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Introduction 
Across the country, 17.3 million rural U.S. residents lack equitable access to supermarkets. Reinvestment 
Fund's new Rural Food Access Investment Area (RFAIA) analysis, uses 2012-2106 Census data to 
determine 11.3 million underserved rural residents live in areas that could support new or expanded 
food retail options. Despite the need for improved access to fresh and healthy foods in rural areas, many 
analyses of food access—and many investments to improve food access—have focused on urban areas. 
To more directly address these needs, and to support Reinvestment Fund’s role as National Fund 
Manager for the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Healthy Food Financing Initiative, Reinvestment Fund 
developed the Rural Food Access Investment Area analysis as a supplement to our longitudinal analysis 
of equitable and adequate access to food retail across the U.S.  
 
Since 2010, Reinvestment Fund’s Limited Supermarket Access (LSA) analysis has evaluated access to 
fresh and healthy food retail establishments across the contiguous 48 United States and the District of 
Columbia to identify areas with both need and market support for investments to improve food access. 1  
Recognizing the diverse development patterns that exist across the country, the LSA analysis evaluates 
food access differently in different kinds of places: equitable access means one thing in dense cities, 
another thing in suburbs, and another thing still in small cities, towns, and other rural areas. Our 
approach to this variation makes the results of the LSA analysis useful for different kinds of areas across 
the country. 
 
However, the LSA analysis is built to identify areas for investment in supermarkets, not smaller-format 
grocery retailers (e.g., corner grocers). Moreover, the LSA analysis identifies areas for investment in new 
stores, not currently operating stores. Reinvestment Fund and its partners recognized that many 
communities lacking equitable access to fresh and healthy foods do not have market support for new 
full-service supermarkets. This is particularly true in rural communities, where relatively small 
population centers often make investment in currently operating retailers, as well as in new farmstands, 
farmers markets, mobile markets, country stores and other small-scale operators, a more appropriate 
and sustainable intervention.  
 
The RFAIA analysis identified 1,472 Investment Areas containing 11.3 million rural U.S. residents living in 
households underserved by supermarkets and that likely have market support for investments in new 
and existing place-based food retail. That is, they live in what we term: Investment Areas. This report: 1) 
explains the methodology behind the analysis so users of its results can understand how they were 
generated, what the results mean, and the limitations; 2) summarizes the findings of the RFAIA for the 
nation and for each of the nine U.S. Census Bureau divisions; and 3) offers guidance for practitioners and 
advocates to use the results of the analysis to guide investment to rural areas.  
 
Using the RFAIA and other tools, Reinvestment Fund and its partners will continue to work to improve 
the state of food access in rural communities across the country. The full results, including the location 
and other information about individual Investment Areas, are available to the public at no cost on 
PolicyMap, www.PolicyMap.com. 
 

 
1 Reinvestment Fund’s 2018 Limited Supermarket Access (LSA) analysis. 

http://www.policymap.com/
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Measuring Food Access in Rural Areas  
Understanding how the RFAIA analysis is generated is important to understanding the results—both for 
what they say and, just as critically, for what the results do not say. This section explains the process so 
practitioners, advocates, and others will be able to accurately interpret the results of the analysis for 
their communities of interest and target interventions to improve food access in those areas. 
 
This section describes how, and why, the RFAIA analysis differs from the LSA analysis by making the 
following adjustments: 1) altering the threshold for defining ‘underserved areas’; 2) adjusting the 
population threshold for inclusion as an ‘Investment Area’; and 3) using population density to adjust the 
size of Investment Areas. Key steps in the rural methodology include:  
 

1. Defining Rural Census Block Groups 
2. Identifying Underserved Block Groups 
3. Clustering Underserved Areas 
4. Reducing Clusters to Meet Population Thresholds 
5. Reducing Clusters to Meet Population Density Thresholds 

 
Defining Rural Block Groups  
The unit of analysis for the RFAIA analysis is the 2010 U.S. Census Bureau block group. Block groups with 
at least half of their area in one or more U.S. Census designated places with an estimated population of 
more than 50,000 people and/or in one or more Census urbanized areas of such places are classified as 
“urban”. These block groups are not included in the analysis. All other block groups, including those in 
small cities and towns with no more than 50,000 residents, are considered “rural”.  
 
Identifying Underserved Rural Block Groups 
The RFAIA analysis uses Limited Access Scores to identify block groups that are underserved by 
supermarkets. Limited Access Scores represent the extent to which the driving distance between a block 
group and the nearest full-service supermarket that would have to be reduced to meet a ‘well-served’ 
benchmark distance for that block group.2  
 
In the LSA analysis, communities with Limited Access Scores at or above 0.45 are designated as having 
limited access to supermarkets and are eligible to be identified as LSA Areas, while communities with 
Limited Access Scores below 0.45 are considered well-served. The RFAIA analysis uses the 2018 Limited 
Access Score (based on 2016 supermarket data) and lowers the threshold to 0.35 to permit 
opportunities to identify areas where investments can create new, or preserve existing, food retail 
options. Block groups with Limited Access Scores of 0.35 or greater are considered underserved and 
eligible for inclusion in Investment Areas. Block groups with Limited Access Scores below 0.35 are 
considered relatively well-served; these block groups are ineligible for inclusion in Investment Areas.3 
  

 
2 To reflect the fact that “equitable access” means different things in different places, block groups in the LSA analysis are assigned to one of 
seven Population Density and Car Ownership Classes, and Limited Access Scores are calculated relative to the distance to the nearest 
supermarket that is typical for not-low-income block groups of each Class. See Reinvestment Fund’s 2018 Limited Supermarket Access (LSA) 
analysis  for a more detailed description of the LSA analysis: https://www.reinvestment.com/research-publications/2018-update-analysis-of-limited-
supermarket-access/  
3 For display purposes, Limited Access Scores on PolicyMap are presented as integers (for example, 35 instead of 0.35) and “bottom-coded” at 
0. As a result, there are no negative Limited Access Scores on PolicyMap. 

https://www.reinvestment.com/research-publications/2018-update-analysis-of-limited-supermarket-access/
https://www.reinvestment.com/research-publications/2018-update-analysis-of-limited-supermarket-access/
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Clustering Underserved Rural Block Groups 
If underserved block groups are next to each other, they are assigned to a single “cluster.” 
Geographically isolated underserved block groups are assigned to their own cluster. Block groups that 
are next to each other on a map but separated from each other by water are not considered adjacent—
unless it is possible to get from one block group to the other using a bridge or a tunnel within the block 
groups.  
 
Reducing Clusters to Meet Population Thresholds 
Reinvestment Fund’s experience suggests that at least 2,000 people are needed to achieve sustainable 
economic support for most place-based interventions to improve food access. Using this threshold, 
clusters of underserved block groups with fewer than 2,000 residents in households are not eligible to 
be Investment Areas.4  
 
Reducing Clusters to Meet Population Density Thresholds 
Many initial clusters with at least 2,000 residents in households are quite large and too sparsely 
populated to provide guidance for the location of investments. Roughly 200 initial clusters with at least 
2,000 residents had an area of 500 square miles or more. Additionally, many of these large clusters had 
low average population densities of fewer than 10 people per square mile. Experience suggests that 
place-based investments to improve food access are more likely to succeed—and more likely to benefit 
greater numbers of people—if they are in or near the relatively denser cores of even remote areas. 
Therefore, population density was used to reduce the size of the largest, least dense clusters to identify 
those core areas.  
 
Population densities vary substantially across the country. Given the tremendous variation across 
different Census Divisions, a population density adjustment procedure was implemented separately for 
each Census Division. Within each Census Division, block groups within the initial clusters that met the 
population threshold were assigned to density percentiles, i.e. 1st percentile (least dense) to 99th 
percentile (most dense).  
 
Within each Census Division the threshold for inclusion in an Investment Area was that the block group 
was at least as dense as the 25th density percentile for all of the Division’s initial rural block group 
clusters. Large, sparsely populated clusters were reduced block group by block group until new, smaller 
clusters remained with population densities that were more representative of the initial clusters in their 
Division and still had a population of at least 2,000 people.  
 
To ensure that all final Investment Areas met the population and population density thresholds, these 
two reduction steps were repeated until all clusters met both criteria. Table 1 presents the threshold 
population densities for each Census Division.  
  

 
4 Because the population data used in the analysis are estimates with some margin of error, initial clusters must have Census population 
estimates that are statistically significantly at or above 2,000 residents in households to become final Investment Areas. This means that users 
of the RFAIA can be 90 percent confident that the block groups that make up a final Investment Area have a combined population of at least 
2,000 residents in households. Additionally, the analysis only looks at residents in households because residents in group quarters like 
college/university housing, hospitals, skilled nursing facilities, residential treatment centers, correctional facilities, etc. often have access to 
sources of fresh and healthy foods not available to the general public. 
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Table 1. Minimum Population Density Thresholds, by Division 

Division Minimum Population Density Threshold (pop./sq. mi.) 

East North Central 64.7 
East South Central 46.7 
Middle Atlantic 104.5 
Mountain 29.9 
New England 97.5 
Pacific 101.8 
South Atlantic 81.1 
West North Central 17.4 
West South Central 35.9 

 
Ultimately, this process identified 1,472 Investment Areas with at least 2,000 residents in households 
and population density greater than or equal to their Census Division’s minimum threshold.  
 
 
 
National Results 
As previously noted, this RFAIA analysis is not designed to estimate the universe of residents in rural 
areas that is underserved. It is designed to estimate the universe of residents in rural areas that is 
underserved who reside in areas where a place-based investment in the retail food sector would be 
both impactful and, more likely, sustainable. Therefore, the results that follow should not be 
interpreted as generalizable to all rural residents across the United States. 
 
Across the contiguous 48 United States, 110 million people live in rural areas. Of this total rural 
population, 17.3 million rural residents, or 15.8 percent of all people living in rural areas, are 
underserved by supermarkets. To be clear, these are not necessarily people whose food access issues 
are addressable through a retail place-based investment. In many states, the share of underserved 
residents in rural areas is even greater: more than one-fifth of rural residents in Maryland, Nevada,  
New Jersey, New Mexico, North Dakota, South Dakota, Texas, and Washington are underserved in their 
access to fresh and healthy foods. In Arizona, more than one third of rural residents, or about 500,000 
people, are undeserved. 
 
In the small cities, towns, and other rural communities where these people live, the RFAIA analysis 
identifies 1,472 Investment Areas with both need and market support for place-based interventions to 
improve food access. Every state, no matter how big or small, how rural or urban, has at least three such 
areas. California, Florida, Georgia, Michigan, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, and Tennessee each have 
more than 50 Investment Areas; Pennsylvania and Texas have the most, 69 and 114 respectively.  
 
Combined, these Investment Areas are home to about roughly 11.3 million people, nearly 10 percent of 
all rural residents in the country. Stated differently, 11.3 million residents of rural areas live in areas that 
are both underserved and have a sufficiency of residents living in a modestly dense settlement pattern 
for their region that a place-based food investment could be supported. While the most populous 
Investment Area (located in southern Arizona) is home to more than 158,000 people, many Investment 
Areas have only about 2,000 people living in them (the minimum population sufficient to be identified as 
an Investment Area). Most Investment Areas are home to between about 3,500 and 8,500 people.  
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Investment Areas range in size from the functional equivalent of neighborhoods in small cities and 
towns to large portions of very rural states. The smallest Investment Area is 0.1 square miles; it is 
located in Ithaca, New York (population 30,625). At almost 16,000 square miles, the largest and most 
populous Investment Area covers a large part of the southern fifth of Arizona. The typical (median) 
Investment Area is 35.1 square miles—about the size of Vicksburg, Mississippi. Table 2 presents 
summary results for all forty-eight contiguous states; the total population; total rural population; total 
rural population who are underserved by supermarkets; total rural population who live in Investment 
Areas; the percentage of the total rural population who live in Investment Areas; and the total number 
of Investment Areas. All data are from 2012-2016 5-year American Community Survey estimates. 
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Table 2. Populations Living in Investment Areas, by State, 2012-2016 
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While all Investment Areas are rural, some are more rural than others. The least dense Investment Area, 
south of Dubuque in eastern Iowa, has a population density of 17.4 people per square mile, with 
neighbors on average living about one quarter mile apart. The most dense and smallest Investment 
Area, in Ithaca, New York has a population density of almost 33,000 people per square mile—denser 
than much of Jersey City, New Jersey. The typical (median) Investment Area has a density of 258.1 
people per square mile—about the density of Suffolk, Virginia.  
 
Indeed, most Investment Areas are on the exurban fringe of urban areas, within five miles of the edge of 
the nearest urban center; a substantial share of Investment Areas across all Census Divisions are also 
located more than 15 miles from the nearest urban center. Table 3 presents the share of Investment 
Areas in each division that are located at increasing distances from the edge of the nearest urban 
center.   
 
Table 3. Investment Area Distances from the Nearest Urban Center 

Division 
Total 

Investment 
Areas 

Less than 5 Miles 
to Urban Center 

5-10 Miles to 
Urban Center 

10-15 Miles to 
Urban Center 

More than 15 
Miles to 

Urban Center 
East North Central 239 48% 13% 8% 31% 
East South Central 155 57% 10% 3% 30% 
Middle Atlantic 160 46% 12% 13% 29% 
Mountain 93 53% 9% 5% 33% 
New England 74 55% 8% 11% 26% 
Pacific 121 58% 10% 12% 21% 
South Atlantic 311 58% 10% 7% 26% 
West North Central 133 43% 12% 5% 41% 

West South Central 186 64% 9% 6% 20% 

All Divisions 1,472 54% 11% 8% 28% 
 
Socioeconomically, the Investment Areas are generally similar to the rest of the rural United States. 
Table 4 presents socioeconomic differences between rural Investment Areas and rural non-Investment 
Areas across the country.  
 
Table 4. Socioeconomics of Investment Areas, 2012-2016 

Socioeconomics Investment Areas Other Rural Areas All U.S. 

Residents Under 18 23.7% 22.7% 23.1% 

Residents 18 to 34 20.9% 20.7% 23.4% 

Residents 35 to 64 40.4% 39.8% 39.0% 

Residents 65 or Older 15.1% 16.8% 14.5% 

Residents who are not non-Hispanic White 23.4% 21.6% 37.9% 

Avg. Median Household Income $57,516 $52,802 $60,698 

Poverty Rate 13.8% 14.8% 14.9% 

Unemployment Rate 7.4% 7.0% 7.4% 
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Overall, populations living in rural Investment Areas are also quite similar to the broader US population, 
with the notable exception of substantially lower percentages of residents of color (23% v. 38%), and 
slightly lower median incomes.  
 
Using the Results of the Rural Food Access Investment Area Analysis 
The RFAIA analysis identifies areas that are underserved by supermarkets and that have sufficient 
market support for place-based investments to improve access to fresh and healthy foods. The 
identification of these areas is only the beginning of the process for siting and scaling investments to 
improve food access with limited, or no, subsidy. Other factors remain relevant in making investment 
decisions, including population, number of households, household incomes, trends in those data points, 
the location of existing food retailers (“supply”), existing spending on retail food (demand), and the 
difference between supply and demand (“leakage”). Given the geographic expanse of many Investment 
Areas, knowing where people live within an Investment Area is vitally important. All these datapoints, 
with some geographic granularity, are available to the public on www.PolicyMap.com. 
 
Size Matters 
The first step in evaluating an Investment Area is to consider the number of people and households in 
the Investment Area.5 Investment Areas with more people and households are more likely to be able to 
support larger retailers, potentially including full-service supermarkets. Investment Areas with fewer 
people and households are more likely to support only smaller-scale food retailers, including 
farmstands, farmers markets, mobile markets, and country stores. Reinvestment Fund’s experience in 
financing food retail suggests that at least 5,000 residents in an establishment’s trade area are necessary 
to support a full-service supermarket. Investment Areas closer to the 2,000 person minimum population 
threshold may be better suited to investment in an existing store or alternative place-based approaches 
to meet the needs of local residents. 
 
It is also important to consider trends in population and households over time to understand whether 
the Investment Area has been growing over the past several years. A stable or growing population will 
tend to increase market support for an investment to improve food access. In an Investment Area with a 
declining population, investments in new food retailers may prove less sustainable. In areas 
experiencing population declines, a store preservation strategy may be more suitable. Investments in 
existing retailers can be less risky than investments in new retailers. 
 
Resources Matter 
Second, it is important to consider household incomes in the Investment Area. Higher-income 
households have greater ability to pay for fresh and healthy foods; lower-income households often 
struggle with food insecurity. That struggle is ameliorated somewhat by SNAP, but benefits may be 
inadequate, and, due to variation in state administration of the program as well as other factors, many 
people who are eligible for benefits are not enrolled.6 An Investment Area with higher income 
households might be able to support a particular retailer in spite of the area’s smaller population. But 
eventually higher income households start spending more of their additional dollars on non-food goods 
and services. For example, consider a typical two-person household with a before-tax annual income of 

 
5 Particularly in less populous areas, both population and households matter because demand for retail food does not increase linearly with 
each additional person if those people are part of the same household. According to the 2018 U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics Consumer 
Expenditure Survey, the average 2-person consumer unit spends only 89% more on food at home than the average 1-person consumer unit. 
Subsequent 1-person increases in the size of the consumer unit are limited to 21% or less. Across many people and many households, those 
kinds of differences can make a difference to the bottom line of a smaller-scale food retailer. 
6 https://www.urban.org/research/publication/how-far-do-snap-benefits-fall-short-covering-cost-meal/view/full_report; https://www.fns.usda.gov/snap/trends-
supplemental-nutrition-assistance-program-participation-rates-fiscal-year-2010 

http://www.policymap.com/
https://www.urban.org/research/publication/how-far-do-snap-benefits-fall-short-covering-cost-meal/view/full_report
https://www.fns.usda.gov/snap/trends-supplemental-nutrition-assistance-program-participation-rates-fiscal-year-2010
https://www.fns.usda.gov/snap/trends-supplemental-nutrition-assistance-program-participation-rates-fiscal-year-2010
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about $23,600 (slightly above the federal poverty guideline). On average, that household spends about 
$3,600 on food at home per year. In contrast, a two-person household with about twice that income 
(almost $43,000) spends about $4,100—only 13 percent more.7 As with population and households, 
trends over the past several years are important to consider. All things equal, retailers in Investment 
Areas with increasing resident incomes should perform better than retailers in Investment Areas with 
decreasing incomes; any investment strategy should therefore account for the existing trend, and where 
those resident incomes are lower, contemplate the need for public subsidy of one form or another. 
 
The Marketplace Matters 
Third, it is also important to consider the location, type, price points, selection, and quality (or perceived 
quality) of existing retailers. These stores are, or will be, the competitors to any supported retailer.  
 
The RFAIA analysis (like the LSA analysis) evaluates areas based on their distance to the nearest full-
service supermarket; distance to smaller, limited-service retailers is not evaluated. This means that 
many Investment Areas likely have existing limited-service retailers. Any new or expanded retailer will 
be in competition with other ‘local retailers’, whether that retailer is a new full-service supermarket or a 
smaller-scale retailer like a farmstand, farmers market, mobile market, or country store. 
 
In addition, sometimes there is a supermarket located just outside an Investment Area. If that 
supermarket is easily accessible from the Investment Area (for example, if a major road or highway runs 
directly from the Investment Area to the supermarket), many underserved residents may choose to 
bypass a new retailer to continue shopping at the supermarket outside the Investment Area. This is 
perhaps most likely in a smaller Investment Area if the new retailer is relatively small and/or offers a 
more limited range of products than the supermarket. Where there is a choice, most people prefer to do 
their primary grocery shopping at a supermarket or supercenter, even if that means travelling farther.8 
In fact, most people do not shop at their nearest store, even when that store is a supermarket or 
supercenter, likely for reasons related to price, selection, quality and commuting patterns.9 
 
Leakage Matters 
Finally, sales volume at existing food retailers provides a measure of existing supply, and estimated 
spending on retail food represents a measure of demand. The difference between the two (demand 
minus supply) is called leakage. Leakage represents an estimate of demand for retail food that is not met 
by local supply.  
 
Several millions of dollars of leakage from an Investment Area suggests that there is likely demand that 
could be fulfilled by a new food retailer. Little to no leakage implies that most demand is already being 
met locally. Reinvestment Fund’s experience in financing food retail (principally in more urban areas) 
suggests that a new retailer is likely to be able to capture about one-third of local leakage, due in part to 
factors like transportation infrastructure, neighborhood boundaries, and personal preferences for 
particular store types, marketing groups, etc. Supply, demand, and leakage data are available at the 
block group level on www.PolicyMap.com.  
 
  

 
7 2018 U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics Consumer Expenditure Survey; https://www.bls.gov/cex/ 
8 https://www.ers.usda.gov/webdocs/publications/43953/eib138_errata.pdf?v=2948.4 
9 Ibid. 

http://www.policymap.com/
https://www.bls.gov/cex/
https://www.ers.usda.gov/webdocs/publications/43953/eib138_errata.pdf?v=2948.4
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Summary  
The RFAIA analysis represents a first-of-its-kind attempt to identify rural parts of the country that may 
be well suited for place-based interventions to enhance access to fresh and healthy foods. Built on an 
established methodology for identifying urban and suburban limited-access areas and three decades of 
experience financing healthy food retail solutions to food instability, the RFAIA analysis supports a data-
driven approach to strategic investing into some of the highest-need rural parts of the country.  
 
The results of this analysis are a starting point for rigorously analyzing potential investments to improve 
access to fresh and healthy foods in underserved rural areas. The 1,472 Investment Areas are likely not 
universally well suited for investment—rather their designation provides initial guidance for those 
working to promote access to fresh and healthy foods in some of the country’s more remote areas. As 
Reinvestment Fund and other investors in healthy food retail begin using the results of this analysis, 
future iterations will build additional refinements into the analysis—refinements grounded in the real 
world experiences of strategic investors whose collective efforts continue to enhance the quality of life 
in all the communities we serve, no matter how big or how small. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



                   APPENDIX
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Appendix—Investment Areas, By Division 
 

The following pages present maps and summary tables detailing key characteristics of rural Investment 
Areas across 9 Census Divisions across the lower 48 states: New England, Middle Atlantic, South Atlantic, 
East North Central, East South Central, West North Central, West South Central, Mountain, and Pacific. 
All socio-demographic data presented in the following maps were derived from Reinvestment Fund’s 
analysis of U.S. Census Bureau 2012-2016 American Community Survey, 5-Year Estimates.10 
  
 
Each map is accompanied by tables presenting the following metrics:  

• Total Population in the Division 
• Rural Population in the Division 
• Population Living in Underserved Rural Areas in the Division 
• Number of Investment Areas in the Division 
• Population Living in Investment Areas in the Division 
• Median Population Size for Investment Areas in the Division 
• Median Investment Area Size (square miles) 
• Median Investment Area Population Density (population per square mile)  
• The Average Low Access Score for Investment Areas in the Division 
• The Average Number of Miles Residents in Investment Areas Must Travel to the Nearest 

Supermarket  
 
In addition to these metrics related to the overall population and food access in each Division, a second 
summary table presents comparisons between Investment Areas and other rural areas in each Division 
along the following socio-demographic indicators:  

• Age of Residents 
• Race/Ethnicity of Residents 
• Median Household Incomes 
• Poverty Rate 
• Unemployment Rate 

 
  

 
10 2012-16 ACS estimates were used to align with the data used for the 2018 LSA Analysis, which relied on the 2016 location of 
supermarkets throughout the country. See https://www.reinvestment.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/08/LSA_2018_Report_web.pdf 



13 
 

Results by Division: New England 

 
 

New England Division Results at a Glance, 2012-16  
Total Population 14,668,879 
Rural Population 4,974,875 
Underserved Rural Population 805,183 
Number of Priority Investment Areas 74 
Population in Investment Areas 496,789 
Median Investment Area Population 4,743 
Median Investment Area Size (sq. mi.) 17.1 
Median Investment Area Density (pop./sq. mi.) 358.5 
Average Investment Area Limited Access Score  0.48 
Average Miles to Nearest Supermarket 5.1 

Socioeconomics Investment 
Areas Other Rural Areas All Division 

Residents Under 18 21.0% 19.8% 20.6% 
Residents 18 to 34 20.2% 19.4% 22.9% 
Residents 35 to 64 43.7% 42.9% 40.8% 
Residents 65 or Older 15.1% 17.9% 15.7% 
Residents of Color 9.8% 8.5% 23.3% 
Avg. Median Household Income $81,541  $66,900  $74,134  
Poverty Rate 8.2% 9.6% 10.8% 
Unemployment Rate 5.7% 5.8% 6.8% 
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Results by Division: Middle Atlantic 

 
 

Middle Atlantic Division Results at a Glance, 2012-16  
Total Population 41,339,411 
Rural Population 11,538,400 
Underserved Rural Population 1,839,111 
Number of Priority Investment Areas 160 
Population in Investment Areas 1,148,088 
Median Investment Area Population 4,535 
Median Investment Area Size (sq. mi.) 7.9 
Median Investment Area Density (pop./sq. mi.) 663.8 
Average Investment Area Limited Access Score 0.52 
Average Distance to Nearest Supermarket 4.2 

Socioeconomics Investment 
Areas Other Rural Areas All Division 

Residents Under 18 23.6% 20.7% 21.6% 
Residents 18 to 34 22.8% 20.6% 23.2% 
Residents 35 to 64 39.8% 41.2% 39.9% 
Residents 65 or Older 13.8% 17.5% 15.3% 
Residents of Color 26.9% 12.2% 37.0% 
Avg. Median Household Income $59,417  $60,130  $68,584  
Poverty Rate 15.3% 11.2% 13.5% 
Unemployment Rate 8.4% 6.6% 7.5% 
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Results by Division: South Atlantic 

 
 

South Atlantic Division Results at a Glance, 2012-16  
Total Population 62,555,740 
Rural Population 23,995,253 
Underserved Rural Population 3,981,883 
Number of Priority Investment Areas 311 
Population in Investment Areas 2,686,089 
Median Investment Area Population 5,330 
Median Investment Area Size (sq. mi.) 39.5 
Median Investment Area Density (pop./sq. mi.) 273.1 
Average Investment Area Limited Access Score 0.49 
Average Distance to Nearest Supermarket 6.6 

Socioeconomics Investment 
Areas Other Rural Areas All Division 

Residents Under 18 22.3% 21.9% 22.1% 
Residents 18 to 34 20.4% 20.5% 22.8% 
Residents 35 to 64 40.5% 39.9% 39.4% 
Residents 65 or Older 16.7% 17.7% 15.7% 
Residents People of Color 22.4% 28.2% 40.9% 
Avg. Median Household Income $56,403  $49,605  $58,587  
Poverty Rate 13.9% 16.8% 15.4% 
Unemployment Rate 7.8% 8.0% 7.8% 
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Results by Division: East North Central 

  
 

East North Central Division Results at a Glance, 2012-16  
Total Rural Population 18,995,840 
Underserved Rural Population 2,327,940 
Number of Priority Investment Areas 239 
Population in Investment Areas 1,463,097 
Median Investment Area Population 4,382 
Median Investment Area Size (sq. mi.) 32.2 
Median Investment Area Density (pop./sq. mi.) 179.2 
Average Investment Area Limited Access Score 0.48 
Average Distance to Nearest Supermarket 6.4 

Socioeconomics Investment 
Areas Other Rural Areas All Division 

Residents Under 18 23.4% 22.7% 23.0% 
Residents 18 to 34 20.5% 20.0% 22.7% 
Residents 35 to 64 41.6% 40.6% 39.5% 
Residents 65 or Older 14.5% 16.8% 14.8% 
Residents People of Color 10.7% 9.8% 25.5% 
Avg. Median Household Income $54,424  $53,729  $55,775  
Poverty Rate 13.0% 12.4% 14.5% 
Unemployment Rate 7.2% 6.4% 7.5% 
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Results by Division: East South Central 

 
 

East South Central Division Results at a Glance, 2012-16  

Total Rural Population 11,455,935 
Underserved Rural Population 1,665,745 
Number of Priority Investment Areas 155 
Population in Investment Areas 1,149,213 
Median Investment Area Population 4,836 
Median Investment Area Size (sq. mi.) 57.4 
Median Investment Area Density (pop./sq. mi.) 106.7 
Average Investment Area Limited Access Score 0.47 
Average Miles to Nearest Supermarket 7.6 

Socioeconomics Investment 
Areas Other Rural Areas All 

Division 
Residents Under 18 23.6% 23.0% 23.1% 
Residents 18 to 34 20.0% 21.0% 22.8% 
Residents 35 to 64 41.7% 39.8% 39.1% 
Residents 65 or Older 14.7% 16.3% 14.9% 
Residents People of Color 16.3% 21.4% 27.9% 
Avg. Median Household Income $47,823  $42,261  $46,045  
Poverty Rate 16.4% 19.6% 18.8% 
Unemployment Rate 8.0% 8.4% 8.0% 
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Results by Division: West North Central 

 
 

West North Central Division Results at a Glance, 2012-16  
Total Population 20,978,450 
Rural Population 10,734,517 
Underserved Rural Population 1,542,307 
Number of Priority Investment Areas 133 
Population in Investment Areas 924,145 
Median Investment Area Population 4,648 
Median Investment Area Size (sq. mi.) 157.7 
Median Investment Area Density (pop./sq. mi.) 36.0 
Average Investment Area Limited Access Score 0.49 
Average Miles to Nearest Supermarket 11.0 

Socioeconomics Investment 
Areas Other Rural Areas All Division 

Residents Under 18 24.4% 23.9% 23.7% 
Residents 18 to 34 20.7% 20.5% 23.2% 
Residents 35 to 64 39.4% 38.7% 38.2% 
Residents 65 or Older 15.4% 16.9% 14.9% 
Residents People of Color 8.1% 11.2% 18.6% 
Avg. Median Household Income $58,203  $53,559  $57,311  
Poverty Rate 10.1% 12.5% 12.8% 
Unemployment Rate 4.6% 4.8% 5.2% 
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Results by Division: West South Central 

 
 

West South Central Division Results at a Glance, 2012-16  

Total Population 38,440,244 
Rural Population 14,303,942 
Underserved Rural Population 2,733,220 
Number of Priority Investment Areas 186 
Population in Investment Areas 1,974,246 
Median Investment Area Population 6,011 
Median Investment Area Size (sq. mi.) 51.7 
Median Investment Area Density (pop./sq. mi.) 216.2 
Average Investment Area Limited Access Score 0.5 
Average Miles to Nearest Supermarket 7.4 

Socioeconomics Investment 
Areas Other Rural Areas All Division 

Residents Under 18 26.1% 24.7% 25.8% 
Residents 18 to 34 20.7% 21.8% 24.4% 
Residents 35 to 64 39.6% 38.1% 37.5% 
Residents 65 or Older 13.7% 15.5% 12.4% 
Residents People of Color 37.3% 35.1% 50.0% 
Avg. Median Household Income $54,113  $47,580  $54,419  
Poverty Rate 15.2% 17.2% 17.1% 
Unemployment Rate 6.9% 6.8% 6.6% 
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Results by Division: Mountain 

 
 

Mountain Division Results at a Glance, 2012-16  
Total Population 23,170,561 
Rural Population 7,539,211 
Underserved Rural Population 1,538,853 
Number of Priority Investment Areas 93 
Population in Investment Areas 854,432 
Median Investment Area Population 5,553 
Median Investment Area Size (sq. mi.) 62.6 
Median Investment Area Density (pop./sq. mi.) 195.6 
Average Investment Area Limited Access Score 0.55 
Average Miles to Nearest Supermarket 9.6 

Socioeconomics Investment 
Areas Other Rural Areas All Division 

Residents Under 18 24.7% 24.6% 24.7% 
Residents 18 to 34 20.2% 20.9% 23.9% 
Residents 35 to 64 39.0% 38.3% 37.4% 
Residents 65 or Older 16.1% 16.2% 14.0% 
Residents People of Color 36.0% 28.5% 36.1% 
Avg. Median Household Income $57,566  $53,879  $58,657  
Poverty Rate 14.6% 15.4% 15.3% 
Unemployment Rate 8.6% 6.9% 7.0% 
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Results by Division: Pacific 

 
 

Pacific Division Results at a Glance, 2012-16  
Total Population 49,702,394 
Rural Population 9,670,795 
Underserved Rural Population 1,600,407 
Number of Priority Investment Areas 121 
Population in Investment Areas 980,384 
Median Investment Area Population 4,881 
Median Investment Area Size (sq. mi.) 24.7 
Median Investment Area Density (pop./sq. mi.) 368.6 
Average Investment Area Limited Access Score 0.52 
Average Miles to Nearest Supermarket 5.9 

Socioeconomics Investment 
Areas Other Rural Areas All Division 

Residents Under 18 23.4% 23.2% 23.3% 
Residents 18 to 34 22.9% 21.1% 24.7% 
Residents 35 to 64 38.9% 39.1% 38.7% 
Residents 65 or Older 14.9% 16.6% 13.3% 
Residents People of Color 32.1% 35.5% 54.0% 
Avg. Median Household Income $68,143  $58,702  $70,413  
Poverty Rate 13.2% 15.8% 15.0% 
Unemployment Rate 9.0% 8.9% 8.4% 
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