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Why Worry About Rural
Communities and \Water in the US

o US citizens generally have access to
some of the world’s best 3ua|ity and
most affordable water an
Sanitation.

¢ According te both US and UN
international statistics, the 100%) of
the population'in the US has water
and sanitation.

— Even in rural areas.

o Ihe US) is one of the richest nations
in the world

—  (Buit it sy alse the world s largest
debter nation’)

9 ihe USrhasiamplie Water suppliyzand
INCIdEnCE Off Waterborne diSease
concomitant Withr these: statistics:




Beware of Statistics and Perceptions

¢ Low-income, rural communities often have
greater challenges in accessing safe and
affordable; water andl sanitation

» While statistically insignificant, 1.8 million still
live without access to complete plumbing,
— the largest percentage of the are in rurall areas, .

¢ Rulfal communities fface ISSUes) of: financing,
technical knowledage, management capacity, and
Ordanization
— Gap ot $i.5 Dillion

¢ lihese proplems are likely to FEeeccUr as
conditiens chanee andnew:  preklems arise



Current US Situation

Total
OHU
lacking
complete
plumbing
facilities
(2000)

US / State /
Territory

United States 670986

Percent
of OHU
lacking
complete
plumbing
facilities
(2000)

0.64

facilities

Total Percent
OHU of OHU
lacking lacking

complete complete

plumbing plumbing

facilities facilities
(1990) (1990)
721693 0.78

louseholds Lacking complete plumbing

Percent change
in total OHU
lacking complete
plumbing
facilities, from
1990 to 2000
(base year =
1990)

Percent change in
total OHU from
1990 to 2000
(base year =
1990)

-7.03 14.72



Occupied Housing Units Lacking Plumbing

” n Facilities
COBtapy Total Percentage (as Estimated
% of total Population
Households ) Lacking Plumbing
United States 670,986 0.64 1,737,814
U.S. — Rural 226,967 1.03 599,193
US.—Rural=ina o, 0.84 105,511

place




Distribution of those lacking complete
plumbing facilities

US States: Percentage of Households
Lacking Complete Plumbing

0. :Hlp- 0.39 %
0.39 - 0.45 7%
0.45 - 0.43 :.-I"u




Population Lacking Complete Plumbing
Facilities, US

US States: Population
Lacking Complete Plumbing

2578 - 3824 persons
X5 - THT persons
7458 - 1:Ilremm
12063 - 21 251 persons

21252 - PErsons
asre - persons
- 2 PErsons

32841

A0ET3 - persorns
203 - 115 persorns
TG - 260064 persons




States Ranked by Total OHU Lacking Complete
Plumbing Faclilities (2000)

Percent change

Total Percent Total Percent in total OHU
OHU of OHU OHU of OHU lacking Percen t change
lacking lacking lacking lacking complete in total OHU
US / State / .
ooy complgte complfete comp1§te complgte pl}lmblng from 1990 to
plumbing plumbing plumbing plumbing facilities, from 2000 (base year
facilities  facilities  facilities  facilities 1990 to 2000 =1990)
(2000) (2000) (1990) (1990) (base year =
1990)
United States 670986 0.64 721693 0.78 -7.03 14.72

California 85460 0.74 57974 0.56 4741 10.80




Beyond Access: New Challenges

¢ Infrastructure Obsolescence
¢ Increasing lreatment Burden
¢ Ihe cost of safe water

9 SCOpE:
— 54 000 community: Water systems —

— 85% 1ni smallf communities; serving less than 31,300
CONMECLIGNS

— 459 are located more than seven miles firom: a
COmMMURNIGY, GifmeKe than 3,500 CORNECHIONS



Infrastructure Depreciation

SRR
CHLk S S (T

e

B




What is the Gap?

» While this crisis is looming regarding
water infrastructure, the funding
streams that implemented much of the
Infrastructure in the last century are
pelow current and predicted needs.

¢ EPA estimates; (2000 to) 2019) capital
NEEds or clean water range firom
$331 billion to $450 billion point est.
$388 billion.

¢ Capitalineeds for drinking water' (00~
'19) range from $154 billion to $446
pillfon Withra peint estimate o $2 74
billion.



The Cost of Water Is Rising

¢ CBO estimates that water
and sewer bills average
petween 0.5 and 1
percent of household
INCOME.

¢ Data from the 2000
CENSuUS show! that the
annual cost in 1999
averaged $476) per year
O Wi/

¢ Just less than halir (114
millienR)reifheusenolds
WIthNRCOMES UREESR
520,000 pPErYear paida
Waterr e wWastewater wiliNin
1.5)°)S).

Percent of Household Income Spent on Water and Sewer
in Ohio, 1989 and 1999
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US Water Availability in Historical
Perspective

% of occupied housing units

lacking plumbing (U.S.) 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000

Rural 56 31.5 14.5 4.5 1.9 1.0
Rural — farm 55 NA NA 3.9 NA 1.2
Urban 11 8.2 3.1 2.2 0.5 0.5

Total 27 14.7 5.9 2.7 0.78 0.64



Questions from these statistics

¢ [here are clearly still issues and
populations in need of better access
to water and sanitation.

o US has made; significant progress
from 1950 te present in lmproving
dCCESS.

¢ [he guestion is what were the
systems that facilitated this
progress?



Improving US Water Supply

1950-2000

¢ Despite significant public water

infrastructure investment in the
US came post WWIT (1950-
1970)—

By 1970 there were still
communities systematically.
excluded from water Services.

Given| systemic constraints on
delivery: off services and dollars
to disadvantagead communities)
19701990  saw! the
develepment and expansion offa
secial infrastructure to; Create
commUnIty, Capaciity te aCCESS
Rancialtaneartechnical
aSSIStanCe te ImpleEmeEnt Water
and sanitation systemss

]

Circa 1900
Public Water And Drainage
[nvestment — Urban, settlement

\ 4

Circa 1930s
Great Depression—Gov't Invests

)

In Water Supply Infrastructure

v

Circa 1950s
Great Society—Gov't Invests
[n Water Supply Infrastructure

l

1970s-1990s
Focus on Building Community
Capacity (War on Poverty)




Community capacity may be defined as capitals: what
happens with one capital can enhance or reduce others

Political
/ Capital \

Human Capital .’ Social Capital
Natural ‘h Financial/
Capital Manufactured

\ Capital

Cultural Capital



Modeling

Desired community Future

B
' k Points of agreement
Citizen 4 Economic
Advisory %

Group SIS

Natural

. Social
Indicators
Water quality and
quantity—relation to

social and economic goals




Role of the intermediary.

¢ In response to an observed problem with
access to safe drinking water in the 1970s,
Congress appropriated funds for technical
assistance (TA) services to assist rural
communities withi infrastructure development

¢ Congress alse allewed for the allecation of
funas te; Nonr Governmentalr Organization
(ING@) TTA' prroVIders, ter Werk WIth communities
0N OrganNizZing commURIty,Capacity, o Water
IRirastructlre developmenit and management,



NGO Technical Assistance
Providers

Self-Determination for Rural Communities:
Capacity Building for Economic Revitalization
Empowering Communities through providing| access to

govermnment, and networks; torother NGOs, government:
dgencies, communities

Provide technical assistance to rural communities:

¢
¢

L/

Facilitation for infrastructure development opportunities

ASS|StanCel Nl preparation: off proposals, plans, and
grants/loans

AsSSistance IR selection off technology/ contractors
NEtworkingelte provide poelitical capital
AGVICE on Water Hghts ana responsibilities



A Faclilitating Role

Federall Government

EPA USDA HHS
CAP, in
State State

Development TA Providers (TAPs)

Agencies

Regulatory
Authority

TA Plloviders

Implementing Private Sector




Role of the Federal Government

¢ Multiple Federal USDA mage
Adencies -
_ EPA Env. Health and —— State  Ryral
_ Safety Regulations  Revolving gjjities
¢ Environmental Fund Service
Regulation / CeerE 2R
¢ Finanecing Grants
— USDA State Dept. of )
j i Health and Environment
» Flna_ncmg.l _ VIr S
¢ ERginEerinaroVversignt Of RD

— Other agencies

& HUMER SERVICES—
sUppert A
» Commerce & Housing

— EiRanNCInG| fior ECon
development

Czo)



Financing Water and Sanitation

¢ Rural community water systems receive
financing through
— Federall Sources
— State Financing Authority,

CDBG EDA %”ZA SleiEiis;
ILLINOIS FINANCE AUTHORITY Bond|ng



TA Providers

¢ There are two TA

. N Circuit Riders
providers WA TA
¢ National Rurall Water & o&M
Association 30 Visits/mo

— State Agencies

o Membership Base

& 24,000 utility: members
— CIrcuit Riders

— Source Water Planning

¢+ RCAP
— Serves) 2,000+ communities
PER VEal Longer visits
— RUral GeVernment CAP Process
— NenR-memidership K H Financing
— Community: Planning Community

Planning



Knowledge Creation and
Information

¢ Technical Assistance Centers
— University based
— Regionall Applied Science
o Nationall Drinking Water
Clearinghouse
— National Center W\/U

— Data Clearinghouse \L
s Environmental Finance Centers  'A§S NDWC EFCN State

— University based Sections
o [nfermation: on finamncingl and TA Prowders
JoVvErNanceE
o American Water Works Association RCAP E
— Membership: based
— [DevelopmEent oftliechnical

IRfermation
— Distributed throtigh State; SeEctions
= EXplicitiyAinvelveanradVecacy,

A 4

Communities




Intermediaries and Standards

Civil Society and Intermediary organizations are key
to the U.S. Regulatory System

Regulatory Analysis

Identifying Sources of Pollution

Technical Analysis

@ Ambient Quality 4 OverallDamage
[ — | & Health
. i . . ® Ecosystems
@ Emis sions + Damage Sources
® Scak
Iﬁllill . Perfurrrlmlce
® Abaternent
& Other Infor Options
& Costs

Intermediary Organizations

Intermedlary Orgamzatlons’ !




Taylorsllz-lacon County £ uifs
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Major threats from fieed! lots) septic systems, above ground storage tanks,
underground storage tanks, livestock waste treatment facilities, treated
wooed/Iumber yards, wells (such as irrigation wells), andl lageons.

Worked with the local Natural Resources Conservation Service and Soil & Water
Conservation Service to promote the United States Department of Agriculture’s
Conservation Reserve Program.

Created educational outreach brochures for distribution to those who live and work
within the communities’ recharge areas. — Utilized disaster management moneys to
covers well in GIS system as part of tracking SW threats. Important in sharing
blame and moving to solutions.

Incl_lu_ded BMPs for farmers and landowners—but also planning, ordinances and
policies.



Case Study: Whitley County, KY

o Community suffered from
significant water quality
contamination ferm mine
drainage and seepage.

¢ lLocal erganization
nappened: thirough lecal
politicalilieadersnip
CaNgE>WORKSWIERFKY:
REAPanNG Gthers > a
COUREYAWIEEWatESR

SV/StEM:




¢ o

International Implications

There are Positives and Negatives About the US
TA System

Positives + Negatives

TThe US TA system provides — Communities are not as
important resources to aware of these resources

communities
Helping te build

Tlechnicall expertise
(human capitall)

Einancial Resources

Capacity, te ACCESS
fesources (socialfand
politicalrcapital)

Impreving water (natural
capital)

as they should be ...
Financing) fior the system
nasi been politicized
[Decreasing grant dollars
through pregrams

Increasing special
allecations through
legislature

Competition leads: ter selfi
SERVING adV.eCaCy,

Political precess leads
attention te SpecialiissUEes

» Examples SEcCUrty



International Implications
Applications to Developing Countries

. - AP A, A
¢ Comparison to Education ~ -~ .
role of Les Animateurs ool

Rurale;

¢ International Rural Water
Circuit Rider Initiative

— Have currently: providead
assistance inf more thamn 400
communities; in Honduras
and ElfSalvacdor




Conclusion

¢ The US TA model provides is worth
consideration...

¢ Questions about:
— Financing TA providers
— Connection tor data and knowledge
— Connection te financiall FESOURCES
— RolEe iRl the poelitical process

¥ [MPOIrtance; Off COMNSIdEring cContext...

—Vay:- Werks DESE IR thErCoNtEXE Bl a iederal
SV/StEMm
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