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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
At Community Action, we fight poverty.  An important tenant of our work is to actively engage 
low-income people in defining problems they face and engineering solutions that work.   “Voices 
in the Community - 2018” represents input received from 156 low-income participants in 29 
focus groups, and 473 of the agency’s 2018 customers.  The research completes Community 
Action’s 3-year community assessment cycle. 

Despite recognized quantitative and qualitative limitations to the data collected, “Voices in the 
Community – 2018” provides valuable perspectives that should, in conjunction with data 
collected in 2016 and 2017, guide the agency’s governing board and staff in evaluation of 
existing programming, design of future endeavors, and certainly in defining the agency culture 
regarding customer service, equity, and economic dignity.   

The results of our work indicate that “poverty” is considered primarily a financial condition, and 
that there is, therefore, a difference between being “in poverty” and being “low-income”, based 
on severity of situation.  Not surprisingly, most participants identified themselves as being low-
income more than being in poverty.  When we asked, “Who is responsible for helping low-
income people thrive,” it was clear that our low-income respondents placed the greatest level of 
responsibility on the individual and the family unit.  Government, the social service sector, and 
faith-based organizations were also cited, but came in well after personal responsibility.   

Over 20 distinct factors were identified as keeping people in poverty, with the most prevalent 
being low-wages and lack of jobs.  Inadequate wages and employment were followed closely, 
however, by lack of reliable, affordable transportation, the “cliff effect” which causes financial 
supports to end before families are economically stable, and, lack of knowledge about available 
social and financial support opportunities.   Other barriers to successfully engaging in the social 
support system were identified, the most significant of which was rude and judgmental 
treatment towards those seeking assistance from government and non-profit workers.     

Focus group participants shared a wide variety of ideas about how to help people escape and 
stay out of poverty.  In concert with the emphasis on personal responsibility, the most-oft 
discussed solutions to poverty included opportunities for education and training for better 
paying jobs, and specialized training such as financial literacy and basic life skills.  Interestingly, 
three of the top solutions identified focused on changing social norms and attitudes about the 
poor.  Participants said poverty would be lessened if more people understood and empathized 
with the harsh realities faced by low=income families.  Focus group members also expressed a 
desire for greater individual flexibility within, and respect from, the systems built to support 
struggling households.  It should be noted that although there was clear interest expressed in 
making changes to policies and beliefs about the poor, 52% of respondents said they never 
participate by voting in public elections.   
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Respondents overwhelmingly expressed interest in and support for support systems that would 
help them better navigate a myriad of social service opportunities and complex application 
requirements. In a similar vein, when asked for input on establishing “Whole Family Approaches” 
to fighting poverty, participants expressed strong conceptual approval and identified ways both 
adults and children could be simultaneously supported.  As could be expected, when faced with 
limited resources, many people said investments should prioritize children.   

Community Action can benefit from the input received.  The analysis points below are drawn 
from the information collected.         

• When Community Action customers are treated with dignity, respect and empathy, it is 
likely to have a positive effect on customer self-esteem and desire to succeed.  Over 
time, it is possible that more highly motivated customers will have greater success at 
moving from poverty toward prosperity.   

• Providing personalized informational and navigation assistance to customers is likely to 
result in greater access to and use of services, as well as stronger customer satisfaction.   

• Opportunities for customers to gain and exercise control over choices, and helping 
customers recognize and celebrate when they have practiced personal responsibility, 
may optimize the conditions necessary for lasting, self and family improvements. 

• Low-income adults are interested in supports that intentionally focus on both them and 
their children.  More research in this area may identify specific opportunities for 
Community Action to engage in Whole Family Approaches to fighting poverty. 

• There are policy issues that, if addressed properly, may help more people escape and 
remain out of poverty.  Highlights include policies related to livable wages, strengthening 
the safety net of government supports by mitigating the cliff effect and, providing more 
opportunities for low-income people to make choices in supports received.  The data 
seem to suggest there may be opportunity for more encouragement for low-income 
people to participate in public policy and voting. 

• Motivational materials should be designed with recognition that customers may be more 
comfortable self-identifying as “low-income” than as a person “in poverty”. 

• Having identified an apparent belief that low-income people need job training, financial 
literacy, and basic life skills training to escape poverty, it may be beneficial to do further 
research about the current availability, usage levels, and efficacy of such services.    

• Focus group participants expressed appreciation for being asked for their input and said 
they would entertain future such opportunities.  Community Action can likely improve 
maximum feasible participation of the poor in the agency’s work by making listening and 
input opportunities a regular practice.   
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FOCUS GROUPS 
METHODOLOGY 
Planning for Focus Groups initially included the Community Action Executive Director meeting 
with representatives of three partner organizations to generate topic and scheduling 
ideas.  Contributors to the process included Communities Creating Opportunities, the United Way 
of Greater Topeka, and, the Community Resources Council.  The many possible topics identified 
were later refined by Community Action’s internal planning team:     

1. Understanding Poverty 
2. Exploring Economic Dignity 
3. Integrated Service Approaches to Fighting Poverty 
4. Whole Family Approaches to Fighting Poverty 

Also, in 2017, the agency submitted a request to a local charitable trust for resources to 
purchase gift cards as participation incentives for focus group participants.  The agency was 
awarded $800 which supplied 53, or, 33% of the gift cards used in the project. The remaining gift 
cards were purchased through other agency-held reserves.   

 An internal planning team was established and began meeting in March of 2018.  The team 
included a consultant with experience in conducting focus groups for a national, for-profit 
corporation, and, Community Action’s Performance Management Specialist, Executive Director, 
Community Services Director, and, a Program Director.  (Note that two of the team members 
planned to use the experience as their leadership project as they sought the designation of 
“Certified Community Action Professional”.)  Over the course of four months, the team 
developed focus group questions, established plans for recruiting participants, and scheduled 
focus group target dates.  It was initially hoped that the consultant would be involved in 
facilitating the majority of the 15 – 20 focus groups planned and would help with the aggregation 
and analysis of the resulting data.  Shortly after focus group implementation began, however, 
the consultant accepted a full-time position with another company and was no longer able to 
participate in the project.  Staff then assumed full responsibility for the remaining work. 

 

“Some people feel like we’re poor because we just don’t 
understand the ways life works.  They’re asking, “Well 
why didn’t you try harder?”   
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LIMITATIONS 
Opinions and claims shared by participants should not be interpreted as encompassing all 
opinions or perceptions held by those in poverty. Participants for focus groups were purposefully 
selected to represent individuals and families with annual incomes at or below 200% of the 
Federal Poverty Threshold, within Community Action’s 26-county service area of central and 
northeast Kansas. Most participants indicated they were currently living in Shawnee County.  
Participants were reached most often while receiving or seeking social services intended to fight 
and lessen the conditions of poverty.   

Because of the specific nature of the participants sought out for and engaged in the focus 
groups, caution and careful judgement should be practiced for evaluating qualitative findings.  

Everyone who participated evidenced being below 200% of the 2018 Federal Poverty Level, but 
it should be noted that methods and timing of data collection on this factor were varied. 
Evidence was collected during the participant selection process and at the actual focus groups.  
Data collected at actual focus groups varied in consistency due both to the detail to which 
different participants completed the requested forms, and, to variances in how the forms were 
distributed and collected by focus group facilitators.   

Limitations of time sensitivity and staff available to gather participant data also posed challenges 
to gathering data consistently for all attendees. It is recommended that such drawbacks be 
addressed for planning and implementation of future focus groups. 

 

PARTICIPANT DATA 
Demographic and related data collected from focus group participants is compared in the charts 
that follow with data reflecting the general poverty population in Community Action’s 26-county 
service area, and, Community Action’s 2017-2018 customer population.  It should be noted that 
there are, therefore, some differences in the data being compared, predominantly income and 
the data collection timeframe. Focus group participants all identified as having annual incomes 
at or below 200% of the 2018 Federal Poverty Level.  Community Action’s customers varied in 
household income between 0 and 200% of the Federal Poverty Level.  The most recent and most 
comparable data on the 26-county service area is from the American Community Survey 5-year 
estimates of those at or below 100% of the Federal Poverty Level from 2012-2017.   
https://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/community_facts.xhtml  

“CAI” refers to “Community Action, Inc.”.   

https://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/community_facts.xhtml
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Figure 1. Gender Rate Comparison of Focus Group Participants, Service Area Population in 
Poverty, and Community Action Customers. 

 

Figure 2. Age Range of Focus Group Participants. The youngest attendee to participate in a focus 
group was 17, while the oldest participant was 74 years. The median age of attendees was 45 
years old, and the average was 45.4 years. Half of all participants were between 36 and 62 years.  
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Figure 3. Ethnicity Rate Comparison of Focus Group Participants, Service Area Population in 
Poverty, and Community Action Customers. 

 

Figure 4. Racial Rates Comparison of Focus Groups Participants, Service-Area Population in 
Poverty, and Community Action Customers. 
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In this context, “Unemployment” for Focus Group Participants and FY2018 Customers includes 
adults not in the work force due to disability and retirement, as well as those not in the labor 
force. CAI Service Area data represents individuals over 16 years old reporting as not being in the 
civilian labor force.  
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KEY FINDINGS & RESULTS 
GENERAL PERCEPTIONS OF POVERTY 
Most participants associated “poverty” with being low-income, lacking money, and lacking basic 
needs (food, shelter, clothing).  While a relative few participants said there was no difference 
between being in poverty and being low-income, most participants indicated there were 
identifiable distinctions between the two labels. Those distinctions centered on the severity of 
an individual’s situation. Regardless of their economic situation, most focus group participants 
said they considered themselves to be low-income more than being in poverty.  

The types of individuals associated with being in poverty included the homeless, individuals with 
mental illness, the unemployed, the uneducated, individuals dealing with substance addiction, 
racial minorities, individuals with disabilities, and, individuals who are entirely dependent on 
government and social services. 

Few participants described poverty as being just a label, and most said poverty had real, negative 
feelings and consequences. Circumstances and emotions related to living in poverty included 
feeling hopeless, having a lack of choices, and being dependent on others for resources.  Most 
participants claimed people in poverty are judged and treated differently, often worse, than 
those outside poverty. 

 

FEARS OF POVERTY 
All participants claimed there is fear associated with being in poverty, whether it is the fear of 
navigating and surviving specific impoverished conditions, or simply fear of being in poverty 

itself. Fears of poverty often cited included: being 
afraid of not being able to pay bills, living in unsafe 
conditions such as dangerous neighborhoods or being 
vulnerable to criminal activity/violence, being judged 
and mistreated by others, being deemed to be unfit 
as a parent or caregiver, losing assistance or available 
supports (going further into a worse state of poverty), 
or, experiencing a medical crisis or emergency. 

  

“For me, being low income 
comes with a lot of fear; fear of 
living in bad neighborhoods, 
fear of the car breaking down, 
fear of not being hired because 
of the way you look.”  
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JUDGEMENT BY OTHER PEOPLE 
Most focus group participants said they are 
judged, and experience unfair discrimination 
based on their economic status. Discrimination 
and judgements against people in poverty were 
often associated with feelings such as being 
ignored, being treated as being less important, 
feeling talked down upon, not being trusted or 
believed, feeling like they don’t belong, and, 
others making assumptions about their situation or capabilities. Whether or not discrimination 
against people in poverty is intentional is still unclear and debated amongst low-income 
individuals. Feelings of discrimination and negative judgements towards those in poverty were 
often expressed as being one of the most substantive burdens keeping people from advancing 
out of poverty, having a psychological and socioemotional effect on their sense of self-value and 
personal capabilities. 

A wide variety of participants said they have been judged by people who do not have a solid 
understanding of their background and circumstances and that such judgements create no-win 

circumstances.  Those who cited feelings of 
discrimination or being judged said they feel it is based 
primarily on their physical appearance and the 
perceptions people then form about their financial 
behaviors or capacities.  For example, several 
references were made to how a low-income family 

with an appearance of impoverishment may be perceived as being unkempt and apathetic to 
their own situation and treated accordingly. Meanwhile, a low-income family with a clean, 
fashionable appearance may be perceived as mismanaging funds or being fiscally irresponsible 
because they are wearing better clothes but cannot afford necessities such as food and 
healthcare. These types of scenarios were presented by many participants.  

According to participants, negative judgements are most recognizable when it comes to dealing 
with government and social service agencies and their staff, but they are also recognized in other 
sectors, such as in grocery and retail stores. Several 
participants cited feeling judged or discriminated 
against by their coworkers and church communities. 
Though it was infrequent, it is worth noting some 
participants gave testimony to instances of outright 
malicious mistreatment and feeling abused when 
seeking local and state support. 

 

“Society discriminates against 
people based on income and 
wealth.  When people think you 
don’t have money, they view 
you differently.” 

“When you’re low-income, 
people act like they expect you 
to be dirty, stupid and lazy.” 

“People see the poor as 
criminals, lazy, and users of 
taxes.  As if our paychecks 
don’t pay taxes too!” 
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CONTRIBUTORS TO POVERTY 
The most prevalent contributors to poverty cited were wages and jobs, lack of transportation, 
and the costs of child care.   

Lacking access to jobs and living wage salaries 
were frequently noted as factors putting and 
keeping people in poverty.  Interestingly, 
employment alone, or employment at a job not 
paying a real, living wage, was not considered an 
overall enough means to dispel poverty.   

Most participants cited the added dilemma of 
losing needed benefits and economic supports 
when earned wages raise even a little. This 
phenomenon, often referred to as “The Cliff 
Effect”, occurs when social safety nets are hindered by tight restrictions on an individual’s work 
and income, preventing a person from continuing their journey out of poverty.  Participants 

overwhelmingly agreed that loss of important, 
supportive benefits such as food and child care 
assistance, when their family is still economically 
insecure, often leaves them more vulnerable and 
liable for crisis. Saying, “I need my house a lot more 
than I need a nickel,” one participant recalled a time 
when she had to decline a five-cent per hour raise 
because it would have resulted in her rent being 
raised by $198 per month.   

 

Similarly, lack of transportation was often mentioned as a key issue keeping people in poverty, as 
it made seeking advancement opportunities and supportive resources difficult to obtain. Some 
participants acknowledged the availability of public transportation but indicated route timing 
and options were impractical for parents with children needing picked up or dropped off at 
different locations.  A few participants noted the combined difficulties of using public 
transportation and applying for benefits or assistance, indicating they frequently must make 
several trips between locations to produce required documentation.   

For families and parents experiencing economic hardship, the high costs of childcare were 
significantly attributed to be a contributing factor to poverty. As many participants explained, 
parents who cannot afford the costs of childcare are unable to take time away from home, 
seeking jobs, resources, and other opportunities to help them and their families thrive. Due to 
persistent childcare costs beyond the reach of low-income households, single-mothers were 
described as particularly susceptible to entering and staying in poverty. 

“Low wages keep people in 
poverty.  No one can live off $9 
per hour.  And most jobs pay you 
bi-weekly so you’re waiting two 
weeks for $900 to come in and as 
soon as it does, it’s going right 
out the window with rent, gas, 
water and food.” 

“There need to be more 
programs for people who are 
just above the income 
guidelines but still want to do 
right by their families.  The 
second you get a job or tiny 
raise, they cut your benefits.”  
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According to participants, an individual’s personal and familial background, as well as their 
health, can also contribute to their likelihood of being in poverty. Those with disabilities, physical 
and mental health issues, individuals with limited education, immigrants, former convicts, 
substance abusers, and racial minorities, were all more 
often seen as being at increased risk for entering or 
remaining in poverty. Family function issues, such as 
families dealing with negative parental stress, or 
unexpected family changes, such as divorce, or the 
addition of new dependents, were identified 
contributors to poverty as well.   

Most responses given cited contributors of poverty being based on external social and 
circumstantial factors. Very few responses associated character flaws of laziness and lacking 
personal responsibility as being directly tied to keeping people in poverty today. 

BARRIERS AND OBSTACLES WITH HELPING AGENCIES 
Though most participants spoke highly of social 
service providers and government agencies that 
have helped them, there were still clear barriers 
and problems identified with these organizations 
regarding what prevents people from escaping 
poverty. According to participants, knowledge of 
what is available to people in poverty is rarely 
effectively shared or understood by those seeking 
assistance. In addition, people often described the 
procedures for obtaining services as being 

exceptionally complicated and requiring considerable time and knowledge to navigate. Both 
issues were expressed often through personal testimonies or stories of experiences of friends or 
relatives. 

A surprising majority of participants reported 
having negative experiences trying to get support 
through local anti-poverty organizations, many of 
which reflected dealing with rude or judgmental 
staff. All participants defined the process for 
getting help from these agencies as being 
“difficult” and “slow”, and ultimately not being 
enough to effectively meet their needs or have any lasting impact on the individual/family’s well-
being or chances of escaping poverty. Stipulations of what poverty-fighting organizations can 
provide, who they can help, and hours of availability appear to hinder the extent to which people 
in poverty feel they are being supported by such organizations.  

“Sometimes I feel that because 
I’m low-income and have a 
mental illness, my life just 
doesn’t matter to others.” 

“Applying for help is difficult.  
The application packets take a 
long time to complete and require 
a lot of documentation that can be 
hard to get.  If you’re working, 
you have to take time off work 
and lose pay just to seek help.”  

“Today, there’s a real sense of 
lack of respect from social service 
employees. You feel like crap 
going to these places in the first 
place.  Don’t make us feel worse.” 
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Few participants relayed feeling that social service or government  agencies intentionally 
contribute to poverty, but those who did professed issues with agencies not providing or having 
adequate funds to effectively help people who really need it, a lack of collaboration between 
agencies when it came to utilization of resources, and potential abuse of funds either for the 
agency’s own gain or by discriminating to benefit select low-income individuals over others.  

 

WHO CAN HELP? 
All participants stressed personal responsibility as a primary behavior that can help people 
escape poverty.  Most participants also indicated that the responsibility to seek assistance and 
opportunities for navigating themselves out of poverty rested with the individual and immediate 
family members. A majority attested to belief that the government and social service sector 
should play a vital role to preserve people’s economic sufficiency on a community scale. 
Churches and faith-based organizations were also widely regarded as being key agents for 
helping those in poverty.  Other agents mentioned as having some responsibility for improving 
the state of poverty in communities included schools and childcare providers. It was further 
recommended that people should have effective personal support systems, such as friends, 
mentors, or relatives to help them overcome and/or avoid life in poverty.  

 

SOLUTIONS TO POVERTY 
Solutions offered for helping people and alleviating poverty were abundant and varied. Social 
respect was frequently mentioned as a cultural solution to helping low-income people. 
Correlated with that, the socio-emotional and psychological effects of being in poverty were 
communicated as having direct, negative impacts to a person’s self-worth and sense of ability. As 
it was described in multiple discussions, low-income individuals are often ignored or treated with 
perceived avoidance, creating a cycle of self-pity 
and pessimism for escaping poverty. To address 
this, many participants suggested there should be 
greater exposure and empathy to the realities 
that low-income people regularly face. One of the 
themes echoed on this topic was how anti-
poverty agencies like Community Action should 
continue to provide low-income individuals with 
greater freedom, choices, and flexibility for 
getting social services, but also work to enable 
and increase their exposure opportunities, like 
the focus groups, to share their unique stories 
and give a voice to those in poverty.  

 

“There is a difference in how 
people are treated based on 
income, but some people who 
have never experienced poverty 
are just ignorant about the real 
problems.  They don’t know what 
life on the other side is like.” 
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Effective job training and education was cited more than any other technical solution discussed. 
Basic life skills, financial literacy, and understanding of social services and supports were cited as 
important education necessities for adults in poverty. Education for children was also frequently 
mentioned as being important to helping future generations avoid or escape cycles of 
generational poverty.  Specific child education mentioned included early developmental 
education and youth programs for teens and young adults. For Hispanic and Latino families in 
poverty, having access to English language education was noted as a key resource for helping 
them achieve self-sustainability. 

While job training was cited as a direct service 
solution for helping individuals in poverty, the 
problems of low-wages were mentioned as the 
primary issue needing to be addressed in the 
community. According to many participants, 
increasing current incomes to meet a 
contemporary livable standard would provide 
greater financial stability, economic independence, 
and opportunities for low-income persons to 
contribute more back to the community and 
support their local economy. This was measured 
with the recommended requirement that cliff 
effect issues, mentioned earlier in this report, also 
be effectively eliminated. 

Improvements in supports for families with children, such as affordable quality daycares and 
greater flexibility in current child care assistance opportunities, were also mentioned as a means 
for increased independence and personal economic flexibility.  Recommended improvements for 
child care assistance programs included greater affordability and accessibility for those in 
poverty, more flexible hours to meet the needs of parents who work non-typical shifts, 
transportation to childcare services, and integrative adult classes to help new parents deal with 
the challenges of raising a family.   

Other improvements suggested to help ensure self-
sustainability and independence for those in poverty 
included improved access to healthcare, and 
treatments for those dealing with mental illness and 
addiction. Most participants agreed that mental, psychological, and physical health crises were 
clear barriers that keep people in poverty, and that community agencies and resources should 
be available to help individuals and families struggling with health issues, as these are often 
perceived as costly, or in some cases, unattainable. Affordable transportation, housing, and 
clothing were also discussed as basic needs solutions for helping people attain greater economic 
independence and flexibility for escaping poverty.  

“If we want families to be 
economically stable, wages have 
to increase, and they have to stop 
cutting you off benefits when you 
get a tiny raise.  There need to be 
more programs for people who are 
just above the income guidelines 
but still want to do right by their 
families.  The second you get a 
job, they cut your benefits.” 

“Affordable insurance isn’t 
affordable.  The costs I’ve seen 
will take three-quarters of my 
income.” 
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Alternative solutions for helping people in poverty 
included facilitating greater community 
involvement by low-income people, and, 
intentional focus on community development.  
According to some participants, low-income 
individuals often do not have a noticeable 
presence or influence in their own community, 
and therefore are not as likely to work outside 
their own desires or perceived capabilities. 

Likewise, purposeful community development to prevent depreciation was recommended as an 
opportunity to help those in poverty and impoverished communities to escape their situation. 
Participants recognized that communities in which low-income people live require ongoing 
development and growth, otherwise the local conditions that low-income individuals find 
themselves in will only continue to depreciate. In concert with this topic, helping low-income 
individuals achieve entrepreneurial endeavors was mentioned as a potential solution to helping 
alleviate individual or group poverty while simultaneously developing new economic resources 
to benefit the entire community.  

THE WHOLE FAMILY APPROACH AND INTEGRATING SERVICES 
Changes to the culture and approaches of social 
service delivery were key themes of all focus 
groups. Participants raised a myriad of opinions 
and questions about who gets what social services 
from whom, when, where, why and how. All 
participants agreed that changes were needed to 
make social services more accessible and produce 
greater outcomes for those in poverty.  

While there weren’t any universal answers for improving social service delivery, themes that 
received general positive responses from participants included better customer support for 
navigating services, more purposeful and personal involvement with customers, and 
individualized, case management-type support for families and individuals. 

When asked specifically about Community Action’s concept of bundling opportunities for 
multiple services through one system, a strong majority spoke in favor of it, saying it would help 
families and individuals better navigate the technical hurdles of receiving services. Of those 

supporting it, working directly with a staff 
“partner” was also seen as being a key 
component, potentially improving customer self-
worth by knowing someone cares about their 
success and livelihood, and helping them achieve 
personal goals of independence. Customer follow-

“Things that can help a person 
escape poverty include education, 
getting involved in the community 
and government, knowing how to 
budget and save money, and 
knowing you’re secure.” 

“We need more social workers and 
people educating the homeless 
and people in poverty about 
available resources and services.” 

“I wouldn’t mind getting follow-
up calls after I got help.  It would 
be like knowing someone cares 
how we’re doing.” 
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up by the partner was also seen as being an important part of the relationship between 
Community Action and its customers, with cell phones being cited as the best means of 
immediate contact. The few participants who did not speak in strong support of bundling or 
integrating services cited “abusers” as still potentially taking advantage of the system, but with 
the caveat that productive follow-up and careful management could prevent this, and perhaps 
even weed out system abusers.  

Similarly, support for the Whole Family Approach, intentional focus and delivery of services on 
the entire family, received overall positive feedback. Without hesitation, participants agreed to 
the theory that both parents/adults and children need equal levels of support when it comes to 
helping families escape and stay out of poverty. However, participants who recognized the 
limitations of the funding and resources available to deliver intensive supports to both adults 
and their children, recommended prioritizing services towards parents and children with the 
greatest need and likelihood of success. Service recommendations for adults included accessible 
health care, parenting classes, mentorships and job training. Children in poverty were perceived 
as benefiting from services focused around education. It was acknowledged that services such as 
housing, transportation, and quality childcare, would be of value to both children and adults in a 
family. It was recommended by some participants that social service agencies like Community 
Action attempt to be more flexible when it comes to program eligibility, and to specifically find 
ways of assisting families who clearly are working to find success but may fall just outside of 
specific or stringent income guidelines.  Some participants suggested that more focus be placed 
on achieving positive outcomes for families and less on making sure families fall within strict 
demographics or receive only limited-scope programming.   

 

  

“Good customer service at helping organizations is important.  It can make 
you feel like you’re getting somewhere; like you’re really bettering yourself.  
It gives you the gumption to want to move up and keep working.” 
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WRITTEN SURVEYS 
In addition to discussion questions posed at focus group events, participants were asked to 
complete a written survey. Approximately 120 out of 156, or 76.9% of participants took part in 
the written surveys. Limitations of individual literacy skills, staff availability, and time, prevented 
some attendee responses from being captured.  The data below showcases aggregate survey 
results. Items highlighted represent the most prevalent responses. 

QUESTIONS AND RESULTS 
Question 1:  The City of Topeka is considering raising sales taxes to pay for maintaining and 
repairing our roads. Everyone who makes purchases in our city would pay more because the sales 
tax has been increased. How do you see an increase in the local sales tax impacting your 
household budget? (Select One) 

Paying More in Sales Taxes is unlikely to be a burden for our family Budget 9 7.5% 
Paying more in sales taxes would be a minor burden for our family budget 27 22.5% 
Paying more in sales taxes would be a significant burden for our family 
budget 

46 38.3% 

I’m not sure 38 31.7% 
 

Question 2:  How do you feel about voting in elections? (Select One) 

I regularly vote in national and local elections 28 23.5% 
I regularly vote, but only in national elections 5 4.2% 
I regularly vote in local, but not national elections 2 1.7% 
I occasionally vote, but not regularly 22 18.5% 
I don’t usually vote 62 52.1% 

 

Question 3:  Indicate the 3 most common reasons people are poor: (Select Three) 

Low wage Jobs 98 32.3% 
Discrimination 45 14.9% 
Government programs don’t do enough 39 12.9% 
People don’t do what’s needed to succeed 48 15.8% 
Not enough jobs in our area 56 18.5% 
I’m not sure 17 5.6% 
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Question 4:  Research shows that the best way to keep families from being poor generation after 
generation is to focus on the whole family, making sure both children and adults get the supports 
they need. Which statement below best describes your community? (Select One) 

In general, my community works hard to coordinate strong supports for the 
whole family 

33 30% 

In general, there are supports for both children and parents/adults in my 
community, but they’re usually separate and not coordinated 

38 34.5% 

In general, the help available in my community tends to focus on the children, 
but not the whole family 

30 27.3% 

In general, the help available in my community tends to focus on the 
parents/adults, but not the whole family 

9 8.2% 

Interpretations of the data for Question 4 should consider that responses were closely divided 
between the top three choices.   

Question 5: When a person seeks assistance from a helping agency, which of these responses is 
likely to be most effective? (Select One) 

Get straight to the point and address the issue the person wants help with 16 14.4% 
Find out what the person wants help with, also offer them opportunities for 
other services, and help them get the services they’re interested in 

77 69.4% 

Have an experienced case manager decide which services will be best for the 
person, then sign the person up for those service 

18 16.2% 
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CUSTOMER SATISFACTION 
A secondary set of feedback was obtained in 2018 through written customer satisfaction 
surveys.  The data gathered is more closely related to internal systems and experiences 
specifically with Community Action, versus wider perceptions about the causes of and solutions 
to poverty.   

METHODOLOGY 
Planning for customer satisfaction feedback began in 2017.  The Executive Director met with the 
agency’s Program Directors and, collectively, the group considered the most effective strategies 
to obtain honest, high-volume customer satisfaction data.  It was noted that different methods 
would be needed for different types of customers and programs.  For example, the group felt 
customers in an English Language Learner class would be more inclined to provide honest 
answers if they could complete the survey privately, away from the class instructor, rather than 
having surveys handed out and collected directly by the instructor.  Program Directors were 
assigned the task of submitting to the Executive Director program-specific survey questions and 
a plan for data collection and aggregation, by July of 2017, with an implementation target of 
January 2018.   

Three questions were to be asked, agency-wide: 

1. When you started looking for help, did you have trouble finding Community Action?  
2. Once you found or heard about Community Action, was it hard to get to the specific 

people you needed to talk to? 
3. Were you treated respectfully at Community Action? 

In addition to the general assignment given to Program Directors, everyone's personal 
performance plan for the year included the measurable goal of achieving a 75% or higher return 
on customer satisfaction surveys.  The significantly high goal was intended to emphasize the 
priority the agency placed on obtaining a solid block of data, and, to provide incentive for 
Program Directors to personally shepherd the feedback process in their departments.  General 
return rates on surveys in the United States is 33% (https://surveyanyplace.com/average-survey-

response-rate/).  

Based on counts of households served within each program, the average department return rate 
on satisfaction surveys was 34.5%. The Early Childhood Outcomes department had the highest 
return rate with 75.5% of participants responding. Within the Family and Community Outcomes 
department, Housing and Weatherization had close to the same return rate results with 28% and 
30.6% respectively, while other programs in the department, collectively, totaled a 72.6% return 
rate. The program with the lowest return rate was The First Tee of Shawnee County with 1.3%.  
The overall rate of response throughout the agency was 34.5%.  

https://surveyanyplace.com/average-survey-response-rate/
https://surveyanyplace.com/average-survey-response-rate/
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RESULTS 
Results from individual programs can be viewed in Appendix C.  They reveal a high level of overall 
customer satisfaction and indicate customers felt their needs were being met by the agency.  
The results of the three, agency-wide questions demonstrated customers found it easy to 
connect with Community Action and felt respected during their interactions with our 
professional staff.    

1. When you started looking for help, did you have trouble finding Community Action?  

Yes, I had trouble 37 8% 
No, I did not have trouble 380 81% 
I somewhat had trouble 45 10% 

NA or No Response 10 2% 
 

2. Once you found or heard about Community Action, how hard was it to get to the 
specific people you needed to talk to? 

It was hard 3 8% 
It was easy 26 67% 

Somewhat hard 2 5% 
NA or No Response 8 21% 

*This inquiry was not included in satisfaction surveys provided through Family & Community Outcomes or Early Childhood 

Outcomes departments. 

3. Were you treated respectfully at Community Action? 

Yes, I was treated respectfully 468 98.9% 
No, I was not treated respectfully 2 0.4% 

NA or No Response 3 0.6% 
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LESSONS LEARNED AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
FROM FOCUS GROUPS 
Analysis and reflection of the data and experiences staff had with the 2018 focus group project 
has produced process observations as well as recommendations.   

The information gathered indicates when low-income social service customers are treated with 
dignity, respect and empathy, it is likely to have a positive effect on customer self-esteem and 
desire to succeed.  Community Action can test the hypothesis that over time, the quality of the 
agency’s customer service can impact customer motivation, and, that more highly motivated 
customers will have greater success at moving from poverty toward prosperity.   

Focus group participants expressed appreciation for being asked for their input and said they 
would entertain future such opportunities.  Community Action can likely improve maximum 

feasible participation of the poor in the agency’s work 
by making listening and input opportunities a regular 
practice. Doing so may also have measurable impacts 
on customer satisfaction, self-esteem, and desire to 
succeed.   

Lack of flexibility in programs supporting low-income 
families was strongly noted as a barrier to improving 
financial independence.  Community Action can use 
the feedback to develop advocacy positions as well as 
examining current and future programming and 
policies internally, to improve customer choice and 
flexibility.  Opportunities for customers to gain and 
exercise control over choices, and helping customers 
recognize and celebrate when they have practiced 
personal responsibility, may optimize the conditions 
necessary for lasting, self and family improvements. 

There are policy issues that, if addressed properly, may help more people escape and remain out 
of poverty.  Highlights include policies related to livable wages, strengthening the safety net of 
government supports by mitigating the cliff effect and, providing more opportunities for low-
income people to make choices in supports received.  The data seem to suggest there may be 
opportunity for more encouragement for low-income people to participate in public policy and 
voting. 

Since focus group participants appeared to self-identify more with the term “low-income” than 
“in poverty”, Community Action should consider that customer motivation materials and 
strategies should be designed to reflect and relate to customer situations as “low-income”.  

“There are policy issues that, if 
addressed properly, may help 
more people escape and remain 
out of poverty.  Highlights 
include policies related to 
livable wages, strengthening 
the safety net of government 
supports by mitigating the cliff 
effect and, providing more 
opportunities for low-income 
people to make choices in 
supports received.” 
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Having identified an apparent belief that low-income people need job training, financial literacy, 
and basic life skills training to escape poverty, it may be beneficial to do further research about 
the current availability, usage levels, and efficacy of such services.    

Focus group participants strongly indicated that providing informational and navigation 
assistance to customers is likely to result in greater access to and use of services, as well as 
stronger customer satisfaction.  As this is the hypothesis upon which Community Action is 
transitioning to an integrated, Community Action Partner Services model, the data imply the 
model has a reasonable chance of success.  Of course, the agency should be intentional about 
monitoring and measuring the outcomes related to the hypothesis.   

Low-income adults in the focus groups said they are interested in supports that intentionally 
focus on both them and their children.  More research in this area may identify specific 
opportunities for Community Action to engage in Whole Family Approaches to fighting poverty.   

Other, more process-oriented observations and 
recommendations from the focus group experience 
are noted below. 

Focus group participants were observably supportive 
of one another during the group sessions.  It was 
common to observe a participant offering advice or 
support to other participants after they’d expressed a fear or need.  More research into the 
positive and negative influences of such group interactions, specifically for low-income adults, 
might prove informative to future program design. 

Focus group participants appeared to be brutally honest about difficult topics.  Facilitators 
observed it typically took 15 – 20 minutes for participants to begin expressing feelings and 
sharing details with one another, and that once that perceived level of comfort and safety was 
achieved, the conversations touched on deeply personal topics such as how it feels to be a victim 
of economic and/or racial discrimination, sex trafficking and domestic violence, neighborhood 
crime, drug addiction, and more.  It may be helpful for facilitators of future focus groups to 
discuss and prepare for effectively managing that nature of group dynamic and perhaps have 
resources on hand to offer to those interested. 

Facilitators noted that focus group size made a notable difference in the quality of feedback 
received as well as their abilities to effectively manage each group.  Facilitators observed the 
optimum size for focus groups of this nature was likely between five and eight people.  With 
fewer participants, facilitators perceived it took longer for people to actively participate in the 
conversation.  With more than eight people, it became more difficult to facilitate the 
conversation into the time allotted, and physically managing the paperwork, gift card 
distribution, and technical elements of the activity became unwieldy.  The same concept was 
observed about space in which the focus groups were held; too much or too little space 
negatively impacted group dynamics. 

“Focus group participants were 
observably supportive of one 
another during the group 
sessions.” 
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The planning team agreed that the practice of having a minimum of two facilitators present at 
each focus group was very important to facilitation success.  Thorough note-taking as 
participants spoke was critical to effectively capturing the desired feedback and was more easily 
achieved with one facilitator dedicated primarily to that task.  Some facilitator teams also made 
audio recordings of the focus group conversations, which, in retrospect, offered minimal support 
to the data collection process. The group dynamics often meant that more than one person was 
speaking at one time, and only a few participants were physically close enough, or spoke loudly 
enough, to be effectively recorded.  The written notes, however, were an essential tool to the 
data analysis process.  

While the offer of $15 grocery store or fuel gift cards seemed to be appreciated by focus group 
participants, the planning team could not identify reasons to believe the gift card availability 
played more than a sideline role in attracting participants.  Facilitators observed more success in 
recruiting focus group participants when (a) people were personally asked to participate by 
someone they knew and trusted (such as a social service organization employee or a family 
member), (b) people were already gathered in the place and time where a focus group could be 
held (such as at a community dinner, class, or worship service), and, (c) where a different, more 
powerful motivator was offered to potential participants.  Community Action’s focus groups 
were held near the time of the agency’s annual Back-to-School Fair, which is a one-day event the 
brings 500-800 people into a common setting to receive free school supplies for students in 
kindergarten through eighth grade.  When offered the chance to skip the event and receive the 
school supplies by participating in a focus group, there was a noticeable increase in successful 
participant recruitment.   

Some focus group participants pointed out to Community Action facilitators that future such 
opportunities should include space and an option for on-site childcare.  The planning team, in 
analysis discussion, agreed with the recommendation.   

FROM SURVEYS 
In keeping with the results of focus group input, the written surveys pin-pointed low-wage jobs 
and lack of appropriate jobs in the area as high causes of poverty.  Discrimination, lack of 
knowledge of social services, and failure to practice personal responsibility were the next most 
chosen reasons why people struggle financially.   

Over 52% of respondents said they do not vote in public elections.  According to the US Census, 
in 2016, approximately 60% of eligible, low-income people were registered to vote, yet fewer 
than 40% of those registered actually voted.   A large body of resources exist with descriptions of 
why a more civically engaged populace might benefit those struggling against poverty, and, 
recommendations Community Action can consider should the agency choose to prioritize civic 
engagement strategies.   
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When presented with a written description of bundled or integrated service delivery and 
Community Action’s new “Partner Services” strategy, close to 70% of participants responded 
positively.  Given the similar response received during focus group discussions, Community 
Action has reason to theorize that the new service delivery strategy will be well received by 
customers.   

Opinions are reasonably balanced regarding the availability and intentional coordination of 
supports for both children and adults.  This may suggest that more community-level research 
would be helpful to inform Community Action of resource availability and existing, coordinated 
efforts, before new, “whole family approaches to fighting poverty” are considered and/or 
implemented.   

The question asked about an increase in the local sales tax was more time and situation 
sensitive than the other questions on the written survey.  Having an opportunity to engage 
various customers in the issue (through the surveys), the agency Executive Director was able to 
relay non-aggregated, contemporaneous data from low-income constituents to policy makers.  
Ultimately, City of Topeka officials abandoned pursuit of the increased sales tax, although there 
is little if any reason to believe the decision was based on Community Action’s experience with 
this survey question. 

 
FROM CUSTOMER SATISFACTION SURVEYS 
Of particular importance to Community Action is the information indicating customers feel their 
need/needs were met and they experienced a sense of personal progress as a result of being 
engaged with the agency.  Customers overwhelmingly reported feeling satisfaction with 
services. The information establishes a baseline, albeit imperfect, from which future progress 
toward agency mission can be evaluated.  As the nature of programming and the service 
delivery structure transition into the integrated, Community Action Partner Services model, and 
more attention is given to high impact anti-poverty strategies (such as Whole Family 
Approaches), future evaluators should account for the changes and differences when 
comparing customer satisfaction and outcome data.   

Given that 486 customers (58% of those asked) reported knowing of and/or having utilized 
other Community Action programs in the past, it may be worth further research and inquiry, 
and to follow this matter closely, with the transition into the Community Action Partner 
Services model.  An important part of the Theory of Change for integrating services is the 
hypothesis that more customers will avail themselves of two or more opportunities for support 
through Community Action, and, that the more supports a customer receives, the greater their 
progress will be in moving from poverty toward prosperity.  Community Action will need to 
know a great deal about customer service utilization and service outcomes to test the 
hypothesis. 
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In focus groups, participants indicated clearly that poor treatment and discrimination by 
helping agencies and programs was a significant barrier to their abilities to leverage stronger 
financial and social independence.  It is positive, then, that most respondents to the Customer 
Satisfaction Survey found it easy to get in touch with Community Action and to reach the 
specific department or individual they needed.  Additionally, customers overwhelming reported 
feeling treated respectfully by staff.  The data can be interpreted to indicate that Community 
Action should continue to place priority emphasis on high quality, respectful, and trauma-
informed customer service.   

The quantitative results of the 2018 Customer Satisfaction Survey demonstrate that Community 
Action is not consistently engaging enough customers in satisfaction feedback/follow-up and 
that more effort can be taken, particularly in programs with response rates below 35%, to 
obtain more responses in future years.   
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APPENDIX A 
FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSION QUESTIONS 
 
Goals: Learn of the social and perspective barriers affecting the livelihood of low-income people 
and discuss how those barriers can be addressed. Seek best services and methods of delivery for 
helping alleviate barriers to economic stability. Learn more about the local conditions and 
causes of poverty.  
 
Ground-setting: 
“We’re here to talk with families that don’t have a lot of income and who may struggle in other 
ways too.  Sometimes when people talk about this issue, they might use the term “low-income” 
and sometimes they might use the term, “in poverty”.   We’d like to hear your thoughts on these 
terms and other issues surrounding families that struggle economically and socially in our 
communities.” 

• Define “Community”. 
• Define “Service/ Program” 
• Define “Families/Households” 

 
(A) UNDERSTANDING POVERTY: 
 
AI. Probing Questions- 

1. When you think of being “low-income” what is the first thing that comes to mind? 
 Is being ‘low-income’ the same as being ‘in poverty’, or is there a difference? (aim to 
assess the perception of the group on this topic). 

o Facilitator needs to clarify whether ‘Poverty’ or ‘Low-Income’ is a useful term 
for the group to use consistently – does it represent the group’s self-identity? 

2. Could you describe a low-income family/household? 
3. Is there fear or shame in being low-income / in poverty? 

AII. Discussion Questions: 

• What are some of the challenges, obstacles, or barriers keeping people in poverty today?  
 

• What qualities make a family or individual economically stable? 
 

• What qualities make a family or individual socially stable? 
 

• Where in your community is poverty most visible? (geographical areas, school districts, 
business districts, specific defining qualities)  
 

• When have you felt most at risk of being in poverty? 
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 (B) ECONOMIC DIGNITY: 
 
BI. Probing Questions: 

1. Is there a divide between people based on wealth, and if so, what motivates that divide? 
2. How would you describe the ways low-income people are treated? 
 How are low-income people treated differently from those who are higher income?  

3. Please describe a time you witnessed someone, including yourself, being treated 
differently, or discriminated against because of economic status?  
 How did you know it was discrimination? (If time permits, ask if anyone has other 
examples of prejudice based on income/status)  

BII. Discussion Questions about ED: 

• What are some social stigmas or beliefs about poverty/people in poverty?  
 

• What do you think contributes to stigmas or social perspectives of poverty?   
 

• What are some accurate social opinions of low-income people, and what are false 
judgements?  
 

• Who is most likely to stigmatize or discriminate against low-income individuals? Who is 
least likely? 
 

• What might help people change negative opinions or beliefs about low-income families? 
 
 

(C) WHOLE FAMILY APPROACH: 

CI. Probing Questions: 

1. How do you think having a family affects being low-income?  
2. What family types or situations are most at risk for being low-income? 
3. Who is responsible for helping a low-income family thrive?  
 How do they seek help? 

CII. Discussion Questions: 

• What can families do to make themselves more economically sustainable? 
 

• How can programs like Community Action help address the issues of families in need of 
anti-poverty services (descriptive)?  
 

• (After talking about the statistical successes of WFA) What are some whole family 
driven services that you believe will best support entire low-income families? 
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(D) INTEGRATED & IMPROVED SERVICES: 

DI. Probing Questions: 

1. Based off what you know, how would you describe the process of getting low-income 
services (Food stamps, supplemental housing, rent assistance, WIC, etc.)? 

2. What are the disadvantages low-income families or individuals have for getting services 
they need? 

3. How would you describe the experiences you, or people you know, have had trying to get 
low-income resources? 

DII. Discussion Questions: 

o How important is customer service, when it comes to applying for and receiving low-
income services?  
 How would you describe excellent customer service?  
 Describe an ideal customer service experience you’ve had with other programs or 
companies? 
 

o Which of the following do you have reliable access to: phone, computer/tablet with 
internet, transportation? 
 Which of these is your preferred method of communication?  
 

o How much time do low-income families have- between 8am and 5pm on weekdays- to 
work on getting Community Action services? 
 

o What type of data or information do you not like giving to organizations or programs to 
receive services? 
 

o How would you like to be contacted by a program, if you were receiving services? 
 

o If we wanted to know your opinion of a service would you prefer giving feedback 
anonymously, or having the option to share your name? 
 

o Where do you think anti-poverty services/activities are most needed in your community?  
 

o Talk about the new bundle model and changes to Community Action programming and 
ask for specific feedback. What ideas or suggestions do you have to help improve our 
services? 
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APPENDIX B 
FOCUS GROUP PARTICIPATION AGREEMENT 
 
Thank you for being active in our community and sharing your opinions with Community Action.  
Our agency will use your ideas to help us understand how we can do our work better.   
 
By participating in a Focus Group, you are agreeing to: 
• Respect the privacy and dignity of everyone participating in the Focus Group.  Any personal 

information disclosed or shared during the Focus Group meeting is confidential and should 
not be repeated outside of the Focus Group. 

• Letting Community Action use your comments and ideas in our research.  Information you 
give us will be shared publicly as “group” findings or data, not as individual data.  We will 
keep your comments and personal data anonymous.    

• Letting Community Action audio and/or video tape the Focus Group discussion.  If we record 
the session, we will only use the recording(s) to make sure we have the details correct.  
Community Action will not make any portion of the audio or video tapes public.    

• Letting Community Action representatives take still photographs of you in the Focus Group 
activities, and use the photographs, with or without your name, in publications, illustrations, 
social media and web content.  

• I confirm that at the conclusion of the Focus Group, I received a $15 Dillon’s Gift Card, 
supplied by Community Action. 

 

 
I have read, understand, and agree to each of the above conditions and requirements: 
 

 
 
 

  

     
Participant Signature   Date  Participant Signature (printed) 

     
Street Address, including City, State, and Zip 

Phone       Email 
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APPENDIX C 
RESULTS OF INDIVIDUAL PROGRAM CUSTOMER SATISFACTION SURVEYS 
EARLY CHILDHOOD OUTCOMES SATISFACTION QUESTIONS & RESULTS 

Total Families Served: 155 Total Responses: Approx 117 Response Rate: 75.5% 
Prior to taking this survey, did you know that the Head Start program is just one of the programs 
of your local Community Action Agency? 
Yes 81 70% 
No 34 30% 
Is the location of your child’s center easy for you to get to? 
Yes 107 92% 
No 9 8% 
How did Classroom staff treat you? 
Excellent 87 74% 
Satisfactory 23 20% 
Needs Improvement 6 5% 
Unacceptable 1 <1% 
How did Family Empowerment Staff treat you? 
Excellent 95 81% 
Satisfactory 21 18% 
Needs Improvement 1 1% 
Unacceptable 0 0% 
How did health staff treat you? 
Excellent 89 77% 
Satisfactory 24 21% 
Needs Improvement 3 2% 
Unacceptable 0 0% 
How did bus/transportation staff treat you? 
Excellent 40 83% 
Satisfactory 6 13% 
Needs improvement 1 2% 
Unacceptable 1 2% 
How would you rate Head Start’s Role in preparing your Children for Kindergarten? 
Excellent 86 75% 
Satisfactory 26 22% 
Needs Improvement 4 3% 
Unacceptable 1 1% 
How would you describe Communication between staff and parents? 
Excellent 86 74% 
Satisfactory 26 22% 
Needs Improvement 11 9% 
Unacceptable 1 <1% 
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What is Head Start’s reputation in your neighborhood? 
Excellent 69 59% 
Satisfactory 36 31% 
Needs Improvement 11 9% 
Unacceptable 1 1% 
During this school year, how did Head Start help you as a parent? (Select all that apply) 
Define my own goals 55 19.1% 
Work on and meet my goals 68 23.7% 
Fix an emergency or problem 14 4.8% 
To be more involved in my child’s education 55 19.2% 
Get a job or stay employed 34 11.8% 
Connect with Community Resources 61 21.3% 

ECO Customers were also asked to provide qualitative responses to how they would improve 
the Early Childhood Outcomes program. 24, or 40% or responders said that the program is fine 
as is and does not need improvement. 10 responders (17%) listed having school on Friday as an 
improvement.  

COMMUNITY SERVICES SATISFACTION QUESTIONS & RESULTS 

Services included in Community Services include Homeless Prevention services, Diaper Depot, 
Commodities, Food Pantries, Latino Family Development, and English Language Learners.  

Total Families served: 435 Total Responders: 316 Response Rate: 72.6% 
Do you know about other Community Action Programs? 
Yes 252 79.7% 
No 62 19.6% 
Not Answered 1 0.3% 
Were you satisfied with the service you received? 
Yes 313 99% 
No 2 0.6% 
Not Answered 1 0.4% 
Have you received other service(s) from Community Action? 
Yes 141 42.1% 
No 109 32.5% 
Not Answered 85 25.4% 
Did our program meet your need? 
Yes 203 64.2% 
Somewhat 103 32.6% 
No 6 1.9% 
Not Answered 4 1.2% 

Customers for Commodities and Diaper Depot were given additional questions specific to those 
services. 100% of Commodities customers said that receiving commodities enabled them to 
better avoid food insecurity or hunger. 97% of Diaper Depot customers said the process for 
getting diapers was easy for them; the remaining 3% did not provide a response. 
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HOUSING SATISFACTION QUESTIONS & RESULTS 

Total Families Served: 50 Total Responders: 14 Response Rate: 28% 
Do you feel safe at your residence? 
Yes 14 100% 
No 0 0% 
I’m not sure 0 0% 
If your residence has common areas, are those areas properly cleaned on a regular basis? 
Yes 9 64% 
No 3 21% 
I’m not sure 0 0% 
Doesn’t apply to me 2 24% 
Is landscaping or yardwork done a regular basis? 
Yes 8 57% 
No 1 7% 
I’m not sure 4 29% 
Are repair requests usually completed in a timely manner? 
Yes 10 71% 
No 4 29% 
I’m not sure 1 7% 
Does CA Staff notify you about opportunities for assistance in your community? 
Yes 7 50% 
No 5 36% 
I’m not Sure 3 21% 
Have you expressed to our staff any concerns you feel are not being addressed? 
Yes 4 29% 
No 9 64% 
I’m not sure 1 7% 
Overall, are you satisfied with CA as your Landlord? 
Yes 11 79% 
No 1 7% 
I’m not sure 2 14% 
Has your home contributed to you or someone else in your household getting or keeping a 
job? 
Yes 3 21% 
No 8 57% 
I’m not sure 2 14% 
Doesn’t apply to me 1 7% 
After paying your monthly rent, do you usually still have money for other things you need? 
Yes 12 86% 
No 1 7% 
I’m not sure 1 7% 
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WEATHERIZATION SATISFACTION QUESTIONS & RESULTS 

Total Families: 62 Total Responders: Approx. 19 Response Rate: 30.6% 
Overall, how satisfied are you with Community Action Weatherization? 
Very Satisfied 12 63.2% 
Pretty Satisfied 6 31.5% 
Maybe Satisfied 0 0% 
Not Satisfied 0 0% 
No Response 1 5.3% 
Considering the measures performed on your home, which would you say is the most important? 
Insulation 6 31.5% 
Air Sealing 3 15.8% 
Furnace 9 47.4% 
Floor Insulation 1 5.3% 
Which has been most beneficial to your household? 
Insulation 7 38.8% 
Air Sealing 4 22.2% 
Furnace  2 11.1% 
Undercarriage Insulation 1 5.6% 
All 2 11.1% 
Other 2 11.1% 
Have you participated in the Program previously? 
Yes 3 17.6% 
No 14 82.4% 
Would you participate in the program again? 
Yes 16 94.1% 
No 0 0% 
I’m not sure 1 5.9% 
What brought you to Weatherization 
Referral 8 25% 
Web Search 2 6.2% 
LIEAP Flyer 13 40.6% 
Flyer in Utility Bill 4 12.5% 
Other CAI Dept/Program 2 6.2% 
Other 3 9.4% 
Were you treated with respect by Weatherization crew members at your home? 
Yes 17 100% 
No 0 0% 

Customers were also asked if there was anything else they wanted Weatherization/Community 
Action staff to know, with 11 responses given. Of those, 8 (72%) were positive remarks on the work 
completed, stating “I was very pleased and would highly recommend this program to anyone who 
needs it”, “They bent over backwards to help us”, and “The contractors were amazing. They were 
respectful and communicated often. I was very pleased with all of them.” 2 of the comments 
provided were negative, and both stated issues of communication and poor quality with furnace 
installation. The single remaining response was an inquiry about getting help with central air and 
furnace.   
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THE FIRST TEE SATISFACTION QUESTIONS & RESULTS 

Total Participants: 673 Total Responders: 9 Response Rate: 1.3% 
TFT’s Mission is to develop good golfers and better people. Do you feel that the summer 
sessions achieved this balance? 
Yes 9 100% 
No 0 0% 
Each class focuses on one of the 9 core values. We talk about “bridging to home” so that 
these values are demonstrated not just on the golf course, but at home, in school, and other 
aspects of life. Has your child shown any of following? 
Talked about the core values 5 55.6% 
Demonstrated behaviors linked to core values 2 22.2% 
Shown any behaviors you might link to teaching in class 2 22.2% 
What would you consider as a benefit to your child through their involvement in the summer 
sessions? (choose all that apply) 
Social Interaction with Peers 8 88.9% 
Physical Activity 9 100% 
Life Skills (9 core values) 8 88.9% 
Appreciation for Diversity 5 55.6% 
Learning new skills 9 100% 
Other 1 11.1% 
The First Tee is devised as a series of levels (PLAYer, Par, Birdie, Eagle, Ace). Would you and 
your child be interested in continuing to the next level in the program? 
Yes 9 100% 
No 0 0% 

Qualitative questions were also asked regarding what times and session lengths worked best 
for participants engaging in the program. Only 6 responses were provided on this, which were 
varied, but identified late afternoons on weekdays to be the best option. Participants were also 
asked to identify areas of the program which could be improved. Only three participants 
responded to this inquiry citing issues with initial communication with staff, and 
communication on events and scheduling sessions, as well as a recommendation to try 
partnering with other local golf courses to encourage and improve opportunities for participant 
access.  
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APPENDIX D 
FOCUS GROUP PARTICIPANT DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 

Total Participants: 156 Overall Demographic Data Collection Rate: 85.6% 
Gender 
Males 42 65.4% 
Females 102 26.9% 
Not Reported 12 7.7% 
Ethnicity 
Hispanic or Latino 40 25.6% 
Non-Hispanic or Non-Latino 96 61.5% 
Not Reported 20 12.9% 
Race 
African American or Black 50 32.0% 
Native American 6 3.8% 
White or Caucasian 75 48.1% 
Multiple Race 4 2.6% 
Not Reported 21 13.5% 
Work Status 
Employed 51 32.7% 
Disabled 12 7.7% 
Retired 10 6.4% 
Training 12 6.7% 
Unemployed 46 29.5% 
Not Reported 25 17.1% 
Marital Status 
Married 36 23.1% 
Single 95 60.9% 
Not Reported 25 16% 
Household Size 
Single Person HH 42 26.9% 
2 Person HH 22 14.1% 
3 Person HH 14 8.9% 
4 Person HH 15 9.6% 
5 Person HH 22 14.1% 
6 Person HH 7 4.4% 
7 Person HH 2 1.2% 
8+ Person HH 3 1.9% 
Not Reported 29 18.9% 
Education Level Completed 
No Degree 35 22.4% 
High School Degree/ GED 52 33.3% 
Some Post-Secondary Education 31 19.8% 
Post-Secondary Degree 12 7.7% 
Not Reported 26 16.8% 
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