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Executive Summary 
 
This executive summary provides information in brief about the findings detailed in this report.  It is 
important to remember that the findings are applicable to central city residents only, defined by 
residence in one of the city of Milwaukee’s eighteen designated Neighborhood Strategic Planning 
(NSP) areas. 
 
Poverty Profile 
 
In this section a profile of central city poverty is presented.  Poverty status was determined by 
annual household income at or below poverty levels, which are set annually by the U.S. Department 
of Health & Human Services.  While poverty exists among all groups, individuals in some groups 
were more likely to be in poverty compared with others.  The figure below details the percentage in 
poverty that belongs to the specific group.  For example, among those in poverty, 90% are people of 
color, 71% are women, and 68% are not employed.   
 

Figure A.  Percentage of Those in Poverty That Belong to Each Group 
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Thoughts about Poverty and Quality of Life in Milwaukee County 
 
Almost all respondents (93%) think poverty is a serious problem in Milwaukee County.  Also, less 
than one in five respondents (17%) reported that their lives have gotten better; 47% reported that 
their quality of life was about the same; and 34% indicated that it had gotten worse. 
 
Community Needs 
 
In the main body of the survey, respondents were asked a series of questions within eight core 
“needs” areas:  employment, education, family and relationships, food and nutrition, transportation, 
housing, health and healthcare, and income.  Results for the individual questions can be found in the 
main body of the report.  Summary results for each “needs” area are presented here. 
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For each “needs” area, CUIR determined the median number of problems reported by all 
respondents.  Then, each respondent was categorized as having either more or less than the average 
number of problems.  The figure below shows each “needs” area, and the percentage of 
respondents who had more than the average number of problems for that specific area. 
 
Figure B.  Percentage Reporting More Than the Median Number of Problems by Category 
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For almost every area, except employment, a majority of central city residents are experiencing more 
than the average number of problems.  For example, 79% indicated that they are experiencing more 
then the average number of family- and relationship-related problems.  Similarly, 71% reported that 
they have more than the average number of food and nutrition problems. 
 
In order to dig deeper into the needs of respondents, each issue area was also analyzed in terms of 
race/ethnicity, households with children, households with seniors, employment status, and poverty 
status.  Some important differences were found across the groups. 
 

• Race/Ethnicity:  African American and Hispanic respondents are more likely to have more 
than the average number of employment-, education-, and income-related problems than 
white respondents. 

 
• Households With and Without Children:  Households with children appear to experience 

more than the average number of education-, employment-, and income-related problems 
than households without children. 

 
• Households With and Without Senior Citizens:  People in households with seniors 

appeared to have fewer problems than people living in households without seniors, especially 
in the areas of employment, education, and income. 
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• Employment Status:  When comparing employed respondents with those not working, 
differences became significant only in the area of families and relationships.  A higher 
percentage of people not working (89%) reported having a higher than average number of 
problems than employed respondents (70%). 

 
• Poverty Status:  People who live in poverty reported having more than the average number 

of problems at higher rates in almost every “needs” area, except Families and Relationships.  
Those in poverty report roughly the same number of family- and relationship-related 
problems than those not in poverty.  Overall, the findings suggest that people in poverty 
tend to suffer more problems in almost every area of life. 

 
Barriers that Keep People in Poverty 
 
Respondents were asked what they think keeps people in poverty.  The report provides a full list of 
responses.  The top three barriers included lack of jobs/employment (mentioned by 60% of 
respondents), education-related barriers (23%), and personal issues (14%), including laziness, apathy, 
and criminal records. 
 
Solutions/Strategies for Reducing Poverty 
 
Respondents provided their opinions about what they see as the most important thing that could be 
done to reduce poverty in Milwaukee County.  The most common response was related to 
employment and jobs; almost two-thirds of all respondents (64%) saw this category as the most 
important in reducing poverty.  The most frequent responses included “more jobs” and “better 
pay.” 
 
The second and third-most popular strategies to reducing poverty were education and community 
improvement, respectively.  Among the education-related strategies, the most common response 
was “more” or “additional” education or educational opportunities.  Among the community 
improvement-related strategies, reducing crime and discrimination were the most common. 
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Introduction 
 
This report presents the results of a door-to-door survey of neighborhood residents located within 
the city of Milwaukee about poverty and associated needs.  This is one of six research components 
of a comprehensive needs assessment for the Community Relations-Social Development 
Commission (CR-SDC).   The needs assessment has four goals: 
 

(1) Identify and quantify the incidence or prevalence of individual need;  
(2) Identify gaps in human service provision;  
(3) Identify barriers to self-sufficiency; and  
(4) Identify strategies for overcoming barriers to self-sufficiency.   

 
The purpose of this component was to collect input in-person from residents living in the eighteen 
Neighborhood Strategic Planning (NSP) areas located within the city of Milwaukee.  Milwaukee’s 
NSP areas are designated by the local Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) agency, and 
are selected according to where there is a high incidence of poverty and/or need for community-
based services.  A map of these areas is included in Appendix A.  This information will be used to 
advise and guide CR-SDC as they plan programming for low-income individuals.  
 
The survey was developed and designed by the Center for Urban Initiatives and Research (CUIR), a 
local applied research center at the University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee.  CUIR administered the 
survey, analyzed the data, and prepared this report.  The survey consisted of eighty-two questions, 
most of which were closed-ended questions.  The English-language survey is attached as Appendix 
B, and the Spanish-language version is attached as Appendix C. 
 
Data was collected in collaboration with staff from the Safe & Sound – Community Partners 
program.  Community Partners work as community organizers within Milwaukee’s NSP areas, 
coordinating activities such as organizing block watches, neighborhood anti-crime initiatives, and 
other community events.  Students from the University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee were paired with 
Community Partners in teams to conduct surveys in the various neighborhoods.  Community 
Partners gathered surveys from residents at block watches and other community events.  Bilingual 
(Spanish) surveyors were hired and trained on a Spanish translation of the survey. 
 
Teams were instructed to interview only adult residents who live within the NSP areas.  To ensure a 
degree of randomization, teams were limited to surveying only one resident per household and five 
residents per block.  The surveys were conducted on Thursday afternoons and Saturdays from 
September 24 through October 10, 2009. 
 
A total of 514 in-person surveys were completed.  If this was a purely random sample, there would 
be a theoretical sampling error of plus or minus 4.3% at the 95% confidence level, which is based on 
a total population of 308,868 people living within the eighteen NSP neighborhoods (U.S. Census, 
2000). 
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Survey Respondents 
 
The survey asked a series of questions about the demographic characteristics of respondents, 
including gender, race/ethnicity, age, and education level. 
 
Gender:  Sixty-four percent of respondents are female, and 36% are male.  Milwaukee County’s 
gender distribution is 52% female, 48% male. 1 
 
Race/Ethnicity:  As shown in Table 1, two-thirds of respondents (67%) are African American, 14% 
are Caucasian, 12% are Hispanic, 6% are Multi-racial/Other, and Asian Americans and Native 
Americans make up 1% each.  Although direct comparisons with U.S. Census results are not 
possible due to differences in how U.S. Census estimates are calculated, generally speaking it would 
appear that the respondents in the NSP neighborhoods tend to be over-represented by African 
Americans and under-represented by Caucasians. 
 

Table 1.  Race/Ethnicity of Respondents 

Race/Ethnicity Count Percentage2 Milwaukee 
County 

African American / Black 341 67% 26% 
Asian American 4 1% 3% 
Hispanic / Latino 59 12% 11% 
Native American 5 1% 1% 
Caucasian / White 71 14% 64% 
Multi-Racial / Other 27 6% 6% 
Don’t Know 1 0% - 
Total 508 100% 100% 

 
Age:  Respondent ages ranged from 18 to 90 years old, and the median age of respondents is 41 
years old.  According to the U.S. Census, the median age in Milwaukee County is 35.7 years old. 
 
Education: Respondents were asked to identify the category that best describes his/her education 
level.  As seen in Table 2, most respondents reported having a High School Diploma, GED, or 
equivalent (38%), followed by 25% reporting some college. Overall, just over half (53%) reported 
having a high school education or less. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
1 Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2008 American Community Survey.  All census estimates used in this 
report are from this source. 
2 Percentage totals in columns will not always equal exactly 100% due to rounding. 
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Table 2.  Education Level 
Response Count Percentage 

Less than High School 76 15% 
High School Diploma /Equivalency / GED 195 38% 
Some College 128 25% 
Apprenticeship Program 10 2% 
Associate Degree 34 7% 
Bachelor’s Degree  39 8% 
Master’s Degree or Doctorate Degree 23 5% 
Total 514 100% 

 
Employment Status:  Respondents were asked to categorize their employment status.  Less than half 
the respondents were working either full-time (30%) or part-time (15%).  The rest of the 
respondents were in some way not working.  One in four respondents reported being unemployed, 
while 14% were unable to work due to a disability.  Eleven percent were retired, and 5% were not 
working for other reasons (i.e., student, stay-at-home parent).  See Table 3. 
 

Table 3.  Employment Status 
Response Count Percentage 

Employed - Full-Time 155 30% 
Employed - Part-Time 76 15% 
Unemployed 126 25% 
Unable to Work – Disability 74 14% 
Retired 57 11% 
Not Working - Student / Stay-at-Home Parent 24 5% 
Total 514 100% 

 
• Looking for Work:  Of those who are employed full-time, one in five (21%) reported that 

they were looking for a new job, while more than half (55%) of respondents who are 
employed part-time reported that they were looking for full-time employment.  More than 
half (57%) of the unemployed respondents reported that they were looking for employment. 

 
Marital Status:  Just over half the respondents (51%) are single/never married, and 21% are married.  
Fifteen percent are divorced or separated, 9% are widowed, and 4% are unmarried/living with their 
partner (see Table 4).  In Milwaukee County, a higher rate of married residents is observed; 42% of 
men and 38% of women are married.  
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Table 4.  Marital Status 
Response Count Percentage 

Single, never married 260 51% 
Married 106 21% 
Divorced / Separated 77 15% 
Widowed 45 9% 
Unmarried, living with partner (cohabitating) 19 4% 
Missing 7 1% 
Total 514 100%* 

 
Household Membership:  The average household size for respondents is 3.5.  This compares with an 
average household size of 2.5 in Milwaukee County. 
  

• Household Membership by Age:  Respondents were asked to indicate how many 
members of their current household fit into different age groups.  Table 5 shows the number 
of households that have at least one member of their household in the age range specified.  
Over nine in ten households have an adult between 18 and 64 years of age (94%), but only 
about one in six (16%) have a senior citizen in their household.   

 
Table 5.  Household Membership by Age 

Response Count Percentage 

Adults – 18 to 64 years of age 480 94% 
Adults – 65 years or older (Seniors) 83 16% 
Children – 5 years or younger  155 30% 
Children – 6 to 12 years of age  168 33% 
Children – 13 to 17 years of age  130 25% 

 
Just over half of all households (53%) reported that there were children in their household.  
Thirty percent reported having at least one child five years old or younger.  Thirty-three 
percent reported having at least one child between six and twelve years old.  Lastly, 25% 
reported having at least one child who is a teenager (thirteen and seventeen years old). 

 
Grandparent Providing Care for Grandchildren:  Fifteen percent of all respondents indicated that 
they are a grandparent providing primary care for grandchildren.  While not a direct comparison, in 
Milwaukee County, 2% of all households had grandparents reporting that they are responsible for 
grandchildren. 
 
Poverty Status:  Using federal poverty guidelines, respondent poverty status was determined based 
on two factors:  household size and household income levels.  The standards are those set forth by 
the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (see Appendix D).3  After determining total 

                                                 
3 U.S. Department of Health & Human Services, http://aspe.hhs.gov/poverty/09poverty.shtml. 
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household size, respondents were asked whether their annual household income was more or less 
than the given value.  
 
Table 6 shows that half of all respondents indicated that their household income was below the 
federal poverty level, 42% had household incomes that were more than the poverty level, and 9% 
did not know their total household income.  In comparison, the prevalence of poverty for the larger 
Milwaukee County area is much smaller at 13%.  The respondents in this sample are more than 
three times as likely to have incomes that are below the poverty level. 
 

Table 6.  Poverty Status of Respondents 

 
All  

Respondents
Milwaukee 

County 
No  

Children 
With  

Children 
More (above poverty level) 42% 87% 52% 32% 
Less (below poverty level) 50% 13% 39% 59% 
Don't Know 9% - 9% 9% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 
• Poverty in Households with Children:  When comparing respondents with and without 

children, significant differences were found.  A higher percentage of respondents with 
children appeared to be in poverty than those without children.  Fifty-nine percent of 
respondents with children are under the poverty line, compared with 39% of respondents 
without children.  In Milwaukee County, 21% of families with related children are 
considered to be below the poverty line. 

 
Computer with Internet Access at Home:  Just under half of respondents (49%) reported that they 
have a computer with internet access at home. 
 



CR-SDC – CSBG Community Needs Assessment 2010 
Prepared by University of Wisconsin – Milwaukee: Center for Urban Initiatives and Research 

10

Poverty and Quality of Life in Milwaukee County 
 
Survey respondents were asked two questions about their opinions on poverty in general and their 
own family’s quality of life. 
 
Poverty as a Serious Problem 
 
Respondents were asked whether they thought poverty is a serious problem in Milwaukee County.  
An overwhelming majority of respondents (93%) said “yes,” while 4% said “no” and 3% were not 
sure. 
 
Change in Quality of Life 
 
Asked whether their family’s quality of life has gotten better, worse, or stayed about the same in the 
past three years, fewer than one in five respondents (17%) reported that their lives have gotten 
better.  Forty-seven percent reported that their quality of life was about the same, and 34% indicated 
that it had gotten worse.  Table 7 shows the full results. 
 

Table 7.  Change in Respondent Family’s Quality of Life in Past Three Years 
Response Count Percentage 

Gotten Better 89 17% 
Stayed the Same 242 47% 
Gotten Worse 174 34% 
Don’t Know / No Answer 9 2% 
Total 514 100% 
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Employment Needs 
 
Survey respondents were asked a series of questions about their employment status and their 
thoughts about education and training.   
 
Respondents were asked which of the following best describes their employment status.  Only 45% 
of respondents were working, either full-time (30%) or part-time (15%).  The rest of the 
respondents were otherwise not employed.  One in four respondents indicated being unemployed, 
while 14% were unable to work due to a disability.  Eleven percent reported being retired, and 5% 
were not working for other reasons (i.e., student, stay-at-home parent). 
 

Table 8.  Employment Status 
Response Count Percentage 

Employed - Full-Time 155 30% 
Employed - Part-Time 76 15% 
Unemployed 126 25% 
Unable to Work – Disability 74 14% 
Retired 57 11% 
Not Working - Student or Stay-at-Home Parent 24 5% 
Total 514 100% 

 
According to the U.S. Department of Labor, the unemployment rate in Milwaukee County was 9.3% 
in September 2009, when the majority of the survey was conducted.  The County unemployment 
rate is considerably lower than the 25% unemployment rate reported in this report.4 
 
Black Male Joblessness 
 
The issue of Black male joblessness is also analyzed in this report.  Comparing black males with all 
other respondents, there did not appear to be any significant difference (see Table 9 below).  
According to the figures below, black men are no more likely to be unemployed than employed.  
Among those not employed, 23% are black men; among employed respondents, 21% are black men.   
 

Table 9.  Employment Status of Black Males and All Other Respondents 
Response Black Men Others Total 

Not Employed 23% 78% 100% 
Employed 21% 79% 100% 

 
At the same time, this should be considered in the context that the sample population comes from 
Milwaukee central city neighborhoods.  The comparison between groups may be different when 
considering a larger sample population, such as all Milwaukee County residents. 

                                                 
4 Source:  U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS).  Unemployment rates are calculated 
by the number of unemployed individuals by the total eligible labor force. 
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Employment Profile of Full- and Part-Time Workers 
 
The full-time and part-time workers taking the survey were asked several follow-up questions.   
 

• Health Insurance from Employer:  Just over half (52%) of full-time and part-time 
workers indicated that they received health insurance through their jobs.  However, 
significant differences were apparent between the two groups, shown in Table 10.  While 
65% of full-time workers receive health insurance through their jobs, only 24% of part-time 
workers receive the same benefit. 

 
Table 10. Health Insurance Benefits by Employment Status5 

Response Yes No 
Don’t 
Know

Total 

Employed - Full-Time 65% 35% 1% 100% 
Employed - Part-Time 24% 76% 0% 100% 

 
• Job Satisfaction:  Full-time and part-time workers were asked about their overall job 

satisfaction.  With the two groups combined, nearly three-quarters (74%) indicated that they 
were satisfied with their job.  However, more full-time employees indicated satisfaction with 
their job than part-time employees.  Seventy-eight percent of full-time employees indicated 
satisfaction, while 62% of part-time workers indicated satisfaction (see Table 11). 

 
Table 11. Job Satisfaction by Employment Status 

Response Yes No 
Don’t 
Know

Total 

Employed - Full-Time 79% 19% 3% 100% 
Employed - Part-Time 62% 37% 2% 100% 

 
• Confidence in Job Security:  Lastly, full- and part-time workers were asked the following 

question:  “How confident are you that your job is safe for the next year?  Are you very 
confident, somewhat confident, not very confident, not at all confident, or don’t know?”  
Results are listed in Table 12.  The majority (78%) of workers surveyed indicated that they 
were very or somewhat confident that their job is safe for the next year.  One in five workers 
reported that they were not very or not at all confident in their job security for the next year. 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

                                                 
5 To determine whether significant differences exist between groups, this report utilizes the chi2 statistic at a 
0.05 level of statistical significance.  Differences between groups will only be reported if they fulfill this 
criterion. 
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Table 12.  Perspectives on Job Security 
Response Count Percentage 

Very confident 103 46% 
Somewhat confident 72 32% 
Not very confident 26 12% 
Not at all confident 18 8% 
Don’t know 3 1% 
Total 231 100% 

 
Looking for Work 
 
Two questions were asked full-time and part-time workers as well as unemployed respondents about 
looking for work. 
 

• Presently Looking for Work:  When asked if they are presently looking for work or 
looking for a new job, just over half of the respondents (51%) indicated yes.  However, 
differences existed between the three groups (see Table 13 below).  Unemployed 
respondents and part-time workers were more likely to indicate that they were looking for 
work or a new job.  Specifically, among full-time workers, only 21% were looking for work 
or a new job, compared with 55% among part-time workers, and 86% of unemployed 
respondents.   

 
Table 13.  Those Looking for Work or a New Job by Employment Status 

Response Yes No Total

Employed - Full-Time 21% 79% 100%
Employed - Part-Time 55% 45% 100%
Unemployed 86% 14% 100%

 
• Problems with Looking for Work:  Those who indicated that they were looking for work 

or a new job were asked the open-ended question:  “What have you found to be the biggest 
problem as you’ve looked for work.”  Results are reported in Table 14.  Percentages are 
calculated from the 191 respondents who are looking for work. 
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Table 14.  Problems with Looking for Work 

  Count Percentage 

Problems related to JOB AVAILABILITY 130 68% 

• Lack of jobs 112 59% 

• Unsatisfactory wages 14 7% 

• Too much competition 10 5% 

• Too few hours offered 8 4% 

• Unsatisfactory benefits 5 3% 
Problems related to GETTING HIRED 35 18% 

• Personal discrimination 13 7% 

• Do not have necessary education 10 5% 

• Do not have necessary skills 6 3% 

• Do not have necessary experience 6 3% 
Problems related to JOB SEARCH 23 12% 

• Do not have transportation 13 7% 

• Have other responsibilities (e.g., kids, current job) 7 4% 

• Do not have internet access/proficiency 3 2% 
Other 14 7% 

 
Three major themes emerged from the analysis of this question.  Respondents who are looking for 
work indicated that they experienced problems with (1) job availability, (2) getting hired, and (3) job 
search.  First, over two-thirds of the respondents looking for work said they experienced problems 
with job availability (68%), “not enough jobs” or  a “lack of jobs” being the most common 
response.  Second, eighteen percent of those looking for work said they had problems related to 
getting hired, with issues such as personal discrimination and a lack of necessary education cited 
specifically.  Lastly, of the 12% who reported problems related to the job search process, 
transportation was the most commonly cited problem. 
 
Education and Training 
 
The respondents who indicated that they were looking for work or a new job were also asked about 
education and training issues. 
 
Respondents were first asked if they think they need more education or training to get the job they 
want, or a better job.  A majority of these respondents (71%) indicated yes, that they do indeed need 
more education or training. 
 
• Type of Education or Training Needed:  Respondents who answered “yes” above were 

asked further what kind of training or education would meet their needs.  Table 15 presents the 
results, with percentages based on the 140 respondents who answered this question. 
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Table 15.  Desired Types of Job Training 
  Count Percentage 

Computer / Engineering/ Technical 29 21% 
College Education 26 19% 
More Education / Training (general) 25 18% 
Medical 21 15% 
Trades / Vocational 17 12% 
GED / High School Diploma 14 10% 
Business 13 9% 
Other 7 5% 
Childcare 5 4% 
Food Service / Culinary 4 3% 

 
Computer, engineering, or technical training was the type of training most frequently wanted by 
respondents (21%).  Nineteen percent suggested that a college education would meet their needs.  
The third most common response was more education or training in general.  Medical training was 
another common response, mentioned by 15% of respondents answering this question. 
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Income Needs 
 
Survey respondents were asked a series of questions about their personal finances in general and also 
in specific areas.  This section outlines the results from this battery of questions.  All respondents 
were asked questions from this part of the survey. 
 
Household Income in Past Year 
 
The first question from this part of the survey asked respondents:  “In the past year, has your 
household income increased, decreased, or stayed the same?”  More respondents indicated that their 
household income decreased (32%) than those who indicated that their income increased (21%).  
See Table 16 for the full results. 
 

Table 16.  Direction of Household Income in the Past Year 
Response Count Percentage 

Increased 99 21% 
Same 208 45% 
Decreased 151 32% 
Don’t Know 8 2% 
Total 466 100% 

 
Trouble Paying for Necessities 
 
Respondents were also asked if they or someone in their household has had any trouble paying for 
various necessities, including gas/electric bill, medical care, dental care, and prescription drugs.  If 
the respondent answered positively, then they were asked a follow-up question about whether they 
had to go without the necessity.  In Table 17, the left-hand side of the table presents the percentage 
who reported having trouble paying for the necessity, while the right side reflects those who 
reported having to go without.  
 

Table 17.  Trouble Paying for Necessities and Who Had to Go Without Them 

 Yes No IF YES - Yes No 
Don’t 
Know

Gas/electric bill 51% 49% Were your utilities shut off? 30% 70% 0% 
Medical care 32% 68% Did you have to go without it? 62% 36% 2% 
Dental care 27% 74% Did you have to go without it? 75% 22% 4% 
Prescription drugs 30% 70% Did you have to go without it? 69% 22% 2% 
 

• Trouble with Utilities:  A majority of respondents (51%) said they had trouble paying their 
gas/electric bill, and among those, 30% said that their utilities were shut off.   

 
• Trouble with Medical/Dental Care and Prescription Drugs:  In the areas related to 

medical necessities, the percentage of respondents who reported difficulty paying was on 
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average just under one-third of all respondents.  However, about two-thirds of respondents 
who reported difficulty paying also had to go without that necessity.  Sixty-two percent of 
those having trouble paying for medical care went without it.  Three out of four respondents 
who had trouble paying for dental care went without it, and 69% of those who had trouble 
paying for prescription drugs went without them. 

 
Household Financial Activity 
 
Survey respondents were asked whether they or someone in their household has engaged in various 
household financial activities in the past year, including applying for a pay day loan, applying for a 
house loan, applying for a car loan, using a check cashing center, or using a rent-to-own service.  
Follow-up questions were asked about whether someone received a loan for which he or she 
applied. 
 

Table 18.  Household Financial Activities and Success with Loan Applications 

 Yes No IF YES - Yes No 
Don’t 
Know 

Applied for a pay day loan 12% 88% Did you get the loan? 82% 14% 5% 
Applied for a home loan 5% 95% Did you get the loan? 39% 52% 9% 
Applied for a car loan 7% 93% Did you get the loan? 61% 32% 7% 
Used a check cashing center 27% 73%
Used a rent-to-own service 5% 95%

 
The table above reveals that over one in four reported using check cashing centers (27%).  This was 
the most common of the financial activity surveyed.  Applying for home loans and using rent-to-
own services were least popular.  Only 5% of respondents reported these financial activities. 
 
More respondents were likely to apply for a pay day loan than apply for a home or car loan.  Pay day 
loans are short-term, high-cost loans intended to cover expenses until the applicant’s next pay day.  
Typically these pay day loans charge a high rate of interest, and critics suggest that they are a 
predatory financial service taking advantage of low-income residents.6  In any case, over four of five 
payday loan applicant received the loan, compared with lower acceptance rates for home loans 
(39%) and car loans (61%). 
 
Bank and Retirement Accounts 
 
Respondents were asked about whether they have various banking accounts, and whether they have 
had to tap into these in the past year. 
 

• Checking, Savings, and Retirement Accounts:  Respondents were asked whether they 
currently have a checking account, savings account, and/or a retirement account.  As shown 
in Table 19, most respondents (58%) have checking accounts, while just under half (47%) 

                                                 
6 c.f. Howard Jacob Karger, "Scamming the Poor: The Modern Fringe Economy", The Social Policy Journal, pp. 
39-54, 2004  
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have savings accounts, and only 24% have retirement accounts.  Of those who reported 
being retired, nearly seven in ten (69%) did not report having a retirement account. 

 
Table 19.  Prevalence of Banking Accounts 

Account Type Yes No / Don’t Know 

Checking Account 58% 42% 
Savings Account 47% 53% 
Retirement Account 24% 76% 

 
• Tapped into Savings or Retirement Accounts:  A follow-up question was asked of those 

reporting a savings or retirement account:  Did they have had to tap into the account in the 
past year?  Seventy percent of those with a savings account report having had to tap into 
their savings account, and 30% report having had to tap into their retirement account in the 
past year. 

 
Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) 
 
When survey respondents were asked if they have heard of the earned income tax credit (EITC) for 
federal taxes, 67% said “yes,” that they had.  Of those who have heard about the EITC, 42% 
indicated that they claimed it on their last federal tax return, while 52% did not claim the EITC, and 
5% were unsure if they had or not. 
 
Need for Assistance in Various Financial Areas 
 
The survey next asked whether respondents could use help in a variety of financial areas, including 
filling out tax forms, getting a car or home loan, budgeting, and making a plan for saving money.  
Figure 1 presents the results in terms of the percentage of respondents who indicated that they 
could use help with each activity.  Although no one financial area was identified by a majority of 
respondents, assistance for filling out tax forms was most frequently cited/requested (45%), 
followed closely by making a plan for saving money (44%). 
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Figure 1.  Percentage of Respondents Who Could Use Help in Various Financial Areas 
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Food and Nutrition Needs 
 
The survey also focused on the food and nutritional needs of respondents.  In particular, the survey 
asked about food supply, food pantries, food-related governmental assistance, cooking habits, and 
opinions about local food stores. 
 
Food Supply 
 
Respondents were asked which situation best describes their household’s food supply:  always 
enough food, most of the time there is enough food, sometimes there is enough food, seldom or 
never enough food, or don’t know.  The most common category of household food supply was 
“always enough food,” where 46% of respondents chose this category.  Still, over one in five 
respondents (22%) indicated that they have enough food only sometimes or less (see Table 20).   

 
Table 20.  Household Food Supply 

Response Count Percentage 

Always Enough Food 231 46% 
Most of Time Enough Food 159 32% 
Sometimes Enough Food 85 17% 
Seldom / Never Enough Food 25 5% 
Don’t Know 1 0% 
Total 501 100% 

 
Children and Breakfast:  Only 77% of respondents with children report that their children eat 
breakfast daily. 
 

Table 21.  Number of Times Children Eat Breakfast Per Week 
Response Count Percentage 

Every day (7 days/week) 203 77% 
Most days (4-6 days/week) 38 14% 
Some days (1-3 days/week) 19 7% 
Rarely or never (0-1 days/week) 1 0% 
Don’t Know 4 2% 
Total 265 100% 

 
Food Pantries and Meal Sites – Awareness and Usage 
 
Respondents were asked whether they were aware of any food pantries or free meal sites that they 
could use.  Nearly two-thirds of all respondents (65%) answered “yes," that they knew of some kind 
of food pantry or free meal site.  Of the respondents aware of those sites, 35% said that they have 
used a food pantry or free meal site in the past year. 
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Food Stamps and WIC Benefits 
 
Respondents were asked about whether they or someone in their household receive food stamps or 
Women Infants and Children (WIC) benefits.  Forty-nine percent of respondents indicated that they 
receive food stamps, and 21% indicated that they receive WIC benefits.  Seventeen percent of all 
respondents receive both. 
 
Local Food Stores 
 
Several questions were asked about respondents’ local food stores. 
 

• Satisfaction:  Seventy-nine percent indicated that they are satisfied with their choice of local 
food stores.   

 
• Opinions on Local Food Stores:  Respondents were also asked three questions about 

whether food stores are too far away, whether they are too expensive, and if they have 
enough fresh produce and healthy foods.  Over half (56%) thought that their food stores 
were too expensive.  Also, about one in five respondents thought that their local food stores 
were too far away (21%), and 19% thought that their food stores do not have enough fresh 
produce and healthy foods. 

 
Table 22.  Opinions on Local Food Stores 

Question Yes No 
Don’t 
Know 

Total 

Are they too far away? 21% 79% 1% 100% 
Are they too expensive? 56% 43% 1% 100% 
Do they have enough fresh produce and healthy foods? 80% 19% 1% 100% 

 
Cooking Meals at Home – Time and Equipment 
 
Two questions were asked about respondents’ cooking habits and access to proper cooking 
equipment.  Eighty-seven percent reported that they usually have time to cook meals at home.  
Virtually all respondents (95%) reported that they have the equipment they need to cook meals at 
home, such as a stove and refrigerator. 
 
Food and Nutrition-related Education and Awareness 
 
Respondents were asked if they would like to learn more about four food-related subjects, including 
nutrition, cooking healthy meals at home, food stamps, and WIC benefits.  Respondents were most 
interested in learning more about cooking healthy meals at home, although less than half (46%) 
indicated an interest in learning more about it.  Learning more about WIC benefits garnered the least 
interest from respondents; only 15% were interested in learning more about the WIC program.  See 
Figure 2. 
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Figure 2.  Food and Nutrition-related Education and Awareness 
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Transportation Needs 
 
A section of the survey gathered information about the transportation characteristics and needs of 
respondents, including driver’s license availability, car ownership, and satisfaction with the county 
bus system. 
 
Driver’s License Availability 
 
Just over half of the respondents (59%) reported that they have a driver’s license.  For those that did 
not, 27% said that it was because of legal problems, like tickets. 
 
Car Ownership and Related Difficulties 
 
Fifty-two percent of respondents indicated that they are car owners.  Among these respondents, 
52% indicated that the cost of car maintenance or repair has been a problem in the past year, and 
44% said that the cost of car insurance has been a problem in the past year. 
 
Transportation Difficulties 
 
Two questions were asked about the difficulties respondents experience with transportation. 
 

• General Transportation Difficulties:  Respondents were asked if they have trouble getting 
where they need to go, like food stores, doctor’s offices or hospitals.  Nearly a quarter (23%) 
indicated that they had a problem getting where they need to go. 

 
• Transportation for Special Needs:  Thirteen percent of all respondents reported that there 

are disabled persons in their household who have transportation problems, compared with 
10% who have seniors in their household who have transportation problems. 

 
Items related to the Milwaukee County Bus System 
 
All respondents were asked questions regarding whether they are regular bus riders, about their 
satisfaction with the bus system in general, and regarding potential problematic aspects of the bus 
system.   
 

• Regular Bus Riders:  Forty-three percent of the respondents surveyed indicated that they 
regularly use the bus system to get around.   

 
• Satisfaction with the Bus System:  All respondents were then asked if they are satisfied 

with the bus system in Milwaukee.  As seen in Table 23, just over half (54%) said “yes,” they 
are satisfied; 27% said “no;” and 19% said “don’t know.”   
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Table 23.  Satisfaction with Milwaukee County Bus System 
Response Count Percentage

Yes 265 54% 
No 132 27% 
Don’t Know 91 19% 
Total 488 100% 

 
• Potential Problems with the Bus System:  All respondents were asked about specific 

aspects about the bus system in Milwaukee, including cost, routes, operating time, and safety.  
Results are presented in Table 24.  The most commonly cited problem regarding the bus 
system in Milwaukee relates to safety (39%), followed by cost (30%), routes (26%), and 
operating time (25%). 

 
Table 24.  Reported Problems with Various Aspects of the Bus System in Milwaukee 
Question Yes No Don’t Know Total 

Is cost a problem? 30% 53% 17% 100% 
Are routes a problem? 26% 57% 17% 100% 
Is operating time a problem? 25% 56% 19% 100% 
Is safety a problem? 39% 45% 16% 100% 
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Housing Needs 
 
Several items in this survey were about housing-related needs of respondents. 
 
Satisfaction with Current Housing:  Nearly four out of five respondents (78%) reported that they 
were satisfied with their housing.   
 
Adequate Space:  Eighty-five percent reported that their current housing is big enough for their 
family. 
 
Homeownership 
 
Thirty-two percent of respondents indicated that they are homeowners, 65% are renters, and 2% 
indicated that they fell into another category (e.g., an adult staying with parents at no charge).  In 
comparison, 56% of Milwaukee County homes are owner-occupied. 
 

Table 25.  Homeownership in Milwaukee 

Response Count Percentage 
Milwaukee 

County 
Own 166 32% 56% 
Rent 334 65% 44% 
Other 11 2% N/A 
Total 511 100% 100% 

 
Housing-related Needs of Homeowners 
 

• Trouble with House Payments:  Homeowners were asked if they have had trouble making 
a house payment in the past year.  Among homeowners, 19% percent reported that they 
have had trouble making a house payment.  Among homeowners who have had trouble 
making a house payment, 43% reported that their home is at-risk for foreclosure or is 
currently being foreclosed. 

 
• Major Repairs:  More than half (54%) of homeowners reported that their house needs 

major repairs.  Among those with homes in need of major repairs, only 23% of reported that 
they knew of a program that might help them with repairs. 

 
• Weatherization:  Fifty-three percent of all homeowners reported that their home needs 

weatherization improvements. 
 
Housing-related Needs of Renters 
 

• Trouble Making a Rent Payment:  Renters were asked if they have had trouble making a 
rent payment in the past year.  More than a third of renters (36%) reported that they have 
had trouble.  This is nearly double the rate of homeowners in trouble with housing 
payments. 
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• Evictions:  Among the renters who indicated that they had trouble making a rent payment, 

the survey asked if they were at risk of being evicted or currently being evicted.  A quarter 
(26%) reported that they are either at-risk or currently being evicted, considerably less than 
the homeowners with foreclosure risk. 

 
• Major Repairs:  Just over one-third of renters (34%) reported that their rental unit is in 

need of major repairs.   
 

• Housing Assistance or Subsidy:  Twenty-three percent of renters reported receiving some 
sort of housing assistance or support (i.e., Section 8) or living in public housing.  Among 
those who said no, 13% said that they were currently on a waiting list for a housing subsidy 
or public housing. 

 
• Renter’s Rights:  Sixty percent of renters are familiar with renter’s rights. 

 
Learning about How to Buy a House 
 
Non-home owners (i.e., renters and “other” respondents) were asked whether they are interested in 
learning about how to buy a house.  Nearly two-thirds of these respondents (60%) said they are 
interested.   
 
A follow-up question for this subgroup asked:  “Do you think there are enough houses on the 
market that you could afford?”  Just under half of these respondents (48%) said yes, 36% said no, 
and 16% said don’t know. 
 
Difficulty with Security Deposit 
 
Almost all respondents were asked a question about whether paying for a security deposit be a 
problem for them if they wanted to move.7  Just over half (51%) indicated that it would indeed be a 
problem. 
 
Satisfaction with Neighborhood 
 
Respondents were asked:  “Which of the following best describes how satisfied you are with your 
neighborhood?”  As shown in Table 26 (next page), three quarters of all respondents said that they 
are very or somewhat satisfied with their neighborhood.  One quarter indicated that they are not 
very or not at all satisfied with their neighborhood. 

 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
7 Because of an unintended skip in the printed survey, renters and “other” respondents who are not interested 
in learning about how to buy a house are not asked the question about moving and security deposits.  The 
sample size for this question is 401. 
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Table 26.  Neighborhood Satisfaction 
Response Count Percentage 

Very Satisfied 126 25% 
Somewhat Satisfied 259 50% 
Not Very Satisfied 66 13% 
Not at All Satisfied 59 12% 
Don’t know 3 1% 
Total 513 100% 

 
Frequency of Moves – Transiency 
 
When asked how many times they have moved in the past five years, almost half (47%) answered 
none or never (see Table 27).  A majority of respondents have moved at least once in the past five 
years, and a third of the respondents moved once or twice in the past five years.  Seventeen percent 
have moved three to five times in the past five years.   
 

Table 27.  Number of Moves in the Past Five Years 
Response Count Percentage 

None / Never 241 47% 
Once or Twice 171 33% 
Three to Five Times 88 17% 
Six or More Times 10 2% 
Don’t Know 1 0% 
Total 511 100% 

 
 



CR-SDC – CSBG Community Needs Assessment 2010 
Prepared by University of Wisconsin – Milwaukee: Center for Urban Initiatives and Research 

28

Health and Healthcare Needs 
 
This section reports the results from survey questions about the health and healthcare-related needs 
of respondents. 
 
Health Insurance for Any Household Member 
 
When asked if any member of their household has health insurance, 82% said yes.  These 
respondents were then asked two questions – about governmental health insurance and whether all 
adults in their household have health insurance. 
 

• Government Health Insurance:  Two-thirds of these respondents reported that someone 
in their household receives health insurance coverage through a State or Federal government 
program (e.g., Forward Health, BadgerCare, Medicaid/Medicare, VA health benefits, etc.). 

 
• Coverage of All Household Adults:  Over three-quarters of these respondents indicated 

that all the adults in their household have health insurance. 
 
Medical and Dental Check-Ups for Adults in the Household 
 
Three-quarters of all respondents said that all adults in their household have had a medical check-up 
in the past year.  Just over half (55%) said that all adults in their household have had a dental check-
up in the past year. 
 
Health-related Problems of Household Members 
 
Respondents were asked if they or someone in their household has chronic or long-term health 
problems, a need for medical equipment or supplies, mental health issues, and/or alcohol/drug 
abuse (AODA) problems.  Those indicating yes were asked a follow-up question about the 
satisfaction with the treatment/services available. See Table 28 and Figure 3. 
 

Table 28.  Prevalence of Medical Issues and Treatment/Service Satisfaction 

 Yes No 
Don’t 
Know

IF YES - Yes No 
Don’t 
Know

Chronic or long-term 
health issues 38% 61% 2% 

Satisfied with the 
medical treatment 
available? 

79% 19% 2% 

Need for medical 
equipment or supplies 31% 78% 2% Satisfied with the 

supplies received? 70% 28% 2% 

Mental health issues 14% 84% 3% Satisfied with the 
services available? 54% 42% 5% 

Alcohol or drug abuse 
problems 7% 90% 3% Satisfied with the 

services available? 20% 51% 27% 
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• Chronic Health Issues:  The survey finds that 38% of respondents have households that 
have someone who suffers from chronic or long-term health issues, and 79% of them are 
satisfied with the medical treatment they receive.   

 
• Medical Equipment/Supplies:  Thirty-one percent of respondents have households in 

which someone needs medical equipment or supplies, with 70% satisfied with the supplies 
they receive.   

 
• Mental Health Issues:  Only 14% of respondent households have someone with mental 

health issues. For these households, only 54% are satisfied with mental health services 
available. 

 
• Alcohol/Drug Abuse:  Seven percent of respondents have households in which someone 

has an alcohol or drug abuse problem.  For these households, only 20% are satisfied with 
AODA services available. 

 
Figure 3.  Prevalence & Satisfaction of Various Medical Issues 
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Proximity of Medical and Dental Care 
 
Thirty-one percent of respondents said that there is a lack of doctors or medical clinics in their area, 
compared with 38% who said there is a lack of dentists or dental clinics in their area.   
 
Accessing and Navigating the Healthcare System 
 
When asked if respondents have difficulty accessing the health care system, 22% said yes.  Twenty-
six percent of respondents indicated that they have difficulty navigating the health care system. 
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Healthcare for Children 
 

• Health Insurance Coverage for Children:  Nearly all (89%) respondents with children 
living in their household indicated that all the children in their household have health 
insurance. 

 
• Medical and Dental Check-Ups for Children:  Ninety-three percent said that all the 

children in their household have had a medical check-up in the past year, compared with 
74% who said that all the children in their household have had a dental check-up in the past 
year. 

 
• Child Immunizations:  Ninety-one percent indicated that all of the children in their 

household are current with required immunizations. 
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Family and Relationship Needs 
 
The next section focuses on assessing family and relationship-related needs of respondents, 
including child care costs, educational options, and others.  Only respondents with children living in 
their households answered questions in this section, or 53% of all respondents. 
 
Child Care Needs and Issues 
 
Nearly one-third of respondents (30%) who have children in their household use child care.  Among 
those, 87% are satisfied with their child care choices, but 21% indicated that the cost of child care is 
a problem for them. 
 
Child Support Issues 
 
Nearly a third of respondents with children (32%) either pay or receive child support.  Among these 
respondents, 32% pay child support and 68% receive child support. 
 
Over one-third (39%) reported having trouble getting or paying for child support.  When comparing 
the two groups, it appears that those who pay child support are more likely than recipients to report 
trouble, with 58% of payers reporting trouble with payments, compared with 30% of recipients. 
 

Table 29.  Trouble with Child Support by Payers and Recipients 
 Trouble - Yes No Trouble Total 

Pay 58% 42% 100% 
Receive 30% 70% 100% 

 
Need for Parenting Assistance, Education, or Support 
 
Lastly, respondents with children were asked if they would like any help with parenting issues, 
education, or support groups.  One-third of these respondents said yes. 
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Education Needs 
 
Respondents were asked a series of questions relating to their children and education, such as 
satisfaction with educational and after-school options.  Table 30 presents the full results. 
 

Table 30.  Responses to Education/After-School Questions 

Question Yes No 
Don’t 
Know 

Total 

Satisfied with education options? 79% 16% 5% 100% 
Learn more about education options? 66% 31% 3% 100% 
Satisfied with after-school programs? 68% 17% 16% 100% 
Any children having trouble in school? 21% 76% 3% 100% 

 
Seventy-nine percent of respondents with children indicated that they are satisfied with the 
education options available for their children. Still, two-thirds (66%) reported that they would still 
like to learn more about education options for their children. 
 
Satisfaction with After-school Programs:  Just over two-thirds of respondents (68%) with children 
reported general satisfaction with after-school programs for their children.   
 
Children in Household Having Trouble in School:  Just over one in five (21%) reported that at least 
one of their children is having trouble in school. 
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Legal Needs 
 
Twelve percent of all respondents indicated that they or someone in their household has had legal 
problems in the past year.  Among these respondents, 63% have tried to get legal help from a lawyer 
or legal clinic.  However, only 64% of the respondents who sought legal help said they were able to 
get the help they needed. 
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Barriers that Keep People in Poverty 
 
All survey respondents were asked what they think keeps people in poverty, and they were 
encouraged to provide multiple answers.  The top ten responses are listed in Table 31, and a full 
table of all major categories is provided in Appendix F. 
 

Table 31.  Barriers that Keep People in Poverty 

  Count Percentage

Lack of Employment / No Jobs 310 60% 
Education 119 23% 
Personal Issues (e.g. laziness, criminal record, apathy) 71 14% 
Socioeconomic Barriers (i.e. discrimination, generational poverty) 48 9% 
High Cost of Living 36 7% 
Drugs / Alcohol 26 5% 
Parental / Family Problems 24 5% 
Housing-related Problems 21 4% 
Bad Environment (i.e. poor neighborhoods, crime) 19 4% 
Bad Government / High Taxes 19 4% 

 
Lack of Employment / Jobs:  The most frequent response was related to employment and jobs, and 
was mentioned by almost two-thirds of all those surveyed (60%).  Responses in this category were 
somewhat broad.  Typical responses included “unemployment,” “no jobs,” and “jobs.”  Other 
responses within this category specifically mentioned low wages or jobs that pay poorly.  Lastly, 
others in this category suggested that a lack of job training keeps people in poverty. 
 
Education:  Respondents also mentioned education as a barrier, the second-most frequently 
mentioned (23%).  Respondents offered several perspectives about how education problems keep 
people in poverty.  The most common response was a general lack of education; “poor 
education/schools” and “lack of education” were two other popular answers.  Next, respondents 
said that people lacked “knowledge” about how to escape or find the necessary resources to escape 
poverty.  Lastly, respondents suggested that dropping out of school was a barrier. 
 
Personal Issues or Attributes:  The third-most frequent barrier cited by respondents was personal 
issues (14%).  Typical responses in this category include “lack of motivation” (in reference to getting 
or keeping a job), as well as “laziness” and “bad choices.”  Respondents often referred to how 
people were not interested in getting out of poverty, and that some had criminal records that were 
keeping them in poverty.  These responses focused on the idea that people could easily escape 
poverty if only they truly attempted to do so. 
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Solutions and Strategies for Reducing Poverty 
 
All respondents were asked:  “Generally speaking, what do you see as the most important thing that 
could be done to reduce poverty in Milwaukee?”  The top ten solutions are presented in Table 32, 
with the percentage of all respondents reported.  An expanded table with all responses is listed in 
Appendix G. 

 
Table 32.  Solutions and Strategies to Help Reduce Poverty 

  Count Percentage 

Employment / Jobs 330 64% 
Education 127 25% 
Community 55 11% 
Additional / Improved Programs & Resources 54 11% 
Government Action / Policy Issue 30 6% 
Housing 27 5% 
Family / Relationships 22 4% 
Character Issues 17 3% 
Other 16 3% 
Healthcare 15 3% 

 
Employment:  Almost two-thirds of all respondents (64%) saw employment/jobs as the most 
important strategy in reducing poverty.  The most typical responses included “more jobs” and 
“better pay.”  Other common responses in this category include more job training opportunities as 
well as creating more job opportunities for specific groups, such as youth, felons, seniors, and 
Milwaukee residents. 
 
Education:  The next most frequently cited area was education, mentioned by one quarter of all 
respondents.  Within this category, the most common response was “more” or “additional” 
education or educational opportunities.  Others suggested focusing on improving the existing school 
system.  Some respondents offered more specific ways to improve the existing school system, such 
as increased funding, “better teachers,” and encouraging more parental involvement.  Other 
common responses included expanding educational opportunities for adults and reducing the 
dropout rate. 
 
Community:  Just over one in ten responses were related to community.  Among the community-
related responses were:  “reduce crime,” community unity, and reducing racism/discrimination.   
 
Additional / Improved Programming and Resources:  Just over one in ten responses were related to 
additional/improved programming-related responses.  The most common were:  increasing 
“support” in general for people in poverty, providing more financial assistance to those in poverty, 
and increasing awareness of available (poverty-reducing) programs. 



CR-SDC – CSBG Community Needs Assessment 2010 
Prepared by University of Wisconsin – Milwaukee: Center for Urban Initiatives and Research 

36

Profile of Respondents Living in Poverty 
 
In this section of the report, we present basic demographic information for those respondents who 
indicated that they have an annual household income below the poverty line.  Comparisons are 
made via crosstab analysis between those in poverty and those who are not in poverty. 
 
Gender:  Women tend to have higher incidence of poverty than men.  Among the respondents in 
poverty, 71% are women and 29% are men.  Among those not in poverty, 55% were women and 
45% were men. 
 
Race/Ethnicity:  When considering the race and ethnicity of those in poverty, 71% are African 
American, 0% are Asian American, 11% are Hispanic/Latino, less than 1% are Native American, 
10% are Caucasian/White, 6% are Multi-racial, 1% are Other, and less than 1% indicated that they 
do not know (see Table 33). 
 
• Poverty Status by Race/Ethnicity:  Some differences are apparent when looking at the 

percentages of those living in poverty and those not living in poverty.  For example, African 
Americans make up a slightly larger proportion of those living in poverty (71%) compared to the 
percentage of African Americans that make up those not living in poverty (61%).  The opposite 
holds for white respondents; a smaller proportion of Caucasians constitute those living in 
poverty (10%) than the percentage of Caucasians that make up those not living in poverty 
(22%). 

 
Table 33.  Race/Ethnicity of Respondents 

Race/Ethnicity 
NOT in 
Poverty 

Living in 
Poverty 

African American / Black 61% 71% 
Asian American 1% 0% 
Hispanic / Latino 13% 11% 
Native American 2% <1% 
Caucasian / White 22% 10% 
Multi-Racial 1% 6% 
Other 1% 1% 
Don’t Know 0% <1% 
Total 100% 100% 

 
Age:  Those in poverty are slightly younger than those not in poverty.  The average age of a 
respondent in poverty is 42 years old, compared with an average age of 46 years old for respondents 
not living in poverty. 
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Education:  Those with lower levels of education are more likely to find themselves in poverty, 
compared with those with higher educational attainment.  Seventy-three percent of those with less 
than a high school diploma are living in poverty, compared with 64% of those with a high school 
diploma or GED and only 17% of those with a bachelor’s degree. See Table 34. 
 

Table 34.  Percentage of Respondents Living in Poverty by Education Level 
Response Living in Poverty NOT in Poverty Total 

Less than High School 73% 27% 100% 
High School Diploma / GED 64% 37% 100% 
Some College 53% 47% 100% 
Apprenticeship Program 44% 56% 100% 
Associate Degree 41% 59% 100% 
Bachelor’s Degree 17% 83% 100% 
Master’s / PhD 18% 82% 100% 

 
Employment Status:  Employment status has a strong association with poverty status.  As Table 35 
shows, more people that are not employed (i.e., unemployed, retired, disabled, or others) live in 
poverty compared with those who are employed.  Sixty-eight percent of those not employed live in 
poverty, compared with 57% of part-time workers and only 30% of full-time workers. 
 

Table 35.  Percentage of Respondents Living in Poverty by Employment Status 

Response 
Living in 
Poverty 

NOT in 
Poverty 

Total 

Employed – Full Time 30% 70% 100% 
Employed – Part-Time 57% 43% 100% 
Not Employed 68% 32% 100% 

 
• Part-Time Workers Looking for Work:  Among part-time workers that are looking for work 

or a new job, 64% live in poverty.  Among part-time workers not looking for work or a new job, 
only 36% live in poverty.  This relationship is statistically significant. 

 
• Unemployed Residents Looking for Work:  Among unemployed respondents looking for 

work, 77% live in poverty.  Among unemployed respondents who are not looking for work, 
85% live in poverty.  This relationship is not statistically significant. 

 
Black Male Joblessness:  When comparing unemployed black men and others in terms of poverty, 
no major differences were discovered.  Black men who are not employed are no more likely to be in 
poverty than other respondents.  In fact, unemployed black men are slightly less likely to be in 
poverty than others.  Forty-five percent of the unemployed black men in this sample live in poverty; 
56% of all others live in poverty. 
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Household Membership: Poverty status was also investigated by different household membership 
characteristics. 
 

• Household Size:  The average household size of respondents in poverty is 3.9, slightly 
larger compared with all respondents (3.5).  On average, respondents in poverty have 2.8 
children, compared with an average of 1.4 children of all respondents. 

 
• Household Age Groups:  Table 36 displays the percentages of those living in poverty and 

those not living in poverty for each household member category.  Each household member 
category is presented in terms of whether a certain age group is represented in the 
household.  For example, among those living in poverty, 96% have at least one household 
member that is between 18 and 64 years old.  As Table 36 shows, in general, those in 
poverty are more likely to have children than those not in poverty. 

 
Table 36.  Percentage of Respondents Living in Poverty by Household Membership by Age 

Group8 

Response 
NOT in 
Poverty 

Living in 
Poverty 

Adults – 18 to 64 years of age 91% 96% 
Adults – 65 years or older (Seniors) 17% 18% 
Children – 5 years or younger  17% 38% 
Children – 6 to 12 years of age  24% 40% 
Children – 13 to 17 years of age  17% 31% 

 
• Households with Children:  Households with at least one child are slightly more likely 

than households without children to live in poverty.  Among households with children, 67% 
live in poverty, compared with 42% of households without children.  This is a statistically 
significant finding. 

 
Marital Status:  While there are no statistically significant differences when analyzing marital status 
by poverty status, Table 37 on the next page displays the percentages.  Single, never married 
respondents make up the majority (52%) of those in poverty.  Eighteen percent of those in poverty 
are married, while 29% of those making more than the poverty level are married. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
8 All household categories had statistically significant differences using a chi2 test at the p < 0.05 level except 
for households with at least one senior citizen. 
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Table 37.  Percentage of Respondents Living in Poverty by Marital Status 

Response 
NOT in 
Poverty 

Living in 
Poverty 

Single, Never Married 43% 52% 
Married 29% 18% 
Divorced / Separated 15% 16% 
Widowed 10% 10% 
Unmarried, living with partner (co-habitating) 3% 4% 
Total 100% 100% 

 
Single Mothers:  Forty percent of those living in poverty are single mothers, and they seem to be 
more likely than others to live in poverty.  Seventy-five percent of single mothers reported to be 
living in poverty, compared with 46% of all others. 
 
Grandparent Caregivers:  Grandparents providing primary care for grandchildren are more likely to 
live in poverty compared to others.  Seventy-six percent of grandparent caregivers live in poverty, 
compared with 50% of all others. 
 
Senior Citizens:  Seniors (those 65 years old and over) do not appear to be any more or less likely to 
be in poverty.  Forty-six percent of seniors in this sample reported to be living in poverty, compared 
to 55% of non-seniors. 
 
Homeowners:  Homeowners appear less likely than renters or others to be living in poverty.  
Among homeowners, 34% live in poverty.  Among renters and others, 65% live in poverty. 
 
Overall Findings About Those in Poverty 
 
When considering all the factors above in relation to poverty, a complex picture emerges.  Poverty 
strikes across all groups.  However, the incidence of poverty is more likely to exist in some groups 
than others.   
 
Figure 4 presents the findings above in a uniform graph to allow for comparisons.  Each bar in the 
figure presents the percentage of individuals living in poverty that belong to each group.  For 
example, among those that live in poverty, 90% are people of color, 71% are women, and 10% are 
senior citizens.  Ten percent of those in poverty are senior citizens, and 19% of those in poverty 
have not graduated from high school. 
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Figure 4.  Percentage of Respondents Living in Poverty by Category 
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Digging A Little Deeper:  Differences Among Groups 
 
This section examines whether major differences are evident between groups in how they answered 
survey questions.  To most easily convey that information, the various questions will be grouped as 
appropriate to the four goals of the CSBG Needs Assessment: 

 
(1) Identify and quantify the incidence or prevalence of individual need;  
(2) Identify gaps in human service provision;  
(3) Identify barriers to self-sufficiency; and  
(4) Identify strategies for overcoming barriers to self-sufficiency.   

 
All questions will be investigated in terms of the following five demographic (or group) variables: 
 

• Race/ Ethnicity:  In order to best determine differences between the various 
races/ethnicities, responses have been recoded into three categories:  African American, 
Hispanic, and White.  Other race/ethnicity categories were not included in this analysis due 
to relatively small numbers of respondents and the difficulties with statistical analysis that 
may arise as a result. 

 
• Children or No Children:  Whether a household has children (members under 17 years of 

age). 
 

• Seniors or No Seniors:  Whether a household has seniors (members age 65 years or older). 
 

• Employment Status:  Employment groups are recoded to include those either Employed 
(including either Full or Part-time Employed respondents) or Unemployed (including 
respondents who are unemployed, retired, or unable to work due to disability or other 
condition). 

 
• Poverty Status:  Whether a person lives in poverty or does not, as determined by household 

size and total annual household income. 
 

Cross-table analysis using Pearson’s chi-square was used to determine whether statistically significant 
differences existed between groups at the p < 0.05 level.  All results are presented for comparison 
purposes, and statistically significant differences are highlighted in yellow in each table.   
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Goal Area #1:  Differences in Perceptions about Poverty and Quality of Life 
 
In this section, differences among groups were investigated with respect to “the incidence and 
prevalence of poverty.”  Specifically, this section looks at how respondents answered the survey’s 
first two questions.  The first question deals with whether they think poverty is a serious problem, 
and the second asks about whether respondents’ quality of life has gotten better, worse, or stayed 
the same in the past three years.  This section explores whether the various demographic groups 
answered the question differently.  The results for all respondents are posted on page 10 of this 
report. 
 
Table 38 shows the percentages of respondents in each group (listed in the rows) that answered 
according to the column heading.  For example, 96% of African Americans agree that poverty is a 
serious problem in Milwaukee County, and 18% of African Americans reported that their quality of 
life and gotten better in the past three years. 
 

Table 38.  Group Percentages for the Questions about Poverty and Quality of Life 

Groups 
Poverty is a Serious 

Problem 
Quality of Life 

RACE / ETHNICITY Agree Disagree Better Worse Same

African American (Black) 96% 4% 18% 33% 49% 
Hispanic / Latino 93% 7% 19% 37% 44% 
Caucasian (White) 99% 1% 15% 34% 51% 
CHILDREN IN HOUSEHOLD Agree Disagree Better Worse Same

Children in Household  97% 3% 15% 34% 51% 
No Children in Household 95% 5% 20% 35% 45% 
SENIORS IN HOUSEHOLD Agree Disagree Better Worse Same

Seniors in Household  96% 4% 20% 35% 45% 

No Seniors in Household 94% 6% 5% 32% 63% 

EMPLOYMENT STATUS  Agree Disagree Better Worse Same

Employed  96% 4% 12% 41% 48% 

Not Employed 96% 4% 25% 27% 48% 

POVERTY STATUS  Agree Disagree Better Worse Same

Living in Poverty  95% 5% 22% 28% 49% 

Not Living in Poverty 98% 2% 12% 43% 46% 
 
The analysis reveals that not many significant differences exist between groups.  For example, there 
is nearly universal agreement among all groups that poverty is a serious problem in Milwaukee 
County. 
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At the same time, regarding quality of life, there were three significant differences between groups 
(highlighted in yellow).  First, 5% of respondents with no seniors living in their household reported 
that their quality of life had gotten better, compared with 20% of those with seniors living in their 
household.  Respondents in households without seniors were more likely to have had a quality of 
life that stayed the same.   
 
Surprisingly, those not employed were more likely than employed respondents to report that their 
quality of life had improved.  Also surprisingly, 22% of those living in poverty reported a better 
quality of life, compared with only 12% of those not living in poverty. 
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Goal Area #2:  Differences about Needs 
 
This section takes an in-depth look at the eight major “needs” areas investigated in this report:  
employment, education, family and relationships, food and nutrition, transportation, housing, health 
and healthcare, and income.   
 
Each needs area consisted of a series of questions.  Each question was aimed at determining whether 
the respondent had a problem related to the needs area.  For example, within the employment needs 
area, respondents were asked whether they were satisfied with their job.  If they responded no, then 
that respondent was considered to have an employment-related problem.  Each question was 
recoded to show whether the respondent had a problem relating to the question asked.  Each 
respondent would then have a number of problems identified within each “needs” section. 
 
Next, we calculated the average (median) number of problems respondents reported having for each 
“needs” area.  For example, respondents had on average at least one problem related to 
employment, and an average of five healthcare-related problems.  A new variable was created which 
identified respondents as either having less than or more than the average number of problems 
within each “needs” area. 
 
In order to determine whether differences were apparent between major groups, each new “needs” 
area variable was investigated in terms of the five demographic (or group) variables outlined above. 
 
Table 39 presents the findings of this section.  Each cell displays the percentage within the 
demographic group that has more than the average number of problems within the “needs” category 
(listed in the columns).  Highlighted cells indicate where statistically significant differences between 
groups are found.9  
 

• Race/Ethnicity:  Only three major “needs” areas are found to have significant differences 
between race/ethnicity groups: education, housing, and income.  It appears that African 
American and Hispanic respondents experience higher percentages of individuals reporting 
more than the average number of problems related to education, housing, and income, 
compared to white respondents. 

 
For example, both African American and Hispanic respondents had majorities of 
respondents that had more than the average number of education problems, while white 
respondents had 24% that reported more than the average number of education-related 
problems.  The same dynamic was true for the housing- and income-related needs. 

 
• Households With and Without Children:  Households with children appear to experience 

more than the average number of education-, employment-, and income-related problems 
than households without children.  Specifically, less than half of households without children 
experienced more than the average number of these problems.  In comparison, over 50% of 

                                                 
9 In this section of the report, crosstab analysis was used.  Highlighted cells are those where statistically 
significant differences between groups were found at the p < 0.05 level. 
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households with children experienced more than the average number of problems in these 
three “needs” areas. 

 
• Households With and Without Senior Citizens:  Households with seniors appeared to have 

less problems than households without seniors, especially in the areas of employment, 
education, and income.  For example, in the area of employment, only 30% of households 
with seniors reported having more than the average number of employment-related 
problems, compared with almost half (49%) of households without seniors. 

 
• Employment Status:  When comparing employed respondents with those not working, 

differences became significant only in the area of families and relationships.  Specifically, 
70% of employed respondents reported having more than the average number of 
family/relationship-related problems, which is less than the 89% of respondents not 
currently employed.  No significant differences were apparent in other “needs” areas when 
considering employment. 

 
• Poverty Status:  When comparing the respondents living in poverty and those not living in 

poverty, those in poverty reported having more than the average number of problems at 
higher rates in almost every “needs” area (except Family and Relationships).  For example, 
half of those living in poverty reported having more than the average number of 
employment-related problems, compared with only 31% of those not living in poverty.  In 
other words, those with employment-related problems are more likely than not to be living 
in poverty. 

 
One might infer that poverty causes respondents to suffer from more education-, 
employment-, and housing-related problems (among other problems) than respondents not 
living in poverty.  In other words, people in poverty tend to suffer more problems than those not in poverty 
in almost every area of life. 
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Table 39.  Group Percentages of Those with More than the Average Number of Problems in Each “Needs” Area 
Characteristic Poverty-related Problems or Issues 

RACE / ETHNICITY Employment Education Housing
Food 
and 

Nutrition
Transportation Health & Healthcare Income Family and 

Relationships 

African American (Black) 48% 56% 58% 72% 55% 48% 58% 75% 

Hispanic / Latino 46% 64% 53% 76% 58% 63% 59% 92% 

Caucasian (White) 41% 24% 42% 61% 59% 47% 32% 80% 

CHILDREN IN HOUSEHOLD Employment Education Housing
Food 
and 

Nutrition
Transportation Health and Healthcare Income Family and 

Relationships 

No Children in Household  35% 18% 50% 68% 53% 54% 47% 100% 

Children in Household 55% 80% 61% 74% 60% 48% 63% 79% 

SENIORS IN HOUSEHOLD Employment Education Housing
Food 
and 

Nutrition
Transportation Health and Healthcare Income Family and 

Relationships 

No Seniors in Household  49% 55% 57% 70% 58% 51% 58% 79% 

Seniors in Household 30% 29% 51% 78% 51% 48% 43% 82% 

EMPLOYMENT STATUS  Employment Education Housing
Food 
and 

Nutrition
Transportation Health and Healthcare Income Family and 

Relationships 

Not Employed  45% 49% 59% 71% 58% 53% 59% 89% 

Employed 47% 53% 52% 71% 55% 47% 51% 70% 

POVERTY STATUS  Employment Education Housing
Food 
and 

Nutrition
Transportation Health and Healthcare Income Family and 

Relationships 

Not Living in Poverty  31% 38% 43% 63% 51% 39% 40% 73% 

Living in Poverty 50% 60% 68% 79% 63% 61% 69% 85% 
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Goal Area #3:  Differences about Barriers to Escaping Poverty 
 
Differences among groups were also investigated with respect to things respondents think keep 
people in poverty.  The results for all respondents are posted on page 34 in this report.  The 
following presents whether group differences exist for each barrier offered by respondents.  The 
same groups are investigated as in earlier parts in this section:  race/ethnicity, households 
with/without children, households with/without seniors, employment status, and poverty status. 
 
Table 40 shows the percentages of respondents in each group (listed in the rows) that cited a specific 
barrier (listed in the columns).  The barriers are listed from left to right in rank order of their overall 
frequency.  For example, lack of employment and jobs was the most frequently mentioned barrier 
mentioned and bad government/high taxes was the 10th most frequently mentioned barrier. 
 
The analysis reveals that not many significant differences exist between groups.  In almost all cases, 
employment/jobs was the most frequently cited barrier, and education was the second most 
frequently cited barrier.  For Hispanic respondents, personal issues, such as criminal records and 
laziness, were the second most mentioned barriers. 
 
However, the groups seemed to differ most with how much they thought education-related 
problems were a barrier to escaping poverty.  Recall from the earlier analysis that this barrier 
encompasses references to a general lack of (quality) education; “poor education/schools” and “lack 
of education” were two common answers. 
 
The major differences in mentioning this barrier occurred between whites and people of color, 
households with and without children, and those in and not in poverty.  Specifically: 
 

• Thirty-nine percent of white respondents cited education as a barrier to escaping poverty, 
compared with 21% of African Americans and 19% of Hispanics. 

 
• Twenty-eight percent of those living in households without children mentioned poor 

education as a barrier, compared with 20% of those living in households with children. 
 

• People not living in poverty are more likely to cite poor education as a barrier than people in 
poverty.  Thirty-five percent of those not living in poverty cited education, compared with 
only 18% of those living in poverty. 
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Table 40.  Group Percentages for Mentioning Specific Barrier 
Characteristic Barrier 

RACE / ETHNICITY 
Lack of 

Employment/ 
Jobs 

Poor 
Education

Personal 
Issues 

Socioeconomic 
Issues 

High 
Cost of 
Living 

Drugs/ 
Alcohol

Family/ 
Parents

Housing 
Problems 

Bad 
Environment

Bad 
Government/ 

Taxes 
African American (Black) 56% 21% 13% 5% 9% 5% 4% 4% 5% 4% 

Hispanic / Latino 51% 19% 25% 2% 5% 3% 3% 5% 2% 3% 

Caucasian (White) 52% 39% 9% 17% 6% 4% 9% 1% 3% 1% 

CHILDREN IN HOUSEHOLD 
Lack of 

Employment/ 
Jobs 

Poor 
Education

Personal 
Issues 

Socioeconomic 
Issues 

High 
Cost of 
Living 

Drugs/ 
Alcohol

Family/ 
Parents

Housing 
Problems 

Bad 
Environment

Bad 
Government/ 

Taxes 
No Children in Household  58% 28% 13% 10% 7% 5% 4% 4% 4% 3% 

Children in Household 52% 20% 14% 4% 8% 5% 4% 4% 3% 4% 

SENIORS IN HOUSEHOLD 
Lack of 

Employment/ 
Jobs 

Poor 
Education

Personal 
Issues 

Socioeconomic 
Issues 

High 
Cost of 
Living 

Drugs/ 
Alcohol

Family/ 
Parents

Housing 
Problems 

Bad 
Environment

Bad 
Government/ 

Taxes 
No Seniors in Household  55% 23% 14% 7% 7% 4% 4% 4% 3% 3% 

Seniors in Household 55% 25% 10% 4% 7% 7% 5% 2% 7% 7% 

EMPLOYMENT STATUS  
Lack of 

Employment/ 
Jobs 

Poor 
Education

Personal 
Issues 

Socioeconomic 
Issues 

High 
Cost of 
Living 

Drugs/ 
Alcohol

Family/ 
Parents

Housing 
Problems 

Bad 
Environment

Bad 
Government/ 

Taxes 
Not Employed  52% 21% 5% 5% 10% 6% 5% 6% 4% 3% 

Employed 57% 26% 5% 9% 4% 4% 4% 2% 4% 5% 

POVERTY STATUS  
Lack of 

Employment/ 
Jobs 

Poor 
Education

Personal 
Issues 

Socioeconomic 
Issues 

High 
Cost of 
Living 

Drugs/ 
Alcohol

Family/ 
Parents

Housing 
Problems 

Bad 
Environment

Bad 
Government/ 

Taxes 
Not Living in Poverty  53% 35% 16% 11% 5% 2% 6% 4% 4% 2% 

Living in Poverty 61% 18% 12% 4% 10% 7% 3% 5% 6% 4% 
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Goal Area #4:  Differences about Strategies to Reduce Poverty 
 
Lastly, differences among groups were investigated regarding strategies to reduce poverty.  The 
results for all respondents are posted on page 35 in this report, but the following presents whether 
(and to what degree) group differences might exist for each solution offered.  The same groups are 
investigated as in earlier parts within this section. 
 
Table 41 shows the percentages of respondents in each group (listed in the rows) that cited a specific 
strategy (listed in the columns).  The strategies are listed from left to right in order of their overall 
frequency. 
 
The analysis reveals that few significant differences exist across all groups.  Overall, 
employment/jobs was the most frequently cited strategy, and education was the second most 
frequently cited strategy. 
 
However, the groups seemed to differ most with how much they thought education was a strategy 
for reducing poverty.  Recall from the earlier analysis of the question for all respondents, that this 
strategy refers specifically to “more” or “additional” education or educational opportunities, as well 
as a focus on improving the existing school system.   
 
The difference in frequency of citing this strategy occurred between whites and people of color, 
those employed and not employed, and those in and not in poverty.  Specifically: 
 

• Forty-five percent of white respondents cited education as a strategy for reducing poverty, 
compared with 22% of African Americans and 18% of Hispanics. 

 
• Thirty-two percent of employed respondents cited education, compared with only 18% of 

those not employed.  For both groups, employment/jobs was still the most frequently cited 
strategy for reducing poverty. 

 
• People not living in poverty are more likely to cite education as a strategy for reducing 

poverty than people in poverty.  Thirty-seven percent of those not living in poverty cited 
education, compared with only 18% of those living in poverty. 

  
One other noteworthy difference exists between groups.  Respondents living in a household with a 
senior citizen were more likely to cite governmental action/policy than respondents in households 
without seniors. 
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Table 41.  Group Percentages for Mentioning Specific Strategy 
Characteristic Poverty-related Problems or Issues 

RACE / ETHNICITY 
Employment/ 

Jobs Education Community

Additional/ 
Improved 

Programs and 
Resources 

Government 
Action/ 

Policy Issue 
Housing Family and  

Relationships
Character 

Issues Other Healthcare 

African American (Black) 64% 22% 13% 11% 4% 5% 4% 3% 4% 3% 

Hispanic / Latino 52% 18% 13% 18% 7% 7% 4% 5% 2% 4% 

Caucasian (White) 55% 45% 5% 10% 13% 2% 5% 5% 0% 5% 

CHILDREN IN HOUSEHOLD 
Employment/ 

Jobs Education Community

Additional/ 
Improved 

Programs and 
Resources 

Government 
Action/ 

Policy Issue 
Housing Family and  

Relationships
Character 

Issues Other Healthcare 

No Children in Household  63% 28% 11% 12% 6% 4% 4% 4% 2% 3% 

Children in Household 59% 21% 12% 11% 6% 7% 4% 3% 5% 3% 

SENIORS IN HOUSEHOLD 
Employment/ 

Jobs Education Community

Additional/ 
Improved 

Programs and 
Resources 

Government 
Action/ 

Policy Issue 
Housing Family and  

Relationships
Character 

Issues Other Healthcare 

No Seniors in Household  60% 26% 12% 11% 4% 6% 4% 4% 4% 3% 

Seniors in Household 64% 19% 10% 13% 14% 6% 3% 3% 3% 3% 

EMPLOYMENT STATUS  
Employment/ 

Jobs Education Community

Additional/ 
Improved 

Programs and 
Resources 

Government 
Action/ 

Policy Issue 
Housing Family and  

Relationships
Character 

Issues Other Healthcare 

Not Employed  59% 19% 13% 13% 6% 8% 4% 4% 4% 3% 

Employed 62% 32% 10% 10% 6% 4% 4% 4% 3% 4% 

POVERTY STATUS  
Employment/ 

Jobs Education Community

Additional/ 
Improved 

Programs and 
Resources 

Government 
Action/ 

Policy Issue 
Housing Family and  

Relationships
Character 

Issues Other Healthcare 

Not Living in Poverty  63% 37% 8% 9% 6% 3% 6% 5% 2% 4% 

Living in Poverty 61% 18% 13% 14% 6% 7% 3% 3% 3% 2% 
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Conclusions 
 
This report sheds light on the character and prevalence of poverty, with a focus on those living in 
Milwaukee’s central city.  The findings indicate that poverty is a complex and pressing issue.  
Poverty strikes all groups, regardless of gender, age, race, or household type.  At the same time, the 
incidence of poverty has a higher likelihood among certain groups, including people of color, 
individuals with less than a high school education, the unemployed, and households with children, 
including single mothers.  Not surprisingly, the burden of poverty is not light.  People living in 
poverty tend to experience more problems in almost every area of life than those not living in 
poverty. 
 
This report details how poverty affects people in eight specific areas of life, including employment, 
education, family and relationships, food and nutrition, transportation, housing, health and 
healthcare, and income.  People were also asked what they thought kept people in poverty and what 
strategies might exist to help reduce poverty.  Major findings from this study include: 
 
Poverty is a Serious Problem in Milwaukee County 
 
Nearly all survey respondents think that poverty is a serious problem in Milwaukee County.  This 
comes at a time when only 17% of those surveyed reported that their lives have gotten better.  
Forty-seven percent reported that their quality of life was about the same; and 34% indicated that it 
had gotten worse. 
 
Many Service Needs and Service Gaps Exist in Milwaukee County 
 
Eight core poverty-related areas were analyzed in this report:  employment, education, housing, food 
and nutrition, transportation, health and healthcare, income, and family and relationships.  For each 
area, CUIR determined the average number of problems respondents reported having.  In every area 
except employment, a majority of central city residents are experiencing more than the average 
number of problems.  For example, 79% indicated that they are experiencing more then the average 
number of family- and relationship-related problems.  Similarly, 71% reported that they have more 
than the average number of food and nutrition problems.  Each category and the percentage of 
respondents that reported more than the average number of problems in the respective area is listed 
below: 
 

• Family & Relationships, 79% 
• Food & Nutrition, 71% 
• Income, 56% 
• Transportation, 56% 
• Housing, 55% 
• Health & Healthcare, 51%  
• Education, 51% 
• Employment, 45% 
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Lack of Employment and Education are Major Barriers that Keep People in Poverty 
 
Respondents were asked what they think keeps people in poverty.  The report provides a full list of 
responses.  The top three barriers include lack of jobs/employment (mentioned by 60% of 
respondents), education-related barriers (23%), and personal issues (14%), such as laziness, apathy, 
and criminal records. 
 
Creating More/Better Employment and Education Opportunities are Highly Recommended 
Strategies for Reducing Poverty 
 
Respondents provided their opinions about what they see as the most important thing that could be 
done to reduce poverty in Milwaukee County.  The most common response related to employment 
and jobs; almost two-thirds of all respondents (64%) saw this category as the most important in 
reducing poverty.  The most frequent responses included “more jobs” and “better pay.” 
 
The second and third-most popular strategies to reducing poverty were education and community 
improvement, respectively.  Among the education-related strategies, the most common response 
was “more” or “additional” education or educational opportunities.  Among the community 
improvement-related strategies, reducing crime and discrimination were the most common. 
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Appendix A: Neighborhood Strategic Planning Areas  
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Appendix B: Door-to-Door Survey (English) 
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Appendix C: Door-to-Door Survey (Spanish) 
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Appendix D: Poverty Guidelines per US Department of Health and Human Service 
 
Source: U.S. Department of Health & Human Services, 2009.  
http://aspe.hhs.gov/poverty/09poverty.shtml. 
 

Table D.  Poverty Guidelines by Household Size 
Household Size* Poverty Guideline 

1 $10,830 
2 $14,570 
3 $18,310 
4 $22,050 
5 $25,790 
6 $29,530 
7 $33,270 
8 $37,010 

*For households with greater than 8 members, add $3,740 for each additional person. 
 

http://aspe.hhs.gov/poverty/09poverty.shtml
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Appendix E: Map of Counts of Respondents by Zip Code across NSP Areas 
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Appendix F: Barriers that Keep People in Poverty– All Categories 
 

Response Count Percentage 

Employment/Jobs 310 60% 
Education 119 23% 
Personal Issues (e.g. laziness, criminal record, apathy) 71 14% 
Socioeconomic 48 9% 
High cost of living 36 7% 
Drugs/Alcohol 26 5% 
Parents/Family 24 5% 
Housing Problems 21 4% 
Environment (i.e. bad neighborhoods, crime) 19 4% 
Government/Taxes 19 4% 
Lack of resources/support/services (general) 15 3% 
Economy/recession 14 3% 
Transportation Problems 14 3% 
Lack of Health Care 12 2% 
Poor money-management 10 2% 
Lack of youth-related resources/daycare 6 1% 
Lack of food 5 1% 
Lack of community/unity 3 <1% 
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Appendix G: Solutions for Reducing Poverty – Categories and Sub-Categories 
 
Categories / Sub-category Count Percentage 

EMPLOYMENT / JOBS 330 46% 
• More / Create / Increase Availability 126 18% 
• General / Non-Specific 76 11% 
• Job Training / Job Skills 36 5% 
• Better Pay 33 5% 
• Keep In / Return To Milwaukee / Closer 16 2% 
• Better Jobs 5 1% 
• For Youth / Young People 5 1% 
• Attract / Retain Businesses 4 1% 
• Entry Level 3 <1% 
• Raise Awareness Of Programs / Training  /  Opportunities 3 <1% 
• For Felons 2 <1% 
• Keep In USA 2 <1% 
• More Factory / Manufacturing Jobs 2 <1% 
• Starting Business 2 <1% 
• With Advancement Opportunities 2 <1% 
• With Benefits 2 <1% 
• Apprenticeship 1 <1% 
• Better Access To Training 1 <1% 
• Businesses To Hire 1 <1% 
• For Seniors 1 <1% 
• More Flexible Requirements 1 <1% 
• More Funding For Training 1 <1% 
• More Programs For Jobs 1 <1% 
• Placement / Provide 1 <1% 
• Stable 1 <1% 
• Transitional 1 <1% 
• Workforce Investment 1 <1% 
EDUCATION 127 18% 
• General / Non-Specific 51 7% 
• Better Schools / Public School System 13 2% 
• Better / Improve 10 1% 
• More / Additional 9 1% 
• For Adults 4 1% 
• Decrease Drop Outs 3 <1% 
• Encourage / Increase Value 3 <1% 
• More Funding / Supplies 3 <1% 
• More Parental Involvement 3 <1% 
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• Better Teaching / Teachers 2 <1% 
• Free 2 <1% 
• Help with GED, etc 2 <1% 
• Better Access 1 <1% 
• Better Discipline 1 <1% 
• Better Early Education 1 <1% 
• Better In Inner City 1 <1% 
• Career Based In High School 1 <1% 
• Create Culture Of Achievement 1 <1% 
• End Busing 1 <1% 
• End Segregation 1 <1% 
• For African Americans 1 <1% 
• Higher Standards 1 <1% 
• Improve Skills 1 <1% 
• Make School System Fair And Equal 1 <1% 
• More Accountable 1 <1% 
• More Affordable 1 <1% 
• More Computer Technology 1 <1% 
• More Funding Assist For College 1 <1% 
• Post High School 1 <1% 
• Reading Skills For African Americans 1 <1% 
• Required By Government 1 <1% 
• Technical Training For Youth 1 <1% 
• Training Institutes 1 <1% 
• Urban Farming 1 <1% 
COMMUNITY 55 8% 
• Improve Community Safety / Reduce Crime 24 3% 
• Work Together / Cooperation 10 1% 
• Community Improvement 4 1% 
• Reduce Racism / Discrimination 4 1% 
• Volunteer / Community Service Opportunities 3 <1% 
• Encourage People 2 <1% 
• Increase Sense Of Community 2 <1% 
• Better Neighbors 1 <1% 
• Community Improvement - Clean 1 <1% 
• End Discrimination (Felons) 1 <1% 
• Get Along with Others 1 <1% 
• Increase Awareness Of Problem 1 <1% 
• Positive Black Role Models 1 <1% 
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ADDITIONAL / IMPROVED PROGRAM / RESOURCES 54 8% 
• General / Non-Specific 11 2% 
• Money / Financial Assistance 11 2% 
• Increase Community Awareness Of Programs / Resources 6 1% 
• Help Those Who Need Help 4 1% 
• Opportunities To Be Productive 2 <1% 
• Assistance 1 <1% 
• Clothing 1 <1% 
• Criminal Justice Diversions 1 <1% 
• For Adults 1 <1% 
• For Young Adults 1 <1% 
• Free / Reduced 1 <1% 
• Improve Criminal Justice System 1 <1% 
• Less Bureaucratic 1 <1% 
• More Funding 1 <1% 
• More Help From Churches 1 <1% 
• More Shelters For Women with Kids 1 <1% 
• More Youth Programs 1 <1% 
• Outreach to Youth 1 <1% 
• Plan For Returning Veterans 1 <1% 
• Program Like WPA 1 <1% 
• Reduce Teen Pregnancy 1 <1% 
• Second Chance For Felons / Ex-cons 1 <1% 
• Too Accessible 1 <1% 
• Waive Criminal Record 1 <1% 
• Youth - Keep Busy / Active 1 <1% 
GOVERNMENT ACTION / POLICY ISSUE 30 4% 
• Lower Taxes 7 1% 
• More Help / Support From Govt 7 1% 
• Better Decision About Use Of Public Funds 4 1% 
• Economic Development 1 <1% 
• Economy 1 <1% 
• General / Non-Specific 1 <1% 
• Give Businesses Tax Breaks 1 <1% 
• Help Homeowners Not Big Business 1 <1% 
• Make Attractive For Business 1 <1% 
• Make Education Affordable 1 <1% 
• More Guidance 1 <1% 
• Overthrow 1 <1% 
• Provide Incentive For Education 1 <1% 
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• Reduce Size 1 <1% 
• Strict Laws 1 <1% 
HOUSING 27 4% 
• Affordable 6 1% 
• General / Non-Specific 5 1% 
• More 5 1% 
• Assistance / Rent Assistance 4 1% 
• Better 3 <1% 
• Open Abandoned 2 <1% 
• Help With Buying Home 1 <1% 
• Lower Utility Costs 1 <1% 
FAMILY / RELATIONSHIPS 22 3% 
• Parenting Skills / Child Management 9 1% 
• Communication / Communication in Home 3 <1% 
• Family Planning 2 <1% 
• Families - Strengthen 1 <1% 
• Family Planning 1 <1% 
• More Programs / Resources  1 <1% 
• Parent Involvement 1 <1% 
• Parenting Skills Classes 1 <1% 
• Parents As Role Models 1 <1% 
• Single Parent Issues 1 <1% 
• Support Groups 1 <1% 
CHARACTER ISSUES 17 2% 
• Personal Responsibility 4 1% 
• People Are Lazy / Young People are Lazy 4 1% 
• Change Attitudes 1 <1% 
• High Personal Standards 1 <1% 
• Hold People Accountable 1 <1% 
• Motivation 1 <1% 
• Patience 1 <1% 
• People Help Each Other 1 <1% 
• Personal Initiative 1 <1% 
• Respect For Property 1 <1% 
• Tolerance 1 <1% 
OTHER 16 2% 
• Other 7 1% 
• Lower Costs Of Living 5 1% 
• Everything / A Lot Needs To Change 3 <1% 
• Go To Church 1 <1% 
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HEALTHCARE 15 2% 
• General / Non-Specific 4 1% 
• Nationalized / Public / Public Option 3 <1% 
• Affordable 1 <1% 
• Coverage 1 <1% 
• For AODA 1 <1% 
• For Veterans 1 <1% 
• Free 1 <1% 
• Improve / Better 1 <1% 
• More Access 1 <1% 
• Subsidized 1 <1% 
USE OF INCOME / FINANCIAL LITERACY 8 1% 
• Money Management 6 1% 
• Budgeting 1 <1% 
• Help W Credit 1 <1% 
TRANSPORTATION 6 1% 
• Better / Improved 2 <1% 
• Lower Bus Fare 1 <1% 
• Lower Gas Prices 1 <1% 
• More Bus Routes 1 <1% 
• More Bus Times 1 <1% 
FOOD & NUTRITION 5 1% 
• Food 3 <1% 
• Lower Cost For Food 1 <1% 
• More Food Stamps Assistance 1 <1% 
CHILDCARE 2 <1% 
• Childcare - Help 1 <1% 
• Childcare - More 1 <1% 

OVERALL TOTAL 714 100% 
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