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STUDYING YOUR COMMUNITY: DATA BOOK

INTRODUCT ION

A major thrust of the 1972 Rural Development Act (RDA '72) concerned the quality of life in rural America.
Briefly, one of the goals of that act was to make rural America a more attractive place to live. A step
necessary in reaching this goal involves evaluating the present status of rural residents and learning their
interests in improving local life. The study reported here was undertaken in the belief that citizen opinions
on the quality of life in lowa communities should be taken into account in the formation of public policies
for rural and urban areas. ’

A mail questionnaire completed by 4,627 Region V (lowa Office for Planning and Programming) inhabitants
gathered inforination local residents, their leaders, and area change agents (county extension personnel; regional
groups) should find helpful in making future community decisions. The survey requested information on evalua-
tions of selected services, opportunities, and social factors operating at the local community level; - suggestions
of level of improvement necessary in services and opportunities; perceptions of an ideal community on the social
factors; other attitudes toward the community; and respondent characteristics.

The survey used to obtain the data was funded through Title V of RDA '72, in cooperation with the lowa
Agriculture and Home Economics Experiment Station and the lowa Cooperative Extensien program. A proposal to
conduct this research was approved by the Regional Title V Advisory Committee (OPP Region V residents), and
the State Title V Advisory Council (lowa residents).
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- ) Nt . ) . . .
.. -STUDY COMMUNITIES - . : 4

- * « Because time and finances ruled out studying all 61 incorporated communities in Regién V (Calhoun, Hamilton,
Humboldt, Pocahontas, Webster, Wright counties), certain procedures were instituted to select communities for
study. Two variables were used to tJassify all communities: population size and population-change 1960 - 1970

(Table A). .
5 * 1 Table A. Communities in QPP Region V by Size and Population Chanae (with number of communities
o selected for study). . . :
: SIZE OF COMMUNITY
: POPULAT1ON CHANGE
; 1960 to 1970 499 of; Less 500-999 1,000-2,499 '2,500-9,999 10,000 or More
< ‘,:,_ B
= &'%
o Increased 10% or more 5 (3) 2 (Mg 2 (2) 1 (1) (1)
Increased less than 10% 3 (2) 3 (D 3 (3) 1 ()
Remained the same 1 0 0 0
Decreased less than 10% 10 (2) 5 (1) 3 (3) z (2)
Decreased 10% or more 16 (3) 3 (1) 0 -0
(Nun Ser of Communities Studied) - (10) (1) (8) (4) (m
- TOTAL NUMBER OF COMMUNITIES 35 13 8 4 1

v

Fort Dodge, the only community In the region greater than 10,000 was included, as were ail communities between
1-0 2,500 and 9,999 (Clarion, Eagle Grove, Humboldt, Webster City) after a decision was made to select at least four
‘ communities from each population size category. In the remaining three size categories, choices were available.

Selection was guided by geographical dispersion across counties, inclusion of growing and declining communities

in every county, and representativeness of the community to others in that specific category.
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Four of the eight communitles contalning from l 000 through 2,&99 resqdents (Lake City; Laurens, ”

Pogahontas, Rockwell City) were originally selected.

Manson)

and Livermore.

communities studied are indicated on Map 1.

However, the remaining fbur (Belmond, Gewrie, Jewell,
ere included at the request of area residefits, members of thed*@lcnaf Yitle V committee, and extension
-personndl.— -The—four-sample -communities In the 500-+-999. pOpu:ation -category. were--Dayton,--Goldf.leld, -Lehigh,

The 27

3

Badger, Cz2llender, Clare, rarnhamV|lle, Havelock, Renwick, Rowan, Stanhope, Thor, “and Vincent ~
were the 10 communities selected for study from “thé 35 available with populatjdns. less than 500.
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Map 1. Communities in OPP Region V Selected for Study., . .
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“In small communities, a large proportion of the households were contacted so that a representative return

s0
(@2}

. . . ) L
HOUSEHOLD SAMPLING PLAN :

.

Questionnaires. were mailed to potential respondents identified from telephone and other utility lists.
Attempts were made to include only households within the incorporated limits of each’ communlty In a few
instances, responses were received from people living outside the |ncorporated area. For each communi ty,
the total number of questionnaires sent (sample) depended: on the number:of hcuseholds listed* (population):
would be realized. However, progressively smaller proportions were selected as community size increased.

This was done because a statistically representative ‘samplé requlres a_larger proportion of a communlty

with 500 residents than one with 5,000 inhabltants.__

Within each household selected, a preferred respondent was designated. This was done on an alternating
male-female basis. In one sample-household, an adult male would be requested to respond; in the next, an
adult female household member was asked to complete the questionnaire. :If the preferred adult was not present,
then an adult of the opposite sex was to fill-’in the instrument. This procedure was employed to yield a sample
including sufficlent.numbers of males and females and to avoid problems associated with determining the '‘head"
of the hguseho!d.

MAIL QUESTIONNAIRE CONSTRUCTIOW

To obtain information in the selected communities, a questionnaire was developed. Some questions were
drawn from previous studies, while others were generated from discussions with colleagues, students, and area
residents. The questionnaire was first critiqued by fowa State University associates. After many changes
were made, a revised questionnaire was pretested in Jewell.

In the pretest everything that was to be part of the final study was tried. Difficulties observed were
corrected prior to expansion of the study to the other communities. Some questions were deleted, wording was
changed on - .hers, and a few questions were added. The final vérsion of the instrument is included on the
following pages. A thorough review of the questions asked provides an opportunity to determine the general
scope of the instrument, helps locate questions on comparable topics, and assists assessment of responses to
individual items.




STUDYING

YOUR.

COMMUNITY

>

A

>

A 1975 STUDY OF WHAT RESIDENTS
THINK ABOUT THIS COMMUNITY.

PLEASE ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS.

IF YOU WANT TO ADD COMMENTS,
PLEASE USE MARGINS OR THE LAST
PAGE.” YOUR EXTRA COMMENTS WILL
BE READ AND TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT,

THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP.

DR, WILLIS GOUDY
COMMUNITY STUDIES PROJECT
EAST HALL

v
IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY QES 10WA
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T Q-1 Here are some statements about this community. Indicate whether you feel each one
(1) definitely describes this-community well, (2) describes this community,
(3) may or may not_describe this community, {4) does not describe this community,
or (5) definitely does not describe this community at all.

To what extent does this statement
describe this community?

i . (Circle number of yqur answer)
= DEFINITELY DEFINITELY
STATEMENTS ABOUT DESCRIBES DOES EQI.UESCRIQE ’
o THIS COMMUNITY THIS COMHUNITY THIS COMMUNITY :
" WELL AT ALL
= RESPONSES TO THIS ITEM LOCATED ON.PAGE:

g

1 Residents know €ach Other.......veveervuravesaassens |} 2 3 4 S 27
,‘::
2 Residents participate In community affairs.......... 1 z 3 ] 5 28 *
Ty 3 Conflict usually doesn't take place between -
o people or groups in this cOMMUNItY...ovevssvneeee ¥ 2 3 b 5 ; 29
- L Residents see this community as the
= center of thelr 1iveS.. v vevevnessnsasnsrsrsssanana | 2 3 b 5 30
: S Thls community Is effective in dealing ' s
s with Tts problems...cvvrurevnrrerrrrannnnvasnssncs | 2 3 ] 5 : 31
I 6 Residents are similar to each Other «.ocvveveensnnen |2 3 4 5 32
7 Power to make community declisions is shared by
residents In this community...o.ovevesnrrennanenaa 1 2 3 b 5 33 L
8 This community has a variety of clubs and '
organizations to JOIN....evviurrieirivenniaeanaaes | 2 3 ] 5 63
9 Residents depend on other communities for goods .
and sefvices needed for day-to-day living......... 1 2 3 ] 5 53
2: ST 10 This community controls It present affairs,
without county, region, state, or national
groups telling it what to do......... I | 2 3 4 5 34
’ 11 Heighborhoods control their affairs, without this -
- community as a whole telling them what to do.. ... 1 2 3 ] 5 35
12 Local resldents control their own affairs, without .
neighborhoods, this community, or other groups
- telling them whot €O G0¢.cieieesrotnrranannnnanrs 1 2 3 b 5 . 36
13 Residents have pride in this community....ce%vuouve | 2 3 4 5 37
14 Anyone who wants to s welcome .0 live
in this COMMUNITY. . vvrerraerorsursnnernsvesrnnnaee | 2 3 4 5 38
15 gesidents occupy different social levels (more t.an
A 17 one social class In this community)....ovvuieinens | 2 3 A 5 39

Q N
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Q-2 Now please rate

the services and facilities of this community.
whether you feel the statement (1) definitely

{2) describes this community, (éy may or may not describe thl

-2-

Again, indicate

describes this community well,
s community,

Jdoes not descrlbe this community, or (5} definitely does not describe this

community at all.

~3

9 Gnod health CAr€. .o oveeveosaernoraoss

10 Housing available to rent or buy.....

Good local government......cccovonves

To what extent does this statement
describe this community?

(circle number of your answer

DEFINITELY
DESCRIBES
I TEMS THIS COMMUNITY
WELL

1 Good utilities (electricity, gas, water)...........o | 2
2 Good police Protection.. e ceeressssescasascsscsrones 1 2
3 Good fire protection..............................f. 1 2
L Good street !ighting and maintenance...........ovvee | 2
5 Good waste disposal and SEWage SYStemM...c....cveneee 1 2
6 Good QEapplng facilities for daily needs.......covvo | 2

ceverrenenaonns | 2

..8 Good welfare program for people inneed........co0ne | 2

AP | 2

R | 2

11 Fair treatment on local tax policies.......ovevvenns 1 2
12 Good employment opportunities...cceveercnoacanann.es 1 2
13 Good educational opportunities....coceereecaeaareass | 2

14 Good religious OppOrtunities. .. overeaernennecraaaans 1 2

15 Good recreational opportunities......

peenneeeniee 12

16 Good opportunities for cltizen involvement in

10cal GOVErnMENt.ececsescocraorsaanens

P | 2

17 Good cultural opportunities (such as library,

theater, art, music, local celebrations)...c.veuee | 2
18 Good programs and activities for youth.....c...ceeee i 2
19 Good programs and activitles for senior citizens.... | 2

20 Public transportation available......

A

teesesniaaanees | 2

w

wwwwwwwwww

W W W W

DEFINITELY
DOES HOT DESCRIBE
THI S COMHUNITY
AT ALL
oS

v s !
oS
oS
oS
oS
b 5
b 5
b 5
b 5
b 5
b 5
b 5
b 5
b 5
b 5
oS
LS
oS
L] 5

RESPONSES TO THIS ITEM LOCATED ON PAGE:

oW
. ¢ h2
43
L
Ls ’
L6

47

48 .

L9 ot
50

51

55

56

57
58

59

60
61
62
52

e

g0
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Q-3 How much do you think the following items need to be ‘improved in this community?

I TEHS

1 Utilities (electricity, gas, water)..coo.oonuiiens
2 Police Protection. . cereeeseaarcornrrtartasnnnonnes
3 Fire protection...cocuvveerrioenrocasesssnsetnnsnans

L Street lighting and maintenance.«...e.cotesasnsenns

5 Waste disposal ané sewage System........ Cheeraaene

: 6 Shopping facilities for daily needs........eoo.unes
; 7 Local government......... Cireeeiteeieetnnerenreenen
- 8 Welfare program for people in need............. e
9 Health Car€....vvruinenrnusns Cieea e e raenaaan

i 1C Mousing to rent OF buyi...cceeuu... rieiessensnenen
) 11 Local tax POliCieSe.eueesnrvonenennsenaansnns crenen
12 Employment opportunities.......c..cvunnn [ .
. i3 Educational opportunities............ Ceret sreneenn
14 Religious opportunities.......cooeeevnnn rereesens

15 Recreational opportunities........ easararaaaanas .

16 Opportunities for citizen involvement in
local government....c.ceeuuusennsnrnsns [P .

17 Cultural opportunities (such as librery,
theater, art, music, local celebrations)....... ..

: 18 Programs and activities for youth..o.....ooeriinas.
19 Programs and activities for senior citlizens........

Public trdnsportation......... e aeiaaeenn ...

Indicate whether each item needs to be improved much, some, or none.

How much does this item
need to be improved
in this community?

(Circle answer) RESPONSES TO THIS ITEM LOCATED ON PAGE:
MUCH  SOME  NONE X
HUCH SOME NONE 42
HUCH SOME NONE 43
MUCH  SOME  -NONE 44
MUCH  SOHE  NONE 45
MUCH  SOME  NONE 46
MUCH  SOHE  NONE 47 .
mich  SOHE € NoNE 48
HUCH SOHE NONE 49
MUCH  SOHE  NONE 50
MUCH  SOHE  NONE 51
MUCH  SOHE  NONE 55
MUCH  SOHE  NONE 56
MUCH  SOME  NONE - 57
HUCH  SOME  NONE 58

59

HUCH SOME ~  NONE

HUCH SOME NONE . 60
HUCH SOHE NONE 61
HUCH SOME NONE 62
HUCH SOME NONE 52

. -
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N -Q-Q Now we would like to know about the cormunity in which you would most like to live. s
) , Please indicate what you think the ideal community would be on each of the following
7 ' statements. Indicate whether you feel the Statement (1) definitely describes the -
E ideal community well, (2) describes the ideal community. T3) may or may not describe *
- the ideal community, (E_T dces not déscribe the ideal community, or {5)_definitely
. does not describe the ideal community at all.
- To what extent does this statement
. describe the ideal community?
: (Circle number of your answer) . —
. OEFINITELY: DEFINITELY .
- STATEMENTS ABOUT DESCRIBES THE DOES NOT DESCRIBE .
N THE IDEAL COMMUNITY IDEAL COMMUNITY [ |THE IDEAL COMMUNITY . i
: WELL | AT ALL i
. RESPONSES TO TH!S ITEM LOCATED ON PAGE:
% : 2 K 2 T
. ] Residents know each other....... e 1 2 3 ] 5 . 27
2 Residents participate in community affairs.......... 1 2 3 4 5 28

) 3 conflict usually doesn't take place between .

4 people or groups in the COMMUNITY....cvvueeenes- | 2 3 A 5 . 29 . .

L Residents see the community as the
center of theil liveS...coverriioraisnacnnns eeres | 2 3 4 5 30 s

S The community is effective in dealing

with its Problems....cocerueens S .1 2 3 s ) 3]
) i 6 Residents are similar to ea;h other...... ’.‘.7. ........ 1 2 3 4 5 32
T .
7 Pbwer to make comn)unity decisions is shared by
* residentsfin the community....p.... AP ool 2 3 4 5 33
it : »
8 ‘The community has a variety of clubs and
organizations to join..... e raeeaeearae ey | 2 3 ] 5 63
4 Residents depend on Other communities for goods . -
-, and services needed for day-to-day living....... Lo 2 3 4 5 53

10 The community controls its present affairs,
without county, region, state, or national

groups telling it what to dO.......cvnuuers R | 2 3 4 5 31‘
11 geighborﬁoods control their affairs, without the
. community as a whole telling them what to do..aunn 1 2 3 ] 5 ' 35
®
12 local residents control their own affairs, without
neighborhoods, the community, or other groups R
telling them what to do...... e eresaiereanae e 1 2 3 4 5 35
" 13 Residents have pride in the community..... e ol 2 3 4 5 37
14 Anyone who wants to is welcome to ilve .
. qr) in the COMMUNITY cavevnrmsosnaans Cenreniaaaane veess 102 3 b 5 38
I (S b
E lC 15 Residents occupy different social levels (more than : 2 3 b 5
: one social class in the community)ecerreserettee 39 ? 11
%i_ . ¢ d‘i




Q-5 In trylng to bulld idegi ceomunities, lt w2y be more difficult to change some items
* sdna community than others. 1f this community were to attempt to change wach one,
" “ihdlcate whether you'thlink It “would ‘be (1) very difficult to change this, (2) difficult,
(3) somewhat difficult or somewhat easy, (105 easy, or 5 F very easy to change this —

] - \ item In thls conmunl(y. .~ .
< . LI . .
- v g I -'lf.‘ . How difficult would it be to chang
W * ; this item in this community?
N <, ) > (Circle number of your answer)
- . o . P I :
’ ’ VERY DIFFIGULT VERY EASY
L . h © e TO CHANGE
{ PRERSL ) - il

) : ' e

1 Employment opportunities... veteecececrorneasaiaeaas | 2

.

£ n o, .. v .
N ) ©2 Health care...oitieriinnnnn b | 2
: . oy .
- 3 Shopping facillities for daily nc'ls..,.............. | 2
- 4 Housing to buy OF rent.c..oeecsserneeicceanesforaaes | 2
- 5 Programs and activities for youth.\ .. cvviviiennnnoas | 2
© 6 Programs and actlvities for senior citizens...ooeeer 1,2 .
7 Participation-of residents in comanéglg_'affairs‘..... 1 2
8 How effectively.thls community deﬁ‘éﬁf A N -
with its problems.cicercersesceesdddiei e | 2 3 Tk 5 p
9 Control this community has over its present alfairs. | 2 3 4 s .
.
. 10 Distribution of power to make cormunity decisions... | 2 3 4 5 -

Q-6 Would you say you feel ''at home' in” this community? (Circle one number)

1 OEFINITELY NOT ) a"
2 PROBABLY NOT . -

3 PROBABLY

L DEFINITELY

Q-7 What interest do you have in knowing what goes on in this community? (Circle one number)

1 NO INTEREST
2 SOME INTEREST
3 MUCH (NTEREST

Q-8 Suppose that for some reason you had to move away from this community. How sorry
or pleased would you be to leave? (Circle one number)

! VERY SORRY .
. 2 QUTE SORRY .
3 1T WOULDN'T MAKE ANY DIFFERENTE ONE WAY OR THE OTHER L
2 5 L QUITE PLEASED
5 VERY PLEASED “ . .
O . . T . '
ERIC e o
P oo T e
4 L e )

RESPONSES TO THIS ITEM LOCATED ON PAGE: \Li
65
65 ’

66

66
67

67
68

68

69
) 69

71
71

72
26




-6~ RESPONSES TO TH!S ITEM LOCATED ON PAGE:
Q-9 Do you think you will be residing in this comunity five years from now? (Circle one) . 116

1 ND, DEFINITELY NOT
2 NO, PRDBABLY NOT

. 3 YES, PRDBABLY
L YES, DEFINITELY

Q-10 " Do you think this community was larger in poputation in 197D than it was In 19607 .
v, . (Circle one number) 73
’ I NO

2 YES

’ « Q-11 Do you think this community will be larger in popuiation in 1980 than it was in 19707 73
(Circle one number) . ‘ -

. 7 "1 NO

2 YES

Q-12 Over the past five years, would you say this community has become better as a

place to live, worse, or stayed about the same? (Circle one number 72
. -~} BETIER ‘
2 WORSE

3 ABOUT THE SAME

Q-13 Here are some statements about this community, communities in general, and other
things local residents may think about. Please indicate whether you (SA)} Strongly
Agree, (A) Agree, are (V) Undecided, (p) Disagree, or (sp) Strongly Disagree with

* ~ these statemehts.
. To what extent do you ]
agree or disagree with
. this statement?
’ ' . , (Circle your answer)
e I People won't work together to get things done !
. é’y FOr LhiS COMMUNIEY.rse.neesrseesnssensssennaresssrasessess SA A U D SD . 76
. ' 2 The future of this community 100ks bright.....coeeeeecnanee. SR A U’ 0 SO 76
3 1his community is good enough as it is without -
starting any new community improvement Programs........... SA A U D SD ’ 77 -
L 1 would feel *at home" no matter what community | tived in.. SA A U D SO . 77
' S This community has good leaders....eoceeceevecnnonnosssense SA A U D SO 78
. . 6 Residents of this community continually look for new
solutions to problems rather than being satisfied
. with things as they areSA A v D SD 78
. ; Wot much can be said in favor of this cOMMUNILY. oeesoeceaes SA A U D SO 79
- 8 Residents of other communities in this afea hold good )
Q : opinions of this cOMMUIILY...ceencoocrceerocronareenenens SA A U D SO 79
EMC 9 This community is an ideal place to Tive . cooeoeennnereenees SA A u o SD 80 13
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

L____________;______;____________________;AAA o )

To vhat extent do you
agrec or disagree with

this statement?

(Csrcle your answer)

Residents of this community get along well with the
people living in the surrounding rural area.............. SA

"Younger residents of this community tend to stay here

after completing high school....cviviiiiiiiiiiiniiieanas SA

Community leaders are willing to take economic chances
to attract new industry to this community......coeevvanns SA

This community's businessmen arc openly
competing with other communities for customers........... SA

The communities, townships, and counties of this area
should join together in one arca-wide regional
PlanNNing AGCNCY .. .urvurusenscacaaanssnrarnasanas eeeaeaan SA

If regional consolidation of local governmental services
would save money and keep taxes dowin, | would be .
in favor of consolidating these services....ocieaiaannsen SA

If local governmental serviggs vere consolidated in a
regional center, these sefvices would probably
get better than they now are in this community........... SA

“Conflict is a sign of a healthy community.....cccovunnunnnn. SA

- 18, It is better to live in smg&#ﬁ? towns thEWQn

1arger Citi@S.cuunusrasesransacassosassssassnnssssansuns . SA

Changes are desirable even if they do not scem to
contribute as much as one might exPaCl..cccvvevennuannann SA
. ,
\ PN .
Even if the newer ways coaflict with the way things were
done in the past. they are sbsolutely necessary
And deSiraDle .t it iiiianca s latataaat et aan s SA

The most r.wording organizations a person can belong to
are local clubs and associations rather than large
nation-wide OrgANizZationsS. .coereennrcaasresnnanarruaannas SA

?

Despite all the newspaper and TV coverage, national and
international happenings rarely seém as interesting as
events that occur right in the local community in
which one lives...... P R R EE IR P PP R PR SA

No doubt many newcomers to the ccmmunity are capable
people. but when it ccanes to choosing a person for a
responsible position in the ¢2mmunity, | prefer a person
whose family is well-established in the community........ SA

Big cities may have their place but the local community
is the backbone Of AMEFiCO..cvrieurarraeraasacaraanns coee SA

1 hove greater respect for a person who is well-established
in the local wommunity than a person who is widely known
in his or her occupation but who has no local roots...... SA

A
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_ . f RESPONSES. TO THIS ITEM LOCATED ON PAGE:
U Q-14 Which statement on population chinge do you think would be best for this communlity
E over the next ten years? (Circle one number) - 710

INCREASE OF 102 OR MORE
INCREASE, BUT LESS THAN 10% . .
NO CHANGE FROM PRESENT POPULATION SIZE

DECREASE, BUT LESS THAN 10%

DECREASE OF 10% OR HORE

‘

U BN —

Q-15 Some people seem to be most concerned with econonlic arwth; others are most
concerned with environmental quality. Which of the fo owling best Jescribas .
your feelings on the economy and environment? (Clrcle one nuroer) . 90

1 | AM HOST CONCERNED WITH ECONOMIC GHOWTH EVEN IF THE -
QUALITY OF THE ENVIRONMENT IS REDUCED

2 1 AM ABOUT EQUALLY CONCERNED WITH ECONOMIC GROWTH AND
THE QUALITY OF THE ENVIRONHENT

3 | AM MOST CONCERNED WITH THE QUALITY OF THE ENV IRONHENT
EVEN IF ECONOMIC GROWTH !S REDUCED

' 4 | AM NOT VERY CONCERNED WITH EITHER ECONOMIC GROWTH
OR ENVIRONMENTAL "QUALITY

Q-16 One area of gconcern is_how ‘land ;In fowa is to be used. Which of the following v .
land use proposals best describes what you feel should be done? {Clrcle one number) 91
R L : .

1 NO LAND USE PLANNING OR FONTROL B8Y LOCAL, COUNTY, REGIONAL,
STATE, OR NATIONAL AUTFORITIES

2 LIMITED LAND USE PLANN]Nh AND CONTROL BY LOCAL, COUNTY, REG {ONAL,
STATE, OR NATIONAL AUTHORITIES

3 FAIRLY STRICT LAND USE PLANNING AND CONTROL BY LOCAL, COUNTY,
REGIONAL, STATE, OR NATIONAL AUTHORITIES

L VERY STRICT LAND USE PLANNING AND CONTROL BY LOCAL, COUNTY,
REGIONAL, STATE, OR NATIONAL AUTHORITIES

Q-17 WVhat policy should exist with respect to farm land? (Circle one number) 92

1 ALLOW FARMERS AND POTENTIAL BUYERS TO BUY AND SELL AS THEY WISH

2 ENCOURAGE CONTIHUED USE OF LAND FOR AGRICUBTURAL PURPOSES THROUGH
PREFERENTIAL TAXATION AND OTHER INCENTIVES

3 PRESERVE LAND FOR AGRICULTURAL PURPOSES THROUGH RESTRICTING
FARHERS OR POTENTIAL BUYEPS FROM CONVERTING IT 7O OTHER USES

0-18 If farm land arj open green space are to be kept from being converted to other uses,
there may be less land available for building homes in rural areas. This may mean
rural home sites will cost more, and more new homes will have to be tonstructed i
within existing towns and cities. Under these conditions, which would you prefer? 93 |
(Circle one number) ) ) |

1 PRESERVE FARMLAND AND/OR OPEN GREEN SPACE .
2 CONVERT FARMLAND AND/OR OPEN GREEN SPACE TO HOMESITES,

,TURN PAGE CAREFULLY 15
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: + Q-19 Here are some concerns affecting people today. Please indicate how satisfied you
S - are witn each one. Indicate whether you are (1) very satisfied, (2) satisfied,
: (3) neutral, (4) dissatisfied, or (5) very dissatisfled with each concern.
3 How satisfied are you
: with each concernxf— .
(Circle number of your answer)

. CONCERNS VERY VERY ,
» : » SATISFIEO DISSATISFIED RESPONSES TO THIS ITEM LOCATED ON PAGE:

~*= 1~ Your residence (house..apartmer.\t, room) as

3 PTACE L0 1IVEurrueienrirevsnesasessasaasesesseaensal 2 3 & 5 95 *
2 Your palrth:.ular neighborhood as a place to live........ | 2 3 4 5 95
= 3 Your community as a place to live.o.cevervieuennnienen. | 2 "3 4 5 96
4 How‘interestlng your day to day life 1s.........00t0uus | 2 3 4 5 96
5 The amount of fun and enjoyment you have........c.c..... 1 2 3 4 5 97
6 The extent to which you can adjust to ~
changes n your Jife.ceeneereccesroococserccncnssssss | 2 3 4 5 97

7 The extent to which you are developing . 98
yourcelf and broadening your 11fe....cvvenvnnnninness | 2

3 4 5 .
1
8 The extent to which your physical needs are met........ | 2 3 4 5 98
9 How fairly you get treated.....ovvvuivvosrsnnsusssnannss | 2 3 4 5 99
10 How secure you are financially.ee.vessuiosessonsensennss | 2 3 4 5 99
Tl YOUPSEIf.sieieeiieenrsineresanocarnnoannennaenssssessa I 2 3 4 5 100
12 The gquality of life in your comunity...... P | 2 3 4 5 100
i3 Your life as a whole these daysS..o..uuvvueu... P | 2 3 4 5 \ 101
Q-20 How often do you have trouble in talking to other peopie you meet? (Circie one number) ]014
1 ALWAYS
2 OFTEN
' 3 NOW AND THEN
) 4 seLoon
. . 5 NEVER
Q-21 0o you consider yourself to be a leader in this community? (Circle one number) 115
. 1 NO
2 YES
q Q-22 o you think other community residents consider you to be a leader in l 1 '5
3 a this ¢'mmunity? (Circle one number) !
1 NO 34
2 YES
Q .

ERIC :
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Q-23

Finally, we would like to ask a few questions about yourself,
ar circle one number on each question,

How many years have you llved

Please fill

in the blank

RESPONSES TO THIS ITEM t-

LOCATED ON PAGE:

S

Q-32' How nany people would you say you

RESPONSES TO THIS ITEM

LOCATED ON PAGE:

in tais community? YEARS 106 - ; know who live In this community? . 104
1 VERY MANY
Q-24 How many years have you lived 2 MANY
in your present residence? 106 3 A FEW
YEARS L NONE
Q-25 Your age. 107 Q=33 How many organizations do you 110
YEARS belong to? ,
. NUMBER
Q-26 Your sex. 108 TWrTte In 0 if none)
1 MALE Q-34 Your education. 1
2 FEMALE
I NEVER ATTENDED SCHOOL
i ' L S e o
} NEVER HARRIED I SOME HIGH SCHOOL
1; :g“;’A::*T“E‘(')ED 2 COMPLETED HIGH SCHOOL &
SOME COLLEGE |
4 DIVORCED 7 COMPLETED COLLEGE
5 WIDOWED 8 ADVANCED DEGREE AFTER
COMPLETED COLLEGE
Q-28 How many children under 18 are 10
1lving at home with ;8:;&1 9 Q~35 Your employment status. 112
Tta Tn 0 7% non 1 EMPLOYED FULLTIME
Write In el 2 EMPLOYED PAR:I'TIHE
Q=29 How many people are living z UNEMPLOYED AND LOOKING FOR WORK
tn your household? 109 RETIRED
NUMBER S FULLTIME HOMEMAKER
6 FULLTIME STUDENT
Q-30 How many cf your friends live in 103 7 OTHER (please specify) .
this community?
; fuL);T Q-36 Your present occupation If employed. 113
3 HALF OR LESS
; P:O:i £ o ONE OR TWO TITLE AND KIND OF WORK
\) NLY ON
) FRIENDS, OR NONE. Q-37 Your approximate family Income, 114
before taxes, In 1974,
Q-3! How many of all your adult relatives and .
in-laws live in this comunity (do pot .17 LES§ THAN $3,000
include the very distantly :)'elated ones 103 ; :g.ggg - gg.ggg
and those In your household)? ’ - '
4 L $9,000 - $11,999
: o ;b
t - ]
-~ z :g:: OR LESS 7 625,000 AND OVER
)
g S | HAVE ONLY ONE OR TWO ADULT :
[MC Y RELATIVES, OR NONE. - , 3 6
ated o §




Is there anything else you would like to tell us about your community? ‘
if so, piease use this space for that purpose. }
i help us in future :
Also, any comments you wish to make that you think may ]
offo:'ts Zo understand communities 1ike yours will be appreciates, elther
’ here or in a separate Jetter.

Your contribution to this effort Is very greatly appreciated.
L

. If you would like a summary of results, please print your name and

address on the back of the return envelope (NOT on this

questionnatre). We will see that you get a copy.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



MAIL GQUESTIONNAIRE STRATEGY

A technique noted for obtaining relatively high rates of response was used. This technique was based on
personalization and perseverance. Four mailings were involved. The first included a questionnaire, a postage-
paid return envelope, and a letter of explanation. The name of a household was typed on each letter, and the
letters were indiiduaily signed. One week later a postcard was sent to all potential respondents thanking
those people already returning their questionnaires and requesting atl others to mail them promptly. Each
postcard was individually signed. Those identified by the post office as deceased or moved from the community
were excluded from this and all subsequent mailings. :

Tvio weeks following the postcard, a second letter-questionnaire-return envelope was sent to those not yet
responding. This letter requested compliaiice and was personalized in a manner similar to the first. Finally,
a certified letter was sent seven weeks after the first contact to those “ouseholds not listed as sending in a
completed instrument or notice of refusal. Again each letter was individually signed, and had a name typed on it.

While returns varied by community, the final return rate totaled 78% of those eligible. This compares
favorably with similar studies ucing these techniques, and is much higher than most large-scale mail question-
naire studies. Table B include, information on the return rates for all communities, plus sufficient information
for computing these rates.
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. Table B.

Mall Questionnaire Return Rates

calhoun County
Farnhamville
Lake City
Manson
Rockwell City

Hami 1 ton County
Jewell”
Stanhope
Webster City

"Humbo 1dt County

. Humbo I'dt
Livermore
Renwick
Thor

Pocahontas County
Havelock
Laurens
Pocahontas

Webster County
Badger
Callonder
Clare

- Dayton -
Fort Dodge
Gowrie
Lehigh
Vincent

Households
identified

—
A%, ]
(=2

800

~
A% ]

943

433
183
2980

1602
.220
182
87

109
625
823

165
170
66
487
9391
429
270
68

‘ Percent of
w Households

o

w
~ W -
. .

1

Select :d

(oo I
v oo
.

™

for Sample

w Ul o
L adat

Loo

156
87

88
305
337

145
149

66
274
480
259
203

68

Completed

Question-
naires

N NN =
N — O
NOYNN

130
109
308

297
109
123

62

69
223
234

96
104

b2
185
288
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142
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Mright County

R Belmond 894 38.6% 345 274 7 14 3 3 5 10 29 86.2%
- Clarion 1130 21.9% 360 273 13 9 L L 7 | 9 82.7%
: Eagle Grove 1502 26.3% 395 283 13 3 8 5 7 5 71 77.3%
Goldfield 279 74.2% 207 = 163 4 15 3 1 1 2 18 88.6%

Rowan 121 - 96.7% 117 87 3 10 1 1 1 0 14 85.3%

TOTALS . 6580 4627 176 297 150 37 136 179 \ 978 78.2%

‘The smaller the-community, then the larger the proportion of households selected to yield a statistically
appropriate sample.

2Physically Incapable included those ill, hospitalized, senile, judged incanable by others, and those claiming
they were not capable (these were included only if they claimed they were too old and/or never got out of the
house; others claiming they were not capable were counted as refusals).

3New residents included respondents who claimed they had not lived long enough in the community to make valid
judgments.

L

Completion rate:

% = Number of Completed Questionnaires - 100
Number of Questionnaires Sent - (Deceased + Left Community + Physicaily Incapable + New Resident)

5Jewell was the community in which the mail questionnaire was bretested; the proportion of households qampled was
smaller than normal because this was a ‘pretest situation.

\ .
6The number of households in Havelock scheduled for study was nearly 100% of the total identified. However, another .
. study using mail questionnaires was initiated two months prior to this.community study and included a number of
Havelock resider:s. Potential respondents select=d for the other project were deleted, thus reducing the percent
of households selected for sample to 80.7% of the total. Minor overlaps were detected in other study communities;
resampling was conducted for any resident initially drawn for both studies so that few, if any, households received

questionnaires from both studies.

Q
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...+ Two" information sources can be utilized to determine how closely the returns represent all logal community
residents. First, U. S. census materials provide comparable information on selected variables. Table C shows
that on marital status and age, the 1975 study figures are quite similar te the 1970 census data in each community.
Table C. 1970 Census Data and 1975 Study Data on Marital Status and Age.
POPULATION 1970 CENSUS: MARITAL STATUS 1975 STUDY: MARITAL STATUS
COMMUNITY CHANGE Never Never .
1960-1970 |Married Married Separated Widowed Divorced ‘|iarried Married Separated Widowed Divorced
-Fort Dodge +10% 16% 67 "1 11 4 9% 76 ] 8 g 6
Humboldt +16% 1% 74 1 12 2 8% 75 0 13 5
.Bagle Grove + 2% 143 70 | 13 2 6% 75 ] 15 2
Webster City - 0% 13% 71 ] 11 L 7% 77 ] 12 b
Clarion - 8% 11% 71 0 15 2 7% 72 0 18 3
Pocahontas +16% 12% 70 0 1k 3 8% 71 ] 18 2
Manson +11% 12% 70 0 15 3 6% 74 0 16 4
Gowrie + 9% 10% 72 0 15 2 9% 70 0 18 3
Rockwell City + L% 10% 71 1 17 2 6% 70 1 18 -. 5
Jewell + 4% 10% 72 0 16 2 8% 75 2 15 ] .
Laurens - 2% 9% 75 0 13 2 4% 76 ] 17 2
Belmond - 6% 11% 75 1 12 2 7% 73 0 17 3
Lake City -10% 9% 69 1 18 3 5% 73. 1 18 3
Dayton +11% 1% 73 1 13 3 6% 78 0 14 2
Goldfield + 6% 11% 74 -0 12 2 6% 70 1 19 4
Livermore - 6% 113 68 ] 19 ] 8% 69 0 21 3
Lehigh -13% 12% 73 1 11 3 3% 75 . n 19 b
Badger +37% 1% 77 1 9 2 6% 84 0 10 0
Vincent +18% 11% 84 0 i 0 7% 80 2 9 2
Callender +18% 12% 72 0 14 2 8% 70 ] 18 4
Stanhope + 5% 7% 77 ] L] 2 L% 74 ] 20 ]
Clare + 2% 24% 65 ] 10 (1) 7% 78 0 15 0
Farnhamville - L% 9% 75 1 15 d Y SR 2 1 20 3
Thor - 9% 12% 75 0 12 1 8% 77 .0 15 0
Renw]ck -10% 12% 72 1 'y 1 5% 78 1 15 2
Havelock ~14% 12% 70 1 17 0 3% 65 2 29 2
Rowan -15% 10% 65 1 22 2 6% 63 ] 26 4 /
T ToTALS + 5% 14% 70 1 13 3 6% 74 1 16 3 )

1
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- 1970 CENSUS: AGE GROUPS ’ 1975 STUDY: AGE GROUPS

: COMMUNITY

K 18-24 25-34 35-44 A45-54 55-64 65-74 75 + 18-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74 75 +
Fort Dodge 17% 16 U 16 17 14 10 10 . 6% 21 16 24 15 12 6
Humboidt 11% 17 17 17 14 12 12 7% ih 18 19 17 14 11 '
Eagle Grove 14% 15 15 15 15 13 13 6% 15 18 14 18 19 11
Webster City 15% 17 17 17 14 11 10 1% 16 17 19 16 12 8
Clarion 11 ° 13 15 18 16 16 12 9% 10 15 20 21 15 10
Pocahontas 8% 17 15 15 14 16 14 6% 17 15 18 15 th 15
Manson 9% 13 15 17 14 16 15 5% 14 15 20 17 106 13
Gowrie 9% 13 15 12 14 19 18 10% 14 11 17 13 21 14
Rockwell City 9% 13 . 14 17 15 17 15 Ly 17 17 15 17 16 14
Jowatd 9% 16 13 15 13 20 14 Ly 23 17 16 17 16 7
Laurens 11% 15 16 18 14 14 12 - 7% 13 17 21 20 13 9
Belmond 9% 16 14 18 18 13 11 8% 15 14 14 19 19 11
Lake City * 7% 13 13 18 16 18 14 6% 17 12 16 18 18 12
‘Dayton 11% 14 14 11 20 - 16 15 5% 14 13 20 16 21 11
Goldfiald 12% 13 14 17 17 15 12 7% 18 12 14 19 16 13
Livermore 9% 12 10 21 18 15 14 7% 16 16 14 23 13 11
‘Lehigh 13% 17 14 18 17 11 10 8% 11 22 16 21 12 9 P
Badger 123 28 16 12 14 Bk 7 hy 33 19 13 13 10 8
Vincent 12% 14 13 22 14 19 6 0% 26 16 20 15 14 9
Callender 1% 20 16 15 13 14 12 g% 21 14 15 19 17 S
Stanhope 10% 17 16 13 14 16 14 %4 13 14 17 16 16 18
Clare 13% 18 24 18 8 10 9 2% 19 19 24 14 12 10

‘| Farnhamville 10% 8 14 16 19 15 18 ‘ 8% 15 8 20 16 14 20

Thor 3% 12 12 19 21 14 18 8% 13 14 16 16 2 8
Renwick 12% 12 11 18 16 20 11 3% 20 13 14 24 - 17 9
Havelock 11% 1 9 18 15 23 14 Ly 10 4 18 13 . 25 24
Rowan 10% 1 13 9 18 20 19 13% 7 10 12 20 23 16
TOTALS 14% 16 15 17 15 13 i 7% 16 15 18 18 16 11 o
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Table D includes more detailed data on the larger stuﬁy communities only (Clarion, Eagle Grove, Fort Dodge,

L» Humboldt, Webster City). This information is not reported by the U.S. Bureau of the Census for communities
: égalier than 2,500.

i N E
] ’ f
< £ 3

- k3
Table D. 1960 Census Data, 1970 Census Data and 1975 Study Data on Education, Income and Occupation
(Clarion, Eagle Grove, Fort Dodge, Humboldt, Webster City only).
RN 1960 1970 1975 1960 1970 1975
CENSUS CENSUS STUDY . CENSUS CENSUS STUDY
EDUCATION INCOME ] .
No school years completed.. 0% 2% 0% $2,999 OF = ieirninnn 14% 9% 5%
1 to 7 Years...ioevueoeens oo 12 6 2 $3,000-$5,999......... 39 17 10
8 Years ...c.eiecieeencnnens 20 16 ° 9 $6,000-$8,999......... 29 24 15
9 to 1l years..vvevevonnnrns 17 15 12 $9,000 or + ...viiennn 17 51 70
12 YEAPS «vvevverrrnnnnenns 31 38 35 ($9,000-$11,999).... (22) (20) | . )
13 t0 15 years..coeveseessss 13 14 24 s ($12,000-$14,999)... (13) (19)
16 or more years 8 10 18 ($15,000-%$24,999) ... (13) (22)
(25,000 or +) ..... (3) (9)
OCCUPATION
Professional, technical and kindred workers ........ 11% 13% 19% ’
Managers and adminiStrators ....eeevevececrceconncons 1 12 20
- Sales WOrKers .ovvuer . vienreererenensononsoenssnnsns 11 ... 9 9 .
Clerical and kindred WOIFKEES + v e eenseneennsnnesnnes 15 16 - .. 16
Craftsmen, foremen, and kindred workers..........c.. 13 12 ) 1
OPEratiVES . eveevnnoooeroonoessoesosesosonsssnnossnns 18 16 8
Laborers (excepf. farm) .e..oecevvvnnernnssnnnoonnenns 5 5 4
. Farmers. and farm mManagers...c.ceeeeesvecnnacnassoesns ] 0 1
s Farm laborers and farm foremen.........c.c.vvvvuvunss ] 0 0
SErViIiCe WOIPKEIrS. evevs i osuessonsosssssonsssnsnsnans 11 A4 12
"Private household workers...oeoeieireeecnresnoncnnns 2 2 0

when Tables C and D are analyzed, it is apparent that in general the respondents were slightly less likely to be

single or in the youngest age groups than census data suggested. Education, ,income, and occupational levels of

the respondents are minimally higher than the general population living in the five largest communities. However,

when changes that have occurred from 1970 to 1975 in the general population are considered, it appears the respondents

represent a aaneral cross-section of residents in the communities studied. . *

(.
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In a second attempt to judge the representativeness of mail questionnaire respondents,zinterwiews were
attempted with people failing to return a mailed questionnaire in six of the communities: Clare, Clarion,

Fort Dodge, Lehigh, Pocahontas, and Stanhkope. When these interviews were added to mail responses, few differences
appeared. Theraverage age did increase, and income and education levels decreased slightly. But responses to

the opinion questions seldom changed in any community be adding interview responses.to mail answers. Thus residents
returning’ the mail questionnaires appeared to be representative of the«reSpective”communitie§ in which they_resided.

~

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

A H
This data book supplements the individual community summaries prepared for respondents and others interested
in this study. All available information-is presented here, allowing a more detailed view of each community plus .
an opportunity to compare the communities. Interprétation of the data must take into account certain study -
: limitations. First, space was not provided for residents to write ip and evaluate specific dimensions of the
communi* . Those factors thought to be most important were prelisted on the.questibnnaire. Second, questions
were us. ily stated in general terms. Thus, low. ratings (for example: health care) -provide indications of a
problem area but do not fsolate the specjfic concern (health facilities, health personnel, and.so on) of residents.
Results of the study do not always relate to specific goals or action programs, nor was this the intent. This
study attempted to define general areas of concern that could then be further illuminated by problem-solving
groups working at the local community level. -

- -
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SOCIAL FACTORS iN THE COMMUNITY .
The first question in the mail questionnaire requested respondents to evaluate selected social fautors .
operating in the local community, and a later statement asked for lnformat|0n on an ideal community. These two
questions were as follows: . ' . ‘. w

Q-1 Here are some statements about this communlty Indicate thther you feel each one
(1) definitely describes this community well, (2) describes this community,
(3) may or may not describe this community, (b) does not describe this community,
or (5) deflnlteiy does not describe this com'nunlty at

[ 4

Q-4 MNow we would like to know about *he comrunity in which you would most like to live.
Please indicate what you think the ideal community would be on each of the following
\ statements. Indicate whether you feel the statement {1) definitely describes the
i ideal community vell, (2) describes the ldeal community, (3) may or may not describe

the ideal community, \«T does not describe the ideal community, of (5) definitely
does not describe the Tdeal community at all. !

: ~

The items on the next 13 pages can be reviewed in two ways. 1) Observe the percentaae distributions. These

indicate the proportion of -aspondents from a specific community using a specific response category. For example,
12% of the Fort Dodge respondents felt the statement ''residents know' each other' definitely described that community
well, white 1% believed the statement did not describe Fort Dodge at all. A+« 3,0ther example, note that the smallest
proportlon (12%) endorsing the statement as a good indicator o. their communi.y appeared in Fort Dodge, while the
largest proportion (65%) accepting it occurred in Vincent. 2) Observe the means. These were constructed for each
community by multiplying the number of peuple circling '"1'' by 100, the number «ircling ''2' by 75, "3" by 50, "4 by
25, and "'§" by 0. The resulting vota! was divided by the number of respondents in that community. Thus a score of
100 would indicate that all responden.. thought a statement described their community well, and a mean score of ]
would signify the statement definitely did not describe that community at all. The mean for '"residents know each
other" in Havelock (91) indicates that this statement definitely describes that community well. The Fort Dodge
mean (60) indicates that residents are less likely to know each other.

Ratangs of the actual ana ideal community appear on the same page to facilitate comparison. For example, the
rating given Fort Dodge (60) is lower than that given by Fort Dodge respondents to the ideal community (75). This
indicates Fort Lodge residents would like to know each other more than they presently do. On the other hand, Havelock
respondents 'suggest that they know each’ othar more than they may desire -- actual (91) and ideal (86). The greater
the numerical difference between ideal-actual mear scores, then the greater the change the community would have to
make to approximate the ideal situation. Both percentaces and mear are reported for the ~tal ni “her of respondents;
these are useful check points for comparing one community againstane agqregate of »il 27 .- idied.
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Fort Dodge

Humboldt
Eagle Grove
Webster City
Clarion

Pocahontas
Manson
Gowrie
Rockwell City
Jewell
Laurens
Belmond
Lake City
H
Dayton
Goldfield
Livermore
Lehigh

Badger
Vincent
Callerder
Stanhope
Clare
Farnhamville
Thor

Renwick
Havelock
Rowan

"TOTALS

ERC 5,

IText Provided by ERIC l*

DEFINITELY
UESCRIBES THE
1DEAL COMMUNITY

Q-1-1 Resldents know each other
DEF INITELY -DEFINITELY
DESCRIBES DOES NCT DESCRIBE
THIS COMMUNITY THIS SOMMUNITY
~ WELL AT ALL
—
1 2 3 4 1!’ MEAN
127 32 b4 11 1 60
22% 48 26 3 2 71
22% 43 27 6 < 69
16% 46 34 4 1 68
27% 48 23 2 0 75
30% 42 26 1 1 75
32% 47 19 1 1 77
40% 48 11 1 1 82
31% 45 19 2 2 75
32% 51 12 3 2 77
34% 46 18 1 2 77
40% 44 13 - 1 80
43% b4 12 0 1 82
L4z 38 14 2 2 80
417% 43 14 0 1 81
61% 35 2 2 1 88
63% 25 10 0 2 87
27% 37 30 6 0 71
65% 28 7 0 0 89
31% 43 23 2 1 75
50% 36 11 1 1 84
60% 26 12 2 0 86
647 32 ~ 0 0 90
61% 30 10 0 0 88
b&6% 39 6 0 0 87
64% 36 0 0 0 91
51% 34 5 0 0 89
36% 42 19 2 1 77

Q=4~1 Residents know eaechk other

DEFINITELY
DOES NOT DESCRIBE

THE 1DEAL COMHUNITY

-_‘—-UELL AT ALL
1 2 3 4 5 MEAN
32% 37 29 2 0 75
40% 38 20 3 0 76
33% 44 19 2 1 77 .
40% 35 23 2 0 78
41% 36 19 3 1 78
%
35% 41 21 2 1 77
45% 36 17 1 2 81
48% 33 18 1 0 82
42% 34 21 2 1 78
38% 40 18 1 2 78
46% 33 18 1 1 81
44 35 18 2 1 80
45% 37 17 0 0 81
47% 36 16 1 1 82
48% 29 22 1 0 81
50% 31 17 i 2 81
61% 25 12 2 0 86
} 31% I¥A 23 1 1 76
i 62% 26 9 0 2 87
39% 40 20 0 1 79
53% 35 12 1 0 85
62% 19 17 2 0 85
64% 28 7 1 1 88
57% 20 20 2 2 82
47% 36 16 0 0 83
59% 30 10 2 9 86
66% 26 8 0 0 90
443 35 19 1 1 80
D0
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Q-1~2 Residents participate in Q-4+2 Residents participate in \\ ’
community affairs community affairs N\
OEFINITELY e OEFINITELY |° DEFINITELY \\\\
OESCRIBES DOES NOT OF.CliBt LESCRIBES THE , 00ES NOT DESCRIBE
- {TH1s communiTy THIS COMMUNITY JDEAL COMHUNITY THE IOEAL COMMUNITY \
WELL TTTAT ALL - WELL AT ALL N
. 2 ¥ L 4 L 4
o2 3 4 £ HEAN L - LN 2 HEAN
Fort Dodge 6% 26 L5 18 5 53 Lo% 39 17 3 1 78
] Humboldt - . 24% 47 25 2 1 73 L8% 39 13 0 0 84
. Eagle Grove 15% 30 4o 1 4 60 40% 3 14 4 0 79
: Webster City 132 -~ 43 35 7 2 64 L7% 39 13 S 1 82
Clarion 18% Ly 32 b 1 68 . b33 37 - 17 2 0 80
~
Pocahontas 21% L3 32 3 2 70 LY L~ 13 2 | 81
Mapson 19% 51 27 3 0 71 38% Ly ' 2 ] 80
Gowrie 38y b 23 2 0 77 52% 40 7 T 0. 86 5
Rockwell City 18  La 28 7 2 67 40% 42 15 3 1 79 .. d
Jewell 155 36 k2 5 2 64 h2g 34 21 2 2’ 787 :
_.__ Laurrns 26% 43 26 4 1 72 51% 38 9 2 0 84 s
Be tmond™ 31% L6 20 3 1 75 L6% 39 14 1 0o . 8 '
Lake City 31% by 25 3 0 75 47% .36 16 0 0 82
Dayten 20% 37 34 & 3 66 L5% 38 15 1 1 81
Goldfield 28% 43 26 3 0 7 74 52% 37 10 1 0 85
Livermore 22% 37 30 8 3 67 L7% 31 18 1 3 80
Lehigh 17% 22 36 16 5 56 A b7% 30 19 2 2 80 e
Badger 24% 37 31 6 2 68 37% Ly 15 0 1 80 ‘- oo
Vincernt 15% 48 32 4 2 65 62% 27 8 2 2 86 . . - .
Callender 183 22 L2 15 2 60 L% Lo 14 3 | 79
Stanhope | 37% 39 18 5 1 77 . L6% 43 1 0 1 83 .
Ctare 2hy 38 26 7 5 67 5h% 32 10 5 0 84
Farnhamville 36% kg 12 3 | 79 . 56% 36 | 6 2 0 87
g Thor 30% 30 34 3 3 7 - - ) 52% 38 0 0 0 85
&\ Renwick . 30% 43 25 2 1 75 52% 39 8 2 0 85
Havelock 7 43% 34 18 3 2 78 ) 54% 33 13, ..0 . 0 85
Rowan 39% Ly 15 1 IJ 79 . 58% 34 6 1 0 87
TOTALS 22% 4o 30 6 2 63. . L6% 39 13 2 1 82 A )"




————

Q-1-3 Conflict usually doesu't take Q-4-3 Conflict usually doesn't take

place between people or groups place between people or groups
in this community in the community
DEFINITELY DEFINITELY DEFIMITELY * DEFINITELY
DESCRIBES DOES HOT DESCRIBE| UESCRIBES THE DOES NOT DESCRIBE
_'I_'_l‘_l_l_'i COMMUNITY \ IH_li COMMUNITY _LD_E_AL COMMUNITY . THE !Dm COMMUNITY
WELL \\ < AT ALL 4 WELL . AT ALL
L \ L 4 4 R 4
L o2 3 M 5 MmN 1l 2 3 & 5 M
Fort Dodge 12 30 3% 17 7 56 ) 3% 30 30 5 4 70
Humboldt 23% 37 28 1 © 2 66 L2% 32 16 .7 3 76
Eagle: Grove 15% 22 ,34 18 10 53 37%° 33 23 -7 i 74
Webster City 13% 32 36 14 6 58 34% 34 23 4 4 72
Clarion 21% - 36 30 8 5 65- 30% by 22 5 z 73 \
Pocahontas - 23% 35 26 12 4 65 39% 36 22 3 ] 77
Manson 23% 38 25 13 2 67 87% 35 21 5 2 74
Gowrie 33% 31 -26 7 3 Ve h 32 22 b, 1 77
Rockwell City 20% 30 32 10 7 61 31% 36 23 7 3 71
Jewell 17% 4o 27 12 5 63 31% 31 25 7 6 69 .
Laurens 21% 33 27 9 10 61 Leg 30 16 3 5 78
Be Imond 213 36 30 9 b 65 37% 31 22 7 3 73
%ake City 24% 28 36 8 5 64 34% 35 21 7 3 73
‘Day ton 213 37 28 8 6 6’ - 37% 32 22 k 5 73
~Goldfield 28% 33 29 9 2 69 33% 37 22 5 3 73
‘Livermore 14% 27 33 12 13 54 31% 26 - 28 6 9" 66
Lehigh 22% 20 24 18 16 54 Lo 26 23 4 8 72
Badger 25% 35 30 8 2 68 T 28% Lo 20 2 0 78
Vincent 15% 51 17 ' 6 65 57% 29 14 0 0 86
Callender 26% 24 28 15 8 62 36%, 30 22 6 6 71
Stanhope 30% 33 24 9 L , 69 39% . 37 22 0 3 77
Clare 17% 36 21 19 7 59 Log 30 20 10 0 75
Farnhamville 28% 36 28 5 3 70 1ng 37 14 6 2 77
Thor 25% 30 26 10. 10, - 62 L7% 35 10 2 7 78
Renwick 17% 34 26 14 8 59 - 38% 32 27 2 2 76
Havelock 30% 33 16 5 16 64 ) 37% 42 12 3 7 74
Rowan 22% s 20 10 4 68 ng 36 21 3 0 79
TOTALS 21% 33 29 11 6 63 ' 37% 33 22 5 3 74
O ‘ ’ »9 8
o .
, 29
L | - il N T R




30

~.

- Q-1-4 Residents see this community | Q-L-4 Resiaents see the community
as the center of their lives as the center of their lives

. DEFINITELY l DEFINITELY DEFINITELY DEFINITELY

: DESCRIBES bDES NOT DESCRIBE DESCR!BES THE DOES NOT DESCRIBE

- . THIS COMMUNITY | THIS COMMUN I TY 1DEAL COMMUNITY THE 1DEAL CQMMUNITY

T WELL TAT ALL ' WELL AT ALL

— ¥ " = R : . 2
L o2z 3 4 5. mEN L2 3 4 T 5 MEAN

Fort Dodge 205 30 32 12 6 61 305 32 30° " 6 2 70

.. Humboldt 343 39 21 4 2 74 38% 33 25 b 1 76

s Eagle Grove . 205 25 35 15 4 60 38% 33 22 L 3 75

. Webster City 203 36 35 6 4 65 29% 36 28 5 2 71
Clarion 25% 35 .27 N 2 67 ) 127% 32 31 7 2 69
Pocahontas 29% 4o 24 5 3 72 39% 35 20 5 ] 77
Manson 313 37 26 5 I 73 343 37 25 3 2 7h
Gowrie 36% 32 24 7 1 74 L0% 29 27 3 1 76
Rockwell City 24% 34 27 9 7 65 33% 33 28 5 1 73
Jewell 28% 34 23 10 5 67 35% 30 29 3 3 73
Laurens 27% 39 27 5 2 71 38% 30 25 b 3 74
Belmond 37% 38 22 2 1 77 40% 38 18 2 2 78
Lake City 34% 34 27 b 1 74 33% 4o 21 4 1 75
Dayton 26% - 33 26 N 4 66 37% 32 24 5 2 7h
Goldfield 34% 29 28 6 2 72 38% 33 22 4 2 76
Livermore 28% 28 26 14 3 - 66 42% 30 21 2 6 75
Lehigh 26% 16 37 12 9 60 Lo% 26 26 3 b 74
Badger 11% 23 36 29 2 53 - 24% 27 42 6 1 66
Vincent 2k 15 38 15 8 58 38% 25 31" b 2 74
Callender 21% 16 ho - 13 11 56 37% 26 29 7 2 72
Stanhope 38% 25 28 8 2 72 L2% 31 25 1 1 78
Clare 29% 33 24 12 2 68 29% 24 39 7 0 69
Farnhamville 38% 32 25 5 0 76 L% 35 17 3 1 79
Thor 25% 20 35 15 3 62 40% 28 25 3 3 7h
Renwick 363 43 18 4 2 74 37% 34 26 3 0 76
Havelock 31% 34 20 14 2 70 hg 34 18 5 2 77
- Rowan 29% 32 22 8 8 66 46% 31 20 ] 3 79
TOTALS 28% 32 28 9 3 68 36% 33 25 4 2 74
51
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Fort Dodge

Humboldt
-Eagle Grove
VWebster City
Clarion

Pocahontas

Manson

Gowrie
Rockwell City
Jewell
Laurens

Be imond

Lake City

Dayton
Goldfield
Livermore
Lehigh

" Badger
Vincent
Callender
Stanhope
Clare
Farnhamville

~ Thor

Renwick
Havelock
Rowan

TOTALS

Q-1-¢

This community is effective in

dealing with Its problems

DEFINITELY
DESCRIBES
THIS COMMUNITY

WELL

5

|

——

13%

33%
12%
17%
21%

28%
30%
Lhg
21%
26%
27%
Mg
b2%

26%
263
17%

25%
26%
23%
26%
29%
35%
28%
26%
30%
37%

26%

e

DEFINITELY

_|DOES NOT DESCRIBE

THIS COMMUNITY
AT ALL

v

2
7

_.i:_

—

1

—

[and
<o STWWWWSNIOWO NSNS VNN OVTWUNE OWWW W

—

—

2
0
4
3
1
1
1
L
3
6
1
0
7
3
4
7
2
0
7
4
0
1
5
2
8
L
4

MEAN
56

76
53
65
68

74

74 -

79°
66
69
68
79
78

66
71
68
h9

71
71
64
69
66
78
64
73
68
76

69

Q~4~5 The community is effective in
dealing with its problems

DEFINITELY
UESCRIBES THE
IDEAL COMMUNITY
VELL

-

1
50%

64%
50%
55%
50%

592

47%
60%

50%
57%
60%
59%
56%

Loy
60%
54%
58%

54%
60%
5h%
48%
54%
57%
55%
54%
Log
64%

55%

CONNINN — WWW — =

OMNONNNOONN W ——

g

/.

DEFINJTELY
DOES NOJ DESCRIBE

THE 1DEAL COMMUNITY

VAT ALL
s

MEAN
84

89 .
82 ;

85
82

86.
gh

8
82
84
86

87
86

83
87
82
84

-
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Q-1-6 Residents are similar to L. Q-4-6 Residents are similar to
each other each other
DEFIRITELY DEFINATELY o1 oeFNITELY DEFINITELY
OESCRIBES DOES NOT DESCRIBE . DESCRIBES THE DOES NOT DESCRIBE
THIS COMNUNITY THIS COMHUNITY |° 1DEAL COMMUNITY THE 10EAL COMMUNITY
WELL TTAT ALL T OWELL AT ALL
N 2 ¥ ¥ ¥
. 1l 2 3 & 5  ww - 1 2 3 4 5 AN
Fort Dodge 103 27 29 25 9 51 18% 21 34 17 10 55
- Humboldt 17% 35 31 15 3 62 . 21% 24 35 10 1 58
Eagle Grove Th% 24 32 23 7 54 18% 27 36 13 7 59
Webster City 14% z6 ko 15 6 56 15% 24 Lo 14 7 56
Clarion 15% 37 31 13 5 61 16% 28 37 10 9 58
Pocahontas 14% 36 30 13 7 59 20% 27 « 36 11 5 61
Manson 165 38 33 10 3 63 15% 34 36 7 8 60
Gowrie Y% 38 3] 4 1 70 208 29 35 12 5 62
Rockwell City 19% 38 24 14 5 63 - 19% 25 36 12 9 58 .
Jewell 18% 37 31 9 6 63 22% 21 36 11 10 58
Laurens 14% 36 32 10 9 59 20% 23 Lo 8 8 60
Belmo,id 16% 31 36 12 4 60 20% 29 34 10 6 62
Lake City 165 32, 33 14 5 60 213 23 34 14 8 58
Dayton 20% 37 31 6 6 64 - 22% . 29 36 8 b 64
Goldfield 182 38 29 1 4 64 23% 24 38 8 7 62
Livermor» 17% 34 23 19 8 58 21% 24 36 H 8 60
Lehigh 22% 26 30 12 11 59 28% 20 36 9 7 63
Badger 13% 24 39 17 8 54 16% 23 Lo 13 9 56
Vincent 18% 37 30 4 11 .62 15% 21 42 9 13 54
Callender 4% 33 24 20 8 56 21% 26 38 10 -5 62
Stanhope 18% LY 28 9 5 64 22% 33 30 1C 5 64
Clare 33% 21 2 14 5 66 22% 37 22 15 5 64
Farnhamville 16% Lé 31 5 2 67 30% 33 28 7 3 70
Thor 27% Lo * 20 8 5 69 20% 28 30 15 7 - 60
Renwick 24% 40 23 12 2 68 : 20% 24 39 11 5 61
Havelock 32% 31 23 9 5 69 ; 27% 32 28 10 3 67
Rowan 22% 33 25 13 7 63 18% 32 37 8 5 62
TOTALS 17% 34 31 13 6 61 20% 26 36 11 7 60

- 65




Fort Dodge

Humboldt
Eagle Grove
Webster City
Clarfon

Pocahontas
Manson
Gowrie

Jewell
Laurens
Belmond
Lake City

Dayton
Goldfield
Livermore -
Lehigh

Badger
‘Vincent
Callender
Stanhope
Clare
Farnhamvilig
Thor

Renwick

. Havelock
Rowan

TOTALS F

.“

56

Rockwell City

N-1-7 Power to make -community decisions is .
shared by residents in this community

DEFINITELY
DESCRIBES
THIS COMMUNITY
"~ WELL

. 2

|

9%

19%
14%
13%
14%
19%,
17%
29%
H4%
16%
21%
22%
25%
14%
2004
‘%
163

15%
22%
16%
22%
26%
31%
20%
19%
25%:
20%

18%

2
2h
38

29

- 35

52

DEFINITELY

DOES NDT DESCRIBE

THIS COMMUNITY’

AT ALL

X 2
5

——

13
6" -
10
8

o

N -
— OO TN GGNNwwWwwWo
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« Q-4-7 ‘Power to make community decisions is
shared by residents in the community

Loy

h2%
37%
53%
43%
49%
55%
L7%
48%

532
51%
h5%
54%

50%
47%
43%
1%
Loy
h7%
43%
50%
Lo%
48%

463

=
DEFINITELY
DESCRIBES THE
1DEAL COMMUNITY
WELL

3
12

15
N
1
g
1"
10
19
b}

1
14
15

1
v G

12
15
13

14
13
13
16
2
12

2

13
13

»DEFINITELY
DOES NOT DESCRIBE

THE 1DEAL COMMUNITY

AT ALL

N
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N

HEAN

79
83
79
81
76

79
78
8h
78
80
84
81
80

8%




Q-1-10 This community controls its present Q-4-10 The community.controls its present 34 ) ‘ -
affairs, without county, region, _ '-Emf%hout county, regign, -
state, or national groups telling state, or national ‘”Eroups telling !
it what to do it what to do
(’()EEFSIC”Rl ITBE ELSY 00E So E:Ol‘:‘ IDTEESLCYR IBE v E!}SECFRI INBI JSE LTYH £ \ » DOE So Eﬂ?{f |E)TEESLCYR 1BE
ﬂﬁ COMMUNITY T_HE_C.OMUNITV- LDE&L COMMUNITY . THE IDEAL COMMUNITY .
WELL AT ALL P WELL 4 AT ALL . - ! .
4 2 . 3 LN ,;!{ HEAN — "2 3. LR 2 MEAN :
Fort Dodge 13% 26 38 14 9 55 24% 28 31 11 6 - 6h
Humboldt 21% 32 37 6 4 65 31 - 37 - 256 3 4y .+ 72 X '
Eagle Grove 195 28 36 .13 ! 61 . 26% 35 29 ' 7 2 70 |
Webster City 133 30 ko 12 5 58 T 29% 32 .29 6 5 68 \ )
Clarion 17% 29 34 13 7 59 - 26% 29 35 6 ] 67 .
Pocahontas 24% 28 34 8 7 63 30% 37 27 3 3 72 - _
Manson 22% 4o 28 8 2 - 69 29% ke 20 5 4 72 '
Gowrfe 29% 32 31 6 2 70 37% 34 23 b~ 3 o, : ' R
Rockwell City 19% 29 35 15 2 $2 30% 28 31 7 ¥, 68 S
Jewell 28% 31 30 6 6 67 37% 31 27 3 2, 74 T \
Laurens 25% 32 31~ 9 4 66 37% 32 24 6 2 _Th
Belmond 28% 33 31 6 2 70 243 28 30 5 3 A
~Lake City 26% - 33 30 8 3 68 34% 34 26 "3 4 73.
' . bl
Dayton 213 33 31 10 5 64 ' 385 33 - 2 ~_ 7 Lk 74 e
Goldfield 313 30 28 8 3 70 39% 27 25 b 3 - 73
Livermore . 213 31 32 9 o7 62 32% 26 31 6 5 68 ’
Lehigh 29y 28 . 29 9 5 66 40% 32 24 3 2 76 .
Badger 22% 29 4o 4 6 64 28% 26 39 4 2 63 .
Vincent 20% 33 37 b 6 65 27% 33 27 6 8 66
Cal lender 18% 18 41 1 1 55 28% 26 30 6 10 6l .
' Stanhope 22% 30 29 12 7 62 27% 33 29 7 4 68 =
Clare 15% bs 25 10 5 64 23% 36 33 5 ro3 68
Farnhamville 21% 37 34 4 4 67 36% 35 19 6 L 74
Thor 24y 32 19 17- 8 61 31% | 24 34 9 2 68
Renwick 24h% Lo 27 7 2 69 29% 32 34 2 3 70 ¢
Havelock , 21% 30 30 8 1 60 33% 26 29 7 5 68
Rowan 33% ] 32 4 0 73 435 22 ! 3 4 77
TOTALS 22 31 N33 A0 5 64 328 52 28 5 l 71 N

-

‘5!/
/

89




Fort Doége

Humbo1dt
Eagle Grove
Webster City
“Clarion

««  Pocahontas
Manson
. = Gowrie, |
«  Rockwell City
Jevell *
_Laurens
* ‘Belmond
Lake City

Dayton |
_Goidfield
Livermore
lghigh
Badger !
Vincent
Callender
.Stanhope
.‘Clare

~ Farnhamville °

J?\Ol’ -

. Renwick ..
Havelock
Rowan: ¢

/

TOTALS

Q-1-11 Neighborhcods
without this

telling them

OEFINITELY
DESTRIBES -
THIS COMMUMITY
WELL

] 2 3
« 3% 28 29

219 .35 24
173 28 32
155 26 33
205 27 30

22% 35 24
325 31 ° 17
24y 36 20
2h% 35 23

by 27 29
235 30 g 30

24% 28 . 33
323,27 24

& 28% 26 24

19% 37 25
0% 36 35
123y 33 24
28% 31 23
27% 42 - 15
3% 38 - 16
283 U3 8

31 30 22

20
33% . 33 22
238 31 26

1}

control their affairs,
cummunity &5 a whole

what to do

"DEFINITELY
DOES KOT DESCRIBE
THIS COMMUNITY

AT ALY
R 2a
4 5
19 11
12 9 .
16 7
17 9
12 12
11 10
11 5
- 12 8 -
13 7.
12 : 7'
15 7"
]3 l. 7’
11 6
10 4
e~ 8 9
7 12
9 13
12 8
10 10
11, 10
12 5
10 7
9 5
10 10
8 9 ..
11 6
5° 7
12 8

MEAN

Q-4-1.

Neighborhoods control their affairs,
without sthe comnunity ag & whole
telling them what td do T,

PEFINITELY
DOES NOT: DESCRIBE
THE |1DEAL COMMUNITY

DEFINITELY
DESCRIBES THE
IDEAL COMMUNITY
WELL

] -2 3

i 2 3 A 5 MEAN
22% 22 39 8 9 60
30% — 33 24 8 6 68
24% 34 v} 9 . 5 66
27% 27 33 10 4 66
25% 30 - 32. 7 6 65
26% 35 28 6 6 68
24% 37 24 9 6 66
23% 30 25 9 3 70
30% 29 27 8 6 . 67
28% 28 32 7 6 66
33% 29 24 8 6 68
33% 26 29 6 5 69
30% 32 31 5 3 70
32 30 26 7 4 70
31% 30 25 6 7 68
38% 25 22 5 11. - .68
4o% 26 22 8 4 72
27% 30 28 9 5 66
28% 26 33 8 6 65
33% 28 26 7 5 67
25% 32 31 Q 4 66
28% 4o 25 2 5 71
50% 32 18 7 3 75
25% " 34 - 25 10 5. . 66
26% 35 28 7 4 68
37% 34 19 6 3 - 74
Lo% 33 22 3 3 76
29% 20 28 7 5 68
71

i®

L &3

ta




Fort Dodge

Humboldt

' Eagle Grove
Webster City
Clarion

Pocahontas
Hanson h
Gowrie
Rockwell City
Jewell
Laurens

Be Imond

Lake City

Dayten
Goldfield
“Livermore
Lehigh

Badger
Vincent
Callender
Stanhope
Clare
Farnhamville
Thor

Renwick
Havelock
Rowan

TOTALS

72
-

k)

telling them what to do

DEFINITELY
DESCRIBES
THIS COMMUNITY
WELL

——

L

19%
27%
24%

20%
20%

28%
31%
35%
28%
32%
26%
28%
30%

24%
L0%
29%
38%

26%
28%
26%
34%
L6%
46%
38%
32%
35%
Lo%

29%

2

34

43
32
33
35

43
Lo
35
42
36
39

37

hs
30
4o
28

38
38
29
38
28
30
38
4o
35

27

36

3

28

19
28
30

‘37

21
20
20
19
21
24
25
26

20
22
16
22

29
21
28
15
10
14
12
18
22
21

23

DOES MOT DESCRIBE

DEPINITELY

THIS COMMUNITY
AT ALL

...-IJ:_
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Q-1-12 Local residents control their own-
atfairs, without nelghborhoods,
this community, or other groups

N affairs, without neighborhoods,
. the community, or cther groups

telling them what to do

DEFINITELY
DESCRIBES THE

1DEAL COMHUNITY

WELL

Y

29%

39%
29%
31%
32%

33%
31%
37%
35%
56%
%
35%
36%

40%
' 35%
g
50%
36%-
36%
39%
%
36%
433
381
32%
3h%
433

36%

3

27
22
26

30
22

27
23
23
25
22
20
27
24

15
24
21

19

29
27
14
26
20
11
26
26
22
2]

2k

IJ:'

Q-4-12 Local residents control their own

DOES NOT DESCRIBE
THE |DEAL COMMUNITY

DEFINITELY

AT ALL

~

4

~N s W

\

WRMNWVMSNSWWUI OO0 wWwoooun S-viwwuniwibhuen

-

MEAN
6

713
66

67

68

72
70
74
72
72
75
71
71

75
69
73

© 78

s 72
68

36




Q-1-13 Resldents have pride in Q-4-13 Residents have pride in

this community the community
DEFINITELY DEFINITELY DEFINITELY DEFINITELY
DESCRIBES DOES M DESCRIBE DESCRIBES THE DOES NOT"DESCRIBE
THIS COMMUNITY T_Hlé. COMMUNITY IDEAL COMMUNITY THE 1DEAL COMMUNITY
TTUMELL AT ALL T WELL AT ALL
- v .7 R 2 N 2
L 2z 3 & 2. MEAN - L 2 3 A 2. MEAN
Fort Dodge 28% 38 26 7 2 70 67% 28 4 0 0 90
- Humboldt 75% 21 4 0 0 93 81% . 18 ] 0 0 95
i Eagle Grove 28% 39 24 8 2 71 71% 22 5§ ] ] 90
\ Webster City 36% 42 18 3 1 77 68% 25 5 ] 1 90
‘ Clarion ©o- k% ko 14 3 0 8o 69% 22 8 1 0 90
N Pocahontas L6% 39 13 2 0 82 72% 22 b ] 0 92
Manson ‘ 68% 25 5 1 0 90 72% 21 5 0 ] 91 .
»———Gowrie 60% 28 11 0. ] 87 75% 20 4 1 0 92
Rockwell City 38% 38 16 4 4 76 ' 66% 28 6 0 0 90
Jewell 47% 36 14 2 2 81 " 68% 25 6 0 1 90
Laurens L9y ko 8 2 1 83 76% 20 2 < 0 0 93
Belmond 70% 23 6 1 0 90 78% 19 2 1 0 .93
Lake City 57% 31 11 ] 0 86 79% 17 3 0 0 94
. Dayton ng 39 14 4 2 78 72% 23 2 2 1 91
Goldfield 49y by 8 | 1 84 75% . 21 4 0 0 92
Livermore h7% 33 15 2 3 80 72% 18 6 1 3 89
Lehigh 22% 20 36 13 9 58 56% 28 14 1 2 84
Badger 53% 32 13 2 0 84 78% 18 3 0 0 94
Vincent 30% Lo 23 2 6 72 79% 17 2 0 2 93
Callender 21% 30 39 5 5 64 ' 597 31 7 3 0 87
Stanhope 532 31 12 3 1 83 L 68 25 7 0 0 90
Clare 4oy 45 12 2 0 81 T 61% 24 15 0 0 86
Farnhamville 7h% 20 6 0 0 92 86% 14 0 0 0 96
~ Thor 38% 38 16 5 3 75 . 74% 20 3 0 2 91
Renwick ko 38 10 3 0 . 83 74% 20 4 1 2 90
Havelock h2g 32 23 3 0 78 70% 27 0 2 2 90
Rowan 56% 35 6 1 1 86 21 b 0 1 91
TOTALS 48y 34 14 3 1 81 2% 2 5 1 0 91 ‘ .

' 74.




Fort Dodge

Hymboldt
Eagle Grove

Webster City

Clarion

Pocahontas
Manson
Gowrie

Rockwell City

Jewell
Laurens
Belmond
Lake City

Dayton
Goidigeld
Livermore
Lahigh

Badger
Vincent
Calliender
Stanhope

- Clare

Farnhamville
Thor
Renwick
Havelock
Rowan

»

TOTALS
ry
i()

Q-1-14 Anyone who wants to is welcome
to live in this community

DEFINITELY
DESCRIBES
THIS COMHUNITY

WELL
- 2
2 3
37% 34 18
43% 26 17
44y 30 16
39% 28 18
48% 29 15
52% 26 16
53% 27 13
L9y 3. 12

Lyg 33 13
Liby 28 19
50% 28 15
643 26 8
59% 29 9
L2% 29 16

.56% 30 9
‘813 22 10

L7% 28 15
39% ) 16
50% 30 15
. 37% 35 17
54% 27 15
60% 26 7
65% 18 L]
g 33 14
-50% 31 13
57% 26 15
62% 24 8
Lag 29 14

(S,

DEFINITELY
DOES NOT DESCR!BE
THIS COMMUNITY
AT ALL

MOWVMWOWNUVINNNRN WWO N —WIS RN S 0SSN W oo'.::-

w SR =W = NN ONE W O\ OV e e WA T W RN WA W Oy e l\.ﬂd

MEAN
74

73
76
72
79
81
81
80
77
75
80
88
86

73
84
83
77

77
80
72
82
84
86
75
81
84

85

79

i

Q-4-14 Anyone who wants to is welcome
to live in the community

WELL

DEFINITELY
DESCRIBES THE
IDEAL COMMUNITY

R 4
L 2 3
585 29 9
64y 2 ]
67% 20 7
64y 24 10
6by 25 9
635 26 9
62% 23 12
61% 24 12
61% 28 8
563 24 14
67% 23 7
68y 22 8
65y 24 8
6by 24 9
67% 18 13
6hy 18 13
68% 21 10
65% 20 11
.62% 23 15
48y 30 18
60 26 15
66z 24 10
70% 18 7
705 27 3
62% 25 11
48% 32 17
66 17 14
632 24 10

DEFINITELY
DOES NOT DESCRIBE
THE 1DEAL COMMUNITY
AT ALL

N

EAN

HEAN

85

86
86
87
87

87
86
85
87
82
88
89
88




Eniiid

Fort Dodge

Humboldt
Eagle Grove
Webster City
Clarion

Pocahontas
Manson

Gowrie
Rockwell City
Jewell
Laurens
Belmond

Lake City

Dayton
Goldfield
Livermore
Lehigh

‘ Badger
Vincent
Callender
Stanhope
Clare
Farnhamville
Thor
Renwick
Havelock
Rowan

TOTALS .

7R

Q-1-15 Residents occupy different social
levels (more than one social
class in this community)

DEFIMTELY DEFINITELY
DESCRIBES DOES NQJ DESCRIBE
THIS COMMUNITY THIS CON{'!UNITY
~ WELL AT ALL
L 2 3 4 g .-
50% 35 9

363 39 16
Loy 36 15
h2g W 13
32% L6 12

37% L) 15
28% 36 21
30% 39+ 17
35% 36 19
35% 33 18
% 35 17
34% 37 17
45% 35 12

33% 36 18
38% 34 17
31% 36 15
28% 32 18

22% Ly 20
205 48 18
30% 34 15
188 3. 29
308 38 15
26% 36 22
285 38 17
24% 4 19
27% 33 25
27% ko 18

AVOVUNNVOWWVNUWOUNDN WOWVNMW OUVNMWOWUNWNSNRN r—wih N

~I OWNRNOVONOOOWNMITW WO IO ONoOOoOWUN WSS W

35% 38 16

N

Q-4-15 Resldedfs occupy different social
levels (more than one social
- class in the community)

DEFINITELY DEFINITELY
DESCRIBES THE DOES 5_0_1_ DESCRIBE
IDEAL COMMUNITY THE IDEAL COMNUNITY

WELL AT ALL

4 4
2 3 4 5 MEAN
33% 27 28 6 6 69
30% 31 24 8 7 68
28% 25 28 8 11 63
29% 29 25 10 8 65
26% 35 22 9 7 66
31% 28 26 8 7 67
23% 33 26 9 9 63
33% 26 23 N 7 67
29% 27 25 8 10 64
28% 28 27 9 8 65
27% 28 21 10 14 61
21% 38 » 23 6. 12 62
33% 24 31 6 6 68
29% 24 25 10 12 62
30% 28 24 9 10 65
29% . . 26 26 9 1 63
24% 30 24 5 17 60
37% 30 23 4 6 72
35% 35 19 0 12 70
20% 36 32 5 7 64
24% 29 32 4 1 63
18% Ly 23 5 10 63
31% 25 24 7 14 63
29% 32 20. 10 8 66
16% 29 36 4 15 57
2Ly 39 22 5 10 65
27% 37 23 3 {1 67
28% 30 25 8 9 65

39
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COMMUN:T!_§FRV1CES

/ . ' . . .
Respondents evaluated selected local services and suggested levels of improvement in the<e services
in response to the folluwing questions.

Q-2 HNow please rate .he services and facilltieec of this community. Again, indicate
whether you feel the statement (1) definitely describes this community well,
(2) describes this conmunity, (3] may or may not describe this community,
(E) dces not deszrlde this community, or (5) definitely does not describe this
commn.ty at oV1. -

Q-3 How much 0 you think the following “items peed to be improved in this community?

Indicate whether each i.2m needs to be improved much, some, OF none.

e

The next pages can be reviewed by examining percentages and/or mean scores. An examination of means
reveals respondents in Laurens rated their utilities higher than did residents of any other community
(the higher the mean, then the more the statement describes the community). An ideal community would
probably be rdted close to 100 on this and the other services. A good community would have most of
these factors rated by 'ocal residents at 62 or higher. Although Clare (63) is much lowrr than the
others, the 27 study communities all reach the ''goed' level on utilities. In contrast, .o communities
rated ''good'' on public transportation availability. -

Service improvement ratings are licted on the same page to ald comparison. Mean scores here were
calculated by multiplying the number of peof ‘e circling "much’’ by 0, the number circling '"sume" by 50,
and "'none' by 10G6. The total was divided by the number responding. A mean score of 100 would indicate
no improvement was needed, while 0 would mean everyone agreed much ‘ir rovement was necessary (the higher
the mean, the less improvement needed). As expected, the mean imprcovuaent score in Clare (41) indicates
more improvement in utilities ii needed here than in any other community. '

Note that the lifference between the actual mean and the improvement mean can provide additional
informaticn. While Pocahontas residents rated their utilities quite high (85), some improvement is
suggested (85). . ' '

The final table in this series contairs information on community dependency. In this instance the
yuestion was asked for the’%ﬁtual community and an ideai one rather than improvement needed in the'ac;ual
comaunity. In most communitie<, respondents judged their communities as somewhat more dependent than
an ideal community (that is, tne ideal mean was smaller than the actual mean).

40




Fort Dodge

Humboldt
Eagle Grove
Webster City
Clarion

Pocahontas
Manson

Gowrie
Rockwell City
Jewell
Laurens
Belmond

Lake City

Dayton
Goldfield
Livermore
Lehigh

Badger
Vincent
Callender

>~ Stanhope
Clare
‘arnhamville
Thor
Renwick
Havelock
Rowan

TOYALS

~

-

0-2~1 Good utilities (electricity,
gas, water)

DEFINITELY DEFINITELY
DESCRIBES DOES NOT DESCRIBE
1HIS COMMUNITY THIS COMHURITY

WELL AT ALL
¥ 4
L . T
66% 27 b 1 l
74% 24 1 0 [
N 2 b0 0
~ 51% 36 9 2 2
726 24 3 0 1
57% 32 8 2 1
6L% 28 8 0 0
72% 22 4 1 |
71% 23 t! 1 |
5% 25 " ] ]
82% 16 | 0 0
77% 20 2 0 |
80% 18 2 0 0
L9z 35 12 2 3
65% 26 6 2 l
66% 29 ] 9 2
Lo% 28 17 9 6
76% 21 2 1 0
76% 20 4 0 0
L7% 38 12 1 1
hoy 32 i 5 5
29% 27 22 12 10
51% 31 15 3 0
63% 25 7 5 0
Ly Lo 10 5 2
37% 45 9 3 6
56% 30 7 2 5
6u% 27 6 2 1

Q-3-1

Utilities

‘‘need to be ivproved

How much does this item
in this community?

MUCH SOME  NONE
3% 35 62
3% 28 69
2% ;29 70
8% 53 39
Ly 31 65
7% 56 37
6% 45 48
2% 37, 60
Ly 28 68
9% . 53 38"
2% 22 76
1% 26 74
2% 29 69

1% 58 3l
- 38 ° 56
6% 33 61
24% 52 2k
2% 29 69
2% 17 82
7% 53 Lo
12% 57 31
32% 54 15
11% L9 40
13% 36 51
5% 56 39
18% 56 26
5% by 48
6% 39 55

MEAN

79
83
84
66
81
65
71

79 -

82
65
- 87
86
84

60
75
77
50
84
90

£
o
w0

-




: 1
P , =2=—g00d police prd‘tegtign Q-3-2 %“olice protection
o DEFINITELY = DEF INITELY ] .
i , DOEY NOT DESCRI - p ow much does this item
'r_l!l_osfsccoznlifﬁslﬂ ) I_PL}__CT)HHUNITYBE « o Y need ?od‘gefi:\:r;ve; 1 » .
WELL AT ALL Lt in this community? S -
% A 2 -
1 2 3 & 5 MEAN N MUCH  SOME  NONE MEAN
Fort Dodge 255 32 27 10 _ r6 65 213 62 16 48
Humboldt b2y 34 16 s/ 3 77 ‘ Yig 60 30 60
Eagle Grove 17% 25 . 26 \ﬁ 14 53 38% 48 14 38
Webster City '  26% "'37 27 5 5 - 68 205 58 22 N\ &l
Clarion 39% 36 17 5 3 76 13% 54 ° 23 b4 60 o
Pocahontas 52% 34 12 2 0 » 84 6% 47 L7 70 . -
Manson 34% 4y 16 5 3 75 9% 58 33 62 :
Gowrie L6% 38 12 2 P 81 4y . 45 LE] - 72
Rockwell City . h3% 28 20 b b 76 13% kg 3R " 63
Jewell * 31% 36 20 10 3 70 9% 58 32 61
Laurens " 40% 26 23 4 6 72 - T 20% 48 31 ' 55
Belmond 53% 34 17 b 3 78 11% 5h 36 62
Lake City 423 35 18 2 3 /£ N 3% 51 i) 66
Day ton boWrx_ 33 b 3 3 79 8 4k 53 .12y
Goldfield 30§ 35 20 5 10 7 67 21% 55 24 Co52
Livermore g 36 10 6 6 74 17% i 42 63
Lehigh 21% 227 19 13 26 50 . L4% 38 18 3 Y
Badrer 12% 27 2] 19 15 50 39% hs 16 39
L\éincent ) 11% 21 T 28 21 19 >~ L6 143% L i3 35 v
al lender 154% 15 26 24 22 Ly 38% 45 17 Lo :
Stanhope 315 . 25 .5 6 6 i 10% 57 34 62
Clhre > 33% .5 17 7 7 70 ‘ 17%  ahb 39 61
E&rnhamville 26% 28 30 _ 8 9 6k 23% 53 23 50 ! -
Tho-~ 2% 15 27 25 30 37 52% Ly C 24
Renwick 14% 18 39 14 15 - 51 30% 55 14 42
Havelock 6% 11 30 '8 by . 32 ©57% 34 8 25
Rowan 224 18 31 18 12 = 55 . “Z2% 159 18 48
TOTALS 33% 3] 21 8 8 AT T 193 . 62 17?9 55
6& o-
SRy . ' // : o
’ 7




Fort Dodge

Humboldt
Eagle Grove
Webster City
Clarion

Pocahontas
Manson

Gowrie
Rockwell City
Jewel |
Laurens
Belmond

Lake City

Dayton
Goldfield
Livermore
Lehigh

Badger
Vincent
Callender
Stanhope

‘Clare

Farnhamville
Thor

Renwick
Havelock
Rowan

TOTALS

84

DEFINITELY
DESCRIBES
THIS COMMUNITY
WELL

———

1
hs%

67%
51%
52%
59%

67%
57%
72%
59%
70%
80%
83%
78%

59%
52%
59%
26%

LLg
89%
Loy
55%
64%
82%
29%
50%
51%
39%

60%

2
L2

29
38
36
33

i

27
36
27
29
25
19
14
19

35

35

27
Lo

Ly
32
33
17
Le
39
31
Ly

31

- lL»

W
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Q-2-3 Good fire protection

DEFINITELY
DOES NOT DESCRIBE
THIS COHHUNITY

AT ALL

| =

//\

ROV OOWONRO LT —mO— O00000000 O——0O —
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Q-3-3 Fire protection

in this community?

SOME

How much does this item
nced to be improvea

MUCH NONE
3% "6 50
2% 27 70
1% 36 63
3% 35 61
3% 33 64
4 30 66
3% 36 61
1% 20 79
Ly 30 67
0% 18 82
0% 20 80
23" 14 34
1% - 15 84
5% 23 72
L% 42 54
2% 32 66
21% 51 28
6% Ly 50
0% 4 96
7% 38 55
2% 38 60
7% 34 58
0% 11 89
7% 51 43
1% 49 57
8% 51 L4
3% Lg 53
3% 21 66

MEAN
74

84
‘81
79
80

81
79

91
90
91
92

84
75
82
54

72
98
74
79
76
95
68
77
66
75

81

81

-
ol

43




Q-3~4 Street lighting and
maintenance

Q-2-4 Good strcet lighting and
maintenance

»4 "'
[~ DEFINITELY

OESCRIBES
THIS COMMURITY

DEFINITELY

THIS COMMUNITY

DOES NOT OESCRIBE{ -

How much does this item
need to be improved

T OMELL TTTAT ALL in this community?
¥ *— | a

__l_ _g_ __3_ _L_l_ __5_ MEAN MUCH SOME NONE MEAN
Fort Dodge 35% 37 L] 10 4 72 15% 48 37 61
Humbo1dt 695 25 6 1 0 90 5% 27 68 82
Eagle Grove 55% 30 13 ] 1 82 6% 31 63 79
Webster City NP3 38 17 4 P ] 79 7% 48 45 68
Clarion 61% 29 5 3 2 86 5% 27 68 81
Pocahontas L4% 34 17 4 ] 79 10% 51 39 65
Manson 36% 38 18 5 3 74 12% 53 35 61
Gowrie 55% 33 11 1 1 85 2% 47 51 7
Rockwell City 60% 30 6 3 0 87 6% 25 69 22
Jewell ' 28% 34 22 9 6 67 20% 51 29 55
Laurens 69% 24 5 | 0 90 by 33 6% an
Belmond 64% 25 8 2 ] 89 6% 34 61 78
Lake City 55% 32 8 2 2 84 8% 34 57 75
Dayton 39% 36 18 5 2 76 13% bl 43 65
Goldfield kg 37 10 6 78 105 38 52 71
Livermore 61% 28 5 3 3 85 53 30 65 80
Lehigh ° 33% 30 18 9 10 66 164 49 36 60
Badger 43% 35 L 5 3 77 11% 48 4 65
Vincent 48% 33 9 6 b 79 1% 32 57 - 73
Callender 385 34 2C 6 2 75 Ady k8 k2 66
Stanhope 4% 34 17 4 2 78 7% L 50 71
Clare 36% 29 17 12 7 68" 24% 45 31 5k
Farnhamville 54% 36 10 0 0 86 1% 38 62 80
Thor 55% 27 13 5 0 83 2% 33 66 82
Renwlck 38% 4l 12 7 2 77 1% 48 42 65
Havelock h7% 33 17 2 2 81 8% 60 32 62
Rowan L2% 31 18 6 b 76 12% 42 L6 67
TOTALS 50% 32 12 4 2 81 8% Lo 52 72

»
D
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Fort, Dodge

Humboldt
Eagle Grove
Webster City
Clarion

Pocahontas
Manson

Gowrie
Rockwell City
Jdewell
Laurens

Be Imond

Lake City

Dayton
Goldfield
Livermore
Lehigh

Badger
Vincent
Callender

. Stanhope

Clare
Farnhamville
Thor.
Renwick

avelock
Rowan

TOTALS

0-2-5 Good waste disposal and

sewage system

DEFINITELY
DESCRIBES
THIS COMMUNITY
WELL

4

1

42%

54%
1%
39%
L5%

42%
57%
54%
L8%
h3%
60%
60%
L4 8%

47%
42%
70%
b

63%
78%
48%
37%
10%
28%
10%
48%

ke%

3
14

17
17
12

9.

11
il
12
11

10
12
16

B

20
17
20
22
22

28

17

| =

N

N

DEFINITELY
DOES NOT DESCRIBE
THIS COMMUNITY
AT ALL
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Q-3-5 Waste disposal and sewage
system

How much does this item
need to be improved

in this community? l
MUCH SOME  NONE MEAN

1% 38 50 70

9% I 50 70

1% 43 L6 67

11% 48 Lo 64

6% Ly 50 72

10% 47 L2 66

2% 32 66 82

L% 35 61 78

10% 36 53 ) 71

12% Ly Ly 66

6% 36 59 77

L% 30 65 80

7% 39 54 73

11% I 47 68

13% 39 48 68

3% 14 83 90

7% 29 64 78

3% 14 83 90

L% 6 91 94

1% 25 63 , 76 :
6% 51 43 68 1
75% 15 10 18
20% Ly 36 58

h6% Ly 10 32 ‘
6% 38 56 75

L8% Ly 12 52

39% 33 28 45

10% 38 52 71




Q-2-6 Good shopping facilities for ” Q-3-6 Shopping facilities for
daily needs waily needs
DEFINITELY ' DEFINITELY
DESCRIBES DOES NOT DESCRIBE How much does this item
THIS COMMUNITY - THIS COMMUNITY need to be improved
WELL T AT ALL in Lhi_s community?
B 20 ¥
1 2 3 _14_ 5 MEAN MUCH SOME NONE MEAN
Fort Dodge : 58% 34 3 L ] 86 5% 25 70 82
Humboldt - 66% 27 6 ] 0 89 6% 35 - 59 77
Eagle Grove 43% 32 ° 18 L 2 78 11% 48 4o 64
Webster City Iy 37 16 6 2 77 14% 48 38 62
Clarion L7% 35 12 L 2 80 1% 43 L6 68
Pocahontas 45% 34 17 4 0 79 12% 48 Lo 64
Manson 45% 38 10 2 4 80 1% 54 36 62
Gowrle L5y 28 18 6 3 76 14% 49 37 61
Rockwell City 33% 32 20 10 5 70 21% 51 28 53
Jewell 22% - 44 18 10 5 67 20% 58 . 22 5l
Laurens 53% 31 13 2 1 83 7% 52 4 67
Belmond 66% 28 5 0 ] 89 3% 35 61 79
Lake City hhg 32 16 6 2 78 14% 51 35 6l
Dayton 15% 30 31 11 13 56 37% 51 12 38
Goldfield 22% 29 T 27 12 9 61 29% 5h 17 Ly
Livermore 13% 21 29 20 18 48 58% 37 5 24
Lehigh 18% 23 22 15 22 50 36% 53 1 38
Badger 163 22 34 12 16 .~ 53 2hy 52 24 50
Vincent 0% 0 15 15 70 <N 82% L 4 -
Callender A B 4 17 21 20 32 39 43% 49 8 32
Stanhope : 19% 34 34 10 4 63 14% 69 . 18 52
Clare 7% 17 31 21 2k 4o 38% 52 10 36
Farnhamville 27% 34 25 6 9 66 17% 55 28 55
Thor 8% 20 17 24 30 38 43% 43 15 ) 36
Renwick 18% 24 34 14 10 56 34% Le 15 42
Havelock 17% 28 31 9 15 55 30% 61 10 Lo
Rowan 1Ny 16 22 33 18 b2 Mg ke 10 35
TOTALS 38% 30 17 8 7 71 18% ke 35 58
Yoy Q:
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, Q-2-7 Good local government - Q-3-7 Local government
y . oenmlreu C rﬁiﬂh‘nuvm ’ ' )
RIB .
THIS CORMURTY VDHLS, SOy Hou uch does ihls el
WELL e~ AT ALL S in this community?
- ‘ ' . . : v 1
N L -2- 3 4 5 meaN (" =" MUCH’ SOME . NONE MEAN |
Fort. Dodge c. 208 29 -3 1) 5 62 24% 61 15 L5
Humboldt . hg +35 18 5 1 © 77 . 12% 61 27 * . 57 \)
Eagle Grove 24 35 26 10 5 - 66 18% 58 2 - 53
_Webster City - - 22% ' 37 3] 6 .5 . 67 ‘ 17% 61 21 52 .
Clarion 303 35 42k 8 3 70 , 15% 7 60 25 . 55 \
* Pocahontas 303 4o -~ 23 L 2 73 o 12% 61 27 57
Manson 33%5 b6 16 4 0 77 ot 5% 62 33 6h
Gowrie ‘ 4sg 35 18 1 1 g8 5% 58 38 67 —
Rockwell City 30% 38 : 22 7 3 71 | —- 1% 56 33 . 61
Jewell 30% . Lo 23 6 2 72 - 6% . 65 28 ° BT o~ o
Laurens 37% © 39. 17 3 5 75 105 7 61 29 60 \
" Belmond A " 36% 38 20 b 2, 75 8% . 60, 31 -« . 6]
Lake City 32% ko 19° 6 2 73 8% 67 25 58 .
Dayton 27% 37 26 7 4 69 | 125 58 30 59 -
- Goldfield 36% 33 , 24 b 2 74 11% 52 ' 37 63 -
Livermore . .. 34% 32 23° L 7 o <71 . 19% 60 21 51
. Lehigh ’ 152 2] 32 14 19 . 50 323 " 50 18 43
Badger. 195 3 30- b w2 ns g 527 34 60 )
Vincent . 17% 38, .29 10 6 . 63 125 672 22~ b5 .
Callender 14% 23 39 13 10 - 5h 24% 60 16 LI
Stanhope. 263 38 27 s 5. . 69 _ U Ng. 68 21 ™55 o
.. Clare 223 32+ 29 10 7 63 _ 7% 60 24 54 '
Farnhamville 1 33% - bb 18 ~ 5 ] 75 T 6% 52 kb2 68- g
Thor 22% 25 32 13 8 60 S, 20% 56 25 52
Renwick o 26%T 39 28 2 4 70 N\, 7% 68 - 26 59 S
Havelock - 19%_ 30 33 10 8 61 ’ ©,28% 48 24 I S N Y NS
Al Rowan: .2EN\. k2 19 6 7 68 10% 55 35 63 s
B10TALS - K / 28 36 24 .6 , b 70 ) 135 60 27 57 .

. | ' ' . 95
94 5 . o | 47
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Fort Dédge

Humboldt
Eagle Grove
Webster City
Clarion

4

Pocahontas
Manson
Gowrie
Rockwell City
Jewell
Laurens

Be Imond
Lake City
Dayton
Goldfield
Livermore
Lehigh

Badger
Vincent
Callender
Stanhope
Clare
Farnhamville
Jhor
‘Renwick
Havelock
Rowan

TOTALS <«

‘in need
DEF INITELY

. DESCRIBES

THIS COMMUNITY

"%%gLL
1 2
22% 39
38% 37
22% 32
26% 34
23% Li
30% 38
24% 5 29
28% 27
36% Lo
21% 26
26% 29
30% 32
29% 34
212 ™26
27% 30
33% 22
13% 16
10% 16
2% 20
18% 18
21% 17
7% 7
27% 28
19% 28
16% 18
28% 27
20% 21
25% 31

3
26
18

30
24
28
37

18
35
34
27
31

33
28

7

2

32
37
36
I
39
29
28
36

32

Q-2-8 Good welfare program for people

I

DEFINITELY
DOES NOT -DESCR!BE
THIS COMMUNITY
AT ALL

¥

4 5
8 5
4 3
8 4
5 4
5 4
2 ]
6 4
6 6
4 3
13 6
6 5
6 3
5 2
10 10
9 6
8 11
18 23
17 25
16 26
v15 14
9 12
12 34
15 ]
7 19
15 14
6 5
12 16
7

MEAN
66

76
65
68
69

73

66
75
61
66
70
7

60
66
65
ik

42
39

57
35
61
55
51
67
54

65

0-3-8 Welfare program for people

in need

How much does this item
need to be Improved
in this community?

MUCH SOME  NONE

12% 55 33

12% 4 L8
16% 61 23
14% 52 35
14% z6 31

7% 54 39

16% 55 30 - .

17% 55 29
4% bs . 51
12% 57 32
163 ° 56 28
14% 52 33
12% 53 35

18% 4y 33
16% 52 33
14% 45 42
29% L6 25

27% 4o 33
40% 42 17
22% 51 26
19% 50 31
35% 45 20-
18% 47 36
16% 51 33
243 48 28
12% 61 28
13% 45 h

15% 51 34




Q-2-9 Good health care ° Q-3-9 Health care

i DEF IMSTELY QEFTRITELY
2t DESCRIBES DOES NOT DESCRIBE How much does this item
4 THIS COMMUNITY THIS COMMUNITY need to be improved
- WELL e AT ALL in this community? .
_I_ _2_ __3__ _fl_ _5__ MEAN MUCH SOME NONE - MEAN £,
Fort Dodge 29% 43 22 3 3 73 7% 60 33 63
Humboldt 4sy 38 13 2 1 8 10% 53 37 64
Eagle Grove 27% 34 24 13 3 67 18% 64 17 L9
Webster City 18% 28 30 14 10 58 38% 48 . 14 38
Clarion 54% 32 12 ] 2 83 : 6% Lé 48 71
Pecahontas 60% 31 8 2 0 87 5% 35 60 ' 77
Manson 18% 25 30 13 14 54 34% 51 15 Lo
Gowrle 30% 27 29 7 6 67 21% 55 24 - 52
Rockwell City 17% 18 25 19 2] L8 51% 34 16 32
Jewell 33% 33 22 9 3 N 8% 56 36 64
Laurens 52% 32 13 2 1 82 Lg 50 L6 71
Belmond 61% 30 6 2 1 87 ‘ 5% Ls 50 73
Lake City 87% 11 2 0 ] 96 2% 15 83 91
Dayton 11% 20 19 17 33 Lo 56% 31 13 29
Goldfield 17% 21 29 20 13 58 Lo% 51 9 35
Livermore 14% 17 18 17 34 ho 60% 27 13 26
Lehigh 7% 8 20 28 36 30 60% 30 10 . 25
Badger 5% 14 23 18 39 32 Ly 36 20 ~ 38
Vincent 1% 8 26 19 36 35 50% 36 14 32
Callender 9% 10 28 25 29 ¢ 36 P4 42 16 37
Stanhope 8% 10 32 28 22 38 45% 47 8 32
Clare 7% 12 32 20 29 37 32% 51 17 1&3_ e
Farnhamvilie 13% 18 15 20 34 39 . h9g 36 15 33 ’
Thor 103 14 24 19 33 38 « 42% 42 17 - .38 -
Renwick 9% 10 28 24 29 36 55% 35 10 27 . . - . 1
Have lock g 25 19 17 25 46 ' 30% 58 12 b Co
= Rowan 9% 14 26 17 35 36 32% L6 22 45
TOTALS 323 25 20 1 13 63 26% © 45 30 52 I ‘
. |
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Fort Dodge

Humboldt
Eagle Grove
Webster City
Clarion

Pocahontas:
Manson
Gowrie
Rockwell City
Jewel!
Laurens
Belmond

Lake City

Dayton
Goldfield
Livermore
Lehigh

Badge.r
Vincent
Callender
Stanhope
Clare
Farnhamville
Thor

\\ Renwick
r Havelock

Rowan

TOTALS

.
ERic

IToxt Provided by ERI

Q-2-10 Housing available to rent or buy

DEFIWITELY
DESCRIBES
THIS COMHUNITY
WELL

¥

L
18%

26%
22%
17%
14%

14%
- 20%
27%
18%
23%
15%
18%
24%

16%
17%
15%
12%

14%
6%
16%
24%
2%
163
3%
12%
193 ™
17%

18%

DEFINITELY
DOES NOT DESLRIBE
THIS COANUNITY
AT ALL

il'y
A 5
12 8 7
9 2
13 3
16 6-
15 13
22 1
17 6
13 }
1 7
9 7
18 14,
15 15
15 10
12 7
17 6
24 16
20
13 9
29 21
21 10
8 6
28 30
8 14
26 17
22 10
9 14
18 20
15 10

47
48

58
o)
53
6L
32
58
Lo
51
58
48

57

Q-3-10 Housing to rent or buy

need to be impruved
in this community?

MUCH SOME  NONE

How much does this item| °

22% 56 22

19% 57 24
20% 58 22
29% 52 19
42% 45 12

b3% Ly 13
26% 57 17
23% 50 26
23% 55 22
25% 48 26
42% 47 1
Loy kg 11
30% 54 15

15% 63 22
24% 27 18
39% 54 8
30% 58 i2

163 - 61 23
50% .t 6
25% 57 18
19% 56 26
43% 40 17
17% 63 21
42% 53 5
28% 54 17
23% 61 16
26% 56 18

29% 5h 18

50




Fort Dodge

Humboldt
Eagle Grove
Webster City
Claricen

Pocahontas
Manson

Gowrie
Rockwell City
Jewell
Laurens
Belmond

Lake City

Dayton
Goldfield
Livermore
Lehigh

Badger
Vincent
Callender
Stanhope
Clare
Farnhamville
Thor

Renwick
Havelock
Rowan

TOTALS

RIC 102

A ruiToxt provided by ER

AQ-2-11
policies
DEFINITELY
DESCRIBES
THIS COMMUNITY

WELL

IR 4
12
16% 39
27% L8
20% L2
15% I
19% L6
24% L6
28% Ly
33% Lo
27% 37
25% k6
29% 42
28% 39
25% hs

~19% L6
36% L2
29% L2
26% 31
31% 40
23% Lo
25% 33
32% 36
20% 32
34% 37
22% 52
20% 52
29% 49
29% 39
25% L2

Fair treatment on local tax

DEFINITELY

DOES NOT DESCRIBE

THISCOMMUNITY
AT ALL

NNV — OO0 SN— WWWW WI-DWwWwuwhmpE WONONN O\l-k'
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Q-3-11

How much does this item
 need to be improveo
in this community?

3

MUCH SOME  NONE
8% 68 24
6% 62 33
h% 65 29
12% 66 22
8% 64 28
5% 63 32
4%, 62 34
3% 54 43
6% 60 34
5% 50 s
L% 66 30
5% 64 31
5% 62 33
5% 66 29
3% 57 39
8% . 50 42
10% 55 35
2% Ly 53
6% 69 26
10% 53 36
4% 61 35
12% 61 27

. 3% 52 Ly
7% 53 Lo
4% 68 29
0% 48 52
5% 50 Ls
6% 61 33

Lecal tax policies

MEAN =~




Fort Do&ge

Humboldt

Eagle Grove

Webster City
. Clarion

Pocahontas
Manson

Gowrie
Rockwell City
Jewell
Laurens
Belmond

Lake City

Jayton

Goldfield

Livermore
~“Lehigh

Badger
Vincent
Callender
Stahhope
Clare
Farnhamville
Thor

Renwick
Havelock
Rowan

TOTALS

Q-2-20 Public tran%portation available

BEFINITELY
DESCRIBES
THIS COMMUNITY

TTOMELL

o

N

NONOITNN—=O— —W——w O~N—NNMNDWwhV WO NW w

g

3
10
11

27

12
10

15
21

16

OV ooOVnWVINDUVITONN N WL

——t

o

DOES NOT DESCR

DEFINITELY
NOT 1BE
THIS CCHMUNITY
AT ALL

R 4

b 5
19 65
19 62
23 68
19 21
2] 68
17 62
20 61
20 63
22 59
18 ko
18 72
18 5k
16 b7
15 79
19 73
79
1 85
9 86
9 87
K 80
21 70
14 8
18 7
16 78
17 72
1777
1 7k
18 6k

&

MEAN
15

17
11
L6
12

18
17
17
16
33
11
23
31

—

— — — —
OO0 —= RPN ONNOOWVMOY NOOO

~J

Q-3-20 Public transportatioh

How much does this item
need to be -
in this commun.ty?

~ved

MUCH SOME NONE
85% 10 5
633 25 12
7h% 19 8
35% 48 17
72% 19 9
52% 34 14
50% 32 18
50% 27 23
593 30 10
ke k6 20
593 2k 18
L7% 35 17
47%- 33 20
663 17 18
61% - 25 1
603 31 9
68% 15 17
53% 19 27
65% 20 a% 15
6% 12 %2
193 30 21
55% 12 . 33
58y 22 20
673 20 13
57% 23 20
603 - 22 18
51% 31 18
583 N 26 16

~

52
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Q-1-9" Residents depend on other co yniti s " .Q-4=9 “Residents debend on other commur¥ties AR Ty
for goods and services neede fo:;\ - - for. goods and services neede for ., : -
day-to-day living A " ! -~ day-to-day Iiving = . - i . ' -

B . 3 . . .. 4
! DEFIRITELY | _—_ DEFIRITELY o ) Y, C T }\?_-m-mv 1~ Co :
DESCRIBES v, DOES NDT DESCRIBE}. UESCRIBES™THE | ~ -~ ~- ) 00B¥ NOT NESCRIBE .

THIS COMMUNITY THI S COMMUNITY = S4DEAL LOMRUNITY| ™ < | THE 1DEAL COMHUNITY Ty o -

VELL AT ALL . “‘@ - Lo AT ALL . .
.y 2 s L 4 R 2 ) W Ty : .
1 /‘3‘ _ 5 MEAN : 2, .37 4+ 5 MEAN
Fort Dodge T ),, 28 29 "\@\ \/Lzz. 19 28  -19 .23 by
Humboldt 13% 19 20 24 25 43 12% 17 18 - 17 37 37
Eagle Grove 4% 19 29’ W . 13 - 49 Mg 20 20 22_ 28 41
> ' 20 22 928 20\ k2 12% % 14 25 21 29 4o : : o
. 25 26 *21 - 18 & by~ 1.} 19 25 17 28 42
.Pocahontas’ 2] 22 21 25 7 L3 16% 16 25 17 27 43
- Manson 24 28* 18 18 . 49 12% 13 . 29 19 27 -y
Gowrle 9 3 3. ) 50 - % - 20 26 18 26 43 -
Rockwell City 18% 25 29 17 "w2 - 55, 1% 16 24 23 26 4
Jevell %8% 21 27 21 . = 53 105 19 21 19 31 40
Laurens 5% . 13 22 24 ¢ 27 o - '“{5% o 13, b4t 21 37 36
Be Imond 128 13 18 25 3% 31 . 132 ‘170 18 20 32 40
) kake City 14g 19 26 19 TN 1y 17 - 22 18 30 42 p
- £ . < .
Dayton 25% 24 28 16 Y J% _;61 15% .19 24 22 21, 46
. Goldfield 19% 28 31 anl 58 122,017 ¢ 2 22 24 .« 42 - ' _
% Livermore 24y 28 25 1, A10 61 163 © 15 17 ¥, 387 39 ¢
. Lehigh g 3% 18 % 10 ¢ 70 18z 20 22 18 22 by AN *
Badger 2hy 36 22 11 V4 67 13% 227+ 432 17% 16 k9 .
~f‘\\:lmcent 49y 19 \/3 9 17 68 174" - 19 - 21" 23 21 - 4y !
allender 328 27 18 1 12 64 195 16 - 28 - 19 19 49 X )
'§tanhope 4% . 29 3 1 55 y 105 13 34 13 29 y-_. ke 1 DN
. Clare 2B A SO B 12 2h Y27 15 422 48 ( ™
Farnhamville ° 20% 17 26 2 17 5] 10%. © 18- 214 2] 27 L -
Thor 335 29 21 10 -7 _ \ 68 . 103 b - 24 39
v, Renwick 2y 35 23 12 .7 64 103 Y 19 *s 30 I v
Havelock 27%° 22 31k 6 62 - e 7% .28 21; — 22 26 4o ' :
Rowan 31% 30 23 R 67 ~ 7 2% 23 26° e 27 43 ‘
TOTALS ; 17% 22 Q,J 24 19 18 / 50 S 122 217 23 13 28 42
: . / L. , s

ERIG 10 - S s,




<

-

COMMUNITY OPPORTUNITIES . ’

-~

In the same manner as that used with services, respondents evaluated selected local opportunities
listed in Q-3 and Q-4. Review can proceed as suggested before the previous section. The higher the mean
score for an opportunity, then the more the statement definitely described a community. On the improvement
measure, the higher the mean the less improvement necessary on an opportunity. Again an ideal community
would have opportunities rated at 100, and a good community should have opportunity mean scores of 62 or
higher. T ’ .

The final opportunjity presented in this section concerns local clubs and organizations. This was
listed as a social factor in the mail questionnaire, but it is more appropriate to list the variety of

clubs and organizations as a local opportunity factor. .
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Q-2-12 Good employment opportunities Q-3-12 Employment opportunities
DEFINITELY DEF INITELY
DESCRIBES DOES NOT DESCRIBE How much-does this item
THIS COMMUNITY THIS COMMUNITY need to be improved
WELL AT ALL In this community?
R4
. . i 2 3 LR S MEAN MUCH SOME NONE MEAN
- Fort Dodge 16 32 32 13 7 59 263 63 1 b2
Humboldt 28% 4o 25 5 2 71 14% 60 26 56
Eagle Grove 11% 27 34 18 11 52 38% 50 12 36
Webster City 13% 25 39 13 10 54 32% 58. 11 - ho
Clarion 10% 23 31 20 16 48 Ls% 48 7 31
Pocahontas 29% 43 20 6 2 73 13% 61 26 56 -
Manson 12% 25 34 21 8 53 33% 56 11 39
Gowrie 12% 14 37 25 12 47 39% L9 12 37
Rockwell City hg 9 34 26 27 34 59% 35 6 23
Jewell 9% 14 32 26 19 L2 < 52% n 7 28
Laurens L8% 33 1 4 4 80 8% 55 , 37 64
Belmond 21% 31 27 14 7 61 27% 61 12- 43
Lake City 13% 19 35 22 11 50 38% 55 8 35
Dayton - 5% 5 2l 33 33 29 59% 33 5 24
Goldfield 6% 14 23 33 24 36 58% 38 4 23
Livermore 3% 5 22 19 52 22 63% _ 34 3 20
Lehigh 12% 13 25 24 26 n L7% Ls 7 30
" Badger 3% 4 18 36 38 25 L2% s 13 35
Vincent 6% 6 23 32 34 29 59% 32 9 25
Callender b 4 15 24 53 21 59% 30 1 26
‘ Stanhope L% 12 25 29 31 32 54% 39 7 26
5 Clare 5% 5 37 20 34 32 L6% 34 20 36
' Farnbamville 18% 22 31 15 14 54 26% 56 18 46
Thor ' 2% 7 15 27 49 21 , 62% 34 3 20
Renwick 7% 14 29 25 25 38 443 50 7 32
Havelock 0% . N 33 20 36’ 30 4% 52 7 33
Rowan 9% 7 28. 27 28 35 hsg hé 9 32
TOTALS 142 22 28 19. 17 L9 38% 50 12 38
% 111




Q-2-13 Good educational opportunities - Q-3-13 Educational opportunities
DEFINITELY DEFINITELY
DESERIBES DOES NOT DESCRIBE How much does this item
THIS COMMUNITY THIS COMMUNITY | | need to be improved
TwELL AT ALL in this community?
—
1 2 3 LS 5 MEAN MUCH SOME NONE MEAN 4
- S
Fort Dodge 49y 42 7 2 0 -« 84 2% 39 58 78
Humboldt 54% 36 9 1 0 86 6% 43 52 73
Eagle Grove : 56% 34 8 1 ] 86 N 43 Lo 56 76 .
Webster City 4y b5 9 1 1 83 4% 46 51 73
Clarion 37% 43 14 3 2 78 8% 51 [y 66
Pocahontas Lhg Lo 12 2 1 81 * 9% 51 Lo 65
Manson 65% 32 3 0 0 96 2% L) 56 77
Gowrle 58% 32 7 | 2 86 5% 37 58 76
. Rockwell City 52% ! 11 5. 1 82 . 8% 39 54 73
Jewell 68% 25 3 2 2 89 3% 38 58 78
Laurens 56% 36 7 0 0 86 3% 5] Y 72
Belmond 58% 32 9 1 0 86 3% Ly 53 75
Lake City L9% 36 12 2 2 - 82 Ly 48 47 71
Day ton 33% Iy 19 [ 2 74 13% 59 28 58
Goldfield 36% 34 20 8 2 73 17% 54 28 55
Livermore . 36% 26 18 12 8 68 18% 54 28 55
Lehigh 35% 35 17 7 6 71 14% L9 36 61 .
Badger 42y 31, 15 9 3 75 14% 37 hg 67
Vincent 36% 28 19 6 11 68 17% 46 37 60
Callender 1% 36 17 2 g 76 L% 51 bs 70
Stanhope 24% 30 25 9 13 60 18% L7 35 58
Clare 31% 26 21 17 5 65 : 12% 67 21 55
Farnhamv!lle » 28% Ly 24 2 1 74 11% 59 30 60
Jhor 18% 19 18 10 35 43 - 50% 38 22 L4
* Renwick 42y 37 17 1 3 78 8% 53 ho 66

,H§v310ck 38% Lz 14 2 5 76 15% 53 32 * 58
Rowan - % 22% 26 18 12 21 54 23% iy 36 57 >
TOTALS 46y 36 12 3 3 80 ) 8% 46 46 69




Q-2-14 Good religious opportunities ‘ Q-3-14 Religious opportunities

DEFINITELY DEF INITELY
DESCRIBES DOES NOT DESCRIBE How much does this item
THIS COMMURITY THIS COMRUNITY need to be improved
v OWELL AT ALL in this community?
2 ¥ ~ ,
1 2 3 _14_ 5 MEAN MUCH SOME NONE MEAN
Fort Dodge 63% 34 2 0 ] 90 1% 14 85 92
Humboldt 71% 28 2 . 0 0 92 L% 17 79 87
Eagle Grove 65% 30 2 2 0 90 1% 18 81 . 90
Webster City 62% 33 4 1 ] 89 2% 21 77 87
Clarion 64% 33 2 0 0 90 3% 18 79 88
Pocahontas 65% 33 2 0 0 90 5% 18 77 86 ‘
Mansdn 73% 26 0 0 0 93 3% 20 78 87
Gowrle 63% 23 11 2 1 86 3% 27 69 83
Rockwell. City 683 27 4 0 0 90 5% 16 79 87
Jewell 79% 16 3 1 1 93 12 19 80 90
Lau rens 72% 25 2 1 0 92 3% 1 8 79 88
Belmond 78% 20 1 1 0 94 . 2% 16 82 90
Lake City 72% .23 4 0 0. - 92 2% 15 83 90
Dayton 66% 29 L 1 89 L 16 80 88
Goldfield 57% 33 8 2 0 86 L% 27 68 82
Livermore 75% 16 6 ] 2 90 L% 16 80 88
Lehigh 54% 30 12 3 ] 83 ‘ 5% 26 69 82
Badger 31% 27 22 13 7 65 16% L6 38 . 61
Vincent 69% 23 6 2 0 90 4% 18 78 87
Callender 53% 26 17 2 2 82 11% 37 52 71
Stanhope 56% 33 8 b 0 85 13 % 24 75 . 8
Clare ) Lo 38 - 17 2 2 78 rlh% 36 50 68
Farnhamville 58% 32 9 2 0 86 5% 19 76 86 ,
Thor Log 43 -8 3 5 78 10% 28 62 76
Renwick 60% 34 7 0 0 88 4% 27 69 82
Havelock 25% + 35 25 9 - 6 66 i2% - 63 25 57
Rowan 40% 34 20 2 by 76 . 8% 43 k9 70
64% 29 1 1 88 L% 21 75 86

TOTALS

115 57




Fort Dodge

Humboldt
Eagle Grove
: Webster City
o Clarion

Pocahontas

5 Manson

" Gowrie
Rockwell City
Jewell
Laurens-
Be]mbgg

- Lake City

Dayton
. Goldfield
- Livermore
Lehigh

Badger
Vincent
Callender
Stanhope
Clare
“ Farnhamville

Thor

Renwick
Havelock
ngan

TOTALS

11¢

Q~2-15 Good recreational opportunities

DEF INITELY
DESCRIBES
THIS COMMUNITY
WELL

4

1

20%

40%,
17
38%
25%

29%

2

28

31
24

35
40

32

.27

24
31
30
38
31
38

25

12
10

5

10

27

10
2

.22

39
28

—

DEFINITELY
DOES NOT DESCRIBE
THIS COMMUNITY
T AT ALL
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Q-3-15 Recreational oﬁportunities

How much does this item
need to be improved

in this community?

NONE

MUCH  SOME
'35% L8 17
17% 57 26
37% 50 13
16% 52 32
21% 59 21
22% 58 20
40% U5 15
12% Sh 34
29% 53 “18
11% L8 Lo
26% 56 18
10% 50 4o
14% 57 29
Lox 52 8
29% 56 15
42% 51 7
66% 32 3

2% Lg 2
7% 26 7
55% 39 6
28% 60 12
52% 38 10
b7% s 8
67% 25 8
36% 52 12
4% 56 3
18% 6k )18
29% 51 20

)

MEAN
h

55
38
58
50

L9
38
61
Ly
64
L6
65
58
34
42
32
19

25
20
26
42
28
30
21
38
31
50

45

1
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Q-2-16 Good opportunities for citizen Q-3-16 Opportunities for citizen

» - involvement in local government involvement in local government
OEFINITELY DEFINITELY
DESCRIBES O0ES HOT DESCRIBE How much does this item
THIS COMMUNITY| | THIS COMMUNITY R need to be Improved
T OWELL AT AL | in this community?
L A 4
1 2 3. & 5 MEAN ® MUCH  -SOME NONE MEAN
Fort Dodge 17% - 34 32 il 6 62 18% 64 19 50
“Humboldt 25% b1 26 6 2. 70 ng 62 27 58
Eagle Grove:- 20% 33 34 7 ¥ 5 éh 14% 65 - 20 53
Webster City 23% 34 32 7 .4 66 18% 63 19 51
Clarion 20% ‘ - 34 32 9 5 64 13% 6L 23 55 o
N Pocahontas . 27% 35 . 32 6 1 70 10% 66 24 57
.\ Manson 19% 40 32 8 1 67 ° 8% - 68 2 58
. Gowrie 32% 34 25 9 ] 71 7% 60 "33 . 63
" Rockwell City 203 33 31 8 8 62 Ny - 72 17 . 53 -
Jewell 335 & 33 25 7. 2 72 8% 67 25. 58 , /
Laurens | 30% 32 26 7 5 68 13% 60 - . 27 57 * .7V '
Belmond 31% 30 29 7 3 70 . . 8% 62 " 30 61
Lake City 213 . 36 ¢ 32 9 2. 66 9 10% 62 27 58
Dayton 18% 34 33 9 "6 62 . 14% 66 20 53
Goldfield 25% 31 31 8 L 66 - 10% 66 24 . 56
Livermore 16% 21 3] 18 14 52 *19% 65 - 16 - 48
Lehigh 16% 20 28 16 20 L9 26% 58 16 45 . ‘
Badger 12% 32 34 1 10 56 12% 62 . 26 . 57 ’
Vincent, 15% 21 38 15 10 54 . 15% 73 - - 12 % 48,
Cal)ender 15% 24 29 18 15 52 19% 68 13 Y ’\\ .
Stanhope 15% 29 39 10 7 59 10% 67 2 56
Clare 17% 24 34 7 17 54 24% 50 26 51
Farnhamviile 22% 33 34 9 2 66 8% 71 . 21 - .56,
Thor ] 105 . 24 34 16 16 50 21% 66 13 L6
Renwick 15% 4 30 8 7 62 12% 62 26 57
. Havelock 13% 25 Lo 8 14 54 17%  » 64 19 - 51
Rowan 21%," 34 25 12 7 62 8% 60 32 .62
—/I 4 -~ . .
TOTALS 22% 33 31 10 6 64 13% 64 23 55
sy
119 59
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. C ) Q-2-17 *food cultural opportunities (such ‘ Q-3-17 Culuunal opportun:ttes (such as’ 60
as lib y47h eater, art, music, L "~ library, “theater, art, music,
local celeﬁEﬁ‘lAns) - i local celebrations) .
—_— . ~ L, )
DEF INITELY DEFINITELY > ! - . -
DESCRIBES DOES HOT DESCRIBF How mugh does this item . ¢
THIS COMMUNITY THIS COMMUNITY . need to be improved PO
WELY ,\{\T ALL - \\i, in this community? . - >
‘ \ ! 4
L 2 3 4 ;SL) MEAN . " . & MUCH . SOME  NONE MEAN' . .
- N\ Y ¢
Fort Dodge 255 34 26 1 5 6 </ 'k/l%\ .. 28 o
Humbol dt 36% 36 18 8 [ ks i 8 38 RN
. Eagle Grove 19%, 30 31 14 6 61 4% N8 Y
Webster Clty 32% 35 23 7 b 71 \é hg &, 52 . 3k 60
. Clarion 22% 26 29 12 10 59 A zhz + 55’ ‘_ 20 Y. E
Pocahontas 27% 31 25 13 l 66 . (-21%F 50 29 ~, 5h
Manson 12% 31 29 18 10 55 3 ) 30y " W61+ 9 39
Gowrie ” 33% 30 22 1" 5 B® & /< TI¥ 50- T30 -7 -7 55
Rockwell City~ 12% 28 30 17 .. 12 53 55 J 14 42
Jewel | 12% 22 31 19 17 L8 - 58 > 12 I
Laurens 23% 27 .31 - 13 6 62 61 * 16 6
Belmofd 47% 34 14 l 2 80 37 55 © 73
Lake City 39% 33 22 5 1 76 e 149) . 43 67
Day ton : 10% 22 30 14 L7 ' 33%( 52 ik b
Goldfield 2% 1 .73‘ //3\_) b 24 - - 6537 . 28 8 21,
Livermore 9% 16 32 37 o Uh% 50 7 32
Lehigh, . 8% 6 18 25 Ly 27 56% r39 ) ' 25 N
Badger 3% 1 i0 21 /65 14 65% "~ 25 10 22
V:ncent 2% 2 8 - 19 70 12 74% 20 ) 16
- Callender 9% 9 29 27 25 37 39% 47 14 38
* Stanhope 10% 18 32 - 26 13 47 v 29% 58 13 42
. Clare 2% 2 10. 29 56 16 60% 24 17 28
Farnhamville 9% 18 32 30 12 7 45 35% 56 9 37
Thor 2% 0 10 8 . 80 9 80% 17 3 12
Renwick 1% 29 35 19 7 55 26% 59 15 Ly
Havelock 8% i7 26 23 27 39 1% 56 3 31
Rowan 18% 26 27 - 21 7 56 22% 55 22 50
©* TOTALS 21% 26 24 15 U 56 28% 50 23 48
: N ,
120 A 10
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) . " Q-2-18 Good programs and activities for Q-3-18 Programs and activities for youth
) . - youth '
DEFINITELY DEFINITELY” . !
. DESCRIBES ¢ DOES NOT DESCRIBE T How much does this item
R THIS "COMMUNITY THIS COMMURITY . need to be Improved
. WELL . AT ALL in this community?
. —‘—“%ﬁ_e ¥ ’ ..
, . 1 A 3 4 . 5 MEAN "' MUCH  SOME NONE MEAN ~ .
: Fort Dodge 15 26 26 .20 12 s3 T8y b9 b T 38
: Humbo1dt 225 732 3l 0 6 - 64 .. 26%, 5h 19 46
Eagle Grove. 8% 18 33 22 9.~ . 43 L 38 8 27 |
% Webster City 28% 36 21 10 8 66 . 263 53 21 47 - |
: Clarlon 19% 36 29 10 6 63 C 22% 61, 17 48 :
Pocahontas 18% 27 32 17 6 58 34% 52 13 . 39
Manson 1% 21 29 22 17 b7 52% 39 9 28
Gowrie 262 34 26 . 9 5 67 . 16% 58 25 54
Rockwell City 15% 27 31 15 12 55 - - 3h% 55e 1 38 |
Jewel , 288 - 28 22 14 7 L b4 . 23% 62 15 46
Laurens . 16% 28 25 15 15 5h : 42% b6 12 35
Belmond 33% 33 23 7 4 A - 17% 49 34 58
, Lake City 18% 3k 28 - 13 7 60 C26% 58 16 L5
B Daytodn o 13%, 19 33 17 719 - W7 7% L 9 31
P Goldfield 118% 28 257 19 1 56 30% 60 10 40
Livermore 6% 9 25 31 30 32 64% 33 3 20
Lehigh 4% 6 14 23 52 22 75% 23 2 14
Badger 33 13 22 , 23 38 30 46% 52 2 28
Vincent 2% 6 24 19 49 23 68% 28 4 18
Callender T 9% 1N 30 21 30 37 43% 48 4 28
b Stanhope 9% 20 . 28 26 ié L5 36% 54 10 37
. Clare 2% - 2 22 32 42 23 50% 40 10 30
Farnhamville 9% 12 30 26 22 39 53% 42 5 26
Thor 2% 8 20 17 52 22 59% 39 2 21
Renwick, 9% 29 34 17 10 53 36% 47 16 ho
Havelock . 6% 28 . 32 1 23 L6 43% 52 5 31
Rowan 19% 26 29 16 N 57 22% 57 21 49
L TOTALS (16% 25 27 16 15 53 37% 50 14 39

{23 61 =




Foct Dodge

Humboldt
Eagle Grove
Webster City
Clarion

Pocahontas
.Manson

Gowrle .
.Rockwell City
Jewell
Laurens
Belmond

Lake City

Dayton
Goldfield
Livermore
Lehigh

Badger
Vincent
Callender
Stanhope
Clare
Farnhamville
Thor
Renwlck
Havelock
Rowan

TOTALS

Y

Q-2-19 .Good programs and activities for

-senior citizens

DERINITELY
DESCRIBES
THIS* COMMUNITY
.~ WELL

B J

1

29%

37%

9%
33%
12%
23%
17%
29%
25%

28%
L3%
36%

26%
24%
51%
37%

185
2%
22%
22%
5%
28%
0%
2%
3%
22%

26%

3
24

17

22
36

27
35
25
33
24
24

16

20
25
13
22

35
13
33
27
10
20
10
20
23
29

24
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DEFINITELY
DOES NOT DESCRIBE
THIS COMMUNITY

. AT ALL

W
5

]

ASa B

]

1
5
10
6

. 50
L
64
34
42
6

8

2
2
4
2
8
3
9
L
6
2
4
2
2
6
2
1
4
3
7

o

MEAN
72

78
48
74

" 56

69
58
70
66
73
69
78
735

68

59
81

74
58

17 -

60
64
23
70
15
28
26
65

64

Q-3-19 Programs and activities for
senior citizens

in this community?

How much does thls‘lte;’ ‘
need to be improved

MUCH SOME NONE
8% 58 , 34 .
8% 54 37

36% 56 8
13% 57 30
31% . 55 14
19% 57 . 23
-26%— - 56 18
14% 60 26

T 18% 59 24
9%@ 64 27
15% 61 24
9% 50 Lo
11% hg Lo

12% 63 25
25% 54 21
10% 48 b2
8% 52 Lo
17% 69 14
65% 30 6
23% 55 22
12% 58 30
L5% 4o 14
16% 55 29
62% 32 7
55% 34 N1
54% 39 7
9% 62 30
19% 55 26

MEAN
63

62
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Q-1-8 This community has a variety of. Q-2-8 The commd:ity has a var!s=ty of
' clubs and organizations to join clubs and organizations :0 join

DEFINSTELY : OEF INITELY OEFINITELY DEFINITELY

DESCRIBES T 0OES NOT DESCRIBE OESCRIBES THE [0CES NOT DESCRIBE
THIS COMMUNITY THIS COMMUNITY JDEAL COMMUNITY THE |OEAL COMMUN'TY
TTOWELL . AT AL WELL AT ALL
. L 2 S A 2 MEAN s 2 3 A 2 MEAN >

Fort Dodge . L2% Lo 8 b 6 77 Loy L2 6 ] 1 84

, Humboldt 65%. 28 5 1 1 89 59%. 33 7 0 I 87

1 Eagle Grove b2 34 14 6 4 76 53% 31 13 2 2 83

: Webster Clty 53% 36 5 2 3 84 58%. 33 7 1 1 86

: Clarion 58% . 29 10 2 2 85 . 508 39 [N 0 84

- Pocahontas 55 29 10 5 1 83 51% 37 9 3. 0 84 ~

"7 Manson 363 46 1 4 3 77 4oz 43 14 3 0 79

i . Gowrle L6% Lo 8 4 ] 82 '53% 38 8 2 0 85
Rockwell City 51% 33 10 5 2 81 55% - 33 9 2 1 8L
Jewell 39 38 8 1 4 7h 50% 36 10 2 2 82
Laurens 58% 33 7 1. 0 87 61% 28 9 ] ] 86
Belmond 60% 29 6 b ] 86 _60% 31 8 0 ] 87
Lake City 563 35 6. 2 1 86 58% 31 9 10 86

== Dayton 355 35 18 7 6 72 525 36 6 4 3 83 f
Goldfield hex 31 1 n 1 77 shy 32 9 4 0 84
Livermore Ly 26 12 R 6 72 53y 28 10 4 6 79
Lehigh 185 23 19 19 21 50 hog 25 15 6 5 77
Badger 22% 36 17 15 1 60 hg 33 20 4 2 77
Vincent 8% 2 21 32 38 27 42y 28 1 9 9 71
Callender 14y 23 22 29 13 49 . 37% 35 15 7 6 72
Stanhope L6% 26 14 9 L 75 L5k Lo 9 5 2 80
Clare 15% 12 15 27 32 38 39 32 17 5 7 - 72
Farnhamville 52% 35 6 5 3 82 58% 26 12 2 2 8l
Thor 125 16 25 15 33 40 Wy W 7 2 10 75
Renwick 56% 24 9 7 I 80 48% 39 12 0 ] 83
Have lock 28% 28 15 20 9 61 ~ 320 48 . 10 3 7 74
Rowan 52 32 12 5 0 83 62% 29 9 0 0 88
TOTALS L6% 32 10 7 5 77 ‘ 524 3k 10 2 2 83

i 127
63
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CHANGING SELECTED COMMUNITY FACTORS ' &

The next five pages'icontain ten items on which respondents judged the possibility of change.

Q-5 In trying to bulld ideul communities, it may be more difficult to change some items
in a community than others. If this community were to attempt to change each one,
indicate whether you think it would be (1) very difficult to change this, (2) difficult,
(3) somewhat difficult or somewhat easy, (4] easy, or [5_5 very easy to change this
Item In this community,

Again mean scores and percentages are presented. In this insgance, the higher the mean then the greater
the difficulty In changing an item. Community opportunities and services were generally judged most
difficult to change. Changing the social factors was thought to be of moderate difficulty. Nothing was

believed to be easy to change, but changing youth and senior citizen programs and activities generally
presented the least difficulties.

64
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" Q-5-1 Employment opportunities . Q-5-2 Health care
VERY DI FFICULT VERY EF <Y . VERY DIFFICULT |- )
TO CHANGE TO CHANGE TO CHANGE TO CHANGE
' IR 2 = E 2
: - £ 2 2. L MEAN 4 2 2 4 2 MEAN
: Fort Dodge 2% 32 4o 10 6 59 0% 18 b7 17 8 51
‘Humboldt 1 26 ° b7 10 6 CY AN 9% 22 42 19 8 51
Eagle Grove 15% 33 39 8 5 61 0% 23 h6 15 6 " 5h
Webster City 16% 35 39 6 L 64 18% 27 34 17 L 59
; Clarion = . 233 33 32 8 . 4 66 203 24 7 36 16 5 59
¢ ¥  Pocahontas 135 26 43 9 8 57 T1sy 21 36 21 7 54
. Manson 133 32 b 5 5 61 . 163 27 36 14 6 58
Gowrfle 26% 37 30 6 ] 70 20% 32 32 1 5 62
Rockwell Clty 263 34 26 6 7 66 ’ 17% 29 34 10 10 58 -
Jewell 28% 38 22 7 5 70 16% 36 31 14 L 61
Laurens 16% 27 k2 9 6 59 15% 26 35 15 9 56 .
> _ . Belmond 16% 35 37 7 5 62 21% 25 34 12 8 60
: Lake City 25% 32 33 8 3 67 303 14 23. 15 18 56
Dayton 3hy 38 19 3 b, 7h 25% 33 .26 8 7 65
Goldfield 285 38 . 28 L 2 71 20% 37 33 12 2 64
Livermore h6g 29 16 4 5 77 3T 31 26 6 7 68
Lehigh hex 31 19 2 2 79 o728 30 26 8 7 66’
Badger 395 39 16 2 3 7 37% 25 26 9 2 72
Vincent 37% 30 30 4 0 75 32% . 30 23 n 4 69
Callender 52% 33 9 2 3 82 34% 31 26 6 3 72
Stanhope Mg 31 26 1 2 77 243 36 31 5 5 67
Clare 37% 4o 24 o .0 78 203 36 36 5 3 67
Farnhamville 24% 29 38 5 5 66 28% 30 32 8 2 69
Thor 53% 23 18 2 3 70 27% 30 37 3 3 67
Renwick 24% Lo 29 5 2 70 27% 31 22 16 L 65
Haveloek L9% 31 16 2 2 81 29% 34 29 6 2 70
Rowan 363 3¢ 22 5 1 75 374 27 24 8 4 71
TOTALS 2h% 33 32 .6 4 67 . 20% 26 34 13 7 60




66
Q-5-3 Shopping facilities for daily needs Q-5-4 Housing to buy or rent i,f’\
VERY DIFFICULT VERY EASY . VERY DIFFICULT
TO CHANGE TO CHANGE TO CHANGE TO CHANGE . . o

L 2 3 L3 2. “MEAN A 2 3 M 2. MEAN
Fort Dodge 9% 17 34 24 16 - hs 4y 28 32 17 9 55
Humboldt Mg 20 41 22 5 53 103 22 43 16 8 52
Eagle Grove 15% 20 Lo 19 7 54~ 11% 24 43 16 6 54
Webster City 1% 19 38 20 n 50 122 21 47 13 7 54
€Clarion 18% 22 38 16 5 58 16% 28 37 13 6 58
. Pocahontas 16% 22 37 15 9 55 19% 2L Lo 1 6 60
Manson 13% 21 40 17 8 53 8% 24 48 13 6 53
Gowrle 20% 25 34 15 5 60 17% 30- 37 12 4 61
Rockwell City 125 25 3 15 7 55 _. 133 24 4 14 5 56
Jewell 20% 31 33 9 6 62 13%" 26 50 15 6 56
Laurens 15% 26 34 14 1 55 14% 34 34 10 "8 . 59
Belmond 16% . 20 39 15 9 54 14% 28 36 15 8 77 B6
Lake City 17% 21 39 15 7 56 15% 25 Lo 14 7 57
Day ton 19% 29 28 13 1" 58 9% 17 54 12 7° 52
Goldfield 15% 34 33 14 4 60 10% 26 43 16 5 55
Livermore 29% 29 26 1 6 66 12% 23 Lo 14 10 54
Lehigh 24% 28 2 ) 7 63 14% 30 L] 8 b 60
Badger 30% 23 35 9 3 67 L% 21 . 50 20 6 50
Vincent 28% 32 17 9 13 63 23% 28 34 15 0 65
Callender Log 29 26 6 0 76 16% 23 50 9 2 60
Stanhope 23% 32 32 k! 2 66 1% 30 33 19 7 55
Clare 25% 25 30 18 2 63 25% 15 50 8 2 63
Farnhamville 17% 16 48 12 7 56 12% 21 Lo 1R 7 55
Thor 23% 28 35 8 5 64 12% 28 48 8 3 59
Renwlick 19% 35 32 6 8 63 10% 26 hé 15 3 56
Havelock 32% 32 29 5 2 72 23% 24 31 21 2 61
Rowan 19% 36 38 ] 6 €5 18% 35 32 1 4 63
TOTALS 17% 24 36 15 8 57 13% 25 4 14 6 56

132 ' “
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A Q-5-5 Programs and activities for youth Q-5-6 Programs and activities for senior
citizens
VERY DIFFICULT - VERY DIFFICULT ‘. ‘
| o cwance TO CHANSE TO CHANGE o TO CHANGE
¢ ‘ 2 , . 2 <
1 2 3 b 5 e 1 2 3 4 5 M
Fort Dodge 103 -~ 19 32 28 12 L] 6% 14 34 32 14 n
Humboldt 8% 20 38 23 12 47 6% 17 36 29 12 Ly
Eagle Grove 13% 19 38 . 22 8 52 10% N I 29 9 L6
Webster City . 8% 16 38 24 15 4s 7% 13 4o 27 13 43
! Clarion 1% 18 46 19, 6 52 10% 21 2] 21 7 52
v Pocahontas 10% 17 40 21 12 Ly 8% 17 41 25 - 9 47
Manson 7% 15 4o 27 1 ks 7% 12 42 29 10 45
Gowrle : 132 16 39 22 10 50 13% 14 36 30 7 49
. Rockwell City 8% . 19 Ly 23 5 51 10% 17 38 20 9 48
Jewell . . 9% 20 35 26 10 48 8% ! 37 30 7 Ly
 Laurens 1% 20 38 18 12 50 8% 17 38 26 10 47 .
Be Imond _ 12% 19 39 22 9 51~ 10% 18 32 28 12 L6
Lake City 123 18 45 20 5 .53 9% 16 43 .23 10 48 '
Dayton 8% 20 L4 17 10 . 50 - 6% 13 43 26 12 by
Goldfieid by . 16 Ly 27 10 - Ly ‘ 6% 16 35 33 10 Ly
Livermore 12% 30 31 15 13 53 ° . 10% 7 30 24 . 30 35
Lehigh 22% 13 29 17 13 55 13% 8 38 23 18 Ly
Badger : 9% 12 4 26 12 bs - 6% 7 Lg 31 12 4
. Vincent C23% 19 38 15 6 59 17% 26 50 21 6 57
Clare 10% 20 I 15 13 50 12% 15 50 12 10 " 52
farnhamville 19% 19 28 22 14 52 10% 11 35 29 16 hz ‘
Thor 12% 17 47 18 7 52 15% 22 37 17 10 54 |
Rowan 7% 13 4s - 24 1 Ls 12% 13 42 21 12 48
TOTALS Mg 18 39 22 10 50 9% 16 38 26 B [ B\

13

ek,
Q2
(R
o
~.!




LY

Fort Dodée

Humboldt
Eagle Grove
Web.:ter City
Clarion

Pocahontas
Manson

Gowrie
Rockwell City
Jewell
Laurens
Belmond

Lake City

Day ton
Goldfield
Livermore-
Lehigh

Badger
Vincent
Caliende
Stanhope
Clare
Farnhamville
Thor

Renwick
Favelock
Rowan

TOTALS

- o«
B

VERY GIFFICULT
TO CHANGE

-~

,/f‘ffl;j |

A
16%

C12%
10%

Ny

12%

14%
. 71%

15% -

10%
12%
10%
1%
14%

5%

10%
6%
19%

7%

8%

133

5%
103

3%

7%

5%

103
o0t

N%

- L

4

.

.
o

o

“Q-5-7 Participation of résid
o community affairs .

"

13
17

17 .

16
g

17
17
15
14
15
21

19 °

17

16
19
16
12

22
17

30
15
23
25
25
30
22

18

v

i\n J,

—
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Ay

* |VERY EASY
TO CHANGE
‘ N

3

\4

N
A}
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Q-5-8 How effectively this community

deals with its problems

JVERY DIFFLCULT
TO CHANGE

]

12%
10%
14%

1%
9%

10%
5%
10%
1%
8%
13%°
11%
9%

9%
12%
8%
15%

9%
6%
12%
6%
12%
3%
5%
10%
14%
11%

10%

19
28

26
22

21
16
19
2;
23
20
22

20°

22
16
12
23

14
24
24
20
22

16

19
18
12

21

3
Ly

L6
43
46
48
50
59
48

“Lh

50
45

47

49
39
60
38

50
42
51
39
Lo
56
52
L6
Ly
45

47

VERY EASY
TO CHANGE

—

OV W\O N L&

v

I3y
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i,; l, g S Q-5-9 Control this community has over Q-5-10 Distribution of power to make .
A “its present affalrs community decisions ‘ '
: ' ‘ VERY DIFFICULT VERY EASY VERY DIFFICULT VERY EASY -
3 ,Fh TO' CHANGE ) . . TO CHANGE . . TO CHANGE . TO CHANGE 3
; — - ¥
P . L2 3 k5 M A T T ,

Fort Dodge ~ 105+ 27 48 10 4 57 17% 29 38 12 b 60

. Humboldt 12 . 22 e 15 6 sh - 13% 29 b3 12 b 59
Eagle Grove 13% 30 42 12 3 59 15% 30 38 14 3 60
. Webster City 123 - 26 46 12 4 57 18% 32 38 1 3 61

Clarion lg% 2 k6 15 3 57 15%__ 23 L 14 L 58

Pocahontas 8 25 49 14 4 55 1% 33 ) 13 3 59

Manson 8% 22 51 13, 6 53 9% 25 50 12 4 56

Gowrie 14% 22 43 18 3 57 - 13% 26 Ly 14 4 57

Rockwell City 11% 24 L8 14 3 56 16% 27 Lo 13 5 58

Jewell 9% 30 Le i1 4 57 10% 28 46 1 5 57

Laurens 12% 20 47 16 4 55 13% 24 4g 14 4 56

Belmond 12% 23 43 17 5 55 13% 25 L2 1h 7 56

Lake City 12% 26 42 14 5 56 163 .2h L6 3 5 59

Dayton 12% 19 50 14 5 55 16% 22 4s 11 6 58

Goldfield 13% 21 39 23 5 53 10% 32 37 17 4 57

Livermore il% 20 50 10 9 53 13% 26 45 14 3 58

Lehigh _ 17% 22 38 15~ 8 56 16% 28 34 14 8 58

Badger 6% 19 L2 29 L L¢ 9% 14 45 29 3 h9

Vincent 6% 23 4o 23 8 49 8% 20 51 14 8 51

Callender 13% 28 Ly 13 2 59 13% 23 L6 15 3 57

Stanhope 10% 24 42 18 . 6 54 12% 19 43 21 6 52

Clare 8% 22 ks . 25 0 53 8% 25 iy 26 3 52

Farnhamville 8% 9 54 18 1 46 6% 16 55 15 7 50

Thor L 12% } 52 22 2 52 16% 17 47 17 3 56

Renwick 10% 25 Lg 1 L 56 12% 18 51 15 L 55

Havelock 1% 23 L7 16 3 57 10% =7 L8 13 3 57

Rowan. 13% 16 43 20 7 52 12% 18 42 24 5 52

TOTALS 11% 23 L6 15 5 55 13% 26 L3 14 L 57

138 : | |
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ATTITUDES TOWARD COMMUNITY -- 1

The next four pages report opinions on each community. Differences on community attachment
(Q-6,7,8) were not great, but evaluations of recent change (Q-12) and populat-on (Q-10,11,14)
produced greater variations between communities.

e e
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Q-6 Would you say you feel '‘at home' ‘ Q-7 “What interest do you have in
in this community? ; knowing what goes on in this
) community?
DEFINITELY PROBABLY

NOT ) NOT PROBABLY DEFINITELY \ NONE ~ SOME MUCH
Fort Dodge 3% 4 37 56 1% 53 L6

»~  Humboldt 1% 3 33 63 =~ 2% 37 60 -
Eagle Grove 3% 6 35 56 . 13 37 62
Webster City 1% 6 35 58 1% 43 56
Clarion 2% 3 30 ) 66 ‘ 2% 43 55
Pocahontzs 2% 4 28 . . 67 \ 1% 39 60

Manson 1% 0 33 65 N 3% I 56 -
Gowrle L% 4 28 . 64 2% Lo 58

Prstigall City 2% 6 35 57 Cd 3% - ho . 57.
Jewell L% 3 33 60 . 2% L6 52
Laurens . 3% 2 31 64 . - 0% 36 64
Belmond T 2% 3 24 72 2% L2 56
Lake City 0% 2 31 67 0% il 59
Daytof 4% 4 34 58 2% 43 55
Goldfield 2% 4 33 61 2% 37 61
Livermore ’ 1% 6 34 60 1% 37 62
Lehigh L% 8 31 57 . 2% Ly * 54
Badger 0% 6 30 63 1% 50 49
_Vincent 0% 4 22 74 0% 34 656
Callender 2% 10 [y L7 ) 1% 3 68
Stanhope 2% 2 25 7 1% 29 70
Clare 10% 5 24 . 62 0% 39 61
Farnhamville 2% 1 15 82, 2% 33 65
Thor 2% 6 L2 50 2% 50 48
Renwick 2% 2 33 64 2% 24 74
Have lock 0% 4 24 72 3% 39 58
Rowan 3% 3 22 71 ' 3% 41 55
TOTALS 2% 4 31 " 63 2% Lo 58

‘- :_1




Fort Dodge

Humboldt
Eagle Grove
Webster City
Claricn

Pocahontas
Manson -
Gowrle
Rockwell City
Jewell
Laurens
Belmond

Lake City

"Dayton
Goldfield "
Livermore -
Lehigh

Badger
Vincent
Callender ”
Stanhope
Clare
Farnhamville
Thor

Renwick
Havelock
Rowan

TOTALS

144

/s
Q-8 Suppose that for some reason you had
to move away from this comjunity.’
How sorry or pleased would you be
to leave?
VERY QUITE NO QUITE VERY
SORRY SORRY DIFFERENCE PLEASED PLEASED
22% L2 27 6 2
- Lo% Ly 13 2 1
26% 38 26 8 3
31% L2 22 4 2
34% 42 20 3 0
31% Ly 20 4 2
38% Lo 21 0 0
33% 36 . 25 3 3
32% 35 20 b .3
32% 38 2¢ 2 2
34% 38 21 4 3
L% I 16 2 ]
39% 38 22 ] 0
30% 38 26 4 2
32% 39 23 b 2
35% 43 16 4 3
34% 34 26 > 3
33% b2 24 1 0”
30% In T 26 4 0
24% 35 34 5 3
39% I 17 1 2
29% 31 33 7 0
U Ly 12 2, 1
23% 34 M 36 3 5
25% 48 22 3 2
32% 47 20 2 0
37% 33 25 "3 1
33% Lo 22 3 2

AJ

/2

Q-12 Over the past five ywars, would you’

say this community has become
better as a place to live, worse,
stayed about the same?

éigf

ABOUT
BETTER WORSE THE SAME
31% 7 62
61% 3 36
37% 15 48
37% 10 53
27% 3 69
59% 4 38
56% 2 42
54% ] 45
32% 2 06
40% 2 58
L2% 8 50
64% S0 36
55% 3 L3,
19% 8 73
48% 1 51
33% 11 56
15% 16 69
61% 2 37
35% 20 Ly
33% 10 57
25% 6 69
39% 0 61
55% 2 43
10% 5 86
13% 10 76
31% 3 66
63% - 4 34
42% 6 53 f/,,ﬁ
& 115
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Lol L
Yo LT X;"-~ e e
-+ Q-10 Do ydu.fhihQ\th( ., community was ' A Q-11 Do you think this community will
i - larger in Qobujatfan in 1970 . ] N be larger in population in 1980
) T . than it was in 19607 ~ than it was in 19707
~ No YES ‘ SRR K YES
Fort Dodge 18% 82% - ) 28% 72
Humboldt 3% 97% s L, T sy 95
Eagle Grove 32% 68* D < SN 'V SO 58
Webster City 14% 86 . LT R27% o 73
Clarion 58%* <o I - g , ’ 59% ‘ \\%u#ﬁ\ N
Pocahontas Ly 96% 7% ;i_ ST g3
Manson by 96+ 1% A S 89
Gowrie 21% 79% - 36% Y-, 64
Rockwell City 42% 58+ © 6L4% s 036 7

"+ Jewell 30% 70% o 39% R Pt
Laurens 18% 82 ‘ 31% S T 89
Belmond ~ 15% . 85 T 26% L
Lake City 55%% Ly 50% - . S50, .
Dayton 30% 70% ) 49% .ol sy

.Aoldfield 22% 78% . 38% Tt 62

~" Livermore 7h4%* 26 70% 30
Leh! 70%% 30 76% 24
Badger 8% 92% . 2% 98
Vincent L2% 58+% . Leg . 54
Callender 48% 52% . 50% 50
Stanhope 38% 62* . 57% 43
Clare 37% 63* , 19% 81 -
Farnhamville L8% 52 35% : 65 "
Thor 69%* A 31 7h% : " 26 -

. Renwick 77%* = 23 68% 32
Havelock 58%%* 42 62% 38
Rowan . Shx L6 68% 32
TOTALS ’ 31% 69 o 38% 62

* Majority gave correct response.
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Q-14 Which statement on population change do you think would be best for this
_ community over the next ten years?

, INCREASE INCREASE LESS NG DECREASE LESS DECREASE

SN 10% or + THAN 10% CHANGE . THAN 10% ’ 103 or +
Fort Dodge: : 28% 48 20 - 4 0
Humboldt 30% 57 11 2 - 0
Eagle Grov- 33% Ly 18 4 |
Webster Clity 26% 52 17 ? 2
. Clarion 35% 38 .19 o 2
Pocahontas 36% 54 8 1 0
Manson 37% 51 ' Yy 2 0
Gowrlie 37% h3 17 2 1
Rockwell City 38% Lo 16 5 2
Jewell 0% 0 0 - L 0

Laurens 38% : Ly 12 1 1,
Belmond ° 38% . L5 14 © 2 1
_ Lake City. ) 35% - 4y 15 b 2
Dayton 37% L3 15 3 1
Goldfield 51% 33 ' 12 | 3
Livermore . 53% 24 13 8 3
Lehigh ‘ 43% 27 18 9 4
Badger L3% 50 L. 7 0 0
Vincent . 433 30 . 3 19 6 2
fallender h3% 32 23 2 0
Stanhope oL by 39 13 3 2
Clare 52% 28 18 2 0
. Farnhamville . ho% Ly 14 3 0
Thor 32% Ly 14 7 4
- Renwick Sh% - 2h 12 8 2

- Havelock Lh% 36 i8 : 0o -
Rowan : 38% . 35 ‘ 19 > 3
TOTALS 37% 43 - 15 3 ™ 1

T4R ‘ VL
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"ATFITUDES TOWARD COMMUNITY -- 11

.
) « -

. . Adswers to a serips of agree-disagree items are listed on the following 13 pages. These items )
were introduced in the following manner . 7 -
4 i - \
AN *

. Q-13 Here are some statements about this community, communities in general, and other
things local residents -may' think about. Please indicate Whether you (SA) Strongly

R . ’ Agree, {A) Agree, are (V) Undecided, (D) Disagree, or (sD) Strongly Oisagree with ,
K" : these statements.
N 1 .

Perceptages and mean scores are reported for all items. The higher the mean, then the stronger the
agreement with the statement. For Q-13-1, Lehigh respondents were most likely to indicate people won't
work together to get things done for their community. The mean score for Humboldt was lower than the
means for all other communities. Thus Humboldt respondents were least likely to feel local residents
would not attempt cooperative problem solving. Note that the relative positions of Lehigh and Humbeldt

< held for Q-13-2. Humboldt residents were most likely -- and Lehigh residents least likely -- to see a
bright future for their community. '

. The first 13 items refer to each community. The remaining statements are general measures of -
Pagionalism (14-16), conflict (17), size (18,24), change (19,20), and locality orientation (21525). On
gé “the general items, differences between communities were usually small. Larger differences appeared
between communities on the first 13 statements, which were directly oriented toward each community.




Fort Dodge

Humboldt
Eagle Grove
Mebster City
Clarion

Pocahontas
Manson

Gowrle
Rockwell City
Jewell
Laurens
Belmond

lake City

Dayton
Goldfield
Livermore
Lehigh

Badger
Vincent
Callender
Stanhope
Cldre
Farnhamville
Thor _
Renwick
Havelock
Rowan

TOTALS

Q-13-1 People won't woiik ic, ¢ .her to get
things done for this community

SA
10%
b

12%

5%
6%

A

33

14
32
28
23

26
23
18
30

. 28

14
18
20

25
18
22
34

20
18
31
18
26
23
28
22
22
21

24

U

22

16
24
18
22

16
22
17
20
29
18
14
18

22
18
17
23

23
26
30
18
21

7
22

S

8

20

D

30

L6
26

" 4o

29

MEAN
5k

35
5k
L5
il

42
42
Lo
52
48
37
36
39

Q-13-2 The future of this community

looks bright .

SA A u D
9% L 26 16
39% 51 8 2
10% 47 29 10
13% kg 27 » 8
8% 4o 28 20
24% 61 .+ 12 2
25% 61 12 1
20% 53 18 6
£ 34 38 18
8% 50 33 6
25% 52 17 4
30% 50 17 3
16% Lg 27 7
10% 36 32 14
12% 42 32 12
7% 29 35 19
7% 17 36 30
25% 60 1 -~ 3
2% 36 38 16
5% 24, 35 28
3% 37 42 12°
2108 45 29 14
30% 53 1M~ 5
2% 18 b8 26
2% 30~ k3 R
8% 7317 39 19
8% Lo 34 13
16% 45 26 N

w
o

— c— 4
TOMNO - O—=MNOAFTFO— N0 W

w bw?w—«wm&o\l—-

MEAN
61

82
62
66
56

-




Q~13-3 This community is good enough as it Q-13-4 | would feel "at home'' no matter
is withigt starting any new what community ! lived in

communi improvement programs
) \ ‘
SA A v -0 Sb . HEAN SA A U D so MEAN
Fort Dodge 2% 8 .1 49 30 26 6% 28 25 29 12 47
Humboldt 4% 9 20 53 15 34 4% 22 24 37 14 4
Eagle Grove 4% 6 10 53 28 26 7% 27 22 32 12 47
Webster City 4% 10 12 54 21 30 4% 20 32 31 13 43
Clarion 1% 8 14 56 21 28 3% 28 27 28 13 45
Pocahontas 4% 11 18 50 17 34 6% 2b 19 34 16 43
Manson 3% 10 14 57 i6 32 L% 23 27 32 14 42
Gowrie 6% 15 14 L6 18 36 6% 21 26 26 20 42
Rockwell City 3% 7 13 54 23 28 8% 26 23 31 12 49
Jewell 2% 15 12 50 21 32 - - - - ~ -
Laurens L% 5 18 54 20 30 6% 24 20 31 18 42
Be lmond 3% 16 20 49 12 37 6% 19 18 36 21 38
Lake City 2% 12 16 49 20 32 5% 22 21 32 20 40
Dayton 4% 7 18 4o 25 30 7% 25 27 27 13 L6
Goldfield 2% 9 11 52 26 28 3% 22 27 29 19 40
Livermore . 1% 6 14 Lo 39 22 9% 18 23 36 14 42
Lehigh _ 1% 9 ) 35 45 22 5% 22 23 29 20 41
Badger ’ s 13 16 51 18 32 1% 13 28 37 21 34
Vincent 2% 4 «20 42 33 25 5% 33 24 22 16 47
Callender . L% b 16 42 31 27 5% 28 23 36 9 L6
Stanhope 3% 10 22 44 21 32 4% 25 27 29 16 43
Clare 10% 2 15 32 L2 27 2% 26 29 26 17 43
Farnhamville b3 9 17 22 \’%1 b3 15 23/ 36 21 36
Thor _— 7% 8 8 57 20 T3y . 7% 16 26 30 21 39
Renwi ¢k 2% 8 8 56 . 26 26 6% 2] 32 31 \J0 L6
Havelock 5% 12 16 L7 20 34 103 \36 18 25 T 52
. Rowan . .— 2% 12 14 48 24 30 6% 24 21 26 23 4
o TOTALS 3% 9 15 50 23 30. 5% 24 24 31 16 43
153 150
A ‘ \ .

L
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Fort Dodge

Humboldt
Eagle Grove
Webster City
Clarion

. Pocahontas
Manson
Gowrie
Rockwell City
Jewel ]
Laurens
B8elmond

" Lake City

Dayton
Goldfield
Livermore
Lehigh

Badger
Vincent
Callender
Stanhope
Clare
Parnhamville
Thor

Renwick
Havelock
Rowan

TOTALS

SA

6%
18%

A
38

53
Ls

48

48
54
52
49
h9
52
54
50

48
54
42
28

51
L2

I
42
64
h3

- 51

50
60

48

v

34

19
28
28
28

28
23
23
29
28
20
20
27

26
28
30
24

30

24
28
32
12
30
28
22

)

26

D
16

13
18
15

10
11

10
11

22

16
17
14
12

15
10
11
10

12

w
(o)
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Q-13-5 This community has good leaders

MEAN
56

€9
60
58

60

64
66
70
62
62
64
68
62

61
68
59

13

59
56
52
60
59
72
57
62
62
68

62

/8

Q-13-6 Residents of this community continually
look for new solutions to problems
rather than being satisfied with

SA
5%
20%

A

things as they are
D

U

e

25

17
24
21
22

18
20
19
32
26
18
21
21

21
20
22

19

24
33
23
29
17
11
25
26
30
14

22

21

10
21
19
27

14
12
13
19
21
13

SA

(o2} SNOOVTVIONNONONW & N—= 0 W= WSO S NW N~

MEAN

54

70
58
60
54

6l
65
66
5i
55
66
70
64

53
60
52
38

58
18
il
57
53
66
51
56
51
64

59

.=t
W1
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Q-13-7 Notemuch can be said in favor of 0-13-8 Residents of other communities in
tommunity this area hold good opindions of
this community
sa AL D S MEAN SA A U D SA MM
Fort Dodge 2% 6 16 R 51 24 28 8% 53 29 10 1 64
Humboldt L% 4 5 33 54 18 32% 58 8 1 0 80
Eagle Grove 5% 10 8 by 23 32 8% 30 31 24 8 52
Webster City h% 8 3 45 30 28 83 62 24 6 0 68
Clarion 2% 6 1 52 29 25 6% 68 21 4 1 69
Pocahontas 5% 7 7 Lo U] 24 12% 62 17 6 2 69
Manson 5% 7 7 ho b2 23 213 62 12 5 0 7h
Gowrie 6% 5 9 38 42 24 18% 61 15 3 2 72
Rockwell City L% 10 16 48 22 31 5% 43 34 14 L . 58
Jewell 2% 4 16 46 32 24 0 0 0 0 0 0
Laurens L% 6 5 50 35 24 12% 42 31 10 5 62
Belmond L% 4 4 i 47 20 26% 62 38 3 ] 77
Lake City 5% 8 8 37 42 24 19% 64 14 2 1 74
" Dayton 33 1w 12 A9 24 30 85 54 24 11 3 63
Goldfield 3% 6 12 47 33 24 14% 64 16 5 ] 71 |
Livermore 6% 10 18 43 23 33 12% LTS 28 8 7 62 i
Lehigh 6% 20 19 Lo 14 42 5% 26 36 23 10 48 |
Badger b% 5 10 4s 36 2k 17% 59 19 3 1 72 |
Vincent L% 4 26 Lt 24 30 9% 53 33 6 0 66
allender 3% 15 23 Le 13 37 7% Lo 34 17 3 58
Stanhope 2% 12 7 51 28 27 1% 6] 1 10 1 68 o
Clare 2% 10 15 b 29 28 \ ooz 56 2 5 > 65 N
arnhamville 5% 6 7 39 43 22 22% 58 17 2 1 7h
Thor 0% 17 20 Ly 19 34 7% 55 27 8 3 63
Renwick 2% 8 8 54 28 26 8% 56 27 8 2 65
Havelock 3% 13 18 52 14 34 10% 60 25 5 0 69 <
Rowan by 5 1 43 38 23 18% 6l 12 8 1 72
- TOTALS L% 8 12 L4 33 26 14% 55 22 8 2 67
1583 159 )




Fort Dodge

Humboldt
Eagle Grove
Webster City
Clarion

Pocahentas
Manson

Gowrie
Rockwell City
Jewell
Laurens

Be 1mond

Lake City

Day ton
Goldfield
Livermore
Lehigh

Badger
Vincent
Callender
Stanhope
Clare
Farnhamville
Thor

Renwick
Havelock
Rowan

TOTALS

16¢

Q-13-9 This community is an ideal place

SA

10%
31%

16%

to live
AU
L6 18
50 13
36 24
Ly 20
51 17
53 15
54 13
43 18
43 24

0 0
g 20
51 11
54 17
ko 24
L6 27
4 23
33 32
53 22
Lo 26
29 28
52 16
45 17
52 10
45 18
L8 22
kg 2]
54 18
L6 19

w
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w

MEAN

59

76
58
64
65

69
b
71
59

0
65
77
68

61
65
62
57

72
58
52
66
67
74
58
61
63
67

66

Q-13-10 Residents of this community get

SA
12%

29%
17%
15%
18%

25%
22%
29%
14%
25%
26%
25%
19%

18%
27%
25%
18%

27%
36%
18%
26%
24%
29%
14%
20%
21%
31%

22%

ot
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along well with the people living
in the surrounding rural areas

MEAN

73

80
75
76
71

77
79
80
73
77
80
78
76

73
80
78
72
81
82




Q-13-11 Younger residents of this community Q-13-12 Community leaders are willing to
. ; tend to stay here after completing take economi-: chances to attract
high school . new industry to this community

SA A U D s MEM SA A U D 5D MeA

fFort Dodge 2% 15 30 Ly 8 Lo 7% 32 21 26 13 48
Humboldt 1% 12 32 48 - 38 22% 56 15 7 1 72
Eagle Grove 1% 6 . 20 56 1, - 30 L% 32 22 26 15 L6

: Webster City 2% 13 34 b4 7 35 9% 36 23 22 9 5h
_ Clarion 1% 5 14 59 21 26 3 2 20 31 22 39
i Pocahontas 1% 9 30 L9 11 35 16% L6 20 13 5 63
Manson 1% 13 24 50 12 - 36 21% 53 16 7 3 70
Gowrie 2% 8 28 47 15 3L 5% 25 30 26 15 85
Rockwell City 0% 6 14 58 22 26 2% 17 14 39 28 31
Jewell 2% 6 20 58 14 30° 3% 14 28 36 18 37
Laurens 1% 17 2° 50 12 37 14% L6 17 14 8 €1
Belmond 2% 15 50 4 9 39 14% L5 19 17 6 61

Lake City 1% 16 22 Ly 18 35 5% 26 24 30 15 Ly
Dayton 1% 7 12 52 28 25 2% 11 20 34 32 30
Goldfield 1% 9 18 56 17 30 4% 3 24 23 14 48
Livermore 0% 2 12 50 36 20 8% 18 16 32 26 37
Lehiyh 1% 7 22 I 28 28 ‘ 2% 10 19 30 39 26
Badger 0% ) 20 62 i2 30 1% H 31 by 12 37
Vincent 0% 2 14 51 33 22 2% 24 30 28 17 L2
Callender b3 5 1 53 27 26 h% 7 22 4o 26 30
Stanhope 1% 3 18, 57 2] 26 3% 13 37 37 10 40
Clare 2% 15 20 b6 17 35 ¢z 15 36 33 15 38
Farnhamville 1% 12 36 b 10 38 5% 33 31 22 ¢ - sh

Thor 0% 2 12 50 37 20 2% 10 22 33 33 29
Renwick 1% 9 16 60 13 . 31 8% 50 22 13 7 60
Havelock 2% 6 8 55 29 24 5% 12 31 38 15 38
Rowan 2% 6 20 55 16 31 2% 19 35 30 It L2
TQTALS 1% 10 23 50 16 32 8% 31 22 25 14 48

162 ~ 163




. Fort, Dodge

Humboldt = .
‘ Eagle Grove
Webster City
Clarion

Pécahontas
Manson™
Gowrie
Rockwell City
Jewell
Laurens
Belmond

Lake City

Day ton
Goldfield
Livermore
Lehigh

Badger
Vincent
-Cellender
Stanhope
Clare
Farnhamville
Thor

Renwick :
Havelock
Rowan

TOTALS

Q-13-13 This community's businessmen are
openly competing with other
communi ties for customers

SA
10%

23%
10%
1%

6%

10%
18%

v
A

58

56
b7
57
47

59
64
48

L6
62
58

30
L2
28
17

Lo
26

30,

49
32

29

k7 -

29
29

48

U

-

18

12
18
19
22

14

22
23
23

11
12

ial
&

20
24
21

18
13
17
16
24
15

22
23
20

17

\
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w
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N
0
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Q-13-14 THe communities, townshipsy, and
counties of this area should join
together in one area-wide regional

-\plgnning agency

SA
1%

8%
7%
8%
8%

&%
10%
8%
g2

8%

3%
8 -
- 6%

10%
8%
16%

c 12%

8%
9%
7%
L%
1%
6%
5%
7%
10%
6%

8%

A

36

31
Lo
37
37

29
25
24
35

U

37
b3

36 .

27

34"

42
39
h3
Lo
33
L6

35

b2

39
31
34
33
33
38
36
42
35
35
Lo
37
27
42

38

D

11

14
13
15
I

18
12
19
12
22
20
20
18

21
22
11
20

19
11
19
19
16
29
16
23
22
18

17

3

2

-

", w
o
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MEAN
60
56
'5'8' LAY
59
56 a
£l
53

52
56

.52
. 52

53
52

53 &
52
62
55

R
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3 Q-13-15 |If ;egional consolidation of local 'Q-I3-I6“ If local governmental services Qere
;;,/ governmental services would save . consolidated in a regional center,
money and keep taxes down, | wou 1d these services would probibly get
; be in favor of consolidating these bettkr than they now are in this
services _ ) - communig&;

ZARE N %/\% U D sp . MeA sAa A u' D sp HMEAN
Fort Dodge 212, 2 6. 3 S 70 7% 30 &:j 2 b 56
Humboldt ©o13% ks 26, 12D 62 sy . 20 D 28 6 - 48
Eagle Grove 18y A 31 12 - 3. 62 ™ 7% 23 45 20 b 52
Webster City 17% Ly 28 9 2 66 , 6% 28 L6 17 5 53
Clarion : 12% 42 26 15 6 60 Lo 23 11 — W7
Pocahontas 12% 39 27 16 6 .. 59 42 28 0 Ly~
Manson . 133 38 T 36 8 4t 62 55 19 .7 48
Gowrie 8% 35 37 12 7 57 49 17 9 48
Rockweli- City 10% ke 27 12 6 60 38 20 6 ‘52
Jewell 10% 48 16 21 6 59 37 22 9 - ’29

. Laurens 12% 39 27 17 5 59 42 29 8 A5

— Be Imond Ny ko 29 Lk 61 w6 2k . 6 48

. Lake City " . IO%x 38 30 15 8 57 43 23 10 46
Dayton 13%- - 4% 25 Ae— 7 /61 37 20 10. 51
Goldfield 10% Lo .26 13 12 . 56 36 26 12 L5 '}
Livermore 205 34 " 29 1 /6/\ 63 38 17 6 5h
Lehigh 7% 36 30 \ 4 3 63 37 e 1k /u 58
Badger g 38 39 11 62" 50 25 2 50

- Vincent ’ 13% 38 27 14 7 58 L2 18 7 52

A Callender V1% Liy 31 8 5 62 42 12 7 56
Stanhope 9% 29 36 <9 17 51 37 26 17 43
Clare 1% 36 39 1" 3 60 32 22 0 59
Farnhamville 9% 42 34 10 6E- 60 L6 24 9 46
Thor » 7% b2 30 12 8 .57 39\ 314 8 53
Renwi ck. 9% 29 39 .17 6 54 34 3] 10 L4
Havelock 8% L3 26 21 2 58 L6 21 3 51
Rowan 6% he 31 9 9 58 32 2 I \_) 48

o TOTALS 2% M 29 12 5 61 gy © 23 b2 22 3 (50
167
: - 83
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) ) Q-13-17 Conflict is a sign of a healzﬁ& Q-13-18. It is better to live in smaller
" \{T s commégity towns than in larger cities
L Losa oA u o Dos M N S A U D D e
Fort Dodge 33" 28, 29 34 7 46 ‘\) 1635 b5 20 16 } 64
Humboldt 25 "2 28 36 9 T 36% 5k 7 3 ] 80
_ Eagle Grove % 26 31 35 6 46 29%  5h 1 6 0 76 y
(' Webster City Zﬁz 27 32 34 U 27% 53 14 7 0 74 "
Clarion 5, 25 26 36 10 4 355 53 10 3 0 80 \
Pocahdntas 2% 26 27 39 6 45 503 49 10 I 0 82 e
Manson 3% 22 33 33 10 - hh 42% L8 8 2 0 ,§2
Gowrie 3% 34 23 B 8 48 - 4oy 49 8 2 1 82
Rockwell City .3% 20 30 37 9 43 - 36% 50 10 4 0 80
Jewel] 3% 27 31 34 5 48 4oz 51 b, 2 2 81
Laurens 5% 2 25 39 10 Ly L6 L6 5 2 0 84
Belmond 3% 29\ 22 38 8 45 39% 51 8 3 0, 81
I Lake City 3% 24 . 27 \36 1 43 42% 53 L ] 0 84
i Dayton 2% 19 30 39 10 40 42% b4 10 2 2 80 i
Goldfielq 2% 30 29 34 5 47 hoy 46 8 4 2 80 &
//‘ Livermore 3% 28 26 35 9 s 42y 47 7 ¢+ b ] 81 '
Lehigh 4% 21 31 3h 10 44 b4y 49 6 1 1 8l
Badger 0% 22 30 43 l 42 b5y b 1 0 83 ’
Vincent 2% 27 27 27 17 42 46y 53 2 0 0 86
Callender 3% 24 33 33 6 T 27% 56 13 3 ] 76
Stanhope 6% 24 26 32 i 46 38% 52 i 3. 3 80
Clare 5% 13 32 Lo 10 I 51% 37 7 5 : 0 84
Farnhamville 3% 19 26 4o 12 Lo 48y  Lb 5 2 1 84 . :
Thor : 2% 17° 23 b 12 39 27% ° 56 10 7 0 76
Renwick 1% 23 33 33 -9 43 39% L 16 3 0 79
Havelock 0% 34 21 36 10 45 35% 52 6 6 0 79 \
Rowan 1% 24 29 34 12 L2 43% L9 4 2 1. 83
TOTALS  * 3% 25 28 3% 8 " 37 50 9 1 80 7
: 1 &&%
Q i {
- ERIC R
| 7 ) \ L ~
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" “Q¥I3-I9'“CHanges-are désirable even if they " Q-13-20 Ever if t E’ﬁga?r ways conflict with '
' do not seem to contribute as much "the way things‘were done in the
) as one might expect past, they are absolutely necessary
- " and dggjrable : -
SA A UL D S HEAN SA AU D SD HEAN
Fort Dodge 5% 62 22 8 3 6l 8y 37 - 3. 17 3 58 ‘ /7
Humboldt 3 : 8 !
9% 56 22 12 1 65 7% bl 33 16 l 58 L AE
_Eagle Groye 0% 62 16 10 2 67 8% 47 28 16 2 61 T
Webster City 7% 61 21 1 A €6 7% ) 32 18 2 58 e (. AN
Clarion 8y 64 18 9 1 67 8¢ 4o 36 1k 3 59 VA N
Pocahontas 6% - 66 20 8 0 68 6%. U3 31 17 2 59 .
Manson 6% 60 2k 9 0 66 3 4o 32 18 3 58
Gowrie ! 9% 58 22 8 k4 65 85 45 26 18 3 59
Rockwell City 7% 65 17 10 0 67 6 46 30 17 o 60 .
) Jewell 8% 71 14 6 1 .70 9% 53 21 14 ! 62
. Laurens 12% 59 20 8 ] 68 10% 42 32 13 3 61
Belmond 8%  5h 26 12 0 64 5% bl 33 19 2 57
Lake City 7% 58 23 10 1 65 3% 43 - 35 16 2 57 ,
\_ Dayton ' 6% 65 20 7 2 66 by b6, 32 16 l 58
Goldfield 63 60 20 14 0 . 64 5% 42 29 20 3 56
Livermore 4% 59 71 4 2 70 9% bk 30 13 3 61
Lehigh 133 66 14 N 1 71 9% 49 29 1 | 64
Badger 6% 60 17 15 ] 64 3% 42 31 21 3 55
o Vincent 7% 56 32 6 0 66 7% 35 37 15 6 56
Callender -, 8% 56 2510 1 65 63 b1 33 , 16 3 58 |
Stanhope 9% 61 14 10, 6 6k 8y b 27 18 4 58 |
i Clare ' 15% 55 22 8 0 [\ . 8% k42 30 12 8 58 1
\Farnhamville " 122 5k 21 10 4 65 6% 35 43 12 5 56 4
Thor ' 7% 68 17 7 2 68 ¢ 2% L6 37 14 2 58
Renwick 5% 62 18 12 2 6l : 5% 3§ 32 25 2 5h
Havelock 6% 63 27 3 0 68 - 5% 48- % 3k 12 2 61
Rowan 8% 58 25 8 0 66 6% 45 30 16 2 59
.. o TOTALS 8 6l 20 9 1 66 7% 43 32 16 3 58
ERIC '
L 17 .7

k)
]
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Q=13-21 The most rewarding organization a Q-13-22 Despite all the newspaper and-TV
\\. person can belong to are local coverage, national and interfational
clubs and associations rather than ‘ happenings rarely seem as interesting
e large nation-wide organizations . as events that 9ccur fight in ?he
. jocal community in which one lives
SA A U D 8 MEAN A pA L D 5D HEAN

Fort Dodge . - 8% 5h 19 16 3 62 - 8% 43 14 30 5 55
Humboldt 15% 50 " 21 12 1 66 - 9% 4 14 31 5 54
Eagle Grove 13% 54 20 12 0 67 10% 48 12 27 4 58
Webster City 10% 48 24 17 L 62 9% Lo 14 32 5 5h
Clarion 1% 42 27 20 O 60 gm 6% ) 19 30 5 54
Pocahontas 4% 54 20 12 0 67 13% 38 15 31 3 57
Manson 12% 55 18 14 2 66 . 8% by 18 25 5 56
Gowrie 16% 51 20 12 1 58 8% b 19 28 b 55
Rockwell City 9% L9 23 16 3 61 6% 42 20 28 b ‘55
Jewel 9% 60 20 10 ] 66 1y ko 19 - 27 2 58

“ 7 Laureps: 14% 50 20 14 = 66 10% 48 11 27 4 58

. Belmond - 13% 57 18 nm . o. -~ 68 . 7%—-37- 16- - --35 b 52
Lake City 10% 59 19 12 - 0 66 92 Ly 16 26 5 56
Dayton 12% 5h 19 13 | - 66 8% 43 17 29 3 56
Goldfield 11% 50 18 20 | 63 8% Lo 16 32 b - 54
Livermore 11 0 67 ‘ 14% 36 16 24 10 56
Lehigh 10 1 68 : 14% I 17 22 5 59
Badger 21 0 60 : 3% 43 14 36 3 52
Vincent 11 . 0. 71 ;o 13% 43 11 30 b 58
Callender 8 0 70 5% k2 21 30 2- 5k
Stanhopi 8 1 70 : 103 52 10 24 5 60
Clare 0 0 70 ‘ 15% 48 15 /20 2 63
Farnhamville 21% 47 20 13 0 69 10% L6 18 24 2 59
Thor 7% 63 b . 5 2 7 55 47 QK’ 2 3 56
Renwi ck 4% 50 20 16 0 66 9% 47 17 25 2 59
Have lock 163 71 6 6 0 7h ' 12% 59 Yoo | 13 7 64
Rowan 13% 5h 20 11 2 66 | 6% ke 20 ! 27 1 57
TOTALS 12% 53 20 13 ] 66 9% 43 16 , 28 4 56

1
.'""’
t 70 : 175
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: ) Q-13-23 No doubt many newcomars to thes Q-13-24 Big cities may have their place -
& community are capabla peopTe&, DUt but the local commynity ‘s the °
. when it comes to choq;’ng‘a person (\"“*Vﬁackbone of Ameri)éﬁn
# for a responsible.posj%{bq\égj?he i
Czcommunity, | prefer a p ;jg whose = s
. ‘family is well-established in the < ;
communi ty ) .
N ¢ b Ve M . SAL A U D s pEA
- 7/' Fgrt Dodge M 2Q 4 10 . Ly {f?acz 58 18 4 1 73
‘Humbo1dt 18 b 7. 45 23% 59 13 6 0 7h
. Eadle Grave | 22 42 7 45 - 18% 60 15 5 | 75 -
Webster City / 22 Ly 9 42 18% 58 16 6 ] 7%
Clarion 23 45 8 42 19% 58 16 6 0 7
Pocahontas N 36 6 .'%/.5)-?“ 28% 51 17 4 0 7:\(
Manson ) ~ 18 40 6 #148 22% 60 13 3 0 75
Goviie ) 8% 23 18 4 5 48 27% 54 14 5 0 76
_ Rockwell City 7% 26 18 N 8 46 19% 63 14 4 0- 74
- Jewell 102 29 18 39 5 50 3% 57 15 3 2 74
Laurens 2238 7 48 26% 54 13 6 ] 74
Be Imond Jn) 8 L6 22% 59 13 5 0 7h
<" Lake City b 9 45 25% 60 n 4 1 76
® > Daygon 4 g T LS 29t 48 . 20 3 1 75
.«  Goldfield 1Y) 10 by 25% 56 w12 5 1 74
. Livérmore 36 12 Ly 26% 54 15 ] b 74
Lehigh 31 A 48 25% 53 17 5 0 74 ¢
) Badger b 3 48 4% 61 1N 4 0 76
Vincent 29 7 52 26% 64 - 11 0 0 / 78
Callender 34 5 51 15% 60 16 7 27 70
S tanhope 29 5 53 » 2% 58 1 9 172
Clare 28 10 - 52 29% 56 10 5 0/‘ 78
Farnhamville 6% 3% 22 32 9 48 27% 62 10 ,1_’////0 79
Thor 3% 3} 20 37 3 50 22 &6 15 5 0 74 .
Renwick 63 73 19 L6 6 <3 by 213 53 17 8 2 71
Havelock . 6% - b3 22 22 6 55 27% 60 8 5 0 78
Rowan i 6% 22 13 L6 15 Lo 19% 64 11 6 ~6 74
TOTALS 7% 26 19 ko 8 46 23% 56 1h . 5 1 74 -

P




Q-13-25 | have greater respect for a person who is
rvell-establishes in the local community tha
4 person who is widely known in his or her
occupatio~ but has no ‘ocal roots

s\ A U D SD M
Fort Dodge 9% 30 25 31 6 51
Humboldt 12% 32 25 28 2 £4
Eag < Grove 1% 38 24 24 i 5/
Webster City 8% 30 25 30 7 50
Clarion 6% 36 24 26 8 52
Pocahontas 1% 35 24 28 ]
Manson 12% 33 27 26 2
Gowrie 16% 3k 2 26 2
Rockwell City Ng 34 28 23 b
Jewell 10% Lo 14 29 6
Laurens 14% 32 24 27 3
Beimond 11% 38 22 23 6
Lake City 7% 38 27 25 b
Dayton 11% 37 23 21 7
Goldfield 14 35 21 28 2
Livermore 12% 45 22 14 7
Lehigh 15 36 25 19 6
Badger 8% 38 25 ! 0
Vincent 1% 38 29 20 2
Callender 12% Le 18 21 2
Stanhope 12% 45 25 17 z
Clare 17% TS 15 17 5
Farnhamville 16% 39 24 22 0
Thor 9% 45 22 21 3
Rerwick 1% 31 24 31 3
Havelock 16% 52 16 1 5
Rowrn 12% 47 19 19 2
TOTAL S 11% 36 24 25 4

.
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LAND USE AND THE ENVIRONMENT

At the request of other researchers studying Region V with the assistance of Tit
RDA '72, four questions were inciuded on environmental quality and land use. Responsy
on the next four pages. to ;

t wed
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Fort Dodge

Humboldt

Eagle ‘Grove

Webster City
Clarion

Pocahontas

* Manson

Gowrie
Rockwell City
Jewell
Laurens

" . Belmond

Lake City

Davton™
Goldfield
Livermore
Lehigh

Badger
Vincent
Callender
Stanhope
Clare
Farnhamville
Thor

Rerwick
Havelock
Rowan |

TCTALS

Q-15 Some people seem to be most concerned with economic growth; others are most concerned

with ernvironmental quality. Which of the following best describes your feelings op-
the .economy and environment? (See the questionnaire for complete response wording).

MOST CONCERNED WITH
ECONOMIC GROWTH

5%

by -
5%
L%
4%

5%

2%
- 5%
.- 3%
S
13
3
6%
3%
g

4y -
by,
3%
by
by

EQUALLY

CONCERNED

74

75
17 .
74
80
75 -
74
68
-79
79
78

79
78
74
78

72
70

71

70

7c,.$

74
75

79

62

76

69

76

75

MOST CONCERNED WITH
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

NOT VERY CONCERNED
WITH E{1THER-

20

18
15°
21
13

15
22
19
15
17
19
12
13
18
! Pl
18 Iy
19
25
24
17
13
12
12
29
16
20
13

v/
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Q-16 One area of concern is how land in lowa is to be used. Which of the following land use
- : proposals best describes whati you feel should be dore by local, county, regional, state,
' or national authorities? )

AN

NO LAND USE LIMITED LAND USE FAIRLY STRICT LANK USE VERY STRICT LAND USE

PLANNING OR CONTROL PLANNING AND CONTRQE_ PLANNING AND CONTROL PLANNING AND;CONTROE_
Fort Dodge ' 7% S 1 33 14
Humboldt ! 5% 5 43 35 15
f Eagle Grove 7% 53 34 7
Webster City 8% L7 33 12
Clariorf  * T 9% 42 36 12
Pocahontas - 11% Ly 33 11
Manson 8% 47 29 .16
Gowrie 14% : 46 30 1
Rockwell Cit 7% 51 32 10
Jewe ] 12% L 33 11
-Laurens i 7% 56 22 15
Be Imond 9% L7 30 14
Lake City 11% 54 . 29 6
Dayton ' 10% 50 27 13-
Goldfield 11% 60 18 12
Livermore , 103 49 29 13
. Lehigh 14% 47 .29 v 10 -
"7 Badger 8% 48 29 15
Vincent ' 7%. .48 ‘ 32 ) i3
"Callender 14% - . 43 33 10
Stanhope 12% 53 26 9
‘Clare 8% Ly 31 17
Farnhamville .20 56 13 11
Thor ' 12 5h 23 11
o Renwick 82 46 30 16
Havelock . 1% . 57 20 12
i Rowan 7 - 7% 50 28 - - 16
o TOTALS 9% hy 30 ‘T}>
ERIC . , |
el . :
L 2 80 _ < ' 18 q
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Q-17 What policy should exist with respect to farm land?
: —— J
ALLOW FARMERS AND POTENTIAL ENCOURAGE CONTINUED USE OF PRESERVE LAND FOR AGRICULTURAL
BUYERS TO BUY AND SELL AS LAND FOR AGRICULTURAL PLRPOSES PURPOSES THROUGH RESTRICTING
THEY WISH THROUGH PREFERENTIAL TAXATION FARMERS OR POTENTIAL BUYERS
AND OTHER INCENTIVES FROM CONVERTING IT TO OTHER
USES :
Fort Dodge 29% 36 34
Humbo1ldt 26% . 36 38
Eagle Grove 28% 4o 32
Webster City 29% 36 35
Clarion 26% 36 38
Pocahontas 29% 38 33
Manson 26% 33 i
Gowrie 30% 38 32
Rockwell City 30% Lo 30
Jewell 26% 34 39
Laurens 32% 33 35
Be Imond 32% 30 38
Lake City 27% 43 31
Day:on . : 26% 36 38
Goldfield 35% 32 33
Livermore 28% ‘ . 36 36,
Lehigh 34% é?‘ 33 © 33
Badger - 29% ( v k2 &, _ 28
Vincent 2h% / 35 % 4
Callender 30% 24 < L6
Stanhope 32% ) 31 36
Clare 28% 23 k9
Farnhamville 37% 33 30
Thor 30% 27 43
Renwick  ~ 27% 36 37
Havelock 28% 38 34
Rowan 33% 22 L6
TOTALS } 29% . 35 36
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Fort Dodge

Humboldt
Eagle Grove
Webster City
Clarion

Pocahontas
Manson

Gowric
Rockwell City
Jewell
Laurens
Belmond

Lake City

Dayton
Goidfieid
Livermore
Lehigh

Badger
Vincent
Callender
Stanhope
Clare
Farnhamville
Thor

Renwick

Havelock v

Rowan

TOTALS

~

Q-18

™

PRESERVE FARMLAND AND/OR

If farm land and open green space are to be kept from being converted to other uses,
there may be less land available for building homes in rural areas. This may mean
rural home sites will cost more, and more new homes will have to be constructed
withinsexisting towns and cities. Under these conditions, which would you prefer?

CONVERT FARMLAND AND7OR OPEN

OPEN GREEN SPACE GREEN SPACE TO HOMESITES

86% . 14
87% 13
83% : 17
85% 15
82% 18
e
79% 21
81% 19
81% 19
90% .10
80% 20
81% 19
77% . 23
84% . , 16 .
86% 14
30% 20
84% ' i6
83% | 17
87% 13
71% 29
84% 16
84% 16
65% 35
52% A 18 R
70% 30
90% ; 10
~J5% ~ 25
9% 10

83% 17




QUALITY OF LIFE

pENPS

The next; seven pages report personal quality of life evaluations. The mean scores reported were
computed as foliows: (numher circling "' x 100) + (number '2' x 75) + (3" x 50) + (4" x 28) +

("5 x 0)/ total number responding.
an item. ’

* /

Thus the higher the mean score, the greater the satisfaction with

Notegthat the percentages and mean scores did not vary greatly between communities. Thus, the
study confmunities may be evaluated very differently, but residents can find relatively great personal

satisfaction in any of them.
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Q-19-1 Your residence (house, apartment, Q-19-2 Your particular neighborhood as a
’ room) as a place to live place to live

N

VERY VERY VERY VERY I
SATISFIED DISSATISFIED SATISFIED DISSATISFIED

"

2 3 A& 3 HEAN 2 3 4 5 MmN

Fort Dodge 46% 38 10 5 2 80 42 11 7 2 77
Humboldt 58% 32 5 4 0 86 33 4 T 84
Eagle Grove 52% 39 6 2 ] 84 Lo 11 5 1 80
Webster City Lé3 39 9 b 2 81 Lo 9 4 2 81
Clarion 50% 38 8 3 ] 83 46% 40 11 2 0 82
Pocahontas 57% 35 6 1 ] 86 51% 36 9 ° 5 0 83
Manson 56% 33 7 2 2 84 50% 39 9 1 ] 84
Gowrie 54% 36 8 2 T 85 50% 38 10 2 .2 43
Rockwell City 57% 34 6 3 0 86 h6% 41 8 l 1 81
Jewell L5% 4 9 3 2 80 L5% 38 11 5 1 81"
Laurens 47% 43 6 3 ] 83 L6% 42 9 3 1 82
Be Imond 51% Lo 7 2 0 85 51% 37 8 3 00 2 83
Lake City 48% 40 6 5 2 82 50% 40 9 ] 0 85.
Dayton 52% 35 7 b 2 83- 50% L2 6 . 1 2 8L
Goldfield 53% 36 8 2 ] 84 52% 35 10 2 ] 84
LiVermre LlB% le 9 5 2 80 _;5148% LI3 8 - 1 ] 81"
Lehigh - 508 36 10 3 1 82 42% 38 14 y 72 79
Badger 1 563 34 7 2 0 86 48 e o 10, 1 ] 83
Vincent 51% 38 6 4 2 83 L6% 47 7 ¢ 0 84
Callender hox 32 15 3 1 81 LY 35 15 5 2 78
Stanhope L 61% 27 6 6 0 . 86 53% 34 8 3 2 83
~ Clare 563 2k 12 7 0 82 34% 42 15 7 2 74%
'‘Farnhamville 60% 27 8 4 2 85 63% . 31 3 2 1 88
Thor Loy 31 12 5 0 3 8G . 51y 4 12 2 0 82
Renwi ck bhy 48 5 2 0 8k u8y W 9 2 2 82
Rowan hoy 37 . 7 5 2 31 L8% 30 12 8 2 78
o TOTALS 52% 37 8 3 ] 84 48% 38 9 3 ] 62

L
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N VERY
SATISFIED

[

]

Fort Dodge . 29%

TOTALS g

Humbeldt, 55%
Eagle Grove 34%
Webster\City 38%
Clarion - 38%
Pocahontas L4y
Manson 48%
Gowrie 43y
"Rockwell City 32%
Jewell Loy
Laurens 36%
Belmand 50%
Lake City Loy
Dayton ) 33%
Goldfield 39%
Livermore by
* Lehigh- - 32%
Badger .. L6%
Vincent 36%
Callender 31%
Stanhope ~ L9%
Clare 32%
Farnhamville 61%
Thor 34%
Renwick 31%
Havelock L2y .
Rowan L2y

i

-

2.

50
39

il
L7

L2

42

Lo
42
L7
48

Lo

L7
b3
Lo
Lo

Lo

L2
36
Lo
31

52
hs
h

43
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VERY

DISSATISFIED

~
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Q-19-3 Your community as a place to live

.Q-I9-4_ wa intefesting your day to day life is

VERY
SATISFED

X1

28%
36%
26%

27%
26%

30%
28%
29%
26%
23%
30%
26%
28%

28%
28%
26%
26%
32%
33%
22%
28%
22%
29%
23%
23%
27%
26%

28%

2

Le

3
18

14
23
20
16

13
19
14

~22.

20
19
16
18

18
16
22
.22

19

R
21
16
15
12
23
13

12
18

“VERY

DISSATISFIED

—
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Fort Dodge

Humboldt.
Eagle Grove
Webster City
Clarion_

Pocahontas
Manson

Gowrie
Rockwell City
Jewell
Laurens
Belmond

Lake City

Dayton
Goldfield
Livermore
Lehigh

Badger
Vincent
Callender
Stanhope
Clare
Farnhamville
Thor

Renwick
Havelock
Rowan

o TOTALS

- ERIC

Q-19-5 The amount of fun and enjoyment 0-19-f The extent to which you can adjust to

L you have changes in your life

.
VERY VERY VERY i VERY ‘

SATISFIED DISSATISFIED . \DISSATISFIED
A 2 3 A 5 MEAN J 2 3 A 2 MEAN
24% I3 26 6 1 70 20% - 53 24 4 0 72
28% 47 18 6 2 73 22% 55 21 2. 0 74
22% 48 20 9 1 70 20% 56 2 . 3 0 73
23% 50 17 10 1 71 203 56 20 4 .0 73
20% 51 20 8 0 70 19% 55 23 2 0 72
27% 51 13 8 1 74 22% 56 17 "L 0 73
27% L6 2} 5 1 73 22% 55 21 1 0 74
26% 54 14 4 2 74 22% 58 16 3 1 75
22% 1y 26 8 2 68 22% L6 28 3 1 71
20% L9 25 5 1 70 20% 55 20 3 1 73
27% s . 20 5 3 72 26% 51 20 2 1 74
22% 49 23 6 0 72 22% b9 25 3 0 73
24% 47 22 8 0 72 18% 56 23 2 1 72 J
18% 52 22 8 1 70 23% 52 22 2 2 73
25% . 4h 20 8 3 70 20% 56 17 4 1 72
24% I3 20 13 0 70 19% L 34 1 2 69
21% 42 25 9 3 67 20% 47 27 6 0 70
25% 42 25 9 0 71 17% 54 24 4 0 71
32% 37 17 11 4 70 20% 48 24 4 4 69 R
20% 45 26 6 3 68 24% L9 2} 5 1 72
16% 58 19 7 1 70 15% 60 19 6 0 71
15% L2 24 10 10 60 15% k9 36 0 0 70 ——— e
28% 43 24 5 1 73 23% 57 15 5 0 75 |
18% Ak 25 8 5 ° 66 17% 37 b2 3 0 67 |
22% 51 16 10 1 <« 7 20% 55 21 4 0 73 |
20% Ly 28 5 3 68 23% 38 31 6 2 69 |
28% 45 20 4 4 72 21% 53 25 0 1 73
23% 47 21 7 2 71 21% 53 32 3 1 73
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Fort Dodge

Humbodt
Eagle Grové

Clarion

Pocahontas

- Manson
Gowrle
Rockwell City
Jewell
Laurens
Belmond

. kake City

Dayton
Goldfield
Livermore
Lehigh

Badger
Vincent
Callender
Stanhope
Clare
Farnhamville

~-Renwick
Havelock
Rowan

TOTALS

:., Q f-S) i

Webster City o

Q-19-7 The extent to which you are developing

yourself and broadening your life

VERY ‘
SATISFIED

¢

A 2.
143 47
163 - .~h0-
123 50
165 48
14% L7
173 48
18% - 45
17% 53
15% -~ L6
16% 57
18% 42
163 49
13% L3
14 51
17% L7
14% I
19% 38
13% L7
13% 37
14% Ls
12% L9
15% 58
19% L8
8% 51
17% L7
15% 48
163 56
15% 48

3
26
26

ia

25

30.

2.

29°

29
20
30
27
32

25
22
32
27

31

29
2k
18
22
25
22
31
21

2

K
Yl

-3

VERY
DISSATISFIED

—_N =N = O =N C =INN ON =N == O = = e N = —'I\h

—

VERY
SATISFIED

Q-19-8 The extent to whinh your physical
needs are met

1

203

3%
2h%
22%
25%

30%
22%
. 26%
26%
25%
26%
25%
28%

15%
25%
17%
17%

26%
33%
21%
18%
17%
24%
15%
20%
20%
19%

243

19

20

15 .

12

10
19
13
18
15

18
14

18
12
17
25

15
13
21
22
22
18
15
14
20
17

16

l.x.-

n
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VERY

DISSATISFIED |
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Q-19-9 How fairly you get treated Q;IS—IO How secure you are financially @
- VERY VERY . VERY
‘SATISFIED| DISSATISFIED SATISFIED DISSATISFIED
1 2 3 4 3 MEAN 1 2 3 A 5 mea
Fort Dodge 23% 55 17 5 1 74 14% 48 22 14 2 64
Humboldt 35% 51 10 2 ! 79 16% Lk 2l 13 3 6l
Eagle Grove 24% 52 17 6 2 73 20% 38 25 1 3 64
Webster City 23% 57 16 3 2 7h 16% Lo 25 15 L 62
Clarion 29% 55 11 " 2 77 17% 43 26 10 L 65
Pocahontas 32% 53 8 b 2 77 18% 48 18 12 b 66
Manson 29% 57 10 2 0 78 16% 45 22 13 b 64
Gowrie. 31% 55 7 5 1 78 16% sk 18 9 3 67
Rockwell City 3i% L6 18 b 1 75 18% 36 32 1 3 64
Jewell 24% 61 12 2 1 76 13% L 29 10 L 63
Laurens 35% L8 14 2 1 78 19% I 28 9 3 66
Belmond 32% 55 10 3 0 79 16% Lo 30 12 3 64
Lake City 34% kg 14 2 0 79 16% k2 24 14 L 63
Dayton 26% 57 14 3 1 76 16% 4 z5 15 3 63
Goldfield 30% 57 11 2 0 78 15% 50 -8 - 13 b - 65 n
Livermore 32% Ll 17 6 1 75 18% W 20 $2 9 62 -
Lehigh 28% 43 21 b b 72 14% Ly 22 16 b 62
Badger 31% 56 1 2 0 79 14% 43 31 12 1 6k
Vincent 29% L6 20 6 0 74 16% ‘38 26 14 6 61
Callender 27% 52 15 4 3 74 14% 37 24 21 b 59
Stanhope 29% 50 15 5 | 74 18% 43 21 14 b 65
Clare 23% 56 20 0 0 76 7% 34 . 27 24 7 52
Farnhamville 36% ol 6 b 1 80 21% 42 20 11 6 66
Thor 36% 48 14 2 0 79 17% 42 27 10 5 64
Renwick 23% 61 13 1 2 76 17% W 25 15 2 64
Havelock 31% 52 15 2 0 78 16% b 31 5 5 65
Rowan 28% 52 1 5 5 7k 19% 42 21 12 6 64
o TOTALS ’ 29% 53 13 3 1 76 16% 43 24 13 . L 6h

06 , 197 99 '
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- Q-19-11 Yourself ) ' Q-19-12 The quality of life in your conmunity

VERY VERY VERY VERY
SATISFIED DISSATISFIED SATISFIED DISSATISFIED
2 ! MEAN

e ke

197

2 3 4 HEAN 1 2 3 L2
Fort Dodge 53 19 9 0 70 12% 56 24 9 0 68
Humboldt L8 . 28 3 1 71 29% 56 12 3 0 78
Eagle Grove 48 28 5 2 69 18% 45 25 11 2 66 R
Webster City 55 22 6 0 70 13% 61 21 5 0 70
Clarion . 16% 59 19 5 0 71 17% 59 20 4 0 72
Pocahontas 18% 60 17 L 0 73 °n% 60 16 L 0 74
Manson 18% 55 22 b 0 72 135% 66 13 2 0 75
Gowrie 21% 53 20 5 2 71 26% 58 13 2 ] 76
Rockwell City 20% L7 28 3 2 70 16% 49 28 L 2 68
Jewell V7% Ly 25 7 2 68 19% 57 20 2 z 72
Laurens 18% 50 27 3 1 70 22% .53 20 4 ] 73
Belmond 18% 56 20 4 2 71 20% 63 16 ] ] 75
Lake Clty 14% 58 23 L 2 70 20% 58 18 L 0 73
Dayton 133 61 19 5 2 70 14% 57 20 7 -2 68
Goldfield . 20% 52 18 10 1 70 17% 58 19 5 1 71
Livermore 16% 53 25 5 1 70 17% 47 27 7 2 68
—— - _Lehigh 23% 47 22 7 0 72 16% 5 27 15 1 64
Badger 19% b7 27 5 1 70 18% 52 29 ] 0 72
Vincent 203 54 22 2 2 72 9% 64 24 4 0 70
Callender 16% 50 25 9 0 68 10% L6 34 10 0 64
Stanhope . 17% 53 . 22 ) 7 ] 70 14% 61 7 7 1 70
Clare 15% 45 25 12 2 64 17% 37 34 12 0 85
Farnhamville 27% 48 22 3 0 75 34% 50 12 L 0 78
Thor 183 47 28 7 O 69 15% 48 33 3 2 68
Havelock 27% 44 23 5 2 72 25% 51 i5 6 3 72
Rowan ’ ISZ 63 ]6 h 2 7] ]92 52‘ 21 7 1 70
TOTALS 18% 53 23 5 1 70 18% 55 20 5 ] 71
|




Q-19-13 Your life as a whole these days

VERY VERY
SATISFIED DISSATISFIFD

.

L 2z 3 435
Fort Dodge - 20% 55 16 8 1
Humboldt 25% 55 16 3 ]
Eagle Grove 21% 52 20 6 ]
Webster City 21% 60 14 4 1
Clarion 20% 61 15 4 0
Pocahontas 23% 59 11 5 2
Manson 24% 56 16 3 0 )
Gowrie 23% 58 14 b i
Rockwell City 18% 50 24 5 3
Jewell 18% 59 16 6 2
Laurens . 25% 57 13 3. 2
Belmond 18% €3 16 2 ]
Lake City 18% 58 18 5 1
Dayton 17% 62 12 6 2
Goldfield 2h% 55 12 7 2
Livermore 23% 47 20 7 iy
Lehigh 223 45 25 5 3
Badger : 24% 54 18 2 ]
Vincent 29% k9 16 6 0.
Callender 12% 61 19 7 2
Stanhope 18% 63 ib 5 0
Clare 15% L6 29 7 2
Farnhamville - 26% _ 60 . 12 2 0.
Thor = : 25% 42 27 5 0
Renwick 18% 57 17 8 ]
Havelock 20% 58 14 6 2
Rowan ?2.% 60 13 2 4
TOTALS - 21% 457 16 5 1
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FRIENDS AND RELATIVES iN THE COMMUNITY

Four tables on the presence of friends and relatives in the local area appear next. Differences
between communities were slight.

'y .
201 | 202




Q-30 How many of your friends live in this Q-31 How many of all your adult relatives and
communi ty? i in-laws live in this community (do not
include the very distant related ones
and those in your household)?

HALF ONE OR TWO HALF ONE OR TWO
LR FRIENDS, OR RELATIVES,
ALL MOST LESS NONE OR NONE 5&&_ MOST LESS NONE OR NONE
Fort Dodge 5% 57 35 1 2 2% 20 38 33 8
Humboldt 4% 57 35 1 2 3% 17 31 Lo 10
Eagle Grove 6% 61 28 ] 5 2% 18 36 32 12
Webster City 3% . 63 32 1 2 2% 22 34 29 12
Clarion L% 69 25 1. 1 3% 14 39 31 14
Pocahontas 4% 59 34 0 3 L% 21 33 31 12
Manson b3 60 35 0 1 0% 21 40 27 1
Gowrie 5% 57 34 1 3 3% 14 33 36 14
Rockwell City 7% 59 32 0 2 3% 18 31 37 12
Jewell 5% 59 32 1 3 1% 17 33 39 10
Laurens 6% 64 27 1 2 1% 12 4 34 13
Belmond 6% 63 29 1 2 2% 20 36 31 10
Lake City 7% 65 26 0 ] 2% 11 48 24 15
Dayton 5% 55 36 ] 3 2% 15 36 35 12
Goldfield 5% 52 34 2 6 1% 16 36 37 10
Livermore 8% 52 36 2 2 0% 13 51 23 13
Lehigh 7% 56 31 1 4 3% 24 b 17 15
Badger . - 2% 4 L5 5 6 1% 11 28 53 7
Vincent h% 51 L6 0 0 2% 16 149 24 9
Callender 3% Lo 48 2 7 1% 7 30 36 25
Stanhope 7% 57 32 2 2 2% 16 39 36 6
Clare 5% 51 24 2 17 0% 19 38 33 10
Farnhamville 3% 70 25 0 2 2% 16 42 23 18
Thor 3% Ly L9 2 2 0% 21 27 37 14
Renwick 3% 58 31 2 5 0% 10 39 37 14
Havelock 12% 55 31 0 2 2% 16 4o 30 12
Rowan 6% 53 35 1 5 1% 14 34 32 19
TOTALS 5% 59 32 1 3 2% 17 37 32 12

505
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Q-32 How many people would you say you Q-20 How often da you have trouble in talking

know who live in this community? to other people you meet?
VERY NOW AND
MANY MANY A FEW NONE ALWAYS OFTEN THEN SELDOM  NEVER

Fort Dodge 22% 62 16 0 0% 5 -3 b2 . 22
Humboldt 24 62 1 0 1% . 1 31 53 1
Eagle Grove 29% 58 13 0 0% 4 32 by 20
Webster City 25% 62 13 0 13 5 28 50 15
Clarion 28% 62 9 0 2% -3 30 b 18
Pocahontas 23% 67 10 0 1% 6 28 48 | 16
Manson 28% 57 A3 0 0% 3 32 47 -V
Gowrle . 38% 52 -10 0 2% 5 26 51 16
Ruckwell City 32% 58 n- - 0 1% 6 34 b 16
Jewell 38% 54 7 2 \ 0% 0 0 0 0
Laurens 39% 54 6 0 0% 5 30 Ly 17
Be!mond 32% 60 - 8 0 0% 5 27 47 20
‘Lake City 34%. 59 7 0 0% 3 32 50 14
Dayton 37% 51 12 ] 1% 7 28 L9 16
Goldfield 39% 48 13 0 1% 4 29 52 14
LIverr‘norer 50% L6 5 0 1% 3 25 L3 22
Lehigh 48% 43 8 0 1% b 27 42 26
Badger 29% 56 15 0 0% 6 Ly 33 17
Vincent 48% 48 b 0 0% 4 22 56 18
Callender 29% 58 13 0 1% 3 31 42 23
Stanhope 39% 53 7 0 0% 6 23 L9 22
Clare " 57% 2] 19 2 0% 5 29 50 17
Farnhamville 51% 48 ] 0 1% 2 36 36 28

: Thor 50% Ly 6 0 0% 3 26 L7 24
. Renwick L6% 46 8 0 0% . 6 29 L6 18
Havelock L8% L6 6 0 0% 6 - 21 52 21
Rowan L45% L9 6 0 2% 6 36 . 37 19
TOTALS 34% ~56 10 0 1% 4 30 Ly 18

© 9205 ‘ - 200
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RESPONDENT CHARACTERISTICS

The tabl ;qin-this section provide informatiop on the 4,627 Region V' residents who completed

the mail queﬁswdhnaire. General sociodemographic information is reported. These tables are useful
in judging hol adequately the respondents represented the adult residents of the study communities.
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Fort Dodge

Humboldt
Eagle Grove
Webster City
Clarion

Pocahontas
Manson
Gowrle,
Rockvi@ll City
Jewell-
Laurens
BeImond

Lake City

Dayton
Goldfield
Livermore
Lehigh

Badger
Vincent
Callender
Stanhope
Clare
Farnhamville
Thor

Renwick Ea N

Havelock *
Rowan

TOTALS

Q-23 How many years have you lived in this

~ '106"

f

Q-24 How many years have you lived in your
present residence? .

communi ty?
0-9  10-19  20-29 | 30-39 Lo+  MEAN
263 19 18 N 25 25
29% 20 16 14 21 24
27% 16 19 9 29 28
25% 18 20 12 25 26
20% 13 20 1 36 31
30% 16 12 12 30 28
243 13 14 13 36 31
28% 16 13 10 33 28
26% 14 17 9 34 30
31% 16 16 9 27 27
21% 18 19 15 27 28
24% 16 19 13 28 28
20% 15 21 14 30 30
30% - 16 12 8 34 29
28% 13 14 14 31 29
20% 18 14 18 30 29
19% 12 15 18 36 33
46% 8 13 10 22 22
20% 14 22 20 N 30
36% 17 10 12 26 25
20% 26 8 9 38 31
31% 14 10 5 40 30
17% 12 17 8 46 35
21% 13 18 15 33 31
29% 8 14 15 33 30
25% 9 12 18 36 3
31% 15 13 9 33 27
26% 16 16 S12 T30 vt 28

0-9  10-19  20-29 ° 30-39 40+  MEAN

56% 24 11 4 4 12

61% 22 1 4 3 10

51% 25 15 5 5 13

64% 18 12 4 3 10

L9% 27 15 7 2 12

54% 24 15 4 3 12

52% 28 1 3 6 12

L3% 20 17 2 8 14

52% 22 17 6 4 13

56% 20 12 6 6 13

51% 28 14 5 2 12

56% 20 14 6 4 13 .
51% 20 16 10 3 13 ——
52% 23 13 3 9 14

56% 2 - 1 4 4 R

42% 30 i5 6 8 15

50% 22 13 8 7 14

63% 21 6 6 3 10 ,
53% 20 20 6 2 13

54% 24 12 6 5 12

46% 26 17 8 3 13

503 5 24 17 0 10 . 15

47 26 16 5 6 14

43% 20 20 1 -7 16

52% 21 14 7 6 12 N

L7% 21 21 8 3 13

52% 25 17 5 1 1N

53% 24 14 5 4 12
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Fort Dodge

Humboldt
Eagle Grove
Webster City
Clarion

Pocahontas
Manson

Gowrle

Rockwell City
Jewell
Laurens
Belmond

.Lake City

Dayton
Goldfield
Livermore
Lehigh

Badger
Vincent
Callender
Stanhope
Clare
Farnhamville
Thor

Renwick
Havelock
Rowan

TOTALS

Q-25 Age of Respondent

24 or less

6%

7%
6%
1%
9%

6%
5%
10%
Ly
4%
7%
8%
6%

25-34
21

14
15
16
10

17
14
14
17
23
13
15
17

14
18
16
11

33
26

21
13
19
15
13
20
10

7

16

35-4L 4o-5h

16 24
18 19
18 14
17 19
15 20
15 18
15 20
11 17
17 15
17 16
17 21
14 14
12 16
13 20
12 14
16 14
22 16
19 13
16 20
14 15
14 17
19 24
8 20
14 16
13 14
4 18
10 12
15 18

55-64
15

17
18
16
21

15
17
13
17
17
20
19
<18

16
19
23
21

13
15
19
16,
14
16
16
24
13
20

18

65-74 75 or more
12 6
14 11
19 11
12 8
15 10
14 15
16 13
21 14
16 14
16 7
13 9
19 il
18 12
21 11
16 13
13 11
12 9
10 8
14 9
17 9
16 18
12 10
14 20
24 8
17 9
25 24
23 16
16 11




Q-26 Sex of respondent

o, 213

MALE FEMALE

Fort Dodge 54% L6
Humboldt 50% 50
Eagle Grove Ly 56
Webster City L4% 56 o
Clarion Lhg 56 =
Pocahontas L6% 54
‘Manson L8% 52
Gowrle Log 60

ey Rockwell City k7% 53

E7N Jewell 543 b5

& \ Laurens h6% 54
Be Imond . 812 kg

- Lake City h8% 52

: Dayton 7 53% 47

i~ Goldfield 5% ‘49

: Livermore 43% 57

1 Lehigh ‘ 52% 48
Badger 5h% hé
Vincent 53% 47
Callender h7% 53
Stanhope 39% 61
Clare . 50% 50
Farphamville h5% 55
Thor l'sz 52
Renwlck 48% 52
Havelock 38% 62
Rowan 372 63
TOTALS h8% 52

Q-27 Marital status of respondent

NEVER
MARRIED MARRIED SEPARATED D IVORCED W IDOWED
9% 76 - > 6 8
8% 75 0 5 13
6% 75 1 - .2 15
7% 77 ] 4 12
7% 72 0 3 18
8% 71 ] 2 18
6% 74 0 4 i6
9% 70 0 3 18
6% 70 ] 5 18
8%~ 75 2 ] 15
4% 76 ] 2 17
7% 73 0 3 17
5% 73 o 3 18
6% 78 0 2 14
6% 70 ] 4 19
8% 69 0 3 21
3% 75, 0 4 19
6% 84 0 0 10
7% 80 2 2 9
. 8% 70 ] 4 18
b3 74 l 1 20
7% 78 0 0 15
5% 72 1 3 20
8% 77 0 0 15
5% 78 ] 2 15
3% 65 2 2 29
6% 63 ] 4 26
6% 74 ] 3 16

21
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Q-28 How mahy children undér 18 are Q0-29 How many people are ]iVi"i¢?h your

living at. home with you? . household?
o 1 2 3 12 3 & 5 &
Fort Dodge 55% 15 17 v 9 5 16% 38 14 16 - 10 . 7
N —~

Humboldt 56% 15 1677 7 5 17% 34 16 18 . . 6 8

Eagle Grove 59% 13 14 7 7 19% 35. 14 15 ° 8 9

"~ Webster City 54% 18 14 8 6 T4% 36 15 16 1.1 8

; Clarion £2% 16 13 5 4 23% 36 17 13 6 5

) Pocahontas . 60% 11 12 12 5 21% 35 14 13 10 7

Manson 54% 37 10 712 6 © 20% 30 18 10 12 9

Gowrie ¢ 58% 14 215 11 2 o 22% 34 15 14 12 3

Rockwe!l City 59% 14 13 10 4 18% Lo 11 14 10 7

* Jewell ~ 55y /16 17 5. 6 17% - 3k 20 14 8 6

\.aurens . 57% 16 . 16 7 I 20% 36 15 15 7 7

Be Imond r 62% 13, 14 7 4 20% 40 14 15 9 4

Lake City 6i% 13 5 <P3\\\\ 8 4 23% 32 1y L] 9 5

Dayton 60% 14 13 >~ 8 5 183 39 13 16 8 6

Goldfield Y 1 L2 8 5 23% 35 . %ggl 16 10 5

Livermore 56% 15 11 7 11 24% 31 k12 12 8. 14

Lehigh 49% 21 13 11 6 16% 30 21 16 1 6

. Badger 5% 14 21 15 10 103 2% 17 22 14 10

-Vincent 50% 6 22 18 T 13% 33 11 20 17 7

Callender 55% 17 13 10 6 22% 31 19 13 9 7

Stanhope 67% 10 12 8 . 3 19% 4o 16 10 11 3

, _ Clare 43% 17 17 7 17 23% 27 12 10 15 17

Farnhamville 66% 15 12 7 € 0 20% 43 15 13 9 0

Thor 56% 18 10 10 6 18% 31 20 10 15 . 6

Renwick 62% 10 12 10 4 15% b2 - 13 14 8 8

’ : Havelock 76% 8 6 2 9 31 43 8 8 Q J0

i Rowat 69% 14 12 2 2 27% 40 14 12 b\ 2

| o 2?5555 ¢ 583 1 1 8" 5 - 19% %15 14 9 . 6
- F Ll - . . . ‘ ’
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Fort Dodge

" Humboldt
Eagle Grove
Webster City
Clarjon

Pdcahontas,
Mdnson

Gowrle
Rockwell City
Jewell
Laurens
Belmond

Lake City

_Dayton.
Goldfield
Livermore
Lehigh

Badger
Vincent
Cal‘ender
Stanhope
Clare
Farnhamville
Thor

Renwick
Havelock -
Rowan

TOTALS

Q-33 How mény organizations do you belong to? ) -

o L 2 3 4 I 6+ MEAN
29% 17 20 A I 10 ts 7 2
' 22% 16 20 - =+ 7T 13 .8 - 5 2.
30% 16 19 . - 15 8. 7 5 2.
28% 13 : 19 - 16 1 5. 8 2.
27% 14 18, .. 1N 10 © 9 " 2.
24% 17, '8 15 10 8 8 2.
27% 20 o2 ¢ "1k X 4 6 2.
23% 14 22 14 14 7 4 2.
25% - 17 17 14 12 6 . 9 2.
20% 22 26 ! 14 10 2 - 5 2
t18% 0 13 20 21 12 6 9 2.
29% 1 .~23 17 8 7 5 a2
23% 12\ 22 LN 12 1 5 2.
26% 14 19 - 21 10 3 y 2.
31% ~ 9 - 15 15 12 7 1 2.
26% 14 2l S 12 ‘8 ! 2.
Wy 20 | 19 12 - 5. 2 1 1.
I .
32% 18" 25 . 14 6 l I |
33% 18 - 22 - 7 1 ! i I
20% 26 To21 16 8 4 4 ]
2hy 17 - 24 14 13 4 l 2
38% ’ 25 18 . 1o 2 8 0 1.
26% 20 19 13 8 10 3 2.
35 /19 22 15 3 7 3 \ 1.
24y~ 10 25~ 16 14 7 ! 2.
22% 9 19 28 9 8 ! 2.
34% 12 16 1" 12 6 8 2.
26% 16 20 - 15 10 6 6 2.1

—ENOO FTOWOON W—I = W—=UNTOWMNOW -MNDO\W —




Q-34 Education of respondent

}K NEVER SOME: COMPLETED SOME COMPLETED ’ ADVANCED DEGREE
Se— - AYTENDED GRADE GRADE HIGH HIGH SOME COMPLETED AFTER
-SCHOOL SCHOOL SCHOOL SCHOOL SCHOOL COLLEGE COLLEGE COMPLETED COLLEGE
Fort Dodge 1% 1 9 9 34 28 R 7
Humboldt . 0% 2 8 11 32 24 17 5
-Eagie Grove 0% 3 10 13 35 24 10 5
Webster City - 0% 2 -7 12 Lo 22 12 6
Clarion 0% 3 10 12 35 27. 10 2
Pocahontas 0% 5 11 1 37 20 13 3
Manson 0% 2 14 < 13 37 20 11 e 3 -
Gowrle 1% 2 11 13 3G . 28 10 5
Rockwell City 0% 2 11 13 32 - 24 13 5
Jewell 0% 6 8 9 37 18 14 B 7
Laurens 0% 2 9 .16 4o 20 12 - 2
. Belmond 0% 5 10 11 40 21 -, 9 4

Lake City 0% 6 i L 33 . 16 "N 9 8
Dayton 1% 6 10 1 Ly 19 8 1
Goldfield 0% 3 7 11 ‘36 26 12 6
Livermore - 0% 6 10 . 18 42 15 9 0
Lehigh 0% 7 14 21 43 8 5 2
Badger 0% - 3 18 10 35 22 8 4
Vincent 0% 6 22 11 32 20 6 4
Callender 1% 4 9 13 39 22 9 4
Stanhope -0% 6 17 11 38 19 8 0
Clare ' 0% 2 10 2l 49 15 - 0 0
Farnhamville 0% ! 17 10 38 21 8 0
Thor 0% \ 7 10 12 48 13 - 8 3
Renwick 0% o 10 13 3 25 .15 2
Havelock 0% 13 13 10 34 19 "3 6
Rowan 0% 4 - 10 11 Y 25 6 4

- TOTALS -~ 0% L N 12 - 37 22 N 4
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sﬁ;*‘*‘“Fort Dodge .

Humboldt
Eagle Grove

: y;f Clarion
: ‘1”“P62ahontas
"4 Manson.—
: Gowrle
- . Rockweil City
. Jewell.
“ir Laurens
: Belmond
. Lake City

Dayton
Goldfield
Livermore
Lehigh

i Badger

: Vincent
Callender
Stanhope
Clare
Farnhamville
Thor

Renwick
Havelock
Rowan

TOTALS

Q-35 Employment status of respondent

% §i~;!g§§;cc,c1ty'-»

EMPLOYED EMPLOYED ) e FULLTIME FULLTIME
FULLTIME PARTT I ME UNEMPLOYED RET|RED HOMEMAKER STUDENT OTHER
. 59% 10 ] 16 13 1 0
53% 10 0 20 16 ] ]
42% 1 1 23 21 ] ]
Loy 14 4 18 1k 0 0
L6 12 2 22 17 0 2
Lo 16 0 22 1 0 0
46% 8 1 26 17 0 0
43% 12 ] 27 18 0 0
L6% 13 0 27 12 0 ]
54% 15 ] 19 8. -1 2
48y 12 ] 24 14 0 ]
48% 14 ] 25 12 0 ]
48% 8 ] 29 13 0 0
49% 6 ] 29 14 ] 0
48% 12 ] 22 15 0 2
48% 14 . ] 22 15 0 ]
54% 9 4 20 1 0 . 2
56% 8 . ] 17 16 0 2
L6% 16 0 16 20 0 2
53% 6 2 26 12 0 2
36% N ] 25 25 0 2
Loy 20 0 12 20 0 0
43% 13 ] 30 13 0 0
42% 16 0 19 23 0 0
L6% 13 0 21 19 ] 0-
28% 6 0 42 22 0 2
34y 6 0 36 22 0 2
48% 1 ] 23 15 0 ]
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Fort Dodge

Humboldt
Eagle Grove
Webster City
Clarion .

_ Pocahoritas
Manson-
Gowrle:
Rockwell City
Jewell
Laurens
Belmond

Lake City

. Dayton
" Goldfield
Livermore
Lehigh

Badger
Vincent -
Callender
Stanhope
Clare
Farphamville
Thor

Renwick
Havelock
Rowan

IPROFESSIONAL,

Q-36 Occupation of respondents employed fulltime .and parttime

TECHNICAL

17%

15%

MANAGERS,
ADMINISTRATORS

22

19
17
20
22

17°

17
12
23
23
25
25

13
21
14

12
24
R
25
1
23

13
30
18

19

o |SALES

—
ow

— — — —
N OOWWORN

— —

—
(o] WWOUOSNIAANO NDONDNDND NN B

— ot ot it N et ot N et s e N
VEEFOWVOoOO &S OWVW I _.ICLERICAL

— — — —
W - N

— —— o N
N W= ON OWLWOo ™

—
=

CRAFTSMEN,
FOREMEN

w
ul
et
2
uw
a.
2
8
6
1
8
7
5
6
8
6
7

]

2
1

]

4
6
5
3
0
7
1
2
9
11
6
5
9
9
16
13

6

8

b

(novm — =~ 0 O [LABORERS

N

WOSNOWN = RDOYUTW ON OO W—OI

I

FARMERS AND
FARM MANAGERS

oOoO0O—~N O

— N
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—

—
=

WONOOONIETWO ON—=0 OO0ON — —w - =0 ooo'o o | FARM LABORERS

—
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Fort Dodge

Humboldt
Eagle Grove
Webster City
Clarion

Pocahontas
Manson

Gowrle
Rockwell City
Jewell
Laurens
Belmond

Lake City

Dayton
Goldfield
Livermore
Lehigh

Badger
Vincent
Callender
Stanhop2
Clare,
Farnhamville
Thor

Renwlck
Havelock
Rowan

TOTALS

Q-37 Approximate family income of respondent, before taxes, in 1974,

LESS THAN
$3,000

7%

7%
10%
6%
8%

10% -

9%
14%
1%
10%
1%
1%
16%

10%
12%
18%
17% .

1%

6%
13%
13%
16%
18%
10%

~ 1%

15%
18%

1%

$3,0C00-
$5,999

11

14
14
12

14

9
12
i1
14
1b
B
14

- 15

11
14
13
11

12
11
12
16
19
18
21
i3
17
21

13

@\

$6.000~
$8,999

16

16

1k

19
21

20
14
21
16
18
14
16
16

14
14

21

12

17
19
23
19
11
19
14
20
22
1€

17

$ 9,000~
$11,999

17

18
17
Z2

21

20
20
14
19
24
19
22
18

22
23
19
27
24
11
18
26
19
14
12
16
22
26

20

$12,000~
$14,999

17

17
19
18
15
18
17
19
16
10
20
15
11

18
16

13
22

23
23
17
1
14
14
22
18
20

9

17

$15,000~
$24,999 -

24

19
20

14

16

16
19

e

$25,000
AND OVER

VIR VW OOWWOROD— NDOVW— 0NN ONOOWVMIW OO WO o©
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Fort Dodge

Humboldt
Eagle Grove
Webster City
Clarion

Pocahontas
Manson

. Gowrle
Rockwell City
Jewell
Laurens
Belmond

Lake City

: Da;ion
Goldfield
Livermore
Lehigh

badder
Vincent
Callender
Stanhope
Clare
Farnhamville
Thor
Renwick
Havelock
Rowan

TOTALS 2

Do you consider yourself to be
a leader in this community?

NO

———

82%

79%
80%
82%
85%

77%
81%
80%
81%
78%

YES

18

21
20

18 °

15

23
19
20
19
22
21
19

20

82%

76%
77%
80%
82%

74%
77%
82%
80%
80%
78%
82%
79%

79%
79%
68%
84%

83%
67%
69%
71%
71%
72%
83%
73%
72%
76%

78%

Q-22 Do you think other community residents
consider you to be a leader in
this community?

NO

YES

18

24
23
20
18

26
23
18
20
20

21
18

2]

21
21
32
16

17
33
31
29
29
28
17
27
28
24

22




Q-9 Do you think you will be residing in this
community five years from now?
DEFINITELY PROBABLY
NOT NOT PROBABLY DEFINITELY
" Fort "~dae _ 3% 15 . » 56 26
Humbo! dt 3% 10 54 32
Eagle Grove 5% 11 ‘53 3!
Webster City 1% . 14 56 ' 30
Claricn 2% 8 55 34
4
Pocahontas 4% 9 51 ' 36
Manson 3% . 4 60 33
Gowrle 4% 1 56 28
Rockwell City ’ 3% 13 51 32
Jewell 3% 9 58 ’ 30
Laurens 3% 10 - k9 38
Belmond 3% 8 - 51, 38
- Lake City 2% 6 59 34
Dayton : Ly 12 55 3u
Goldfield 6% a 55 30
Livermore 5% 8 . 50 37
Lehigh L 1o 18 39
Badger 2% 12 7 56 30
Vincent 0% 13 £3 3h
Callender 4% 12 62 22
.Stanhope 1% R 55 36
Clare . 5% i 0 58 27
Farahamville 2% b 53 ]
Tho. 3% 19 54 24
~Renwl cic ) 2% 7 13 56 29
havelock 2% 14 52 '>\_ 33
Rov:an 2% 13 64 21
TOTALS 33 10 54 32
¢ ' .




ADDITIONAL TABLES'

/-

The folﬁoyihg tables summarize s

elected additional information available from respondents.

<




r:;;f—' -

s

) Summary Requested
Fort Dodge 54y - - b6
"' Hymboidt- . 53% b7
Eagle Grove 63% .37
Webster City 61% 39
.. Clarion , ‘61% . 39
Pocahontas 53% 47
Manson . N 50% 50
Gowrie 62% , - 38
Rockwell City Lo 51
Jewell + 52% 48
Laurens - .. 52% 48
Belmond - 54% L6
Lake City " 48% 52
Dayton 56% Ly
Goldfield - 56% b
Livermore L2% 58
Lehigh 57% 43
Badger 54% L6
Vincent ,““% 56
Callender 50% 50 -
Stanhope 61% 39
Clare 55% 45
Farnhamville - 51% 49
Thor 71% 25
Renwick 47% 23
Havelock. 52% 48
Rowan 54% 46
Q o |
EMc‘)TALa 55% 4g
e 231 .
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Fort Dodge

Humboldt
Eagle Grove
Webster City
Clarion

Pocahontas
Manson
‘Gowrle
Rockwell City
Jewell
Laurens
Belmond

. Lake City

Dayton
Goldfield
Livermore
Lehigh

Badger
Vincent
Callender
Stanhope
Clare
Farnhamville

. Thor

Renwick
Havelock
Rowan

TOTALS

© 232

IToxt Provided by ERI
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Questionnaire Return Wave

ORIGINAL
QUESTIONNAIRE
RETURNED

62%

6L4%
62%
62%
72%

64%
7%
66%
7h4%
72%
70%
69%
66%

7% "
70%
62%
53%

62%
60%
61%
71%
62%
72%
o4%
80%
5%
72%

67%

. FIRST SECOND
REPLACEMENT REPLACEMENT
QUEST | ONNAIRE QUEST1ONNAIRE
RETURNED RETURNED
24 14
26 10
28 10
25 13
18 10
21 14
20 9
23 10
22 L
18 10
20 10
19 12
18 16

18 10 -~
20 10
27 12
34 13
28 9
27 13
19 20
21 8
24 14
23 5
21 14
14 6
25 16
15 13
22 1

Day Questionnaire Returned

-

1-5 6-20 21-39 Lo+
26% 50 22 3
29% 55 12 I
22% 56 17 L
32% 47 16 5
33% 52 . 14 2
26% 49 6 19
29% 54 12 5
36% 43 16 4
38% 50 10 2
38% 50 10 3
28% 54 14 4
28% 5b 16 3
313 46 17. 5
28% 52 17 3
29% 56 12 4
31% L8 17 4
25% 52 22 1
22% 58 17 3
2% 58 14 6
17% 53 24 6
38% L9 10 4
17% 5% 24 5
L2% L6 9 3
37% Ly 18 2
36% 50 i 2
26% 45 22 7
26% 55 16 2
30% 51 16 4

MEAN

15
14
15
Th
12

15
13
13
11
11
13
13
14

13
13
14
16

14
14
17
12
16
10
13
11
16
14

14




COMMUNITY COMMENTS

. On the final pag. ° the questionnaire, each respondent was given the opportunity to write

detailed remarks about the community. Approximately 20% of the respondents took advantage of this

offer (see next table). Percentages for respondents .giving comments that could be evaluated as

positive (for example: 'businessmen are really helpful,'" ''great place to raise a family') or negative

("nothing for youth to do,' '"we need a doctor') are included in the final table. Interpretation }
should be carefully conducted, because the number of respondents was very small in this instance.

P~
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Comments on the Community (last page of the questionnaire).

. ' NEITHER
NO ALL MOSTLY NEGATIVE/ MOSTLY ALL NEGATIVE OR
COMMENTS NEGATIVE NEGATIVE POSITIVE POSITIVE POSITIVE POSITIVE ﬁ
Fort Dodge 83% 10 1 1 ] 2 ] 288
Humboldt 79% 6 ] -3 1 8 2 297
Eagle Grove 80% 12 2 1 1 3 i 283
Webster City 85% 6 2 2 1 3 ] 308
Clarion 77% B 2 3 1 o 6 ] 273
Pocahontas 78% 11 ] ] 2 6 ] 234
Manson 78% 11 1. 2 2 3 2 216
Gowrle 83% 5 2 0 2 6 2 184
Rockwell City 81% 10 1 1 2 4 1 222
Jewell 78% 6 2 3 2 6 2 130—
Laurens 81% i0 1 2 0 5 1 223
Belmond 82% 7 2 ] ] 7 | 27
Lake City 76% 7 1 2 2 10 C2- 242
Day ton 80% 9 4 3 0 [ ] 185
Goldfield 77% 7 2 b 1 7 2 163
. Livermore 80% 8 2 b 4 3 0 109
\ Lehigh 79% 1 y / 1 1 3 2 142
.Badger 80% 8 2 ‘ 1 3 R L 1 96
Vincent, 62% 16 0 6 4 4 9 55
Callender ' 78% 8 3 3 2 5 2 104
- Stanhope 76% 4 0 6 4 3 8 109
Clare - 83% 0 2 0 5 5 5 k2
Farnhamville 71% 8 b 2 2 1 3 107
Thor . 82% 8 3 0 0 2 5 62
Renwick 80% 5 0 2 2 7 2 123
Havelock 80% 10 0 4 0 b 1 69
Rowan 80% 7 0 0 1 9 2 87
TOTALS 80% 8 2 2 1 5 2 4627
237




Positive-and Negative Community Comments (last page of the questionnaire)

ALL MOSTLY NEGATIVE/ MOSTLY ALL
NEGATIVE NEGATIVE POSITIVE POSITIVE POSITIVE

Fort Dodge 64% 8 8 b 15
Humboldt 32% 5 14 5 Ly
Eagle Grove 65% N b b 17
Webstar City L% 1 14 7 23
Clarfon L9g 10 12 3 26
Pocahontas 52% 4 4 10 29
Manson 55% 7 10 12 17
Gowrle 32% 14 0 1 43
Rockwell City Shy - | A 8 13 20
Jewell 31% 12 15 12 31
Laurens 54% 7 10 2 27
Belmond 433 8 k b 38
Lake City 33% 6 R T 43
Dayton Lig 19 17 0 19
Goldfield 35% 12 18 3 32
Livermore by 9 18 18 14
Lehigh 59% - 18 b 4 15
Badger 443 1 ) 6 17 22
Vincent 56% 0 hd 19 12 12
Callender 38% 14 14 10 2h
" Stanhope 24% 0 35 24 18
Ctare 0% 20 0 Lo ho
Farnhamville 29% 14 7 7 43
Thor . 62% 25 0 0 12
Renwick 29% 0 14 14 43
Havelock 54% 0 23 0 23
Rowan Loy 0 0 7 53
TOTALS 45% 9 *® 10 8 28

L7
57

Ly
61
18
L2
28
39

i
L7
5h

36
34
22
27

19
16
21
17

28
21
13
15

869




