NEW YORK 
NORTH CAROLINA 
NORTH DAKOTA 
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
RHODE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGESM
WASHINGTON
VVTST VIRGINIA
UaSCONSIN
WYOMING
U.S. TOTAL

r o i A i .

AI r PERSONS
B F L O W  PO VF.RTY %

11,211 2 ,55 8 22 .82

48 ,7 58 12 ,662 25 .9 7

114 ,094 66 ,4 35 58 .23

6 ,90 7 1 ,724 2 4 .9 6

4 5 ,6 1 9 10 ,943 2 3 .9 9

6,631 1,890 2 8 .5 0
1,332 100 7.51

1,231 215 17 .47
10,681 2 ,1 5 4 2 0 .1 7
6 ,1 2 9 1 ,060 17 .29

779 248 3 1 .8 4
1 ,2 2 9 2 ,25 2 31 .15
3 ,73 6 813 2 1 .7 6

3 ,98 7 708 17 .76

2 ,001 455 2 2 .7 4

7 ,1 6 0 1,475 2 0 .6 0

2 ,9 5 9 1,058 3 5 .7 6

7 ,77 7 3 ,0 2 9 38 .9 5

3 ,93 7 81 0 2 0 .5 7
2 ,3 2 8 29 0 12 .46
2 ,31 2 4 2 0 18 .17

2 2 ,5 32 5,201 2 3 .0 8
18 ,6 10 8 ,2 7 7 4 4 .4 8

6 ,503 2 ,72 3 4 1 .8 7
8 ,523 2 ,1 6 7 2 5 .4 3

3 3 ,4 5 7 15 ,082 4 5 .0 8
5 ,5 9 0 2 ,64 2 4 7 .2 6
7 ,143 2 ,4 6 7 3 4 .5 4

90 9 116 12 .7 6
2 ,1 8 0 39 4 18 .07

8 4 ,5 5 9 4 3 ,7 5 3 5 1 .7 4
13 ,383 2 ,5 6 6 19 .17
6 4 ,3 5 8 15 ,8 17 2 4 .5 8
18 ,6 59 9 ,4 1 0 50 .43

5 ,1 5 4 1 ,102 2 1 .3 8
122 ,775 35 ,9 01 2 9 .2 4

16 ,591 4 ,1 3 0 2 4 .8 9
4 ,4 0 8 973 2 2 .0 7

733 130 1 7 .7 4
3 ,982 848 2 1 .3 0

35 ,131 2 1 ,0 4 0 5 9 .8 9
5 ,2 7 7 1,451 2 7 .5 0

15 ,313 3 ,4 7 6 2 2 .7 0
9 ,841 4 ,9 6 5 50 .4 5
1,481 386 2 6 .0 6
4 ,23 1 585 13 .83

30 ,8 22 9 ,61 1 3 1 .1 8
1 ,945 605 31 .11

19 ,303 7 ,6 0 9 39 .4 2
5 ,9 9 6 2 ,8 0 6 4 6 .8 0

866,187 317,532 36.66

CHILDREN UNDER 18
TOTAL BEI %

4 ,181 1,025 24 .52
2 0 ,5 45 5,843 2 8 .4 4
4 8 ,2 3 5 2 9 ,4 2 9 61 .01

2 ,0 3 9 6 4 0 31 .3 9
15 ,222 4 ,9 4 7 3 2 .5 0  :

2 ,41 2 769 31 .8 8  ;
422 39 9 .2 4  !
262 58 2 2 .1 4

2 ,7 0 9 641 2 3 .6 6
1 ,836 372 2 0 .2 6  ■

253 110 4 3 .4 8
2 ,6 8 4 1 ,000 3 7 .2 6  '

923 2 4 4 2 6 .4 4  1
1 ,138 261 22 .93

6 4 4 153 2 3 .7 6  r
2 ,55 3 66 8 26 .1 7

661 358 5 4 .1 6  ;
2 ,7 2 8 1,291 4 7 .3 2  1
1,483 372 2 5 .0 8

598 136 2 2 .7 4  i
695 138 19 .8 6

7 ,8 7 8 2 ,2 6 8 2 8 .7 9
7 ,7 8 0 4 ,1 7 5 5 3 .6 6  !
2 ,6 1 4 1 ,239 4 7 .4 0
2 ,3 6 3 737 3 1 .1 9

14 ,112 7 ,2 4 8 5 1 .3 6
2 ,4 1 2 1 ,352 56 .0 5
2 ,4 8 6 992 3 9 .9 0

21 8 43 19 .72
567 174 3 0 .6 9

3 4 ,7 8 8 19 ,415 55 .81
4 ,0 2 3 845 2 1 .0 0

2 1 ,6 8 3 6 ,2 9 7 2 9 .0 4
8 ,3 0 6 4 ,8 1 9 5 8 .0 2
1 ,3 3 4 319 23 .9 1

4 7 ,4 7 7 16 ,1 6 6 34 .0 5
5 ,84 3 1 ,7 1 9 29 .4 2
1,211 29 9 2 4 .6 9

168 5 2 .9 8
1 ,168 345 2 9 .5 4

1 6 ,6 2 0 1 0 ,9 4 8 6 5 .8 7
1 ,422 473 3 3 .2 6
4 ,0 4 7 1 ,07 0 2 6 .4 4
4 ,2 4 5 2 ,25 1 53 .0 3

511 152 2 9 .7 5
9 5 9 193 2 0 .1 3

1 1 ,6 8 0 4 ,4 2 5 3 7 .8 9
53 0 172 3 2 .4 5

7 ,6 5 6 3,831 5 0 .0 4
2 ,5 4 5 1,312 5 1 .5 5

328,869 141,778 43.11

' Persons for whom poverty status was cletcrniinei:

Taking Stock of Rural Poverty and Housing f o r  the 1990s



B-5: POVERTY SWmS OF RDRAL NISPANIO PERSONS BY STKTE'

m rE
ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNU
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAU^ARE
FLORIDA
GEORGL\
HAWAII
IDAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
IOWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LOUISIANA
MAINE
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
NEW ILAMPSHIRE 
NEW JERSEY 
NEW MEXICO 
NEW YORK 
NORTH CAROLINA 
NORTH DAKOTA 
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
RHODE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGIMA
WASHINGTON
WEST VIRGINL\
WISCONSIN
WYOMING
U.S. TOTAL

T O T A I.

6 ,4 6 0
3 ,2 6 8

7 4 ,0 6 5
7 ,33 3

3 5 8 ,9 1 9
5 4 ,9 5 4

8 ,1 8 3
2 ,0 2 8

8 2 ,4 8 0
2 1 ,1 0 8
10 ,5 1 0
2 0 ,9 9 3
1 5 ,2 88
1 2 ,1 9 8
4 ,4 7 3

1 3 ,8 5 0
4 ,9 2 4

15 ,212
3 ,0 4 0
6 ,9 6 5
8 ,541

3 5 ,7 8 6
6 ,2 4 4
5 ,4 4 9

9 ,1 1 5
3 ,9 4 8
6 ,2 3 7

1 0 ,2 7 0
2 ,7 5 0

1 7 ,2 1 6
148 ,391

2 9 ,0 0 5
2 2 ,6 8 7

1 ,18 9

1 8 ,5 7 8
1 6 ,1 3 0

2 9 ,2 4 5
19 ,7 42

912
7 ,6 6 7
1 ,4 4 0
8 ,2 5 9

5 5 9 ,1 7 4
7 ,7 7 2

1 ,735
1 0 ,8 2 6
5 2 ,6 5 0

4 ,1 3 2

9 ,31 1
5 ,2 0 2

1,785,854

ALL PERSONS 
B E L O W  P O V F R T Y %

CHILDREN UNDFR 18
T O T A L  B E L O W  PO V FR T V %

1,520 23 .53 2 ,4 4 0 728 2 9 .8 4
388 11 .87 1,302 146 11.21

2 2 ,2 1 0 2 9 .9 9 29,27-7 10,531 35 .97
2 ,2 2 6 30 .3 6 3,001 1,088 36 .25

9 1 ,1 5 8 2 5 .4 0 138 ,775 44 ,191 31 .8 4
14 ,505 2 6 .3 9 20 ,6 07 6 ,64 5 32 .25

975 11.91 2 ,8 6 9 492 17.15
547 26 .9 7 707 266 37 .62

2 2 ,9 0 4 2 7 .7 7 2 7 ,9 7 0 9 ,39 8 33 .60
5 ,63 2 26 .6 8 6 ,6 1 4 1,987 30 .0 4
1,607 15 .29 4 ,1 9 4 782 18.65
6 ,781 3 2 .3 0 8,823 3 ,32 9 37 .73
2 ,4 2 7 15 .88 5 ,999 1 ,107 18.45
1,495 12 .26 5 ,268 788 14 .96

9 4 6 21 .1 5 1,921 4 5 9 2 3 .8 9
2 ,9 8 7 2 1 .5 7 6 ,2 4 8 1,656 26 .5 0
1 ,32 4 2 6 .8 9 1,846 630 34 .13
3 ,5 6 9 2 3 .4 6 5,042 1,282 25 .43

4 6 4 15 .26 1 ,374 265 19 .29
807 11 .59 2 ,6 7 4 373 13.95

1 ,269 14 .86 3 ,157 558 17 .68
7 ,0 9 7 19 .83 15 ,667 3 ,873 24 .72
1 ,93 9 31 .0 5 3 ,28 8 1,144 34 .79
1,633 2 9 .9 7 2 ,082 782 37 .56
1,852 2 0 .3 2 3 ,785 956 25 .2 6
1 ,037 2 6 .2 7 1 ,810 589 32 .5 4
1 ,645 2 6 .3 7 2 ,8 8 6 910 31 .53
2 ,06 1 2 0 .0 7 4 ,1 6 9 1,028 2 4 .6 6

211 7 .6 7 1,128 95 8.42
1 ,988 11 .55 5 ,4 5 0 682 12.51

4 5 ,2 8 2 30 .5 2 5 4 ,0 8 9 19,721 36 .4 6
4 ,2 1 5 14 .53 10 ,426 1,705 16.35

5 ,1 8 4 2 2 .8 5 7 ,6 1 9 2 ,1 3 9 28 .07

282 2 3 .7 2 662 168 25 .3 8

3 ,061 16 .48 7 ,703 1,609 2 0 .8 9

5 ,4 9 6 34 .0 7 7 ,0 9 9 2 ,802 39 .47

8 ,3 2 0 2 8 .4 5 11 ,3 86 3 ,6 1 4 3 1 .7 4

3 ,4 0 5 17 .25 7 ,1 8 4 1,511 21 .03

87 9 .5 4 300 18 6 .0 0

1,703 22 .21 2 ,72 5 747 27 .41

399 27 .71 68 6 228 3 3 .2 4

1 ,686 20 .41 3 ,19 7 697 21 .8 0

2 2 4 ,5 1 9 4 0 .1 5 2 2 6 ,3 4 9 10 6 ,586 4 7 .0 9

1 ,93 6 24 .91 3 ,64 8 1,015 27 .82

166 9 .5 7 623 75 12 .04

1,412 1 3 .0 4 3,861 565 14.63

1 6 ,8 28 3 1 .9 6 2 2 ,1 5 4 8 ,31 5 37 .53

1,101 2 6 .6 5 1,331 4 3 0 32 .31

1,743 18 .72 4 ,2 1 5 96 6 22 .92

1 ,315 2 5 .2 8 2 ,2 6 8 729 3 2 .1 4

533,344 29.86 697,898 250,400 35.88

Persons for whom poverty status was determined.

Housing Assistance Council



B-6; POVERTY STKTUS OF RORAL ASIAN/PACIFIC ISLANDER PERSONS RY SHKTE'

iirATE
A L A B A M A
A LA SK A
A R l/ X W A
A R K .\N SA S
C A L 1FC )R N L \
C :O L ()R A D O
c: o n n f x :t i c u '1'
D E L A W A R E
F L O R ID A
G E O R G IA
H A W A II
ID.\HO
IL L IN O IS
INDIANA
IOWA
K A N SA S
KENTUCKY
LOUISIANA
MAINE
MAR\TAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
NEW HAMPSHIRE 
NEW JERSEY 
NEW MEXICO 
NEW YORK 
NORTH CAROLINA 
NORTH DAKOTA 
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
RHODE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASHINGTON
WEST VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING
U.S. TOTAL

ALL PERSONS
TOT A L RFI .OVV PO V E R T Y  %

2 ,8 2 8  741 26 .2
2 ,2 7 0  199 8 .77
U765 21 9  12.41
1,932 2 9 4  15 .22

4 3 ,2 6 8  5 ,6 8 6  13 .14
2 ,6 3 8  142 5 .38
6 ,221  341 5 .48
1 ,204  141 11.71
9 ,711  9 6 4  9 .93
6 ,80 3  635  9 .33

6 6 ,0 6 8  7 ,4 0 9  11.21
1 ,99 4  281 14 .09
5 ,3 8 8  539  10 .00
4 ,6 5 8  348  7 .47
2 ,2 3 9  34 4  15 .36
2 ,6 7 4  6 3 6  2 3 .7 8
2 ,8 0 2  212  7 .5 7
4 ,0 1 4  1 ,108  2 7 .6 0
1 ,939  175 9 .03
6 ,3 2 0  251 3 .97
7 ,01 3  517  7 .3 7
8 ,6 5 7  888  10 .26
3 ,9 2 0  4 1 9  10 .69
2 ,49 2  4 6 7  1 8 .7 4
3,281  351 10 .70
1 ,027  118 11 .4 9
1 ,07 9  157 14 .55
1 ,208  9 6  7 .9 5
2 ,4 9 8  252  10 .0 9

1 6 ,1 46  695  4 .3 0
1 ,03 0  89  8 .6 4

1 4 ,7 4 6  1 ,12 7  7 .6 4
8 ,7 1 7  1 ,00 7  11 .55

4 3 2  70  16 .2 0
6 .7 2 8  45 5  6 .7 6
1 ,855  32 0  17 .25
5 ,9 7 9  895  14 .97

11 ,552  1 ,193  10 .33

1 ,1 8 4  137 11 .57
3 ,6 9 9  3 1 0  8 .3 8

611 108 17 .68
3 ,5 1 6  4 2 7  1 2 .1 4

1 1 ,2 56  1 ,531 13 .60
1 ,212 9 4  7 .7 6
1 ,132 119 10 .51
7 ,8 1 2  382 4 .8 9

11 ,743  1 ,323  11 .27
2 ,5 9 3  322 12 .42
3 .7 2 9  6 4 0  17 .1 6

40 3  42  10 .42
323,986 35,216 10.87

CHILDREN UNDER 18 
T O T A L  B E L O W  P O V E R T Y  

325925
730
583
61 0

12 ,781
892

2 ,0 6 8
385

3 ,0 1 6
2 ,1 1 4

2 0 ,3 5 7
633

2 ,1 8 6
1 ,690
1 ,21 9

93 9
1 ,029
1 ,616

87 0
2 ,2 2 4
2 ,3 2 5
3 ,95 2
2 ,4 3 0

74 9

1 ,1 5 4
367
4 7 6
378
933

5 ,49 5
305

5 ,6 9 7
3 ,0 1 8

201

2 ,49 1
591

2 ,0 0 4
4 ,4 6 0

3 3 4
1 ,18 8

301
1,291

3 ,7 4 0
571
4 8 9

2 ,6 0 5
4 ,4 6 7

837
1 ,887

130
111,733

46
55

131 
2 ,5 8 6

51
106

74  
34 4  
197

3 ,1 9 0
148
213
169
196
2 7 0

60
601

98
48

132 
332 
2 2 0  
178 
172

34
75 
39

1 2 1
140

35 
4 1 9  

4 8 8
30

111

82
372
4 3 6

5
7 4
80

205
6 9 0

4 6

18
121

63 8
88

348
9

14,646

35 .1 4
6 .30
9.43

21 .4 8
20 .23

5.72
5.13

19 .22
11.41

9 .32  
15 .67  
23 .3 8

9 .7 4
10.00
16 .08
28 .7 5  

5 .83
3 7 .1 9
11 .26

2 .1 6
5 .68  
8 .4 0
9 .0 5  

2 3 .7 7
14 .9
9 .2 6

15 .7 6
10 .32  
12 .97

2 .55
11 .48

7 .35
16 .17
14 .93

4 .4 6

13 .87  
1 8 .5 6

9 .7 8
1 .50

6 .23
2 6 .5 8

15 .8 8  

18 .45
8 .0 6
3 .6 8  

4 .6 4
14 .28

10 .51
1 8 .4 4

6 .9 2

13.11

' Persons for whom poverty status was determ ined.

Taking Stock of Rural Poverty and Housing f o r  the 1990s



B-7: POVEimr m u s  o f ru ra l w hite persons by S W E'
STA TE

ALABAMA 
ALASKA 
ARIZONA 
ARKANSAS 
CALIFORMA 
COLORADO 
CONNECTICUT 
DELAWARE 
FLORIDA 
GEORGIA 
HAWAII 
IDAHO 
ILLINOIS 
INDL^NA 
IOWA 
KANSAS 
KENTUCKY 
LOUISIANA 
MAINE 
MARYLAND 
MASSACHUSETTS 
MICHIGAN 
MINNESOTA 
MISSISSIPPI 
MISSOURI 
MONTANA 
NEBRASKA 
NEVADA
NEW HAMPSHIRE 
NEW JERSEY 
NEW MEXICO 
NEW YORK 
NORTH CAROLINA 
NORTH DAKOTA 
OHIO
OKLAHOMA 
OREGON 
PENNSYLVANIA 
RHODE ISLAND 
SOUTH CAROLINA 
SOUTH DAKOTA 
TENNESSEE 
TEXAS 
UTAH 

I  VERMONT' 
VIRGIMA 
WASHINGTON 
W EST VIRGINIA 
WISCONSIN 
WYOMING 
U.S. TOTAL

t o t a l

1 ,29 1 ,93 1
12 1 ,532
2 9 4 ,3 9 7
9 6 5 .0 8 5  

1 ,7 9 3 ,4 1 8
5 4 0 .2 3 0
6 6 0 .2 3 0  
150 ,571

1 ,7 0 3 ,7 7 8
1 ,9 4 0 ,1 5 0

4 8 ,3 3 6
4 0 1 ,5 2 6

1 ,7 0 0 ,6 3 6
1 ,9 0 2 ,1 3 4
1 ,0 6 8 ,2 4 1

7 2 4 ,2 5 6
1 ,7 1 9 ,2 7 7
1 ,0 3 2 ,8 2 2

6 6 0 ,7 7 2
7 7 6 ,3 9 3
9 0 7 .0 8 6  

2 ,6 2 1 ,2 9 9  
1 ,2 7 3 ,1 7 2

8 8 1 ,2 1 5
1 ,5 4 3 ,0 8 9

3 3 6 ,2 2 7
5 1 4 ,6 3 4
12 1 ,091
5 3 0 ,3 5 1
7 4 2 ,1 0 6
2 7 8 ,2 8 6

2 ,6 7 8 ,0 1 2
2 ,6 3 6 ,5 1 8

2 7 2 ,5 5 6
2 ,7 0 8 ,9 2 2

8 4 5 ,4 2 5
7 9 4 ,8 5 6

3 ,5 6 5 ,0 5 8
1 3 5 ,8 6 3

1 ,0 7 5 ,1 4 1
3 0 4 ,3 1 6

1 ,7 9 1 ,9 0 5
2 ,8 6 8 ,7 2 1

2 0 7 ,4 0 7
3 6 8 ,9 2 4

1 ,5 6 6 ,3 8 2
1 ,0 5 5 ,1 6 7
1 ,1 0 4 ,4 4 8

1 ,6 2 6 ,6 6 7
1 4 9 ,0 8 5

54,999,644

ALL PERSONS
B E L O W  PO V F.R TV  %

17 2 ,385  13 .34
8 ,43 3  6 .9 4

4 3 ,7 6 5  14 .87
155 ,611  16 .12
17 4 ,173  9 .71

5 8 ,8 5 8  10 .89
1 9 .7 97  3 .0 0
1 0 ,9 2 6  7 .2 6

1 8 5 ,0 6 5  10 .86
1 9 9 ,4 4 6  10 .28

5 ,801  12 .00
4 7 ,1 0 7  11 .73

1 5 4 ,7 9 6  9 .1 0
14 1 ,811  7 .4 6
1 1 1 ,5 7 4  10 .4 4

7 4 ,6 8 9  10.31
3 7 7 ,3 9 7  2 1 .9 5
1 6 7 ,0 9 4  16 .18
6 5 ,7 8 1  9 .9 6
4 0 ,5 8 8  5 .23
3 9 ,4 5 7  4 .3 5

2 5 3 ,3 2 4  9 .6 6
1 3 5 ,2 6 7  10 .62
1 2 8 ,9 8 9  14 .6 4
2 2 3 ,9 9 2  14 .52

4 7 ,1 7 8  14 .03
6 0 ,0 9 1  11 .68

9 ,8 5 4  8 .1 4
2 8 ,1 9 0  5 .32
2 6 ,9 5 1  3 .63
5 3 ,7 1 5  19 .3 0

2 1 3 ,4 5 0  7 .97
2 3 8 ,7 0 3  9 .0 5

3 8 ,3 1 3  14 .06
2 6 9 ,9 3 1  9 .9 6
13 2 ,441  15 .67

8 6 ,4 7 4  10 .88
3 1 7 ,4 2 4  8 .9 0

7 ,10 1  5 .23
9 5 ,4 4 8  8 .8 8
4 2 ,7 8 0  14 .06

2 5 8 ,4 5 4  14 .42
4 3 5 ,5 1 2  15 .18

2 3 .7 9 8  11 .47
3 2 ,2 3 6  8 .7 4

1 5 2 ,1 8 7  9 .72
9 9 ,2 4 6  9 .41

2 3 0 ,2 1 1  2 0 .8 4
13 5 ,2 7 1  8 .32

15 ,3 61  1 0 .3 0
6,046,446 10.99

CHILDREN IJNDFR 1«
T O T A L B E L O W  PO V FR T V %

330 ,061 49 ,801 15 .09
38 ,4 06 3 ,19 6 8 .32
7 8 ,1 7 4 15 ,870 20 .3 0

2 5 1 ,4 3 5 48 ,6 73 19 .36
4 5 6 ,9 0 9 62 ,251 13.62
14 8 ,3 5 0 2 0 ,4 2 4 13.77
1 6 4 ,8 9 4 5 ,663 3.43

3 5 ,7 13 3 ,418 9 .57
38 6 ,251 56 ,092 14.52
5 1 6 ,7 6 8 60 ,601 11.73

12 ,331 1 ,827 14.82
129 ,522 18 ,926 14.61
4 6 3 ,4 5 5 5 3 ,0 04 11 .44
5 3 2 ,5 2 8 4 9 ,4 8 9 9 .29
2 9 7 ,4 1 5 3 8 ,1 58 12.83
2 0 2 ,3 4 0 2 5 ,0 7 9 12 .39
4 7 2 ,4 3 8 126 ,798 2 6 .8 4
3 0 2 ,4 2 8 5 6 ,2 9 4 18.61
1 7 6 ,6 3 9 2 1 ,3 68 12 .10
199 ,175 11 ,924 5 .99
2 3 8 ,951 11,691 4 .8 9
73 2 ,951 9 1 ,8 25 12.53
376 ,131 46 ,2 03 12 .28
2 3 0 ,5 0 8 37 ,8 08 16 .40
4 1 9 ,1 4 2 75 ,182 17 .94

'  96 ,291 16 ,567 17.21
14 7 ,139 2 0 ,7 2 9 14 .09

32 ,2 45 2 ,9 7 0 9 .21
14 3 ,048 8 ,702 6 .08
190 ,175 7 ,9 2 6 4 .1 7

83 ,583 2 0 ,9 5 6 25 .0 7
7 1 7 ,6 5 5 74 ,5 93 10 .39
6 2 5 ,4 7 ! 6 2 ,1 7 0 9 .9 4

7 6 ,9 1 9 12 ,823 16 .67

761 ,451 10 3 ,060 13.53
2 1 9 ,5 5 9 4 1 ,5 8 0 18 .9 4

2 0 7 ,5 0 5 2 9 ,0 7 7 14.01

9 2 3 ,4 9 8 11 0 ,482 11 .96

3 4 ,0 8 4 1 ,680 4 .93

2 6 9 ,9 7 0 2 6 ,7 2 8 9 .9 0

8 8 ,1 41 14 ,952 16 .96

4 5 7 ,2 2 3 7 7 ,7 1 5 17 .00

8 0 2 ,9 4 2 15 4 ,8 5 9 19 .29

8 3 ,2 8 9 1 1 ,3 8 4 13 .67

100 ,613 10 ,8 56 10 .79

3 8 6 ,1 5 5 4 3 ,2 8 7 11.21

2 9 3 ,3 4 6 3 5 ,4 2 4 12 .08

2 9 3 ,0 6 6 79 ,4 3 7 27 .11

4 5 9 ,2 2 2 4 7 ,6 3 7 10 .37

4 6 ,8 6 4 5 ,841 12 .46

14,732,369 2,013,000 13.66

Persons for whom poverty status was determined.

Housing Assistance Council



B-8: POVERTY SfflTUS OF RORAL MMILIES BY S n iE '
AM FAMILIES

s  1 v rK  r o  IM . liKLOW f o v e k t y  %

FEMALE-HEADED FAMILIES 
TO TAL BELOW POVERTY %

A L A BA M A 4 5 7 ,7 7 « 66 ,385 14 .50 5 7 ,1 7 4 2 3 ,3 4 6 40 .8 3

A LA SK A 4 2 ,‘>55 4 ,0 6 0 9 .45 4 ,5 7 6 1,279 27 .9 5

A R IZ O N A 115 ,326 2 4 ,2 0 4 2 0 .9 9 14 ,840 7 ,8 9 4 53 .1 9

A R K A N SA S 317 ,057 4 7 ,8 3 2 15 .09 3 1 ,1 6 6 12 ,5 99 40 .4 3

C A L IF O R N IA 57 4 ,2 6 6 4 9 ,3 0 9 8 .5 9 5 0 ,7 3 0 16 ,0 40 31 .62

C ;O L O R A D O 160 ,780 14 ,155 8 .8 0 12 ,437 4 ,0 6 5 32 .6 8

c o N ' N F c r i c u r 192 ,516 3 ,775 1.96 16 ,1 20 1 ,624 10 .07

D F L A W ’ARI', 50 ,547 3 ,4 3 0 6 .7 9 5 ,9 0 9 1 ,46 4 2 4 .7 8

F L O R ID A 5 6 3 ,2 3 6 53 ,185 9 .4 4 57 ,341 17 ,991 31 .3 8

(JE O R G IA 6 6 9 ,5 1 8 7 2 ,0 7 0 10 .76 8 5 ,0 2 9 28 ,2 31 3 3 .2 0

I lAW ’.JJI 30 ,0 38 2 ,46 5 8 .21 3,851 9 0 9 2 3 .6 0

ID A H O 116 ,289 11 ,263 9 .6 9 7,981 2 ,73 2 34 .23

IL L IN O IS 4 9 9 ,6 2 9 36 ,3 62 7 .28 3 8 ,3 7 0 11 ,137 29 .0 3  ,

IN D L \N A 5 5 3 ,5 2 4 3 1 ,2 3 8 5 .6 4 4 1 ,8 61 9 ,041 2 1 .6 0

IO W A 3 1 0 ,7 7 6 2 5 ,0 7 9 8 .0 7 19 ,901 5 ,893 29 .61

K .\N SA S 2 1 6 ,9 6 9 17 ,788 8 .2 0 14 ,255 4 ,291 3 0 .1 0  '

K F .N " r U C K Y 51 3 ,8 9 5 9 7 ,4 6 7 18 .97 5 5 ,0 8 9 2 4 ,0 9 4 4 3 .7 4  .

LO LH SLAN A 36 2 ,8 1 7 69 ,4 7 5 19 .15 4 9 ,1 7 2 2 5 ,4 5 6 5 1 .7 7  ;

AL\INE 19 0 ,569 14 ,161 7.43 19 ,115 5 ,111 2 6 .7 4

ALAR\X.\N D 2 4 5 ,6 6 7 11 ,347 4 .62 2 3 ,7 1 3 4 ,6 8 3 19 .75  j

.\ L \ S S A C IIU S E T T S 2 5 8 ,233 8,141 3 .15 2 5 ,7 8 2 3 ,8 2 4 14 .83

M IC H IG .\ N 7 6 1 ,5 7 9 5 9 ,2 25 7 .78 7 2 ,8 6 4 2 2 ,9 4 4 3 1 .4 9

M IN N E S O T A 3 6 3 ,3 7 0 31 ,4 92 8 .67 2 3 ,7 8 0 7 ,7 3 0 32 .51

M IS S IS S IP P I 3 6 6 ,3 2 0 7 6 ,1 3 4 2 0 .7 8 6 2 ,8 9 9 3 2 ,9 3 6 5 2 .3 6

M IS S O U R I 4 5 9 ,8 5 3 5 3 ,7 1 0 11 .68 37 ,6 63 13 ,712 36 .41

M O N T A N A 103 ,903 1 3 ,3 1 4 12.81 9 ,2 8 8 3 ,8 4 9 4 1 .4 4

N EBR.\SK .-\ 150 ,157 13 ,663 9 .1 0 9 ,36 3 2 ,7 5 8 2 9 .4 6

NEV.MDA 3 6 ,8 5 7 3 ,011 8 .1 7 3 ,3 7 4 1 ,01 4 30 .0 5
N’EV\^ H A jM P S H IR E 150 ,533 5 ,8 4 6 3 .88 1 2 ,7 5 6 1,922 15 .0 7  i
N TIV V JE RSE Y 2 2 2 ,8 0 7 6 ,6 9 7 3.01 2 0 ,4 2 8 2 ,7 4 5 1 3 .4 4
N E W ' M E X IC O 1 0 6 ,329 2 3 ,8 9 5 2 2 .4 7 14 ,4 45 7 ,2 1 7 4 9 .9 6
N E W  Y O R K 7 6 0 ,0 2 5 4 3 ,6 2 2 5 .7 4 7 4 ,6 4 4 1 5 ,6 8 4 21 .01
N O R T H  C .A R O L IN A 9 5 5 ,6 7 9 9 0 ,9 5 5 9 .5 2 1 2 3 ,0 5 6 35 ,9 92 2 9 .2 5
N O R T H  D A K O T A 8 2 ,4 5 9 1 0 ,8 90 13.21 6 ,1 3 2 2 ,46 3 4 0 .1 7
O H IO 7 8 8 ,3 3 7 6 2 ,7 61 7 .9 6 6 8 ,7 2 6 19 ,8 38 2 8 .8 7
O K LA H O M L\ 2 9 2 ,4 4 0 4 2 ,2 3 9 14 .4 4 26 ,5 71 11 ,1 67 4 2 .0 3
O R E G O N 2 4 0 ,5 4 4 2 0 ,1 6 7 8 .3 8 1 8 ,6 6 6 6 ,3 2 0 3 3 .8 6
P E N N S Y L V A N IA 1 ,03 7 ,43 2 70 ,821 6 .83 9 3 ,3 6 4 2 3 ,3 5 9 2 5 .0 2
R H O D E  IS L A N D 3 8 ,3 1 9 1 ,187 3 .1 0 3 ,3 3 2 455 13 .6 6
S O U T H  C A R O L IN A 4 3 5 ,9 6 8 5 2 ,5 7 5 12 .0 6 6 7 ,6 2 6 2 3 ,7 9 2 3 5 .1 8
S O U T H  D A K O T A 94 ,191 13 ,375 14 .2 0 7 ,8 6 8 3 ,4 1 6 4 3 .4 2
T E N T ^ S S E E 5 6 1 ,853 6 8 ,7 7 7 12 .2 4 5 8 ,6 8 5 18 ,4 15 3 1 .3 8
T E X A S 9 2 9 ,2 7 9 1 3 0 ,3 0 6 14 .02 8 4 ,6 6 4 3 1 ,5 6 9 3 7 .2 9
U T \ H 54 ,485 5 ,9 7 6 10 .97 3 ,8 2 8 1 .517 39 .6 3
V E R M O N T 103 ,087 6 ,601 6 .4 0 10 ,961 2 ,72 1 2 4 .8 2
V IR G IN IA 5 4 0 ,232 4 9 ,2 3 5 9 .I I 6 2 ,4 2 2 1 7 ,1 6 6 2 7 .5 0
W A S H IN G T O N 3 2 1 ,2 6 8 2 5 ,5 3 8 7 .95 2 7 ,4 5 7 9 ,1 2 9 3 3 .2 5
W E S T  V IR G IN T A 3 2 6 ,1 9 0 5 7 ,5 75 17 .65 3 9 ,7 0 2 1 6 ,7 4 4 4 2 .1 7
W 1 S C ;0 N S I N 46 4 ,2 1 1 3 0 ,2 5 6 6 .5 2 3 3 ,8 6 8 8 ,5 3 7 25 .2 1
W T O M IN C ; 4 3 ,8 3 4 4 ,2 2 2 9 .6 3 3 ,1 8 8 1 ,2 0 6 37 .8 3
U.S. TOTAL 17,233,926 1,737,256 10.08 1,716,032 558,021 32.52

haniilies for whom poverty status was dcterniincil.

Taking Stock of Rural P oven y and Housing fo r  the 1990s



t-9; POVBITY m s  OF RURAL RLACK RIMILIES RY SlfllE'

STATE

ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNLV
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
HAWAn
IDAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
IOWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LOUISIANA
MAINE
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
NEW HAMPSHIRE 
NEW JERSEY 
NEW MEXICO 
NEW YORK 
NORTH CAROLINA 
NORTH DAKOTA 
OHIO
OKLAHOMA 
OREGON 
iPENNSYLVANLA 
RHODE ISLAND 
SOUTH CAROLINA 
SOUTH DAKOTA 
TENNESSEE 
TEXAS 

'AH
RMONTT 

RGINIA 
WASHINGTON 

ST VIRGINLA 
SCONSIN 

WYOMING 
tr .S . TOTAL

ALL FAMIT TFS FEMALE -HEADED FA Mil ,TFS
TO TAL BELO W  PO VFRTY % TO TAL BELOW  POVFRTY %
66,765 24,375 36.51 24,096 13,907 57.71309 21 6.80 22 1 4.55729 124 17.01 158 67 42.41
24,664 9,690 39.29 8,182 4,990 60.99

7,378 1,148 15.56 1,218 452 37.11
318 18 5.66 14 7 50.00

1,733 69 3.98 222 51 22.97
5,179 1,023 19.75 1,767 647 36.62

36,153 10,940 30.26 13,389 6,800 50.79
93,129 26,358 28.30 33,475 16,203 48.40

364 28 7.69 36 0 0.00
88 12 13.64 1 1 100.00

3,441 1,099 31.94 1,057 672 63.58
1,282 103 8.03 193 34 17.62

234 30 12.82 16 3 18.75
964 160 16.60 148 81 54.73

7,578 1,932 25.49 2,205 990 44.90
64,563 28,946 44.83 23,578 16,149 68.49

259 32 12.36 32 8 25.00
20,208 2,886 14.28 6,018 1,794 29.81

1,906 112 5.88 293 58 19.80
6,299 1,338 21.24 1,491 705 47.28

159 28 17.61 12 8 66.67
103,718 45,183 43.56 39,767 25,679 64.57

4,099 1,216 29.67 1,208 753 62.33
42 3 7.14 4 0 0.00

159 16 10.06 4 4 100.00
127 23 18.11 45 23 51.11
276 14 5.07 46 8 17.39

7,893 904 11.45 2,336 579 24.79
466 81 17.38 85 51 60.00

6,301 678 10.76 1,227 365 29.75
135,043 32,559 24.11 44,440 19,275 43.37

33 3 9.09 5 3 60.00
5,372 690 12.84 999 308 30.83
4,571 1,513 33.10 1,332 765 57.43

238 32 13.45 12 2 16.67
4,805 701 14.59 985 448 45.48

83 0 0.00 13 0 0.00

112,662 31,375 27.85 38,289 17,570 45.89

46 4 8.70 4 4 100.00

21,328 5,601 26.26 6,555 2,838 43.30

44,051 15,244 34.61 13,819 7,999 57.88

54 2 3.70 7 0 0.00

160 12 7.50 21 10 47.62

70,496 13,323 18.90 19,649 7,086 36.06

816 83 10.17 89 35 39.33

4,633 1,367 29.51 1,641 870 53.02

446 47 10.54 51 9 17.65

33 11 33.33 0 0 0.00

871,653 261,157 29.96 290,256 148,312 51.10

Families for whom poverty status was determined.

Housing Assistance Council



f B-10: POVERTY SfflTUS OF RORAL WHITE FAMILIES RY STATE'

A1.A15A.MA
A LA SK A
A R IZ O N A
A R K A N SA S
c :a l i r ) r n i a

C O L O R A D O
c o N N E ( : r i c : u r
D E LA W ’ARF,
F L O R ID A
GEORGIA
R \\\’AII
ID.JiHO
ILLINOIS
INDL-VNA
IO W A
K .\N SA S
K E N T U C K Y
L O U IS L \ N A
\L \IN E
AIARYL,\N T)
JV L \ SSA C H U SE T T S
M IC H IG A N
M IN N E S O T A
M IS S IS S IP P I
M IS S O U R I
M O N T A N A
N E B R A SK A
N E \';\D A
N E W  H A M P S H IR E  
N E W  JE R S E Y  

N E W  M E X IC O  
N E W  Y O R K  
N O R T H  C A R O L IN A  

N O R T H  D A K O T A  
O H IO
O K L A H O M A

O R E G O N
P E N N S Y L V A N IA
R H O D E  IS L A N D
S O U T H  C A R O L IN A
S O U T H  D A K O T A
T E N N E S S E E
T E X A S
U T A H

\ T R M O N T
V IR G IN IA
W A S H IN G T O N
U T S T  V IR G IN IA
W I S C O N S I N
U T O M I N G
U.S. TOTAL

Al l, FAMILIES
rc )  l  AL n i l OVV PO Vi:RTY %

387,355 41,149 10.62
32,502 1,690 5.20
84^456 9,318 11.03

289,671 37,512 12.95
508,936 35,958 7.07
153,995 12,703 8.25
188,632 3,617 1.92
44,607 2,274 5.10

516,989 39,970 7.73
571,596 44,936 7.86

13,114 941 7.18
1 11,387 9,899 8.89
492,947 34,845 7.07
549,631 30,798 5.60
309,547 24,872 8.03
212,374 16,861 7.94
504,740 95,253 18.87
294,789 39,376 13.36
189,017 13,915 7.36
223,271 8,362 3.75
252,986 7,658 3.03
745,242 55,949 7.51
358,314 29,551 8.25
260.386 30,272 1L63
452,309 51,851 11.46

95,789 10,177 10.62
148,121 12,982 8.76
33,580 2,158 6.43

149,427 5,749 3.85
209,263 5,396 2.58

77,985 12,017 15.41
746,165 42,080 5.64
800,581 54,007 6.75

78,065 8,817 11.29
778,606 61,448 7.89
256,584 32,607 12.71
232,755 18,530 7.96

1,028,333 69,543 6.76
37,844 1,139 3.01

321,035 20,858 6.50
86,935 9,412 10.83

538,101 62,677 11.65
831,209 97,080 11.68

51,271 4,714 9.19
102,336 6,476 6.33
466,231 35,550 7.62
304,721 21,297 6.99
320.386 55,963 17.47
458,129 28,332 6.18

41,944 3,503 8.35
1 5 ,9 4 4 ,1 8 9  1 ,3 6 2 ,0 4 2  8 .5 4

FF MAT-F-HF,APED FAMILIES
TO TAL BELO W  POVERTY %

32,578 9,203 28.25
2,274 563 24.76
6,867 2,510 36.55

22,675 7,493 33.05
42,205 12,108 28.69
11,373 3,545 31.17
15,703 1,521 9.69
3,990 750 18.8

42,708 10,633 24.9 ■
51,147 11,830 23.13 :

1,543 385 24.95 '
7,347 2,404 32.72 !

36,999 10,358 28.00 1
41,343 8,872 21.46 ;
19,747 5,824 29.49 j
13,660 3,981 29.14 1
52,649 22,975 43.64
25,098 8,986 35.8
18,803 4,996 26.57
17,542 2,859 16.30
24,921 3,558 14.28
69,712 21,376 30.66
22,251 6,739 30.29
22,607 6,975 30.85
36,060 12,771 35.42

6,963 2,443 35.09
8,835 2,439 27.61
2,662 675 25.36

12,638 1,889 14.95
17,670 2,049 11.60
7,869 3,182 40.44

72,429 15,024 20.74
74,482 14,893 20.00

4,487 1,336 29.77
67,151 19,326 28.78
20,122 7,755 38.54
17,515 5,743 32.79
91,893 22,639 24.64

3,268 455 13.92
29,065 6,105 21.00

5,037 1,408 27.95
51,813 15,428 29.78
65,286 20,632 31.60

3,209 1,133 35.31
10,837 2,672 24.66
42,336 9,914 23.42
24,513 7,605 31.02
37,845 15,778 41.69
32,211 7,541 23.41

2,843 1,013 35.63
,3 5 4 ,7 8 1 3 7 2 ,2 9 2 2 7 .4 8

Families for whom poverty status was tleterininccl.

Taking Stock o f Rural P ova ty  and Housing f o r  the 1990s



B -11: POVERn smniis of ru ra l AMERICAN INOIAN/ESKIMO/ALEUT FAMILIES BY S1KIE'
FEMALE-HFADF.n FAMTT tt-<;

STATE TO T A L

AT T, FAMTT TFS 
BELO W  POVFRTTY %

A L A B A M A 2 ,8 2 3 627 22 .21
A L A S K A 9 ,7 7 8 2 ,3 0 8 2 3 .6
A R IZ O N A 2 3 ,3 6 2 1 2 ,9 89 55 .6
A R K A N SA S 1,902 4 2 0 2 2 .0 8
C A L I F O R M A 11 ,2 9 0 2 ,4 1 8 21 .4 2
C O L O R A D O 1,612 41 8 25 .9 3
C O N N E C T I C U T 33 6 11 3 .27
D E L A W A R E 379 51 13 .46
F L O R ID A 3 ,0 6 8 549 17 .89
G E O R G L \ 1,721 27 6 16 .0 4
H A W A II 161 61 3 7 .8 9
ID A H O 1,762 4 8 8 27 .7
IL L IN O IS 1 ,135 197 17 .36
IN D L V N A 1,067 178 16 .68
IO W A 483 104 21 .5 3
K A N S A S 1,721 318 18 .48
K E N T U C K Y 87 8 212 2 4 .1 5
L O U IS IA N A 2 ,1 0 7 7 9 4 3 7 .6 8
M A IN E 893 158 17 .69
M A R Y L A N D 6 3 8 36 5 .6 4

! M A S S A C H U S E T T S 622 113 18 .17
! M I C H I G A N 5 ,4 5 4 1 ,116 2 0 .4 6

M I N N E S O T A 4 ,1 8 4 1,722 4 1 .1 6

i M I S S I S S I P P I 1 ,471 528 3 5 .8 9

! M S S O U R I 2 ,4 3 6 509 2 0 .8 9

' M O N T A N A 7 ,7 1 7 3 ,0 7 7 39 .8 7

N E B R A S K A 1 ,273 535 4 2 .0 3

N E V A D A 1 ,86 7 591 3 1 .6 6

N E W  H A M P S H I R E 253 27 10 .67

N E W  J E R S E Y 661 107 1 6 .1 9

N E W  M E X I C O 1 8 ,0 0 9 8 ,79 2 4 8 .8 2

N E W  Y O R K 3 ,4 7 4 5 2 0 14 .97

N O R T H  C A R O L I N A 16 ,452 3 ,731 2 2 .6 8

N O R T H  D A K O T A 4 ,2 1 3 2 ,0 3 2 4 8 .2 3

lO H I O 1 ,50 8 31 0 2 0 .5 6

O K L A H O M A 2 9 ,1 8 9 7 ,3 9 4 2 5 .3 3

O R E G O N 4 ,0 2 0 882 2 1 .9 4

P E N N S Y L V A N IA 1 ,1 6 4 190 16 .32

R H O D E  IS L A N D 173 23 13 .29

S O U T H  C A R O L I N A 1 ,2 1 8 231 18 .97

S O U T H  D A K O T A 7 ,0 6 2 3 ,9 3 8 5 5 .7 6

T E N N E S S E E 1 ,485 356 2 3 .9 7

I T E X A S 4 ,0 8 3 7 3 0 17 .88

U T A H 2 ,1 4 4 1 ,018 4 7 .4 8

V E R M O N T 387 79 20 .41

i V IR G IN IA 1,253 141 11 .25

i W A S H I N G T O N 7 ,3 4 7 2 ,0 9 5 28 .5 2

! W E S T  V IR G IN L V 471 157 33 .3 3

1 W I S C O N S I N 4 ,4 3 7 1 ,637 3 6 .8 9

' W Y O M I N G 1 ,3 3 0 588 4 4 .2 1

I U.S. TOTAL 202,473 65,782 32.49

■ ' Fam ilies for whom  poverty status was determ ined.

TO TAL BELOW POVFRTY %
413 192 4 6 .4 9

2 ,2 2 6 702 31 .5 4
6 ,91 5 4 ,842 70 .02

233 96 4 1 .2 0
2 ,6 8 4 1,297 48 .32

313 170 54 .31
55 3 5 .45
88 27 30 .68

482 180 3 7 .3 4
22 0 123 55.91

48 33 68 .75
405 202 4 9 .8 8
144 63 43 .75
182 74 4 0 .6 6

83 42 50 .60
25 6 124 4 8 .4 4
160 96 60 .0 0
342 230 67 .25
2 2 9 78 34 .06

70 9 12 .86
154 77 50 .00

1,011 523 51 .73
1 ,420 923 6 5 .0 0

433 228 52 .66
208 132 6 3 .4 6

2 ,2 7 6 1 ,386 6 0 .9 0
451 28 4 62 .9 7
585 288 49 .23

29 2 6 .9 0

151 70 4 6 .3 6

4 ,9 3 5 3 ,045 6 1 .7 0

665 186 2 7 .9 7

3 ,8 0 0 1,708 4 4 .9 5

1 ,620 1 ,116 6 8 .8 9

180 90 5 0 .0 0

4 ,9 6 3 2 ,5 5 4 5 1 .4 6

823 42 9 52 .13

158 89 56 .33

35 0 0 .0 0

168 99 58 .93

2 ,7 9 6 1,997 71 .4 2

195 97 4 9 .7 4

483 170 3 5 .2 0

530 350 6 6 .0 4

71 30 4 2 .2 5

2 1 0 72 34 .2 9

1 ,999 1 ,056 52 .83

107 66 6 1 .6 8

1 ,485 9 1 4 61 .5 5

305 176 5 7 .7 0

47,794 26,740 55.95

H ou sin g  A ssistance C oun cil



B-12; POVERTY S1ATUS OF RORAL HISPANIC HIMILIES BY SHKTE'

S im :
A l.AH A A lA
A LA SK A
A R IZ O N A
A R K A N SA S
C A L IF O R N IA
C O L O R A D O
C O N N E C r K :U 'L
D E L A U ’A R F
F L O R ID A
(JE O R G LA
HA\\:\II
ID A H O
IL L IN O IS
IN D L \N A
lO W ’A
k:\n sa s
K E N T U C K Y
LOUISIANA
M\INE
A 1\ R \ T A N D
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
m in n t :so t a
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
NTW HAMPSHIRE 
NEW JERSEY 
NEW MEXICO 
NEW YORK 
NORTH CAROLINA 
NORTH DAKOTA 
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
RHODE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
\7RGINL\
WASHINGTON
WEST VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
WYOMING
U.S. TOTAL

ALL FAMILIES 
t o t a l  m l o v v  p o v e r t y  %

1,479 270 18.26
506 36 7.11

16,118 4,044 25.09
1,489 398 26.73

73,161 15,168 20.73
13,141 3,075 23.40

1,830 217 1 1.86
430 103 23.95

18,170 3,852 21.20
3,983 747 18.75
2,096 249 11.88
4,195 1,147 27.34
3.020 303 10.03
2,535 232 9.15

738 156 21.14
2,905 511 17.59
1,151 244 21.20
3,765 755 20.05

617 63 10.21
1,299 69 5.31
1,948 215 11.04
7,257 1,234 17.00

985 268 27.21
1,226 257 20.96
1,891 270 14.28

709 155 21.86
1,223 284 23.22
2,311 413 17.87

628 31 4.94
3,849 288 7.48

37,405 10,041 26.84
6,150 647 10.52
5,010 911 18.18

182 33 18.13
3,988 546 13.69
3,604 1,029 28.55
5,594 1,201 21.47
4.020 432 10.75

224 10 4.46
1,647 246 14.94

212 47 22.17
1,722 303 17.60

125,711 45,406 36.12
1,545 362 23.43

401 35 8.73
2,436 258 10.59

10,304 2,881 27.96
1,019 230 22.57
1,710 255 14.91
1,139 267 23.44

388,678 100,194 25.78

FF.MALE-HEADED FAMILIES
TO TAL BELO W  POVERTY %

154 65 42.21
49 13 26.53

2,161 1,248 57.75
147 61 41.50

7,433 3,575 48.10
1,917 1,003 52.32

339 173 51.03
69 46 66.67

1,822 805 44.18
342 161 47.08
396 140 35.35
319 165 51.72
244 62 25.41
243 74 30.45

90 67 74.44
302 150 49.67
106 66 62.26
433 171 39.49

58 20 34.48
50 19 38.00

349 105 30.09
1,062 525 49.44

139 82 58.99
184 120 65.22
243 101 41.56
132 63 47.73
178 76 42.70
172 100 58.14
96 29 30.21

374 102 27.27
5,351 2,833 52.94

754 239 31.70
671 278 41.43

9 2 22.22
569 204 35.85
409 224 54.77
561 264 47.06
390 150 38.46

17 10 58.82
227 91 40.09

26 14 53.85
189 53 28.04

14,278 7,972 55.83
125 65 52.00
38 9 23.68

225 94 41.78
1,086 631 58.10

166 49 29.52
224 110 49.11
110 70 63.64

45,028 22,749 50.52

Families for whom poverty status was determ ined.

Taking Stock o f  Rural P oven y and Housing f o r  the 1990s



1-13: POVERTY SfflTUS OF RORAL ASIAN/PACIFIC ISLANDER FAMILIES RY S W E'
STATE

ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNLA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGLV
HAWAII
IDAHO
ILLINOIS
INDL\NA
IOWA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LOUlSLUsTA
MAINE
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
NEW HAMPSHIRE 
NEW  JERSEY 
NEW MEXICO 
NEW YORK 
NORTH CAROLINA 
NORTH DAKOTA 
OHIO
OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANLV
RHODE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINL\
WASHINGTON
W EST VIRGINM
WISCONSIN
WYOMING
U.S. TOTAL

t o t a l

509
240
260
353

9,584
568

1,431
2 2 2

1,880
1,438

15,919
449
941
769
237
471
526
689
310

1,275
1,469
1,267

297
512
452
155
117
213
480

3,834
138

2,763
1,665

50
1,223

245
1,143
2,015

202
598

75
544

1,894
223
186

1,578
2,046

552
541

37
64,585

ALL FAMII .TFS 
BELO W  POVTRTY %

FEMALE-HEADED FAIUn TF<; 
TO TAL BELO W  POVERTY «/

165 32.42 69 31 44.9319 7.92 39 5 12.8246 17.69 25 10 40.00
47 13.31 51 8 15.69

895 9.34 883 187 21.18
15 2.64 52 3 5.7729 2.03 60 7 11.67
14 6.31 12 0 0.00

183 9.73 263 85 32.32
136 9.46 116 34 29.31

1,411 8.86 2,181 491 22.51
44 9.80 57 25 43.86
61 6.48 64 17 26.56
55 7.15 82 28 34.15
24 10.13 37 11 29.73

115 24.42 36 21 58.33
26 4.94 66 24 36.36

196 28.45 82 53 64.63
43 13.87 33 19 57.58
41 3.22 77 16 20.78

108 7.35 134 47 35.07
128 10.10 166 57 34.34
43 14.48 31 17 54.84

102 19.92 82 44 53.66
49 10.84 103 31 30.10
15 9.68 20 7 35.00
15 12.82 13 0 0.00
16 7.51 14 0 0.00
47 9.79 34 14 41.18

151 3.94 151 14 9.27
25 18.12 4 4 100.00

169 6.12 159 42 26.42
188 11.29 197 36 18.27

11 22.00 16 6 37.50
55 4.50 122 24 19.67
56 22.86 29 14 48.28

136 11.90 125 54 43.20
223 11.07 182 99 54.40

25 12.38 16 0 0.00
48 8.03 92 6 6.52

9 12.00 29 7 24.14
66 12.13 78 35 44.87

264 13.94 173 63 36.42
14 6.28 20 1 5.00
34 18.28 27 9 33.33

102 6.46 173 61 35.26
207 10.12 238 71 29.83

57 10.33 75 23 30.67
115 21.26 31 16 51.61

0 0.00 9 0 0.00
6,043 9.36 6,828 1,877 27.49

F a m ilie s  fo r w h o m  p o v e rty  s ta tu s  w as d e te rm in ed .

Housing Assistance Council



B-14: RANKING OF COUNTIES WITH MORE THAN 30 PERCENT OF THE 
POPOIATION BELOW THE POVERTY LINE

RVNK (jOLHl’X

1 Shannon (bounty
2 S ta r r  ( lo iin t)-
3 I'unica C'.ount)'
4  Kast C^arroll l^ irish
5 I lo ln ie s  C^ounty
6 O w sley  b o u n ty
7 Zicbach County
8 M av e r ic k  C o m ity
9 Z ava la  C o u n ty
10 Todd Count)'
11 Issaq uena  C o u n ty
12 Dimmit County
13 Menominee County
14 Presidio County
15 Sharkey County
16 Sioux County
17 Lee County
18 Apache County
19 Jefferson County
20 Tensas Parish
21 Humphreys County
22 Greene County
23 McCreary County
24 Coahoma County
25 Wilcox County
26 Buffalo County
27 Madison Parish
28 Willacy County
29 Dewey County
30 Wolfe County
31 Kalawao County
32 Claiborne County
33 McKinley County
34 Phillips County
35 Bolivar County
36 Perry County
37 Corson County
38 Magoffin County
39 Wilkinson County
40 Tallahatchie County
41 Hidalgo County
42 Sunflower County
43 Edwards County
44 Quitman County
45 Noxubee County
46 Mellette County
47 Zapata County
48 Rolette County
49 Knott County
50 Chicot County
51 Clay County
52 Hancock County
53 Sumter County

state

s o u 'l  l I DAKO TA 
IKXAS 

MISSISSIPPI 
LOUISIANA 
MISSISSIPPI 
KENTUCKY 
SOUTH DAKOTA 
'LEXAS 
TEXAS
SOUTH DAKOTA
MISSISSIPPI
TEXAS
WISCONSIN
TEXAS
MISSISSIPPI
NORTH DAKOTA
ARKANSAS
ARIZONA
MISSISSIPPI
LOUISIANA
MISSISSIPPI
ALABAMA
KENTUCKY
MISSISSIPPI
ALABAMA
SOUTH DAKOTA
LOUISIANA
TEXAS
SOUTH DAKOTA
KENTUCKY
HAWAII
MISSISSIPPI
NEW MEXICO
ARKANSAS
MISSISSIPPI
ALABAMA
SOUTH DAKOTA
KENTUCKY
MISSISSIPPI
MISSISSIPPI
TEXAS
MISSISSIPPI
TEXAS
MISSISSIPPI
MISSISSIPPI
SOUTH DAKOTA
TEXAS
NORTH DAKOTA
KENTUCKY
ARKANSAS
KENTUCKY
TENNESSEE
ALABAMA

N(jNMETRO

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

TOTAL POP

9,693
40,264

8,087
9,316

21,179
4,930
2,214

36,120
11,922
8,254
1,904

10,360
3,820
6,592
6,952
3,735

12,936
60,836

8,638
6,981

11,927
10,039
15,533
30,796
13,349

1,741
12,139
17,631

5,491
6,403

110

9,381
60,069
28,422
39,990
12,086
4,182

12,881
9,550

15,085
380,201

29,409
2,251

10,381
12,556
2,090
9,249

12,549
17,416
15,603
21,544

6,560
15,425

BELOW
POVERTY

6,118
24,150

4,597
5,293

11,266
2,570
1.131 

18,217
6,004
4,143

939
5.062 
1,860 
3,172 
3,305 
1,769 
6,119

28,640
4,048
3,235
5.479 
4,575
7.062 

13,997
6.034  

785
5,416
7,848
2,438
2,835

48
4,087

26,118
12,229
17,158

5,154
1,779
5.479 
4,033 
6,328

159,216
12,302

939
4,315
5,193

864
3,790
5,103
7.035 
6,299  
8,656  
2,627
6.131

% BELOW 
POVERTY

63.12
59.98 
56.84
56.82
53.19
52.13
51.08 
50.43
50.36
50.19 
49.32
48.86 
48.69 
48.12
47.54
47.36 
47.30
47.08
46.86 
46.34
45.94
45.57 
45.46 
45.45
45.20
45.09 
44.62 
44.51 
44.40 
44.28
43.64
43.57 
43.48 
43.03 
42.91
42.64
42.54
42.54 
42.23
41.95 
41.88
41.83 
41.71
41.57
41.36  
4L 34
40.98 
40.66  
40.39
40.37 
40.18  
40.05 
39.75
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COUNTY

54 Cameron County
55 Breathitt County
56 Yazoo County
57 Clay County
58 Frio County
59 Duval County
60 Leflore County
61 Knox County
62 Hudspeth County
63 Morgan County
64 Jackson County
65 Lowndes County
66 Guadalupe County
67 Jackson County
68 Webb County
69 Clinton County
70 Elliott County
71 McDowell County
72 Bennett County
73 Lee County
74 Wayne County
75 Avoyelles Parish
76 La Salle County
77 Brooks County
78 Catahoula Parish
79 St. Francis County
80 Karnes County
81 Bullock County
82 San Juan County
83 Val Verde County
84 St. Landry Parish
85 Dallas County
86 Bell County
87 Mora County
88 Lawrence County
89 Monroe County
90 Randolph County
91 Walthall County
92 Allendale County
93 Pemiscot County
94 Clay County
95 Glacier County
96 Hale County
97 Leslie County
98 Martin County
99 Jim  Hogg County
100 Big Horn County
101 Kemper County
102 Evangeline Parish
103 Red River Parish
104 Menifee County
105 Webster County
106 Navajo County
107 Lafayette County
108 Costilla County

' 109 Woodruff County
110 Macon County

S3M E  NONMFTRfl

TEXAS No
KENTUCKY Yes
MISSISSIPPI Yes
WEST VIRGINL\ Yes
TEXAS Yes
TEXAS Yes
MISSISSIPPI Yes
KENTUCKY Yes
TEXAS Yes
KENTUCKY Yes
SOUTH DAKOTA Yes
ALABAMA Yes
NTW  MEXICO Yes
KENTUCKY Yes
TEXAS No
KENTUCKY Yes
KENTUCKY Yes
W EST VIRGINLV Yes
SOUTH DAKOTA Yes
KENTUCKY Yes
KENTUCKY Yes
LOUISIANA Yes
TEXAS Yes
TEXAS Yes
LOUISL\NA Yes
ARKANSAS Yes
TEXAS Yes
ALABAMA Yes
UTAH Yes
TEXAS Yes
LOUISL^J^A Yes
ALABAMA Yes
KENTUCKY Yes
NEW MEXICO Yes
KENTUCKY Yes
ARKANSAS Yes
GEORGLV Yes
MISSISSIPPI Yes
SOUTH CAROLINA Yes
MISSOURI Yes
GEORGIA Yes
MONTANA Yes
ALABAMA Yes
KENTUCKY Yes
KENTUCKY Yes
TEXAS Yes
MONTANA Yes
MISSISSIPPI Yes
LOUISIANA Yes
LOUISLVNA Yes
KENTUCKY Yes
W EST VIRGINIA Yes
ARIZONA Yes
ARKANSAS Yes
COLORADO Yes
ARKANSAS Yes
ALABAMA Yes

TOTAL POP

255,586
15,375
25,132

9,958
13.188 
12,876 
35,941 
29,027

2,802
11,162
2,779

12,594
4,132

11,884
131,345

9,050
6,455

34,985
3,136
7,229

17,292
37,247

5,178
8,123

10,842
28,128
12,183
10,340
12,43-1
37,906
78,931
47,176
30,940

4,257
13,821
11.188  
7,626

14,211
10,703
21,561

3,275
11,838
15,223
13,515
12,497
5,091

11,191
10,022
32,664

9,161
5,070

10,635
76,251

9,534
3,185
9,375

22,650

BELOW
POVEKTY

101,362
6,072
9,861
3,901
5,158
5.021 

13,987 
11,289

1,089
4,328
1,077
4,858
I,589 
4,544

50,116
3,447
2,456

13,195
1,179
2,704
6,446

13,817
I,918
2.989
3.989 

10,302
4,450
3.776 
4,523

13,790
28,665
17,099
II,209 

1,540 
4,980
4.022 
2,740
5.101 
3,837 
7,728 
1,170 
4,224  
5,420 
4,808 
4,422 
1,798 
3,949 
3,522

II,471 
3,216
1.776 
3,700

26,458
3,305
1.101 

3,239 
7,812

% BELOW 
POVERTY

39.66
39.49
39.24
39.17 
39.11 
39.00
38.92
38.89 
38.87 
38.77 
38.75
38.57 
38.46
38.24 
38.16
38.09 
38.05
37.72
37.60 
37.40
37.28
37.10 
37.04 
36.80
36.79 
36.63 
36.53 
36.52
36.38
36.38
36.32
36.25 
36.23
36.18
36.03 
35.95
35.93
35.89 
35.85 
35.84
35.73 
35.68
35.60
35.58
35.38
35.32
35.29 
35.14 
35.12
35.11
35.03
34.79 
34.70 
34.67 
34.57 
34.55 
34.49

Housing Assistance Council



BELOW % BELOW

R.VNK c o iN 'n sraK NONMKIRO rOTAI,l>Ql> POVERTY POVERTY

1 1 1 Krankliii l’;irisli LOL'ISIANA Yes 21,764 7,500 34.46

112 St. 1 k'lciia Parish lo lh sia n a Yes 9,748 3,358 34.45

11? I laniion ('ountv OKLAHOMA Yes 3,619 1,236 34.15

114
115

M o ii t g o m c iy  C'ouiUA'

Desha (lounr\-
MISSISSIPPI
ARKANSAS

Yes
Yes

12,211
16,542

4,153
5,621

34.01
33.98

116 Natchitoches Parish LOUISIANA Yes 34,171 11,594 33.93

117 Cloncjos County COLORADO Yes 7,414 2,510 33.85

1 IS Panola C^ounty MISSISSIPPI Yes 29,674 10,031 33.80

119 Lincoln (^ount)' V\TS r  VlRCilNIA Yes 21,293 7,197 33.80

120 San Saba C'ounty I'F.XAS Yes 5,217 1,762 33.77

121 Wc'st Fchciana Parish LOUISIANA Yes 7,901 2,668 33.77

122 Washington County MISSISSIPPI Yes 67,160 22,671 33.76

123 C'ibola C>ounty NEW MF.XICO Yes 23,064 7,753 33.62

124 CJilmer County WT.S'r VIRGINL\ Yes 7,102 2,378 33.48

125 Franklin County MISSISSIPPI Yes 8,279 2,760 33.34

126 Jefferson Davis County MISSISSIPPI Yes 13,928 4,633 33.26

127 Richland Parish LOUISL\NA Yes 19,995 6,638 33.20

128 iMcPherson County NEBRASKA Yes 546 181 33.15
129 Harlan County KENTUCKY Yes 36,256 11,995 33.08

130 Quitman County GEORGIA Yes 2,203 727 33.00

131 WTiitley County KENTUCKY Yes 32,188 10,622 33.00
132 Dooly County GEORGL\ Yes 9,698 3,191 32.90
133 Pike County MISSISSIPPI Yes 36,200 11,904 32.88
134 Choctaw County OKLAHOMA Yes 15,031 4,919 32.73
135 Warren County GEORGIA Yes 5,960 1,943 32.60
136 Lynn County TEXAS Yes 6,711 2,179 32.47
137 Fentress County TENNESSEE Yes 14,534 4,695 32.30
138 Alexander County ILLINOIS Yes 10,529 3,395 32.24
139 Radford city VIRGINIA Yes 12,891 4,152 32.21
140 Perry County KENTUCKY Yes 29,985 9,636 32.14
141 Calhoun County WEST VIRGINIA Yes 7,846 2,514 32.04
142 Copiah County MISSISSIPPI Yes 26,644 8,528 32.01
143 Claiborne Parish LOUISIANA Yes 15,937 5,096 31.98
144 Taliaferro County GEORGIA Yes 1,902 606 31.86
145 Letcher County KENTUCKY Yes 26,829 8,524 31.77
146 Calhoun County GEORGLV Yes 4,904 1,558 31.77
147 Benson County NORTH DAKOTA Yes 7,110 2,251 31.66
148 Orleans Parish LOUISIANA No 480,749 152,042 31.63
149 Cumberland County KENTUCKY Yes 6,689 2,112 31.57
150 Washington Parish LOUISIANA Yes 41,566 13,117 31.56
151 Butler County ALABAMA Yes 21,648 6,815 31.48
152 Tangipahoa Parish LOUISIANA Yes 82,451 25,950 31.47
153 Ripley County MISSOURI Yes 12,119 3,814 31.47
154 Luna County NEW MEXICO Yes 17,947 5,645 31.45
155 Charles Mix County SOUTH DAKOTA No 8,871 2,785 31.39
156 Stewart County GEORGL\ Yes 5,547 1,741 31.39
157 Early County GEORGIA Yes 11,591 3,635 31.36
158 Turner County GEORGIA Yes 8,599 2,694 31.33
159 Jefferson County GEORGIA Yes 16,975 5,312 31.29
160 Dickens County TEXAS Yes 2,529 791 31.28
161 Covington County MISSISSIPPI Yes 16,440 5,137 31.25
162 Floyd County KENTUCKY Yes 43,301 13,521 31.23
163 Bienville Parish LOUISIANA Yes 15,453 4,824 31.22
164 Menard County TEXAS Yes 2,217 690 31.12
165 Atoka (bounty OKLAHOMA Yes 11,657 3,622 31.07
166 Uvalde County TEXAS Yes 22,865 7,102 31.06
167 Wade Hampton Census Area ALASKA Yes 5,787 1,794 31.00
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iRANK COtiNTni

168 Morehouse Parish
169 Thurston County
170 Mingo County’
171 Caldwell County
172 Childress County
173 .\mite County
174 Rockcastle County
175 Lewis County
176 Jasper County

i 177 Saguache County
178 Concordia Parish
179 Marion County
180 Acadia Parish
181 Dawson County
182 Adams County
183 Real County
184 Pointe Coupee Parish
185 Jim  Wells County
186 Fulton Count)?
187 WTieeler County
188 Burke County
189 McCurtain County
190 Pushmataha County
191 Choctaw County
192 Pulaski County
193 San Miguel County
194 Attala County
195 Hancock County
196 Oktibbeha County
197 Bethel Census Area
198 Marengo County
199 Marshall County
200 Allen Parish

STATE NONMFTRO TOTAL POP
BELOW

POVERTY
% BELOW 
POVF.RTY

LOUISIANA Yes 31,162 9,645 30.95
NEBRASKA Yes 6,810 2,107 30.94
WEST VIRGINIA Yes 33,523 10,370 30.93
TEXAS Yes 25,905 8,010 30.92
TEXAS Yes 5,820 1,798 30.89
MISSISSIPPI Yes 13,284 4,100 30.86
KENTUCKY Yes 14,637 4,498 30.73
KENTUCKY Yes 12,855 3,946 30.70
MISSISSIPPI Yes 16,978 5,204 30.65
COLORADO Yes 4,567 1,399 30.63
LOUISIANA Yes 20,504 6,268 30.57
TEXAS Yes 9,893 3,024 30.57
LOUISL^NA Yes 55,097 16,832 30.55
TEXAS Yes 14,218 4,343 30.55
MISSISSIPPI Yes 34,883 10,634 30.48
TEXAS Yes 2,377 724 30.46
LOUISL\NA Yes 22,243 6,749 30.34
TEXAS Yes 37,152 11,262 30.31
KENTUCKY Yes 8,141 2,467 30.30
GEORGL\ Yes 4,832 1,463 30.28
GEORGL\ Yes 20,319 6,147 30.25
OKLAHOMA Yes 32,887 9,937 30.22
OKLAHOMA Yes 10,851 3,278 30.21
ALABAMA Yes 15,929 4,809 30.19
ILLINOIS Yes 7,441 2,246 30.18
NEW MEXICO Yes 24,387 7,357 30.17
MISSISSIPPI Yes 18,280 5,512 30.15
GEORGL\ Yes 8,722 2,628 30.13
MISSISSIPPI Yes 33,424 10,069 30.13
ALASKA Yes 13,396 4,022 30.02
ALABAMA Yes 22,829 6,851 30.01
MISSISSIPPI Yes 29,517 8,849 29.98
LOUlSmNA Yes 19,755 5,916 29.95

Housing Assistance Council



B-15: LOWER MISSISSIPPI DOIA COUNTIES ANO PARISHES

ARK.\NSAS ILLINOIS KENTUCKY

Arkansas Alexander Ballard

.\shely Franklin Caldwell

Baxter Gallatin Calloway

Bradley 1 lamilton Carlisle

C'alhoun Hardin Christian

Chicot Jackson Crittenden

Clay Johnson Fulton

Cleveland Massac Graves

Craighead Perry Henderson

Crinenden* Pope Hickman

Cross Pulaski Hopkins

Dallas Randolph Livingston

Desha Saline Lyon

Drew Union Marshall

Fulton White McCracken

Grant Williamson McLean

Greene Muhlenberg

Independence Todd
Izard Trigg
Jackson Union
Jefferson* Webster
Lawrence
Lee
Lincoln
Lonoke*
Marion
Mississippi
Monroe
Ouachita
Phillips
Poinsett
Prairie
Pulaski*
Randolph
St. Francis
Searcy
Sharp
Stone
Union
VanBuren
White Woodruff

L O U IS IA N A

Acadia
Allen
Ascension
Assumption
Avoyelles
Caldwell
Catahoula
Concordia
East Baton Rouge*
East Carroll
East Feliciana
Evangeline
Franklin
Grant
Iberia
Iberville
Jackson
Jefferson*
Lofourche 
La Salle 
Lincoln 
Livingston*
Madison
Morehouse
Orleans*
Ouachita 
Plaquemines 
Pointe Coupee 
Rapides*
Richland 
St. Bernard*
St. Charles*
St. Helena 
St. James
St. John the Baptist*
St. Landry
St. Martin
Tangipahoa
lensas
Union
Washington
West Baton Rouge
West Carroll
West Feliciana
Wnin

* Denotes metro counties/parishes.
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M ISSISSIPPI MISSOURI TENNESSEE
Adams Bollinger Benton
Aniite Butler Carroll
Attala Cape Girardeau Chester
Benton Carter Crockett
Bolivar Crawford Decatur
Carroll Dent Dyer
Claiborne Douglas Fayette
Coahoma Dunkin Gibson
Copiah Howell Hardemean
Co\dngton Iron Hardin
DeSoto* Madison Haywood
Franklin* Mississippi Henderson
Grenada New Madrid Henry

Hinds* Oregon Lake
Holmes Ozark Lauderdale

Humphreys Pemiscot McNairy

Issaquena Perry Madison

Jefferson Phelps Obion

Jefferson Davis Reynolds Shelby*

Lafayette Ripley Tipton*

Lawrence St. Genevieve Weakley

Leflore St. Francois

Lincoln Scott

Madison* Shannon

Marion Stoddard

Marshall Texas

Montgomery Washington

1 Panola Wayne

Pike Wright

Quitman
Ranklin

! Sharkey
Simpson

I Sunflower
Tallahatchie
Tate
Tippah

! Tunica
1 Union
1 Walthall
f Warren
( Washington
; Wilkinson

Yalobusha
!i Yazoo

Housing Assistance Council



6-1G: POPOUTION BY URBAN/RURAL AREAS, RACE, AND HISPANIC ORIGIN, 
LOWER MISSISSIPPI DELIA

% OF % OF

Tor.u . 1'RB.VN lOTAL RfRAL TOTAL WHITE

A rkansas

Metro 524,354 427,865 82% 96,489 18% 364,016

Nonnietro 805,985 343,787 43% 462,198 57% 650,457

% o f lb ta l 61% 45% 83% 64%

T ( )1 M . 1,330,339 771,652 58% 558,687 42% 1,014,473

Illinois*

TOTAL 345,024 151,899 44% 193,125 56% 320,373

K entucky*

TO TAL 470,330 205,596 44% 264,734 56% 423,341

L ou isiana

M etro 11,676,495 1,527,223 91% 149,272 9% 1,043,923

Nonmetro 1,225,143 503,965 41% 721,178 59% 835,263

% of Total 42% 25% 83% 44%

TO TAL 2,901,638 2,031,188 70% 870,450 30% 1,879,186

M ississ ip p i

M etro 384,522 287,777 75% 96,745 25% 217,145

Nonmetro 965,792 347,668 36% 618,124 64% 522,521

% of Total 72% 55% 86% 71%

TO TAL 1,350,314 635,445 47% 714,869 53% 739,666

M issou ri*

TO TAL 604,896 219,132 36% 385,764 64% 574,706

T en n essee

M etro 863,898 801,332 93% 62,566  ̂ 7% 482,939

N onmetro 495,327 180,989 37% 314,338 63% 397,183

% of Total 36% 18% 83% 45%

TO T A L 1,359,225 982,321 72% 376,904 28% 880,122

T O T A L  L O W E R  M IS S IS S IP P I D ELTA

M etro  3,449,269 3,044,197 88% 405,072 12% 2,108,023

N onm etro 4,912,497 1,953,036 40% 2,959,461 60% 3,723,844

% of Total 59% 39% 88% 64%

TO TA L 8,361,766 4,997,233 60% 3,364,533 40% 5,831,867

% OF % OF OTHER % OF % OF
TOTAL

154,176 29% 6,162 1% 4,479 1%

149,249 19% 6,279 1% 4,921 1%

49% 50% 52%

303,425 23% 12,441 1% 9,400 1%

2,882 1%

1% 3,933 1%

587,943 35% 44,629 3% 56,151 3%

377,358 31% 12,522 1% 12,890 1%

39% 22% 19%

965,301 33% 57,151 2% 69,041 2%

5,133 43% 2,244 1% 1,538 0%

8,528 45% 4,743 0% 4,234 0%

73% 68% 73%

■3,661 45% 6,987 1% 5,772 0%

1% 3,072 1%

369,203 43% 11,756 1% 6,775 1%

95,928 19% 2,216 0% 2,425 0%

21% 16% 26%

465,131 34% 13,972 1% 9,200 1%

6,455 37% 64,791 2% 68,943 2%

■8,477 23% 40,176 1% 34,357 1%

47% 38% 33%

4,932 29% 104,967 1% 103,300 1%

Notes (for all LM D  Tables):

* T he Low er M ississippi D elta o f Illinois, Kentucky and M issouri contain only nonnietro counties.

**Persons of H ispanic origin  m ay be any race.

Num bers and percents are rounded to the nearest whole num ber and m ay not sum to totals due to rounding.
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1-17: HOUSEHOLDS BY HOUSEHOLD H P E  AND AGE OF HOOSEHOLDBI, 
LOWER MISSISSIPPI O a iA

[Arkansas 

M etro  

N onm etro  

% o f Total 

T O T A L

Illinois* 

T O T A L

Kentucky*

T O T A L

Louisiana 

M etro  

N onm etro  

% o f Total 

T O T A L

TOTAL

197,950

304,382

61%

502,332

134,932

177,702

612,287

417,655

41%

1,029,942

15 TO 64

119,052

179,726

60%

298,778

72,842

107,060

365,481

267,471

42%

632,952

FAMILY 

% OF 65 AND % OF
t o t a l  o ld e r  t o t a l

60%

59%

59%

21,351

47,412

69%

68,763

11%
16%

14%

54% 19,324 14%

60% 25,048 14%

60% 63,796 10%

64% 51,772 12%

45%

61% 115,568 11%

NON FAMny
15 t o  64 

YEARS OLD

37,884

36,275

49%

74,159

22,564

22,348

127,124

54,038

30%

181,162

% 0F
TOTAL

19%

12%

15%

65 AND 
OLDER

19,663

40,969

68%
60,632

% OF 
TOTAL

10%
13%

12%

17% 20,202 15%

13% 23,246 13%

21% 55,886 9%

13% 44,374 11%

44%

18% 100,260 10%

M ississippi 

M etro  

N onm etro  

% of Total 

T O T A L

M issouri*

R  T O T A L

Tennessee  

M etro  

N onm etro  

% o f Total 

T O I A L

135,953 

332,1 14 

71% 

468,067

230,464

316,727

188,567

37%
505,294

84,745

202,495

70%

287,240

135,387

192,828

112,523

37%
305,351

T O T A L  L O W E R  M ISSISSIPPI DELTA

M etro  

N onm etro  

% o f Total 

T O T A L

1,262,917

1,785,816

59%

3,048,733

762,106

1,077,504

59%

1,839,610

62%

61%

61%

61%

60%

60%

14,985

46,129

75%

61,114

31,300

27,915

47%

59,215

11%
14%

13%

59% 33,668 15%

10%
15%

12%

60% 131,432 10%

60% 251,268 14%

66%
60% 382,700 13%

24,376

42,112

63%

66,488

30,067

64,048

24,414

28%
88,462

253,432

231,818

48%

485,250

18% 11,847

13% 41,378

78%

14% 53,225

9%

12%

11%

13% 31,342 14%

20% 28,551 9%

13% 23,715 13%

45%

18% 52,266 10%

20% 115,947 9%

13% 225,226 13%

66%
16% 341,173 11%

Housing Assistance Council



B-18: POVERTY SliiniS FOR A ll PERSONS" BY AGE, lOWER MISSISSIPPI DELIA

LNUKR5 5YEARS 6 1 0 1 1 12 TO 17 laTQM 65 TO 74 75 AND OLDER

Arkansas

Metro 17% 26% 24% 24% 22% 13% 17% 27%

Nonmetro 24% 36% 34% 32% 29% 19% 22% 35%

r o r .v L 21% 32% 30% 29% 27% 17% 20% 32%

Illinois*

TOTAL 20% 32% 29% 25% 21% 19% 13% 21%

K entucky*

TOTAL 18% 26% 24% 22% 20% 15% 17% 25%

L ou isiana

M etro 21% 32% 32% 29% 29% 18% 17% 24%

Nonmetro 29% 39% 38% 37% 34% 24% 26% 38%

T O T \L 24% 35% 34% 33% 31% 20% 21% 30%

M iss iss ipp i

M etro 20% 30% 30% 27% 27% 16% 19% 30%

Nonmetro 31% 44% 42% 40% 39% 25% 29% 41%

TO TAL 28% 40% 39% 37% 36% 22% 26% 39%

M issouri*

TO TAL 22% 33% 31% 29% 24% 19% 19% 31%

T en n essee

M etro 18% 30% 26% 27% 25% 14% 18% 26%

N onmetro 19% 27% 26% 22% 21% 14% 22% 33%

TO TAL 18% 29% 26% 25% 23% 14% 20% 29%

T O T A L  L O W E R  M IS S IS S IP P I D ELTA 

iMetro 20% 30% 29% 28% 27% 16% 17% 26%

N onmetro 25% 36% 35% 33% 30% 20% 22% 34%

T O TA L 23% 34% 32% 31% 29% 19% 21% 31%

'Persons for whom poverty status is determ ined.

Taking Stock o f  Rural Poverty and Housing f o r  the 1990s



B-19: POVERTY S1HTII8 OF BLACK POISONS" BY AGE, LOWEB MISSISSIPPI 0EL1A

Arkansas

M etro

N onm etro

T O T A L

Illinois*

TO T A L

Kentucky*

T O T A L

Louisiana

M etro

N onm etro

T O T A L

Mississippi

M etro

N onm etro

T O T A L

M issouri*

TO T A L

Tennessee

M etro

N onm etro

T O T A L

ALL AGES

36%

51%

44%

50%

41%

41%

54%

46%

37%
52%

48%

57%

34%

37%
34%

UNDER S

50%

67%

58%

71%

51%

56%

67%

60%

50%

65%

61%

71%

50%

52%

51%

T O T A L  L O W E R  M ISSISSIPPI DELTA

M etro 38% 53%

N onm etro 51% 65%

T O T A L 44% 58%

5 YEARS

44%

63%

53%

70%

45%

55%

66%
59%

49%

63%

59%

76%

45%

50%

46%

50%

63%

56%

6 T 0  11 12 TO 17

*Persons in households with black head of household for whom poverty status is determined.

18 TO 64 65 TO 74 75 AND OmFR

45% 41% 29% 42% 49%

60% 57% 45% 49% 57%
53% 49% 36% 46% 54%

55% 47% 46% 41% 46%

50% 50% 36% 41% 41%

51% 50% 34% 36% 44%

64% 60% 47% 50% 57%

56% 54% 38% 42% 50%

45% 43% 31% 41% 51%

61% 59% 45% 51% 60%

57% 55% 41% 49% 58%

66% 58% 50% 44% 56%

44% 40% 27% 37% 43%

40% 43% 30% 42% 48%

44% 40% 27% 38% 45%

48% 45% 31% 38% 46%

60% 57% 44% 49% 57%

54% 51% 36% 43% 52%

Housing Assistance Council



B-ZO: PERCENT OF MMILIES" IN POVERIY BY FAMILY TYPE AND PRESENCE OF CHILDREN, 
LOWER MISSISSIPPI DELIA

MARRIFD COUPLES MALE-HEADED FEAIALE-HEADED

tUlIUES
w n i i

aiii-BREN
vv n n o ir i'
CHILDREN

WITH
CHILDREN

WITHOUT
CHILDREN

WITH
CHILDRFN

WITHOUT
CHILDREN

.\rkansas

.Metro 1.!% 8% 5% 24% 15% 46% 15%

Nonmetro 19% 16% 11% 30% 16% 62% 21%

r ir r .\ L 17% 13% 8% 28% 16% 55% 18%

Illinois*

■rcriA L 1.*;% 15% 7% 35% 14% 59% 14%

Kentucky*

TOT.\L 14% 11% 8% 30% 13% 55% 18%

Louisiana

.Metro 17% 9% 6% 28% 14% 56% 20%

Nonmetro 24% 17% 12% 43% 22% 68% 29%

TO TAL 20% 13% 8% 35% 17% 61% 23%

M ississippi

.Metro 16% 8% 6% 30% 13% 50% 20%

Nonmetro 25% 17% 11% 41% 22% 67% 27%

'rO TA L 22% 14% 10% 39% 20% 63% 25%

M issouri*

TO TAL 18% 16% 10% 34% 15% 62% 21%

Tennessee

Metro 15% 7% 4% 24% 11% 48% 16%

Nonmetro 15% 11% 9% 29% 18% 49% 17%

T O T \L 15% 8% 6% 25% 13% 49% 16%

T O T A L  L O W E R  M ISSISSIPPI DELTA 

Metro 16% 8% 5% 27% 14% 52% 18%

Nonmetro 20% 15% 10% 37% 18% 63% 23%

TO TAL 18% 12% 8% 33% 16% 58% 21%

**Painilies for whom poverty status is determined. Children include only those who are related to the head of household and are imder 18 years old. M ale-head 
ed families have no wife present. Feinale-headed families have no husband present.

Taking Stock o f  Rural Povei~ty and Housing f o r  the 1990s



B-21: PERCENT OF BLACK FAMILIES" IN POVERTY RY FAMILY TYPE AND PRESENCE OF 
CHILDREN, LOWER MISSISSIPPI OBTA

M ARRIED  r .O lJP IF S MALE-HEADED FEMALE-HEADED
ALL WITH WITHOLT WITH WITHOUT WITH WITHOUTFAMTT.IF.S CHILDREN CHILDRF.N CHILDREN CHILDREN CHILDREN CHILDREN

A rkansas

M etro 32% 18% 15% 36% 25% 58% 27%
N onm etro 46% 30% 24% 46% 24% 76% 37%
T O X \ L 39% 24% 20% 41% 25% 67% 32%

Illin o is*

TO T A L 47% 23% 21% 51% 19% 76% 36%

K en tucky*

T O T A L 36% 17% 19% 35% 21% 65% 33%

L o u is ian a

M etro 37% 18% 13% 38% 25% 67% 30%

N onm etro 50% 31% 27% 58% 36% 79% 44%

T O T A L 42% 23% 19% 47% 29% 71% 35%

M iss is s ip p i

M etro 33% 17% 18% 43% 21% 59% 29%

N onm etro 47% 32% 27% 53% ■^9% 75% 37%

T O T A L 43% 28% 24% 50% 27% 70% 35%

M isso u ri*

T O T A L 53% 28% 25% 43% 34% 82% 45%

T e n n essee

M etro 30% 13% 12% 31% 0% 56% 23%

N onm etro 33% 17% 21% 41% 24% 58% 24%

T O T A L 31% 14% 14% 33% 5% 56% 23%

T O T A L  L O W E R  M IS S IS S IP P I  D ELTA  

M etro  34% 17% 14% 36% 17% 62% 27%

N onm erro 46% 29% 25% 53% 30% 75% 38%

T O T A L 40% 23% 19% 44% 23% 68% 32%

'Fam ilies for w hom  poverty status is determ ined . C h ild ren  include on ly  those who are related to the head o f household and are under 18 years old. M ale-head 

ed fam ilies have no w ife present. F em ale-headed  fam ilies have no husband present.

Housing Assistance Council
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B-Z3: T01AL UNITS, OCCUPANCY AND TINURE, LOWER MISSISSIPPI O aiA

1 A rkansas 

M etro  

N onm etro  

% o f Total

t o t a l

I I llin o is*

t o t a l

I K en tucky*

t o t a l

I L o u is ia n a  

M etro  

N onm etro  

%  o f  Total 

T O T A L

{ M iss is s ip p i 

M etro  

N onm etro

%  o f Total

t o t a l

I M isso u r i*  

T O T A L

iT e rm e s s e e  

M etro  

N onm etro  

% o f  Total 

T O T A L

total OCCUPIED
%OF

TOT/VL VACANT
% OF 

TOTAL
OWmR

OCCUPIED
%OF

OCCUPIED
RENTER

OCCUTIED
%0F

OCCUPIED

218,733

341,307

61%

560,040

198,196

303,787

61%

501,983

91%

89%

90%

20,537

37,520

65%

58,057

9%

11%

10%

123,789

215,168

63%

338,957

62%

71%

68%

74,407

88,619

54%

163,026

38%

29%

32%

150,317 134,671 90% 15,646 10% 96,688 72% 37,983 28%

196,441 177,598 90% 18,843 10% 128,662 72% 48,936 28%

700,917 613,207 87% 87,710 13% 359,259 59% 253,948 41%
476,202 417,440 88% 58,762 12% 306,641 73% 110,799 27%

40% 41% 40% 46% 30%
1,177,119 1,030,647 88% 146,472 12% 665,900 65% 364,747 35%

148,648 136,658 92% 11,990 8% 89,977 , 66% 46,681 34%
367,996 332,458 90% 35,538 10% 239,001 72% 93,457 28%

71% 71% 75% 73% 67%
516,644 469,116 91% 47,528 9% 328,978 70% 140,138 30%

259,815 230,210 89% 29,605 11% 165,445 72% 64,765 28%

341,867 316,604 93% 25,263 7% 189,870 60% 126,734 40%
207,523 188,492 91% 19,031 9% 136,232 72% 52,260 28%

38% 37% 43% 42% 29%

549,390 505,096 92% 44,294 8% 326,102 65% 178,994 35%

IT O T A L  L O W E R  M IS S IS S IP P I  D ELTA

M etro  

N onm etro  

% o f Total 

T O T A L

1,410,165

1,999,601

59%

3,409,766

1,264,665

1,784,656

59%

3,049,321

90%

89%

145,500

214,945

60%

360,445

10%

11%

11%

762,895

1,287,837

63%

2,050,732

60%

72%

67%

501,770

496,819

50%

998,589

40%

28%

33%

Housing Assistance Council



B-24; OCCUPIED HOUSING UNITS BY RACE/ETHNICITY UF HUUSEHULDER, 
LOWER MISSISSIPPI DELIA

r o m wniTF
% OF 

TOTAL BUCK

Arkiinsas

Metro 198,196 147,360 74% 49,073

Nonmetro 303,787 253,911 84% 48,094

% ot 'Ibtal 61% 63% 49%

TOTAL 501,983 401,271 80% 97,167

Illinois*

I'O'TAL 134,671 127,230 94% 5,915

Kentucky*

TOT.\L 177,598 162,831 92% 13,652

Louisiana

Metro 613,207 410,025 67% 190,339

Nonmetro 417,440 302,528 72% 111,616

% of Total 41% 42% 37%

TOT.\L 1,030,647 712,553 69% 301,955

Mississippi

Metro 136,658 84,864 62% 51,152

Nonmetro 332,458 199,306 60% 131,703

% of Total 71% 70% 72%

TOTAL 469,116 284,170 61% 182,855

Missouri*

TOT\L 230,210 221,050 96% 7,436

Tennessee

Metro 316,604 193,509 61% 119,640

Nonmetro 188,492 156,220 83% 31,553

% o f Total 37% 45% 21%

TOTAL 505,096 349,729 69% 151,193

T O T AL LO W E R M ISSISSIPPI DELTA 

Metro 1,264,665 835,758 66% 410,204

Nonmetro 1,784,656 1,423,076 80% 349,969

% o f Total 59% 63% 46%

TOTAL 3,049,321 2,258,834 74% 760,173

AMERICAN 
i OF INDIAN, ESKIMO, 
3TAL OR ALEUT

.OF
ASIAN OR 
PACIFIC %OF

TOTAL ISLANDER TOTAL HISPANIC

25%

16%

19%

8%

31%
27%

29%

37%
40%

39%

3%

38%

17%

30%

32%
20%

25%

638

889

58%

1,527

313

395

1,709

1,409

45%

3,118

138

377

73%

515

1,005

709

308

30%

1,017

3,194

4,696

60%

7,890

0%
0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

709

551

44%

1,260

1,020

368

6,718

1,135

14%

7,853

417

805

66%
1,222

545

2,163

248

10%
2,411

10,007

4,672

32%

14,679

0%

0%

0%

1%

0%

1%
0%

1%

0%
0%

0%

0%

1%
0%

0%

1%
0%

0%

1,412

1,258

47%

2,670

640

876

18,997

3,300

15%
22,297

500

1,155

70%

1,655

739

1,838

771

30%

2,609

22,747

8,739

28%

31,486

%0F
TOTAL

1%
0%

1%

0%

0%

3%
1%

2%

0%

0%

0%

0%

1%
0%

1%

2%
0%

1%

Takijig Stock of Rural P oven y and Housing f o r  the 1990s



B-Z5: OWNER-OCCUPIED NOOSING UNITS BY RACE/ETHNICITY OF H n i l S F H n i n F B  

LOWER MISSISSIPPI UE1A

i.OF

AMERICAN 
nVDIAN, 

i OF ESKIMO, OR
ASIAN OR 

i OF PACIFIC % OF OTHER iOF %0F

Arkansas

Metro

TOTAL M f f l l  total black TOTAL QB ALEUT TOTAL ISLANDER TOTAL RACE TOTAI. fflSPANIC" TOTAL

123,789

Nonmetro 215,168  

% o f Total 63%

98,556

188,286

66%

24,225 20%

25,940 12%

52%

TO TAL 338,957 286,842 85% 50,165 15%

niinois*

TO TAL

Kentucky*

TO TAL

Louisiana 

Metro 

Nonmetro 

% o f Total 

TO T \L

1 M ississippi 

M etro  

Nonmetro 

% o f Total 

TO TAL

M issouri*

TO TAL

96,688

359,259

306,641

46%

665,900

89,977

239,001

73%

328,978

93,660 97%  2,525

128,662 122,158 95%  6,091

271.318  

237,000

47%

508.318

62,597

157,706

72%

220,303

76% 82,248

77%  67,626

45%

76%  149,874

70%

66%
27,053 

80,513  

75%

67%  107,566

165,445 161,571 98%  2,989

3%

5%

23%
22%

23%

30%

34%

33%

2%

338

522

61%

860

190

216'

941

933

50%

1,874

84

202
71%
286

597

0%
0%

0%

0%

0%

0%
0%

0%

0%
0%

0%

0%

441

307

41%

748

242

159

3,079

593

16%

3,672

207

438

68%
645

214

0%
0%

0%

0%

0%

1%
0%

1%

0%
0%

0%

0%

229

113

33%

342

71

38

1,673

489

23%

2,162

36

142

80%

178

0%
0%

0%

0%

0%

0%
0%

0%

0%
0%

0%

743 1%

706 0%

49%

1,449 0%

248

278 0%

9,402

2,209

19%

11,611

266

714

73%

980

3%
1%

2%

0%
0%

0%

74 0% 428 0%

n I Tennessee

Metro  

Nonmetro 

% o f Total 

TO TAL

189,870

136,232

42%

326,102

131,318

117,997

47%

249,315

69%

87%

76%

56,869

17,919

24%

74,788

T O T A L  L O W E R  M ISSISSIPPI DELTA

M etro 762,895 563,789 74%  190,395

Nonmetro 1,287,837 1,078,378 84%  203,603

% o fT o ta l 63%  66%  52%

T O TAL 2,050,732 1,642,167 80%  393,998

30%

13%

23%

25%
16%

19%

428

152

26%

580

1,791

2,812

61%

4,603

0%
0%

0%

0%
0%

0%

1,060

96

8%
1,156

4,787

2,049

30%

6,836

1%
0%

0%

1%
0%

0%

195

68
26%

263

2,133

995

32%

3,128

0%
0%

0%

0%
0%

0%

822

402

33%

1,224

11,233

4,985

31%
16,218

0%
0%

1%
0%

1%

Housing Assistance Council IS



B-Z6;RENTER-0CC0PIED HOUSING UNITS BY RACE/ETHNICITY OF HUDSEHOIOER, 
LOWER MISSISSIPPI OELin

AMKRICAN
INDIAN, ASIAN OR

% o r % OF ESKIMO, OR % OE PACIFIC %OF OTHER %0E %0F
TOTAL WHIIF rOTU BUCK TOTAL OR ALEUT TOTAL ISLANDER TOTAL RACE TOTAL HISPANIC TOTAI,

Arkiinsas

Metro 74,407 48,804 66% 24,848 33% 300 0% 268 0% 187 0% 669 1%

Noninctro 88 ,f)iy 65,625 74% 22,154 25% 367 0% 244 0% 229 0% 552 1%

% of'lotal 54% 57% 47% 55% 48% 55% 45%

rOTAI, 163,026 114,429 70% 47,002 29% 667 0% 512 0% 416 0% 1,221 1%

Illinois*

rOT.-VL 37,983 33,570 88% 3,390 9% 123 0% 778 2% 122 0% 392 1%

Kentucky*

TOTAL 48,936 40,673 83% 7,561 15% 179 0% 209 0% 314 1% 598 1%

Louisiana

M etro 253,948 138,707 55% 108,091 43% 768 0% 3,639 1% 2,743 1% 9,595 4%

Nonmetro 110,799 65,528 59% 43,990 40% 476 0% 542 0% 263 0% 1,091 1%

% of Total 30% 32% 29% 38% 13% 9% 10%

TOTAL 364,747 204,235 56% 152,081 42% 1,244 0% 4,181 1% 3,006 1% 10,686 3%

M ississippi

M etro 46,681 22,267 48% 24,099 52% 54 0% 210 0% 51 0% 234 1%

Nonmetro 93,457 41,600 45% 51,190 55% 175 0% 367 0% 125 0% 441 0%

% of Total 67% 65% 68% 76% 64% 71% 65%

TO TAL 140,138 63,867 46% 75,289 54% 229 0% 577 0% 176 0% 675 0%

M issouri*

T O T 4L 64,765 59,479 92% 4,447 7% 408 1% 331 1% 100 0% 311 0%

Tennessee

Metro 126,734 62,191 49% 62,771 50% 281 0% 1,103 1% 388 0% 1,016 1%

Nonmetro 52,260 38,223 73% 13,634 26% 156 0% 152 0% 95 0% 369 1%
% of Total 29% 38% 18% 36% 12% 20% 27%
TO TAL 178,994 100,414 56% 76,405 43% 437 0% 1,255 1% 483 0% 1,385 1%

T O T A L  L O W E R  M IS S IS S IP P I DELTA

Metro 501,770 271,969 54% 219,809 44% 1,403 0% 5,220 1% 3,369 1% 11,514 2%
Nonmetro 496,819 344,698 69% 146,366 29% 1,884 0% 2,623 1% 1,248 0% 3,754 1%
% o f'Ib ta l 50% 56% 40% 57% 33% 27% 25%
TO TAL 998,589 616,667 62% 366,175 37% 3,287 0% 7,843 1% 4,617 0% 15,268 2%

m Taking Stock of Rural P oveity and Housing f o r  the 1990s



B-Z7: OCCUPIED MOBILE HOMES BY TENURE, LOWBt MISSISSIPPI DELIA

A rkansas 

M etro  

N onm etro 

% of Total 

T O T A L

n iin o is*

T O T A L

K en tucky*

TO T A L

L o u is ian a  

M etro  

N onm etro 

% o f Total 

T O T A L

M iss is s ip p i 

M etro  

N onm etro  

% of Total 

T O T A L

OCCUPIED
MOBILE
HOMF.S

16,159

41,633

72%

57,792

18,693

24,073

25,198

70,736

74%

95,934

7,790

47,501

86%
55,291

% OF ALL 
OCCLTIED 

UNITS

8%
14%

12%

14%

14%

4%

17%

9%

6%
14%

12%

OUTMER-
OCCUPIED

MOBILE
HOMF.S

11,549

31,165

73%

42,714

13,107

18,528

20,808

58,710

74%

79,518

6,305

37,898

86%
44,203

% OF ALL 
OWNER- 

OCCUPIED 
UNITS

9%

14%

13%

14%

14%

6%
19%

12%

7%
16%

13%

RENTER-
OCCUPIED

MOBILE
HOMF.S

4,610

10,468

69%

15,078

5,586

5,545

4,390

12,026

73%

16,416

1,485

9,603

87%

11,088

% OF ALL 
RENTER- 

OCCL-PIED 
UNITS

6%
12%

9%

15%

11%

2%
11%

5%

3%
10%

8%

M isso u ri*

T O T A L 29,314 13% 21,692 13% 7,622 12%

T e n n essee  

M etro  

N onm etro  

% o f Total 

T O T A I.

5,723

21,527

79%

27,250

2%
11%

5%

4,306

16,279

79%

20,585

2%
12%

6%

1,417

5,248

79%

6,665

1%
10%

4%

T O T A L  L O W E R  M IS S IS S IP P I  D ELTA

M etro  

N onm etro  

% o f Total 

T O T A L

54,870

253,477

82%

308,347

4%

14%

10%

42,968

197,379

82%

240,347

6%
15%

12%

11,902

56,098

82%

68,000

2%
11%

7%

Housing Assistance Council



B-Z8: HOUSING UNITS BY SOURCE OF WATHt, LOWER MISSISSIPPI 0K1A

A rkansas 

Alotro 

N oiiinetro 

% of Total 

TOTAI.

I'OTAl.
UNITS

218,733

341,307

61%
560,040

Pl'llMC: OR 
1>RI\'ATE 
SYSTEM

211,37H 

279,200 

57% 
490,578

% OF 
TOTAL

97%

82%

88%

DRILLED
WELL

6,546

51,661

89%

58,207

% OF
t o t a l

3%
15%

10%

DUG
WELL

578

6,768

92%

7,346

%OF
TOTAL

0%
2%

1%

OTHER
SOURCE

231

3,678

94%

3,909

% 0F
TOTAI.

0%
1%

1%

Illinois*

TO'I'AL 150,317 129,806 86% 10,415 7% 4,879 3% 5,217 3%

K entucky*

T O T \L 196,441 158,704 81% 26,506 13% 6,457 3% 4,774 2%

L ou isiana 

M etro 

Nonmetro 

% of Total 

TO TAL

700,917

476,202

40%

1,177,119

687,247

403,348

37%
1,090,595

98%

85%

93%

11,365

59,561

84%

70,926

2%
13%

6%

1,474

10,750

12,224

0%
2%

1%

831

2,543

75%

3,374

0%
1%

0%

M ississ ip p i 

M etro 

Nonmecro 

% of Total 

TO TAL

148,648

367,996

71%

516,644

142,822

313,319

69%

456,141

96%

85%

4,698

44,737

90%

49,435

3%

12%

10%

661

7,248

92%

7,909

0%
2%

2%

467

2,692

85%

3,159

0%
1%

1%

M issou ri*

TO TAL 259,815 158,392 61% 90,316 35% 5,774 2% 5,333 2%

T en n essee  

M etro  

N onmetro 

% of Total 

TO TAL

341,867

207,523

38%

549,390

337,935

153,231

31%
491,166

99%

74%

89%

3,236

45,386

93%

48,622

1%
22%

9%

505

7,162

93%

7,667

0%
3%

1%

191

1,744

90%

1,935

0%

0%

T O T A L  L O W E R  M IS S IS S IP P I D ELTA

M etro 

N onmetro 

% of Total 

TO TAL

1,410,165

1,999,601

59%

3,409,766

1.379.382 

1,596,000

54%

2.975.382

98%

80%

87%

25,845

328,582

93%

354,427

2%
16%

10%

3,218

49,038

94%

52,256

0%
2%

2%

1,720

25,981

94%

27,701

0%
1%

1%

Taking Stock of Rural Poverty and Housing f o r  the 1990s



B-Z9: HOUSING UNITS WITH ANU WITHUUT COMPLETE KITCHENS AND PLUMBING 
fflCILITIES, LOWER MISSISSIPPI 0EL1A

ALLUNTTS ALLUNITS
UNITS OCCUPIED BY BLACK 

HOUSEHOLDERS
WITH WITHOUT %0F WITH WITHOUT %OF WITH WITHOUT %OF

KITCHEN KITCHEN UNITS PLUMBING PLUMBING UNITS PLUMBING PLUMBING UNITS
Arkansas

Metro 216,349 2,384 1% 216,532 2,201 1% 47,940 1,133 2%
Nonmetro 334,843 6,464 2% 333,257 8,050 2% 45,854 2,240 5%
% o f Total 61% 73% 61% 79% 49% 66%

TO TAL 551,192 8,848 2% 549,789 10,251 2% 93,794 3,373 3%

Illinois*

TO TAL 147,217 3,100 2% 147,073 3,244 2% 5,780 135 2%

Kentucky*

TO TAL 193,881 2,560 1% 193,217 3,224 2% 13,381 271 2%

Louisiana

M etro 694,691 6,226 1% 696,458 4,459 1% 188,069 2,270 1%

Nonmetro 467,392 8,810 2% 466,485 9,717 2% 107,686 3,930 4%

% o f Total 40% 59% 40% 69% 36% 63%

TO TAL 1,162,083 15,036 1% 1,162,943 14,176 1%
■s

295,755 6,200 2%

M ississippi

M etro 146,982 1,666 1% 146,495 2,153 1% 49,470 1,682 3%

N onmetro 359,099 8,897 2% 356,756 11,240 3% 123,822 7,881 6%

% o f Total 71% 84% 71% 84% 71% 82%

TO TAL 506,081 10,563 2% 503,251 13,393 3% 173,292 9,563 5%

M issouri*

TO TAL 253,966 5,849 2% 253,306 6,509 3% 7,214 222 3%

Tennessee

M etro 339,462 2,405 1% 339,818 2,049 1% 118,389 1,251 1%

Nonmetro 203,658 3,865 2% 202,836 4,687 2% 29,834 1,719 5%

% o f Total 37% 62% 37% 70% 20% 58%

TO TAL 543,120 6,270 1% 542,654 6,736 1% 148,223 2,970 2%

T O T A L  L O W E R  M ISSISSIPPI DELTA

Metro 1,397,484 12,681 1% 1,399,303 10,862 1% 403,868 6,336 2%

Nonmetro 1,960,056 39,545 2% 1,952,930 46,671 2% 333,571 16,398 5%

% o f Total 58% 76% 58% 81% 45% 72%

TO TAL 3,357,540 52,226 2% 3,352,233 57,533 2% 737,439 22,734 3%

Housing Assistance Council



B 30: H0USIN6 UNITS BY PEBSONS PER ROOM AND TENUBE, LOWER MISSISSIPPI OEIIA
OUINJF.R-OCCUPIED UN ITS RENTER-OCCUPIED UNITS

A rk a n s a s  

■Metro 
Xonnictro 
% of Total 
Tcri'Ai.

ONK OR l l-SS 
PFRSON/ 

ROOM

I20.H44

2(W,2H9
63%

330,133

% OF 
IM IS

98%

97%

97%

MORF FH,\N ONE 
PKRSON/ROOM

2,945

5,879

67%

8,824

% OF
units

2%
3%

3%

ONE OR lf:ss 
PERSON/ 
ROOM

70,026

82,595

54%

152,621

%of
UNITS

94%

93%

94%

MORF THAN ONE 
PERSON/ROQM

4,381

6,024

58%

10,405

%0F
UMTS

6%
7%

6%

Illinois*

n r  I'AL 95,387 99% 1,301 1% 36,606 96% 1,377 4%

K entuck)*

TOTAL 127,018 99% 1,644 1% 46,934 96% 2,002 4%

L ou isiana  

M etro 

Nonmetro 

% of Total 

T O T \L

348,291

291,998

46%

640,289

97%

95%

96%

10,968

14,643

57%

25,611

3%
5%

4%

230,539

98,186

30%

328,725

91%

89%

90%

23,409

12,613

35%

36,022

9%

11%

10%

M ississ ipp i 

M etro 

Nonmetro 

% of Total 

TO TAL

86,905

227,276

72%

314,181

97%

95%

96%

3,072

11,725

79%

14,797

3%
5%

4%

42,453

81,911

66%
124,364

91% 4,228

11,546

73%

15,774

9%

12%

11%

M issou ri*

TO TAL 162,177 98% 3,268 2% 61,588 95% 3,177 5%

T en n essee  

M etro 

N onmetro 

% o f Total 

TO TAL

185,291

133,601

42%

318,892

98%

98%

98%

4,579

2,631

36%

7,210

2%
2%

2%

117,166

49,734

30%

166,900

92%

95%

93%

9,568

2,526

21%
12,094

5%

7%

T O T A L  L O W E R  M IS S IS S IP P I D ELTA

M etro 

N onmetro 

% o f Total 

TOTAL

741,331

1,246,746

63%

1,988,077

97%

97%

97%

21,564

41,091

66%
62,655

3%
3%

3%

460,184

457,554

50%

917,738

92%

92%

92%

41,586

39,265

49%

80,851

Inking Stock of Rural P oveity and Housing f o r  the 1990s



B-31: RENTER-OCCUPIED UNITS BY RENT AS PERCENT DEINCUME 
BY AGE OF HOUSEHOLDER, LOWER MISSISSIPPI DELH

Illin o is*

T O T \ L

K en tucky*

T O X \ L

L o u is ian a  

M etro  

N onm etro  

% o f Total 

T O T A L

M iss is s ip p i

h o u se h o l d e r s  AGF I  ̂r n  Ad
LESSm-VN %OF 30% OR % OF30% LTVTTS MORI' L’NITS

A rkansas

M etro 34,436 61% 22,264 39%
N onnietro 32,488 58% 23,159 42%
% of Total 49% 51%
TO T.^L 66,924 60% 45,423 40%

HOUSEHOLDF.RS AGE 65 AND o r  n p p

13,338

21,114

50%

66%

13,119

11,083

50%

34%

113,416 56% 90,272 44%
40,273 53% 35,860 47%
26% 28%

153,689 55% 126,132 45%

3,086

3,964

51'

55%

3,005

3,275

LESS THAN %OF 30% OR % OF
30% LTMTTS MORE L w rs

4,471 46% 5,254 54%
5,703 43% 7,663 57%
56% 59%

10,174 44% 12,917 56%

49%

45%

11,788 40% 17,849 60%
4,875 42% 6,607 58%
29% 27%

16,663 41% 24,456 59%

M etro 21,253 57% 15,722 43% 2,238 41% 3,256 59%
N onm etro 32,863 56% 26,242 44% 5,295 42% 7,378 58%
% o f Total 61% 63% 70% 69%
TO T A L 54,116 56% 41,964 44% 7,533 41% 10,634 59%

M isso u ri*

T O T A L 24,099 59% 17,096 42% 5,548 52% 5,071 48%

T e n n essee

M etro 63,293 62% 39,443 38% 6,730 42% 9,208 58%
N onm etro 23,603 67% 11,484 33% 3,533 48% 3,792 52%
% o f Total 27% 23% 34% 29%
T O T A L 86,896 63% 50,927 37% 10,263 44% 13,000 56%

T O T A L  L O W E R  M IS S IS S IP P I  D ELTA

M etro 232,398 58% 167,701 42% 25,227 42% 35,567 59%

N onm etro 187,778 58% 138,043 42% 32,004 47% 36,791 53%

% o f Total 45% 45% 56% 51%

T O T A L 420,176 58% 305,744 42% 57,231 44% 72,358 56%

N otes: P ercen t o f un it figures do not include householders for whom housing cost as a percent o f incom e was not calculated.

Housing Assistance Council



B-32: OWNER-OCCUPIED UNITS BY RENT AS PERCENT OF 
INCDME BY AGE OF HUUSEHOLUER, LOWER MISSISSIPPI \ m

HOIJSKHOLDERS AGE 15 TO 64 HOUSEHOLDERS AGE 65 AND OLDER

LESS TUAN % 0F 30% OR %OE LESS THAN % 0F 30% OR %0E

30% I'NITS MORE UNITS 30% invrrs MORE UNITS

A rkan sas

Metro 62,288 83% 12,443 17% 20,132 77% 6,052 23%

Noninetro 77,024 83% 16,036 17% 38,536 77% 11,713 23%

% of'Ibtal 55% 56% 66% 66%

TOT.\L 139,312 83% 28,479 17% 58,668 77% 17,765 23%

I llin o is*

TOT.\L 35,146 84% 6,501 16% 20,020 83% 4,232 17%

K en tu ck y*

TOT.AL 50,921 87% 7,647 13% 23,072 85% 4,026 15%

L o u is ia n a

M etro 178,704 80% 46,055 20% 59,860 79% 16,039 21%

N onmetro 114,464 80% 28,358 20% 47,228 78% 13,092 22%

% of Total 39% 38% 44% 45%

TO TAL 293,168 80% 74,413 20% 107,088 79% 29,131 21%

M is s is s ip p i

M etro 44,053 78% 12,260 22% 13,675 75% 4,553 25%

Nonmetro 84,286 78% 23,816 22% 35,393 74% 12,410 26%

% of Total 66% 66% 72% 73%

TO TAL 128,339 78% 36,076 22% 49,068 74% 16,963 26%

M isso u r i*

TO TAL 58,533 85% 10,080 15% 27,383 82% 6,204 18%

T e n n e s s e e

M etro 105,838 80% 26,664 20% 29,559 77% 8,662 23%

N onmetro 54,788 85% 9,692 15% 22,717 79% 5,923 21%

% of Total 34% 27% 43% 41%

T O TA L 160,626 82% 36,356 18% 52,276 78% 14,585 22%

T O T A L  L O W E R  M IS S I S S I P P I  D ELTA

M etro 390,883 80% 97,422 20% 123,226 78% 35,306 22%
N onmetro 475,162 82% 102,130 18% 214,349 79% 57,600 21%

% of Total 55% 51% 63% 62%
TO TAL 866,045 81% 199,552 19% 337,575 78% 92,906 22%

Notes: Percent of unit figures do not include householders for whom housing cost as a percent o f incom e was not calculated .

Taking Stock o f  Rural Poverty and Housing f o r  the 1990s
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r-j O'

rj- P') rA •—'iy~i ^  O  sC  - h  
ly^ rr-, O  ^

00 r- sQ 00 ir% rg  ^  ^
r̂ T —" —" OC" iX'

O

C>" oo" rsT 00

r s
<N

r<̂

O
in
so
o^

i|
0̂

00 fN Ov to to r- rsi r 4̂ NO NO CN 00 lo o
r̂ rj- r-- ro rM to r- 00 — ro
ro
so"

ro
r>r

uo
ro
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B-34: CITIZENSHIP 81ATUS BY AGE, BORDER COUNTIES
t'NDKK 18 YliARS

N V m  !' FORI ICiN BORN

N A llR A L IZ K l)
CITIZEN

N A TIV E

C O L’N TY  # %

('ocliise ('ounrv'. A/ 25,4*^6 95.54
Pima C'ounr\’, AZ 159,112 96.00
Santa C'ruz (^ountv, .‘VZ 8,507 83..^7
Yuma Couim-, ,\Z' 28,3.?8 90.14
A Z  TO TAL 221,453 94.61

Imperial County, CIA 33,529 88.69
Riverside Country’, Ĉ A 310,594 93.14
San Diego (bounty, CA 556,393 91.05
CA TO TA L 900,516 91.67

Chaves County, NAl 17,050 96.57
Dona .\na County, NM 38,187 92.74
Eddy County, NM 14,486 98.47
Hidalgo County, NM 1,920 98.01
Lea County', NM 17,990 97.21
Luna County, NM 4,862 91.79
Otero County, NM 15,787 98.63
N M  TO TA L 110,282 95.64

Aransas County, TX 4,412 98.33
Atascosa County, TX 10,017 99.19
Bee County, TX 7,904 99.31
Brewster County, TX 2,000 99.40
Brooks County, TX 2,675 99.07
Cameron County, TX 84,297 91.61
Crockett County, TX 1,149 90.3 3
Culberson County, TX 1,153 97.71
Dimmit County, TX 3,739 98.68
Duval County, TX 4,102 98.42
Edwards County, TX 698 93.57
El Paso County, TX 175,710 91.51
Frio County, TX 4,635 98.39
Hidalgo County, TX 125,150 89.06
Hudspeth County, TX 820 88.74
JefF Davis County, TX 513 99.42
Jim Hogg County, TX 1,626 98.67
Jim Wells County, TX 12,168 99.71
Kenedy County, TX 130 94.89
Kinney County, TX 757 95.58
Kleberg County, TX 8,646 99.05
La Salle County, TX 1,598 99.81
Live Oak County, TX 2,622 99.70
McMullen County, TX 195 98.48
Maverick County, TX 11,942 86.76
Medina County, TX 8,023 99.28
Newton County, TX 3,991 99.80
Nueces County, TX 87,318 98.67
Pecos County, TX 4,878 95.78
Presidio County, TX 1,853 86.59
Real C;ounty, TX 516 96.09

N O N C IT IZ E N  

# %

18 A N D  O V E R

FO R E IG N  B O R N

N A T U R A LIZ E D  
CITIZEN 

# %

NONrmyp [̂. 
i  %

296
929
234
267

1,726

473
3,198
7,714

11,385

192
429

8
17 
66 
43 
67

822

10
6

24
0
0

1,575
0
6

18 
23 
23

2,133
19

3,200
26
0
0
8
3

15
49
0
4 
0

573
5 
2

315
57
23
0

1.11
0.56
2.29
0.85
0.74

1.25 
0.96
1.26 
1.16

1.09
1.04
0.05
0.87
0.36
0.81
0.42
0.71

0.22
0.06
0.30
0.00
0.00
1.71
0.00
0.51
0.48
0.55
3.08
1.11
0.40
2.28
2.81
0.00
0.00
0.07
2.19
1.89
0.56
0.00
0.15
0.00
4.16
0.06
0.05
0.36
1.12
1.07
0.00

895
5,699
1,463
2,832

10,889

3,801
19,676
46,959
70,436

414
2,562

217
22

450
392
153

4,210

65
76
31 
12 
25

6,147
123
21
32 
43 
25

14,166
57

12,178
78

3 
22 
27
4 

20 
34
3
4 
3

1,249
53
6

864
158
264
21

3.35
3.44

14.34 
9.01
4.65

10.05
5.90
7.68 
7.17

2.34 
6.22 
1.48 
1.12
2.43 
7.40 
0.96
3.65

1.45 
0.75 
0.39 
0.60 
0.93
6.68
9.67 
1.78 
0.84 
1.03
3.35 
7.38 
1.21
8.67
8.44 
0.58 
1.33 
0.22 
2.92 
2.53 
0.39 
0.19 
0.15 
1.52 
9.07 
0.66 
0.15 
0.98 
3.10

12.34
3.91

61,005
447,820

10.378 
58,410

577,613

44,206
686,065

1,512,813
2,243,084

36,503
76,984
32,200

3,647
33,765
10,758
33,176

227,033

12,588
19,471
16,543
6,204
5,227

118,222
2,445
1,751
5,711
8,330
1,277

274,284
8,019

163,681
1,379
1,313
3,221

24,301
281

1,962
20,135

3,405
6,726

605
11.378 
18,353
9,478

188,899
8,002
3,162
1,676

86.00
89.36
53.30 
77.41 
86.60

61.83
81.97
80.17
80.24

90.82 
81.61
95.00
91.20
90.62
83.96
92.36 
87.86

93.91
95.29
96.31
93.03
94.97 
70.33 
87.13
78.63 
85.96
95.20
84.01
68.64 
91.53 
67.35 
69.26
91.82 
93.07
95.39 
87.00
84.31 
93.46
93.21 
97.11 
97.74
50.31 
95.43
99.04
93.22 
83.51
70.31
89.39

4,771
24,541
2,741
3,582

35,635

7,320
50,106

147,246
204,672

1,471
5,712

952
184

1,465
643

1,517
11,944

406
408
355 
133 
123

18,431
102
215
430
182
117

45,020
356 

26,702
217

57
107
584

7
147
564
110
113

0
3,699

378
31

6,595
615
276
55

6.73
4.90 

14.08
4.75
5.34

10.24
5.99
7.80
7.32

3.66
6.06
2.81 
4.60
3.93
5.02
4.22
4.62

3.03 
2.00
2.07
1.99
2.23 

10.96
3.64
9.65 
6.47
2.08 
7.70

11.27
4.06

10.99
10.90
3.99 
3.09 
2.29 
2.17
6.32
2.62 
3.01 
1.63 
0.00

16.36
1.97
0.32
3.25
6.42
6.14
2.93

5,161
28,779
6,353

13,466
53,759

19,974
100,774
226,891
347,639

2,219
11,636

742
168

2,029
1,412
1,228

19,434

411
555
278
332
154

31,448
259
261
503
238
126

80,297
386

52,634
395
60

133
591

35
218
846
138
87
14

7,537
500
61

7,154
965

1,059
144

Taking Stock of Rural P oven y and Housing f o r  the 1990s



NATIVF

rO U N T Y

Red River County, TX 
Reeves County, TX 
:Refugio County, TX 
Sabine County, TX 
San Patricio County, TX 
Starr County, TX 
Sutton Comity, TX 
Terrell County, TX 
Uvalde County, TX 
Val Verde County, TX 
Webb County, TX 
Willacy County, TX 
Zapata County, TX 
Zavala County, TX 
TX TOTAL

TOTAL

3,483
5,140
2.233 
2,029

19,023
12,743

1.233 
411

7,137
11,959
45,272

6,075
2,928
4,246

699,149

100.00
96.65
99.60

100.00
99.70
79.80
98.01
97.39 
95.73 
93.48
92.40 
93.30 
89.38 
97.54 
92.93

1,931,400 92.67

U N D E R  18 YF.ARS

FOREIGN BORN

NATURALIZED 
CIT I7.FN  

# %.

0 0.00 
16 0.30
9 0.40
0 0.00 
0 0.00 

350 2.19
0 0.00 
9 2.13

102 1.37
152 1.19
785 1.60

86 1.32
38 1.16
45 1.03

9,709 1.29

23,642 1.13

NATIVE

NO N CITIZFN  

# % 

0.00 
3.05 
0.00 
0.00 
0.30 

18.01
1.99 
0.47 
2.90 
5.33
5.99 
5.38 
9.46 
1.42 
5.78

6.19

0
162

0
0

57
2,876

25
2

216
682

2,937
350
310
62

43,493

129,028

10,685
8,417
5,616
7,514

38,186
13,693
2,481

898
13,579
18,917
54,662

8,792
4,571
6,320

1,142,360

4,190,090

18 AN D O VF R

FOREIGN BORN 

NATURALIZED
CITIZEN NONC.ITIZPN

% # % # %
98.62 57 0.53 92 0.85
79.90 833 7.91 1,284 12.19
97.94 55 0.96 63 1.10
99.43 27 0.36 16 0.21
96.26 774 1.95 709 1.79
55.78 2,640 10.75 8,216 33.47
86.24 125 4.34 271 9.42
90.89 49 4.96 41 4.15
85.48 843 5.31 1,463 9.21
72.96 2,407 9.28 4,604 17.76
64.88 9,444 11.21 20,139 23.91
78.54 1,172 10.47 1,230 10.99
76.15 560 9.33 872 14.53
80.93 576 7.38 913 11.69
76.35 126,097 8.43 227,732 15.22

80.32 378,348 7.25 648,564 12.43

I
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ô
rsj

rA
rsj

d 00
rsj rsj

sdr̂
r̂ sd

rsj
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ô 00

r̂
r|-
Ô
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u 00 d vd d d •-Tv d do lŷ rsi o n- 00 r->-
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rr\ ’Tt rs| rsi rN rN rsj rvj rN

r-- iy~i Lr̂ rvi rN tri Os O r- r̂ 4 rN lŷ t—<O
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uX ô rvi d w~̂ vd vd d c> ô rg iX drsj d
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Ô g oo

00 t > .
sd
rsi

C> d 00 00 rs]
r r ^

Os
rs| s i

tX r<%
rsj

m d d < >

so
fN rsi

o
r-.

o
00 rg rsi

O
fN

r r ^ o ors|
so r--

rh
o r-v

to
o

rvj — rsi lr^
— — drsj ^  rvi

sO
rvj — rf-

00 Os
rs| rsj

O
d

00
rv4 O  O

t n r ^ o O ’̂ Q s r ^ s o r g f N  — o r ^ r - .  rr̂  sOrv^rsI — — r ^ r ^ C v ^ f N O s
— r -  ^  ■SO rsi

o "

rs| r<-̂ —
r<-̂ SO 

00 SO —
^  SO rvjrsi \olŷ  — t:J-
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rf r- r<̂ lŷ 1—. vO rA O i>-i 0-, 00
o 1/-1 rr\ SOr-v Ln C> 00 O' rn O oNO

nC
V-- 00

rt*"
o
o'

rs) rM r<%00
— r^iy-\'sOO'^COO^ 

00

O  ^ 
SO NO

eo
ES

5̂1

3 00 o o o o o
rvj 00 o o r-. p 00 00 r r ^ o o o o o
— o o d uX d d d d d

rsi rsi o o rsi o rsj o o o o o
_ 00 r r ^ r-. o

O'

,_. 00 r-j r̂ 4 00 r^ ô o
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B-41: HOUSING QUALITY INOICATORS, BOROER COUNTIES
O C C l l ’ l I l )

coiN'n I'Nirs
C^K'liisc ( '(u iiitw  A / .'4 ,546
Pima C o im t), AZ 26 1 ,y'-*-
Santa C ruz C o un t), AZ 8,808
^'u^la (A)unt\\ AZ 35 ,7 ‘^l
A Z  T O T A L ' 340,937

Iniporial (^ouiU)', Ĉ A 32,842
R iverside CounU', CA 402,067
San I)ies;<) ( ’ountw 887,403
C A l'O T A l. ' 1,322,3 12

(Shaves (^^oinity, N.M 20 ,589
Dona ,\na C^ount}-, N.M 45 ,029
Eddy (bounty, X.M 17,472
H idalgo  County, N.M 2 ,004
Lea C’ ount\-, N.\l 19,306
Luna Count)-, N.M 6,797
O tero  Count\-, N.M 18,155
\ M  T O T A L' 129,352

.Aransas C ounty, T X  6,938

.Atascosa Count}-, T .\  9 ,940
Bee County-, T X  8,592
Brew ster C ounty, T X  3,350
Brooks Count)-, T X  2,673
C am eron  C ounty, T X  73 ,278
C ro ckett Count)-, T X  1,449
C u lberson  C ounty, T X  1,076
D im m it C ounty, T X  3,072
Duval C oun ty, T X  4 ,159
Edw ards C oun ty, T X  795
El Paso C oun ty, T X  178,366
Frio  Counrv’, T X  4 ,129
H id a lgo  C oun ty, T X  103,479
H udspeth  C oun ty, T X  946
Je f f  D avis C oun ty, T X  779
J im  H o gg  C oun ty, T X  1,675
J im  W ells  C oun ty, T X  11,979
K en edy C oun ty, T X  145
K inney Count)', T X  1,187
K leberg  Count)', T X  10,058
L a  Sa lle  C oun ty, T X  1,701
L ive O ak C ounty’, T X  3,550
M cM u llen  C oun ty , T X  319
M averick  C oun ty, T X  9 ,756
iM edina C oun ty , T X  9 ,109
N ew ton  C ountv, T X  4 ,910
N ueces C oun ty , T X  99 ,740
Pecos C oun ty , T X  4,712
P res id io  C oun ty , T X  2,255
R eal C oun ty , T X  924
R ed R iver C oun ty , T X  5,688
R eeves C ountv , T X  4 ,838
R efug io  C oun ty , T X  2,937
S ab ine  C'ounty, T X  3,985
San  P atr ic io  C o un ty , T X  18,776
S ta rr  C o un ty , T X  10,331
Sutton  C^ounty, T X  1,466
T erre ll (bounty, T X  524
U valde Cxjuntv, T X  7,553
Val V erde C oun ty , T X  11,840
VVchb (bounty, T X  34 ,438
W illa cy  C oun ty , T X  5 ,049
Zapata (x ju n ty , T X  2,862
Zavala (bounty, 'LX  ? ,?5 6
TX  TOTAL ' 6 7 8 ,6 8 4

T O T A L  2,471,28.S

(JKOW Dt l )  ONIA LUJKINC; Pl.L'MBLNO ONLY BOTH T01 At SUBSTANDARD

1,675
15,426

1,417
4,806

23 ,324
6,479

37,107
76,895

120,481
1,372
4,132
1,131

146
1,405

601
926

9,713

596
1,047

752
262
361

15,558
102
152
497
453
100

24 ,589
681

22 ,732
118

34
165

1,328
20

107
937
194
252
21

2,313
773
293

9,246
570
249

50
161
510
212
132

2 ,069
2,702

118
23

868
1,768
8 ,490

892
506
869

103,872

4.85
5.89

16.09 
13.43
6 .84  

19.73
9.23
8.67
9.11

6.66
9.18
6.47
7.29
7.28
8 .84
5.10 
7.51 

8 .59
10.53 
8.75
7.82 

13.51 
21.23

7 .04  
14.13 
16.18
10.89 
12.58
13.79
16.49 
21 .97  
12.47
4 .36
9.85

11.09
13.79 
9.01 
9.32

11.41
7.10  
6 .58

23.71
8.49
5.97
9 .27

12.10 
11.04

5.41
2.83

10.54 
7.22 
3.31

11.02
26 .15

8.05 
4 .39

11.49 
14.93 
24 .65
17.67
17.68
25 .89  
15.30

257,390 10.42

173
998
31

246
1,448

329
938

2,935
4,202

112
128
39 

5
62
75

105 
526

65
358
131
77
47

1,312
0

16
106 
189
12

1,556
103

2,747
21

9
15 

253
0

18
79

120
72
16 

544 
184 
191 
592

40 
70

7
222

4
28
61

248
464

7
12

116
74

544
165

12
85

10,992

17,168

0.50
0.38
0.35
0 .69
0.42
1.00
0.23
0.33
0.32

0 .54
0.28
0. 22
0.25
0.32
1.10
0 .58
0.41

0 .94
3.60
1.52
2 .30
1.76
1.79
0.00
1.49 
3.45 
4 .5 4
1.51 
0.87
2 .49  
2.65 
2 . 2 2  
1.16 
0 .90  
2.11 
0.00
1.52 
0 .79  
7.05 
2.03
5.02
5 .58
2.02
3 .89  
0 .59  
0.85 
3.10 
0 .76
3.90  
0 .08  
0 .95
1.53 
1.32
4 .49  
0 .48  
2 .29
1.54 
0 .63
1.58 
3.27 
0 .42 
2.53 
1.62 

0.69

23
509

31
163 
726 

117 
840

1,287
2 ,244

23
88

9 
0

19
39

2
180

26
187
12
16
30

1,571
12
4 

41 
86

5
1,252

52
3,951

33
3

17
164 

0 
2

48
36

9
0

302
74

5
177

10 
46
0

45
13

7
8 

79
514

0
3

82
141
654
182

56
102

10,057

13,207

0.07
0 .19
0.35
0 .46
0.21
0.36
0.21
0.15
0.17
0.11
0.20
0 .05
0.00
0.10
0 .57
0.01
0 .14

0.37
1.88
0 .14
0 .48
1.12
2 .14
0.83
0 .37
1.33
2 .07
0.63
0 .70
1.26
3.82
3.49
0 .39
1.01
1.37
0.00
0.17
0 .48
2.12
0.25
0.00
3 .10
0.81
0.10
0 .18
0.21
2 .04  
0.00 
0 .79  
0 .27  
0 .24  
0.20 
0.42 
4 .98  
0.00 
0 .57  
1.09 
1.19 
1.90 
3 .60  
1.96
3 .04  
1.48

0.53

1,871 
16,933 

1,479 
5,215 

25 ,498 

6 ,925 
38,885 
81 ,117 

126,927 

1,507 
4 ,348  
1,179 

151 
1,486 

715 
1,033 

10,419 

687 
1,592 

895 
355 
438 

18,441 
114 
172 
644  
728 
117 

27 ,397  
836 

29 ,430  
172 
46 

197 
1,745 

20 
127 

1,064 
350 
333

37 
3 ,159 
1,031

489
10,015

620
365

57
428
527
247
201

2 ,396
3 ,680

125
38 

1,066 
1,983 
9 ,688  
1,239

574
1 ,056

124,921

287,765

5.42
6.47 

16.79 
14.57

7.48 

21 .09
9 .67
9 .14
9 .60
7.32 : 
9.66 ;
6 .75  ; 
7 .53 j
7 .70  I 

10.52
5.69
8.05

9 .90  
16.02
10.42
10.60 
16.39
25 .17  

7.87
15.99
20 .96
17.50
14.72
15.36
20 .25
28 .44
18.18

5.91
11 .76
14.57 
13 .79
10 .70
10.58
20 .58  

9 .38
11.60
32 .38
11.32 
9 .96

10 .04
13.16
16 .19

6 .17
7.52 

10 .89
8.41 
5 .04

12 .76 
35 .62

8.53 
7 .25

14.11
16.75 
28 .13  
2 4 .5 4  
20 .06  
31 .47
18.41 

11.64

Tak 'tng Stock of Riinil P ova ty  inul Housing fo r  the 1990s



B-4Z: SOURCE OF WATER AND MEANS OF SEWABE OISPOSAL, BORDER COONTIES
PUB. OR P\T. SY-;

cQiaai'
Cochise Count\-,
Pima C oun ty , K L  
Santa C ru z  C o un U ’, AZ 
Yuma Counrv, AZ 
AZ TOTAL ■
Im perial C o un ty , C A  
Riverside C o un ty , C A  
San D iego  C o u n ty  C A  
CA TOTAL 
Chaves C o un ty , NAI 
Dona Ana C o un ty , NAI 
Eddy C oun ty , NAI 
H idalgo C o un ty , NAI 
Lea C ounty, NAI 
Luna C oun ty , NAI 
Otero C o u n ty  NAI 
m  TOTAL '
Aransas C o un ty , T X  
Atascosa C o un ty , T X  
Bee C ounty, T X  
Brewster C o un ty , T X  
Brooks County-, T X  
Cam eron C o u n ty , T X  
Crockett C o un ty , T X  
Culberson C o un ty , T X  
Dimmit C o un ty , T X  
Duval C o un ty , T X  
Edwards C o un ty , T X  
El Paso County', T X  
Frio C oun ty , T X  
H idalgo County-, T X  
Hudspeth C o u n ty , T X  
Jeff D avis C o un ty , T X  
Jim  H o gg  C o u n ty , T X  
Jim  W ells  County-, T X  
Kenedy C o un ty , T X  
Kinney C oun ty’, T X  
Kleberg C o un ty , T X  
La Salle  C o un ty , T X  
Live O ak C o u n ty , T X  
M cM ullen  County-, T X  
M averick County-, T X  
M edina C o un ty , T X  
Newton C o un ty , T X  
Nueces C o un ty , T X  
Pecos C oun ty , T X  
Presidio C o un ty , T X  
Real C oun ty, T X  
Red R iver C o u n ty , T X  
Reeves C oun ty , T X  
Refugio C o un ty , T X  
Sabine C oun ty , T X

#
33, 221

289 ,078
8 ,016

4 1 ,9 69
372 ,284

32 ,455
465 ,072
9 3 3 ,684

1,431,211

20 ,922
42 ,342
18,865

1,622
18 ,870

5,240
18 ,714

126,575

8 ,960
8 ,507
6,351
3 ,194
2 ,325

84 ,333
1.494 
1,162 
3 ,183
3 .926  

623
181 ,925

3,901
12 2 ,909

818
615

1 ,776
10 ,388

61
1 ,430

11 ,039
1,829
2 ,831

271
10 ,435
8,210
3,022

112 ,150
4 ,951
2 .4 9 4  

777
5 ,587
5 ,775
2 .927  
4 ,9 9 6

San P atric io  C o u n ty , T X  18,871 
Starr C ounty, T X  11 ,364
Sutton C oun ty , T X  1,409
Terrell C oun ty , T X  662
Uvalde C oun ty , T X  7 ,17 6
Val Verde C o un ty , T X  12 ,9 04  
Webb C oun ty, T X  36 ,293
W illacy C o un ty , T X  5 ,877  
Zapata C oun ty , T X  4 ,1 1 6
Zavala C oun ty, T X  3,615
TX TOTAL 72 7 ,462

t o t a l  2,657,532

82 .56
9 6 .9 4
83 .54
90 .18
94 .35  

88 ,77  
96 .12  
98 .67  
97 .58

89 .46  
86 .15  
93 .7 0
67 .22  
80 .87
67 .47
80 .7 4
84 .75  

82 .28  
73 .25
62 .22  
71 .20  
74 .90
95.01
78 .76
90 .3 6
79 .75
76 .57
40 .1 9
9 7 .0 4
79 .95  
9 5 .8 4
63 .51 
45 .62  
84 .45
74 .48
2 8 .6 4  
78 .53 
91 .93
81.51
51 .30
4 7 .9 6
93 .65  
75 .60  
47 .3 8  
9 8 .1 0
8 4 .7 6
8 6 .3 0  
37 .92
84 .02
95 .55
78 .28
71.41
8 5 .2 9  
93 .0 8  
73 .23  
81 .73
7 4 .0 4  
92 .8 0
97 .5 7  
9 6 .7 9
97 .42
86 .48  
9 1 .6 4

94.76

SO LTRCE O FW A TFR  

INP1\-. DRILLEDjmx INDIV. m f; U-Fi i 
« % # %

6 ,63 I 
8 ,290  
1,408 
3 ,684  

20 ,013 

1,098 
16,246 
10 ,864 
28 ,208  

2 ,096
6 .437  
1,166

735 
4 ,28 8
2 .438  
3 ,114

2 0 ,2 74  
1,786 
2 ,570  
3,663 

994
736 

3,222
394 

94  
762 

1,001 
867 

3,971 
870 

3 ,765 
333 
573 
300 

3 ,207  
127 
355 
837 
376 

2 ,528  
252 

40 
2 ,251 
2 ,885  
1,881 

864 
224  

1,057 
596 
176 
750 

1,485 
3 ,089  

556 
481 
148 

2 ,11 9  
796 
430  
117 
75 

467 
54 ,432  

122,927

SEWAGE PISPO SAi 
ffllffiRSOURCE PUBUCSEWER SEPTIC/CRSSPnoi

16.48
2.78 

14.67
7.92 
5.07 

3 .00  
3.36
1.15
1.92

8 .96  
13.10
5 .79  

30 .46
18.38
31 .39  
13.44 
13.57

16.40 
22 .13 
35 .88  
22 .16  
23.71

3.63
20 .77

7.31
19.09
19.52
55 .94

2.12
17.83
2 .94

25 .85  
42 .51
14.27 
22 .99  
59 .62
19 .49
6 .97  

16.76 
45.81
44 .6 0
23.61 
20 .73
45 .23  

1.65
14,79
7.75

51 .59
8 .96
2.91

20 .0 6
21 .23  
13.96
4 .55

25 .00
18.27
21.86 

5.72
1.16
1.93 
1.78

11,17
6.86

152
523
91

267
1,033

253
1,593

925
2,771

306
300

70
18

160
59

228
1,141

114 
241 
133
86
43

512
9

11
6

121
17 

914
62

640
35
18 
11

317
13
2

88
29

110
28
65

219
372
141

19
115 
96

368
0

43
367
124
98
28
0

257
67
20 
37
0

33
6 ,029

0 .38
0 .18
0.95
0 .57
0 .26
0 .69
0.33
0.10
0 .19

1.31
0.61
0.35
0 .75
0 .69
0 .76
0 .98
0 .76

1.05
2.08
1.30
1.92
1.39
0 .58
0 .47
0.86
0 .15
2 .36
1.10
0 .49
1.27 
0 .50  
2.72 
1,34 
0 ,52
2 .27 
6,10 
0,11 
0,73 
1,29 
1.99 
4 .96  
0 .58  
2.02 
5.83 
0.12 
0.33 
3 .98 
4 .69  
5.53 
0.00 
1.15 
5.25 
0 .56  
0 .80  
1.46 
0.00 
2.65 
0 .48  
0 .05 
0.61 
0.00 
0 .79  
0 .76

234
316

80
621

1,251

2,753
936
767

4 ,456
62
69
33 
38
15 
29

1,121
1,367

29
296

61
212

0
692

0
19
40 
79
43 

663
46

927
102

1,421
16 
36 
12
34
4 4  
10 
50 
14

241
180
99

154
7

57
119
99
93
19

148
42

191
6
0

140
138
454

41 
34 
65

5 ,894

0.58
0.11
0.83
1,33
0,32
7.53 
0,19 
0,08 
0.30 

0.27 
0 .14  
0 ,16 
1,57 
0 ,06  
0 .37 
4 .84  
0.92 

0.27 
2.55 
0 .60  
4.73 
0.00 
0.78 
0.00
1.48 
1.00
1.54 
2.77 
0.35 
0 .94  
0.72 
7.92 
0.53 
0 .76  
0 .26  
5.63 
1.87 
0 .37 
0 .45 
0.91
2.48  
2 .16  
1.66
1.55 
0.13 
0.12 
1.97 
5.81
1.49 
1.54 
0.51 
2.12 
0 .19
1.56 
0.31 
0.00 
1.44 
0 .99  
1.22 
0.68 
0 .80
1.56 
0 .74

26,372
263,259

6,453
28 ,700

324,784
29,282

385,268
881,492

1,296,042
18,922
31,893
15,146

1,524
18,384
4 ,528

15,677
106,074
'  4 ,305 

5,937 
6,226 
2,901 
2,143 

69 ,660 
1,462 
1,110 
2,699 
3,336 

119 
171,908 
,  3,165 
89,271

4.38 10,974 0.39 12,968

322 
1,631 
9 ,278 

20 
1,311 
9 ,946 
1,419 
1,833 

25 
7,481 
5 ,449  

896 
107,977 

4 ,010  
2 ,400  

335 
3 ,298 
4 ,813 
2 ,634  
1,518 

16,186 
4 ,536  
1,370 

36 
6,018 

11,815 
33 ,930 

4 ,253 
1,576 
2 ,487 

613 ,489  

0.46 2,340,389

%
65 .54 
88.28 
67,25
61.67
82.31 
80.10
79.63
93 .16 
88.37 
80.91
64 .89
75.23
63 .16 
78.79
58.31
67 .64  
71.02
39.54 
51.12
60 .99
64.67
69 .04  
78.48
77.07
86.31
67.63
65.07 

7.68
91 .70  
64.87 
69.61 
34.47
23 .89 
77 .56 
66.52

9 .39
71 .99 
82.83
63 .24
33.21 

4.42
67 .14
50.17
14.05
94 .45
68.65
83 .04  
16.35 
49 .59
79.63
70.45
21 .70
73.15
37.15
71.21 

4 .44
62 .09
84.97
91.22
70 .04  
37 .30 
59 .50

13,584
33,796

3,035
17,348
67,763

6,431
96 ,738
61,603

164,772

4,340
17,002
4,923

851
4,818
3,155
7,051

939
17,705

419
171

1,169
1,477

33.76
11.33
31.63
37.27 
17.17
17.59 
19.99
6.51

11,23
18.56
34.59 
24.45
35.27 
20.65
40.63 
30.42

42 ,140 28.21
6,456 59.29
5,204 44.81
3,859 37.80
1,360 30.32

30,25
19,95
22.09
13.30
29.29
28.81

1,370 88.39
14,220

1,586
35,290

738
941
432

4,419
182
446

1,949
741

3,630

7.59
32.51
27.52 
57.30 
69.81 
20.54 
31.68 
85.45 
24.49 
16.23 
33.02 
65.77

502 88.85
2,991 26 .84
5 ,220 48.07 
5 ,186 81,31
5,918
1,726

395
1,686
3,086
1,185
1,033
5,151
5,722
6,761

5.18
29.55
13.67
82.28
46,41
19,61
27.63
73.63 
25.86 
55.38

539 28.01
767 94.69

3,360 34.67
1,940 13.95
2,325 6.25
L 69I 27.85 
2,577 60 .99
1,504 35.98

77 .28 165,968 20.91

83.45 440,643 15.71
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* % 

0.70 
0.39 
1.12 
1.06 
0.52
2.31 
0.38 
0,33 
0,40 
0.53 
0.51 
0.32
1.57 
0.56
1.07
1.94 
0.77 
1.18
4.07 
1.20
5.02 
0.71
1.57 
0 .84 
0.39
3.08 
6.12
3.94 
0.72 
2.62 
2.87
8.23
6.31 
1.90 
1.80 
5.16
3.51 
0 .94 
3.74 
1.01 
6.73
6.02 
1.76 
4 .64 
0.38 
1.80 
3.29 
1.37 
4,00 
0.76 
1.93 
4.67 
0.99 
7,47 
0,78 
0.86
3.24
1.08 
2.53 
2.11 
1.70
4.52 
1.81 

0 .83

282
1,152

107
493

2,034
846

1,841
3,145
5,832

124
253

65
38

131
83 

449
1,143

128
473
123
225

22
1,394

16
5

123
314

61
1,345

128
3,680

106
85
40

251
11
64

113
84 
56 
38

671
191
296
431
105
95
28

266
46
72

327
218
912
15
7

314
150
942
128
72

189
14 ,360
23,369

Housing Assistance Council " ^ 3


