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Survey Methodology

During the summer and fall of 2009, South End Community Outreach Ministry (SECOM) conducted a survey of 88 residents in the area surrounding the agency (referred to as community respondents (CRs)).   This was supplemented by interviewing 60 clients when they visited SECOM (referred to as agency respondents (ARs)).  The face-to-face interviews using a standardized format with a number of open-ended questions were conducted by SECOM staff and volunteers; the interviews were done either in English and Spanish depending on the language spoken by the respondent and interviewer.  Respondents were asked about their perceptions of the neighborhood, their knowledge of and opinions about social agencies that serve the area, their awareness of SECOM, and a few questions about their families.  The questionnaires were coded and entered into a data set by SECOM staff.

Results from the agency respondents (ARs) must be seen in light of certain program parameters.  First, SECOM offers the Aerobics and the Parenting programs only in Spanish.  Further the Parenting program is offered only to parents with children under the age of 2.  In addition, some of the respondents came from SECOM programs whose clients can reside outside the immediate service area of SECOM.  These factors would infuence the age of respondents, the age of children, and the proportion of Spanish as native language.

There was a relatively high proportion of “no response” to most of the questions.  This reflects both inadequacies in the survey as well as the lack of knowledge of the issue

raised.   One can only make assumptions about the relative strengths of these two influences.   The author would argue that the non-responses frequently reflect that those interviewed do not know about the needs or the agencies that service those needs.   But on the other hand, interviews with ARs were terminated when the client was called away to begin their participation in the SECOM program.  If we could assume that the non-responders are similar to the responders, one could proportionately distribute the non-responses.    But because we were unable to completely understand the non-response rate,  this was not done.  

The following are some observations and conclusions based on the data set developed by SECOM.

Characteristics of those interviewed

Table 1 gives selected traits of the respondents and their families.  These allow us to better understand the results.  First, they demonstrate how well the sample of respondents represent the total population who live in this area, or how well the sample of clients represent the total number of clients.  Second, they show some of the characteristics of the respondents which assist in the interpretation of the data.  

Table 1: Selected traits of respondents 


           Characteristic

                                             Community           Agency     


    Home ownership  



      #             %
           #           %
  

	     Rent
	    36
	  41%
	 31
	52%

	     Own home  
	    43
	  49%  
	 15
	25%


                                                                                                   n=88                    n=60

     Length of residency in neighborhood

	     Less than one year
	     4
	   5%
	   9
	 15%

	     One to five years
	   28
	  32%
	 15
	 25%

	     Five to ten years
	   20
	  23%
	   9
	 15%

	     More than ten years
	   28
	  32%
	   9
	 15%


              






   n=88                     n=60


   Age of household members 

	     Adults (over 20)
	  160
	   48%
	113
	 49%

	     Youth    (13-19)
	    52   
	   16%
	  33
	 14%

	     Children (2-12)
	    96
	   29%
	  71
	 31%

	     Infants (less than 2)
	    24
	     7%
	  14
	   6%


      







   n=332                  n=231



    Age of respondents

	     Under 30
	    23
	   26%
	  14
	  23%

	     30 to 60
	    22   
	   25%
	  38
	  63%

	     Over 60
	      9
	   10%
	    4
	    7%

	     No response 
	    34
	   39%
	    4
	    7%


       







     n=88                   n=60

                            Primary language of respondents

	     Spanish
	    29
	   33%
	  32
	  53%

	     English
	    33   
	   38%
	  26
	  43%



             





    n=88                    n=60

                            Racial Ethnicity of respondents

	     Hispanic 
	    35
	   40%
	  33
	  55%

	     White
	    15   
	   17%
	    7
	  12%

	     African American
	      6 
	     7%
	  13
	  22%

	     Other
	      1
	     1%
	    1
	    2%









                n=88                    n=60

Note these traits:

· Home ownership:   Compared to the Grand Rapids area, respondents were more likely to be renters than home owners, especially true for ARs.  Among the CRs, about half owned their own homes  (n=43) and about 40% were renters (n=36).  However among the ARs, renters greatly out-numbered home owners (31 to 15).   About 10% (n=9) of the CRs and 23% (n=14) of the ARs did not respond to this questions.    

· Length of residency in neighborhood:   CRs were more likely to have lived in the community for a longer time than ARs.  Among community respondents (CRs), about one third (n=28) had lived in the neighborhood for more than ten years and another quarter (n=20) for 5 to 10 years.  Only 5% (n=4) had lived in the area for less than one year and one third (n=28) between one and five years.  But among the ARs, 15% (n=9 had lived in the area for more than 10 years, 15% (n=9) from five to 10 years; 25% (n=15) from one to five years, and 15% (n=9) for less than one year.  No data are available for about 10% for the CRs and for about 30% of the ARs.

· Age of household members:  Household size was reported by 72 CRs with a total of 332 people living in these households, and by 53 agency respondents with a total of 231 people living in these household.  This would average 4.5 people per household for both sets.   The age distribution is similar in both sets of respondents.  About half of the household members were 20 or older (n=160 CRs and 113 ARs), about 15% were youth between 13 and 19 (n=52 CRs and 33 ARs), about 30% were children between 2 and 12 (n= 96 CRs 71 ARs), and about 6% were infants (n=24 CRs and 14 ARs).   For the 72 CR households for which information is known, 6 (7%) were single-person households and 12 (14%) were households in which only adults lived.  Thus, thus over 80% (n=60) had at last one person under the age of 20 and about half (n=42) had at least one child under the age of 12.   

· Age of respondents:   The age of the respondents is reflective of the age of household members.  Of the 54 CRs for which we know age, about 10% are over 60 (n=9), about a fourth (n=22) are between 30 and 60, and a fourth (n=23) under 30.  Overall, the ARs were younger with about two-thirds between 30 and 60.

· Primary language of respondents: Of the 62 CRs  for which we have primary language, about one third (n=29) spoke Spanish and about 40% (n=33) spoke English.   Among the ARs, over half (n=32) spoke Spanish and 40% (n=26) spoke English.

· Racial Ethnicity of respondents:  About 40% (n=35) of the CRs  for whom we know racial ethnicity were Hispanic, about 17% (n=15) were white, and 7% (n=6) were African American.  Among ARs, 55% (n=33) were Hispanic, 22% (n=13) were African American, and 12% (n=7) were white.

In summary, compared to the Grand Rapids area the respondents were made up of a relatively high proportion of renters, of persons who have lived in the neighborhood for a shorter time period, and of those who lived in household with a fairly large number of people and with a relatively large number of children.  The respondents were relatively young, Hispanic, and a fairly large percent spoke Spanish as the primary language.

Perceptions about the neighborhood

The most frequent name associated with this community was Burton Heights, given by about half of the respondents (n=76).  This was slightly was slightly higher for the ARs than for the CAs (57% vs. 49%).  The next closest was Garfield Park used by less than twenty percent (n=17), with a range of names used by others (n=29) (e.g., Division, Adams Park, Alger Heights, or Grand Rapids).  About a fifth of the respondents did not give a name (n=33).  Burton Heights is the traditional name of the business area centered at the corner of Burton and Division.  Garfield Park is the name of a large park on Burton, east of Division and the name of the current Neighborhood Association.  It appears that many of the residents continue to use the traditional name to identify the area.  While this is not a large majority, the name has not been replaced by a new or different name.

About 55% (n=83) did not give a response when asked to say what is good about the neighborhood.  Of the 45% (n=65) who did list a reason, 20 talked about how calm and quiet the area is, 18 talked about the people in the area, and 14 mentioned the type of community it is.  There were 27 other factors mentioned; e.g., schools, shopping, and safety.   Multiple answers from the same respondents were possible so that the totals equal more than 100%.

In comparison, only about one fifth (n=30) did not respond when asked about the challenges in the neighborhood.  Another 10 reported that there were no major problems, this amounts to only about one third of the total.  Almost two thirds mentioned at least one problem area.  It appears that those interviewed were more apt to talk about what is wrong in the area than they were to mention strengths.  This was slightly more evident for the agency sample than the community sample.  Again it is possible for a single respondent to name more than one problem area; 108 mentioned at least one.  Of these, about two-thirds (n=69) talked about issues of safety, violence, and robbery; 26 mentioned gangs or the signs of gangs, and 14 mentioned drugs or alcohol use.  Thus “crime and safety” was seen as a major concern to over 60% of all of the respondents (n=148).  In addition to this concern, others mentioned included: issues with traffic and streets (n=14), general condition of the area (e.g., trash) (n=18), schools (n=5), racial issues (n=6), and lack of jobs (n=8).

In summary, while many of the respondents use Burton Heights, the historical name for the neighborhood, it was not a majority; however, no other name surfaced as a replacement.  People were less likely to mention strengths of the neighborhood than to name problems that exist.  Less than half of the respondents reported strengths, and the responses were spread across a number of issues.  On the other hand, about two-thirds mentioned a problem that existed in the neighborhood; and of these, about 2 of 3 mentioned issues of public safety.  The results were similar for both the agency sample and the community sample.

Perceptions about agencies that provide services in the neighborhood

Respondents were given a list of needs that a family might have, and were asked which social agency they would approach if someone had one of these needs: food, housing, clothing, financial need, a medical need, and literacy.  In some cases, more than one agency was mentioned by those interviewed.

· A need for food – About 45% (n=38) of the CRs did not respond or didn't know where they might go.  50 CRs (57%) listed at least one source, SECOM  by 21 (24%), DHS by 8, and a local church by 12.  These respondents also gave a variety of other sources; e.g., Mel Trotter or God's Kitchen.   In comparison, the ARs had a much smaller no response rate of 20% (n=12) and they named SECOM or ACCESS (n=44) as an appropriate agency.  This is not surprising since the respondents were at SECOM and most were there for the food pantry.

· A medical need – About half (n=41) of the CRs did not respond and another 10% (n=9) did not know; 43% (n=38) named at least one source.   About 40% (n=34) of the ARs did not respond and only 1 did not know; 57% (n=34) named at least one source.  Of the 82 who mentioned at least one agency, about 25% (n=20) said Clinic Santa Maria (a clinic operated by St Mary's Hospital) or St. Mary's.  Another 21 said DHS, and 14 mentioned two local clinics: Cherry Street Clinic or Health Intervention Services (HIS).  

· A need for clothing –  About 49% (n=43) of the CRs did not respond and another 15% (n=13) did not know;  38 (43%) mentioned a source.  About 38% (n=23) of the CRs did not respond and another 8% (n=5) did not know;  32 (53%) mentioned a source.   Of those who named at least one agency,  about 35% (n=23) said  In The Image.  Good Will, Salvation Army, Mel Trotter and mission stores were others that were mentioned.  A few said that they would go to family or friends. 

· A financial need – About 56% (n=49) of the CRs asked did not respond, about 15% (n=13) did not know, and a few (n=4) said that they did not have such a need; 25% (n=22) named at least one agency.   About 63% (n=38) of the ARs asked did not respond and about 7% (n=13) did not know; 30% (n=18) named at least one agency.  Of the 40 who did mention a source, almost half (n=19) said DHS.  There were also a variety of others mentioned by 15 respondents: family or friends, banks, an agency, or a local church.

· A need for housing –  About 60% (n=94) of the CRs did not respond, another 17% (n=15) did not know, and another 8% (n=7) said that they did not have a need.   Of the 15% (n=13) who mentioned a source, 8 mentioned ICCF.   About 63% (n=38) of the ARs did not respond and 7% (n=4) did not know.  Of the 30% (n=18) who mentioned a source, many mentioned DHS, Salvation Army, ICCF and shelters. 

· A need for literacy assistance – Very few mentioned an agency for literacy assistance (n=15 or 10% of the total).  Only public schools (n=5) were given by more than 1 or 2 respondents.

· Other needs – When asked if there are other needs, 5 respondents mentioned the need for transportation and 4 mentioned the needing help in finding a job.

Table 2: Comparison of how often an agency was mentioned 

                                     by need 



       Need


       Times an agency was mentioned   








community

agency







               #
     %              #              %

	Food
	       54
	  61%
	   48
	  80%

	Medical
	       38
	  43%
	   44
	  57%

	Clothing
	       38
	  43%
	   32
	  53%

	Financial
	       22
	  25%
	   18
	  30%

	Housing
	       13
	  15%
	   18
	  30%









(n=88)

         (n=60)

Table 2 compares the results for the variety of needs.  When results are compared across the categories, the need for food was mostly liked to have an agency mentioned (61% of CRs and 80% of the ARs); health (43% of CRs and 57% of the ARs) and clothing (43% of CRs and 53% of the ARs) were next; and finally followed by financial needs (25% of CRs and 30% of the ARs) and housing (15% of CRs and 30% of the Ars).  There was little mention of an agency for literacy needs. 

Agencies named by respondents clustered for some of the specific needs on the list:  for food (SECOM), for clothing (In The Image), and for health care (St. Mary's Hospital or clinic and DHS).  It appears that when a need is immediate and that an agency exists that might provide assistance, residents can name an agency.   For example, food is a daily need and about two-thirds of those interviewed named at least one agency - SECOM.   Similarly medical and clothing needs are frequent, even if not on a daily basis; and respondents could name an agency.  The need for literacy training is less frequent and less pressing, and few could name an agency.   In other words, residents appear to have a “survival base of knowing.”  

Respondents were given a list of some of` the agencies that serve the residents in this neighborhood.  They were asked to share what the agencies do and to talk about their importance.  The agencies included: God's Kitchen, Hispanic Center of West Michigan,  Habitat for Humanity, Inner-City Christian Federation (ICCF), Health Intervention Services (HIS), United Methodist Community House, Clinica Santa Maria, Family Outreach Center, Cherry Street Clinic, Salvation Army, Mel Trotter Mission, United Church Outreach Ministry (UCOM), and South End Community Outreach (SECOM).

· God's Kitchen – Results for the CRs and the ARs  were similar; a difference was that CRs were slightly more likely not to know this agency than were the ARs   (15% of CRs vs. 8% of the ARs).    About 47% (42 CRs, 27 ARs) did not respond and 12% (13 CRs, 5 ARs) didn't know about this agency. Of the 61 (40% of total) who made a comment, 70% (n=42) identified them as providing for the homeless or providing meals.  There were some general positive comments, and no inaccurate responses.  6 made a negative comment.

· Hispanic Center of West Michigan – The no response rates (about 47%) for the CRs (n= 41) and for ARs (n=31) were similar.   CRs were more likely not to be familiar with the agency (15% vs. 8%), and less likely to make a comment (38% vs. 47%).   Of the 55 (37% of total) who made a comment, many mentioned that they provided a number of services, rather than just one.  Those services mentioned included that they provided Pampers, did translations, and helped with forms as well as transportation.  Eight mentioned that they were an agency for the Hispanic community.  There were some general positive comments, and no inaccurate responses.  Six made a negative comment.

· Habitat for Humanity – The no response rates (about 59%) for the CRs (n= 51) and for ARs (n=37) were similar.   CRs were more likely not to be familiar with the agency (14% vs. 2%), and less likely to make a comment (26% vs. 35%).   Of the 44 (30% of total) who made a comment, about 3 in 4 (n=33) said that they build houses.  There were a few general positive comments, and 2 mentioned the “store.” There were two inaccurate responses – homeless housing and trash removal.  Two made a negative comment.

· Inner-City Christian Federation (ICCF) –   CRs were less likely not to respond (CRs 60% (n=53)) (ARs 73% (n=44)), more likely not to be familiar with the agency  (CRs 26% (n=23)) (ARs 18% (n=11)), and more likely to make a comment

(CRs 14% (n=12)) (ARs 8% (n=5)).    Of the 17 (11% of total) who made a comment, 10 did say that they build houses.  There were a few general positive comments, and 1 inaccurate response – help with food.  There were no negative responses.

· Health Intervention Services (HIS) – The no response rates (about 61%) for the CRs (n= 55) and for ARs (n=35) were similar.   CRs were more likely not to be familiar with the agency (26% vs. 13%), and less likely to make a comment (11% vs. 28%).   Of the 27 (18% of total) who made a comment, most (n=25) said that they provided health care or had a clinic but most of these (n=23) said that they either had their own doctor or had health insurance and therefore they would not be eligible.  There were a couple of general positive comments, no inaccurate responses, and no negative comments.

· United Methodist Community House – The no response rates (about 63%) for the CRs (n= 54) and for ARs (n=39) were similar.   CRs were less likely not to be familiar with the agency (13 vs. 23%), and less likely to make a comment (8% vs. 23%).    Only 11 (7% of total) made a comment, and 3 of them thought it was a shelter or a place that provided housing.  Two made a general positive comment.  Only four mentioned one or more of the services provided.

· Clinica Santa Maria – About 65% (n=57) of the CRs and 78% (n=47) of the ARs did not respond; another 16% of the CRs (n=14) and 5% (n=3) of the ARs were not familiar with the agency.   About 18% (17 CRs and 10 ARs) make a comment. Of the 27 who made a comment, most made favorable comments about the clinic.  11 said that they or other members of their family have used the clinic.   Only 3 made a negative comment.

· Family Outreach Center -  About 70% (n=62) of the CRs and 82% (n=49) of the ARs did not respond; another 18% of the CRs (n=16) and 5% (n=3) of the ARs were not familiar with the agency.   About 12% (10 CRs and 8 ARs) make a comment.  Of the 18 (12% of total) who made a comment, half (n=9) mentioned either health or psychological services.   The others were general and positive; there were two inaccurate responses [housing and food pantry]; and there were no negative comments.

· Cherry Street Clinic - About 52% (47 CRs and 30 ARs) did not respond and 6% (n=5) of the CRs didn't know about this agency.  About 41% of the CRs (n=36) and 50% of the ARs (n= 30) made a comment about this agency.  Of the 66 who made a comment, most (n=54) correctly identified their services, mentioning both the general health services as well as the dental.   A number of the respondents (n=8) reported that they had used the services.  While most of the comments were favorable, there were 3 negative ones [too crowded, and cost too much]. 

· Salvation Army - About 47% (n=41) of the CRs and 60% (n=36) did not respond; 9% (n=8) of the CRs and 3% (n=2) of the ARs didn't know about this agency. About 44% (n=39) of the CRs and 37% (n=22) of the ARs did comment.  Of the 61 who made a comment, about 35 mentioned the “store” and 8 mentioned the emergency services.  Only one negative comment (a Goodwill that costs too much).

· Mel Trotter Mission - About 58% (n=51) of the CRs and 68% (n=41) did not respond; 19% (n=17) of the CRs and 3% (n=2) of the ARs didn't know about this agency.  About 25% (20 CRs and 17 ARs) did comment.   Of the 37 who made a comment, a little over half (n=18) mentioned the meals and the shelter.  Another 8 talked about the “store.”   Only 2 made a negative comment – crowded.

· United Church Outreach Ministry (UCOM) - About 63% (n=55) of the CRs and 82% of the ARs (n=49) did not respond; and another 25% (n=22) of the CRs and 15% of the ARs (n=9) didn't know about this agency.  Of the 13 (9% of total) who made a comment, 7 talked about the food pantry.  Others made general positive comments.  There were no inaccurate or negative comments.

· South End Community Outreach (SECOM) - About 50% (n=44) of the CRs did not respond and 17% (n=15) didn't know about this agency.  Of the 29 (33% of the CRs) who made a comment, 13 talked about the food pantry and 18 made general comments.   Although the agency sample consisted of those who were on the premise, a third (n=21) did not respond to this question.   Of the 39 who commended, 25 mentioned the food pantry and 5 the aerobics program. The one negative comment mentioned a need for more staff.

Table 3 compares the responses between agencies.  Overall, there is a relatively high non-response rate.  This might indicate a lack of knowledge of these agencies or it might be due to inadequacies in the survey.  A case can be made that it is primarily lack of information about the agencies.  To test this, I asked a few neighbors and friends to tell me where they would go or would send someone if there was a need.  They gave me very general answers (e.g., a food pantry) or said that they did not know.  They did not know that 211 was a service in Kent County and that it was a general referral resource for those with needs.  There were two exceptions; one was a social worker and the other was a local church secretary.   Thus, it seems that a number of respondents from the SECOM service neighborhood did not have a specific need and thus did not have a need to know about agencies that one could use if a need existed.

The Salvation Army and The Cherry Street Clinic received the largest number of comments by CRs (about 43% of the CRs), followed by God's Kitchen (38%), the Hispanic Center of West Michigan and SECOM (both about 33%), Habitat for Humanity and Mel Trotter (about 25%), and then Clinica Santa Maria (20%).   It appears that in general many of the community residents are aware of the agencies that are located in the community and which provide services most likely needed by the residents.  This is particularly evident in the specific services mentioned for certain agencies: comments about the “store” associated with the Salvation Army and Mel Trotter, the food pantry at SECOM, and the medical services provided by Cherry Street Clinic, HIS, and Clinica Santa Maria.   One might speculate that In The Image, DHS, and Goodwill would have also received higher ratings if they had been included on the list presented.   It appears that Habitat for Humanity and The Hispanic Center represent special cases.   The Hispanic Center offers Spanish-based programs not duplicated in agencies located in the immediate area; thus they offer services that the increasing Hispanic population needs.   While Habitat does not offer services for an immediate need, they have built a number of houses in the area.   On the other hand, few made such comments about Family Outreach, ICCF, UCOM, and United Methodist Community House.  These agencies are either located outside the immediate area or represent those that offer services not seen as immediate by most families.

Table 3: Respondents making a comment about a specific agency 


               Agency



                 
  Comments  








     Community

            Agency







        Don't


Don't







        Know         #
  %       Know       #           %

	Cherry Street Clinic


	     4
	  37
	42%
	   0
	  30
	50%

	Salvation Army


	     8
	  39
	44%
	   2
	  22
	37%

	God’s Kitchen


	   13
	  33
	38%
	   5
	  28
	 41%

	Hispanic Center of 

      West Michigan
	   18
	  29
	33%
	   3
	  26
	43%

	SECOM


	   15
	  29
	33%
	   0
	  39
	65%

	Habitat for Humanity


	  14
	  23
	26%
	   2
	  21
	35%

	Mel Trotter


	  17
	  20
	23%
	   2
	  17
	28%

	Clinica Santa Maria


	  14
	  17
	19%
	   3
	  10
	17%

	ICCF


	  23
	  12
	14%
	 12
	    5
	 8%

	Family Outreach


	  16
	  10
	11%
	   3
	    8
	13%

	UCOM


	  22
	  11
	13%
	  9
	    2
	 3%

	HIS

 
	   23
	  10
	11%
	   8
	  17
	28%

	Family Outreach


	  16
	  10
	11%
	   3
	    8
	13%

	United Methodist 

 Community House
	  26
	   6
	 7%
	  6
	   5
	 8%


       (* Number who didn't know this agency)   n=88                             n=60

As noted in Table 4, a similar pattern existed when respondents were asked to name those three agencies that are the most important to their families.    While only about 50% (n=43) of the CRs  mentioned an agency, those mentioned most often included: Cherry Street Clinic by 16, Salvation Army by 14, SECOM by 14, and Clinica Santa Maria by 7.  Interesting to note that a few of these respondents mentioned In The Image, Goodwill, and DHS when they were asked if there were other agencies not listed.  Those respondents interviewed at SECOM were much more likely to name an agency; 18% (17) did not respond.   Not including SECOM since the respondents were at that agency, other agencies mentioned by ARs included Cherry Street Clinic by 13, Clinica Santa Maria by 12, and the Salvation Army by 7.


Table 4: Importance of agencies to respondents 


               Agency name



     Number Who Named Agency 









    Communtiy
 
Agency

     
          #        %           #             %

	Cherry Street Clinic
	  16
	 18%
	13
	22%

	SECOM
	  14
	 16%
	36
	60%

	Salvation Army
	  14
	 16%
	  7
	12%

	Clinica Santa Maria
	    7
	   8%
	12
	20%

	
	
	
	
	

	No response
	    45
	   51%
	17
	28%









  n=88                   n=60

Few responded when asked if there were other needs that were not easily meet in this neighborhood.  But among those that did, the need for transportation and jobs were mentioned.


Table 5:  Use of agencies in past six months 


               Agency name



     Number Who Used 









    Communtiy
 
Agency

     
          #        %           #             %

	Cherry Street Clinic
	  26
	 30%
	 17
	 28%

	SECOM
	  23
	 26%
	 46
	 77%

	Clinica Santa Maria
	  20
	 23%
	 15
	 25%

	Salvation Army
	  19
	 22%
	 10  
	 17%

	Hispanic Center
	  16
	 18%
	 11
	 18%

	Mel Trotter
	    5
	   6%
	  5
	   8%

	
	
	
	
	

	No response
	  33
	  38%
	 11
	 18%









(n=88)

    (n=60)

When respondents were asked which agencies they had used in the past six months, the responses had a similar pattern to that noted above.    As noted in Table 5, those with a relatively high frequency of use by CRs included: Cherry Street Clinic by 26 respondents (30%), SECOM by 23 (26%), Clinica Santa Maria by 20 (23%), Salvation Army by 19 (22%), Hispanic Center by 16 (18%), and Mel Trotter by 5 (6%).   The pattern was almost identical for those interviewd at SECOM.   Excluding SECOM,  the agencies used by ARs included: Cherry Street Clinic by 17 (28%) respondents,  Clinica Santa Maria by 15 (25%), Salvation Army by 10 (17%), Hispanic Center by 11 (18%), and Mel Trotter by 5 (8%).   These represent agencies with a physical location either in or near the neighborhood where the respondents live and those that provide access to food, health services, or inexpensive items.  The DHS was the other agency mentioned when asked if they had used another agency not listed.

When asked where they get their information about agencies, most rely on other family members (n=62), on friends (n=57), or on neighbors (n=26).  Fewer rely on the church, the public schools, newspapers, the Internet, or 211.  It appears that the informal network is much more important than the more formal ones.  When a need arises, respondents talk with those around them; it is from them that they learn about what is available, what agency do, and how well an agency works.

In general, it appears that these respondents do know about the agencies in the area, about the services they provide, and do make use of them – when the agency provides a service that the family needs like assistance with food, medical and dental care, and inexpensive clothing and household items.  It also appears that an agency is highly dependent on what others say about them; thus it is important to cultivate those who live in the area.

Perceptions about SECOM

One series of questions asked specifically about SECOM – did respondents know about SECOM, what were their general perceptions, their use of SECOM services, and if there were other needs.  The following is a summary of the responses.

Only respondents who had heard of SECOM were asked questions dealing with SECOM. 

· Almost 44% (n=39) of the CRs had heard of SECOM.  

· When asked what people say about SECOM, about 10% (n=11) of the CRs mentioned the food pantry and another 16% (n=14) gave a general positive response.  A few mentioned one of the non-pantry programs.  About 10% of all respondents gave a negative comment; 4 mentioned waiting outside especially in the cold or rain.  5 said that they haven't heard anything.  

· About 35% (n=31) of the CRs had used at least one service provided by SECOM.    Most of this usage was the food pantry.  5 had used the aerobics program, and 4 EFF.  One mentioned pets, another daycare, and a third had donated food to the pantry.


Table 6: Use of programs offered by SECOM 


               Program



                  
     Use








Community 

Agency

#        
   %                 #                %

	Knew of SECOM 
	      39
	   44%
	  46
	 77%

	Used at least one program 
	      31
	   35%  
	  41
	 68%

	    Used food pantry
	      29
	   33%
	  40
	 67%

	    Used Aerobics
	        5
	     6%
	    8
	 13%

	    Used EFF
	        4
	     5%
	    5
	   8%

	    Used other program
	        0
	     0%
	    3
	   5%









  (n=88)
            (n=60)

· About 35% (n=54) of the total sample did mention a need for additional services in the neighborhood: 14 gave food needs, 11 talked about safety and security, 10 financial or employment needs, 9 medical concerns, 7 clothing, and 5 transportation.

In summary, SECOM's food pantry is known by about half of those interviewed in the community and it is used by about a third of these respondents.  Other programs offered by SECOM are less known and less utilized.  This is consistent with the idea that residents know and use those agencies that provide services directed toward basic needs, like the need for food.


Summary:

· Survey:  Done in either English or Spanish, 88 face-to-face interviews of residents in the SECOM neighborhood were conducted during the summer and fall, 2009.  An additional 60 SECOM clients were interviewed during a visit to the agency.   The primary focus was to learn how residents see social needs in the community, their awareness of and opinions about the social agencies that serve in this area, and their experience with and understanding of SECOM.   There was a relatively high “no response” rate – both an issue of the survey design and implementation as well as the lack of knowledge about agencies.

· Sample:  In general, the population living in this area has changed and continues to change.  The respondents tended to be relatively young, Hispanic, and a fairly large percentage spoke Spanish as the primary language.  They represented a relatively high proportion of renters, of persons who have lived in the neighborhood for a shorter time period, and of those who lived in household with a fairly large number of people and with a relatively large number of children.   This is particularly true when respondents are compared to the population living in the general Grand Rapids area.

The agency sample represented more renters than the community sample, had lived in the area for a shorter time, and a higher proportion of Hispanics and African Americans.  As the proportion of renters increase in the area, it is likely that the need for social agencies and their services will increase.

· Name used for neighborhood:  In spite of the demographics changes in the neighborhood, many of the residents continue to refer to the area as “Burton Heights”, the name historically connected with the business district located at the corner of Division and Burton Streets.  While the name is not used by a majority, a new name has not emerge

· Strengths and challenges in neighborhood:   People were more likely to name challenges that the area faces than to mention the strengths.   Issues of public safety (e.g., violence, gangs, crime, or drug use) were the most frequently mentioned concerns.  Strengths were spread across a number of more general areas.  This pattern was similar for both the community and the agency samples.

· Needs in the neighborhood:   When asked about needs and social agencies, respondents appear to use “survival base for knowing;” i.e., they know when there is a need to know.   They were most likely to name an agency when they perceived a high and immediate need.  When the community sample was asked about the need for food, 60% could name an agency that addressed this need; 45% when the need was for health care or clothing; and about 25% when the need was financial; and 15% when the need was for housing.  While slightly higher in each category, a similar pattern was reported for the agency sample.

· Agencies named for certain needs:  Respondents tended to name a common agency for those areas with a high need.  SECOM was frequently named when the need was for food; In The Image for clothing needs; and St. Mary’s Hospital or its clinic and DHS for health related needs.

· Perceptions of common agencies:  “The survival base for knowing” was evident in respondents’ reaction to named agencies.  In general, residents seem to know about agencies located in the neighborhood and which provide services for those things most needed by those living in the area.  In addition, respondents in the community sample tended to share positive images of agencies rather than negative ones.

· About 40 to 45% of the community respondents (CRs) made comments about The Salvation Army, Cherry Street Clinic, and God’s Kitchen.

· About a third commented on The Hispanic Center of West Michigan and SECOM.

· About 20 to 25% commented on Habitat for Humanity, Mel Trotter, and Clinica Santa Maria.

· Comments about specific agencies:  The “survival base for knowing” was also evident in community respondents’ comments about specific agencies.  Knowledge about an agency reflected the service offered and the location.

· The need for clothing and inexpensive items – When budgets are tight, there is a need for inexpensive items.  Community respondents knew about The Salvation Army and Mel Trotter.  Those who did frequently mentioned the “stores” operated by these agencies.  While not on the list, In The Image and Goodwill were also mentioned.  All of these reflect sources for either free or inexpensive clothing or household items.

· The need for health care – While the need may not occur on a daily basis, the need for medical services is pressing when such a need arises.  Not surprisingly, a number of respondents knew about the agencies that provide health care.   This was particularly evident for three agencies; especially Cherry Street Clinic, less so for Clinica Santa Maria and HIS.

· The need for food – Food is a daily need, and its availability is noticed by most.  About a third of the community respondents knew about SECOM and its food pantry.

· The need for Hispanic services – For many residents, Spanish is the mother tongue.  Thus agencies, like The Hispanic Center of West Michigan and Clinica Santa Maria are known.

· Other needs – When the need is less evident, knowledge of the social agencies that exist to address this need is less prevalent.

· Importance and use of specific agencies:  For the community respondents, both the importance and the use of specific agencies reflected “the survival base for knowing”. 

· When asked which agencies were the most important to them, 15 to 20% of the community respondents mentioned three agencies: Cherry Street Clinic, SECOM, and the Salvation Army.  Clinica Santa Maria was the fourth one mentioned.  In The Image and Goodwill were not the list given to respondents but both were offered as others that are important.

· A similar pattern was evident in the use of specific agencies in the past six months.  20 to 30% of the respondents had used Cherry Street Clinic, SECOM,  Clinica Santa Maria, The Salvation Army and The Hispanic Center of West Michigan.   These represent agencies with a physical location either in or near the neighborhood where the respondents live and those that provide access to food, health services, or inexpensive items.  The DHS was the other agency mentioned when asked if they had used another agency not listed.

· Omitting SECOM from the responses, agency respondents reflected the same overall pattern as that found in the community respondents.

· Knowledge about agencies:  When a need arises, respondents talk with those around them; it is from them that they learn about what is available, what agency do, and how well an agency works.

· Perceptions about SECOM:  SECOM's food pantry was known by slightly less than half of the community respondents (CRs), and it was used by about a third of these respondents.  Other programs offered by SECOM were less known and less utilized.  For the most part, these services were seen in a positive light.  This is consistent with the idea that residents know and use those agencies that provide services directed toward basic needs, like the need for food.

