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LIVABILITY INITIATIVE
NEW RIVER VALLEY, VA

Citizen Outreach: Lower‐ Income/Literacy Survey Effort

Partnering with New River Community Action, the Literacy Volunteers of the NRV and a team of citizen helpers, the
Livability Initiative reached nearly 300 lower‐income and lower‐literacy residents of the NRV through this survey effort.
The number of respondents was roughly proportional to the overall population of each county as shown in Table 1, with
the exception of Giles County, where a higher proportion of responses were received relative to county population.
Because this survey effort was targeted toward households that are lower‐income (qualify for Head Start or some other
form of assistance) or are lower‐literacy (currently working with a Literacy Volunteers tutor), the results should not
considered representative of the overall population.
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Table 1: Comparison of Lower‐Literacy Survey Responses to Actual
County Population (2010)
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Proportion of Survey
Responses
Population Proportion of NRV
Total

Survey Responses with locality specified = 290
2010 NRV Population = 178,237

80%
60%

Livability Initiative Lower‐Literacy Survey
Effort ‐ January ‐ June 2012. Total Survey
Responses = 295; 290 substantive
responses to this question .

40%
20%
0%
Floyd

Giles

Montgomery

Pulaski

Radford

NRV Total

* one responent lives the Craig County but
indicated that they worked in the NRV .

2) Household Demographics
We asked respondents to tell us how many people lived in their homes, to attempt to gauge the degree of crowding
within households, as shown in Table 2a. It appears that Floyd respondents may be experiencing more crowded living
conditions than the other localities, with the highest proportion of homes with 5, 6, and 7 people living in one home.

Table 2a: How many people live in your home?
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30%
25%
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responses to this question.
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In comparison, Giles had
the highest proportion of
households with 4 people
in the home; Pulaski with
3, Montgomery with 2,
and Radford with 1.
Interestingly, Radford also
narrowly edged out Floyd
for the highest proportion
with 8 or more people in
the home. The household
size averages by locality
are shown in Table 2b.

Table 2b: Average Household Size for Locality
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Another household demographic we sought was the number of children living in the home. Perhaps explaining the
higher than average household size seen in Tables 2a and 2b, Table 2c shows that Floyd has the highest proportion of
households with 3, 4, and 5 children in the home, whereas Giles has the highest proportion with 2 children, Pulaski with
1, and Radford with no children in the home. The average number of children per household by locality is also shown.

Table 2c: How many children live in your home?
45%
Floyd ‐ Avg. 2.56
Giles ‐ Avg. 2.00
Montgomery ‐ Avg. 1.74
Pulaski ‐ Avg. 1.69
Radford ‐ Avg. 1.74
NRV Total ‐ Avg. 1.83
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question.
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Comparing the average number of
children to adults by household
across the region, it appears that
most households responding to this
survey have close to 2 adults per
household, and around 1.75 children
per household, as shown in Table 2d.
One exception is Floyd County, which
appears to have more than 2.5
children per household.
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Table 2d: average number of children and
adults per household, by locality
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Another indication of potential
crowding is revealed by the
responses to the question, “Other
than your immediate family, does
anyone else live in your home?”, which are shown in Table 2e. The results indicate that residents from Floyd, Giles, and
Montgomery report non‐immediate family members living in their home at close to the same rate as the region as a
whole (16%), while Radford had a substantially higher rate, with 27% of households. Pulaski had the lowest rate on non‐
immediate family members living in the home, at 8% of respondents.

Table 2e: Other than your immediate family,
does anyone else live in your home?
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responses to this
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3) Economy and Employment
A number of questions were posed that related to jobs and issues that impact a person’s employment prospects. One
asked how many adults in each household were working and some detail about those jobs (full‐time, part‐time,
temporary) , the results of which are shown in Table 3a. Among the households surveyed, responses indicate an
average of 1.38 adults working, with the average number of adults per household at just over 2 (2.11). For the most
part, those who were employed were working full‐time at one job, although Montgomery respondents had the highest
proportion of part‐time jobs (34%), and Floyd had the highest proportion of seasonal or temporary jobs (17%). Floyd
and Pulaski had the same proportion of households with no adult working (28%), which is substantially higher than the
regional reported average (16%) among respondents to this survey.

Table 3a: How many adults in your household are working?
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Montgomery
Pulaski
Radford
NRV Total

nobody in
household is
working

one job ‐ full multiple jobs ‐ one job ‐ part multiple jobs ‐
time
full time
time
part time

seasonal or
temporary
work

no response

A follow‐up question asked about to self‐identified employment obstacles, the results of which are shown in Table 3b.

Table 3b: For the adults in the home who are not working,
what keeps them from working?
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15%
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11%
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10%
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26%

24%

children,
disability,
relative that health Issue
requires care

19%
no jobs
available

9%

7%

no reliable
no
childcare transportation

7%

6%

retired

in school

2%
laid off, let go
from job

Livability Initiative Lower‐Literacy Survey January ‐ June 2012. Total Survey Responses = 295; 239 substantive responses to this
question with some citing multiple reasons. Averages for the region shown at base of each grouping. Localities s with responses
that differed the most from the NRV average are shown on chart. No respondents from Floyd or Pulaski gave "in school" as a reason
for not being employed. Similarly, no respondents in Giles, Pulaski, or Radford gave "laid off; let go" as a reason.

Table 3c: If employed, does your job
fit your skills and training?
100%
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80%
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30%
20%
10%
0%

has job ‐ fits skills,
training
has job ‐ doesn't
fit skills, training
284 substantive
responses to this
question .

A related question was whether or
not those who were employed
found their job to be a “fit for their
skills and training” or not, the
results from which are shown in
Table 3c. The majority of those
employed reported that their jobs
do fit their skills and training,
however, in Floyd, Montgomery,
and Pulaski, nearly 30 of
respondents claim that their job is
not a good fit for their skills and
training, possibly indicating there
are underemployed from a skills
perspective.

A follow‐up question asked respondents to describe the types of job training they would be most interested in. The
tallied results for that question are shown in Table 3d.

Table 3d: What new job skills would you like to receive training in?
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86 substantive responses to this question
(more than two‐thirds of respondents gave
no response to this question or indicated it
did not apply to them). The top ten
responses to this question are shown.

Increasingly, internet access is becoming a key tool to access educational and employment opportunities. In this survey
effort, we asked questions about the level of internet access as well as satisfaction with their locality’s internet service.
The results are shown in Tables 3e and 3f below.
It appears that internet
access is high across the
region – between 75% and
80% of respondents
reported having internet in
their homes.

Table 3e: Do you have internet access in your home?
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Levels of satisfaction with the
internet service available
varied a good deal, with
Floyd and Pulaski reporting
the lowest satisfaction rates,
53% and 50%, respectively.
Radford, on the other hand,
had higher satisfaction rates
with internet service, 89%
among respondents to this
survey.

Table 3f: Are you satisfied with your internet service?
100%
80%
60%

No

40%
20%

89%

76%

74%
53%

74%

Yes

50%

0%
Floyd

Giles

Montgomery

Pulaski

Radford

NRV

4) Housing: Options, Affordability and Related Expenditures
A number of housing related questions were asked within this survey, in an effort to better understand the housing
options and related expenditures for the households responding to this survey. Table 4a shows the residential types by
their respective localities.

Table 4a: home type by locality
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house

60%
apartment

50%
mobile/manufactured
home

40%

townhouse/duplex

30%

Lower
Income/Literacy
Survey ‐ Livability
Initiatve
Total Responses =
295; 287 substantive
responses tothis
question.

20%
10%
0%

A related question asked
about the age of housing
type. The results, shown in
Table 4b, show that the
many respondents are living
in housing built in the 1990s
or later. The responses also
indicate that older houses
and newer mobile homes
make up the bulk of the
housing options available to
the citizens responding to
this survey, although it
should be noted that many
who live in apartments were
unable to estimate the age
of the structure.

It appears that mobile homes
are far more prevalent as a
housing option in Floyd County
than in the other localities, 44%
compared to 23% for the region,
while apartments are more
common housing option in
Montgomery County and
Radford. Responses indicate that
people live in homes more than
any other housing type, however
Giles County had the highest
proportion across the region at
60%. Only Montgomery County
had a higher rate of apartment
over house living, but the
difference is small, 38% vs. 39%,
respectively.

Table 4b: when was your home built? and
what type of home do you live in?
35
Apartment

30

House

25

Mobile/Manuf.

20

TH/duplex

15

Other
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ealier
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1960s

1970s

1980s

1990s or later

Total Survey Responses = 295 Note: 98 of the 295 respondents did not know the approx. age of the homes they
lived in ‐ this was most common for those living in apartments

To establish a simple gauge of household expenditures, we asked respondents to name the three things they spent the
most on each month, the results of which are shown in Table 4c. From the responses, it appears that these citizens
spent the most on rent or their house payment, followed by electricity. Transportation and food costs were essentially
tied for third place – with the remaining selections dropping down significantly after these top four. It is worth noting
that transportation costs were cited by Floyd residents at a substantially higher rate than the region as a whole.

Table 4c: check the 3 things you spend the most on per month
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Total Survey Responses = 295; 285
substantive responses to this question with
864 items selected in all ‐ an average of 3.3
selections per respondent (some selected
more than 3 as directed by the question).
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Floyd
Giles
Montgomery
Pulaski
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Averages for the NRV are shown, i.e. 53% of
respondents across the region selected
transportation os one of their top 3 monthly
expenses. For Floyd, the percentage was
substantially higher, 78%.
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Respondents were invited to identify the types of housing assistance they would most like to see in their community, the
results of which are shown in Table 4d below. The responses were fairly consistent across the region, and it appears
that emergency assistance for rent and/or utilities was the most often cited item, although traditional rental assistance
as well as financial assistance for homeownership were commonly cited as well.

Table 4d: What types of housing assistance are most needed in your area?
Total Survey Responses =
295; 472 substantive
responses to this question
(respondents were instructed
to select two of the five
options, or to write‐in their
own response)
Other:
‐ self help for drug felons
‐ after school programs
‐ more section 8 options
‐ learning to live within
income; not everyone should
own a home
‐ job skills improvement
‐ mortgage (help)
‐ planned student housing
‐help for displaced workiers
starting second career

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
Floyd

Giles

Montgomery

other (see notes)
credit or debt couseling
financial assistance for homeownership

Do you receive rental assistance?
n/a:
respondent
owns
residence
29%
on waiting list
1%

yes
16%

no
54%

Pulaski

Radford

emergency help with rent/utilities
financial assistance for home repairs
rental assistance

Around 16% of respondents report
receiving rental assistance. Expanded
access to rental assistance (both
traditional and in emergency situations)
appear to be a high priority among
respondents to this survey, perhaps
indicating that base housing cost tends
to be unaffordable for the lowest‐
income residents.

Respondents were also
asked their level of
satisfaction with their
current housing (Table
4e). It appears that on
average, close to 70% of
respondents were
satisfied while just over
30% were not. Those
numbers look different
however, in Floyd County,
where housing satisfaction
appears to be lower at
43%, and higher in Giles
County, at 78%.

100%
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Expanding on the issue of housing satisfaction, respondents were asked to identify ways that their homes or
communities could be improved. The results on those responses, shown below in Table 4f, relate largely to affordability
issues with housing, taxes, and transportation. The remaining responses improved community amenities and services
such as public transportation and schools.

Table 4f: Select the top 3 ways your home or community can be improved.
Floyd

25%

Giles
20%

Mont
Pulaski

15%

Radford
NRV

10%

5%

0%
rent, mortgage
less expensive

lower taxes

lower
larger or less
improved
improved public improved public less home
transportation crowded home neighborhood transportation
schools
maintenance
costs
safety

Table 4g shows the types of water
and wastewater systems that are in
place across the region.

Table 4g: where do you live? and
what type of water/wastewater?
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

private well & septic
public water & sewer

Floyd

Giles

Montgomery

Pulaski

home closer to
work

Radford

Total Survey Responses = 295 Note: 290 responses to this question. 5 respondents did not know
whether they had public or private water/wastewater. 10 reported they had a combination of
public and private

The cost to install and maintain
private water and wastewater
systems can vary widely, potentially
impacting the overall affordability of
housing in localities that rely heavily
on private systems. Older and
improperly maintained wells and
septic fields also have potential
environmental and health impacts.
Additionally, development patterns
may impact the long‐term viability of
the water supply, particularly where
the population is highly dependent
on well water.

One of the most costly expenditures associated with housing is electricity and home heating. In this survey, respondents
were asked to describe how they heat and cool their homes. Some differences emerge in each locality as shown in the
charts below. For instance, Floyd County has the highest rate of woodstove use in the region while Montgomery has the
highest rate of central heat and air.

central heat/air system

window AC unit(s)

ceiling fan/floor fan

gas heating

baseboard electric heat

woodstove

electric space heater(s)

kerosene space heater

oil furnace

Floyd ‐ Home heating & cooling

Mont. ‐ home heating & cooling

Pulaski County is the only locality where kerosene space heaters appear to be used with any regularity, 7%. In Giles
County, electric baseboard heat was higher than in any other locality (14%), although it was close in Montgomery
County and Radford, most likely due to the higher proportion of apartments.

Giles ‐ home heating & cooling

Pulaski ‐ home heating & cooling

Radford ‐ home heating & cooling

Another potential measure of residential energy efficiency and cost is reflected in Table 4h. This chart was created
based on the responses that indicate more than one substantial source of heat or cooling. Although inexact, the results
below may indicate that the housing options available to the respondents of this survey may be less energy efficient
than what is available to middle and higher income households, and perhaps even more so in the rural parts of the NRV.

Table 4h: potential use of supplemental heat/cooling.
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Responses = 295
Responses to this
question = 293
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This chart shows the
percentage of
respondents in each
locality who reported
using multiple
sources of
heating/cooling in
their homes.

6) Transportation: Options, Costs & Connectivity
In this survey, respondents were asked about the modes of transportation they typically used (car, walk/bike, ride with
someone, bus) for different types of trips (work, school, grocery story, medical care) and to estimate the time needed to
travel to these places by the modes selected (under 10 minutes, 10 to 30 minutes, 30 to 60 minutes, and over an hour).
In the tables below, a few selections of the results are shown.

Table 6a: mode of travel to work

walk/bike

100%
bus

90%
80%

ride w/ someone

70%

car

60%

Total Survey
Responses = 295; 231
substantive
responses to this
question .
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* 61 of those
surveyed did not
respond to this
question, others did
not specify their
locality or lived
outside the NRV.

Overall, it appears
that traveling by car
is by far the most
common form of
transportation, but
it is also clear that
in places where
there are different
transportation
options or shorter
distances to
common
destinations, people
opt to travel by
different modes
about 30% of the
time.

Table 6b: travel time to work ‐ by car
Table 6a indicates that
people largely get to
work by car, although
Montgomery County
has a higher proportion
of people commuting
by alternate means.
Table 6b shows how
different the
commuting times are
across the different
localities of the NRV.
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more than an
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Under 10 minutes

60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
Floyd

Giles

Montgomery

Pulaski

Radford

NRV

Total Survey
Responses = 295;
231 responses to
this question.* 158
responses included
in this chart (those
who indicated they
travel to work
primarily by car
and gave an
estimated
commute time).

Tables 6c and 6d
show similar patterns
when the question
relates to travel to
the grocery store and
other household
shopping.

Table 6c: Mode of travel to grocery, other shopping
100%

walk/bike

90%

bus

80%

ride w/ someone
car

70%

289 responses to this
question.*

60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
Floyd

Giles

Montgomery

Pulaski

Radford

NRV

For households on
the lowest end of the
income scale, the
relative degree of car
dependency and
higher transportation
costs in the most
rural areas may be
quite costly,
particularly when fuel
prices climb.

* several responents
reported that they
used more than one
mode of travel; 11 of
those surveyed did
not respond to the
question at all, or
indicated a drive
time, but not the
mode of travel;
others did not specify
their locality or lived
outside the NRV.

Table 6d: Travel time to grocery, other regular shopping ‐ by car
100%
30 to 60 minutes
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80%
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70%

231 responses to this
question.* 217 responses
included in this chart (those
who indicated they travel to
the grocery primarily by car
and gave an estimated
commute time).
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7) Arts & Culture, Recreation, Community Character
A final set of questions related to the arts, entertainment, recreation options and community events. The responses in
Table 7a indicate that community‐sponsored events such as festivals, fairs and parades are quite popular among
respondents to this survey, although in some localities, such as Floyd and Radford, locally distinctive options such as live
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Table 7a: what types of community events do you participate in for fun?
Floyd
Giles
Montgomery
Pulaski
Radford
NRV Total

Total Survey Responses = 295; 124 substantive responses to this
question with 220 items named in all ‐ an average of 1.8 per
respondent who gave an answer to this question. 166 of those
surveyed gave no response to this open‐ended question or said
they did not not participate in community events for fun.
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holiday events in live performance: neighborhood and
community
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community
theater

performance were preferred. A related question asked about which of outdoor and active recreation options were most
important to them (Table 7b). Overall, neighborhood parks and playgrounds were most preferred

100%

Table 7b: Which of these recreational options is most important to you?
Floyd
Giles
Montgomery
Pulaski
Radford
NRV Total

90%
80%
70%
60%
50%

Total Survey Responses = 295; 290 substantive
responses to this question with 1,277 items
selected in all ‐ an average of 4.4 selections per
respondent (they were instructed to select all
that applied).
Averages for the NRV are shown, i.e. 79% of
respondents across the region selected
"neighborhood parks and playgrounds" as os
one of the recreational options that is most
important to them. For Giles, the percentage
was substantially higher, 89%.
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49%
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Original Survey and Database of Responses available by contacting:
Carol Davis
Community Outreach Facilitator
New River Valley Planning District Commission; Livability Initiative
cdavis@nrvpdc.org 540‐639‐9313 ext. 222

