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Introduction

Historical Overview 

Twenty-five years ago the Greater Kansas City Community Foundation and Af-
filiated Trusts commissioned the first Hispanic Needs Assessment in Greater Kansas 
City. This 2013 Greater Kansas City Hispanic Needs Assessment builds on the foun-
dation of the work done in 1988.

The Report on the Greater Kansas City Hispanic Needs Assessment in 1988 provided 
a brief historical overview chronicling the dramatic change for Hispanic popula-
tions in the U.S. and Greater Kansas City during the 20th Century.1 The 1900 U.S. 
Census recorded 34 Mexican-born individuals residing in Wyandotte County (KS) 
and Jackson County (MO), compared to Latino populations of 31,820 in 1980 and 
164,080 in 2010. The unprecedented growth in the Latino population, increased 
diversity based on country of origin, and expanded residence to all nine counties of 
Greater Kansas City set the stage for focused attention on assets that they bring and 
needs that they present. Simultaneously, rapid societal change occurred, affected by 
and affecting the Latino population in Greater Kansas City. Many of today’s leading 
Hispanic organizations were newly established, were serving other populations, or 
were not yet formed in 1988. Today a host of nonprofit community organizations 
and Latino businesses address needs of the Latino population for education, health 
and mental health, housing, employment, and social services.

Commissioning of the Hispanic Needs Assessment

The Latino Civic Engagement Collaborative (LCEC) is a collaborative of non-
profit executives that speaks with a unified voice to bring about measurable im-
provements in the quality of life for Latinos in Kansas City. The LCEC functions 
as a supportive institution to bring about measurable improvements in Hispanics’ 
quality of life by delivering education, physical and mental health, business devel-
opment, housing, economic development, and social services. The LCEC envisions 
a Latino community that develops an empowered civic voice that will be recog-
nized and appreciated by the broader community of Kansas City.

The LCEC established a goal to create and distribute a marketing product that 
describes the current conditions, assets, and needs of the Greater Kansas City La-
tino population. The collaborative identified the primary focus areas of economic, 
social, educational, health, and civic conditions. To this end, the LCEC commis-
sioned the 2013 Hispanic Needs Assessment project, accessing funds from these 
generous supporters: Adelante Fund, Bank of America, the City Manager’s Office 
of Kansas City MO, H&R Block Foundation, the Hall Family Foundation, and the 
Hispanic Development Fund. The LCEC anticipates that the findings will serve as 
one source of information for policy makers, community organizations, educators, 
Hispanic families, and students to enhance Greater Kansas City, particularly the 
lives of Latinos in the area.

The LCEC then contracted with the University of Missouri-Kansas City Institute 
for Human Development (UMKC-IHD) to conduct the assessment. Additionally, the 
LCEC formed the Greater Kansas City Hispanic Needs Assessment Advisory Commit-
tee to guide this work. This committee consisted of the organizations of the LCEC, as 
well as other nonprofit organizations and Latino constituent groups. The organiza-
tions and their representatives are presented in Chapter 1 of the full report.

1 Ruiz, F. H., Hernández, A. N., & McKay, E. G. (1988). Report on the Greater Kansas City Hispanic Needs Assess-
ment. Kansas City, MO: Greater Kansas City Community Foundation. (Contact the University of Missouri-Kansas City 
Institute for Human Development to access this report electronically.)
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Approach

A number of faculty and personnel at UMKC-IHD participated in the assessment 
process, first led by Dr. Jana Peterson, who served until August, 2012, when she re-
located to another community. Then Dr. Kathryn L. Fuger served as Project Direc-
tor until the completion of the project. They were assisted by 10 key personnel at 
UMKC-IHD, 38 volunteers recruited through UMKC, and numerous staff members 
and volunteers from the Advisory Committee organizations and other invested 
community organizations.

This assessment project employed a framework based on determinants of 
health, with particular focus on socioeconomic conditions, access to health care 
services, availability of quality education, access to housing and other resources 
for community living, and discrimination.2 Additional emphasis was placed on as-
sessing civic engagement within the community. The Advisory Committee deter-
mined the nine-county Kansas City Metropolitan Area defined by the Mid-America 
Regional Council to be the catchment area of this project. This catchment area is 
referred to as “Greater Kansas City” (Cass, Clay, Jackson, Platte, and Ray Counties in 
Missouri, and Johnson, Leavenworth, Miami, and Wyandotte Counties in Kansas).

UMKC-IHD employed several strategies to collect data from multiple sources to 
determine the assets and needs of the Latino population in Greater Kansas City:

 • Existing data describing the Latino population were analyzed (primarily
the 2010 U.S. Census, the 2006-2010 American Community Survey, the 2011 
Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System Survey, and Missouri and Kansas 
vital statistics).

 • Adult Latino community members, sampled as proportionately as pos-
sible within the Greater Kansas City area, completed a paper or electronic 
version of a written survey in English or Spanish.

 • Greater Kansas City leaders engaged with the Latino population com-
pleted an electronic survey in English, in which they considered issues 
from a systemic point of view.

 • Latino and non-Latino juniors and seniors from six high schools with a
high Latino enrollment completed paper or electronic surveys in English.3 
The survey focused on civic engagement.

 • Meeting documentation and written reflections of Advisory Committee
members informed the concluding discussion and implications.

Through extensive publicity and engagement of community partners to collect 
surveys at various events, 1,240 Latino community members completed surveys. 
Additionally, 44 leaders in the Latino community completed key informant sur-
veys. Six high schools with a high Latino enrollment participated in data collec-
tion; 766 students completed the youth survey, including 427 Latino students.

Readers should not consider the findings definitive, but rather, suggestive of issues 
that may need further exploration, due to limitations of this study. Notably, a rigorous 
research design with randomized or stratified sampling and sufficient power was cost-
prohibitive and not feasible. The sample size within individual communities was too 
small to make strong conclusions at the neighborhood level. Also, some respondents 
were challenged by the length, the grade level, or the translation of the survey. None-
theless, a wealth of information was collected from diverse participants throughout 
Greater Kansas City. It is important that the findings be considered a springboard for 
dialogue to promote action toward improved policies, strengthened programs in local 

2 U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.  (2011).  http://healthypeople.gov/2020/about/tracking.aspx.
3 The following schools agreed to participate:  Alta Vista Charter School, Cristo Rey High School, East High School, 
J.C. Harmon High School, Northeast High School, and Wyandotte High School.
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neighborhoods and schools, and processes for continued assessment and reflection 
on emergent conditions for Latinos in Greater Kansas City.

Latino Profile of Greater Kansas City

The nine-county bi-state Greater Kansas City area (Johnson, Leavenworth, Miami, 
and Wyandotte Counties in Kansas; and Cass, Clay, Jackson, Platte, and Ray Counties 
in Missouri) is home to a Latino population that is growing at an accelerated rate and 
becoming increasingly diverse. A limited number of characteristics compiled from 
population-based statistics and large-scale surveys serve as a point of reference for the 
survey data collected through the Hispanic Needs Assessment project. 

Demographic Profile

According to the 2010 U.S. Census, Latinos comprised 9% of the population of 
Greater Kansas City in 2010 (164,080 persons), which equated to a 78% growth 
rate over the past decade. Wyandotte County (KS) had the highest concentration 
of Latinos in 2010 (26%). The largest number of Latinos lived in Jackson County 
(MO), but this equated to only 8% of the population. People of Mexican origin 
comprise the largest percentage of Latinos in Greater Kansas City (78%), but the 
greatest increases were Guatemalan, Honduran, and Salvadoran origins. Statistics 
in Table E-1 describe other characteristics of the Latino population of Greater Kan-
sas City, compared to the total population of the city.

Table E-1 Demographic Characteristics of Latinos and Entire 
Population in Greater Kansas City

Socioeconomic Profile

The 2006-2010 American Community Survey (ACS) conducted by the U.S. Census 
Bureau utilizes survey data from a large sample collected over five years to estimate 
the responses of the entire population from a specified geographic area. Table E-2 
provides estimates of socieconomic occurrences for the Latino population and the 
total population of the most populous counties in Greater Kansas City. Labor force 
participation and the unemployment rate of Latinos were similar to the estimates 
for the entire population. However, estimated median household income was sig-
nificantly lower and estimated poverty status was significantly higher for Latinos 
than for the entire population.

Characteristic Latino Population of Greater 
Kansas City

Entire Population of Greater 
Kansas City

Gender 52% male, 48% female 49% male, 51% female

Age
50% under 24 years, 38% 25-49 

years, 12% 50+ years
34% under 24 years, 

35% 25-49 years, 31% 50+ years

Households 6% headed by Latinos 94% headed by non-Latinos

Family Households
77% family households, 

23% non-family households
66% family households, 

34% non-family households

Heads of Family 
Households

66% husband and wife, 13% 
male only, 22% female only

74% husband and wife, 
7% male only, 19% female only

Multigenerational 
Households

7% of Latino households had 
3 or more generations living 

together

3% of all households had 3 or 
more generations living together

Ownership 
of Housing Units 

50% of Latino housing units 
owned by the occupants, 

50% rented by the occupants

67% of all housing units 
owned by the occupants, 33% 

rented by the occupants
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Table E-2 Socioeconomic Characteristics of Latinos and Entire Population
in Greater Kansas City

The 2006-2010 ACS also studied occupational groups of men and women in 
Greater Kansas City. These differences were seen between the Latino population 
and the entire population:

 • Males: 
Most Latino men worked in natural resources, construction, and mainte-
nance occupations (27%-30%); production, transportation, and material 
moving occupations (22%-25%); or service occupations (21%-25%). The 
majority of all employed males worked in management, business, science, 
and arts occupations (35%-36%); sales and office occupations (19%-20%); 
or production, transportation, and material moving occupations (17%). 

 • Females: 
Most Latina women worked in service occupations (30%-35%); sales and 
office occupations (28%-32%); or management, business, science, and arts 
occupations (21%-25%). The majority of all women worked in the same 
occupational groups, but with different proportions: management, busi-
ness, science, and arts occupations (41%-42%); sales and office occupations 
(34%-35%); or service occupations (17%-18%). 

Education Profile

Educational Attainment
Estimates of educational attainment for Greater Kansas City could not be deter-

mined from the 2006-2010 ACS sample due to the lack of county-level margin of 
error estimates. The 2006-2010 ACS estimates for Kansas and Missouri, however, 
allowed these comparisons of Latina/o and non-Latina/o males and females:

 • High School in Kansas: 
An estimated 42%-45% of Latino men and 37%-40% of Latina women did 
not complete high school or an alternative, compared to 8% of non-Latino 
White males and 7%-8% of non-Latina White females. 

 • High School in Missouri: 
An estimated 34%-38% of Latino men and 30%-32% of Latina women did 
not complete high school or an alternative, compared to 12%-13% of non-

Characteristic Latino Population Estimates 
for Selected Counties

Entire Population Estimates 
for Selected Counties

Labor Force 
Participation 
( –› 16 Years Old)

    Johnson:       78.1% - 81.5%
    Wyandotte:   71.8% - 75.6%
    Clay:            74.8% - 80.6%
    Jackson:       69.7% - 73.5% 

    Johnson:       74.3% - 75.1%
    Wyandotte:   65.7% - 67.5%
    Clay:            71.2% - 72.4%
    Jackson:       67.8% - 68.6% 

Unemployment 
Rate

    Johnson:       5.1% - 8.5%
    Wyandotte:   8.4% - 12.4%
    Clay:            4.3% - 9.1%
    Jackson:       8.6% - 11.4% 

    Johnson:       4.4% - 4.8%
    Wyandotte:   11.4% - 13.0%
    Clay:            4.5% - 5.3%
    Jackson:       8.5% - 9.1% 

Median Household 
Income

    Johnson:       $45.647 - $54,823
    Wyandotte:   $65.7% - $35,194
    Clay:            $71.2% - $63,440
    Jackson:       $67.8% - $35,271 

    Johnson:       $72,905 - $74,561
    Wyandotte:   $37,445 - $39,561
    Clay:            $57,290 - $59,828
    Jackson:       $45,656 - $46,848 

Poverty Status

    Johnson:       13.7% - 20.3%
    Wyandotte:   26.2% - 33.2%
    Clay:            10.3% - 18.9%
    Jackson:       26.0% - 31.8% 

    Johnson:       5.1% - 5.9%
    Wyandotte:   20.1% - 22.5%
    Clay:            7.1% - 8.5%
    Jackson:       15.1% - 16.3% 

—Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 American Community Survey 
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Latino White males and 12%-13% of non-Latina White females. 

 • College Graduation in Kansas: 
An estimated 10%-11% of Latino men and 11%-13% of Latina women re-
ceived a bachelor’s degree or higher, compared to 32%-33% of non-Latino 
White men and 30%-31% of non-Latina White women.

 • College Graduation in Missouri: 
An estimated 15%-17% of Latino men and 17%-19% of Latina women had 
at least a bachelor’s degree, compared to 26%-27% of non-Latino White 
men and 25%-26% of non-Latina White women.

English Language Fluency
The 2006-2010 ACS collected respondents’ reports of the English language fluen-

cy of individuals ages 5 years and older in their households. This analysis defined 
English language fluency as any of the following: speaking only English, speaking 
Spanish and speaking English “very well,” and speaking Spanish and speaking Eng-
lish “well.” Based on survey responses, these percentages of Latinos are estimated 
to be fluent in the English language:

 • 77% of Latinos in the U.S.;
 • 79% of Latinos in Kansas and 83% of Latinos in Missouri;
 • 68%, 79%, and 90% of Latinos in Kansas Counties of Wyandotte, 

Johnson, and Leavenworth, respectively; and
 • 77%, 87%, 91%, 90%, and 100% of Latinos in Missouri Counties of 

Jackson, Clay, Platte, Cass, and Ray, respectively.

 Health Profile

Birth Rates, Fertility Rates, and Infant Health Indicators
The Kansas Department of Health and Environment and the Missouri Depart-

ment of Health and Senior Services document all live births and infant health 
indicators in their respective states (combined with population datasets from the 
Census for computation of fertility rates). Following is a summary of these birth 
and health indicator data for Latino infants and other comparable populations in 
Greater Kansas City for 2010: 

 • Births and Fertility Rates: 
The highest numbers of infants were born to non-Latino Whites in all coun-
ties of Greater Kansas City. Latino populations, however, had the highest 
fertility rate (number of live births divided by the number of females ages 
15-44 years, then multiplied by 1,000) in Johnson, Leavenworth, Wyan-
dotte, Cass, and Jackson Counties of Greater Kansas City, compared to non-
Latino White and non-Latino Black populations.

 • Infant Mortality in 2010: 
Latino infant mortality rates (infant deaths before the first birthday per 
1,000 live births) in Greater Kansas City counties grouped by state were 4.9 
for the Kansas counties and 6.2 for the Missouri counties. These were simi-
lar to the rates in the same respective counties for non-Latino Whites (4.7 
and 5.7) and lower than the rates for Blacks (7.9 and 8.8). 

 • Preterm Births in 2006-2010: 
The rate of pre-term births (births at < 37 weeks gestation per 100 live births) 
was similar for Latino populations and non-Latino White populations in 
both Missouri and Kansas counties. Non-Latino Black rates of preterm birth 
were higher in all counties with adequate sample size. 

 • Low Birth Weight (LBW) and Very Low Birth Weight (VLBW) in 2006-2010: 
Latino and non-Latino White LBW rates (births at < 2,500 grams per 100 
live births) and VLBW rates (births at < 1,500 grams per 100 live births) 
were comparable in all Greater Kansas City counties with a sample size suf-
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ficient to warrant a comparison (county LBW rates of 5.7-8.1 for Latinos 
and 6.1-8.2 for non-Latino Whites, VLBW rates of 0.8-1.2 for Latinos and 
0.9-1.4 for non-Latino Whites). County rates for non-Latino Black popula-
tions were higher (LBW rates of 8.8-13.1 and VLBW rates of 2.2-3.7). 

 • Prenatal Care in 2006-2010: 
The highest numbers of pregnant women in the non-Latino White group 
accessed prenatal care in the first trimester. This group also had the highest 
rate of prevalence (number accessing prenatal care in first three months of 
pregnancy per 100 live births). The second highest rate was for Latinos in 
Leavenworth, Miami, Clay, and Jackson Counties. In the other counties, 
the second highest rate was for non-Latino Blacks.

Adult Health Indicators, Incidence of Disabilities, and Health Insurance Coverage
The 2011 Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System Survey (BRFSS) provides in-

formation about several adult health factors to estimate the incidence in Latino 
populations of Greater Kansas City. The 2011 data were aggregated for six Kansas 
counties and nine Missouri counties of the Kansas City Region: Douglas, Johnson, 
Leavenworth, Linn, Miami, and Wyandotte in Kansas; and Bates, Caldwell, Cass, 
Clay, Clinton, Jackson, Lafayette, Platte, and Ray in Missouri. While each state 
administered and analyzed the data differently, warranting caution in interpreting 
the findings, these basic trends were seen in 2011:

 • High Blood Pressure: 
High blood pressure was estimated to occur in less than 25% of the Latino 
population in the Kansas City metro region, which was lower than the in-
cidence among White and Black populations.

 • Obesity: 
Approximately 25-30% of Latinos were obese. Obesity was similar for La-
tino and White populations and higher for Black populations.

 • Smoking: 
Between one-fourth and one-third of Latinos smoked. Cigarette use was 
similar for Latino and Black populations and lower for White populations, 
with higher usage in Kansas counties than Missouri counties for all racial/
ethnic groups.

 • Self-Perceived Health Status: 
An estimated 20% of Latinos in Kansas counties and 28% of Latinos in Mis-
souri counties of the Kansas City metro region consider their health status 
to be unsatisfactory. This is comparable to Black populations and higher 
than White populations for the same counties.

The more populous counties of Greater Kansas City first categorized disability 
and health insurance ACS data by race/ethnicity in 2008, with these results for the 
aggregated 3-year ACS dataset for 2008-2010:

 
 • Disability: 

Estimated prevalence of disability was lower for Latino populations (3%-
10%) than White and Black populations in Johnson, Wyandotte, Clay, and 
Jackson Counties. The highest estimated prevalence was among non-Lati-
nos in Wyandotte County (15-19% for both White and Black populations).

 • Health Insurance: 
Higher percentages of Latino populations than White or Black populations 
lacked health insurance coverage In Johnson and Jackson Counties. Ap-
proximately 30%-38% of Latinos in Johnson County and 36%-42% of Lati-
nos in Jackson County lacked health insurance. In Johnson County, 6%-7% 
of Whites and 13%-18% of Blacks lacked coverage; in Jackson County, 11%-
12% of Whites and 20%-23% of Blacks lacked coverage.
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Community Survey Findings

Participants in the Community Survey

Survey Administration
Between August and December of 2012, 1,240 adult respondents residing in the 

9-county Greater Kansas City area completed the Community Survey (See Appendix A). 
Fifty-five percent completed it in Spanish as a hard copy, 28% in English as a hard copy, 
2% in Spanish online, and 15% in English online.4 Many volunteered in administering 
the surveys at various recruitment sites throughout Greater Kansas City: the Mexican 
Consulate, churches, soccer games, a bike rodeo, restaurants or businesses, the Expo 
Americas, Bi-National Health Week, several other local festivals, and Deferred Action 
information meetings, and college/university campuses. Media throughout the data 
collection phase assisted in building public awareness and participation. Utilizing nu-
merous forms of publicity, engaging volunteers to distribute the survey in many diverse 
locations, and monitoring the demographics of the sample throughout the data collec-
tion period to determine whether it was representative of the Greater Kansas City area 
and consistent with the Census data enhanced the usefulness of this dataset.

Characteristics of Survey Participants
All respondents who identi-

fied their language preferences 
spoke English, Spanish, or both 
languages; the largest percentage 
considered themselves bilingual, 
with Spanish as the dominant 
language (35%). The sample was 
comprised of 60% women. Their 
ages ranged from 18 to 91 years 
(mean of 37.8 years). Figure E-1 
displays the percentage of re-
spondents from each of the nine 
counties of Greater Kansas City. 
Almost half (47%) had lived at 
their current address for five years or more; 43% were homeowners.

Most respondents (69%) had graduated from high school or earned a General 
Education Development (GED) certificate. Seventy-three percent reported being 
employed – 50% full-time, 16% part-time, and 7% self-employed. The majority of 
respondents (57%) claimed household income of less than $25,000.

Seven hundred twenty-nine respondents reported that they themselves were born 
outside the U.S.; within this group, the majority (72%) had lived in the U.S. for ten 
or more years. Of the respondents who provided information about their family 
origins, 85% reported that at least one parent was born outside the U.S., and 94% 
reported that at least one grandparent was born outside the U.S.

Community Members’ Identification of Assets and 
Challenges in Greater Kansas City

By completing two checklists, 974 respondents identified both assets and chal-
lenges that they believed pertained to the Latino community in Greater Kansas 
City. Additionally, they had the opportunity to add other features that they per-
ceived were applicable to this community.

4 Throughout this summary, percentages may not total 100% due to rounding.  Sample sizes may vary due to the 
voluntary nature of the survey and the option for respondents to omit selected items.  Additionally, some items are 
only applicable when a particular response is given to a previous question.

 (N=1,240)

3.2% Cass
(MO) 

0.2% Leavenworth
(KS) 
0.0% Miami

(KS) 

4.2% Clay 
(MO) 

2.6% Platte
(MO) 

0.1% Ray (MO) 

46.6%
Jackson (MO)

22.2%
Johnson

 (KS)
20.8%

Wyandotte
(KS)

Figure E-1 County of Community Member Respondents
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Community Assets
Each of these three features was identified by over 40% of respondents to be de-

scriptive of strengths of the Latino community in Greater Kansas City:

 • Bilingual language skills,
 • Participation in religious organizations,
 • Strong family relationships
 • Work ethic,
 • Addition of cultural diversity to the community,
 • Entrepreneurship, and
 • A spirit of service.

Added comments focused on a sense of optimism and hope, a sense of commu-
nity, and strong community programs.

Community Challenges
Each of the following issues was considered by at least 60% of the respondents to 

be a serious challenge affecting Latinos in Greater Kansas City:

 • Gangs,
 • Low high school graduation rates for Latino youth,
 • Lack of opportunities and services for undocumented individuals,
 • Low education levels of adults, and 
 • Unemployment for adults.

Additional comments focused on discrimination, the need for better commu-
nication and coordination among Latino-serving organizations, and the need for 
supportive services to achieve education and employment goals.

Need and Access to Services and Resources in Greater Kansas City

Safety
Respondents rated their perceptions of safety in their home and safety in their 

neighborhood at night, and they assessed the helpfulness of law enforcement.

 • The majority of respondents indicated that they feel somewhat or very
safe in these settings (79% in their home and 62% in their neighborhood at 
night). Conversely, these responses signify that approximately one-third do 
not feel very safe in their community, and some voiced concerns about police 
effectiveness and crime prevention.

 • When asked to rate the helpfulness of the police in responding to their
own or their family’s concerns, however, 57% of respondents rated the 
police as somewhat or very helpful, and 22% did not know the helpfulness 
of police, which might imply their lack of personal interaction with them.

Specific Adult and Family Service Needs
Respondents indicated whether they or their families have needed specific com-

munity services. These percentages of respondents reported that they or their fami-
lies have needed the following services: emergency shelter (7%); housing assistance 
(14%); utilities assistance (28%); employment training (18%); business assistance or 
loans (11%); supplementary food assistance (45%); bus service (41%); legal service 
(57%); translation services for the respondent only (41%); mental health care (33%); 
and English language classes (50%). They elaborated by providing this additional in-
formation about these areas of need:

 • Eighty-four respondents reported experiencing homelessness at least once in
the past year.

 • No grocery store was within walking distance of 39% of respondents, but
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47% with no nearby grocery store believed that having one nearby was very 
important.

 • At least once in the past year, 21% of respondents reported that they had
run out of food and could not afford to buy more.

 • While 92% of respondents had access to a car, 41% expressed additional
needs for bus service.

 • Respondents most frequently identified the need for translation/interpreta-
tion services in health care (79%), education (50%), and law enforcement/
criminal justice (31%).

 • Sometime during the past year, someone in 29% of respondents’ families
needed but could not access a doctor; someone in 38% of their families 
needed but could not access a dentist; and someone in 27% of their families 
could not get a needed prescription.

Educational Services for Children
Six hundred sixty-four participants responded as parents of children in grade 12 

or younger, providing this information:

 • Seventy-eight percent of parents rated their children’s education as good or
excellent.

 • Most respondents with children (84%) reported having at least one child in
a public school.

 • These percentages of parents needed the following educational programs for
children: early childhood programs (36%); before and after school programs 
(40%); and arts, sports, or music programs (51%).

Figure E-2 Availability of Community Services to Respondents and Their Families Who Needed Them

Unreported
Could Not 

Access
Easy 

to Access

English Language Courses (n=551)

Sports, Arts, and Music Programs (n=339)

Early Childhood Programs (n=237)

Mental Health Care (n=375)

Translation Services for Respondent (n=643)

Legal Services (n=643)

Public Tranportation (n=477)

Food Assistance Programs (n=532)

Business Assistance or Loans (n=124)

Employment Training (n=205)

Utilities Assistance (n=329)

Housing Assistance  (n=170)

Emergency Shelter (n=77)

Before and After School Programs (n=267)

Difficult
to Access

AVAILABILITY OF COMMUNITY SERVICES TO 
RESPONDENTS AND THEIR FAMILIES WHO NEEDED THEM
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Availability of Services
If respondents or their families needed a particular service, they stated how easily this 

assistance could be accessed. Figure E-2 displays the number of people who expressed 
a need for each service and the accessibility of that service for those who needed it.5 
Responses to additional questions related to these service sectors follow the figure.

Social and Civic Engagement 

Respondents considered their experiences living in Greater Kansas City, assessing 
their satisfaction, perceptions of discrimination, governmental representation, and 
voting.

 • Most (74%) expressed satisfaction with their overall experience living in
Greater Kansas City.

 • Half reported experiencing discrimination while living in Greater Kansas
City, most frequently in employment or in law enforcement and criminal 
justice. Some described issues related to having an undocumented status, 
e.g., accessing medical and dental care, getting a driver’s license, and chang-
ing immigration status.

 • Only 15% believed that their interests are represented by their local government.

 • Almost two-thirds of respondents reported that they have never voted while
living in Greater Kansas City, with the most common reason being the lack 
of U.S. citizenship.

Key Informant Survey Findings

The Key Informant Leaders

Between January and April of 2013, 44 leaders in the Latino community completed 
an online Key Informant Survey (See Appendix B). They were asked to provide broad 
perspectives of the needs and assets of Latinos in the nine counties of Greater Kansas City.

Responding leaders held positions in 
nonprofit organizations, businesses, and 
government.  Some exercised leadership 
in education, health, and the faith com-
munity. Many served on various boards 
and councils, and some focused primarily 
on policy and advocacy. Over 75% of the 
leaders worked in Kansas and Missouri of 
the metro area and considered themselves 
well-informed of the needs and the avail-
able services in both states. Most of the oth-
er respondents were more familiar with the 
needs and services in Missouri.

The majority of leaders (79%) identified 
themselves as Latino. Over half (56%) were 
bilingual, including 47% whose dominant 

5 Persons identifying a specific service need selected one of these options concerning the service:  “I could not 
get this service;” “It was difficult to get this service;” “It was easy to get this service;” and “Don’t know.” Missing 
responses and “Don’t know” responses among persons who reported this need were combined as an “unknown” 
category.  For this item, access was unknown for 9% of persons who reported a need for emergency shelter.  For 
all items except translation services, the respondent was asked to consider their own needs and the needs of their 
family members for this service.

(n=43)

7% Clay
(MO) 

5%
Wyandotte

(MO) 12% Platte
(MO) 

49%
Jackson (MO)

28%
Johnson

 (KS)

Figure E-3 County of Residence of 
Responding Leaders 
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language is English and 9% whose dominant language is Spanish; almost all other 
leaders spoke English only. Fifty-four percent of the leaders were male. The age of 
respondents ranged from 27 to 67 (mean and median of 48 years). Two-thirds of 
the leaders lived in Missouri. See Figure E-3 for their counties of residence.

Leaders’ Perceptions of Assets and Challenges for Latinos in Greater 
Kansas City

Thirty-four of the leaders completed two checklists similar to those completed by 
the community members. They identified both assets found in the Latino commu-
nity of Greater Kansas City and issues that are problems for them. The leaders were 
also given to the opportunity to expand the list of assets and challenges, based on 
their knowledge and experience.

Community Assets
These ranked characteristics were identified by over 60% of the leaders as posi-

tive features of the Latino community in Greater Kansas City: 

 • Entrepreneurship, 
 • Work ethic, 
 • Strong family relationships,
 • Addition of cultural diversity to the city, and 
 • Participation in religious organizations.

Other comments focused on individual strengths (the “celebration of life – dai-
ly”), community strengths (“the Hispanic Chamber, Mattie Rhodes, and similar orga-
nizations…”), and diversity within the Latino population (“different subsets – fourth 
generation vs. newcomer…how much education they have, whether or not they are Eng-
lish speaking…”).

Community Challenges
Each of the following ranked challenges was identified by at least 60% of the 

leaders as a serious issue that affects Latinos in Greater Kansas City: 

 • Low high school graduation rates for Latino youth, 
 • Low education levels of adults, and 
 • Unemployment for adults. In addition, each of these issues was considered a challenge by

over 60% of the leaders: 
 • Lack of Latinos in community leadership roles, 
 • Lack of opportunities and services for undocumented individuals, 
 • Crime in neighborhoods, 
 • Unemployment for youth, 
 • Lack of permanent residency options for working adults, and 
 • Gangs.

Additional comments focused on discrimination, the need for better coordina-
tion among Latino-serving organizations, and the need for supportive services to 
achieve education and employment goals.

 

Importance and Availability of Specified Services in Greater Kansas City

The leaders considered the importance and availability of the following services in 
Greater Kansas City to address needs of Latinos: housing, basic services, health care, 
education programs, professional services, and translation services. Figure E-4 pres-
ents a comparison of the leaders’ perceptions of both the importance and the avail-
ability of specific services to Latinos. They perceived that the level of importance of 
all services was greater than the degree to which the services were available to Latinos.
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Figure E-4 Importance and Availability of Community Services

Civic Issues 

The leaders responded to survey items focused on several aspects of civic life.

 • Eighty percent of responding leaders considered opportunities for citizen-
ship and residency to be very important, but 73% considered these oppor-
tunities to be very or somewhat unavailable.

 • Eighty-seven percent of 30 leaders asserted that community members ex-
perienced discrimination because of their Latino ethnicity, with the highest 
percentages citing this treatment in employment (96%), law enforcement 
or criminal justice (81%), housing (73%), and schools (58%).

 • Most (71%), however, perceived the police to be very or somewhat helpful
when addressing community problems, a perceived asset to address issues 
of crime, gangs, and domestic violence.

 • The leaders expressed strong views about lack of governmental support in repre-
senting the best interests of Latino residents and need for more Latino can-
didates for public office. Few agreed and none strongly agreed that “The best 
interests of Latino residents are represented…” by these branches of government: 
City government of Kansas City, MO (20%); other city governments in Greater 
Kansas City (7%); Missouri State government (4%); and Kansas State govern-
ment (17%).

 • Over half (55%) believed that there were not an adequate number of Latino
cultural events.

 • While 83% of the leaders rated community engagement of Latino residents
as important, only 50% perceived that Latino residents were very engaged 
in their communities.

 • Some noted the variation from community to community, e.g., “It is hard
to answer about a single Hispanic community since there are a wide variety of 
communities around the region…”
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 • Others spoke of the importance of voting, e.g., “It isn’t enough to register La-
tinos…to vote – they have to actually vote…on a regular basis, be seen at candi-
date forums, donate…”

Prioritization of Unmet Needs

Ranked Unmet Needs
Leaders selected from a list of 19 types of services those that are not fully meeting 

the needs of Latinos in Greater Kansas City. The respondents ranked the five high-
est priorities for community response. They identified these five service sectors as 
the areas of highest priority (followed by the percentage of respondents ranking 
this service as one of the five highest priorities):

 • Health care (58%), 
 • Before and after school programs (44%), 
 • Low-income housing (44%), 
 • Employment training (42%), and 
 • Public transportation (42%).

Broader Concerns
Leaders also identified several concerns beyond single service sectors. They cited 

the need coordination across services, the prerequisite of enhanced child and adult 
education for other opportunities, the importance of cultivating Latino leaders, 
and the acknowledgment of great diversity among Latinos, which results in major 
differences in their needs for support and assistance.

Youth and Civic Engagement in Kansas City Survey Findings

Introduction

Survey Administration
Six Greater Kansas City high schools with a large enrollment of Latino stu-

dents allowed UMKC-IHD to administer the Youth and Civic Engagement in Kansas 
City Survey to junior and seniors in February and March of 2013 (See Appendix 
C). These public high schools in Kansas City, KS participated: J.C. Harmon High 
School and Wyandotte High School. These high schools from Kansas City, MO par-
ticipated: Alta Vista Charter School (charter school), Cristo Rey High School (paro-
chial school), East High School (public school), and Northeast High School (public 
school). Each school chose a paper or electronic version of the survey in English.

Demographic Information
The sample was comprised of 766 youth, 

53% female and 47% male. Age ranged 
from 15 to 19 years, with a median age of 
17 years. As shown in Figure E-5, over half 
of the respondents identified themselves 
as Latino. While 66% of Latinos and 77% 
of non-Latinos were born in the U.S., over 
80% of parents and grandparents of Lati-
nos were born outside the U.S., compared 
to 25%-35% of parents and grandparents of 
non-Latinos. Seventy percent of non-Latino 
students reported that English is the only 
language spoken in the home, compared to 
8% of Latino students.

(N=766) 2%
Unknown
Ethnicity

56%
Latino

42%
Non-Latino

Figure E-5 Ethnicity of Youth
Respondents 
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Spheres of Youth Engagement
Most Latino and non-Latino students reported a civic social network that extends 

from their home to their school and community. Figure E-6 presents the types of civic 
engagement activities that the highest percentages of respondents reported they did.

Figure E-6 Self-Reported Civic Engagement of Youth Respondents

Conversely, these types of activities involved the participation of only small per-
centages of students:

 • Donating blood,
 • Signing an email petition,
 • Participating in a public demonstration,
 • Belonging to a community organization,
 • Serving as an officer of a church or student organization,
 • Writing a column for a school newspaper,
 • Contacting a legislator,
 • Participating in an activity focused on your ethnicity,
 • Registering to vote,
 • Wearing a button or t-shirt with a political message, and
 • Displaying symbols of political or social opinions.

Youth Perceptions of Greater Kansas City

Access to Services and Resources
The youth survey asked the students, “Have you been able to get the kinds of help 

or services that you need in Kansas City?” They were instructed to check one of these 
three responses: Check yes if you can get this kind of help that you need; check 
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no if you cannot get the help that you need; or check not needed if you do not 
need this kind of help. As documented in Figure E-7, the non-Latino (left) and 
Latino (right) respondents expressed similar need and access to mental health, 
recreation, tutoring, and language services. A slightly higher percentage of Latino 
youth needed health care that they could not access. Approximately half of both 
groups indicated that they needed mental health care, but one-third of those who 
needed it could get it. A higher percentage of non-Latino youth reported a need 
for transportation, including higher percentages of both those who could and 
those who could not access it.

Figure E-7 Access to Resources for Youth

Youth Perceptions of the “Best Things” about Greater Kansas City 
Youth voiced their opinions about two of the best things about Greater Kansas 

City. Five hundred fifty-five students generated 1,062 positive statements about 
Greater Kansas City. Their statements focused on these areas:

 • The people – including their family and friends, people in the city whom
they perceived to be helpful and friendly, and the opportunity to experi-
ence diversity in Greater Kansas City;

 • The city – including their close communities, the “atmosphere” of Kansas
City, the home town feeling of Kansas City, the size of the city and close 
proximity to the features they need, the varieties of culture represented, 
and the location and climate;

 • Activities and attractions – including entertainment (e.g., Worlds of Fun and
Oceans of Fun and the Sprint Center), retail (e.g., the Legends, the Plaza, and 
malls), participatory and spectator sports, and restaurants (e.g., barbecue); and
 

 • Opportunities – including employment, low cost of living, a good educa-
tion (noted by 70 students), health care, and health insurance. This is consistent 
with the aspirations of 92% of respondents who hope and plan go to college.

Some students recognized Kansas City as a place of opportunity and freedom. 
Throughout this section, little difference was seen between Latino and non-Latino 
student comments.

Youth Perceptions of the “Biggest Problems” in Greater Kansas City
Youth also shared their opinions about what they considered to be the two big-

gest challenges in Greater Kansas City, with 581 students making 1,074 statements. 
Approximately 44% of the comments pertained to these two primary challenges 
that reportedly affect people in Greater Kansas City as a whole and its communities, 
its schools, and its services:

 • First, students expressed concern for their safety in 471 comments that ref-
erence fears and threats of danger, gangs, violence, fear of guns and shoot-
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ing, killing, crime, drugs and alcohol, and need for protection. Comments 
related to issues of danger constitute roughly 44% of the students’ com-
ments about perceived challenges in Greater Kansas City.

 • Second, youth described the effects of poverty on life in Greater Kansas
City. Poverty is potentially an impetus for and a result of economic issues, 
employment issues, homelessness, and the need for improved infrastruc-
ture. Interaction between danger and poverty further compounds the issues.

Youth also made 64 references to problematic issues in the educational system 
and schools. They described poor quality of education and identified issues relat-
ed to cleanliness, maintenance, and resources. Some referred specifically to public 
school districts and their management, but only one student identified teachers as 
an issue. These perceptions are consistent with the responses of 22% of students 
who stated that they had seriously considered dropping out of school.

Sixty responses suggested that there are not enough youth-focused activities 
and places to go in Greater Kansas City. They described the city as boring, with 
insufficient entertainment and activity in both the city at large and the local com-
munity. They mentioned the importance of safe places for youth to have fun.

Other Perceptions of Greater Kansas City
Over half of both Latino and non-Latino students (54% and 56%, respectively) 

did not know whether city government does what is best for the people in their 
neighborhood; most of the remaining students perceived that they did not. Addi-
tionally, over one-third of Latino and non-Latino students (39% and 34%, respec-
tively) stated that they have experienced racial/ethnic discrimination. The most 
prevalent area of perceived discrimination among Latino youth was in the police 
or criminal justice system (44%), compared to the perception among non-Latino 
youth that discrimination was most frequently in the school system (52%). Despite 
these perceptions, most Latino and non-Latino youth were somewhat to very satis-
fied living in Greater Kansas City (66% of Latinos and 60% of non-Latinos).

Discussion and Implications

Discussion

Comparison of Needs Assessment Findings: 1988 and 2013
Consistency was seen between 1988 and 2013 in the perceived importance of educa-

tion, health care, and employment training by both leaders and community members, 
with health care considered even more important in 2013. Both needs assessments 
documented challenges associated with low graduation rate, teen pregnancy, limited 
employment, and legal status. While most challenges reported in 1988 and 2013 were 
similar, 2013 respondents also accentuated issues related to crime, gangs, and violence.

Comparison of 2010 Census Population and 2013 Needs Assessment Sample
Most 2010 U.S. Census information suggests that this sample was relatively represen-

tative of Greater Kansas City Latinos in age, gender, country of origin, education, and 
employment. The income of the adult survey respondents, however, was lower than the 
estimated median income of the general Latino population, i.e., adults of middle to upper 
income were underrepresented. While all of the geographic areas with a high concentra-
tion of Latinos were represented in the surveys, Latinos from Kansas were also under-
represented in the sample. The findings were not weighted to adjust for these differences.

Comparison of Responses of Community Members, Leaders, and Youth
Adult community members and high school youth completed surveys focused on 

their own life experiences and services in Greater Kansas City. By comparison, com-
munity leaders completed surveys focused more broadly on the life experiences and 
services available to Latinos throughout the city. Their responses were quite consistent.

 • Roughly half of community members and one-third of Latino youth stated
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that they had experienced discrimination, consistent with the perception 
by over half of the leaders that Latinos face discrimination associated with 
their ethnicity.

 • Both community members and leaders perceived that Latinos did not have
sufficient governmental representation, and most youth were unaware of their 
representation.

 • Community members and leaders identified significant unmet service needs
in health care (including dental care, mental health care, and medications), 
education (including before/after school and early childhood programs), adult 
education and employment supports (including English language classes and 
employment training), and housing (low-income housing, utility assistance, 
and emergency shelter). Community members also accentuated the unmet 
needs of some Latinos for legal services, translation/interpretation services, 
and food resources.

All survey respondents had the opportunity to identify both assets and challeng-
es for Latinos in Greater Kansas City (adults through checklists and youth through 
short answer questions).

 • Among the strengths identified frequently by both community members
and leaders are bilingual language skills, religious participation, strong family 
relationships, work ethic, cultural diversity, and entrepreneurship. Youth also 
emphasized the importance of relationships with family and friends and their 
appreciation of diversity.

 • The majority of both community members and leaders cited these chal-
lenges for Latinos: low graduation rates, gangs, lack of opportunities and ser-
vices for undocumented individuals, low adult education level, adult unem-
ployment, teen pregnancy, lack of permanent residency options for working 
adults and for youth, lack of Latinos in community leadership roles, crime, 
and family/domestic violence. Youth confirmed challenges related to gangs, 
crime, and the need for improvement in neighborhoods and schools.

Comparison of Latino and Non-Latino Youth Assessed in 2013
Latino and non-Latino youth reported very similar experiences and perspectives in 

every section of the survey. The primary demographic distinctions for Latinos were (a) 
birth of their parents and grandparents outside the U.S. and (b) Spanish being spoken 
in the home.

Implications

Suggested Next Steps 
The following processes and activities are recommended to build on the founda-

tion of the Greater Kansas City Needs Assessment project. The leadership of the 
LCEC and Greater Kansas City Hispanic Needs Assessment Advisory Committee, 
the community involvement with UMKC-IHD in the assessment process, and the 
resulting findings inform the next steps in Greater Kansas City.

1. Disseminate Information
It is important to build momentum from the support that led to the 
commissioning of the Hispanic Needs Assessment. The following au-
diences are proposed as primary recipients of the information: partici-
pants in the assessment (staff from participating organizations, volun-
teers, and respondents), policy makers, potential sponsors and funding 
sources, leaders and practitioners in all human service sectors, commu-
nity members (through Latino advocacy groups, neighborhood associa-
tions, websites of UMKC-IHD and LCEC and Advisory Committee mem-
ber organizations, public access through libraries, and communication 
through the media that assisted in recruitment), and faculty and students.
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2. Establish a Coordinated City-Wide Initiative
Both the complex issues that respondents conveyed in the Hispanic Needs 
Assessment and the types of strategies appropriate to address these issues sug-
gest the merits of considering an integrated collective impact approach. Kania 
and Kramer offer this depiction of collective impact in their seminal work:

Collective Impact Initiatives are long-term commitments by a group of 
important actors from different sectors to a common agenda for solv-
ing a specific social problem. Their actions are supported by a shared 
measurement system, mutually reinforcing activities, and ongo-
ing communication, and are staffed by an independent backbone or-
ganization (2011, p. 39).6

The LCEC and other key partners, in fact, demonstrated the long-term commit-
ment of a collective impact approach when they commissioned the needs assess-
ment. Its findings will contribute to a common agenda and shared vision that 
have the potential to enlist champions, sponsors, participants, and allies. Coordina-
tion of the initiative can be accomplished through a “backbone” or intermediary 
organization that facilitates communication and planning, handles administrative 
issues and technological needs, documents activities across the initiative, and helps 
stakeholders see opportunities for positive change facing challenges.

3. Foster Meaningful Ongoing Communication
Coordination of stakeholders’ efforts within and across groups is essential 
to achieve maximum impact for the Latino population. Involving primary 
stakeholders (e.g., families, neighborhood members, and front-line employ-
ees) will benefit the initiative by keeping decisions and actions grounded in 
their experiences. In addition to collaborative work at the city-wide level, 
the following types of groups are projected to fill significant roles in this 
initiative: geographically defined groups (e.g., separate groups of Greater 
Kansas City stakeholders from Kansas, Missouri, individual counties, and 
smaller neighborhood or community catchment areas); groups address-
ing a specific content area, service sector, or population (e.g., a task force 
focused on civic engagement, health care, or youth); and individual or-
ganizations aligned with the common agenda to address collective issues.

4. Develop and Implement an Overall Plan of Synchronized Activities
It is important to integrate the various activities into one overall plan. 
Following are some supports to achieve this: the backbone organization 
(that maintains and distributes updated group plans and overall plan, fa-
cilitates communication across groups, and shares resources); the shared 
measurement system (that facilitates usage of the same instruments, elec-
tronic data submission, and real-time data availability for planning); key 
stakeholders at the city-wide level (who maintain focus on the overall 
plan, publicize the collective impacts, and give acknowledgment to con-
tributors); and funders (who provide financial support, give public sup-
port for the common agenda, and acknowledge successful activities).

5. Integrate Measurement and Evaluation into the Action Plan
Participation of evaluators with stakeholder groups strengthens their ca-
pac-ity to establish measurable goals, collect and analyze data, report find-
ings for informed decision-making, and determine collective impact. Such 
partnerships assist in creating and documenting sustainable, replicable ap-
proaches that address the priorities at each level. Following are additional 
types of support that researchers and evaluators can contribute to various 
aspects of the initiative: (a) Conduct implementation research to build 
strong, sustainable, evidence-based responses to the issues; (b) Measure 
fidelity to action plans by monitoring processes and outcomes, by using 
data for continued decision-making, and by measuring indicators of the col-
lective impact across multiple collaborators; (c) Collect additional assess-

6 Kania, J., & Kramer, M.  (2011, Winter). Collective impact. Stanford Social Innovation Review, pp. 36-41.
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ment data focused on a specified population, issue, or service; (d) Involve 
students and faculty in further analysis of the archival datasets to extract 
data relevant to action plans of the various groups; and (e) Assist stake-
holder groups in review of up-to-date literature to inform their decisions.

Suggested Priorities
The results of the Hispanic Needs Assessment include multiple perspectives of 

the assets exhibited by the Latino population, the challenges present in Greater 
Kansas City, the unmet needs for services experienced by Latinos, and the major 
priority areas for action.

1. Assets as a Foundation
Respondents ascribed a number of strengths to Latinos in Greater Kansas 
City: bilingual skills, participation in religious organizations, strong family 
relationships, work ethic, contributions to cultural diversity, and entrepre-
neurship. Accentuating these qualities in the community at large, continuing 
to nourish these qualities among Latinos, and building these qualities into 
strategies to address challenges is strongly encouraged.

2. Challenges in Greater Kansas City
Community members and leaders concurred that complex social issues as so-
ciated with education, safety, legal status, employment, health, leadership, 
housing, discrimination, and governmental representation affect many Lati-
nos in Greater Kansas City.

3. Unmet Service Needs of Latinos
Both the reported personal experiences of Latinos in Greater Kansas City and 
the perceptions of leaders indicated the importance of the following services 
and the difficulties that many experienced in accessing them: health care (in-
cluding dental health care, mental health care, and medications), extended 
learning programs (including before/after school programs and early child-
hood programs), housing (including low-income housing, utility assistance, 
and emergency shelter), employment training and English language classes, 
translation and interpretation services, legal services, public transportation 
(in some areas), and food resources.

4. Major Priority Areas for Action 
Informants to the 2013 Hispanic Needs Assessment recommended focused 
attention on health, education, safety, legal status, employment, and hous-
ing and neighborhood development. They desired the following responses in 
these areas:

 • Health:
 • Increase access to affordable health care, dental care, mental health

care, and medications.
 • Reduce discrimination in health care services.
 • Enhance translation and interpretation services in health care.
 • Improve physical health of adults.
 • Reduce teen pregnancy.
 • Address needs related to domestic violence and substance abuse.

 • Education:
 • Improve high school graduation rates.
 • Enhance the quality of schools and invest in additional resources for them.
 • Increase youth participation in leadership roles in schools.
 • Increase access to high quality before/after school and early childhood

programs.
 • Increase availability of adult classes and supports to improve English

language fluency.
 • Improve adult literacy and education.
 • Enhance translation and interpretation services in education.
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 • Safety:
 • Improve safety in neighborhoods.
 • Address issues related to gangs, violence, and crime in neighborhoods.
 • Strengthen relationships with law enforcement.
 • Reduce discrimination in law enforcement and criminal justice systems.

 • Enhance translation and interpretation services in law enforcement
and criminal justice systems.

 • Decrease incidence of domestic and family violence.

 • Legal Status:
 • Strengthen relationships with governmental entities to improve quality

of life in Greater Kansas City.
 • Improve opportunities and services for undocumented individuals.
 • Develop permanent residency options for working adults and youth.
 • Increase availability of legal assistance.
 • Enhance civic awareness and civic engagement of youth.

 • Employment:
 • Reduce discrimination in employment.
 • Increase wages for employed adults.
 • Enhance employment opportunities for adults and youth.
 • Increase access to employment training.

 • Housing and Neighborhood Development:
 • Increase availability of adequate, affordable housing.
 • Improve access to basic services for persons with limited resources, in-

cluding utility assistance, emergency food, and emergency shelter.
 • Enhance food resources in neighborhoods.
 • Improve neighborhood infrastructure, including street maintenance,

lighting, and building maintenance.

Many organizations and individuals in Greater Kansas City have prioritized these 
objectives for a long time. While substantial improvements have been made, many 
Latinos still experience severe challenges in these areas. Furthermore, the issues are 
interrelated and complex.

Respondents’ desired improvements assist in prioritizing the areas of need. They 
do not, however, articulate the road map for improvement. Innovative, collabora-
tive, integrated, systemic strategies are needed at multiple levels in numerous sec-
tors. The strengths of the Latino population will contribute to the potential for cre-
ative solutions and positive impact in these areas as the call for action is embraced.

The 1988 Hispanic Needs Assessment asked for more Latino organizations to assist with the many needs 
of the low income Latino people, and as we look around the Greater KC metro, that has certainly been 
achieved.  From the Hispanic Chamber to Samuel Rogers or Mattie Rhodes to HEDC. The dollars of invest-
ment for the Latino people are being spent, but the population is growing faster than we can implement 
[in our] organizations.  The Latino leadership needs the established organizations, as well as the Young 
Latino Professionals and Latinos of Tomorrow.  And if all the organization can work together, that will bring a 
louder united voice to Latino issues.  All Latino organizations need to leverage resources and opportunities.  
We need to…[encourage] city government to employ a staff that is representative of the people it serves.  
When we have policy makers that care about Latino issues, Latino education, and Latino opportunities, we 
will see results that reflect the resources applied.

—Gloria Ortiz-Fisher, Executive Director, 
Westside Housing Organization
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Introduction



Introduction

Hispanic Needs Assessment of 1988

The Greater Kansas City Community Foundation and Affiliated Trusts com-
missioned the first Hispanic Needs Assessment in Greater Kansas City 25 years 
ago. F. Brent Ruiz offered this tribute to his father, Francisco H. Ruiz, Principal 
Investigator for this work in 1988:

As an educator, writer, publisher, and television host in Kansas City during 
the 1970’s and 1980’s, Francisco examined attitudes about bilingualism, as-
similation, and society’s response to the growing Hispanic population. Fran-
cisco considered the 1988 Hispanic Needs Assessment, which he conducted in 
collaboration with Ascensión N. Hernández, a high point of his career. Not 
only did the survey draw a picture of the needs, wants, and challenges of Lati-
nos in Greater Kansas City, the undertaking of the project itself was acknowl-
edgment of a Hispanic presence whose voice should be heard. For Francisco 
and Ascensión, the 1988 Assessment was more than a document of the pres-
ent. Within its pages, the authors also saw into the future.

Historical Overview

The Latino Population in Greater Kansas City: 1900 – 1988

The first section of the 1988 Report on the Greater Kansas City Hispanic Needs 
Assessment summarized the history of Mexican immigration and assimilation into 
Greater Kansas City during the 20th Century. The following narrative is a brief 
summary of the Historical Overview section of the 1988 report by decade, chroni-
cling the dramatic change for Hispanic populations in the U.S. and Greater Kansas 
City in the 20th Century.1 Reading the 1988 report in its entirety is recommended; 
the full report can be accessed electronically through the University of Missouri-
Kansas City Institute for Human Development.

1900 – 1910
The U.S. Census of 1900 reported a total of 34 Mexican-born residents in Wyan-

dotte County, KS and Jackson County, MO. The authors reported severe conditions 
for the people of Mexico in the early 1900’s: “Poverty and despair, and revolution had 
plagued them in Mexico” (p. 1). They spoke of Mexicans traveling by railroad to El 
Paso, where they were given short-term contracts with the railroad companies to 
work as “track hands” in places like Kansas and Missouri. Eventually many brought 
their families, too. As immigration to Greater Kansas City continued, many Mexi-
can Americans were employed in the railroad, meat packing, and metalwork in-
dustries.

1910 – 1920
The Mexican-born population increased to a total of 591 in Wyandotte County, 

KS and Jackson County, MO by the time of the 1910 U.S. Census. Over half (335) 
were residents of the metropolitan area of Kansas City, MO and Kansas City, KS. 
This was approximately 0.1% of the total population of 321,377 in the two cities. 
Stark contrast is apparent between the United States and Mexico in the decade 
of 1910 to 1920; a sense of optimism and progress prevailed in the United States, 
while a revolt and long civil war occurred in Mexico. By the time that a compro-
mise led to the formation of a modern Mexico in 1920, probably 800,000 Mexicans 
had entered the United States. Aspects of life in Kansas City for Mexican Ameri-

1 Ruiz, F. H., Hernández, A. N., & McKay, E. G.  (1988). Report on the Greater Kansas City Hispanic Needs Assess-
ment. Kansas City, MO: Greater Kansas City Community Foundation. (Contact the University of Missouri-Kansas City 
Institute for Human Development to access this report electronically.)
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cans during the time period from 1910 to 1920 included participation of Hispanic 
workers in unions, the opening of two churches and a Christian Institute, the 
emergence of a few Hispanic-owned businesses or sole proprietorships (i.e., two 
barbers, a restaurant, a tailor, and a grocer), and a weekly newspaper in Spanish, El 
Cosmopolita (Ruiz, Hernandez, & McKay, 1988, pp. 2-3).

1920 – 1930
The Mexican-born population continued to grow in the Greater Kansas City 

area; by 1920, the U.S. Census reported 4,179 persons born in Mexico in Wyan-
dotte County, KS and Jackson County, MO, of which 3,836 were in the bi-state 
metropolitan area. Between 1920 and 1930, the authors estimated that 1.5 million 
Mexicans came to the United States, including some who stayed and some who 
returned to Mexico. In 1921, the Mexican government and the Kansas City, MO 
Chamber of Commerce financed the return to Mexico of 800 individuals who had 
been living in Greater Kansas City. Immigration continued to rise, however, fueled 
by the need for labor that had begun during World War I. During this decade the 
number of local Spanish-owned small businesses in Greater Kansas City contin-
ued to grow slowly. In areas of employment, education, and health care, however, 
many experienced challenges. Railroad employees were sometimes left in Kansas 
City when they did not have work in winter months; some children of Mexican 
descent experienced nationally publicized discrimination in the Kansas City, KS 
public schools; Mexicans experienced health problems and had difficulty accessing 
hospital care until the Guadalupe Center clinic referred them to St. Mary’s Hospi-
tal. The differences between more established Mexicans who had become Ameri-
can citizens and new immigrants from Mexico became increasingly pronounced.

1930 – 1940
The 1930 U.S. Census reported a Mexican population total of 6,259 in Wyandotte 

County, KS and Jackson County, MO, which included both new immigrants and 
persons who were born in the U.S. Almost 90% of this population (5,599) resided 
in the urban areas of Kansas City, KS and Kansas City, MO. Public perceptions of 
Mexican immigrants in the U.S. shifted in the 1930s; whereas their addition to the 
workforce when labor was needed was seen as a benefit, their presence in the U.S. 
during the depression of the 1930s was seen as an economic threat. Most Mexicans 
were classified as being of “white race” until 1930; at this time, the U.S. Census be-
gan to classify them as “Mexican race.” Deportations during the decade from 1930 
to 1940 probably included 500,000 persons of Mexican descent nationally, roughly 
half of whom were actually U.S. citizens. It does not appear that deportation was 
a common practice in the Kansas City area at this time, based on public records.

1940 – 1950
The Mexican population was identified as “white race” in the 1940 U.S. Cen-

sus, making it difficult to ascertain changes in the Hispanic population. The U.S. 
Census polled a 5% sample of the total population on mother tongue, and based 
on this sample, estimated that 2,074 persons had Spanish as their mother tongue 
in the bi-state area of Wyandotte County, KS and Jackson County, MO. Many day 
laborers entered the U.S. each year with short-term contracts, including some who 
remained in the U.S.

The intensified need for labor during World War II increased immigration from 
Mexico. Differences in assimilation remained pronounced. While the second gen-
eration was beginning to assimilate to U.S. culture, new immigrants faced many 
challenges. One highly publicized event during this decade reflected these assimi-
lation issues; a conflict between U.S. servicemen and Hispanic youth in Los An-
geles escalated into a week of what became known as the “zoot-suit race riots.”

1950 – 1960
In 1950, the U.S. Census polled five Southwestern states to determine the num-

ber of people with Spanish surnames. They did not, however, poll Missouri, Kan-
sas, or the Greater Kansas City area, preventing any reliable tabulation of the His-
panic population.

Two historic rulings by the U.S. Supreme Court in May 1954 focused on the 
equal protection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment: Hernández v. State of Texas 
and Brown v. Board of Education.2 While the latter ruling led to sweeping changes in 
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both the legal system and society, the former ruling did not receive the same public 
attention. In the Hernández murder case, the petitioner succeeded in substantiat-
ing group discrimination that systematically excluded qualified persons of Mexi-
can descent from roles in the judicial system. The Court ruled that the petitioner 
provided proof that persons of Mexican descent constituted a distinct class that 
had experienced different treatment from “whites.”

1960 – 1970
Once again, the U.S. Census classified the Mexican population as “white race” 

and excluded Kansas and Missouri from the Spanish-surnamed census. Hispanic 
populations continued to experience difficulties blending into either the society of 
their origin or the U.S.; they no longer considered themselves to be Mexicans, and 
yet they did not experience full acceptance in the U.S. This contributed to hostility 
and anger that fueled militant movements. A form of slang known as pochismos, 
which blended Southwest American English with Northern Mexican Spanish, be-
came the language of militant Chicanos. These developments divided the Hispanic 
population.

1970 – 1980
In 1970, the U.S. Census Bureau polled 5% of persons of Spanish ancestry in the 

Midwest. This extrapolated to approximately 28,270 Hispanics living in the Kansas 
City area. The Hispanic population was subdivided for the first time, with these es-
timated percentages identifying themselves as members of the following subgroups: 
53% as Mexican Americans, 3% as Cubans, less than 1% as Puerto Ricans, and more 
than 43% as being of “other Spanish origin.” Most Mexican Americans lived in 
specific neighborhoods, while the other Hispanic immigrants were more dispersed.

1980 – 1988
The 1980 U.S. Census began to use the term “Hispanics.” The 31,820 Hispanics 

in Greater Kansas City included 80% Mexican Americans, 2% Puerto Ricans, almost 
3% Cubans, and almost 16% “other Hispanics.” New refugees and immigrants from 
Central America settled in the U.S. and Kansas City during this time period, many 
who were undocumented. Locally, some resided in established Mexican American 
neighborhoods, and others were dispersed throughout the city. Maintenance of ties 
to the countries of their origin had distinguished Hispanic migration from the previ-
ous migration of other immigrant groups. Increased percentages of Hispanics in the 
schools and workforce were becoming recognized as a politically significant con-
stituency. Hispanic political leaders had emerged across the country, including two 
local city council members (one in Kansas City, KS and one in Kansas City, MO).

The Latino Population in Greater Kansas City: 1988 to Present 

1988 – 2013
Since the publication of the 1988 Hispanic Needs Assessment, rapid societal 

change has occurred, affected by and affecting the Latino population in Greater 
Kansas City. Many of today’s leading Hispanic organizations were newly established, 
were serving other populations, or were not yet formed in 1988. Today a host of 
nonprofit community organizations and Latino businesses address the needs of the 
Latino population for education, health and mental health, housing, employment, 
and social services. Among these are the organizations that sponsored and guided 
the current assessment project. Following are three examples of the diversification 
and expansion of nonprofit organizations serving Latino populations:

Other organizations experienced growth and transformation during this 25-year 
period. Two prominent organizations that have adapted their mission and activ-
ities to the changing needs of Latinos in Greater Kansas City are the Hispanic 
Chamber of Commerce and the Guadalupe Center, Inc.

Irene Caudillo, the Executive Director of El Centro, Inc., states, 
“Since its conception in 1976, El Centro has proudly served the needs 

2 Hernández v. State of Texas, 347 U.S. 475.
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of Latinos in our community. When the 1988 needs assessment was 
released, El Centro had just moved from the St. Thomas Parish con-
vent to a newly renovated building in the Argentine district of Kansas 
City, Kansas. With an operational budget of $250,000 and employing 
19 full- and part-time staff, they served close to 4,000 people with 
the following services: emergency assistance, immigration counseling, 
senior services, job development, migrant education, prison counsel-
ing, and advocacy. Now, 25 years after that initial needs assessment, 
El Centro’s operating budget is just under $2 million with 35 full- and 
part-time staff in three facilities. Annually, we now provide over 9,500 
Wyandotte and Johnson County residents with early childhood edu-
cation, after school and summer programming, financial assistance 
and literacy, health education and assistance, victim assistance, and 
advocacy services. As the 2013 Hispanic needs assessment is released, 
El Centro will continue to stay committed to serving and continuing to 
work tirelessly to meet the needs of the growing Latino community.”

Jaclyn Steiner, Senior Fundraising Director, and John Fierro, 
President/CEO of Mattie Rhodes Center, describe similar chang-
es throughout its history: “The Mattie Rhodes Center is a nonprof-
it agency serving the Greater Kansas City community. The Hispanic 
Needs Assessment results influenced our agency’s programming to en-
sure that we were serving the most underserved population, which was 
comprised of Hispanic and/or Spanish-speaking individuals and fami-
lies. Since that time, we have developed a strong expertise in providing 
culturally competent bilingual services. Today, the Mattie Rhodes Cen-
ter has 120 years of experience providing community-based services, 
and is the only fully bilingual and bicultural behavioral health care 
provider in the region that is both internationally accredited by the 
Council on Accreditation and certified by the Missouri Department of 
Mental Health. Operating on a budget just under $2.3 million, the Mat-
tie Rhodes Center provides services within four strategic areas: Fami-
lies, Community, Youth, and Cultural Arts. Throughout its history, the 
agency has responded to community needs, a changing environment, 
technological advances, and economic fluctuations. Within the past 15 
years alone the agency’s staff has more than tripled, and program space 
has increased from 9,000 square feet to 29,000 square feet. The Mattie 
Rhodes Center is committed to building a stronger Kansas City, work-
ing toward the vision of living in a vibrant community where all indi-
viduals and families are healthy, safe and have the resources to thrive.”

Gloria Ortiz-Fisher, the Executive Director of Westside Hous-
ing Organization, documents this history of the organization she 
leads: “Westside Housing Organization was founded 40 years ago, in 
the heart of Kansas City’s Latino community. Our mission is to revital-
ize Kansas City’s urban core neighborhoods by fixing houses, providing 
affordable, decent housing, and organizing people, so that more of Kan-
sas City’s poor, working families have a good place to call home. Over 
the past 40 years, Westside Housing has helped over 2,500 families 
by providing them with affordable housing and home repair. We have 
invested over $39,000,000 in the neighborhoods we served over this pe-
riod. The economic impact from the jobs created and investments made 
reach to a quarter billion. The Hispanic Needs Assessment has fortified 
our conviction that the need for housing with dignity, especially within 
the Spanish-speaking community, is as great as it has ever been, with 
46% of the households on the Westside making under $25,000 an-
nually. Home ownership by Hispanics is comparatively low, and most 
Hispanic families are burdened with over 30% of their income being 
spent solely on rent. To answer this need, we work in neighborhoods 
with large Hispanic concentrations. Over half of our 13-person staff 
is bilingual, and all are competent in meeting the cultural needs of 
those we serve. Making Green Sustainability accessible is a priority for 
the organization, as we know that is the best way to ensure a safe, 
healthy, and affordable future for those we serve. Our budget is rough-
ly $1.2 million annually, which utilizes a three-pronged approach to 
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community development: affordable rental apartments, home repair for 
workforce families, and community building and organizing. Westside 
Housing doesn’t just fix houses – we REBUILD community.”

The Latino Civic Engagement Collaborative

The Latino Civic Engagement Collaborative (LCEC) is a collaborative of non-
profit executives that speaks with a unified voice to bring about measurable 
improvements in the quality of life for Latinos in Kansas City. According to 
the LCEC August 31, 2012 newsletter, the following theory of change guides 
their work:

Positive change requires more Latinos/Latinas in elective and appointive po-
sitions of authority and leadership. Data and analyses of the status and needs 
of the Latino community are necessary to gain mainstream community sup-
port for needed action.

The LCEC functions as a supportive institution to bring about measurable im-
provements in Hispanics’ quality of life by delivering education, physical and 
mental health, business development, housing, economic development, and social 
services. The LCEC envisions a Latino community that develops an empowered 
civic voice that will be recognized and appreciated by the broader community of 
Kansas City.

Commissioning of the Hispanic Needs Assessment

Rationale, Sponsorship, and Contractual Arrangements 

The LCEC identified one of its goals to be the creation and distribution of a 
marketing product that describes the current conditions and needs of the Greater 
Kansas City Latino population. To this end, the collaborative initiated an assess-
ment of the needs and assets of the Hispanic community in Greater Kansas City. 
The LCEC accessed funds from these generous supporters to underwrite the proj-
ect: Adelante Fund, Bank of America, the City Manager’s Office of Kansas City 
MO, H&R Block Foundation, the Hall Family Foundation, and the Hispanic Devel-
opment Fund. The LCEC then contracted with the University of Missouri-Kansas 
City Institute for Human Development (UMKC-IHD) to conduct the assessment.

Hispanic Needs Assessment Advisory Committee 

The LCEC formed the Greater Kansas City Hispanic Needs Assessment Advisory 
Committee to guide this work. This committee consisted of the organizations of 
the LCEC, as well as other nonprofit organizations and Latino constituent groups. 
Following are the member organizations and the key representatives who served 
in this advisory capacity to the LCEC and UMKC-IHD in the beging of the project 
to develop and conduct the assessment:

• Argentine Neighborhood Development Association, 
 Ann Murguia – Executive Director;
• Cabot Westside Medical and Dental Center,
 Liz Cessor – President/CEO;
• El Centro, Inc.,
 Mary Lou Jaramillo – President/CEO;
• Greater Kansas City Hispanic Scholarship Fund,
 Mayra Aguirre Raplinger – Director;
• Guadalupe Centers, Inc.,
 Jean Paul Chaurand – Chief Operations Officer;
• Hispanic Chamber of Commerce of Greater Kansas City,
 Carlos Gomez – President/CEO



 Hispanic Needs Assessment    7

• Hispanic Economic Development Corporation,
 Bernardo Ramirez – Former Executive Director, Carmen Lopez – 
 Interim Executive Director;
• Latino Coalition of Kansas City (formerly Coalition of Hispanic 
 Organizations), Jessica Piedra – President; 
• Latinos of Tomorrow, 
 Erika Garcia-Reyes – President;
• LULAC National Educational Service Center of Kansas City,
 Michael Macias – Director;
• Mattie Rhodes Center,
 John Fierro – President/CEO;
• Samuel U. Rodgers Health Center,
 Hilda Fuentes – Chief Executive Officer;
• UMKC Latina(o)/Chicana(o) Studies Program,
 Dr. Miguel Carranza – Director;
• Westside Housing Organization, 
 Gloria Ortiz-Fisher – Executive Director; and
• Young Latino Professionals,
 Randy Lopez – Former President, Daniel Silva – Member.

Focus and Purpose of the Assessment Project

The 2013 Hispanic Needs Assessment project was developed to assess current 
conditions, assets, and needs of the Latino population in the nine-county Greater 
Kansas City area. The project primarily emphasized economic, social, education-
al, health, and civic conditions. The findings from the project are to be used for 
the purpose of creating a road map for policy makers, community organizations, 
educators, Hispanic families, and students. This road map, in turn, is to be used to 
build and strengthen the future of the Latino community in Greater Kansas City.

Approach

Framework

This assessment project employed a framework focused on determinants of 
health, as used by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services in Healthy 
People 2020, the 10-year agenda for improving the nation’s health. Determinants of 
health are defined as “the range of personal, social, economic, and environmental factors 
that influence health status.”3 Of the many determinants of health, this assessment 
focused on socioeconomic conditions, access to health care services, availability of 
quality education, access to housing and other resources for community living, and 
discrimination.

Additional emphasis was placed on assessing the civic health of the community. Civ-
ic engagement is defined as activities that expand collective actions, resources, skills, 
expertise, and knowledge of individuals to increase choices and opportunities and 
improve quality of life in communities. The civic engagement framework is built 
on the foundation of the Corporation for National and Community Service (CNCS) 
federal agency and the Congressionally-chartered National Conference on Citizenship 
(NCoC), the offices which administer AmeriCorps, Senior Corp, and United We Serve 
programs. Aspects of civic engagement include such non-political activities as service 
and volunteerism, social connectedness, informational connectedness and knowledge 
of current events, group participation, and working with neighbors. Such political ac-
tivities as voting, political participation, and expression of views are also examined. 
Civic engagement is influenced by the environmental context, through civic skills and 
motivation gained from family, educational venues, and social or community influenc-
es. Civic engagement is the purview of every individual, regardless of age and/or gender.

3 U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. (2011). http://healthypeople.gov/2020/about/tracking.aspx.
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Data Collection Strategies

Several strategies were pursued for collecting information from multiple sources 
in order to determine the needs and assets of the Latino population in Greater Kan-
sas City. The original descriptions of these activities were published in Summer, 
2012 and continued to be updated as activities unfolded.4 

Existing Population-Based Data
A quantitative analysis of the current demographic, economic, health, and educa-

tional conditions of the Kansas City Hispanic population was completed with exist-
ing data obtained primarily from these sources: (a) 2010 Census and the 2006-2010 
American Community Study collected by the U.S. Census Bureau, (b) survey data 
from the 2011 Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System (BRFSS) overseen by the 
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, and (c) vital statistics data managed by 
the Kansas Department of Health and Environment and the Missouri Department 
of Health and Senior Services. This information served as a point of reference to 
determine whether the sample of respondents was relatively representative of the 
Latino population at large. Following are the types of data included in the profiles:

The population-based data were retrieved and organized by category. To the 
extent that the data were available, these meaningful comparisons were made: 
comparisons of the states and other geographic areas that comprise metropolitan 
Kansas City, comparisons with national data, comparisons between Latinos and 
non-Latinos, and comparisons between men and women. These analyses were 
summarized in brief snapshots or profiles related to demographics, socioeconom-
ics, education, and health.

Survey of Latino Community Members
The Advisory Committee and UMKC-IHD determined the nine-county Kansas 

City Metropolitan Area defined by the Mid-America Regional Council to be the 
catchment area of this project. Throughout this report the catchment area is re-
ferred to as “Greater Kansas City” (Cass, Clay, Jackson, Platte, and Ray Counties in 
Missouri, and Johnson, Leavenworth, Miami, and Wyandotte Counties in Kansas). 
Despite the challenges of administering surveys across this large geographic area, 
the Advisory Committee and UMKC-IHD affirmed the importance of the number 
of completed surveys in each county being proportionate to the Latino population 
in that county. The 2010 U.S. Census data was consulted during the data collection 
process and used to prioritize locations for recruiting more participants.

It was the consensus of the Advisory Committee and UMKC-IHD that a strengths-
based instrument was needed to elicit from the Latino respondents both assets and 

Demographic Profile
• Population 
• Specific Country or Continent of Origin
• Distribution by Gender
• Distribution by Age
• Household and Family Characteristics
  • Total Households
  • Family and Non-Family Households
  • Composition of Family Households
  • Multigenerational Households
  • Home Ownership

Socioeconomic Profile 
• Labor Force Participation
• Unemployment Rate
• Occupations of Employment
• Median Household Income
• Poverty Status

Education Profile
• Educational Attainment
• English Language Ability

Health Profile
• Births and Fertility Rate
• Infant Mortality
• Infant Health Indicators
  • Pre-Term Births
  • Low and Very Low Birth Weight
  • Prenatal Health Care
• Adult Health Factors
  • High Blood Pressure
  • Obesity
  • Cigarette Use
  • Self-Perceived Health Status
• Incidence of Disabilities 
• Health Insurance

4 University of Missouri-Kansas City Institute for Human Development.  (2012). Latino Civic Engagement Collabora-
tive Hispanic Needs Assessment Newsletter (Issue One, Updated August, 2012). Kansas City, MO: Author.
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needs present in the lives of Latino residents in Greater Kansas City, as well as the 
conditions that influence their lives. UMKC-IHD developed the Community Survey and 
translated it into Spanish; both English and Spanish versions were available as paper 
copies and online surveys. The survey consisted of six sections addressing these topics:

• Basic Personal Information • Community Living and Quality
• Employment, Economics,     of Life (including perceived 
    and Basic Services     community assets and community
• Education     challenges)
• Health and Safety • Additional Information

Staff at Advisory Committee agencies, UMKC-IHD employees, and student vol-
unteers were trained to administer the surveys at various community events. They 
also were given guidance to offer assistance for individuals with low literacy skills.

Numerous strategies were employed to sample Latinos proportionately within 
the nine-county area. Survey administration in a variety of venues was one of the 
sampling strategies to enhance the representativeness of Latino participation to 
reflect geographically, socioeconomically, and demographically diverse Latino 
populations. Advisory Committee organizations were encouraged to administer 
the survey to their own agency personnel and the constituents whom they served. 
Efforts were made to engage the support of other organizations and institutions to 
administer surveys in their locations and at their sponsored events. Attempts were 
made to over-sample lower income populations and newer residency groups to en-
sure the inclusion of their perspectives on needs for social services. Marketing and 
publicity  to the Latino population, which encouraged them to both complete the 
survey and recruit others to complete it, contributed to the utilization of “snow-
ball” sampling techniques. The initial goal was to survey a minimum of 500 Latino 
adults within the specified counties. More than double this number of adults were 
surveyed; in addition, the diversity of the sample gave some assurance that many 
perspectives within the Latino population were included.

Survey of Greater Kansas City Leaders Engaged with the Latino Population
To complement the perspectives of individual community members, the Advi-

sory Committee and UMKC-IHD agreed that leaders with access to broader infor-
mation about the status of Latinos in Greater Kansas City and the systemic and 
organizational structures that impact them would also be surveyed. Leaders with-
in the Advisory Committee member organizations were encouraged to complete 
the survey themselves and to recommend other community leaders with relevant 
knowledge about Latinos in Greater Kansas City.

UMKC-IHD developed an online instrument, the Key Informant Survey, which 
could quickly solicit the viewpoints of individuals in leadership positions. The re-
spondents were instructed to consider the issues from a systemic point of view, 
i.e., “the mile-high view,” rather than simply their own personal experiences. The 
instrument was designed to facilitate the respondents’ identification of contribut-
ing factors and strategies for addressing Latino issues in Greater Kansas City. While 
the content areas were similar to those of the Community Survey, the Key Informant 
Survey requested respondents to rate the availability of services to Latinos and the 
prioritization of unmet needs. They responded within their areas of expertise (in-
cluding those with expertise in only Kansas, only Missouri, and in both States of 
the bi-state metropolitan area). The survey comprised these six sections:

 
• Respondent Information • Community Assets
• Community Services and • Community Problems
 Unmet Needs • Civic Issues
• Education

It was anticipated that 35-50 leaders would complete the Key Informant Survey. 
This expectation was met. 

Survey of High School Youth
UMKC-IHD and the Advisory Committee engaged in discussions to determine 



10    Hispanic Needs Assessment

the focus of data collection from youth. They reached consensus to investigate 
the civic activities of Latino and non-Latino high school youth and the factors 
that foster their civic engagement. After discussing the survey content with the 
Advisory Committee, reviewing literature, and interviewing six young adult Latino 
leaders nominated by the Advisory Committee, UMKC-IHD created the Youth and 
Civic Engagement in Kansas City Survey that assessed the civic engagement of youth 
and their perceptions of life in Greater Kansas City. Both paper and online survey 
formats in English were created; because some level of English fluency is expected 
of high school juniors and seniors, the survey was not translated into Spanish. Fol-
lowing are titles of the six sections of the survey for students to address:

 
• My Personal Information • My View of Kansas City, including:
• My Spirit of Service  • Two of the Best Things about 
• My Civic Social Network     Living in the Kansas City Area
• My Civic Skills  • Two of the Biggest Problems about
• My Actions and Expressions     Living in the Kansas City Area

Based on a review of school enrollment statistics of students in the Greater Kan-
sas City area, 10 high schools were identified as having the highest percentages of 
Latino students.5 The approved sampling strategy was to approach these schools 
for permission to administer the survey with 11th and 12th grade high school stu-
dents (both Latinos and non-Latinos). The goal was to gain permission to conduct 
the survey during school classes in at least six of the schools. The following schools 
agreed to participate: Alta Vista Charter School, Cristo Rey High School, East High 
School, J.C. Harmon High School, Northeast High School, and Wyandotte High 
School. The goal of surveying at least 200 Latino youth and additional non-Latino 
youth was surpassed, with more than double the number of projected respondents 
surveyed.

Reflections from the Advisory Committee
Originally, focus groups were proposed to provide additional substance to the 

survey responses. It was agreed after collection and analysis of the richly descrip-
tive survey data that a more appropriate step would be dialogue and reflection 
among the leaders of the sponsoring organizations in the Advisory Committee. 
Several meetings were held to discuss the key findings and reflect as a group on the 
implications. The views that emerged from these meetings informed the Discus-
sion and Implications section of this report (Chapter 6). Some of the committee 
members also submitted written reflections on the survey findings that are inter-
spersed throughout the narrative of this report.

Participants in the Assessment Process

Investigators
With the support and guidance of the LCEC and the Hispanic Needs Assessment Ad-

visory Committee, UMKC-IHD provided the assessment expertise in the development 
and implementation of the needs assessment and the dissemination of its findings. 
Jana Peterson, Ph.D., Research Associate at UMKC-IHD, served as Project Director dur-
ing the planning phases until August, 2012, when she relocated to Oregon. Notably, 
she brought her expertise in public health, a primary focus of the needs assessment. 
Kathryn L. Fuger, Ph.D., Director of Early Childhood and Youth Programs at UMKC-
IHD, became the Project Director at that time through the completion of the project. 
Her work focuses on program evaluation, applied research, and assessment, informed 
by her Interdisciplinary Ph.D. in Education and Public Affairs and Administration. The 
following members of her team also contributed to the needs assessment through data 
collection, data entry, data cleaning, and numerous other organizational roles: Dawa-
na Stephens, Peter Cajina, Sindhu Koppula, and Michael Abel. During their doctoral 

5 The 10 identified schools included 8 public schools  [Northeast High School (Kansas City, MO); East High School 
(Kansas City, MO); Harmon High School (Kansas City, KS); Wyandotte High School (Kansas City, KS); Shawnee Mis-
sion North High School (Overland Park, KS); Olathe North High School (Olathe, KS); North Kansas City High School 
(North Kansas City, MO); Truman High School (Independence, MO)], 1 charter school [Alta Vista Charter High School 
(Kansas City, MO charter school)], and 1 parochial school [Cristo Rey (Kansas City, MO – Catholic private school)].
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studies in Economics at UMKC and their student employment at UMKC-IHD, Karol 
Gil-Vasquez, Ph.D., and Xuan Pham, Ph.D., participated in the needs assessment. 
Dr. Gil-Vasquez contributed to the development of the methodology, the design of 
the needs assessment surveys, data collection, recruitment of high school sites, inter-
views of young adults, and translation; Dr. Pham analyzed the Census and other exist-
ing data for the first draft of the Latino profile. At the time of the needs assessment, 
Erika Noguera served as a Research Assistant at UMKC-IHD and Project Coordina-
tor of Alianzas, a collaborative initiative of University of Missouri Extension created to 
address the needs of Hispanic/Latino immigrants and the Missouri communities that 
receive them.6 Her role with Alianzas and her facilitation skills were instrumental in 
coordination with the Hispanic Needs Assessment Advisory Committee and the LCEC, 
recruitment and organization of volunteers, scheduling of meetings and data collec-
tion events, publicity, data collection, and translation. Sayra Gordillo, first a volunteer 
with this project and then a Research Assistant at UMKC-IHD, collected data, entered 
survey data, translated qualitative data items, and conducted preliminary qualitative 
data analysis. Vim Horn, Associate Director at UMKC-IHD, filled roles in grants man-
agement, project development, and Advisory Committee participation. Danielle Un-
derwood, Media Relations Specialist at UMKC-IHD, assisted with publicity of events to 
recruit survey participants and to disseminate information.

Volunteers
A large cadre of volunteers led to the success of the assessment project, particu-

larly the collection of representative data from the nine-county area. The staff of 
many organizations assisted in publicity, recruitment, and hosting 38 events. Nu-
merous UMKC staff and students, assisted by 37 dedicated community volunteers, 
collected survey data.

Survey Participants
Through extensive publicity and engagement of community partners to collect 

surveys at various events, 1,240 Latino community members completed surveys. 
Additionally, 44 leaders in the Latino community completed key informant sur-
veys. Six high schools with a high Latino enrollment participated in data collec-
tion; 766 students completed the youth survey, including 427 Latino students.

Purpose of This Report

As previously stated, the purpose of this report is to present the findings of the 
2013 Hispanic Needs Assessment project, which assessed the current conditions, as-
sets, and needs of the Latino population in Greater Kansas City, with a focus on eco-
nomic, social, educational, health, and civic conditions. These findings will serve as 
one source of information for policy makers, community organizations, educators, 
Hispanic families, and students to enhance Greater Kansas City, particularly the 
lives of Latinos in the area.

Limitations

It is important to recognize the many limitations of this study. A rigorous re-
search design with randomized or stratified sampling and sufficient power was 
cost-prohibitive and not feasible. Though the respondents were proportionately 
similar demographically to those who completed the 2010 U.S. Census, the re-
sponses cannot be generalized statistically, and it cannot be assumed that their per-
spectives represented those of all Latinos in Greater Kansas City. The sample size 
within individual communities was too small to make strong conclusions at the 
neighborhood level. With the rapid racial/ethnic changes in Greater Kansas City 
and its neighborhoods, neither can it be assumed that the issues reported in 2012- 
2013 would continue to be accurate in the future. Some surveys were omitted from 
analysis because of missing information (e.g., ZIP code, age, grade level) that was 

6 Alianzas. (2012). Supporting partnerships with Hispanics/Latino communities in Missouri. http://alianzas.
us/?catid=356.



required to meet eligibility criteria. The surveys were also voluntary, and people 
could decline to answer specific questions; when they declined to respond, their 
viewpoints could not be included in the findings. Length of the surveys, literacy 
levels of respondents, and accuracy of translations for persons of varied Latino de-
scent may have also posed barriers to survey completion, also warranting caution 
in interpreting the results. Additionally, many of the settings for data collection 
were bustling events that limited the degree of reflection that some participants 
could devote to their responses. These limitations suggest that readers should not 
consider the findings definitive, but rather, suggestive of the issues that may need 
further exploration.

Suggested Uses of This Report

Nonetheless, a wealth of information was collected from diverse participants 
throughout Greater Kansas City; they shared many significant insights. It is impor-
tant that the findings be considered a springboard for dialogue that promotes ac-
tion steps. It is hoped that these steps will lead to improved policies, strengthened 
programs in local neighborhoods and schools, and processes for continued assess-
ment and reflection on emergent conditions for Latinos in Greater Kansas City.

The instruments in the Appendix are available for usage by organizations, spe-
cific communities, or partnerships that wish to expand or adapt the information 
collected. The sponsors of this work wish for continued benefits of this investment 
in assessing the Latino population of Greater Kansas City.

Disclaimers

Many people informed the authors, in addition to the survey respondents them-
selves. The views expressed in this report, however, represent the interpretations of 
the authors alone. The opinions do not represent official positions of the LCEC or 
the Curators of the University of Missouri on behalf of UMKC.

Organization of the Report 

The remainder of this report is organized by the data sources of the Greater Kan-
sas City Hispanic Needs Assessment. Because Chapters 2 through 5 are freestanding 
summaries of a particular component of the needs assessment process, each can 
stand alone without being read in sequence. 

• Chapter 2, Latino Profile of Greater Kansas City, presents existing data 
about the community. The statistics are derived primarily from the 2010 U.S. 
Census, the 2006-2010 population estimates based on the American Community 
Survey conducted by the U.S. Census Bureau, the 2011 population estimates 
based on the Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System Survey Questionnaire of the 
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, and vital statistics from Missouri 
and Kansas.

• Chapter 3, Community Survey Findings, describes the sample of Latino 
residents from the nine-county Greater Kansas City area who completed the 
Community Survey. Their perceptions of the assets and challenges in Greater 
Kansas City are summarized. This chapter also reports their own personal cir-
cumstances related to safety, housing, employment, community resources, 
health, education, and social and civic engagement.

• Chapter 4, Key Informant Survey Findings, summarizes the findings from 
a survey of civic, business, and philanthropic leaders who engage with the 
Latino community within Greater Kansas City. The respondents provided a 
brief description of their roles and offered their perspectives of both the issues 
Latinos face in Greater Kansas City and the strengths and resources available 
in the metropolitan area.
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• Chapter 5, Youth and Civic Engagement in Kansas City Survey Findings, 
provides a snapshot of the opinions of high school students in six of the most 
diverse high schools in Greater Kansas City. The survey that they completed 
focused on civic engagement in the home and family, the school, and the 
community, especially their civic activities and social networks in these arenas. 
This chapter also summarizes their comments about the positive and negative 
features of Greater Kansas City.

• Chapter 6, Discussion and Implications, examines these findings collec-
tively, synthesizing the results and highlighting the major themes. From these 
themes, suggested directions for further study, future action, and programmat-
ic or policy change are presented.

• The Appendices contain copies of the three surveys in their various formats 
and languages. These include printed copies of the Community Survey delivered 
in both an electronic format and a paper format in both English and Spanish 
(Appendix A), a printed copy of the electronically delivered Key Informant Sur-
vey in English (Appendix B), and printed copies of the electronic and paper 
versions of the Youth and Civic Engagement in Kansas City Survey in English (Ap-
pendix C). 
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The Kansas City Region and Greater Kansas City

Kansas City is uniquely situated between the borders of eastern Kansas and west-
ern Missouri. The broadest geographic definition of Kansas City is the Kansas City 
Regional Area (KCRA), which is composed of 10 Kansas and 16 Missouri counties. 
Community leaders often utilize the narrower 9-county definition of Kansas City. 
The 9 counties are members of the Mid-America Regional Council (MARC), a bi-
state economic development organization. Henceforth, the larger 26-county and 
smaller 9-county areas will be referred to as the Kansas City Region and Greater 
Kansas City, respectively. Demographic, Socioeconomic, Education, and Health 
Profiles focus on the 9-county Greater Kansas City area, as depicted in Table 1.

Table 1 Regional and Metroplitan Definitions of the Area

Demographic Profile

Data Sources

All data in the demographic profile is derived from the 2000 and 2010 Census, 
conducted by the U.S. Bureau of Census. The 2010 Census contains the most accurate 
demographic information about the United States population as of April 1, 2010. The 
2000 Census has similar information for the reference date of April 1, 2000. 

The Census Coverage Measurement (CCM),7 released by the U.S. Bureau of Cen-
sus in May 2012, measured the accuracy of various population counts after the 
2010 Census was completed, with these results:

• The 2010 Census over-counted 0.01% of the total United States population,
 which was not statistically different from 0. The 2000 Census over-counted
 0.49% of the population, which was statistically different from 0. 
• The 2010 Census under-counted 1.54% of the Hispanic/Latino population,
 which was statistically different from 0, but was not statistically different
 from the 2000 Census under-counting of 0.71% of the same population. 

Readers should be aware of the problems of under- and over-counting in the 
Census data. These problems, however, should have little influence on the inter-
pretation of the information in this report.

Population

United States 
The 2010 Census reported that 50.5 million persons living in the United States were 
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7 U.S. Census Bureau. (2012).  DSSD 2010 Census Coverage Measurement Memorandum Series #2010-G-01.  
Washington, DC: Author. Available through http://2010.census.gov/news/releases/operations/cb12-95.html

KANSAS CITY 
REGION

Atchison, Douglas, Franklin, 
Jefferson, Johnson, Leaven-
worth, Linn, Miami, Shawnee, 
and Wyandotte
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Cass, Clay, Clinton, Henry, Jack-
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ton, Pettis, Platte, Ray, and Saline 
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KANSAS CITY

Johnson, Leavenworth, Miami, 
and Wyandotte

Cass, Clay, Jackson, Platte, and 
Ray



Figure 1 Population Distribution in 2010 Census

8 The terms of Hispanic and Latino are used interchangeably to refer to individuals who identify their ethnicity as 
Mexican, Cuban, Dominican, Puerto Rican, Central American (Costa Rican, Guatemalan, Honduran, Nicaraguan, 
Panamanian, Salvadoran, or “other Central American”), South American (Argentinean, Bolivian, Chilean, Colom-
bian, Ecuadorian, Paraguayan, Peruvian, Uruguayan, Venezuelan, or “other South American”), or of other Spanish 
descent. In most cases, the term Latino is used. Both terms are used to reference both males and females, with 
the exception that gender-specific language will reference males as Latino and females as Latina.

Kansas
Latinos were 7% of Kansas’s population in 2000, compared to 11% a decade later. 

As shown in Figure 2, the Latino population in Kansas grew 59% from 2000 to 
2010, increasing from 188,252 to 300,042 persons.

Hispanics/Latinos, an increase of 43% from the 2000 Census. Latinos comprised 16% 
of the United States population on April 1, 2010, whereas they comprised 13% of the 
population a decade prior. Latinos were the second largest racial/ethnic group in the 
United States at that time, only smaller than Whites.8  Figure 1 displays the distribu-
tion of the population by race/ethnicity at the time of the 2010 Census.
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Missouri
Although Latinos comprised only 4% of Missouri’s population at the time of the 

2010 Census, this population has experienced a significant growth rate of 79% over 
the last decade. In 2010, 212,470 Latinos lived in Missouri, compared to 118,592 
persons in 2000. 

Kansas City Region and Greater Kansas City 
Latinos were 8% of the population of the 26-county Kansas City Region in 2010. 

A total of 112,517 Latino persons lived in the 10 Kansas counties of the Kansas City 
Region, and they accounted for 38% of Kansas’s total Latino population. A total 
of 91,766 persons lived in the 16 Missouri counties of the Kansas City Region, of 
which 43% was Latino. The growth rate of the Latino population was larger for the 
9-county Greater Kansas City area, at 78% over the past decade.

Figure 2 Population Growth in Selected Groups between 2000 and 2010 Census

High Concentration of Latinos within Greater Kansas City
Wyandotte County had the highest county-level concentration of Latinos with-

in the Kansas City Region at the time of the Census in 2010 (26%). People of Latino 
origin comprised 26% of the population of Wyandotte County in the 2010 Census. 
Jackson County was home to the largest number of Latinos in the Kansas City Re-
gion, with 56,434, although this was only 8% of the Jackson County population. 
Figure 3 presents the numbers of Latinos in each county of the Kansas City Region.
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Figure 3 Latino Population Distribution by County in the Kansas City Region

Latinos living in the 9-county Greater Kansas City area accounted for 80% of the 
total Latino population in the 26-county Kansas City Region. Persons identifying 
as Latino were 9% of the population in the 9 counties of Greater Kansas City. The 
Latino population in Greater Kansas City grew 78% between the 2000 and 2010 
Census. As shown in Figure 4, an equal number of Latinos lived in the Kansas and 
Missouri counties of Greater Kansas City in April 2000. A decade later, a larger pro-
portion of Latinos lived in Kansas than Missouri: 85,718 persons in Kansas and 
78,362 persons in Missouri, respectively.

Figure 4 Latino Population Distribution across State Line

The Latino population is quite concentrated in specific areas within counties, 
with 83% of Latinos living in these five ZIP codes in Wyandotte County: 66101, 
66102, 66103, 66104, and 66106. In Johnson County, 41% of the Latino population 
lived in these three ZIP codes: 66061, 66062, and 66212. In Clay County, 50% of the 
Latino population lived in these three ZIP codes: 64068, 64118, and 64119. Jackson 
County had a lower geographic concentration of Latinos compared to the other 
counties. Although the three most populated ZIP codes were home to 14,861 Latino 
people (64123, 64124, and 64127), this was only 26% of the total number of Latinos 
in the county. In two lesser populated counties of Greater Kansas City, the Latino 
population was as concentrated as the population in the larger counties, with 56% 
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in Leavenworth County living in the 66048 ZIP code and 53% in Cass County liv-
ing in the 64012 ZIP code. Similarly, 57% of the Latino population in Platte County 
was concentrated in ZIP codes 64151 and 64152. Table 2 provides a list of ZIP codes 
in Greater Kansas City with a concentration of at least 1,000 Latinos.

Table 2 ZIP Codes with at Least 1,000 Latinos in Greater Kansas City 

Specific Origin

United States
A total of 31.7 million of 50.5 million Latinos declared themselves to be of Mexi-

can origin in the 2010 Census, equating to 63% of the Latino population in the 
United States. Puerto Ricans were the second largest subgroup, making up 9% of 
the national Latino population. Other subgroups with significant representation 
include Cubans (4%), Salvadorans (3%), Dominicans (3%), and Guatemalans (2%).

 
Greater Kansas City

In an examination of the origin of Latinos in Greater Kansas City, Mexicans were 
the largest Latino subgroup. A total of 70,582 persons of Mexican origin lived in 
Greater Kansas City in 2000. A decade later, 127,742 persons of Mexican origin 
lived in Greater Kansas City, an increase of 81%.

Greater Kansas City saw a significant increase in the number of people of Gua-
temalan, Honduran, and Salvadoran origins in the last decade. The Guatemalan 
population increased by 338% between the 2000 and 2010 Census. The population 
growth rates for Salvadorans and Hondurans were also high, at 332% and 281%, 
respectively. See Figure 5 for the percentages of the population from the various 
Latin American locations in Greater Kansas City at the time of the 2010 Census.
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KANSAS MISSOURI
County ZIP Code Population County ZIP Code Population

Johnson

66061 7,807 Cass 64012 2,130
66062 5,074

Clay

64118 3,279
66212 3,252 64119 1,867
66204 2,426 64068 1,424
66203 2,335 64155 1,411
66215 2,229 64116 1,377
66202 1,635 64117 1,272
66214 1,558

Jackson

64124 5,233
66216 1,504 64123 5,004
66030 1,240 64127 4,624

Leavenworth 66048 2,411 64126 2,960

Wyandotte

66102 13,125 64111 2,443
66106 6,901 64055 2,379
66101 5,526 64030 2,369
66103 5,080 64052 2,333
66104 4,118 64108 2,235
66105 1,893 64133 1,940
66109 1,476 64050 1,630
66112 1,426 64015 1,469
66111 1,292 64134 1,406

64138 1,339
64114 1,236
64014 1,232
64131 1,174
64056 1,069
64063 1,028

Platte
64151 1,287
64152 1,251

 —Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census



Figure 5 Latinos by Specific Origin in Greater Kansas City

Table 3 displays more detailed information about the origin of Latino members 
of Greater Kansas City and the four counties with the highest concentration of La-
tinos. Jackson County was home to the largest concentration of Mexicans (34%), 
Puerto Ricans (34%), Cubans (41%), and people of Central American origins (40%) 
in Greater Kansas City. Johnson and Jackson counties had the largest and second 
largest concentration of individuals of South American origins in Greater Kansas 
City, 46% and 27%, respectively.

Table 3 Origin of Individuals in the Four Counties of Greater 
Kansas City with the Highest Concentration of Latinos
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 Greater 
Kansas City1

Johnson 
County

Wyandotte 
County

Clay 
County

Jackson 
County

 n % n % n % n % n %

Mexican 127,743 78% 29,026 75% 35,714 86% 9,864 75% 43,264 77%

Puerto Rican 5,398 3% 1,369 4% 433 1% 657 5% 1,825 3%

Cuban 2,979 2% 690 2% 265 1% 508 4% 1,228 2%

Dominican 957 1% 165 1% 76 1% 142 1% 434 1%

Central 
American2

10,776 7% 2,559 7%2 658 6% 547 4% 4.345 8%

South 
American3

5,006 3% 2,319 6% 364 1% 433 3% 1.339 2%

All Other
Latino4

11,221 7% 2,821 7% 2,123 5% 950 7% 3,999 7%

Total 164,080 38,949 41,633 13,101 56,434

Greater Kansas City’s Hispanic/Latino Population Percentage by County 

  23.7%  25.4%  8.0%  34.4%

1 Includes Johnson, Wyandotte, Miami, and Leavenworth Counties in Kansas and Jackson, Clay, Platte, 
Ray, and Cass Counties in Missouri.
2 Any person identified as Costa Rican, Guatemalan, Honduran, Nicaraguan, Panamanian, Salvadoran, 
or “other Central American.”
3 Any person identified as being Argentinean, Bolivian, Chilean, Colombian, Ecuadorian, Paraguayan, 
Peruvian, Uruguayan, Venezuelan, or “other South American.”
4 Any person identified as being Spaniard, Spanish, Spanish American, or “all other Hispanic/Latino.”      
mn



Distribution by Gender

United States
Among people of all races/ethnicities in the United States population, there was 

a higher proportion of women than men in 2010; the ratio was 96.7 men for every 
100 women. There was a reversal in the distribution by gender of the Latino popu-
lation in the United States, with a ratio of 103.1 Latino men for every 100 Latina 
women.

Greater Kansas City
Distribution by gender of Latinos in Greater Kansas City followed the national 

trend, but it was even more pronounced. In 2010, the ratio of men to women was 
108.6 Latino men for every 100 Latina women. Meanwhile, the ratio of men to 
women for all races in Greater Kansas City was 95.7 men for every 100 women. 
Figure 6 shows the distributions by gender of Latinos and all races in the United 
States and Greater Kansas City.

 
Figure 6 Distribution by Gender for All Races and for Latinos of Any Race

Distribution by Age

United States
The age distribution of all races/ethnicities and of Latinos in the United States 

and Greater Kansas City were compared. The United States population was 
evenly distributed among three age groups, with one-third of all people in the 
United States between birth and 24 years old, one-third between 25 and 49 years 
old, and one-third 50 years of age and older. The Latino population was much 
younger than the United States population as a whole, with 46% of Latinos be-
tween birth and 24 years old, 37% between 25 and 49 years old, but only 17% 
at 50 years and older.

Greater Kansas City
The age distribution of all racial/ethnic groups and of Latinos in Greater Kansas 

City mirrored that of the national trend, but Latinos were even younger, com-
pared to the national population. Thirty-four percent of the Latino population in 
the United States was between birth and 24 years old, 34% was between 25 and 49 
years old, and 32% was 50 years of age and older. In contrast, 50% of the Latino 
population living in Greater Kansas City was 24 years old and younger, 38% was 
between 25 and 49 years old, and only 12% was 50 years of age and older. Figure 
7 illustrates the distributions by age for all races/ethnicities and for Latinos in the 
United States and within Greater Kansas City.
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Figure 7 Distribution by Age for All Races and for Latinos of any Race 
in United States and Greater Kansas City

Household and Family Characteristics

A Census household is composed of all the individuals who occupy a housing 
unit. The U.S. Bureau of Census defines a housing unit as a living quarter where 
occupants live separately from other people in the building and have direct access 
from outside the building or through a common hall. A house, apartment, mobile 
home, groups of rooms, or a single room can be occupied as a separate living quar-
ter, and, hence, can be classified as a housing unit.

Total Households 
The United States had 116.7 million households in 2010. Of that number, 13.5 mil-

lion households (12%) were headed by Latinos. Within Greater Kansas City, 43,521 of 
754,120 total households (6%) were headed by Latinos in the 2010 Census.

Family and Non-Family Households 
A family household exists when at least one member living in the housing unit is 

related to the head of the household by birth, marriage, or adoption. A non-family 
household consists of people living alone or individuals who are not related to the 
head of the household. Same-sex couple households are included in the family 
household category if there is at least one additional person related to the head 
of household by birth or adoption; otherwise, these households are categorized as 
non-family.

Latino-headed households were more likely to contain familial ties than the 
national trend, as shown in Figure 8. Sixty-six percent of all households in the 
United States were categorized as family, and 34% were categorized as non-family. 
Latinos in the United States were more likely to belong to family households than 
the national average for all races/ethnicities. Among Latinos in the United States, 
78% of households were categorized as family households, and 22% as non-family 
households. 
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Figure 8 Family and Non-Family Households for All Races and for Latinos of Any Race

The distribution of family and non-family households in Greater Kansas City is 
similar to that of the national trend, but with a slightly lower proportion of single 
parents in Latino family households and family households of all races/ethnici-
ties in Kansas City. Sixty-six percent of households in Greater Kansas City were 
considered part of the family category, and 34% of households were considered 
non-family. In contrast, 77% of Latino households were in the family category, 
and 23% were of non-family type.

Composition of Family Households
The composition of family households among all racial/ethnic groups and 

Latinos were examined in more detail. Family households can be divided into 
three categories: husband and wife, male head of household with no wife pres-
ent, and female head of household with no husband present. Seventy-seven 
percent of family households in the United States were of husband and wife 
type, 20% were female-headed households with no husband present, and 7% 
were male-headed households with no wife present. Among Latino family 
households in the nation, the rate of single-parent families outnumbered that 
of the national average for all racial/ethnic groups, with 25% female-headed 
households with no husband present, 12% male-headed with no wife present, 
and only 64% being husband and wife. 

The compositions of family households among all racial/ethnic groups in gen-
eral and among Latinos in particular in Greater Kansas City are similar to the 
national trend. A total of 74% of all family households in Greater Kansas City 
were a husband and wife, 19% were headed by females with no husband present, 
and 7% were headed by males with no wife present. Latino family households in 
Greater Kansas City had a lower rate of husband/wife households in comparison 
to the average for all family households in the 9-county area. Sixty-six percent 
were husband/wife households, while 22% were headed by females with no hus-
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bands present, and 13% of households were headed by males with no wives 
present. These findings are summarized in Figure 9.

 
Figure 9 Comparison of Family Household Structures

 

Multigenerational Households
The 2010 Census was the second time that the Bureau of Census surveyed 

multigenerational household status in the United States. A multigenerational 
household is defined as having three or more generations of a family living to-
gether in one housing unit. Latino households in the United States were much 
more likely to be multigenerational compared to the national average for all ra-
cial/ethnic groups. As displayed in Figure 10, 4% of 116.7 million United States 
households were considered multigenerational. For the subset of 13.5 million 
Latino households, 10% were multigenerational. Another way of interpreting 
the statistic is to note that 26% of all multigenerational households in the Unit-
ed States were Latino households.

The proportion of multigenerational households among all individuals and La-
tinos in Greater Kansas City were much lower than the national averages. Three 
percent of 754,120 households had three or more generations of the same fam-
ily living together. Latinos had a higher share of multigenerational households 
compared to the average for all racial groups in Greater Kansas City; 7% of 43,521 
Latino households in Kansas City were multigenerational. Latinos comprised 12% 
of the 25,215 multigenerational households in the 9-county area. 
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Figure 10 Multigenerational Household Status

Home Ownership
Figure 11 shows the distribution of owner and renter households in the United 

States and Greater Kansas City. A total of 65% of all housing units in the United 
States were occupied by their owners, while 35% were occupied by renters. Of 
the housing units occupied by Latinos, 47% were owned by the occupants and 
53% were rented by the occupants. Latinos in the United States were less likely 
to be homeowners. The home ownership pattern in Greater Kansas City is simi-
lar to that of the national trend. Sixty-seven percent of all housing units were 
occupied by their owners, and 33% were occupied by renters. Of the housing 
units occupied by Latinos, however, 50% were rented by the occupants and 50% 
were owned by the occupants.
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Figure 11 Distribution of Housing Units Owned and Rented in 2010

SOCIOECONOMIC PROFILE

Introduction

This profile presents information related to factors associated with employment, 
including an examination of data pertaining to labor force participation, unem-
ployment, occupational participation, and educational attainment characteristics. 
Additionally, the profile includes information related to income, such as median 
household income, poverty status, and homeownership characteristics.

Data Sources
The data used to prepare this socioeconomic profile were derived from two 

sources: (1) the American Community Survey (ACS) 2006-2010 Five-Year Sample, 
and (2) the Census 2010 Summary File 1. The ACS is an ongoing demographic and 
socioeconomic survey conducted by the U.S. Bureau of Census. The ACS is mailed 
to approximately three million addresses each year. The ACS sample used for this 
economic profile combines surveys for the 5-year period from 2006 through 2010. 
The advantage of using a 5-year combined ACS file is the larger number of avail-
able observations collected, which yields more reliable estimates in comparison 
to a 1-year ACS file.

Because the ACS is a sample, it only provides estimates of desired populations. On 
the contrary, the decennial Census (such as Census 2000 or Census 2010) provides 
actual population counts. When examining the ACS estimates present in this eco-
nomic profile, readers should be aware of two statistical concepts: point estimate 
and margin of error. A point estimate is a ‘one number’ estimation of a population 
characteristic. A margin of error accounts for the uncertainty that the true popula-
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tion value is not the same as the point estimate. The margin of error used for all es-
timates in this economic profile is a 90% confidence interval. A numerical example 
will help clarify the concepts present here.

The ACS estimated the median income for Latino households in the 
United States between 2006 and 2010 was $41,534 with a ± $116 margin 
of error. The point estimate is $41,534. There is a 90% certainty that the 
true median income for Latino-headed households lies somewhere be-
tween $41,418 and $41,650. The $41,418 figure is called the lower bound 
estimate, and the $41,650 is called the upper bound estimate. The lower 
and upper bound estimates are calculated as follows:

Lower bound estimate: $41,534 - $116 = $41,418
Upper bound estimate: $41,534 + $116 = $41,650

In addition, point estimates for two groups can be compared by taking into account 
the margin of error. The margin of error assists in determining whether differences 
between two groups are due to chance or not. If the difference is not due to chance, 
it can be concluded that the two estimates are statistically different from each other.

The economic profile also utilizes data from Census 2010. The Census 2010 is a 
population count and not a sample. As a consequence, published Census calcula-
tions should be considered the true values, and there are no margins of error.

 
Labor Force Participation

The ACS 2006-2010 sample estimated there were between 97,942 and 98,518 Latinos 
who were 16 years or older. An individual is considered to be in the labor force if s/he 
is 16 years or older and is either working or looking for employment. Table 4 presents 
the rate of labor force participation for Latinos and for the total population who were 
16 years and older in selected geographical areas. These findings indicate that Latinos in 
Johnson, Wyandotte, Clay, Jackson, and Platte have a higher labor force participation 
rate, compared to the total labor force in these same counties. Latinos in Leavenworth 
had lower labor force participation rate than the rate for the county’s total labor force. 
The Latino labor force participation rates in Miami and Ray counties were not statisti-
cally different from their respective county’s average for the total population.

Table 4 Labor Force Participation in 2006-2010
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 Greater 
Kansas City1

Johnson 
County

Wyandotte 
County

Clay County Jackson 
County

 n % n % n % n % n %

Mexican 127,743 78% 29,026 75% 35,714 86% 9,864 75% 43,264 77%

Puerto Rican 5,398 3% 1,369 4% 433 1% 657 5% 1,825 3%

Cuban 2,979 2% 690 2% 265 1% 508 4% 1,228 2%

Dominican 957 1% 165 1% 76 1% 142 1% 434 1%

Central 
American2

10,776 7% 2,559 7%2 658 6% 547 4% 4.345 8%

South 
American3

5,006 3% 2,319 6% 364 1% 433 3% 1.339 2%

All Other 
Hispanic/
Latino4

11,221 7% 2,821 7% 2,123 5% 950 7% 3,999 7%

Total 164,080 38,949 41,633 13,101 56,434

Greater Kansas City’s Hispanic/Latino Population Percentage by County 

  23.7%  25.4%  8.0%  34.4%

1 Includes Johnson, Wyandotte, Miami, and Leavenworth Counties in Kansas and Jackson, Clay, Platte, 
Ray, and Cass Counties in Missouri.
2 Any person identified as Costa Rican, Guatemalan, Honduran, Nicaraguan, Panamanian, Salvadoran, 
or “other Central American.”
3 Any person identified as being Argentinean, Bolivian, Chilean, Colombian, Ecuadorian, Paraguayan, 
Peruvian, Uruguayan, Venezuelan, or “other South American.”
4 Any person identified as being Spaniard, Spanish, Spanish American, or “all other Hispanic/Latino.”      
mn

Latinos
>_16 Years Old

Total Population
>_16 Years Old

Geography Estimate 
(in%)

Margin of 
Error (in%)

Estimate 
(in%)

Margin of 
Error (in%)

United States 68.2 ± 0.1 65.0 ± 0.1
Kansas 73.3 ± 0.7 68.7 ± 0.2
Johnson County, KS 79.8 ± 1.7 74.7 ± 0.4
Leavenworth County, KS 41.9 ± 6.5 62.4 ± 1.3
Miami County, KS 77.4 ± 15 69.9 ± 2.2
Wyandotte County, KS 73.7 ± 1.9 66.6 ± 0.9
Missouri 72.8 ± 0.9 65.2 ± 0.1
Cass County, MO 78.8 ± 7.3 69.2 ± 0.8
Clay County, MO 7.77 ± 2.9 71.8 ± 0.6
Jackson County, MO 71.6 ± 1.9 68.2 ± 0.4
Platte County, MO 79.6 ± 4.9 72.5 ± 1.1
Ray County, MO 65.2 ±9.2 64.5 ± 1.5

—Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 American Community Survey 



Unemployment Rate

United States
Latinos had a higher unemployment rate when compared to the total labor 

force. The national Latino unemployment rate was between 9.5% and 9.7%, while 
the labor force at the national level was between 7.8% and 8.0%. Table 5 presents 
unemployment rates for the United States, Kansas, Missouri, and the counties of 
Greater Kansas City. 

Kansas and Missouri
The rate of unemployment for Latinos in both Kansas and Missouri was higher 

than each State’s respective unemployment rate for the entire labor force. The La-
tino unemployment rate in Kansas was between 7.8% and 9.0%, compared to an 
average unemployment rate for the labor force in Kansas between 5.9% and 6.1%. 
The Latino unemployment rate was between 8.1% and 9.6% in Missouri, compared 
to an average unemployment rate for the total labor force between 7.5% and 7.6%.

Greater Kansas City
Latinos in Johnson County had a higher unemployment rate than the county’s 

average for all workers. The Latino unemployment rate is not statistically different 
from the unemployment rate for the total labor force in the other counties of Greater 
Kansas City (Cass, Clay, Jackson, Leavenworth, Miami, Platte, Ray, and Wyandotte).

Table 5 Unemployment Rate in 2006-2010

Occupations of Employment

Greater Kansas City 
Employed Latino men were concentrated in three occupational groups. Of employed 

Latino men, 26.6% to 30.4% worked in natural resources, construction, and mainte-
nance occupations; 21.8% to 25.2% worked in production, transportation, and mate-
rial moving occupations; and 21.1% to 24.9% worked in service-related occupations.

By comparison, when examining the occupations for the majority of all em-
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Latinos Total Labor Force
Geography Estimate 

(in%)
Margin of 
Error (in%)

Estimate 
(in%)

Margin of 
Error (in%)

United States 9.6 ± 0.1 7.9 ± 0.1
Kansas 8.4 ± 0.6 6.0 ± 0.1
Johnson County, KS 6.8 ± 1.7 4.6 ± 0.2
Leavenworth 
County, KS

4.0 ± 3.2 6.5 ± 1.4

Miami County, KS 0 ± 6.9 6.4 ± 1.6
Wyandotte 
County, KS

10.4 ± 2.0 12.2 ± 0.8

Missouri 8.9 ± 0.7 7.4 ± 0.1
Cass County, MO 6.8 ± 4.3 5.4 ± 0.6
Clay County, MO 6.7 ± 2.4 4.9 ± 0.4
Jackson County, MO 10.0 ± 1.4 8.8 ± 0.3
Platte County, MO 5.4 ± 2.5 5.1 ± 0.6
Ray County, MO 2.8 ±7.1 5.7 ± 1.3

—Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 American Community Survey 



ployed males in Greater Kansas City, between 34.7% and 35.5% worked in man-
agement, business, science, and arts occupations. Sales and office occupations 
were the second in prevalence, with an estimated 19.5% to 20.3% of men working 
in these occupations. Production, transportation, and material moving occupa-
tions were the third most frequent occupations among men, with an estimated 
16.6% to 17.4% of men working in these occupations.

In contrast to the employment of Latino men, the employment of Latina women 
was concentrated in the areas of (1) service, (2) sales and office, and (3) manage-
ment, business, science, and arts. The ACS 5-year sample estimated these percentag-
es of Latina women in Greater Kansas City working in these fields: 30.1% to 34.5% 
in service occupations; 28.2% to 32.4% in sales and office occupations, and 20.9% 
to 24.7% in management, business, science, and arts occupations.

The pattern of occupational employment among all women in Greater Kansas City 
is similar to that of Latina women. Employed women in Greater Kansas City were 
also concentrated in the same occupational groups. However, the most prevalent oc-
cupations for Greater Kansas City’s women were management, business, science, and 
arts, with an estimate of 41.1% to 42.1% of all employed women working in this oc-
cupational group. Sales and office were the second most popular occupations, with an 
estimated 34.3% to 35.3% of employed women in this type of work. Service ranked 
third for all employed women with an estimated 17.1% and 17.7% worked in service 
occupations, compared to ranking second for employed Latina women. See Figure 12 
for these comparisons.

Figure 12 Occupations in Greater Kansas City in 2006-2010

Median Household Income

The estimated median household incomes of Latinos, non-Latino Whites, and 
the total population are presented at the national level, state level (for Kansas and 
Missouri), and county level (for four selected counties in Greater Kansas City). Fig-
ure 13 displays this information discussed in the following paragraphs.

United States
Nationally, Latinos had smaller median household income compared to the total 

population (all races/ethnicities) and to non-Latino Whites. The estimated median 
household income of Latinos was between $41,418 and $41,650. The estimate for 
the total population was between $51,825 and $52,003 and for non-Latino Whites 
was between $56,363 and $56,569.

Kansas
Latino households in Kansas also earned less than the state’s median for all 

households. Latinos reported a median household income of between $36,625 and 
$38,519, while the reported median household income for all races/ethnicities in 
the state was between $49,117 and $49,731. Also, Latino households in the state 
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were economically worse off compared to their counterparts across the country. 
The estimated median household income for Latinos in Kansas was lower than the 
estimated median household income for Latinos at the national level. 

Missouri
The same trend of lower Latino median household earning compared to the 

state’s median for all households was also true in Missouri. Latino households re-
ported a median household income of between $37,253 and $40,369. The median 
for all races in Missouri was estimated between $40,369 and $46,439. No difference 
exists in median household incomes of Latinos in Missouri and in Kansas, however. 

Figure 13 Median Household Income Reported in 2006-2010

Counties within Greater Kansas City
The 2010 Census reported that 91.5% of Latinos living in Greater Kansas City 

were concentrated in four counties: Johnson and Wyandotte Counties in Kansas 
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and Clay and Jackson Counties in Missouri (see Demographic Profile). The median 
household incomes of Latinos in these four counties varied widely.

On the Kansas side of Greater Kansas City, Latinos living in Johnson County had high-
er median household income than their counterparts in Wyandotte County. Latinos in 
Johnson County had an estimated median household income between $45,647 and 
$54,823 compared to the estimate for Latinos in Wyandotte County (between $31,238 
and $35,194). Latinos in both counties still had smaller median household income com-
pared to the county’s median for all races, with a larger difference in Johnson County. 
The median household income for all races in Johnson County was between $72,905 and 
$74,561; the same estimate in Wyandotte County was between $37,445 and $39,561.

In Missouri, Latinos in Clay County had higher median household income (between 
$53,308 and $63,422) compared to Latinos in Jackson County (between $31,101 and 
$35,271). Latinos in Jackson County also had lower median incomes compared to the 
total population of Jackson County (between $45,656 and $46,848). In Clay County, 
the median household income for Latinos (between $53,308 and $63,422) was not sta-
tistically different from the estimate for all races (between $57,290 and $59,828).

Furthermore, statistical tests compared median household incomes of Latinos by 
county for these four counties. Latino households in Clay County had the highest 
median household income, and Latino households in Johnson County had the 
second highest median household income. Differences in median household in-
comes between Jackson and Wyandotte Counties were not statistically significant. 

Poverty Status

The American Community Survey determined the percentage of people who lived in 
poverty in the past 12 months by comparing the reported total income of the family with 
the published poverty level income. The Census Bureau updates the poverty level income 
thresholds each year. The poverty threshold is adjusted for family size and composition. 
Figure 14 reports the estimated percentage of sampled individuals who lived in poverty 
in the United States, Kansas, Missouri, and four selected counties of Greater Kansas City.

United States
The poverty rate for Latinos in the United States was much higher than the na-

tional average for all races/ethnicities and for non-Latino Whites. An estimate of 
22.2% to 22.6% Latinos lived in poverty compared to the estimated poverty rate 
for the total population (between 13.7% and 13.9%) and the estimated poverty 
rate for non-Latino Whites (between 11.0% and 11.2%).

Kansas
The rate of poverty for Latinos in Kansas was also higher than the state’s average 

for the total population and non-Latino Whites. The Latino poverty rate was esti-
mated between 23.0% and 25.2%. The rate for the state’s total population (between 
12.2% and 12.6%) and the state’s non-Latino Whites (between 9.5% and 9.9%) 
were much lower. The poverty rate for Latinos in Kansas was not statistically differ-
ent from the national Latino poverty rate.

Missouri
For individuals of Latino origin, the Missouri poverty rate was very similar to 

the national Latino poverty rate and the Kansas Latino poverty rate. Furthermore, 
a much higher percentage of Latinos in Missouri lived in poverty compared to 
the percentage of the state’s total population and non-Latino Whites living in 
poverty. An estimate of between 23.9% and 25.7% of Latinos in Missouri lived in 
poverty compared to the state’s total population (between 13.8% and 14.2%) and 
the state’s non-Latino White population (between 11.1% and 11.5%).

Greater Kansas City
The Latino poverty rates in Johnson and Clay Counties were not statistically different 

from each other. Likewise, the Latino poverty rates in Jackson and Wyandotte counties 
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were not statistically different from each other. However, a statistically significant differ-
ence was found in comparing Latinos living in Johnson and Clay Counties with Latinos 
living in Wyandotte and Jackson Counties, with the Latinos in Johnson and Clay Coun-
ties less likely to live in poverty than their counterparts in Wyandotte and Jackson.

In each of the four counties selected for analysis (Clay, Jackson, Johnson, and Wy-
andotte), higher percentages of Latinos lived in poverty compared to the poverty rate 
for all racial/ethnic groups. The Latino poverty rate in Clay was estimated between 
10.3% and 18.9%, whereas the average for the county’s total population was between 
7.1% and 8.5%. In Jackson County, the Latino poverty rate was estimated to be be-
tween 26.0% and 31.8%; the poverty rate of the total population in the county was 
estimated between 15.1% and 16.3%. The Latino poverty rate in Johnson County 
was between 13.7% and 20.3%, while the county’s rate for the total population was 
between 5.1% and 5.9%. And in Wyandotte County, the poverty rate in the Latino 
population was estimated to be between 26.2% and 33.2%, while the total popula-
tion poverty rate was estimated to be between 20.1% and 22.5%. 

Figure 14 Poverty Status in 2006-2010
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Education Profile

Educational attainment and English language fluency affect the opportunities 
for individuals in their employment and other life decisions. This section presents 
information pertaining to these two factors.

Educational Attainment

An important factor that contributes to an individual’s occupation of employment is 
his/her educational level. The ACS 2006-2010 sample provides national and state level 
estimates of educational attainment levels by gender for individuals 25 years and older. 
Educational attainment estimates for Greater Kansas City could not be estimated due to 
the lack of county-level margin of error estimates. Nevertheless, national and state level 
comparisons still provide an essential perspective of the education gap between Latinos 
and the total population. This section provides narrative describing this information 
followed by Figure 15, which graphically depicts the distribution of the highest level of 
education of non-Latino Whites and Latinos in the United States, Kansas, and Missouri. 

United States 
Latino(a) men and women did not obtain educational levels comparable to 

non-Latino(a) Whites. An estimate between 39.8% and 40.3% of Latino males and 
36.6% and 37% of Latina females had less than a high school education. In con-
trast, an estimated 10.3% to 10.5% of non-Latino White males and 9.6% and 9.8% 
of non-Latina White females obtained less than a high school education.

Another major difference between Latinos and non-Latino Whites is the level of 
college graduation. An estimate between 32.1% and 32.3% of non-Latino White 
men and between 27.6% and 27.8% of non-Latina White women had a bachelor’s 
degree or higher. Comparatively, the ACS 2006-2010 sample estimated between 
13.9% and 14.1% of Latina women obtained at least a bachelor’s degree. An even 
lower percentage of Latino men had at least a bachelor’s degree – between 12.0% 
and 12.2%.

Kansas 
Latinos in Kansas had lower educational attainment than their non-Latino White 

counterparts. An estimated 41.9% to 44.7% of Latino men and 37.4% to 40.4% of 
Latina women received less than a high school education. Estimates of the same 
level of educational attainment among non-Latino White males were between 7.8% 
and 8.2% and among non-Latino White females were between 7.4% and 7.8%.

The level of college graduation was also lower among Latinos than non-Latino 
Whites. An estimate of 9.6% to 11.2% of Latino men and 11.2% to 13.2% of Latina 
women had a bachelor’s degree or higher. The estimates for non-Latino White men 
and non-Latina White women were between 31.9% and 32.7% and between 30.1% 
and 30.7%, respectively.

Missouri 
Latinos in Missouri also had lower educational attainment compared to non-

Latino Whites in the state. The ACS 2006-2010 estimated 34.2% to 38% of Latino 
men and 29.6% to 32.4% of women had less than a high school education com-
pared to estimates for non-Latino White men (between 12.5% and 12.9%) and 
non-Latino White women (between 12.2% and 12.6%). Furthermore, lower per-
centages of Latinos in Missouri graduated from college compared to non-Latino 
Whites. The ACS Five-Year Sample estimated between 14.8% to 17.2% of Latino 
men and 16.6% to 19.0% of Latina women had a bachelor’s degree or higher. An 
estimate of 26.2% to 26.6% of non-Latino White men and 25.4% to 25.8% of 
non-Latina White women had at least a bachelor’s degree. Nevertheless, statistical 
tests indicated that Latinos in Missouri had higher college-level educational at-
tainment compared to Latinos living in Kansas.
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Figure 15 Educational Attainment in 2006-2010

English Language Ability 

Fluency in the English language also contributes to numerous options for Lati-
nos within the United States and Greater Kansas City. Respondents completing the 
ACS survey in 2006-2010, reported English language ability of individuals 5 years 
or older. They selected from six categories to describe the person’s language ability: 
“Speaks Only English,” “Speaks Spanish and Speaks English ‘Very Well,’” “Speaks Span-
ish and Speaks English ‘Well,’” “Speaks Spanish and Speaks English ‘Not Well,’” “Speaks 
Spanish and Speaks English ‘Not at All,’” and “Speaks Other Language.” The first three 
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options (speaking only English, speaking Spanish and speaking English very well, 
and speaking Spanish and speaking English well) were combined into a percentage 
with reported functional English language fluency. Figure 16 presents these popu-
lation estimates tabulated at the national, state, and county levels.9 

Figure 16 English Language Fluency of Latino Populations in 2006-2010

National, State, and Local Comparison 
As displayed in Figure 16, the reported fluency in English of Latino populations is 

approximately 77% in the United States, 79% in Kansas, and 83% in Missouri. Wy-
andotte County (Kansas) and Jackson County (Missouri) – the counties in Greater 
Kansas City with the most Latino residents – have somewhat lower percentages 
with English fluency (68% and 76%, respectively).

Health Profile

Many aspects of child and adult health influence the quality of life attained in 
Greater Kansas City. Maternal and child indicators to consider are births and fertil-
ity rates, deaths and infant mortality rates, birth weight, gestational age, and pre-
natal care. Three prominent adult risk factors to consider are high blood pressure, 
obesity, and smoking. Additionally, individuals’ perception of their own health 
status, the incidence of disabilities, and the availability of health insurance cov-
erage assist in describing the health and health care needs of the constituents of 
Greater Kansas City. Many other factors of interest are not yet available in racial/
ethnic categories at the local level. While this is an abbreviated overview of only a 
few health factors and indicators, it provides a snapshot to preface the responses of 
participants in the Hispanic Needs Assessment.

United States (n=42,756,427)

Kansas (n=239,936)

Wyandotte County (n=33,326)

Johnson County (n=30,671)

Leavenworth County (n=3,633)

Missouri (n=172,857)

Jackson County (n=45,294)

Clay County (n=10,542)

Platte County (n=3,661)

Cass County (n=3,224)

Ray County (n=384)

77.2%

79.0%

67.6%

79.1%

89.5%

82.5%

76.9%

87.0%

91.0%

89.5%

99.7%

10080 907060504030100 20

Percentage of Latino Population ≥ 5 Years of Age with Fluency in English*
*The population estimate is controlled for all county data except Miami 
and Ray Counties.  When the estimate is controlled, a statistical test 
for sampling variability is not appropriate.

9 The computation of the population estimate, however, differed based on the geographic area reported; thus, 
margins of error are not displayed. Please see the ACS 2006-2010 Five-Year Sample for this information. 

—Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 American Community Survey 
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Births and Fertility Rate 

The Kansas Department of Health and Environment and the Missouri Depart-
ment of Health and Senior Services document all live births in their respective 
states. These datasets, combined with the population datasets from the 2010 U.S. 
Census allow for the computation of fertility rates for the three most prevalent ra-
cial/ethnic groups in Greater Kansas City. Fertility rates are computed by dividing 
the number of live births by the number of females in the age range of 15 to 44 
years, then multiplying the number by 1,000. Table 6 presents the number of live 
births and the fertility rate in 2010 by racial/ethnic category for Kansas, Missouri, 
and the nine counties of Greater Kansas City.

Table 6 Live Births and Fertility Rate in 2010

Kansas and Missouri 
In both States, the 2010 fertility rate of Latinos was higher than that of non-Lati-

nos, and the fertility rate of non-Latino Blacks was higher than that of non-Latino 
Whites. The fertility rate in Missouri was 6 to 10 points lower than in Kansas for 
each of the racial/ethnic groups. The number of births in 2010 continued to be 
highest in the non-Latino White group for each State; the second highest number 
of births occurred in the Latino group in Kansas and the non-Latino Black group 
in Missouri.

Greater Kansas City 
For the three largest, most urban counties (Johnson and Wyandotte Counties in 

Kansas and Jackson County in Missouri), the 2010 fertility rate followed the same 
pattern as the two States. For each of these counties, the Latino fertility rate was 
highest, followed by the non-Latino Black and then the non-Latino White fertility 
rate. It is unclear whether that pattern is different for the other counties due to the 
populations being smaller, due to the locations being more suburban or rural, or 
due to other reasons. Despite the fertility rate, the highest numbers of infants were 
born to non-Latino Whites in all nine counties.

2010 Live Births and Fertility Rate1 by Race/Ethnicity
Latino Any 

Race
Non-Latino 

White
Non-Latino 

Black Total

Geography Births Fertility 
Rate Births Fertility 

Rate Births Fertility 
Rate Births Fertility 

Rate
Kansas 6,407 95.3 29,00 69.7 2,780 81.6 40,439 72.9

Johnson County, KS 728 78.7 5,707 65.7 378 66.8 7,390 67.0
Leavenworth County, KS 61 81.2 759 69.1 74 75.2 946 70.4
Miami County, KS 10 59.2 366 66.9 3 49.2 384 65.8

Wyandotte County, KS 823 88.3 1,090 83.9 682 84.6 2,754 85.2
Missouri 4,334 89.6 58,382 63.7 11,360 72.4 76,718 65.2
Cass County, MO 63 68.6 1,129 67.9 48 63.5 1,265 67.0
Clay County, MO 212 70.2 2,570 68.1 211 77.5 3,136 68.3
Jackson County, MO 1,275 99.9 5,362 64.3 2,815 78.3 9,763 70.0
Platte County, MO 69 69.9 922 64.1 101 80.2 1,157 65.4
Ray County, MO 6 60.6 255 65.0 1 33.3 263 63.4
1 2010 Fertility Rate is computed by dividing the live births in 2010 by the number of females ages 
15-44 years in the designated population of this geographic area in 2010, then multiplying by 1,000.  
This was computed from mother populations from the U.S. Census and birth information from Kansas 
and Missouri health departments.  Confidence intervals were not computed.  Caution is warranted 
when interpreting fertility rates for small sample sizes.

—Sources: Kansas Department of Health and Environment, 2010 Dataset; Missouri Department 
of Health and Senior Services, 2010 Dataset; and U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census
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Infant Mortality

Infant mortality refers to the number of infants who are born alive and reside 
within a specified geographic area but die before their first birthday. Within the 
designated geographic area and racial/ethnic group, this number of infant deaths 
are computed as a rate per 1,000 live births. Table 7 depicts both the number and 
the rate of infant deaths per racial/ethnic group in Kansas, Missouri, the four-coun-
ty Kansas metro area, and the five-county Missouri metro area. The counties in 
Greater Kansas City were combined for each State, due to the small numbers of 
deaths per county and the margin of error for such small populations.

Table 7 Infant Deaths and Infant Mortality Rate in 2010

Kansas 
In Kansas, the highest number of infant deaths in 2010 were in the non-Latino 

White group (142, compared to 50 Latinos and 26 Blacks). The highest rate of in-
fant mortality was in the Black/African American group (rate of 11.9, compared to 
rates of 4.9 and 7.8 for non-Latino Whites and Latinos, respectively).

Missouri 
The highest number of infant deaths in 2010 occurred in the non-Latino White 

group in Missouri (347, compared to 21 Latinos and 136 Blacks). The highest rate 
of infant mortality occurred in the Black/African American group (rate of 11.9, 
compared to rates of 4.9 and 5.9 for non-Latinos and Whites, respectively).

Greater Kansas City 
As in each State, the highest numbers of infant deaths in 2010 occurred within the 

non-Latino White group in both the Kansas and Missouri counties of Greater Kansas 
City. This is also the racial/ethnic group with the largest population to date. The infant 
mortality rate in the metro area was also consistent with the patterns in Kansas and 
Missouri, with the Black/African American group having the highest rates (7.9 in the 
Kansas counties and 8.8 in the Missouri counties of Greater Kansas City). Note that 
both rates are lower than the overall infant mortality rate for Blacks/African Americans 
in Kansas and Missouri. Within the Greater Kansas City groupings of counties by state, 
infant mortality rates for Latinos and non-Latino Whites were similar; in Kansas they 
were 4.9 and 4.7, respectively, and in Missouri, they were 6.2 and 5.7, respectively.

Infant Health Indicators

Three indicators of infant health pertain to the number of weeks of pregnancy 
and the weight of the infant at birth. The indicators are pre-term birth, low birth 
weight, and very low birth weight. The Missouri Department of Health and Se-
nior Services and the Kansas Department of Health and Environment collect data 

—Sources: Kansas Department of Health and Environment, 2010 Dataset; and
 Missouri Department of Health and Senior Services, 2010 Dataset

2010 Infant Deaths and Infant Mortality Rate1 by Race/Ethnicity
Latino Any 

Race
Non-Latino 

White
Black/African 

American
Other/

Unknown Total

Geography Deaths Rate Deaths Rate Deaths Rate Deaths Rate Deaths Rate

Kansas 50 7.8 142 4.9 33 11.9 26 11.6 251 6.2

4-County KS Metro Area 8 4.9 37 4.7 9 7.9 8 10.1 62 5.4
Missouri 21 4.9 347 5.9 136 11.9 1 0.4 505 6.6
5-County MO Metro Area 10 6.2 58 5.7 28 8.8 1 1.8 97 6.2
1 2010 Infant Mortality Rate for each designated population and geographic area is computed by dividing the total num-
ber of resident deaths to babies born alive and dying before their first birthday in 2010 by the number of live births in 
2010, then multiplying by 1,000.  This was computed from birth and death information from Kansas and Missouri.  Cau-
tion is warranted when interpreting infant mortality rates for small sample sizes.
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on these indicators and on live births an ongoing basis. See Table 8 for a summary 
of these indicators in the five-year period from 2006 to 2010 for Kansas, Missouri, 
and the nine counties of Greater Kansas City.

2006-2010 Pre-Term Births 
Pre-term births are defined in the U.S. Census as births prior to 37 weeks gesta-

tion. The rate is computed by dividing the number of pre-term births by the num-
ber of live births for the designated population and using the rate per 100. Due to 
the larger population of non-Latino Whites, the number of pre-term births in this 
group is higher than for the other racial/ethnic groups. The rate of pre-term births, 
however, is higher for the non-Latino Black group in Kansas, Missouri, and each of 
the Greater Kansas City counties. In Kansas, the rate of pre-term Latino births was 
slightly lower than that of non-Latino White births in all counties except Miami 
(where pre-term birth population was very small). Pre-term birth rate of Latino in-
fants in Missouri was very comparable to non-Latino White infants in all counties 
except Platte, where Latino pre-term birth rate was lower..

2006-2010 Low and Very Low Birth Weight 
In assessing the weight of infants at birth, several categories are used. An infant 

is classified as low birth weight when the weight is below 2,500 grams. When the 
weight is below 1,500 grams, the infant is classified as very low birth weight. States 
track very low birth weight separately due to increased associated risks. The largest 
numbers of infants with low and very low birth weight are in the non-Latino White 
group due to the much larger number of live births from this group. Similar to pre-
term births, the low and very low birth rates for the non-Latino Black group are 
higher than the rates for the non-Latino White group in both States and all coun-
ties. Latino and non-Latino White rates for both low birth weight and very low 
birth weight are comparable in both States and all counties in which the sample 
size is sufficient to warrant a comparison. It is particularly important to use caution 
in interpreting the findings based on the rates for Miami and Ray Counties, as well 
as Leavenworth, Cass, and Platte Counties, where the population of infants with 
low or very low birth weight is very small.



Table 8 Infant Health Indicators in 2006-2010 

2006-2010 Prenatal Health Care 
Accessing prenatal health care during the first three months of pregnancy (the first 

trimester) is an important indicator of both maternal and infant health. To strengthen 
the size of the population, the States’ health department data from 2006 to 2010 were 
collapsed to determine one rate for each ethnic group in each geographic area. The 
highest numbers of pregnant women in the non-Latino White group accessed pre-
natal care in the first trimester. This group also had the highest rate of prevalence.10 

The second highest rate was for Latinos in Leavenworth, Miami, Clay, and Jackson 
Counties. In the other counties, the second highest rate was for non-Latino Blacks. 

2006-2010 Infant Health Indicators

Geography Health 
Indicator

Latino Any 
Race

Non-Latino 
White

Non-Latino 
Black Total

Number Rate Number Rate Number Rate Number Rate

Kansas
Preterm Birth1

LBW2

VLBW3

2,551
2,011
389

7.7
6.1
1.2

13,435
9,984
1,775

9.1
6.8
1.2

1,765
1,847
410

12.5
13.0
2.9

18,889
14,826
2,744

9.2
7.2
1.3

Johnson County, 
KS

Preterm Birth
LBW
VLBW

286
209
32

7.1
5.2
0.8

2,591
1,794
327

8.8
6.1
1.1

175
174
45

9.6
9.5
2.5

3,333
2,446
451

8.7
6.4
1.2

Leavenworth 
County, KS 

Preterm Birth
LBW
VLBW

24
22
---

8.9
8.1
---

366
267
53

9.3
6.8
1.4

39
42
8

10.5
11.3
2.2

455
358
70

9.5
7.5
1.5

Miami County, 
KS 

Preterm Birth
LBW
VLBW

10
---
---

17.5
---
---

177
115
17

9.5
6.2
0.9

---
---
---

---
---
---

195
128
20

9.9
6.5
1.0

Wyandotte 
County, KS 

Preterm Birth
LBW
VLBW

286
258
51

6.4
5.7
1.1

483
398
74

8.9
7.4
1.4

467
490
123

12.5
13.1
3.3

1,296
1,200
260

9.1
8.4
1.8

Missouri 
Preterm Birth

LBW
VLBW

2,750
1,404
238

12.3
6.3
1.1

35,141
21,573
3,693

11.6
7.1
1.2

11,380
8,264
1,858

18.8
13.6
3.1

50,885
32,326
5,945

12.7
8.1
1.5

Cass County, MO 
Preterm Birth

LBW
VLBW

37
24
1

10.2
6.6
0.3

588
392
63

10.2
6.8
1.1

35
19
8

16.4
8.9
3.7

676
449
74

10.4
6.9
1.1

Clay County, MO 
Preterm Birth

LBW
VLBW

131
77
7

11.9
7.0
0.6

1,449
838
130

11.0
6.4
1.0

163
133
35

15.0
12.2
3.2

1,836
1,100
178

11.4
6.8
1.1

Jackson County, 
MO 

Preterm Birth
LBW
VLBW

779
436
72

10.9
6.1
1.0

2,991
1,929
348

10.7
6.9
1.2

2,431
1,868
420

16.2
12.5
2.8

6,437
4,368
863

12.4
8.4
1.7

Platte County, 
MO 

Preterm Birth
LBW
VLBW

26
20
2

7.9
6.1
0.6

470
310
51

10.6
7.0
1.1

57
37
7

13.6
8.8
1.7

590
387
62

10.7
7.0
1.1

Ray County, MO 
Preterm Birth

LBW
VLBW

4
1
---

13.3
3.3
---

184
114
19

13.3
8.2
1.4

4
4
1

33.3
33.3
8.3

193
120
20

13.3
8.3
1.4

1 Preterm Birth:  The number of infants born from 2006 through 2010 with a gestational age of < 
37 weeks. Denominator for the rate is the number of live births from 2006 through 2010 for the 
designated population. The rate is per 100.  
2 Low Birth Weight (LBW):  This is a weight of < 2,500 grams. Denominator is the number of live 
births from 2006 through 2010 for the designated population. The rate is per 100.
3 Low Birth Weight (LBW):  This is a weight of < 1,500 grams. Denominator is the number of live 
births from 2006 through 2010 for the designated population. The rate is per 100.
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10 Divide the number of mothers accessing prenatal health care during the first three months of pregnancy by the 
number of live births for the designated population. The rate is per 100.

—Sources: Kansas Department of Health and Environment, 2010 Dataset; and
 Missouri Department of Health and Senior Services, 2010 Dataset
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Table 9 Prenatal Health Care in 2006-2010

Adult Health Factors

The Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System (BRFSS) 
The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) initiated and coordinates the 

BRFSS, a large telephone survey and data system administered annually throughout the 
United States. The BRFSS Questionnaire11 is comprised of multiple questions on personal 
health behaviors, and the searchable online database12 allows easy access to aggregate 
information for various locations and populations. Individual states and other entities 
have chosen the items of greatest interest from this survey for data collection to further 
describe the demographics, risk factors, and health status of respondents. 

As a state agency participating in the BRFSS, Kansas Department of Health and 
Environment selected items of interest from the questionnaire for administration. 
In 2012, it published a statewide report of the findings from the survey admin-
istration in 2011,13 which was followed in November 2013 by a regional report 
of Kansas counties in the Kansas City region, identified as the “Kansas City Area 
Coalition.”14 These six Kansas counties comprised the Kansas City Area Coalition: 
Douglas, Johnson, Leavenworth, Linn, Miami, and Wyandotte. 

Missouri Department of Health and Senior Services also selected items from the 
2011 BRFSS survey for inclusion in its County-Level Study (CLS). This resulted 
in county-specific estimates of prevalence of various conditions and risk factors. 
These findings are disseminated on the Missouri Department of Health and Senior Ser-
vices Community Data Profiles website.15 Like Kansas, Missouri provided aggregated 
information for Missouri counties in the Kansas City region, identifying these nine 

2006-2010 Prenatal Care in First Trimester

Geography
Latino Any Race Non-Latino White Non-Latino Black Total

Number Rate Number Rate Number Rate Number Rate

Kansas 17,551 56.1 111,376 79.2 8,054 61.5 144,848 73.9

Johnson County, KS 1,979 57.0 24,642 89.9 1,247 74.0 30,237 85.5
Leavenworth County, KS 1,979 76.0 3,092 83.5 238 70.0 3,687 81.8
Miami County, KS 193 78.6 1,526 84.0 10 71.4 1,603 83.3

Wyandotte County, KS 2,208 55.1 3,712 75.1 1,901 59.8 8,152 64.2
Missouri 15,974 75.0 258,145 87.2 43,331 75.4 328,074 84.6
Cass County, MO 234 67.2 4,819 85.7 168 82.4 5,338 84.5
Clay County, MO 861 81.6 11,442 88.4 761 75.5 13,579 86.5
Jackson County, MO 4,798 73.3 22,880 84.0 9,916 72.1 38,921 79.0
Platte County, MO 246 78.1 3,892 89.1 309 78.0 4,658 87.1
Ray County, MO 23 79.3 1,128 82.7 10 83.3 1,173 82.5
1 First Trimester:  The number of mothers who first engaged in prenatal health care during the first 
three months of pregnancy with the identified child.  Denominator is the number of live births from 
2006 through 2010 for the designated population.  The rate is per 100.

11 Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC). (2011). Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System Survey Ques-
tionnaire. Atlanta, Georgia: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention.
12 Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC). (2011). Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System Survey Data. 
Atlanta, Georgia: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention.
13 Kansas Department of Health and Environment. (2012). Health Risk Behaviors of Kansans: 2011 Kansas Behav-
ioral Risk Factor Surveillance System. Topeka, KS: Author.
14 Kansas Department of Health and Environment. (2013). 2011 Kansas Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System 
Local Data: Kansas City Area Coalition.  (Website:  http://www.kdheks.gov/brfss/).  Author.  Topeka, KS: Author.
15 Missouri Department of Health and Senior Services. (2012). 2011 Missouri Department of Health and Senior Services 
County-Level Study. (Website: http://health.mo.gov/data/mica/County_Level_Study_12/). Jefferson City, MO: Author.

—Sources: Kansas Department of Health and Environment, 2010 Dataset; and
 Missouri Department of Health and Senior Services, 2010 Dataset
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Missouri counties as the “Kansas City Metro”: Bates, Caldwell, Cass, Clay, Clinton, 
Jackson, Lafayette, Platte, and Ray. 

Several limitations are important to understand when interpreting the data. While 
extensive in scope, the BRFSS sample size is still very limited, particularly for small 
counties or subsets of the population. Thus, it was important to include the addi-
tional counties in the aggregated sample to have sufficient sample size. The margin 
of error was also greater than 5 for the Latino population and the non-Latino African 
American population in the Kansas City Area Coalition in Kansas, thus warranting 
caution when interpreting the findings. Nonetheless, the instrument holds promise 
for long-term collection of similar data across states and communities. 

The selection of different BRFSS survey items by Missouri and Kansas for inclusion 
in their State studies also prevented an overview of a number of additional risk factors 
for Greater Kansas City. Differences in the initial data analysis also hindered compara-
bility of the findings from the two States. Missouri sorted the results at the State level 
and the Kansas City Metro level by these three racial/ethnic categories: non-Hispanic 
White, non-Hispanic African American, Hispanic, and Other. This categorization was 
also used at the State level in Kansas. The report for the Kansas City Area Coalition in 
Kansas, however, used two separate analyses: (a) categorizing by Hispanic and non-
Hispanic; and (b) categorizing by race only, using White, African American, Other, and 
Multi-Race. Thus, the Hispanic category in the BRFSS data of this report are comparable 
for Kansas, Missouri, and both sides of the metropolitan region; the categories of White 
and African American, however, may include some Hispanic population in the Kansas 
City Area Coalition in Kansas. These differences are noted in the charts that follow.

High Blood Pressure
Both Missouri and Kansas defined a diagnosis of high blood pressure or hyper-

tension as an affirmative response to this survey item: “Have you ever been told by a 
doctor, nurse, or other health professional that you have high blood pressure?” Missouri 
excluded pregnant women who were diagnosed during pregnancy, however, while 
Kansas did not. Figure 17 presents the findings.

Figure 17 High Blood Pressure Diagnosis

PERCENTAGE OF ADULT RESPONDENTS WITH
HIGH BLOOD PRESSURE DIAGNOSIS
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—Sources: Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2011 BRFSS Questionnaire; Kansas Department
of Health and Environment, 2011 BRFSS Dataset; and Missouri Department of Health and Senior 

Services, 2011 County Level Study (CLS) Dataset
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The estimated prevalence of Latino adults in 2011 with high blood pressure was 
29% in Kansas, 25% in Missouri, and 24% in the Kansas counties and 14% in the 
Missouri counties of the Kansas City region. This was lower than the estimated 
prevalence of this diagnosis among Black or African American adults in all four 
geographic areas. It was also lower than the estimated prevalence of high blood 
pressure among White adults in the State of Missouri and both the Kansas and 
Missouri portions of the Kansas City region. In Kansas, the estimated prevalence of 
high blood pressure among Latinos matched that of White adults.

Obesity
In the BRFSS Questionnaire, the Body Mass Index was computed based on the re-

spondents’ reports of their height and weight without shoes. “Obesity” is defined 
as a BMI score greater or equal to 30. Figure 18 displays the estimated prevalence of 
obesity in each of the four geographic areas, using this definition, categorized by 
race/ethnicity. The estimated prevalence of obesity among Blacks/African Ameri-
cans in Kansas, Missouri, and both the Kansas and Missouri counties of the Kansas 
City region was approximately 40%. Lower percentages of respondents who were 
Latino or White had BMI scores in the range defined as obese, with prevalence es-
timates of 27%-32% for Latino adults and 25%-29% for White adults. 

Figure 18 Obesity

Cigarette Use
Respondents to the BRFSS Questionnaire indicated current cigarette use of adults. 

Based on these findings, Figure 19 presents the estimated prevalence of adult ciga-
rette smoking in each of the four geographic areas, categorized by race/ethnicity. 
The estimated prevalence of adult cigarette smoking was relatively similar for the 
three racial/ethnic groups in both Kansas and Missouri, as well as the Kansas coun-
ties of the Kansas City region (22%-25% for Latinos, 19-23% for Whites, and 23-
27% for Blacks/African Americans). Differences in estimated prevalence of adult 
cigarette smoking were more notable in the Missouri counties of the Kansas City 
region. Both Latinos and Blacks/African Americans had estimated smoking rates of 
31%, compared to estimated smoking rates of 21% for Whites.
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—Sources: Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2011 BRFSS Questionnaire; Kansas Department
of Health and Environment, 2011 BRFSS Dataset; and Missouri Department of Health and Senior 

Services, 2011 County Level Study (CLS) Dataset
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Figure 19 Current Cigarette Use

Self-Perceived Health Status
Individuals completing the BRFSS Questionnaire rated their own health using a 

scale of poor, fair, good, very good, and excellent. Figure 20 shows the percentages of 
individuals rating their health as either poor or fair, categorized by race/ethnicity 
in Kansas, in Missouri, and in the Kansas and Missouri counties of the Kansas City 
region. Latinos and Blacks/African Americans assess their health as poor or fair at 
a higher rate than Whites in each geographical area. A higher rate of Missourians 
assess their health as poor or fair, compared to Kansans – both in the States as a 
whole and in the bi-state Kansas City region. 

Figure 20 Self-Perceptions of Health Status
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Services, 2011 County Level Study (CLS) Dataset
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Incidence of Disabilities
The 2008-2010 ACS recorded whether adults in the surveyed households had dis-

abilities. Based on the surveys administered during this three-year period, Figure 21 
displays the estimated prevalence of Latinos (any race), Black or African Americans, 
and non-Latino Whites with disabilities in the United States, Kansas, Missouri, and 
the four Greater Kansas City counties with the highest percentages of Latinos.

Figure 21 Estimated Prevalence of Disabilities among Adults in 2008-2010

Racial/Ethnic Differences at the National and State Levels
Estimated prevalence of disabilities was lower among Latinos in the United 

States, Kansas, and Missouri than among non-Latinos (approximately 6% to 9% 
for Latinos and 12% to 19% for non-Latinos). This difference was statistically sig-
nificant. Comparison of non-Latino Whites with non-Latino Blacks found similar 
estimated prevalence in the United States and Missouri. The difference was statisti-
cally significant in Kansas, where the Black/African American group had a higher 
rate of disability (estimated between 14.8% and 16.4%) than the White group (es-
timated between 12.6% and 13.0%).
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Racial/Ethnic Differences in Greater Kansas City
In Greater Kansas City counties, Latinos had a lower estimated prevalence of 

disability (approximately 3% to 10%) than the other groups. Estimated rates of 
disability were highest for non-Latinos in Wyandotte County (estimates of 15.3%-
18.9% for Blacks and 15.7%-18.5% for Whites).

Health Insurance

Current health insurance coverage by race/ethnicity was included in the 2006-
2010 ACS. The responses for the Greater Kansas City area, however, did not pro-
vide sufficient information about health insurance coverage for Latino populations 
prior to 2008. For this reason, the 2008-2010 Three-Year Sample was used. Informa-
tion categorized by race/ethnicity was available for both Kansas and Missouri and 
one county in each State: Johnson County, KS and Jackson County, MO. 

No Health Insurance Coverage
As displayed in Figure 22, the Latino group had the highest estimated rate of being 

uninsured – at the national level, at the State level in Kansas and Missouri, and at the 
county level in both Johnson County, KS and Jackson County, MO.16 This difference 
between the Latino group and each of the two non-Latino racial/ethnic groups was 
statistically significant at each geographic level. Across the geographic levels, approxi-
mately 30% to 40% of Latinos had no health insurance, compared to approximately 
15% to 20% of non-Latino Blacks and less than 15% of non-Latino Whites.

Public Health Insurance Coverage
The non-Latino Black group had the highest estimated prevalence of public 

health insurance coverage in all geographic levels except Johnson County, Kansas 
(approximately 35% to 40% in the United States, Kansas, Missouri, and Jackson 
County). Comparisons between non-Latino Blacks and both non-Latino Whites 
and Latinos were statistically significant in these geographic levels. Latinos and 
non-Latino Whites had similar rates of public health insurance coverage in these 
geographic levels, which were approximately 10% lower than the rates of non-
Latino Blacks. 

Private Health Insurance Coverage
The non-Latino White group had the highest estimated prevalence of private 

health insurance coverage, with approximately 75% to 80% having this coverage 
in the United States, Kansas, Missouri, and Jackson County. Even higher rates of 
non-Latino Whites had private health insurance in Johnson County (estimated 
at 87.8%-89.2%). The differences between the non-Latino White group and both 
the non-Latino Black and the Latino group were statistically significant at each 
geographic level. Non-Latino Blacks had statistically higher rates of private health 
insurance than Latinos in the United States and both the Kansas and Missouri sides 
of the metro region. Latinos and non-Latino Blacks differed slightly but signifi-
cantly in the State of Kansas and did not differ significantly in Missouri.

16 Percentages total more than 100%, due to individuals’ completion of multiple insurance questions and having 
opportunity to indicate more than one type of insurance. No health insurance coverage indicates that the individual 
does not have either private or public insurance. 
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Figure 22 Health Insurance of the Civilian Non-Institutionalized Population in 2008-2010 1
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individual does not have either private or public insurance. 

—Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2008-2010 American Community Survey 

The 2010 Census counted 50.5 Million Hispanics in the U.S. – making up 16.3% of the total population.  

Hispanics accounted for more than half of the Nation’s growth in the past decade, driven by births and 
immigration.  Yet, Hispanics are under-represented in the electorate and politically.  Over the next 50 years, 

it is imperative for all of us – policy makers, business owners, law enforcement, educators, and anyone with 

a stake in our country’s quality of life – to embrace the reality that the workers of the future will be older 

versions of ourselves.

As we digest the findings of the 2013 Hispanic Needs Assessment, it will be imperative for all of us in the 
Kansas City Metropolitan area to project how the fast growth of Latinos will blur traditional black-white 
color lines,  testing the limits of civil rights and equity, especially in the area of resource distribution for 
early childhood education, economic development, health and mental health services, housing, and work-
force development.

—John Fierro, President and CEO, 
Mattie Rhodes Center
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Community
Survey Findings

    Chapter 3



Participants in the Community Study

Survey Administration

Sample
Between August and December of 2012, 1,368 Latino members of the Greater 

Kansas City area completed Community Surveys. Of these, 1,240 respondents clear-
ly met the eligibility criteria of both age (at least 18 years of age) and ZIP code 
(within the 9-county Greater Kansas City area), as well as the criterion of self-iden-
tifying as Hispanic/Latino. Among 
the respondents excluded from 
this report were 10 who reported 
being under the age of 18 years, 
44 who reported living outside the 
area, and 74 who did not provide 
age and/or ZIP code information.

Survey Completion
Paper copies of both Spanish 

and English surveys were avail-
able at all recruitment locations 
and events, with participants 
given a choice of which survey to 
complete. Both Spanish and Eng-
lish online versions were avail-
able on Survey Monkey, and these 
were publicized at recruitment lo-
cations and events. Return envelopes were provided at a number of sites, as well. 
Figure 23 provides detailed information about the types of surveys completed.17

Recruitment Sites
In addition to the efforts of participating agencies of the Hispanic Needs Assessment 

Committee, UMKC-IHD staff, students, and other volunteers recruited participants at 
many events and locations. These included the Mexican Consulate, several churches, 
soccer games, a bike rodeo, some restaurants or businesses, the Expo Americas, the 
MCC-Penn Valley Town Hall Meeting on College Affordability and the Hispanic Com-
munity (with US Department of Education Secretary Arne Duncan and Janet Mur-
guia), Bi-National Health Week, several other local festivals, and some of the Deferred 
Action information meetings. Several college/university campuses agreed to publish 
the link to the online versions of the survey on their websites. Media throughout the 
data collection phase assisted in building public awareness and participation. Utilizing 
numerous forms of publicity, engaging volunteers to distribute the survey in many di-
verse locations, and monitoring the demographics of the sample throughout the data 
collection period to determine whether it was representative of the Greater Kansas 
City area and consistent with the Census data enhanced the usefulness of this dataset.

17 Throughout this report, percentages may not total 100% due to rounding. Sample sizes may vary due to the 
voluntary nature of the survey and the option for respondents to omit selected items.  Additionally, some items are 
only applicable when a particular response is given to a previous question.
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The findings from this report will prove extremely useful to not only Hispanic-serving institutions throughout 
the metropolitan area but to institutions, corporations and other entities that will be addressing the growing 
Hispanic community and consumer.

—Bernardo Ramirez, Executive Vice President/COO,
Economic Development Corporation of Kansas City

(N=1,240)

15% English 
online

2% Spanish 
online

55%
Spanish

 hardcopy

28% English 
hardcopy

Figure 23 Type of Survey Completed



Hispanic Needs Assessment    51

Characteristics of Survey Participants

Language Preference
Participants varied greatly in their lan-

guage preferences. The largest percent-
age considered themselves bilingual, 
with Spanish as the dominant language 
(35%). The survey did not offer the op-
tion of Bilingual – No Dominance, but 
this category was created in the dataset 
and used when respondents checked 
both of the bilingual options. See Figure 
24 for more detail.

Gender
More women (60%) than men com-

pleted the survey. Thirty-nine percent of 
survey respondents were men and 1% did 
not identify their gender.

Figure 25 Age of Respondents

Age
The age of eligible respondents 

ranged from 18 to 91 years. Mean age 
was 37.8 years. By category, the highest 
percentages of respondents were either 
26-35 years old or 36-45 years old (29% 
and 26% of the sample, respectively). 
Additional information about the age 
of respondents is displayed in Figure 
25.

Employment Status
Approximately half of the respondents were employed full-time. The survey in-

structions gave the option for checking more than one employment status, and 
some overlap in responses occurred. The most common combination of responses 
occurred for students; 28 students worked full-time, 36 students worked part-time, 
5 students were self-employed, 3 students were out of work for more than a year, 2 
were out of work for less than a year, 7 students were homemakers or caregivers, and 
4 students were unable to work. Also, 25 homemakers/ caregivers had been out of 
work for over a year, and 8 worked part-time. Five percent of all respondents earned 
the majority of their household income by owning a business. See Table 10.

    18-25 years      26-35 years      36-45 years      46-55 years

    56-65 years      66-75 years      76-85 years      86-95 years

(N=1,240)

19
%

15
%

9%

2% 1% <1
%

29
%

26
%

(N=1,240) 1% Bilingual - no 
dominant

23% 
Spanish 

only

9% 
Unreported

12% 
English 

only

35%
Bilingual - Spanish

dominant

20% 
Bilingual - English

dominant

Figure 24 Language of Respondents



18 Tallying every respondent who claimed self-employment and every respondent who claimed that they or a 
household member owned a business, 193 households (16%) had some form of self-employment income. Income 
from this business was reportedly a major source of household income for 60 of the respondents. 

Table 10 Employment of Respondents

One item on the survey asked the following: “Do you (or does anyone else in 
your household) own a business or earn money from selling things that you make? 
Thirteen percent of the 1,176 persons who responded to this question replied af-
firmatively. A second item asked, “What portion of your household income comes 
from this business?” They were given two options of “only a small portion” or 
“all or most” of the household income comes from this business. This business 
endeavor reportedly provides all or most of the household income for 39% of the 
153 individuals with this type of business. Fifty-seven percent reported that this 
business provides only a small portion of the household income, and 4% did not 
provide a response.18

Family Origin
Participants answered questions about their family origins. Of the 1,078 people 

who reported information about where their parents were born, 85% had at least 
one parent who was born outside of the United States. Ninety-four percent of 1,071 
respondents reported having at least one grandparent who was born outside the 
United States. Thirty-one perecent of the 1,063 people who identified their coun-
tries of origin were born in the United States. This percentage included the 18% of 
respondents who were born in Greater Kansas City and the 14% who were born 
outside of the area. Fifty-six percent of participants were born in Mexico, and the 
remaining 15% reported other countries of origin.

Seven hundred twenty-nine respondents reported that they were born outside 
of the United States. Within this group, 72% had lived in the U.S. for ten or more 
years and 17% had lived here for five to nine years. Eight percent reported immi-
grating to the U.S. within the past year. The length of residency was unknown for 
the remaining 3% of participants.
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Employment Status 
(N=1,240)

Affirmative 
Responses

Percentage 
of Sample1

1. Employed for wages full-time 615 50%
2. Employed for wages part-time 192 16%
3. Self-employed 87 7%
4. Out of work for more than 1 year 59 5%
5. Out of work for less than 1 year 61 5%
6. A homemaker, housewife, or
   caregiver

153 12%

7. A student 124 10%
8. Retired 33 3%
9. Unable to work 55 5%
10. Unreported 24 2%
1 Respondents answered each question separately, and they had the op-
tion of providing more than one affirmative response.  
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Geographic Location
When asked their ZIP code, 

1,240 respondents replied, in-
cluding 703 from Missouri and 
537 from Kansas. Altogether, 63 
ZIP codes in Missouri and 37 ZIP 
codes in Kansas were represent-
ed among the eligible respon-
dents. The sample was limited 
to residents of these counties:

• Jackson, Cass, Clay, Platte, 
and Ray in Missouri; and

• Wyandotte, Johnson, Leav-
enworth, and Miami in
Kansas.

County-level data are present-
ed in Figure 26. The largest per-
centages of respondents resided 
in Jackson County, Missouri 
(47%); Wyandotte County, Kansas (21%); and Johnson County, Kansas (22%). The 
least represented counties were Leavenworth County, Kansas (3 respondents), Ray 
County, Missouri (1 respondent), and Miami County, Kansas (no respondents). 
Based on the 101 ZIP codes reported, respondents reside in 17 Missouri cities and 
14 Kansas cities. Table 11 presents the percentages of respondents according to 
their city and state. 

Table 11 Respondents by City and State

MO Cities 
(n=703)

Affirmative 
Responses

Percentage of 
MO Sample

KS Cities (n=537) Affirmative 
Responses

Percentage 
of KS Sample

1. Kansas City MO 547 77.8% 1. Kansas City KS 259 48.2%
2. Independence MO 56 8.0% 2. Olathe KS 129 24.0%
3. Belton MO 37 5.3% 3. Overland Park KS 58 10.8%
4. Grandview MO 26 3.7% 4. Mission KS 35 6.5%
5. Lee’s Summit MO 11 1.6% 5. Shawnee KS 30 5.6%
6. Liberty MO 6 0.9% 6. Lenexa KS 10 1.9%
8. Grain Valley MO 6 0.9% 7. Prairie Village KS 5 0.9%
9. Greenwood MO 3 0.4% 8. Bonner Springs KS 2 0.4%
10. Raymore  MO 2 0.3% 9. Gardner KS 2 0.4%
11. Buckner MO 2 0.3% 10. Leavenworth KS 2 0.4%
12. Crystal Lakes MO 1 0.1% 11. Leawood KS 2 0.4%
13. Kearney MO 1 0.1% 12. De Soto KS 1 0.2%
14. Pleasant Hill MO 1 0.1% 13. Lansing KS 1 0.2%
15. Rayville MO 1 0.1% 14. Spring Hill KS 1 0.2%
16. Riverside MO 1 0.1%
17. Smithville MO 1 0.1%

(N=1,240)

Jackson (MO)
Cass (MO)
Clay (MO)
Platte (MO)
Ray (MO)
Wyandotte (KS)
Johnson (KS)
Leavenworth (KS)
Miami (KS)

46.6%

22.2%

20.8%

3.2%

0.0%0.2%

0.1%
2.6%

4.2%

Figure 26 County



Figure 27 Annual Household Income of Respondents

Income
Respondents were asked to report their total annual household income, in-

cluding income from all sources.19 Responses were divided into categories that 
ranged from Less than $10,000 per year to $75,000 per year or more.20 Nearly half 
of survey participants (48%) reported an annual household income of less than 
$20,000, as shown in Figure 27. The highest percentage (21%) of respondents 
stated that their household income was less than $10,000; the middle selection, 
if ranked, was in the range of $20,000 to less than $25,000.21 One context to con-
sider in reviewing their responses is the Department of Health and Human Ser-
vices Poverty Guidelines for the 48 Contiguous States, which is used to determine 
eligibility for many federally funded programs.22 According to the 2013 Federal 
Poverty Guidelines, three-person households with an annual income of less than 
$19,530 were considered to be living in poverty (less than $15,510 for two-person 
households and less than $11,490 for one-person households).23 The 2006-2010 
American Community Survey estimated these average household sizes in Jackson 
County (MO), Clay County (MO), Johnson County (KS), and Wyandotte County 
(KS): 2.4, 2.5, 2.5, and 2.7 people, respectively.24 However, please note that these 
statistics are only helpful as general guidelines for examining the participant’s 
self-reported household income. Insufficient data were collected to align the self-
reported income data directly with the Poverty Guidelines, since household size 
of respondents and adult-to-child ratio were not ascertained.
 

19 Instructions stated, “Include income for all family members in the household and include all sources: wages, 
self-employment income, rent, Social Security, retirement, investments, etc. Check one answer.”
20 Respondents selected from one of the following income categories: <$10,000, $10,000-<$15,000, $15,000-
<$20,000, $20,000-<$25,000, $25,000-<$35,000, $35,000-<$50,000, $50,000-<$75,000, and >$75,000. 
21 Note that the middle response is not a median because the income ranges provided as options were not equal. 
22 Because the adult to child ratio for respondents was unknown, the 2013 DHHS Poverty Guidelines were used 
instead of the U.S. Census Bureau Poverty Thresholds.
23 Federal Register, Vol. 78, No. 16, January 24, 2013, pp. 5182-5183. These are “the poverty guidelines updated 
periodically in the Federal Register by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services under the authority of 42 
U.S.C. 9902(2).” This source states, “The poverty guidelines (unlike the poverty thresholds) are designated by the 
year in which they are issued. For instance, the guidelines issued in January 2013 are designated the 2013 pov-
erty guidelines. However, the 2013 HHS poverty guidelines only reflect price changes through calendar year 2012; 
accordingly, they are approximately equal to the Census Bureau poverty thresholds for calendar year 2012.”
24 U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 American Community Survey. The average household sizes in Jackson County 
(MO), Clay County (MO), Johnson County (KS), and Wyandotte County (KS) were 2.43 +/- 0.01, 2.46 +/- 0.02, 
2.51 +/- 0.01, and 2.69 +/- 0.04, respectively.
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    Less than $10,000      $10,000 to less than $15,000
    $15,000 to less than $20,000      $20,000 to less than $25,000
    $25,000 to less than $30,000      $30,000 to less than $50,000
    $50,000 to less than $75,000      Greater than $75, 000

(N=1,240)
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25 It is important to use caution in assessing the weight to be ascribed to individual items in the preselected list.  
Respondents were not instructed to rank the features or to limit the number of items that could be selected. Thus, 
there is no assurance of equal weight for the items by the respondents. Additionally, while the lists were informed 
by literature defining likely assets and challenges, there is no assurance that these were optimal selections for the 
survey respondents.  The opportunity for respondents to provide narrative responses to these items enhanced the 
usefulness of the findings by capturing their perceptions qualitatively, as well. Both their selections and their com-
ments, though not definitive, served as a backdrop for their responses to more specific questions throughout the 
remainder of the survey. In most instances, the findings from the checklists were consistent with the findings from 
the more focused items.
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Identified Assets and Challenges in Greater Kansas City

One page of the survey itemized a number of assets and challenges that could be 
present within communities, with directions for the respondents to check those 
that pertain to Greater Kansas City. A total of 974 respondents checked at least one 
item or offered at least one additional feature on one of the lists.25 Additionally, 
they had the opportunity to identify additional community assets and additional 
community challenges that they believe are present in Greater Kansas City.

Community Assets

Varying percentages of respondents identified these features as local community 
assets. Table 12 ranks the items by the percentages of individuals checking them as 
positive features in Greater Kansa City. Almost two-thirds of respondents claimed 
that bilingual language skills among the Hispanic/Latino population are a strong as-
set in Greater Kansas City. Half of them also highlighted the strengths of family re-
lationships and the participation of Hispanics/Latinos in faith-based organizations.

Table 12 Perceived Community Assets

One hundred nineteen respondents provided narrative descriptions of assets 
that they perceive exist in Greater Kansas City. These ranged from personal, fam-
ily, and community attributes to organizations and services available in Greater 
Kansas City.

Personal Attributes
Echoing the findings from the checklist, a strong work ethic, and a sense of hope 

are two themes that emerged from the narrative comments related to individual 
assets. Many of the additional comments expanded upon these themes. Responses 
like “hard workers” and “hard-working people” were frequent. One person wrote, “La-
tinos in this area, as in the majority of the country, are hard-working people.” Others 
described some of the attributes found within individuals who value the impor-

 Greater 
Kansas City1

Johnson 
County

Wyandotte 
County

Clay County Jackson 
County

 n % n % n % n % n %

Mexican 127,743 78% 29,026 75% 35,714 86% 9,864 75% 43,264 77%

Puerto Rican 5,398 3% 1,369 4% 433 1% 657 5% 1,825 3%

Cuban 2,979 2% 690 2% 265 1% 508 4% 1,228 2%

Dominican 957 1% 165 1% 76 1% 142 1% 434 1%

Central 
American2

10,776 7% 2,559 7%2 658 6% 547 4% 4.345 8%

South 
American3

5,006 3% 2,319 6% 364 1% 433 3% 1.339 2%

All Other 
Hispanic/
Latino4

11,221 7% 2,821 7% 2,123 5% 950 7% 3,999 7%

Total 164,080 38,949 41,633 13,101 56,434

Greater Kansas City’s Hispanic/Latino Population Percentage by County 

  23.7%  25.4%  8.0%  34.4%

1 Includes Johnson, Wyandotte, Miami, and Leavenworth Counties in Kansas and Jackson, Clay, Platte, 
Ray, and Cass Counties in Missouri.
2 Any person identified as Costa Rican, Guatemalan, Honduran, Nicaraguan, Panamanian, Salvadoran, 
or “other Central American.”
3 Any person identified as being Argentinean, Bolivian, Chilean, Colombian, Ecuadorian, Paraguayan, 
Peruvian, Uruguayan, Venezuelan, or “other South American.”
4 Any person identified as being Spaniard, Spanish, Spanish American, or “all other Hispanic/Latino.”      
mn

Community Assets (n=974)

Selected Features % Selected Features %
Maintaining bilingual lan-
guage skills

64% Spirit of service and 
volunteering

47%

Participation in religious 
organizations

52% Connections with neigh-
bors 

40%

Strength of family relation-
ships 

50% Sense of hope 38%

Work ethic 48% Adult role models for 
youth

37%

Adding cultural diversity to 
Kansas City community

47% Strength of community 

social networks 
35%

Entrepreneurship, or will-
ingness to start businesses

47%



tance of hard work. These included portrayals of Latinos as having a “strong sense 
of pride,” a “desire to succeed,” and a “willingness to give help.”

Respondents also characterized Latinos as having “hope in very adverse circum-
stances.” One considered the “hopes of success and better living conditions for one’s 
children” found among individual Latinos to be an asset to the community as a 
whole. Another shared, “Along with many needs, there is a sense of gratefulness.” Nar-
rative responses suggested that this sense of optimism among community mem-
bers fosters their resilience to adversity. “Despite the racism that exists in the KC Met-
ro, Hispanics are thriving and continue to…advance their quality of life for their families.”

Some survey respondents listed other positive personal attributes they believe 
are common among area Latinos. These include political engagement, kindness, 
respect, honesty, family and religious values, fraternity, and tolerance.

Family 
Several respondents discussed the importance of family as a valuable asset, which 

is consistent with the data displayed in Table 12. They cited “families” and “family 
unity” as community assets. One individual claimed, “Family is most important,” 
and another responded, “In my community, I believe that the only ‘asset or positive 
characteristics’ are my family and Mattie Rhodes…”

People in the Community
Respondents identified people who serve the community as assets, including 

doctors, military personnel, and “bilingual staff in community centers.” They men-
tioned youth leaders and youth who are involved in organizing efforts. One re-
spondent recognized “…many non-Latinos [who] are willing to help out in our com-
munity” as community assets.

The Latino Community
Some individuals focused on the community as a whole, discussing the cohe-

siveness of the community and a “sense of community.” Such statements as “We 
are unified” and “We support each other” were common. Some also highlighted Lati-
nos’ commitment to community service. One individual stated, “Along with many 
needs, there is a desire to be of service the community.” Another made this observation: 
“Grassroots organizations are beginning to sprout up from the youth.”

Community Organizations
Survey respondents identified key social service organizations that contribute to 

stability. They noted organizations of various types, including “advocacy groups 
that collaborate within the Latino community,” “religious organizations,” “church-
es,” and “several Hispanic-serving agencies.” One community member shared that 
“professional networking groups like Young Latino Professionals of Greater Kansas City” 
(a program of the Greater Kansas City Collaborative and sponsored by the Hispanic 
Chamber of Commerce of Kansas City) are a local asset. While this is not an ex-
haustive list, the following is a list of other community organizations mentioned 
by name:

• El Centro, Inc.
• Guadalupe Centers, Inc.
• Hispanic Economic Development Corporation (HEDC)
• Mattie Rhodes Center
• The Don Bosco Centers
• Westside Community Action Network (CAN) Center.

Community Services and Resources
Several respondents identified youth- or education-focused services as commu-

nity assets. One survey participant wrote that “after school programs for children to 
exercise without paying too much or something for children to get engaged [in] as a rou-
tine” are a benefit to the community as a whole. Others agreed, citing “youth sports 
activities” and “programs for youth in community centers” as assets. Identified assets 
for young children and their families include “nurseries (child care)” and “Hispanic 
day cares that teach our children both English and Spanish.” “Programs presented for 
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dropouts,” “resources to get scholarships,” and “higher education institutions” are assets 
geared toward older youth.

Some respondents focused on such community resources as “museums,” “parks,” 
and “Spanish books at the library.” Others highlighted public services by mentioning 
“police community involvement,” “bus services,” “family services,” and “streets that [are] 
in good condition.” A few individuals stated that the area is a “great place to find work” 
and that there is a “lack of unemployment.”

Community Challenges

In like manner to the items about community assets, the survey listed 17 po-
tentially challenging issues, with the request that respondents check the issues 
that they perceive to be challenges in the Greater Kansas City area. Table 13 pres-
ents their perceptions of community challenges in Greater Kansas City, ranked by 
the percentage of the 974 respondents that considered each an issue. Respondents 
perceived many of the selected issues to be challenges in communities of Greater 
Kansas City. Each of the following issues was considered a serious challenge by at 
least 60% of the respondents: gangs, low high school graduation rates for Hispanic 
youth, lack of opportunities and services for undocumented individuals, low edu-
cation levels of adults, and unemployment for adults.

Table 13 Perceived Community Challenges

Some respondents also identified specific challenges that they perceive are issues 
in Greater Kansas City. The following narrative responses of 181 individuals reflect 
issues pertaining to personal attributes, family life, the people, the community, 
and its community organizations and related services.

Personal Attributes
While most responses focused on community issues, a few individuals described 

personal behaviors and traits that compounded the challenges. Several referenced 
feelings of “insecurity” and worry. One stated, “It is hard to study when you are worried 
about your finances or safety.” Another respondent observed a lack of motivation for 
self-improvement among community members and an unwillingness to get in-
volved in community issues. One participant stated, “I think too many Hispanics feel 
comfortable and don’t care about grow[ing] as professionals…” Another noted a “lack 
of commitment and motivation from [the] Hispanic community to better themselves.”

 Greater 
Kansas City1

Johnson 
County

Wyandotte 
County

Clay County Jackson 
County

 n % n % n % n % n %

Mexican 127,743 78% 29,026 75% 35,714 86% 9,864 75% 43,264 77%

Puerto Rican 5,398 3% 1,369 4% 433 1% 657 5% 1,825 3%

Cuban 2,979 2% 690 2% 265 1% 508 4% 1,228 2%

Dominican 957 1% 165 1% 76 1% 142 1% 434 1%

Central 
American2

10,776 7% 2,559 7%2 658 6% 547 4% 4.345 8%

South 
American3

5,006 3% 2,319 6% 364 1% 433 3% 1.339 2%

All Other 
Hispanic/
Latino4

11,221 7% 2,821 7% 2,123 5% 950 7% 3,999 7%

Total 164,080 38,949 41,633 13,101 56,434

Greater Kansas City’s Hispanic/Latino Population Percentage by County 

  23.7%  25.4%  8.0%  34.4%

1 Includes Johnson, Wyandotte, Miami, and Leavenworth Counties in Kansas and Jackson, Clay, Platte, 
Ray, and Cass Counties in Missouri.
2 Any person identified as Costa Rican, Guatemalan, Honduran, Nicaraguan, Panamanian, Salvadoran, 
or “other Central American.”
3 Any person identified as being Argentinean, Bolivian, Chilean, Colombian, Ecuadorian, Paraguayan, 
Peruvian, Uruguayan, Venezuelan, or “other South American.”
4 Any person identified as being Spaniard, Spanish, Spanish American, or “all other Hispanic/Latino.”      
mn

Community Challenges  (n=974)
Selected Features % Selected Features %
Gangs 65% Family violence or domestic vio-

lence
54%

Low high school graduation rates 
(for Hispanic youth)

65% Lack of permanent residency op-
tions for youth (young scholars)

51%

Lack of opportunities and services 
for undocumented individuals 

63% Loss of Spanish language or culture 
of origin

49%

Low education levels of adults 62% Poor physical health of community 
members

49%

Unemployment for adults 60% Unemployment for youth 46%

Unplanned pregnancy among His-
panic teenagers

58% Low literacy 43%

Lack of permanent residency op-
tions for working adults

57% Lack of adequate, affordable hous-
ing 

43%

Crime in neighborhoods 56% Poor mental health of community 
members

30%

Lack of Hispanics/Latinos in com-
munity leadership roles

56%



Family
A few respondents depicted issues associated with family dynamics and linkage 

between families and the community at large. One survey participant described the 
insular nature of Latino families as an issue: “Families take care of their own.” Others 
identified “domestic violence” as an issue in the community and reported a need for 
“family guidance.” One respondent reflected on the way the family unit interfaces 
with the education system, “Family partnership with the schools has dwindled.”

People in the Community
Discrimination against and among Latinos is a theme expressed by survey partici-

pants. Respondents described the effects of discrimination in multiple facets of daily 
life, including work, the criminal justice system, and opportunities for advancement. 
One individual described discrimination in the community as “racial profiling of youth 
and young Latino adults by police in surrounding metro areas.” One person expressed 
a need to “fight against discrimination towards Hispanics from police and people at the 
workplace.” Multiple respondents reported experiencing contempt for Latinos that in-
cludes “scapegoating the Latino population as [though] all of us are undocumented and 
poor when the vast majority were born here.” Many reported that this stems from the 
current political situation, as depicted in such comments as these: “The extremist na-
tional movement to use Latinos as a scapegoat for the economic problems has increased 
discrimination and negative attitude[s] towards Latinos;” and “The current politics are 
making racism seem as acceptable.”

Survey participants pointed out impacts of racism and discrimination that limit op-
portunities overall and reduce community cohesiveness. In addition to “discrimination 
at work,” one person asserted that non-Latinos “…do not provide us the same opportu-
nities.” Another contended, “Latinos with education, experience, and desire to serve are 
denied the chance to advance in [the] workplace with a decent salary to support a family.” 
Some identified “discrimination among Latino groups” as an issue in the community: 
“Mexicans discriminate against other Latinos or vice versa;” and “Not all Hispanics are 
treated the same; even in [our] own community, some are favored more.”

Community members reported a “lack of mentors for youth” and a need for pro-
grams that help youth learn more about the college admissions process and finan-
cial aid. One individual expressed the need for “…youth mentors/clubs available to 
our Latino high school students to encourage higher education after high school.” Respon-
dents also noted a need for some community members to improve their English 
language skills: “They live for years in the United States and do not speak English” and 
have a “lack of interest in learning another language.”

The Latino Community
Issues in the local Latino community identified by respondents focused on the police, 

gangs, community cohesiveness, and the need for additional public services. Multiple 
responses highlighted the need for “more police security in the streets and more at night.” 
One community member contended, “Much more police patrolling is needed in the area 
because it impedes gangs.” Others expressed the ineffectiveness of current policing: “The 
police [do] not listen when one is trying to make a report,” “When one has some problem, 
with gangs, the police acts too late,” and “…there is not [a] response from the police when 
it is needed.” Some community members reported that police place too much focus 
on issues that do not protect the community. “The police only focuses on giving tickets 
and not really on what they should…” Additionally, some expressed concerns about the 
impact of racial profiling and immigration raids.

The majority of responses about criminal activity addressed issues with neighbor-
hood gangs: “The gangs are what harms us;” “There are many gangs or groups in the 
streets;” and “The problem that I have felt is gangs.” One community member expressed 
a need for youth to think about the impact of gang activity on the neighborhood before 
joining one, identifying this as a problem: “The gangs that are formed within Hispanics; 
we are affecting ourselves, so we should think before harming people.” Another suggested 
providing additional “activities for the high school kids to keep them out of the gangs.” 
Other criminal activities reported include “robberies,” “vandalism,” “drugs,” “delinquen-
cy,” and “lots of murder crimes that were left unsolved.”
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Respondents expressed concerns about community cohesiveness, particularly dis-
crimination among Latino ethnic groups and poor communication among community 
members. One respondent said, “Outside of all the restaurants on Southwest Blvd., I 
am unaware of any Hispanic community in KC.” Another claimed, “In the Hispanic 
community there is discrimination among the people,” using as an example “the Mexi-
cans from Mexico and the Mexicans living here.” Others discussed a lack of “solidarity in 
cases of need,” including one respondent who declared, “There is no unity, nor support 
from Hispanic community itself; everyone cares for themselves, and there is no support.” 
Respondents also expressed a need for solidarity among those in leadership positions, 
as shown in reports of “inner fighting among community leaders” and a need for “com-
munity programs working together.”

Community members identified multiple areas of need related to events and public 
services. Some wanted additional “activities for Latinos,” including one who shared, 
“In KCMO [Kansas City, Missouri], I find it difficult to find any Hispanic cultural or 
ethnic events.” Survey participants also reported a need for additional “parks and rec-
reational places,” “…a swimming pool on the west side,” “art education,” and “cultural 
programs.” Some cited a need for increased public services to address “street mainte-
nance,” “sewer maintenance,” litter, snow removal, and trash removal. 

Community Organizations
The need for better leadership within the community and better coordination among 

organizations are two themes that emerged from the comments related to community 
organizations. Respondents identified areas of need at multiple levels of leadership. At 
the grassroots level, they reported a “lack of voice and say for the undocumented,” as well 
as a “lack of local Latino leadership to lead and their inability to unite or mobilize with 
organizations to address issues with one voice for the progress of communities.” One 
person remarked, “Not very many leaders of Hispanic organizations speak Spanish to 
communicate with the community.” Some individuals expressed their perceptions that 
Latinos need “representation in government.” In a similar vein, one stated, “Hispanics 
are not represented in City Hall, KCPD [Kansas City Police Department] and other areas 
of KCMO [Kansas City, Missouri] decision-making bodies.”

Some individuals highlighted a need for better communication among local 
agencies that serve Latinos. In addition to the suggestion that organizations “cross-
refer” and share information, respondents wanted “social service organizations lever-
aging resources, especially across state lines [and] leadership working together across 
state lines.” The reported need for collaboration extended to for-profit businesses. 
One respondent identified “business not supporting our community” as a concern. 
Another identified “for-profit agencies offering services in competition to non-profits, 
limiting non-profit agencies’ ability to serve community” as an issue, asserting, “For-
profit services compete to offer free services paid by grants.”

Services
Comments related to area services centered on education and employment. 

Statements included concerns about the “lack of child care,” the need for access to 
“quality special education for youth,” and the need for “more education for adults.” 
Respondents claimed that “school standards are very low,” and that there is a need 
for “good schools to prepare students for college.” Multiple responses noted the issues 
that prevented Latino youth from attending college, including “lack of support 
for DREAM youth” and needs for “educational [and] economic support for youth that 
aspire to go to college” and “financial assistance for Latino families who cannot afford 
to put their kids through college…” One person stated, “In Missouri, undocumented 
individuals aren’t allowed to enroll in colleges/universities.” Another linked this disal-
lowance with dropout rates, commenting, “A serious problem was that students did 
not have access to opportunity to study at a university; that is why they abandoned their 
classes to work.”

Employment was another area of concern noted by survey participants. They ex-
pressed a need for “better jobs,” “training centers for Hispanic workers” including job 
training programs in Spanish, “opportunities to improve in work,” and “employment op-
portunities.” One individual referenced the impact of legal status on employment by 
stating, “…people without papers cannot get work.” Unemployment and limited income 



may also affect access to other resources. Respondents reported a “lack of housing,” 
difficulty paying “water, electric and gas utility bills,” “lack of credit,” and “no bank ac-
counts” as areas of concern. Other identified needs include better access to classes to 
learn English, better public transportation, and additional activities for youth.

Need and Access to Services and Resources
in Greater Kansas City

Safety

Safety in the Home
Three issues identified by over half of the respondents as community challenges 

were family violence or domestic violence, gangs, and crime in the neighborhoods 
(Table 13). Two additional survey questions addressed their own perceptions of 
safety within their own home and nighttime safety in their own neighborhood.

Of 1,143 participants who rated how safe they (and their children, if applicable) 
felt within their own homes, 79% reported feeling ‘Very Safe’ or ‘Somewhat Safe’ 
at home, while 17% reported feeling ‘Very Unsafe,’ or ‘Somewhat Unsafe’ in their 
homes. Figure 28 provides additional detail.

Figure 28 Perceptions of Safety

Safety in the Neighborhood
Higher percentages of respondents reportedly felt that they or their family are more 

unsafe in their neighborhoods at night than in their homes. Thirty-four perecent re-
ported feeling ‘Very Unsafe’ or ‘Somewhat Unsafe,’ while 62% reported feeling ‘Very 
Safe’ or ‘Somewhat Safe’ in their own neighborhood at night. Figure 28 also presents 
their perceptions of safety in the neighborhood.

The perception of lack of safety in the neighborhood by one-third of respon-
dents corresponds with these comments pertaining to community challenges: 
“My children are unsafe because of gangs;” and “Gangs make it hard to walk down the 
street.” Some expressed frustration with police effectiveness and crime prevention. 
For example, one local resident remarked, “[There is] lots of talk of improvement but 
nothing has been done, especially in controlling our streets from crime.”

In considering their own personal circumstances, however, most of 1,152 re-
spondents reported that local law enforcement officials were responsive to their 
concerns. When asked to rate the helpfulness of the police in responding to their 
own or their family’s concerns, 57% of respondents rated the police as ‘Very Help-
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ful’ or ‘Somewhat Helpful;’ 21% rated them as ‘Somewhat Unhelpful’ or ‘Very Unhelp-
ful.’ The fact that 22% did not know the helpfulness of police might imply the 
lack of some respondents’ personal interaction with them. See Figure 29.

Figure 29 Helpfulness of Police

Housing

Homelessness and Need for Emergency Shelter
One community challenge identified by over one-third of respondents was the lim-

ited availability of adequate and affordable housing for local Latinos (Table 13). In this 
section, respondents considered their own needs related to housing, including home-
lessness, housing assistance, utilities assistance, and emergency shelter use. As displayed 
in Figure 30, 7% of 1,172 respondents (84 individuals) reported experiencing at least one 
instance of homelessness in the previous 12 months. Similarly, 7% of 1,183 respondents 
(77 individuals) reported that they or their family had needed or used emergency shelter 
services. Thirty percent of individuals who needed emergency shelter services indicated 
that these services were easy to access, compared to 30% who indicated that the services 
were difficult to access and 31% were unsuccessful accessing them. See Figure 31.26

Figure 30 Housing Needs

26 Seventeen of the individuals who experienced homelessness also reported attempting to access emergency shelter 
services; 41% were unsuccessful, 24% found it difficult, and 24% found it easy to access (access unknown for 12%).
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Figure 31 Access to Emergency Shelter Services 

Housing Assistance
Fourteen percent of 1,187 respondents reported that they or their family had 

needed or used housing assistance services, such as public housing and rental or 
mortgage assistance (see Figure 30). One-third (33%) of people who needed hous-
ing assistance reported that they could not get it; 42% accessed housing assistance 
with difficulty, and only 15% accessed it easily. See Figure 32.

Figure 32 Access to Housing Assistance

Utility Assistance
Help paying utility bills (e.g., electricity, gas, water, or sewer) was the most frequently 

reported housing-related need, with 28% of 1,185 respondents claiming this to be an 
issue for themselves or their family (see Figure 30). As shown in Figure 33, 45% found 
it difficult to get this assistance when they needed it, and 26% could not get assistance 
with utilities. Only 16% considered it easy to get assistance paying their utilities.

Figure 33 Access to Utilities Assistance
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Permanency of Address and Home Ownership
Almost half (47%) of 1,174 respondents had lived at their current address for  5 

years or more. Fifteen percent had maintained their current address 3-4 years, 22% 
for 1-2 years, and 14% for less than 1 year. See Figure 34.

Forty-three percent of 1,172 respondents reported that they were homeowners (in-
cluding a house, a townhome, or a condominium). The 2010 U.S. Census data for 
Greater Kansas City provides a point of reference, documenting that 67% of all housing 
units in the Greater Kansas City area were occupied by the owner, compared to 50% of 
housing units inhabited by Latinos being occupied by the owner (see Figure 11).

Figure 34 Permanency of Address

Employment

Perceived Effects of Unemployment and Underemployment
In their identification of community challenges, over half of the respondents 

cited unemployment of Latino adults and almost half cited unemployment of La-
tino youth (Table 13). In these sections on employment and community resources, 
survey participants responded to questions about their own access to a variety of 
resources related to employment, including employment training, business loans, 
transportation, and other professional services. When considering their responses 
to the questions in this section, it is helpful to recall that 73% of respondents stated 
that they were employed (full-time or part-time, including self-employment) at the 
time they completed the survey.

Employment Training
Eighteen percent of 1,117 participants reported that they or a family member had 

needed or used an employment training program at some time. However, 43% of re-
spondents who needed these programs reported them to be difficult to access, and 
another 23% said that they could not obtain the training. Only 24% of respondents re-
ported these programs to be easily accessible. Figure 35 highlights participant responses

Figure 35 Access to Employment Training
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Small Business Loans
Few respondents (11% of 1,176 people) stated that they or a family member had 

needed or used business assistance or a small business loan at some point in time. 
As displayed in Figure 36, 31% of the people who needed help could not get the 
assistance or the loan that they attempted to obtain. Another 43% stated that they 
found the process difficult, compared to 18% that found the process to be easy.

Figure 36 Access to Small Business Loans

Community Resources

Food Resources
Thirty-nine percent of 1,180 respondents reported that there was no grocery 

store within walking distance of where they lived. Nearly half of the respondents 
with no nearby grocery store (48%) indicated that having a grocery store within 
walking distance was ‘Very Important;’ 35% reported it to be ‘Somewhat Important,’ 
and only 15% reported this to be ‘Not Important.’

Figure 37 Availability of Food Resources
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Twenty-one percent of 1,167 participants reported that at least once in the previ-
ous 12 months they ran out of food and could not afford to buy more. Forty-five 
percent of 1,175 participants stated that they or their family had needed supplemen-
tary food assistance programs, like WIC (Women Infants and Children) or SNAP 
(Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program). Figure 37 summarizes the availability 
of these food resources. Almost half (49%) of those who reported a need for these 
programs found the services easily accessible; 24% reported them to be difficult to 
access, and 10% reported that they could not access these services. See Figure 38.

Figure 38 Access to Food Assistance Programs

Transportation
Ninety-two percent of 1,180 respondents had access to a car that either they or 

a household member owned. However, 41% of 1,173 respondents stated that they 
or someone in their family had needed public bus service at some point in time. 
While 47% of those who needed public bus service found it easy to access at that 
time, 31% found it difficult to access when they needed it, and 10% could not ac-
cess it at all, as shown in Figure 39.

Figure 39 Access to Bus Service

Legal Services
Participants were asked to report if they or their family had needed or used a 

lawyer. Fifty-seven percent of 1,133 respondents reported a need for legal services. 
Of those who attempted to get legal help, 52% reported that it was easy to obtain, 
33% reported that it was difficult to access, and 7% could not access the service. 
Figure 40 details their responses.
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Figure 40 Access to Legal Services 

Translation Services
Forty-seven percent of 1,065 people reported that they had needed translation 

services while living in Greater Kansas City.27 Thirty-six percent reported that the 
service was difficult to access, and 4% reported not being able to access a transla-
tor when they needed one. In contrast, 47% reportedly had no difficulty getting 
translation assistance. See Figure 41.

Figure 41 Access to Translation Services

Almost all of the 498 survey participants who acknowledged a need for translation 
services (96%) also indicated the areas in which they needed assistance. 28 The most fre-
quently identified area of need for translation services was health care, as noted by 79% 
of the respondents. Some participants also indicated that they needed translation ser-
vices when interacting with others in settings associated with education, criminal jus-
tice, and community services (according to 50%, 31% and 20% of respondents, respec-
tively). Five percent reported other needs for translators, which were most frequently 
related to employment. One participant commented, “An interpreter has been difficult 
to come by at City Hall.” Others expressed the need for additional bilingual profes-
sionals, including health care providers, police officers, and lawyers. Almost half of the 
individuals who needed translation services (49%) expressed a need for this assistance 
in more than one area, with the highest percentage of respondents needing translation 
in both health care and education. See Figure 42.

27 While the survey item referenced “translation services,” it appears from the responses that the respondents con-
sidered this to include interpretation, as well as translation.  This broader connotation was the intent of the survey 
authors.
28 Respondents were allowed to select all areas that apply and to describe any other areas of need for these ser-
vices.
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Figure 42 Translation Service Areas

Health

Health Care
As respondents identified community challenges, they noted health care ac-

cessibility issues. As shown in Table 13, almost half of the respondents identified 
poor physical health as an issue for the local Latino population, while almost one-
fourth considered poor mental health an issue. In addition, over half considered 
unplanned teen pregnancies to be an issue for the Latino community in Greater 
Kansas City.

Several survey items addressed their own personal health care needs and the 
health care needs of their families. Survey participants were asked whether they or 
others in their family needed but could not see a doctor or dentist in the previous 
12 months. Sometime during the past year, access to a doctor was not possible for 
29% of 1,666 respondents or their families, and access to a dentist was not possible 
for 38% of 1,165 respondents or their families. At some time in the past year, 27% 
of 1,161 respondents or their family members had reportedly needed prescription 
medications that they could not get. See Figure 43.

    Health Care      Schools/Education
    Police or Criminal Justice      Community Services
    Other

(n=478)

79
%

31
%

50
%

20
% 5%

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 o

f 
Re

sp
on

de
nt

s 
w

ith
 U

nm
et

 N
ee

d

I was surprised to see that Hispanics felt discriminated by police often times but also appreciate their help 
at times.

—Ann Murguia, Commissioner, Wyandotte County
Kansas City, Kansas Unified Government

Some responses were revealing; for example, regarding assets, the Community Survey respondents fo-
cused on bilingual skills (64%) as the most valued asset, while the Key Informants indicated overwhelm-
ingly that entrepreneurship was a greater asset (82%).  Family relationships and faith-based/religious 
organizations received high marks from both groups, which is in line with general Latino values.

—Bernardo Ramirez, Executive Vice President/ COO
Economic Development Corporation of Kansas City



Figure 43 Health Care Needs

Mental Health Care
Thirty-three percent of 1,141 respondents reported that they or others in their 

family had needed or used therapy or counseling services at some point in time, as 
displayed in Figure 43. Of those who reported this need, 15% could not access the 
service, and 31% found it difficult to access. Forty-four percent of people who at-
tempted to access mental health services found the process to be easy. See Figure 44.

Figure 44 Access to Mental Health Care 

Comments about Access to Health and Mental Health Care
Most frequently, comments about the factors affecting access to health/mental health 

care were related to income, residency status, and the availabilty of bilingual translators 
or service providers. The following statement is especially representative: “We earn more 
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than what the clinics approve to receive assistance, but not enough to pay the medical 
costs.” In a similar vein, other respondents identified needs for affordable dental care, 
eye care, and corrective lenses. For some, immigration status was a barrier, such as those 
who reported being “denied medical treatment for being undocumented.” Others had 
issues accessing providers who could meet their health needs because there were few 
“opportunities for children with disability who are Spanish-speaking.”

Education

Figure 45 Highest Level of Education Completed

Graduation from High School
Low graduation rates were an 

area of concern identified by 
65% of 974 respondents. Sixty-
one percent reported low levels 
of education among adults to be 
a problem, and 43% reported low 
literacy rates as an issue in the lo-
cal Latino community. See Table 
9. The highest level of education 
completed was reported by 1,160 
participants. Thirty-one percent 
had not graduated from high 
school or earned a General Educa-
tion Development (GED) certifi-
cate. Of the respondents without 
diplomas or their equivalent, 43% 
completed at least their sopho-
more year. Twenty-five percent of 

respondents completed high school or passed GED tests. Twenty-one percent completed 
some college-level coursework without earning a bachelor’s degree, including those who 
earned technical certificates and associate’s degrees. Fourteen percent had bachelor’s de-
grees, and 9% earned a graduate degree of some kind. Figure 35 presents this information.

Children’s School Environments
Children’s School Environments. Six hundred sixty-four participants answered one 

or more questions related to their children in grade 12 or younger. Respondents iden-
tified the type(s) of school their children attend currently and rated the quality of 
instuction their children receive. The survey allowed parents to select more than one 
type of school that their children attend. The majority of 569 parents (84%) reported 
having one or more children in a public school, while 11% reported having children 
in a private or parochial school and 9% reported having children in a charter school.

Six hundred fourteen parents rated the quality of education their children receive 
at the time of survey completion. Over three-fourths of respondents (78%) assessed 
the quality of their children’s education as ‘Good’ or ‘Excellent,’ but 15% assessed 
their education as ‘Fair’ or ‘Poor.’ Seven percent of respondents were unsure of the 
quality of their children’s education at this time. See Figure 46.
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Hispanics seemed to be relatively happy with public transportation. As a politician, it is not often that we 
hear anyone is happy with public transportation in the metropolitan area.

—Ann Murguia, Commissioner, Wyandotte County
Kansas City, Kansas Unified Government



Figure 46 Perceived Quality of Children’s Education

Other Educational and Enrichment Programs for Children
Many of the 664 respondents with children or youth stated that they had needed or 

used child care, before and after school care, and enrichment programs for them. Figure 
47 displays the percentages of respondents needing or utilizing these types of programs.

Figure 47 Use of Early Childhood and School-Age Programs

Thirty-six percent of parents reported having had a need for early childhood pro-
grams, e.g., day care or child care. However, parents found these programs more dif-
ficult to access than extracurricular activities for older children. Only 38% of parents 
who needed child care reported that it was easily obtainable, while 37% found the 
process difficult, and 17% could not get child care for one or more of their children.

Forty percent of respondents with school-aged children reportedly needed before 
and after school programs, which is consistent with comments describing commu-
nity challenges. The majority of parents (55%) found before and after school care 
to be easily accessible, while 28% found it to be difficult to obtain, and 10% could 
not get the service.

Figure 48 Access to Early Childhood and School-Age Programs
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While U.S. citizen and legal immigrant Hispanics struggle with these issues, the undocumented population 
faces more obstacles to finding solutions.  For example, undocumented immigrants are barred from receiv-
ing housing assistance, food stamps, and free legal assistance. The implication for this divide shows that 
immigration reform could level the playing field for all Hispanics.

—Jessica Piedra, President, 
Latino Coalition of Kansas City
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Approximately half of the respondents with children or youth (51%) had needed or 

accessed enrichment programs related to the arts, sports, or music at some time. Fifty-
three percent of those who needed these types of programs reported that they were eas-
ily accessible, while 27% reported having difficulty accessing them and 10% reported 
being unable to get them for the youth in their family. Figure 48 compares the ease with 
which parents were able to obtain each of these types of programs for their children.

English Language Classes
Survey participants discussed the need for and availability of English as a second lan-

guage courses. Fifty percent of 1,094 respondents reported a need for English language 
classes at some time. Just over half of those who needed this service (52%) reported that 
it was easy to obtain, as shown in Figure 49. Twenty-nine percent reported some difficul-
ty accessing the service, and another 9% reported that they could not get it. One respon-
dent stated, “It is very important for me to learn English, but it is difficult for me.” Some 
respondents also indicated a desire for GED preparation courses offered in Spanish.

Figure 49 Access to English Language Classes
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In 1990 the Latino population in the Kansas City Metro Area represented 3% of the total, and by 2010 it 
had tripled in just 20 years to over 9%. Similarly, the sample size for the 1988 needs assessment was 
approximately 0.2% of the Latino population at that time, while the 2012 sample size was approximately 
0.7% of the Latino population at that time. This represents an increase of roughly 3.5 times the original; 
this is a huge victory for the LCEC.

—Gloria Ortiz-Fisher, Executive Director, 
Westside Housing Organization



Social and Civic Engagement 

Satisfaction with Greater Kansas City

Overall Satisfaction
Respondents were asked how satisfied they are with their overall experience liv-

ing in Greater Kansas City. Most indicated some level of satisfaction, with 74% of 
1,129 reporting that they are ‘Somewhat’ or ‘Very Satisfied;’ 18% are ‘Somewhat’ or 
‘Very Dissatisified.’ See Figure 50. This suggests that the assets most people identified 
contributed to their positive perceptions about living in Greater Kansas City, despite 
the challenges.

Figure 50 Overall Satisfaction Living in Greater Kansas City

Latino Cultural Events
When asked if ‘there are enough Latino cultural events, such as fiestas, art exhibits, 

and concerts offered in the Kansas City metro area,’ 44% of 1,141 respondents said ‘no,’ 
while 35% said that an adequate number of events were available, and 21% said 
that they didn’t know. 

Discrimination

A major source of dissatisfaction 
was related to discrimination against 
Latinos. Fifty percent of 1,119 partici-
pants reported experiencing discrimi-
nation of some kind while living in 
Greater Kansas City. Figure 51 depicts 
the most commonly reported areas. 
Participants could select multiple 
forms of discrimination. Work-relat-
ed discrimination and bias by police 
or criminal justice officials were the 
two most frequently reported, as evi-
denced by response rates of 49% and 
42% respectively. Over one quarter of 
respondents reported an experience 
with educational bias, and 18% expe-
rienced bias in housing. Participants 
also wrote about some of their other 
experiences with discrimination. Many written comments identified specific plac-
es where respondents encountered discrimination, including retail and grocery 
stores. Bias was also reported when accessing health care and the criminal justice 
system. One participant wrote, “I felt that because of being Latino, the lawyer didn’t 
represent me good [sic] in my accident.”
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Civic Issues

Government Representation of Latino Interests
Respondents also reported how well they believed that local and state govern-

ment represented their interests as Latinos. Only 15% of 1,130 participants felt as 
though their interests were represented by their local government. Fifty percent of 
them said their interests were not considered, and 35% were unsure. Similarly, 13% 
of 1,130 participants perceived their state government as responsive to their needs. 
Fifty-four percent did not, and 33% were unsure of how well their state govern-
ment represented the interests of Latinos.

Challenges Gaining Permanent Residency 
Limited opportunities to gain permanent residency status can be a problem in Latino 

communities. Over half of respondents considered this a challenge for local Latino 
adults and for local Latino youth; further, almost two-thirds reported that there were 
limited opportunities and services for undocumented Latinos in Greater Kansas City 
(Table 13). A commonly reported issue related to having an undocumented status was 
the availability of medical and dental care. One respondent wrote that it was “difficult 
to have access without being a legal resident. The only option is to pay on my own but [it] ends 
up being excessively expensive.” Others discussed their inability to get driving licenses and 
the inability to change their documentation status. One particpant reported feeling in-
secure “…living in a country where no opportunity is provided to adjust the immigration status 
and succeed.” Another felt that “doors were closed to a better way of life” when opportuni-
ties to become documented were not available.

Figure 52 Reasons for Not Voting

Voting
Voting is one area affected by residency status. When asked about their voting 

history, 65% of 1,134 respondents reported that they had never voted while liv-
ing in the Greater Kansas City area. The most commonly indicated reason for not 
voting was a lack of United States citizenship, as reported by 59% of respondents. 
Other factors included a dislike of politics, a distrust of the government, and the 
perception that an individual vote would not affect the overall outcome of an elec-
tion. Seven percent of nonvoters reported a lack of information about candidates 
as a cause and 4% reported having poor English skills. See Figure 52.

    Don’t Trust the Government
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Key Informant Survey Findings

Introduction

The Latino Civic Engagement Collaborative, the Greater Kansas City Hispanic 
Needs Assessment Committee, and staff of the University of Missouri-Kansas City 
Institute for Human Development invited approximately 200 community leaders 
in the Latino community to give a broader perspective of the needs and assets in 
the Greater Kansas City area. Their responses were to consider the Greater Kansas 
City area to include the following counties: Jackson, Cass, Clay, Platte, and Ray in 
Missouri; and Wyandotte, Johnson, Leavenworth, and Miami in Kansas. Forty-four 
leaders completed the online survey between January and April 2013.29 

Information about the Key Informant Leaders

Areas of Expertise
The 44 respondents were employed or engaged in a variety of sectors. They most 

commonly reported positions in broad-based nonprofit organizations or businesses, 
represented by 23% and 20% of survey participants, respectively. Eleven percent 
worked in organizations classified as government or quasi-government, including 
persons in elected, appointed, and staff positions. Others were specifically involved 
in education (9%), health care (14%), and faith-based organizations (2%). Many 
served on boards and councils, in addition to 11% with a primary focus on policy 
and advocacy. Nine percent did not identify their areas of employment or expertise. 
See Table 14.

Table 14 Areas of Expertise of Respondents (n=44)

Geographic Representation 
Community leaders were recruited from the bi-state Greater Kansas City area. 

Of the 43 leaders who provided information, 86% reported that their work ex-
tended across the metro area and was not limited to communities in either 
Kansas or Missouri. The remaining 14% specified these areas of Greater Kan-
sas City where they worked: “the urban core;” “the Westside of Kansas City, Mis-
souri;” “primarily Wyandotte and Johnson Counties;” and “Jackson County.” 
Their knowledge of the needs and available services for local Latinos also 
crossed state lines. Of 41 respondents, 78% percent reported that they were fa-
miliar with the needs of communities in both Kansas and Missouri of the Greater 

 Greater 
Kansas City1

Johnson 
County

Wyandotte 
County

Clay County Jackson 
County

 n % n % n % n % n %

Mexican 127,743 78% 29,026 75% 35,714 86% 9,864 75% 43,264 77%

Puerto Rican 5,398 3% 1,369 4% 433 1% 657 5% 1,825 3%

Cuban 2,979 2% 690 2% 265 1% 508 4% 1,228 2%

Dominican 957 1% 165 1% 76 1% 142 1% 434 1%

Central 
American2

10,776 7% 2,559 7%2 658 6% 547 4% 4.345 8%

South 
American3

5,006 3% 2,319 6% 364 1% 433 3% 1.339 2%

All Other 
Hispanic/
Latino4

11,221 7% 2,821 7% 2,123 5% 950 7% 3,999 7%

Total 164,080 38,949 41,633 13,101 56,434

Greater Kansas City’s Hispanic/Latino Population Percentage by County 

  23.7%  25.4%  8.0%  34.4%

1 Includes Johnson, Wyandotte, Miami, and Leavenworth Counties in Kansas and Jackson, Clay, Platte, 
Ray, and Cass Counties in Missouri.
2 Any person identified as Costa Rican, Guatemalan, Honduran, Nicaraguan, Panamanian, Salvadoran, 
or “other Central American.”
3 Any person identified as being Argentinean, Bolivian, Chilean, Colombian, Ecuadorian, Paraguayan, 
Peruvian, Uruguayan, Venezuelan, or “other South American.”
4 Any person identified as being Spaniard, Spanish, Spanish American, or “all other Hispanic/Latino.”      
mn

Affirmative 
Responses

Percentage 
of Sample

1. Business 9 20%
2. Government/Quasi-Government 5 11%
3. Education 4 9%
4. Health Care 6 14%
5. Faith Organization 1 2%
6. Policy and Advocacy 5 11%
7. Other Broad-Based Nonprofit
    Organizations

10 23%

8. Unreported 4 9%

29 Survey participation was voluntary.  Sample size varied from item to item when respondents omitted items or 
sections of the survey.  No statistical procedures were used to substitute for missing data.
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Kansas City area. Twenty percent were more acquainted with the issues facing Mis-
souri residents, and 2% were most familiar with those in Kansas. Responses about 
the availability of services for local Latinos were similar. Eighty percent of leaders 
reported that they were well informed about the services available in both states, 
and 20% were only knowledgeable about those in Missouri.

Demographic Profile

Race and Ethnicity
Forty-three respondents provided information about their ethnicity and race 

(with the option of selecting multiple races). Seventy-nine percent identified them-
selves as Hispanic or Latino. With regard to race, 67% identified themselves as 
white, 2% as American Indian/Native American, 2% as Black or African American, 
7% as multiracial, 7% as unknown, and 14% selecting none of the categories.30 
The 34 Latino respondents’ determination of their race was as follows: 62% white, 
3% American Indian/Alaskan Native, 9% unknown, 9% multiracial, and 18% un-
reported.

Language Preference
Forty-three participants reported their language preferences. Approximately half 

were bilingual, including 9% who preferred speaking Spanish and 47% who pre-
ferred speaking English. Forty-two percent of participants spoke only English and 
the remaining 2% spoke only Spanish. See Figure 53.

Gender and Age
Nearly an equal number of men and women completed the survey. Fifty-four 

percent of the 41 respondents who provided their age were male, and 47% were 
female. They ranged in age from 27 to 67, with a mean and median age of 48 years.

Figure 53 Language                                                Figure 54 County 

Geographic Location
Of the 43 respondents who reported the ZIP code of their residence, 67% lived in 

Missouri, and 33% lived in Kansas. Altogether, 21 ZIP codes in Missouri and 11 ZIP 
codes in Kansas were represented. County-level data are presented in Figure 54. The 
largest percentages of respondents resided in Jackson County, Missouri (49%) and 
Johnson County, Kansas (28%). The least represented counties were Clay County, 
Missouri (7%) and Wyandotte County, Kansas (5%). No respondents were from 
Ray or Cass County in Missouri or Leavenworth or Miami County in Kansas. ZIP 
data were used to identify the four cities in Missouri and six cities in Kansas where 
respondents lived.31 Table 15 presents the percentages of respondents according to 
their city and state.
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30 Some percentages throughout this report may not total 100% due to rounding.
31 If the ZIP code for the given area includes multiple cities, the largest city in that area is shown.
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Table 15 Respondents by City and State

Perceived Assets and Challenges for the
Latino Community in Greater Kansas City

Identified Community Assets in Greater Kansas City 

Local community leaders were asked to identify assets and positive features pres-
ent within the Greater Kansas City Latino community. Thirty-four survey partici-
pants selected items from a list of 11 potentially positive attributes generated from 
the literature and the Greater Kansas City Hispanic Needs Assessment Committee. 
They were given instructions to check all that they considered to be existing assets 
in the community. Table 16 summarizes their responses.

Table 16 Perceived Community Assets

Personal Attributes 
Entrepreneurship and a strong work ethic were the two most frequently re-

ported community assets, each of which 82% of responding leaders identified. 
Almost half of the respondents (47%) acknowledged that individuals maintaining 
bilingual language skills was an asset of the Latino community. Two respondents 
also noted these individual qualities as strengths: the “celebration of life – daily” and 
“willingness to learn.”

 Greater 
Kansas City1

Johnson 
County

Wyandotte 
County

Clay County Jackson 
County

 n % n % n % n % n %

Mexican 127,743 78% 29,026 75% 35,714 86% 9,864 75% 43,264 77%

Puerto Rican 5,398 3% 1,369 4% 433 1% 657 5% 1,825 3%

Cuban 2,979 2% 690 2% 265 1% 508 4% 1,228 2%

Dominican 957 1% 165 1% 76 1% 142 1% 434 1%

Central 
American2

10,776 7% 2,559 7%2 658 6% 547 4% 4.345 8%

South 
American3

5,006 3% 2,319 6% 364 1% 433 3% 1.339 2%

All Other 
Hispanic/
Latino4

11,221 7% 2,821 7% 2,123 5% 950 7% 3,999 7%

Total 164,080 38,949 41,633 13,101 56,434

Greater Kansas City’s Hispanic/Latino Population Percentage by County 

  23.7%  25.4%  8.0%  34.4%

1 Includes Johnson, Wyandotte, Miami, and Leavenworth Counties in Kansas and Jackson, Clay, Platte, 
Ray, and Cass Counties in Missouri.
2 Any person identified as Costa Rican, Guatemalan, Honduran, Nicaraguan, Panamanian, Salvadoran, 
or “other Central American.”
3 Any person identified as being Argentinean, Bolivian, Chilean, Colombian, Ecuadorian, Paraguayan, 
Peruvian, Uruguayan, Venezuelan, or “other South American.”
4 Any person identified as being Spaniard, Spanish, Spanish American, or “all other Hispanic/Latino.”      
mn

Community Assets (n=34)

Selected Features % Selected Features %
Entrepreneurship, or will-
ingness to start businesses

82% Strength of community 
social networks

35%

Work ethic 82% Sense of hope 29%
Strength of family relation-
ships 

77% Spirit of service and 
volunteering

24%

Work ethic 71% Adult role models for 
youth

18%

Adding cultural diversity to 
Kansas City community

65% Connections with 
neighbors 

18%

Maintaining bilingual 
language skills

47%

 Greater 
Kansas City1

Johnson 
County

Wyandotte 
County

Clay County Jackson 
County

 n % n % n % n % n %

Mexican 127,743 78% 29,026 75% 35,714 86% 9,864 75% 43,264 77%

Puerto Rican 5,398 3% 1,369 4% 433 1% 657 5% 1,825 3%

Cuban 2,979 2% 690 2% 265 1% 508 4% 1,228 2%

Dominican 957 1% 165 1% 76 1% 142 1% 434 1%

Central 
American2

10,776 7% 2,559 7%2 658 6% 547 4% 4.345 8%

South 
American3

5,006 3% 2,319 6% 364 1% 433 3% 1.339 2%

All Other 
Hispanic/
Latino4

11,221 7% 2,821 7% 2,123 5% 950 7% 3,999 7%

Total 164,080 38,949 41,633 13,101 56,434

Greater Kansas City’s Hispanic/Latino Population Percentage by County 

  23.7%  25.4%  8.0%  34.4%

1 Includes Johnson, Wyandotte, Miami, and Leavenworth Counties in Kansas and Jackson, Clay, Platte, 
Ray, and Cass Counties in Missouri.
2 Any person identified as Costa Rican, Guatemalan, Honduran, Nicaraguan, Panamanian, Salvadoran, 
or “other Central American.”
3 Any person identified as being Argentinean, Bolivian, Chilean, Colombian, Ecuadorian, Paraguayan, 
Peruvian, Uruguayan, Venezuelan, or “other South American.”
4 Any person identified as being Spaniard, Spanish, Spanish American, or “all other Hispanic/Latino.”      
mn

MO Cities (n=29) Affirmative 
Responses

Percentage of 
MO Sample

KS Cities (n=14) Affirmative 
Responses

Percentage 
of KS Sample

1. Kansas City MO 25 80% 1. Overland Park KS 4 27%
2. Lee’s Summit MO 2 7% 2. Olathe KS 3 20%
3. Riverside MO 1 3% 3. Kansas City KS 2 13%
4. Blue Springs MO 1 3% 4. Prairie Village KS 2 13%

5. Shawnee KS 1 7%
6. Mission KS 2 13%
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It is interesting that only 5% of the Key Informants reside in Wyandotte County, Kansas.

—Bernardo Ramirez, Executive Vice President/ COO
Economic Development Corporation of Kansas City



Family Characteristics 
The majority (77%) considered strong family relationships to be an asset of the 

greater community. For one respondent, being “raised Democrat but hold[ing] Con-
servative values” was an example of a positive family influence.

Community Organizations and Services 
Sixty-five percent of respondents identified Latinos’ participation in faith-based 

organizations as an asset in Greater Kansas City. One respondent reflected on the 
contributions of a number of other community organizations, commenting, “The 
Hispanic Chamber, Mattie Rhodes, and similar organizations are a force in the commu-
nity and offer a wide variety of services to any individual with their needs.” 

Diversity 
Seventy-one percent of respondents considered the cultural diversity that Lati-

nos add to Greater Kansas City to be a positive contribution to the community at 
large. Two individuals qualified their statements by accentuating the great diver-
sity within the Latino population. One stated that it “depends on what segment of the 
Hispanic population” you are referencing. Another stated, “It is different among the 
different subsets (fourth generation vs. newcomer, where they settle within the metro, how 
much education they have, whether or not they are English speaking, income levels, etc.),” 
then added that the following individual assets may vary: “creativity, ingenuity, joie 
de vivre, endurance/stamina.” 

Identified Community Challenges in Greater Kansas City

The leaders also responded to a list of 19 possible community challenges gener-
ated by the literature and the committee, with instructions to check all that they 
identified as community issues for Latinos in Greater Kansas City. Table 17 pres-
ents their responses.

Table 17 Perceived Community Challenges

Each of the issues listed was considered a community challenge by a substantive 
number of respondents. Leaders identified concerns for the people in the Latino 
community and for the community as a whole.
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 Greater 
Kansas City1

Johnson 
County

Wyandotte 
County

Clay County Jackson 
County

 n % n % n % n % n %

Mexican 127,743 78% 29,026 75% 35,714 86% 9,864 75% 43,264 77%

Puerto Rican 5,398 3% 1,369 4% 433 1% 657 5% 1,825 3%

Cuban 2,979 2% 690 2% 265 1% 508 4% 1,228 2%

Dominican 957 1% 165 1% 76 1% 142 1% 434 1%

Central 
American2

10,776 7% 2,559 7%2 658 6% 547 4% 4.345 8%

South 
American3

5,006 3% 2,319 6% 364 1% 433 3% 1.339 2%

All Other 
Hispanic/
Latino4

11,221 7% 2,821 7% 2,123 5% 950 7% 3,999 7%

Total 164,080 38,949 41,633 13,101 56,434

Greater Kansas City’s Hispanic/Latino Population Percentage by County 

  23.7%  25.4%  8.0%  34.4%

1 Includes Johnson, Wyandotte, Miami, and Leavenworth Counties in Kansas and Jackson, Clay, Platte, 
Ray, and Cass Counties in Missouri.
2 Any person identified as Costa Rican, Guatemalan, Honduran, Nicaraguan, Panamanian, Salvadoran, 
or “other Central American.”
3 Any person identified as being Argentinean, Bolivian, Chilean, Colombian, Ecuadorian, Paraguayan, 
Peruvian, Uruguayan, Venezuelan, or “other South American.”
4 Any person identified as being Spaniard, Spanish, Spanish American, or “all other Hispanic/Latino.”      
mn

Community Challenges (n=34)

Selected Features % Selected Features %
Low high school graduation rates 
(for Hispanic youth)

91% Low literacy 59%

Low education levels of adults 77% Poor physical health of community 
members

56%

Unemployment for adults 77% Lack of adequate, affordable housing 56%

Lack of Hispanics/Latinos in com-
munity leadership roles

74% Unplanned pregnancy among His-
panic teenagers

56%

Lack of opportunities and services 
for undocumented individuals

74% Poor mental health of community 
members 

50%

Crime in neighborhoods 71% Family violence or domestic violence 50%
Unemployment for youth 68% Lack of access to transportation 47%

Lack of permanent residency       
options for working adults

68% Food deserts 44%

Gangs 62% Loss of Spanish language or culture 
of origin

32%

Lack of permanent residency       
options for youth (young scholars)

59%
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Challenges for Individuals and their Families
The largest percentages of leaders identified education as a serious issue (with low 

high school graduation rates for Latino youth and low educational achievement for 
Latino adults perceived as serious challenges by 90% and 77% of respondents, respec-
tively). The majority noted major challenges in these areas that reduce the security 
of individuals and their families: employment for adults and for youth; permanent 
residency for adults and for youth; and the lack of both opportunities and access 
to services for undocumented individuals as issues. The majority of responding 
leaders also identified crime and housing as serious challenges for families.

The Latino Community
In reference to this survey, one leader asked, “What segment of the Hispanic popu-

lation?” This remains an important question to consider, due to the diversity with-
in the Latino community in the area. When defining the term “Latino community” 
broadly to include all Latinos in Greater Kansas City, regardless of where they live 
and work, it is important to understand the diversity of lifestyles and backgrounds 
among Latinos. Several leaders discussed issues about the integration of Latinos 
into the larger society of Greater Kansas City. One leader mentioned that individu-
als have a “hesitancy to integrate with the larger communities” and a “lack of under-
standing of community standards and mores, expectations, laws.” Another noted that 
there is a “lack of communication for the immigrant community.”

Leadership and resources are essential to address the challenges presented. One 
respondent stated that there is a “lack of influential leadership in key positions in the 
Kansas City metropolitan area”…and a shortage of…“a variety of small businesses (law 
firms, primary care offices, grocery stores, cleaners, work-out facilities, dental offices, etc.) 
in the community owned and operated by the community.”

Importance and Availability of Specified Services 
in Greater Kansas City

The next sections of this report summarize findings to survey items that request-
ed key informants to provide their perceptions of both the importance and the 
availability of various services in the Greater Kansas City area. All of the questions 
about importance utilize a 4-point scale of very unimportant (1), somewhat unimport-
ant (2), somewhat important (3), and very important (4). Similarly, questions about 
the availability of specific services use a 4-point scale of very unavailable (1), some-
what unavailable (2), somewhat available (3), and very available (4).

Housing

Importance of Specified Housing Services 
Thirty-nine respondents provided information about housing-related issues in 

the local Latino community. Large percentages of responding leaders reported 
these types of programs to be important for Latinos in Greater Kansas City: low-
income housing, utilities assistance, and emergency shelter (83%, 83%, and 67%, 
respectively). See Figure 55.

At Westside Housing we see the need for affordable housing every day.  In fact, we carry a waiting list at 
all times of people wanting to move into our apartments and looking for housing that is safe, clean and 
affordable.  The surprise finding in the Community Survey was that 84 of the Latinos surveyed reported at 
least one instance of homelessness in the past 12 months.

—Gloria Ortiz-Fisher, Executive Director, 
Westside Housing Organization



Figure 55 Importance of Housing Services            Figure 56 Availability of Housing Services

Availability of Specified Housing Services
When asked about the availability of the same services to Latino populations, 

however, the 39 respondents indicated less availability than the degree of impor-
tance would warrant. While over half believed that low-income housing, utility 
assistance and emergency shelter were available to some degree (57%, 62%, and 
53%, respectively), the availability did not match the level of importance shown 
in Figure 56. The information in Figure 55 is aligned with Figure 56 for ease of 
comparison.

Basic Services

Importance of Specified Basic Services
The surveyed leaders reported how important they believed key community ser-

vices were for the individuals they served. With regard to public transportation 
services and food assistance programs, 85% and 87% of the 39 respondents consid-
ered these respective services important for the local Latino community, with the 
degree of importance being roughly evenly distributed between somewhat and very 
important. See Figure 57.

Figure 57 Importance of Basic Services                  Figure 58 Availability of Basic Services
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Availability of Specified Basic Services
Public transportation and food assistance programs were perceived by 66% and 

68% of respondents to be available in the metro area. Percentages of respondents 
who considered the services very available, however, were low (16% and 18%, re-
spectively), suggesting gaps in availability. See Figure 58.

Health-Related Services 

Importance of Specified Health Care Services 
Thirty-nine respondents rated the importance of heath-related services for the 

Latino community in the following key service areas: general health care, den-
tal care, access to prescription medication, mental health care, and domestic vio-
lence prevention. Responding leaders gave the highest ratings of importance to the 
health-related services, compared to all other services and resources in the survey. 
As shown in Figure 59, 93% of respondents reported that general health care was 
important to some degree, including 80% who said it was very important and 13% 
who said it was somewhat important. Similarly, access to prescription medications, 
dental care, mental health services, and domestic violence prevention was consid-
ered important by 89% to 93% of respondents.

Figure 59 Importance of Health 
Care Services

Availability of Specified Health Care Services 
General health care was designated as a very important service by most respon-

dents, as presented in Figure 59. Importantly, the smallest percentage of respon-
dents (25%) perceived this service to be unavailable, as presented in Figure 60. This 
suggests relative consistency between the importance and availability of general 
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health care. Although dental care was also identifed as a highly important service, 
46% percent of respondents reported it to be somewhat or very unavailable. A similar 
gap was seen with regard to prescription access, mental health care, and domestic 
violence prevention services.

Education Programs

Importance of Specified Educational Programs
The responding leaders placed high importance on various types of educa-

tional programs included in this study. At leaset 90% of the 39 leaders consid-
ered English as a Second Language courses, child care, and before/after school 
programs somewhat to very important. While slightly lower in rating of impor-
tance, enrichment programs that offered music, sports, or arts instruction were 
still considered quite important to over 80% of respondents.  These findings are 
displayed in Figure 61.

Figure 61 Importance of Educational Programs

Availability of Specified Educational Programs
Four leaders noted the need for additional education opportunities in the com-

munity, including one who commented, “Early childhood education needs to be a 
priority to be able to give our Hispanic children a chance to succeed in life.” While their 
assessment suggested some availability of each of these educational programs, as 
shown in Figure 62, it appears that a gap between the level of importance and the 
availability of services indicates a potential gap for many. English classes for sec-
ond language learners were reported to be very available by 15% of those surveyed 
and somewhat available by 45% of respondents. Before and after school programs 
were rated as being the most accessible of the four areas of programming that were 
examined. Sixty-five percent of respondents reported them to have some level of 
accessibility to the community, including 23% who said they were very available. A 
total of 53% of participants felt that sports, arts, and music enrichment programs 
were accessible to some degree. This included the 8% who found them to be very 
unavailable. Early childhood programs were reported to as being accessible to some 
degree by 59% of community leaders, with only 10% finding them to be very un-
available.
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Quality of Schools 
Community leaders also rated the quality of three types of schools in the region: 

public schools, charter schools, and private schools. They used a 4-point scale of 
poor (1), fair (2), good (3), and excellent (4). As displayed in Figure 63, the following 
percentages of leaders saw needs for quality improvement in the public schools 
(79%), charter schools (43%), and private schools (28%). This was especially evi-
dent in their assessment of public schools that did not have a charter.

Figure 63 Perceptions of School Quality

Other Professional Services

Importance of Specified Professional Services
Respondents rated the importance of employment training, business assistance 

loans, and legal services. The three respective service areas were ranked by 87%, 
90%, and 87% of the 39 respondents as having some level of importance for the 
Latino community. Seventy-four percent of respondents reported that employ-
ment training was very important. This exceeded the 51% who found legal services 
to be very important and the 44% who rated business assistance and loans in this 
category. See Figure 64 for details.

Availability of Specified Professional Services 
More variation was seen in the responses of the leaders who reported the avail-

ability of these services. While employment training was identified as a highly im-
portant resource in the community, unfortunately, it was perceived to be the least 
available of the three professional services, with only 45% considering it somewhat 
to very available. Although business assistance and legal services were considered 
available to some degree by 63% and 54% of respondents, respectively, the ratings 
of the importance of these services was still much higher. See Figure 65.

Three leaders shared comments about the services available to the Latino com-
munity. Two reported a need for better coordination between different agencies, 
one stating that the “community needs unified services and cooperation between all 
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Over half of the respondents reported that there were issues of intimate partner violence…Although this 
information is surprising and upsetting, the results appear to align with the increased requests for services 
at Mattie Rhodes Center’s Family Violence program.  It is crucial that we strive to improve our coordinated 
community response to increase the sense of safety, and end violence in our community.

—Andrea Perdomo – Morales, 
Director of Family and Services Support,

Mattie Rhodes Center
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Hispanic/Latino non-profits.” The other respondent wrote, “Organizations that are 
providing assistance to the Hispanic community need assistance themselves.”

Translation Services 

Importance of Translation Services in Specified Areas 
Survey participants were asked to rank the importance of translation services for 

the Latino community See Figure 66. Thirty-nine respondents assessed translation 
services across these settings in which translation services are often used: in health 
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care settings, in school settings, in criminal justice and police settings, and for ac-
cessing community services. 

Over 85% of leaders identified translation services in each of the four areas as 
somewhat to very important for the community. They emphasized the value of trans-
lation services in health care settings, with 67% considering this service very impor-
tant when health decisions are being made. 

Availability of Translation Services in Specified Areas 
Respondents generally perceived the availability of translation services to be 

lower than the degree of importance would suggest. From 38% to 57% of respon-
dents considered translation services to be somewhat to very unavailable across the 
specified settings. The unavailability of translation services in criminal justice and 
police settings perceived by 57% of the leaders ranked it as particularly challeng-
ing. Figure 67 provides additional information.

Civic Issues

Citizenship and Residency Opportunities

Importance of Citizenship and Residency Opportunities 
Local leaders expressed concern regarding issues of citizenship and residency sta-

tus. As presented in Figure 68, 88% of 39 respondents considered opportunities for 
undocumented residents to apply for U.S. citizenship to be important, including 
the 80% who stated that it was very important.

Availability of Citizenship and Residency Opportunities

In contrast, 73% of 37 respondents reported that opportunities for undocument-
ed residents to apply for citizenship were unavailable, including 32% who stated 
that the opportunities were very unavailable. See Figure 69.
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Latinos need to have elected officials that look like the population they serve.  When we have policy makers 
that care about Latino issues and Latino education, Latino opportunities we will see results that reflect the 
resources applied.

—Gloria Ortiz-Fisher, Executive Director, 
Westside Housing Organization
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Figure 70 Importance of the DREAM Act

Thirty-two community leaders shared their thoughts about the legislation re-
lated to the Development, Relief, and Education for Alien Minors (DREAM) Act. 
Ninety-one percent of respondents reported that the legislation had some degree 
of importance for the advancement of the quality of life of local Latinos, while 9% 
felt that the legislation was very unimportant for the community. Figure 70 presents 
more detail.

Perceived Discrimination

Thirty community leaders reported their perceptions of discrimination or unfair 
treatment of Latinos in the Greater Kansas City area. Seventeen percent of respon-
dents strongly agreed that community members experienced discrimination because 
of their Latino ethnicity and 70% agreed. Ten percent disagreed, and 3% strongly dis-
agreed.  The 26 survey participants who reported that discrimination was an issue 
for area Latinos answered questions about the types of bias community members 
experiece. Respondents could select multiple areas of concern. Employment-relat-
ed bias was the most frequently reported issue, with 96% of leaders selecting this 
area. Eighty-one percent reported discrimination against Latinos in the criminal 
justice system, and 73% reported discrimination in housing. Figure 71 summarizes 
this information.

Figure 71 Areas of Perceived Discrimination
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Seven responding leaders cited specific areas of discrimination or unfair treatent 
toward Latinos in Greater Kansas City. The noted discrimination in retail stores, 
neighborhoods, entepreneurialism, and access to legal assistance. Within health 
care, they identified discrimination in access to services for health care, with one 
leader specifying “suburban hospitals and clinics.” Another respondent considered 
“general community perception” discriminatory.

Figure 72 Perceptions of Police Helpfulness

Perceived Support from Law Enforcement
Twenty-eight leaders also shared their perceptions of the responsiveness of law 

enforcement officials to challenges in the Latino community. Most (71%) perceived 
the police to be helpful to some degree when addressing community problems. See 
details in Figure 72. This is a perceived asset needed to address the issues of crime, 
gang activity, and domestic violence that they identified as serious challenges for 
the Greater Kansas City Latino community.

Perceived Support from Government 
Four questions in the survey requested 

the leaders to rate their level of agreement 
with this statement regarding city and state 
government: “The best interests of Hispanic/
Latina(o) residents are represented by…[the spec-
ified form of local or state government].” None 
of the surveyed leaders selected strongly agree 
as a response to this statement for any of the 
forms of city or state government. Only 20% 
of 30 respondents agreed that the city govern-
ment of Kansas City, Missouri represented 
the best interests of Latino residents, com-
pared to an even lower rating of 7% agree-
ment with this statement when collectively 
rating the other city governments of the re-
gion. Four percent of 29 respondents agreed 
that the Missouri state government repre-
sented the needs of Latino residents, while 
17% agreed to this statement regarding the 
Kansas state government. Notably, substan-
tial percentages of leaders believed strongly 
that the state governments did not represent 
the best interests of Latino populations (48% 
regarding Missouri and 38% regarding Kan-
sas). See Figure 73 for more information. 
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Three leaders shared comments about the inclusion of Latino interests in state 
and local government, including one who wrote that “leaders need to be effective [at] 
promoting Hispanics/Latino candidates for public office.”

Twelve leaders commented about issues specific to the city government of Kansas 
City, Missouri. While some pointed to optimistic predispositions (e.g., “It is grow-
ing well;” ), most reflected challenges with representation, saying that we “need 
more elected leaders from the community;” we need “appointments by leaders of Latinos 
to offices;”and we “lack…representation on boards and commissions, city council, and 
other city endeavors. At times, the community is not asked for input, or may become an 
afterthought regarding issues that affect the city.” Others added the following:

 • “In Kansas City, Missouri, it has gotten better as far as appointees to boards and
commission at the City level, but we are still lacking elected and appointed of-
ficials at higher levels.” 

 • “I believe our Councilpersons and current Mayor are receptive to consideration of
requests – doesn’t mean that everything requested is funded or granted, but I 
think fair consideration is offered.”

 • “I believe Mayor James and some council members are aware of Hispanic resi-
dents and interests. It would be good to have Hispanics on the Council.”

 • “Although the best at this time, tends to be directed towards one organization.”

 • “I believe they try to do what is best for our community, but with out representa-
tion the City relies on a specific individual and not the community as a whole.” 

Some were more critical: 

 • “Our city continues to not represent the Latino community as we struggle to have
input on development within our neighborhood.”

 • “City government is available during election time, but seem to forget the Latino
community after the election.”

One respondent added, “Most of the Hispanic population in Kansas City, Missouri 
come from new immigrant population, which has different needs than Hispanic U.S. citi-
zens who have moved out of Kansas City.”

Six respondents provided comments in reference to Latino support from city 
government in other local municipalities. One leader saw “no investment in Latino 
communities by the city officials;” another observed that “there exists animosity towards 
the Hispanic population in some municipalities.” One respondent stated, “In Wyan-
dotte County, I believe Hispanics have access to the United Government Commissioners. 
However, a large segment of the population are new immigrants, and they need to become 
knowledgeable how the system works. Olathe is beginning an effort to understand the 
Hispanic population better.” Another said, “Although Olathe is making positive strides, 
Kansas overall is behind.” One leader noted the“lack of bilingual staff in city depart-
ments who have high contact with citizens (e.g., -911 or -311).”

Seven responding leaders contributed thoughts about the support of Missouri 
state government for the Latino population of Greater Kansas City. One respon-
dent said, “If you’re focus is immigrants, then absolutely not. If you are talking about the 
established citizen population, then there is a sense that those needs are being met equita-
bly to all Missouri residents.” Another respondent made this recommendation: “Mis-
souri’s Governor needs to appoint an Executive Director of Hispanic and Latino American 
Affairs Commission.” Others pointed to “SB590 in last legislation session” and “Span-
ish as a second language…being removed from our schools.” Three leaders voiced these 
concerns: “[Latinos] do not have significant representation at state legislative and agen-
cies; [they are a] small population;”“Missouri is way behind the curve in recognizing and 
supporting the Hispanic population of the state;” and “No true Hispanic representation 
leads to lack of awareness or understanding.”
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Six leaders expressed a range of thoughts about Latino support from Kansas state 
government. One leader believed that Latinos had “more representation than Missouri, 
because of bigger population and percentage of population.” Another commented, “Kan-
sas has a director of Latina Affairs position and has moved to accomplished great things. 
However, more efforts can certainly can be done in the area of supporting interests of the His-
panic population.” According to one leader, “Kansas has long recognized the Hispanic pop-
ulation, but they have never sufficiently served or addressed this community.” Others stated, 
“Kansas does not seem to offer much to Latino people;” and “If Missouri is bad, Kansas is 
worse.” One respondent discussed legislation and other initiatives that affect Latinos: 
“I am concerned about the anti-immigrant legislation that is introduced each year, a few get 
adopted. The conservative nature of the current legislators and Governor are making changes 
to abortion, food stamps, earned income credit, taxes, etc that affect the poor and Latinos.”

Community Engagement 

Cultural Events
Thirty-three leaders rated the availability of Latin American cultural events. The 

majority of respondents (55%) believed that there were not an adequate number of 
Latino cultural events. Figure 74 details participant responses.

Figure 74 Adequate Number of Latino Cultural Events 

Importance of Community Engagement
When asked how important community engagement of Latino residents is for 

furthering their quality of life in Greater Kansas City, 83% of the 34 respondents 
considered it somewhat or very important. See Figure 75.

Perceived Level of Community Engagement
In evaluating the degree to which individuals in the Latino community are en-

gaged in their communities, however, half (50%) perceived that the Latino popula-
tion in Kansas City, as a whole, is engaged, while half perceive that they are not.  
Perceptions of community involvement are displayed in Figure 76.
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Other Comments about Civic Issues

Six responding leaders added their thoughts about civic issues for Latinos in 
Greater Kansas City. One respondent offered this reminder: “It is hard to answer 
about a single Hispanic community since there are a wide variety of communities around 
the region. Not everyone is necessarily facing education issues or housing issues.” Anoth-
er commented about perceived inequity in community investments: “LISC [Local 
Initiatives Support Corporation] does not invest in Hispanic residential communities with 
collaboration of Hispanic 501c3 organizations; they do with African American organiza-
tions and general community organizations.” 

Two focused on voting and other civic responsibilities. One leader stated, “Regardless 
of the Hispanic population growth, if we don’t vote, it’s irrelevant!” In a similar vein, another 
expanded this thought: “It isn’t enough to register Latino/Hispanic’s to vote – they have to 
actually vote, vote on a regular basis, be seen at candidate forums, donate to campaigns, etc.” 

Two respondents contributed messages of hope and direction: “It is a community 
of immigrants. It will flourish, like most, if given opportunity and the basic tools to do 
it (education and basic services).” “Let’s work to build the city that we will all be proud 
of in the future.”

Prioritization of Unmet Needs

After the leaders considered the importance and availability of the various ser-
vices and resources, they ranked the degree to which the 19 different services failed 
to meet the needs of Latinos in Greater Kansas City. Respondents were asked to 
identify the top five issues and number them according to priority, with “1” repre-
senting the most pressing unmet need. 

Ranked Unmet Needs 

The five issues ranked as priority areas most frequently were health care, before 
and after school programs, low-income housing, employment training, and public 
transportation. Health care services were not meeting the needs of the Hispanic/Lati-
no population, according to 58% of the respondents. This area represented the great-
est reported gap in services. One leader articulated deeper issues than access to health 
care alone, stating, “Access is less of an issue than affordability. And medical, dental and 
prescription care is unaffordable across ethnic lines.” Low-income housing and before/
after school programs were each reported within the top 5 priority areas by 44% of 
respondents. Both employment training and public transportation were a priority 
need reported by 42% of community leaders. Percentages of the 36 respondents who 
rated each item within the top five areas of need are represented in Figure 77.
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Figure 77 Priority of Unmet Needs

Broader Concerns 

Clearly, the specified list of services was a narrow representation of what indi-
viduals need for high quality of life. Nineteen of the responding leaders contrib-
uted their thoughts about issues that were broader than single service sectors. They 
discussed the interconnectedness of education, employment, and access to health 
care and other basic services, as well as the compounding effects of unmet need in 
any area. They described the need for coordination, assistance in navigating the 
systems, leadership development, and diversity awareness.

Navigation and Coordination of Comprehensive Services 
One leader spoke about fundamental challenges individuals have navigating 

health care and other service systems: “While there are translators available in vari-
ous areas (i.e., hospitals), that is not enough. We need volunteer advocates who would 
help the person navigate through the maze of the various processes.” Another respon-
dent spoke to situations in which people did not access services: “Sometimes it isn’t 
that they aren’t there... Consideration of the people that need services and scheduling due 
to [their holding] two or more jobs is not considered.” Beyond a focus on health care 
alone, one respondent commented that “comprehensive coordinated services for the 
Hispanic family and the immigrant community” are needed. Reducing geographic 
barriers is also important; according to another leader, “The community needs uni-
fied services and cooperation between all Hispanic/Latino nonprofits that spreads across 
state lines and encompasses the Metro.” Another challenge was added by this respon-
dent: “The organizations that are providing assistance to the Hispanic community need 
assistance themselves. They are eating up valuable time struggling to obtain the dollars 
to operate and provide the needed services.” 

(n=36)

PRIORITY OF UNMET NEEDS (N=36)
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 Public Transportation
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A significant finding of the HNA is the gap between the perceived importance of Early Childhood Education 
and its availability. Children who enter Kindergarten knowing their ABCs, are familiar with phonics, and can 
recognize some words are 3 times more likely to read and understand simple sentences by the end of the 
3rd Grade. Once you reach that threshold catching up becomes increasingly difficult because 74% of those 
children will still be poor readers by the 9th Grade. As a result, these students will be 25% more likely to 
drop out of high school.  For Latino students who speak English as a second language, these numbers are 
higher.  As a community, we must prioritize Early Childhood Education so that all students come ready to 
learn on their first day of Kindergarten.

—Crispin Rea,
KCPS School Board Member 

and UMKC Law School Student
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Education as a Precondition for Other Advancements 
Leaders focused on several kinds of resources that enhance the education of La-

tino children and adults. One leader said, “Early childhood education needs to be a 
priority to be able to give our Hispanic children a chance to succeed in life.” Another 
recommended “scholarships for students without [a] Social Security number.” Other 
educational needs included “summer job opportunities for kids out of school” and “re-
sume help.” 

Other resources were proposed to enhance individuals’ careers, e.g., “professional 
networking” and “loans and banking services.” One respondent commented, “The small 
business community is also in desperate need of access to opportunities, training, awareness 
of business, funding/loans, mentorships of other high performing executives, etc.”

On responding leader described the multiple challenges that impede progress 
of Latino families: “… low literacy rates, lack of marketable skills, lack [of] or limited 
English speaking/reading skills set the limitations to their upward mobility [and] income 
stability, ensuring economic insecurity, dependence upon seasonal and/or low wage em-
ployment, [and being] subject to predator employers…Education, literacy, [and] ability 
to function in English would go a long way in moving up the ladder. Education is the 
only thing that will change the paradigm, and education is not unilaterally on the family 
agenda as a priority.”

Leadership Development 
Two respondents accentuated the importance of cultivating leaders in the Latino 

population. They stated the need for “leadership development with opportunity to ap-
pointments to lead and hold office at every civic and professional level;” and stated that 
“leaders need to be effective promoting Hispanics/Latino candidates for public office.” 

Diversity Awareness
Respondents also referenced the diversity within the Latino population, which 

calls for an acknowledgement that their needs for support and assistance vary 
greatly. Leaders spoke about “meeting needs of the immigrant segments of the Hispanic 
population” and clarifying what “opportunities for undocumented residents to apply for 
citizenship” are available. One leader commented, “There is a need for organizations 
and employees that are encountering Latinos to [be] better informed about the diverse 
Latino population and how to relate to them and assist them.” 
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Youth and Civic Engagement 
in Kansas City Survey Findings

Introduction

Areas of Interest

The needs assessment survey administered to youth focused primarily on civic 
engagement. The youth survey addressed their civic engagement in home and 
family life, in school, and in their communities. Of particular interest were the cur-
rent civic activities and social networks of local high school students within these 
spheres of influence. Factors that foster engagement among Latino and non-Latino 
youth in the Greater Kansas City area were explored. 

Survey Administration 

Eight public schools, one charter school, and one parochial school in the Greater 
Kansas City area with the highest percentages of Hispanic/Latino enrollment were 
approached to participate. Of these, six high schools agreed to allow administra-
tion of the surveys to their high school juniors and seniors who were between the 
ages of 15 and 19 years old. During February and March of 2013, 814 high school 
students attending the six high schools completed the Youth and Civic Engagement 
in Kansas City Survey. Of 814 survey respondents, 766 clearly met the eligibility cri-
teria of (a) being 15-19 years old and (b) being enrolled as juniors or seniors (11th 
or 12th grade). The remainder of this report is based on survey responses of the 766 
eligible respondents. Table 18 presents the percentage of respondents from each 
participating high school. 32 

UMKC-IHD staff or survey volunteers introduced the surveys in classroom set-
tings at each school and provided instructions for survey completion. Paper copies 
were administered in five of the six schools, and an online version of the survey 
(on Survey Monkey) was selected for the remaining school. 

Table 18 School of Respondents (n=766)

32. Throughout this report, percentages may not total 100% due to rounding. Sample size may vary from item to item 
because all items are voluntary, and respondents may elect to omit items.

SCHOOL RESPONDENTA PERCENTAGE of SAMPLE

Alta Vista Charter School Kansas City, MO 55 7%

Cristo Rey High School Kansas City, MO 111 15%

East High School Kansas City, MO 53 7%

J.C. Harmon High School Kansas City, KS 290 38%

Northeast High School Kansas City, MO 143 19%

Wyandotte High School Kansas City, KS 114 15%
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Demographic Information

Gender and Age                                                          Figure 78 Age of Respondents
More female (53%) than male respondents 

completed the survey. Forty-seven percent 
of survey respondents were male. The age 
of eligible respondents ranged from 15 to 19 
years. Both median and mode age were 17 
years. See Figure 78.

Ethnicity, Race, and Origin 
Students indicated whether they identi-

fied themselves as Hispanic/Latino, then an-
swered a series of questions about their race 
and family origins. As shown in Figure 79, 
56% of the 766 responding students stated 
that they were Hispanic/Latino, while 42% 
stated that they were not Hispanic/Latino, 
with 2% not reporting their ethnicity. Throughout this report, responses of the 
Latino and non-Latino students will be compared.

Figure 79 Ethnicity 

The survey used categories of race defined 
by the U.S. Census, and students were giv-
en the option to check more than one race. 
Their responses are categorized by their self-
reported ethnicity in Figure 80. The student 
responses suggest that Latino students gen-
eral identify themselves less by their race 
than non-Latino students, with almost half 
(48%) not reporting their race and almost 
one-fourth (24%) reporting that their race is 
unknown. The largest percentage of Latino 
students who identified their race considered 

their race to be white. By comparison, the largest percentages of non-Latino students 
and students of unknown ethnicity identified themselves as black or African-Ameri-
can (54% and 39%, respectively).

Figure 80 Race by Ethnicity
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Students were asked to indicate where they were born. This information is sum-
marized in Table 19 for Latino, non-Latino, and all students. Seventy percent of the 
766 students indicated that they were born in the United States, which includes the 
48% of respondents who were born in the Greater Kansas City area. Sixteen percent 
of participants were born in Mexico, and 1% in the following Latin American coun-
tries: El Salvador (3), Guatemala (2), Honduras (1), Nicaragua (1), Colombia (1),  
Dominican Republic (1), Jamaica (1), and an unidentified South American country 
(1).  Countries represented by the 11% of students who did not come from Latin 
American countries include Congo, Cote d’Ivoire, Ethiopia, Kenya, Liberia, Soma-
lia, Rwanda, Sudan, Tanzania, Bhutan, Bosnia, Dubai, Jamaica, Lebanon, Myanmar 
(Burma), Nepal, Philippines, Republic of the Marshall Islands, Thailand, Vietnam, 
and Yemen. One percent did not report their country or continent of origin. Within 
the group of 221 respondents who reported that they were born outside the U.S., 
47% had lived in the U.S. for 10 or more years, 29% for 5 to 9 years, 22% for 1 to 4 
years, and 1% for less than 1 year.

Table 19 Students’ Place of Origin 

Among 427 Latino respondents, 66% were born in the U.S. (including 41% born 
in the Kansas City area), 29% were born in Mexico, 2% were born in other Latin 
American countries, and 4% were born in other countries.  Of the 141 Latino stu-
dents not born in the U.S., 61% had lived in the U.S. for at least 10 years, 30% for 
5 to 9 years, 6% for 1 to 4 years, and 1% for less than 1 year (with 1% not reporting 
the length of time in the U.S.).

Additional survey items addressed whether the respondents’ parents and grand-
parents were born inside or outside the U.S.  Table 20 displays the place of origin of 
respondents’ parents and grandparents, grouped by ethnicity.  Over 80% of parents 
of Latino students were born outside the U.S.  (Both mother and father of 77%, 
mother only of 4%, and father only of 8% of Latino respondents were born outside 
the U.S., with 1% unreported; only 10% of Latino students stated that both mother 
and father were born in the U.S.)  Only 13% of Latino respondents had one or both 
maternal grandparents born in the U.S., and only 10% had one or both paternal 
grandparents born in the U.S.

PLACE of ORIGIN (SELF) LATINO (N=427) NON-LATINO (N=321) TOTAL (N=766)

Greater Kansas City Area 41% 59% 48%
In U.S. Outside Greater 
Kansas City 25% 18% 22%

Mexico 29% <1% 16%

Other 4% 23% 13%
Unreported 1% 0% 1%
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Table 20 Place of Origin of Students’ Parents and Grandparents 

Spheres of Youth Engagement

Home Life 

Siblings
Students were asked how many siblings they have at home.  The number of sib-

lings ranged from 0 to 15 with a median of 3 siblings.

Language
Student responsed to a survey item asking what language is spoken most often 

at home. Seventy percent of non-Latino students reportedly speak English only in 
the home, compared to 8% of Latino students. The largest percentage of Latino 
students (59%) reported that they speak mostly Spanish and some English in their 
home. See Table 21 for the language(s) spoken in the homes of the students catego-
rized by their ethnicity.

Table 21 Language Spoken in the Home

PLACE of ORIGIN of PARENTS LATINO (n=427) NON-LATINO (n=321) TOTAL (n=766)

MOTHER:

    Inside U.S. 18% 71% 40%

    Outside U.S. 81% 28% 58%

    Unreported 1% 1% 2%

FATHER:

    Inside U.S. 14% 70% 38%
    Outside U.S. 85% 28% 60%
    Unreported 1% 1% 2%

PLACE of ORIGIN of PARENTS LATINO (n=427) NON-LATINO (n=321) TOTAL (n=766)

MATERNAL GRANDPARENTS:

    Both Inside U.S. 12% 68% 36%
    Both Outside U.S. 85% 31% 62%
    One Inside and One Outside U.S. 1% <1% 1%
    Unreported 1% 1% 2%

PATERNAL GRANDPARENTS:

    Both Inside U.S. 9% 67% 34%
    Both Outside U.S. 89% 32% 64%
    One Inside and One Outside U.S. 1% <1% 1%
    Unreported 1% 1% 2%

LANGUAGE in the HOME LATINO (n=427) NON-LATINO (n=321) TOTAL (n=766)

English Only 8% 70% 34%

Spanish Only 10% 1% 6%

Mostly Spanish and Some English 59% 1% 34%

Mostly English and Some Spanish 21% 3% 13%
Other Language 1% 24% 11%
Unreported 1% 1% 1%
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Service and Volunteerism
This section seeks to assess students’ level of engagement through volunteering 

and service. Often students are unaware that some activities they may regularly 
engage in are considered a form of civic engagement. The questions in this section 
represent a number of service-minded activities that are often an individual’s earli-
est civic acts.

Students indicated a number of ways that they exercise a spirit of service in their 
community, with over half assisting a senior citizen and over two-thirds volun-
teering for community activities.  Figure 81 presents a comparison of service and 
volunteerism reported by Latino and non-Latino students.

Figure 81 Self-Reported Service and Volunteerism

Of the 532 students who volunteered for community activities, 16% stated that 
they did this very often, while 56% stated that they did this sometimes, and 27% 
stated that they did not do this very often. Unlike their non-Latino peers, most 
Latino students (75%) had interpreted for a person who did not speak English.33 
Lower percentages of students donated blood, signed email petitions,34 or partici-
pated in public demonstrations.

Civic Social Network
This section examines the influence of social connections on high school youth, 

beginning with their family and extending to their peers and the community. A large 
majority of both Latino and non-Latino students acknowledged their parents’ role in 

33 The difference between Latino and non-Latino students was statistically significant [X 2 (df=1) = 210.82, p < .001].
34 A higher percentage of non-Latino youth, however, signed email petitions than Latino youth; this difference was 
statistically significant [X 2 (df=1) = 4.84, p = .028].
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extending their civic social network beyond the immediate family. Additionally, over 
two-thirds stated that their civic social network includes their attention to the news 
of current events. Dialogue with family and friends about these social and political 
issues reportedly occurs for over half of the students. Smaller percentages of students 
reported membership in a community organization (16% and 28% of Latino and 
non-Latino youth, respectively).35 Two-thirds of the 153 individuals who belonged to 
a community organization indicated that someone had motivated them to join (75% 
of Latino group members and 60% of non-Latino group members). Figure 82 presents 
a comparison of the self-reported civic social networks of students by their ethnicity.

Figure 82 Civic Social Network

School Life 

Opportunities for Development of Civic Skills in School
Civic competence develops as students gain an understanding of how govern-

ment functions and as they exercise skills related to systems of influence. Two 
survey items addressed the degree to which teachers create spaces for civic en-
gagement with students. When asked whether teachers encourage discussion and 
debate over social and political issues in class, 77% of 766 students replied that 
their teachers do this, and 22% replied that they do not. Seventeen percent of the 
573 respondents whose teachers reportedly encourage discussion and debate stated 
that this occurs very often, while 62% stated that this occurs sometimes and 20% 
stated that this occurs not very often.
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Do you follow the news? (n=420, 314)
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35 The difference between Latino and non-Latino youth was statistically significant [X 2 (df=1) = 15.69, p < .001].

Education seemed to be the #1 priority with Hispanics.  I would not have guessed that, as graduation rates 
and higher education attendance does not seem to reflect that it is that important.

—Ann Murguia, Commissioner,
 Wyandotte County, 

Kansas City, Kansas Unified Government
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Civic Skills in School
Several items focused on ways that students utilize oportunities to develop civic 

skills in the classroom and the school. Participation in class discussions is an impor-
tant opportunity to expand these skills, and over 85% of Latino and non-Latino stu-
dents reported that they engage in class discussions. Smaller percentages of students 
confirmed that they filled leadership roles in student (or church) organizations 
(22% of Latinos and 30% of non-Latinos). Even fewer (14% of Latinos and 11% of 
non-Latinos) indicated that they had written a column for the school newspaper, 
although this is just one specific opportunity for exercising civic leadership. Figure 
83 displays the results of these self-reported measures of civic skills and competence 
by ethnicity.

Figure 83 Civic Skills in School

School Activities
Many other activities provide opportunities for student leadership and devel-

opment of their civic skills, as well.  Over two-thirds (67%) of all the students 
surveyed reported that they participate in organized school activities, groups, and 
events (70% of Latino students and 65% of non-Latino students). In selecting from 
a list of common types of school activities, students could check all that apply.  
They could also add other activities that were not on the list. Table 22 summarizes 
the types of activities, the sample sizes of students participating in each type of 
activity, and the percentages of participating students by ethnicity.

Table 22 Participation in School Activities

In the ‘Other Activities’ category, both Latino and non-Latino students partici-
pated in such activities as JROTC, Multicultural Club, Pay It Forward, yearbook, 
dance, poetry, robotics, LINK peer mentoring, and civil service groups. Art Club, 
Conexion Azteca, and Aztec Productions Club were other activities in which La-
tino students participated.

Student Satisfaction with School
The students completed one item requesting that they rate their satisfaction with 

their education, using a 4-point scale from very dissatisfied (1) to very satisfied (4).  
See Figure 84, which shows the highest percentages of both Latino and non-Latino 
students  rating their satisfaction as somewhat satisfied.

(Percentages 
of Affirmative 
Responses 
by Ethnicity)

Do you participate in class discussions? (n=417, 310)

In the last school year, were you an active officer 
of a church or student organization? (n=420, 315)

LATINO NON-LATINO

Have you ever written a column for your school's 
newspaper? (n=417, 309)

88%
87%

30%
22%

11%
14%

School Activities
Selected Features n Latino Non-Latino Selected Features n Latino Non-Latino
Sports 330 60% 40% Drama/Speech 49 55% 45%
Music 144 55% 45% Clubs 159 58% 42%

Student Government 52 46% 54% Other Activities 185 58% 42%
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Figure 84 Students’ Satisfaction with Their Education

Community Life

Civic Skills in the Community
Just as students responded to questions about their civic competence within the 

school setting, they responded to questions about civic skills within the commu-
nity. These questions pertained to corresponding with others by mail and contact-
ing legislators in a variety of ways. While over 70% of students had sent letters by 
mail, few (< 20%) had used letters or other means to contact a legislator. The 112 
students who had contacted a legislator used these ways to communicate:  let-
ters (43%), an electronic message (27%), a phone call (33%), and a visit in person 
(25%). (Multiple responses could be selected.) Figure 85 displays the results of these 
self-reported measures of civic skills and competence by ethnicity.

Figure 85 Civic Skills in the Community

Actions and Expressions in the Community
Once youth develop civic competence and understanding through volunteer-

ism and establishing their social network, they may engage more actively in civic 
participation and expression. Higher percentages of non-Latino youth than La-
tino youth wore buttons or t-shirts with a political message.36 When excluding the 
youth who are too young to register to vote, a higher percentage of non-Latinos 
had registered. 37 Figure 86 displays student responses to questions regarding their 
self-expression and activism.
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36 The difference was statistically significant [X 2 (df=1) = 30.45, p < .001].
37 The difference was statistically significant [X 2 (df=1) = 12.24, p < .001].
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Figure 86 Actions and Expressions

Community Activities
Just as many students participate in various school activities, they may opt to 

participate in community activities.  Over one-third (36%) of all the youth sur-
veyed are active in some kind of community activity (35% of Latino students and 
37% of non-Latino students). Youth responded to questions about five specific 
types of community activities and had the opportunity to describe other activities 
not on the list.  They could check multiple items. Table 23 presents a summary of 
the community activities in which the youth are involved, with both the sample 
size and the percentage of youth who participate in each activity shown by ethnic-
ity. The largest numbers of youth participated in church activities (e.g., choir or 
youth group) and sports teams or lessons in their communities.

Table 23 Participation in Community Activities

Fifty-five of the individuals who selected the ‘Other’ category described these 
activities. The types of activities were sponsored by various organizations.  They 
involved community service, mentoring and teaching, gardening, translation, 
fund-raising, participating on a youth council, community mobilization, helping 
children with homework, community center involvement, and many other forms 
of volunteerism and activity.
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Community Activities
Selected Features n Latino Non-Latino Selected Features n Latino Non-Latino
Church 137 51% 49% Scouts, 4-H, Other Club 13 31% 69%
Sports Lessons or Teams 85 60% 40% Music Lessons 28 57% 43%
Dance Lessons 30 43% 57% Other 58 53% 47%
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Youth Perceptions of Greater Kansas City

Access to Services and Resources

Access to Health and Mental Health Care Services 
The students responded to questions about their need for and access to health 

care and counseling or other mental health care services. Figure 87 displays the 
responses of Latino youth, and Figure 88 displays the responses of the non-Latino 
youth. Among the students who completed the survey, extremely comparable 
responses were submitted for both ethnic groups. The large majority of students 
in each group indicated that they needed health care. Among Latino youth, 82% 
who needed health care stated that they had access to it, while 88% of non-Latino 
youth stated that they had access to it. It is important to note that almost half of 
the students in each group expressed a need for counseling or other mental health 
services, and only 69% who needed these services perceived that they had access 
to them.

Figure 87 Access to Health Resources
for Latino Youth 

Access to Other Resources
Students also reported whether they had access to other resources, including rec-

reation programs, transportation services, tutoring, and language services. Figure 
89 displays the responses of Latino youth, and Figure 90 displays those of non-
Latino youth. Responses indicate that Latino and non-Latino youth had similar 
levels of access to most of these resources, with the exception of transportation.  
Sixty-three percent of Latino youth reported a need for transportation services, and 
83% of Latino youth who needed the service were able to get it. However, a greater 
percentage of non-Latino youth (78%) reported a need for transportation, and a 
smaller percentage of those who needed the service (76%) were able to get it.
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Figure 89 Access to Other Resources
for Latino Youth 

Youth Perceptions of the “Best Things” about Greater Kansas City

Youth were asked to share what they thought were the two best things about 
Greater Kansas City. Five hundred fifty-five students generated 1,062 positive state-
ments about Greater Kansas City. The statements focused on the people of Greater 
Kansas City, the city itself, and the services and opportunities available. Through-
out this section, little difference was seen between the comments from Latino and 
non-Latino students. Statements were representative of both groups within each 
category related to perceived assets of Greater Kansas City. Any differences in the 
thrust of the comments by ethnicity will be noted. In some instances, the ethnicity 
of the respondent is identified due to its particular relevance for this study.

Family and Friends
Among the most frequently referenced “best things” about living here were family 

and friends, as noted in 146 student comments. They liked “being around loved ones” and 
“being close to family.” The respondents mentioned both their immediate and extended 
family members, including “my nieces and my family,” “grandmother,” and “uncles, aunts, 
grandmas and dad.” They described close relationships with family members; one ex-
pressed comfort in “knowing I have family here to support me.” Another stated, “One best 
thing about living in Kansas City area is that I have all my family close to visit.”

Students also considered their friendships an asset in Kansas City, stating, “I have 
met great friends;” “[I’ve] got some good friends to hang with” “[I] have nice friends” and 
“[I’ve] got friends that like being with me.” They said, “Being close to my friends,” and 
“Hanging out with all my friends,” and “Going out with your friends at night” are some 
of the best things about Greater Kansas City.

People
Beyond relationships with relatives and friends, 73 students described the people 

in general as a positive attribute of Greater Kansas City. They described the people 
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of Kansas City as “amazing,” “welcoming,” “kind,” “nice,” “fun, energetic,” “happy,” 
“helpful,” and “friendly.” One student commented, “There are many beautiful, kind 
people here that care about the welfare of others.” Another claimed, “People do get in-
volved.”

Some student comments accentuated the diverse populations of Kansas City as 
positive aspects. “I love the mix [of] the culture from all over the world that Kansas City 
has provided my life.” Others particularly liked having people of their own race or 
ethnicity here; for example: “They are people [of] your race;” “My neighborhood is full 
of people like me (Hispanics);” and “[There are] a lot of people of my race.”

Twenty other students addressed the importance of knowing people and indi-
cating that this is a feature of Greater Kansas City and its communities. One con-
sidered the metro as a “large population,” but stated in parentheses that “(everyone 
knows everyone).” Others said, “I know a lot of people;” “You get to know all the people 
around you;” and “Everyone I know is here.” The connotations of many of their state-
ments suggested that knowing people involved building trusting, caring relation-
ships: “Everyone knows everyone – close community;” “Everyone is connected/related to 
each other in some way;” “Everyone watches out for each other;” and “Most people look 
out for each other.”

Communities and Neighborhoods
The sense of closeness with others that some students described blends with 27 

descriptions of neighborhoods and communities within Greater Kansas City. One 
respondent stated, “The people in my neighborhood are nice sweet old people;” “People 
of my neighborhood are nice;” and “Some people in the community want to make a dif-
ference.”

Several noted advantages of a “good neighborhood” or a “close community.” One 
liked “being able to know people that live around me,” while another liked “the wonder-
ful scenarios in my every day community.” Two students voiced these positive actions 
in their communities: “I like how they try to keep the neighborhoods secure;” and “We 
can talk as a community.”

The City
In addition to their positive characterizations of the people and the communities 

of Greater Kansas City, 22 students identified the metro area itself – “the city and 
its suburbs,” “the city life,” “downtown,” “the city itself” – as one of the best aspects 
of living here. Several of them spoke with affection for this city and emphasized 
their feelings: “I love Kansas City…the best place to be;” and Greater Kansas City has 
a “down-to-earth feeling.” Thirty-four students spoke of the positive “atmosphere” 
of Greater Kansas City, suggesting that they perceive it to be more than a sum of 
its parts. They described it as “calm,” “usually peaceful,” and “mostly quiet.” One 
considered it a “good place to grow from and talk about later in life,” and another said, 
“It’s more peaceful compared to other cities.”

These heartfelt comments complement the statements from 23 Latino and non-
Latino students who indicated that the Kansas City area is their home town and 
18 others who emphasized their familiarity with the city. Several stated that they 
were “born here” or “grew up here,” with one stating, “I like the city; it will always be 
home to me.” One Latino student remarked, “I’ve been living here my whole life, [with] 
friends, family, and future family.” Students commented about “the familiar commu-
nities,” where they “[are] used to the area,” “[are] aware of [their] surroundings,” “know 
how to get around the city,” and “know everyone.” One student liked “knowing where I 
am feeling safe instead of [in] an unknown place.”

 
Another contributing factor that 38 students highlighted is the size of Greater 

Kansas City. Interestingly, some perceived the city to be large, e.g., “The city is big;” 
“[It’s a] big city, with lots of things to do and places to go;” and “Kansas City is a pretty 
big city with a lot of room.” Others considered it like a small town, labeling it “a small 
area – all the people are close;” “a small city;” “small area, so it’s easy to get around;” 
and “not too big.” Quite a few agreed with the students who said, “It is just the right 
size;” “It’s not too big but also not too small;” and “One can get around.” One student 
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commented that Greater Kansas City “offers a small town feel with the benefit[s] of 
the big city.” Five other students described Greater Kansas City as “not too crowded.”

Additionally, 14 students highlighted “accessible transportation,” with several 
stating, “It’s easy to get around,” and one stating, “You can take the highway any-
where.” Others mentioned cars, buses, bicycles, and walking as their modes of 
transportation to the places that they want to go.

According to 27 students, places that they wished to go in Greater Kansas City 
were in close proximity or easy to access. Several said, “Everything is close,” and 
one expanded this idea by saying, “I live close by to everywhere I need to go (school, 
grocery store, gas station).” Others talked about being close to the city, a park, the 
high school, the gym, retail stores, and restaurants.

Among the features that conjured positive feelings for students were Greater 
Kansas City’s beauty, history, art, and music. Seventeen students commented that 
the city has “beautiful scenery – the plants, fountains,” “many city scenes,” “skyscrap-
ers,” and “pretty views.” Six students liked learning about its “historical background,” 
with one student depicting it as an “old city [with] lots of history and secrets.” Eight 
respondents focused on the arts, commenting that they liked Kansas City’s “way 
of experiencing with art,” that there is an “artistic feel in certain areas,” and that “art 
history is displayed.” Students depicted “the art and museums” as being “really nice for 
a change in one’s day” and “the Crossroads” as a “big art scene.” One mentioned that 
there are “art opportunities for young artists.” Two also noted music as among the 
best things about Greater Kansas City.

Forty students summed up the city by focusing on its culture and diversity, 
which they described as “the urban culture” and a place with “rich and vibrant cul-
tures.” They recognized that Greater Kansas City is “very multicultural,” with “more 
people of different ethnic background appearing,” and “more people of different races.” 
Students stated, “I like living in Kansas City because it’s really fun to get to know all 
kinds of people;” “I love the mix [of] the culture from all over the world that Kansas City 
has provided my life;” and “[I like] living around people from different countries.”

Eleven liked the location, especially that it is the “Heart of America,” “the Mid-
west,” or “the middle of the map.” One student claimed that being “in the middle 
of the U.S. makes it easier to travel.” Forty-two comments from Latinos and non-
Latinos referenced the weather and the climate as positive aspects of Kansas City, 
including those who liked having four seasons and climate changes involving rain 
and snow. Several mentioned that they did not think Kansas City had many “natu-
ral disasters,” “tornadoes,” or “serious storms.”

For 16 Latino and non-Latino respondents, relative safety was a primary asset in 
Greater Kansas City. Some said, “I feel safe,” while others said, “I feel a bit safe where 
I live,” and “I feel safe most of the time.” Two labeled it a “safe city” or a “safe town.” 
Others described the city in this way: “We don’t have much or big disturbances around 
here;” “Not much happens like big trouble;” and “Not much goes down that’s major that 
I know of, pretty laid back.” Most of these statements had qualifiers that denoted a 
moderate degree of perceived safety.

Eight students mentioned aspects of the environment that they liked best in 
Greater Kansas City. They cited “clean water,” “the environment and nature,” and for 
the “trash [to] get picked [up] every week.”

Activities for Youth
It is difficult to separate students’ comments about youth activities from their 

comments about access to attractions and entertainment. Nonetheless, 14 spoke 
in general about the availability of “fun activities,” sharing such comments as the 
following: “There is always something to do.” Activities may have contributed to 
responses of three individuals who claimed that this city is “not boring.” Other 
students described specific activities that they liked. For example, four liked par-
ties, eleven liked going to the parks in their communities (including two who liked 
skate parks), two liked participating in “good teen” or “youth organizations,” and six 
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liked participating in their church. Four also highlighted the importance of com-
munity centers and their activities, one noting that they “keep kids’ minds on track.”

Attractions and Entertainment
One hundred twenty-eight respondents highlighted attractions of Greater Kansas 

City focused on entertainment (e.g., Worlds of Fun and Oceans of Fun, Sporting 
KC Stadium, Sprint Center, Power Play, the Kansas City Power and Light District, 
the Jazz District, and movies) and shopping (e.g., the Legends, the Plaza, Crown 
Center, and malls). Additionally, 27 considered both participatory sports (e.g., 
soccer, basketball, and swimming) and spectator sports (e.g., Sporting KC soccer, 
Chiefs football, Royals baseball) as assets of Greater Kansas City. Many students 
(43) also spoke of the great food found in the city, including 16 who mentioned 
Kansas City barbecue, e.g., “Gates Barbecue.”

Opportunities
Many respondents (26) emphasized that Kansas City was a place of opportunity. 

Some also commented more specifically on important underlying tenets of life in 
Greater Kansas City. Six students – both Latino and non-Latino – appreciated their 
freedom, and one non-Latino claimed, “There’s more fairness” here. Another ex-
pressed optimism about Kansas City, stating, “Our city is growing and becoming more 
recognizable.” One youth summarized the thoughts of many by writing, “There are 
great opportunities here in KC; you just have to get out and find them.” Several Latino 
students assessed Greater Kansas City as a place where “there is a lot of tolerance” 
and “not much discrimination.”

Another aspect of opportunity pertained to employment and economic stabil-
ity. Sixteen respondents believed that opportunities to work are present in Greater 
Kansas City. One declared that it was “easy to find a job,” and several commented 
that there are many kinds of jobs available. Twenty students mentioned benefits 
due to the low cost of living in Greater Kansas City, claiming that the city is “afford-
able” and “living expenses are cheap,” with ‘low taxes” and “decent” rent.

Seventy respondents referred to the opportunity for a good education as an 
advantage of living in this area. Of these, 51 made positive comments about the 
school that they currently attend, such as Latino students citing “being able to go 
to a good educated school” and stating that “teachers give help when needed” as two of 
the best things about Greater Kansas City. Similarly, two non-Latino students made 
these comments: “My best things living in Kansas City area…[are]…my school and 
my teachers;” and “The school system keeps me on track to graduating.” Six students 
highlighted the opportunity to attend one of a variety of colleges or universities. 
Two Latino youth stated, “There are universities that are good;” and “There are a lot of 
opportunities to attend a variety of colleges.”

Six students (both Latino and non-Latino) discussed health-related assets, fo-
cusing on their opportunity to access health care and health insurance. For one 
student, family health was the best thing about living in Kansas City. Some cited 
other resources and services that enhanced their lives. They considered these to 
be among Greater Kansas City’s assets: the library, the police, the Police Athletic 
League (P.A.L.), and “many programs [and] community groups.”

Youth Perceptions of the “Biggest Problems” in Greater Kansas City

Youth were also asked to identify the two biggest problems in Kansas City. In re-
sponse, 581 students made 1,074 comments pertaining to challenges they believed 
existed in Greater Kansas City. Similar to their description of positive features of 
Greater Kansas City, their descriptions of the challenges ranged from interpersonal 
issues to issues in their communities and the city at large. In general, the senti-
ments expressed by Latino and non-Latino students were very similar; any major 
distinctions in their views will be noted. Taken together, all of the students’ com-
ments about assets and challenges sometimes appeared to contradict each other, 
e.g., the size of the city or the weather being one of the best assets and one of the 
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worst problems. When surveying a large number of people, it is expected that op-
posite opinions will be expressed (and in some cases might even be expressed by 
the same person who understands both perspectives). This is, however, a legitimate 
reflection of their perceptions of both the positive and negative aspects of society 
in Greater Kansas City according to the students who were surveyed.

From the perspectives of the respondents from these six high schools, two pri-
mary challenges reportedly permeate the community and affect the people, the 
neighborhoods, the schools, the city as whole, and its services. First is the concern 
for safety, along with the fears and threats of danger, as documented in 471 com-
ments regarding general concern about safety, gangs, violence, fear of guns and 
shooting, killing, crime, drugs and alcohol, and need for protection. These specific 
topics will be discussed in the section on danger and safety concerns. Comments 
related to issues of danger constitute roughly 44% of the students’ comments about 
perceived challenges in Greater Kansas City.

Second is the prevalence of poverty that affects many aspects of life in Greater 
Kansas City. Poverty is potentially an impetus for and a result of economic issues, 
employment issues, homelessness, and the need for improved infrastructure. The 
interaction between danger and poverty further compounds the issues, e.g., stu-
dents’ depictions of blighted neighborhoods as being both “unsafe” and “dirty.”

This section of the report will first relay the identified issues related to danger 
and poverty in Greater Kansas City. Then it will cover other issues as they relate to 
the people, the schools, the neighborhoods, its activities and services, and the city 
as a whole.

Danger and Safety Concerns
Twenty-three youth in the participating schools expressed general concerns 

about their safety. For example, they indicated that there is “not enough safety in 
[the] community,” that “some streets and neighborhoods are not safe,” that there is “no 
safe place to go after school,” and that there is “not enough protection in public places, 
for example the mall or movies.”

Among the comments about danger were 80 references to gangs, especially to 
“gang violence.” Students stated that there are “a lot of gangs,” and “too many young 
teens wasting their life in gang violence.” One respondent claimed, “People get killed 
really often because of gangbangers.”

Much of the violence that students cited occurs in the community or neighbor-
hood. These comments are representative of the 139 statements specifically about 
violence: “Kansas City has a lot of violence;” “The violence in my area is a problem;” 
“[There is] fighting everyday [in a] different place;” and “[There is] a lot of violence in the 
neighborhood.” One student stated, “I think there is too much violence and crimes in the 
city, making it unsafe at times,” and another considered “not being able to stay out past 
a certain time because of violence” an issue.

Some referenced violence among peers and domestic violence as major prob-
lems. Seven individuals indicated that bullying was an issue, including one who 
also cited “teen domestic violence” as an issue. One individual described “waking up 
in the morning [and] getting to school [to] dad’s whip.”

Gun violence was a specific concern voiced by 34 students who considered “get-
ting shot” and “too much gunfire” the biggest problem. One respondent claimed, 
“You have a probability of being shot,” and another concurred, “A lot of people get 
shot.” Others described having “gun fright;” “walking outside and worrying about the 
shootings and kidnaps;” “looking at people shoot at each other, no gun control law, kid 
shot in streets;” and “gun shots in the distance every few days a week.” One student 
declared, “The government should ban guns in the Kansas City Area.”

When death occurs due to violence, this tragic result makes a deep impact on 
youth. Fifty-seven respondents considered killing to be a most devastating prob-
lem in Greater Kansas City. A number of their comments implied some association 
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with the individuals involved: “People think they [are] tough and end up dead;” “People 
[are] shooting for no reason and killing;” “People get killed every two weeks;” “People get 
killed really often because of gangbangers;” “People die for nothing;” and “The problems 
are that there are a lot of homicides.”

Respondents emphasized other manifestations of crime, in addition to homi-
cide, contributing 135 statements about the gravity of this issue. According to one 
student, the biggest problem is “the amount of crime – especially violence towards the 
kids now of days.” The respondents referenced vandalism, molestation, rape, bully-
ing, selling drugs, prostitution, assault, theft (including auto theft), robbery, break-
ins, kidnapping, and breaking out of jail as crimes that cause disorder in Greater 
Kansas City. These student perceptions suggest that they consider crime pervasive: 
“There’s crime everywhere,” and “There’s too many stealers.” Four other students cited 
“all of the crimes that I see go on;” “criminal activities – such as taggings, shootings, [and] 
break-ins;” “people always stealing wherever you go;” and “the increase of the crime rate” 
as the most serious issues in Greater Kansas City. One student acknowledged, “I 
fear danger and the crimes around my areas.” Another student reflected on the con-
nection between crime and poverty and its impact on people’s lives, saying, “The 
crime and poverty rate is really high, which is sad, and people often don’t get a chance to 
better themselves.”

Challenges pertaining to drugs and alcohol emerged from 39 of the respon-
dents’ comments. They spoke of both substance abuse issues and issues associated 
with the violence and criminality of the industry.  They discussed “drunk drivers,” 
“teens drinking and smoking,” “teens using drugs in school,” “potheads,” and “crack 
heads.” Three students focused particularly on the “drug dealers” and “students that 
are selling drug[s] in the school,” with one claiming that “drugs can be obtained too 
easily.” Eight students verbalized associations between drugs and gangs or violence.

Some of the comments depicting safety concerns clearly reflect students’ person-
al experiences, while others reflect students’ fears of danger around them. The 
following statements suggest violence that students have experienced or witnessed 
directly: “People steal a lot. We got our car stolen. We got another car, and they stole 
the things inside of it. Then they robbed our house at night, and they almost killed one 
of my family member[s]. That [is] why I’m kind of scared to live here;” and “Sometimes 
you get a fight from the person who speak[s] [the] same language.” In contrast, these 
statements speak to an atmosphere in which students fear dangerous encounters 
with others and conclude that danger is nearby: “Where I’m at, I tend to always 
hear sirens. Likely something’s going down somewhere;” “…some people look suspicious;” 
“There are ‘gangs’ here supposedly;” and “[I’m] always hearing on the news someone is 
die [i.e., dying] because of gun shoot[ing].”

A few respondents focused on the need for additional protection from danger. 
They claimed that “we need more security,” that there is “not enough strictness for vio-
lence,” and that there is “not enough police enforcement in the metro area.” Two of the 
14 respondents who had concerns about the police accused them of corruption. 
Most respondents, however, described the threat to their safety or expressed their 
worry about it, rather than prescribing how to address the problem or ascribing 
fault to law enforcement.

The respondents rarely mentioned race or ethnicity with regard to their concerns 
about violence. Two people disclosed being bullied due to race, and two respon-
dents claimed that they were subject to discrimination due to their ethnicity. Simi-
larly, only a few individuals expressed their own biases against persons of another 
race or ethnicity. While gangs are often organized along racial/ethnic lines, the stu-
dents made no comment about the specific racial/ethnic composition of the gangs. 
Instead, what the students referenced was the violence and their sense of danger.

Poverty
Clearly, not all youth in Greater Kansas City or in the schools that participated 

in the needs assessment live in poverty. Nonetheless, youth described issues re-
lated to poverty as challenges of Greater Kansas City. Like the issues related to 
danger, some respondents reported repercussions associated with poverty that they 
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had experienced themselves, and others who referenced poverty saw it as a more 
global, societal issue. In this section, several issues related to poverty are presented: 
economic issues, employment issues, homelessness, and the need for improved 
infrastructure.

Fifteen student comments directly named poverty as an issue. Seventeen oth-
ers defined economic issues that are problematic in Greater Kansas City. They 
cited “gas prices” and “the price of the houses” as concrete examples of the effects of 
“money issues,” “insufficient funds,” and “the economy.”

Thirty-one youth also spoke about employment issues, indicating that “job op-
portunities are rare,” that they have had “difficulty finding a job,” and that there 
are “not enough jobs.” Some referenced the “unemployment rate,” especially “unem-
ployment for youth.” Others cited “poor working conditions,” “people losing jobs,” and 
“people…not hiring and company…clos[ing] down.”

Another sign of poverty is homelessness, which 16 student responses identified 
as one of the most difficult issues in Greater Kansas City. They stated that there are 
“lots of homeless people” and that “homeless people need help.”

Other indications of poverty are apparent in 83 youth descriptions of the need 
for improved infrastructure in the neighborhoods and city as a whole. Students 
stated, “[The] community is ugly;” “The city looks old;” and “[There is] abandonment of 
building[s] – homes, companies, and medical care because of poverty.” Several observed 
that there are not “as much local stores as there should be,” “not any malls,” “not many 
interesting stores,” and that “big stores are far away and hard to get to,” They stat-
ed that Kansas City “needs some construction,” “needs to upgrade…technology-wise,” 
and needs “resources for public places.” One claimed, “Kansas City is not a clean/green 
environment.” Among these comments were six about street maintenance, with stu-
dents describing “dark streets,” “potholes,” “streets [that] need to be fixed,” and Kansas 
City not being very good about “clearing the roads for snow plows.” Some youth 
described Kansas City as “dirty,” “trashy,” or “not very clean in many places.” Youth 
perceptions of neighborhoods went beyond descriptions of the physical infrastruc-
ture (e.g., “dumpy houses,” “a lot of trash,” and“dark streets,”) to characterizations of 
them as “bad,” “ghetto,” and “the hoods.” These connotations have overtones that 
merge the dual issues related to danger and poverty. 

People
Paradoxically, while 74 comments from respondents addressed the positive attri-

butes of people in Kansas City, 61 comments identified their negative attributes. 
Some people were described as “rude people who are angry all the time,” “ignorant 
people,” “judgmental people,” “bullies,” and “creeps.”

Nine students discussed challenges with other people associated with language 
barriers. Among the issues they faced were “not enough people who speak my lan-
guage.” “Learning the language” and speaking in English were difficult for some. 
They stated, “I don’t understand what they talk about;” and “I’m not bilingual, so I can’t 
find a job – it’s not right.” One respondent commented, “I don’t like people who insult 
[an]other language.”

Students cited 27 other examples of discrimination, racism, and stereotyping. They 
described being “looked down [upon] by neighboring county schools” and stopped by 
policemen due to profiling. Some felt that people were treated unfairly; for example, 
they stated that “not all areas are treated the same,” “that when it snows, the minority 
gets less snow-removing service…,” that there is “subtle racism,” and that there is “not 
much help for illegal immigrants.” Some referenced being stereotyped as teenagers or as 
persons of a particular race or ethnicity. A few comments reflected respondents’ own 
biases related to race, ethnicity, sexual orientation, or gender of other people.

Education
Youth made 64 references to problematic issues in the educational system and 

schools. Most of the students that commented about this topic felt that the qual-
ity of education in Kansas City was poor. They commented, “I feel that the school 
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district is very bad in this city; leading many youth to give up on their goals;” “[There are] 
too many people in the schools;” and “[There is a] lack of helping students educationally.” 
Some identified the resulting outcomes, stating that they were “not really getting a 
great education,” that there was a “loss of education importance to minorities,” and that 
there were “high school dropouts.” A number of the students referred specifically to 
the public school districts, including the “school district structure,” “no accredita-
tion in public schools,” “not very good school district,” and “schools…poorly managed.” 
Another added, “I feel that the school district is very bad in this city; leading many youth 
to give up on their goals.” Only one student specified teachers as an issue. A few 
students referenced issues about cleanliness, maintenance, and resources in the 
schools, stating, “Schools look and are poor, rats in classrooms, dirty;” “Window[s] are 
broken;” “Schools are poor and then they don’t have many book[s] to give to student[s];” 
and “[There is a] lack of funds in the educational department.”

Communities and Neighborhoods
As already stated, most of the issues of communities or neighborhoods were as-

sociated with poor living conditions or safety concerns. Four students added these 
insights: “Communities don’t come together as much;” “They never ask the kids what 
they want to see changed;” “There is not enough support for the children;” and “[People 
are]…not wanting to help [the] community get better.”

Activities and Services
A number of the student responses suggested the need for additional youth-

focused activities in Greater Kansas City. This includes 19 comments that Kansas 
City is boring, 6 comments that Kansas City is lacking in comparison to other 
places (like California), and 28 statements that there is not much to do in Kansas 
City. Following are examples of these statements: “It gets boring here.” “It’s not as 
good as other areas.” “There is nothing for anybody young to do. If there is, something 
always ends up happening.” “There isn’t much for teens and youth of Kansas City to do.” 
“There’s never enough to do.” “[There is] not much to do for fun.”

Additionally, students made 35 statements that there are not enough activities 
or places for teens to go. Several desired more entertainment activities and specta-
tor sports, such as “more recreation,” concert tours, “active parks,” “basketball team 
– NBA,” “big sporting events,” and “beaches.” Some wanted “safe fun for teenagers” 
and places to “go out and chill,” saying that there is “nowhere fun to chill and laugh.” 
Others wanted more local community activities; stating that there are “not much 
community involvement/activities,” “not enough community centers,” and “very little 
community events for youth of all race[s].” One student reported, “They took away the 
community swim team.”

The City
Although numerous students considered the size of Kansas City to be an asset, 

19 comments reflected some students’ perceptions that the size of Kansas City is 
“too small” with “no variety.” Ten complaints focused on distance within the city – 
things being “hard to get to” and “too far apart.”

While students made 42 positive comments about Kansas City’s weather and 
climate, they also made 55 negative comments, calling it “crazy,” “too cold,” and 
“bipolar.” One asked, “Why is it still snowing in spring?” Another remarked, “One day 
it can [be] 70 degrees; the next below freezing and snowing.”

Latinos are overrepresented in the wrong places and underrepresented in the right places.  Education is 
the key to success, however, as the Greater Kansas City Hispanic Needs Assessment (HNA) confirms, many 
barriers stubbornly persist.  These barriers include lack of access to quality educational opportunities, lack 
of awareness of educational services, and language barriers.

—Crispin Rea,
KCPS School Board Member 

and UMKC Law School Student
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Other Perceptions of Greater Kansas City

One survey item solicited youth’s perceptions related to whether city govern-
ment works on behalf of the people. Over half of the students had little awareness 
of city government roles, as reflected in Figure 91. Another survey item focused on 
youth perceptions of having been treated unfairly due to their race or ethnicity. 
Approximately one-third of students in both Latino and non-Latino groups per-
ceived that racial/ethnic bias had affected them, as presented in Figure 92.

Figure 91 Perception that City Government Does What Is Best for People in Your Neighborhod

Figure 92 Unfair Treatment in Greater Kansas City because of Your Race/Ethnicity

A series of survey items explored more detail about areas in which students ex-
perienced discrimination.  The youth were presented options of School, Police or 
Criminal Justice, Employment, and Other, with options to describe other situations 
in which they believed discrimination occurred.  Among non-Latino youth, the 
most prevalent area of perceived discrimination was in the school system (52%); 
among Latino youth, the perceived discrimination most frequently was in the po-
lice or criminal justice system (44%).  Table 24 presents this information.  Under 
the open-ended category of ‘other,’ both Latino and non-Latino youth cited dis-
crimination in their neighborhood, churches, stores, restaurants, entertainment 
areas, recreation (dance, soccer), public buildings, in public, and in the streets or 

LATINO (n=408) NON-LATINO (n=302)

(n=710) 56%
35%

9%

12%

54%

34%

YES NO DON’T KNOW

LATINO (n=408) NON-LATINO (n=305)

(n=713)
48%

34%

18%

16%

46%
39%

YES NO DON’T KNOW



Hispanic Needs Assessment    115

while traveling (i.e., racial profiling).  Non-Latino students described political dis-
crimination and discrimination in school.

Table 24 Discrimination

Students’ Satisfaction with Living in Greater Kansas City

Both Latino and non-Latino youth assessed their satisfaction with living in the 
Greater Kansas City area, using a 4-point scale from very dissatisfied (1) to very satis-
fied (4). Figure 93 presents their responses by ethnicity, which shows the majority 
of both groups to be somewhat to very satisfied.

Figure 93 Satisfaction Living In Kansas City 

Youth Outlook for the Future

The youth considered their educational options by responding to a question 
about dropping out of school and two questions about attending college. Twenty-
two percent of survey participants acknowledged having thought seriously about 
dropping out of school (20% of Latino and 26% of non-Lation youth). In contrast, 
92% of 730 responded affirmatively when asked, “Do you hope and plan to go to col-
lege?” (92% of Latinos and 93% of non-Latinos). Figure 94 presents their outlook 
with regard to dropping out of school and going to college. The aspirations for 
the future of Latino youth who completed the survey are similar to those of non-
Latino youth.

Areas Where Discrimination Was Experienced

Selected Features Latino
(n=157)

Non-Latino
(n=103) Selected Features Latino

(n=157)
Non-Latino

(n=103)
Police or 
Criminal Justice

44% 32% Employment 28% 32%

Schools 38% 52% Schools 34% 30%

LATINO (n=409) NON-LATINO (n=305)

(n=714) 42%

25%

15% 17%

16%

50%

21%
13%

Very 
Dissatisfied

Somewhat 
Dissatisfied

Somewhat 
Satisfied

Very 
Satisfied
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Figure 94 Outlook and Hopefulness

The most commonly cited reasons for not attending college given by 57 students 
were cost, poor academic performance, lack of interest, and military or vocational 
career choices. One youth wrote, “I’d rather work right after high school to help my 
family financially.” Another said that college would be “too much of a challenge, and 
I think I will struggle.”

(Percentages
of Affirmative
Responses

by Ethnicity)

Have you ever thought seriously about dropping 
out of school? (n=407, 306)

LATINO NON-LATINO

Do you hope and plan to go to college? (n=411, 306)

20%
26%

93%
92%
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Discussion 
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Discussion and Implications

Discussion

Comparison of Needs Assessment Findings: 1988 and 2013

This section presents a brief comparison of the 1988 and 2013 needs assess-
ments, examining both the individuals who participated and the perspectives that 
they shared. It is hoped that this will add clarity to the issues of the day and the 
strategies proposed.

Individuals Assessed in 1988 and 2013 
Latinos were 2.4% of the 7-county Greater Kansas City population in 1988, and 

0.3% of that population was surveyed. The 100 persons interviewed were from ur-
ban Kansas City MO and Kansas City KS, although attempts were made to survey 
persons in outlying areas by mail. Comparatively, Latinos were 9% of the 9-county 
Greater Kansas City population in 2013. A total of 1,240 residents of 8 counties and 
101 ZIP codes were surveyed, equating to 0.7% of Latino the population.

The highest percentages of Latinos in Greater Kansas City were of Mexican origin 
at the time of each needs assessment (80% in 1980 and 78% in 2010, according to 
the U.S. Census), although percentages from Central and South American coun-
tries increased by 2010. Survey responses reflected this; 95% surveyed in 1988 were 
Mexican American. In 2013, only adults and youth born outside the U.S. reported 
their place of origin. Among adult respondents born outside the U.S., 79% were 
from Mexico, 12% were from Central America, and 5% were from South America; 
among Latino youth respondents born outside the U.S., 88% were from Mexico, 
and 4% were from Central America.

The percentage of U.S.-born respondents was much lower in 2013 than in 1988. 
Sixty-six percent of residents surveyed in 1988 (ages 16 years and older) were born 
in the U.S. In 2013, 31% of adults surveyed and 66% of high school students sur-
veyed were born in the U.S.

Different approaches were used in 1988 to survey community leaders. Twenty-
eight directors of 24 organizations serving Latinos were interviewed. Additionally, 
36 Latino and 17 non-Latino community leaders completed a different survey, 30 
by interview and 23 by mail. In 2013, one survey was completed electronically by 
47 stakeholders who provide leadership through their organizations, elected posi-
tions, board responsibilities, and other means.

Perceptions of Participants in 1988 and 2013
Many similarities were evident in comparing the importance of an array of ser-

vices. In 1988, the services ranked most important by both community residents 
and leaders were education (93% of residents and 89% of leaders), health care 
(83% and 76%), and employment training (79% and 81%). In 2013, the Key 
Informant Survey asked leaders to assess the importance of services; percentages 
of leaders and the services they deemed very important were health care (80%), 
dental care (77%), employment training (74%), and education (69%). 

Among the most critical unmet needs identified in 1988 were education, em-
ployment, youth services, emergency food, emergency shelter, housing, substance 
abuse services, mental health services, and Latino leadership. The low graduation 
rate of youth, teen pregnancy, limited employment for adults and youth, and 
legal status were perceived as underlying challenges resulting in these needs. Many 
of the same issues surfaced in the 2013 needs assessment; adults identified these 
most pressing challenges: gangs, low graduation rates, lack of opportunities or 
services for undocumented persons, low education of adults, lack of employ-
ment, and teen pregnancy. Youth described threats to their safety from gangs, 
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violence, and crime and indicated that they lacked meaningful things to do and 
places to go. While most of the challenges reported in 1988 and 2013 were similar, 
2013 respondents also accentuated issues related to crime and violence. Leaders in 
2013 added an emphasis on the need for stronger Latino community leadership.

The 2013 needs assessment solicited opinions about the assets of Greater Kansas 
City for Latinos, as well. Among the assets community members cited were their 
bilingual language skills, religious organizations, and strength of family relation-
ships. Youth also focused on relationships with family and friends. Many adults 
and youth expressed optimism for the future and satisfaction with living in Greater 
Kansas City. 

Comparison of 2010 Census Population and 2013 Needs 
Assessment Sample

Geographic Comparison
Despite the fact that a rigorous sample selection process was not used, the sample 

of community members surveyed in 2013 was comparable to the 2010 U.S. Census 
population in most ways.38 Geographically, 8 of the 9 counties of Greater Kan-
sas City were included in the survey of community members, and all of the ZIP 
codes within each county identified by the Census as having a high concentration 
of Latinos were represented in the sample. The 2013 Community Survey sample 
from the four counties with highest concentration of Latinos differed in propor-
tion from the 2010 U.S. Census population as follows.

 • Jackson County (MO): 46.6% of 2013 sample, 34.4% of 2010 population
 • Clay County (MO): 4.2% of 2013 sample, 8.0% of 2010 population
 • Wyandotte County (KS): 20.8% of 2013 sample, 25.4% of 2010 population
 • Johnson County (KS): 22.2% of 2013 sample, 23.7% of 2010 population

While Missouri was overrepresented in the 2013 Community Survey sample, all 
counties with a high concentration of Latinos were well-represented. 

Sixty-seven percent of the leaders also lived in Missouri, although 86% stated 
that their work extended into both States. This resulted in 78% reporting familiar-
ity with the needs of Latinos in both Missouri and Kansas and 80% reporting that 
they were well-informed about the services available in both States. 

The six high schools participating in the Youth Survey were among the ten 
schools in Greater Kansas City with the highest concentration of Latino students, 
which is consistent with 2010 U.S. Census data for these ZIP code areas served by 
the schools: 66101, 66102, 66103, 66104, 66106, 64123, 64124, and 64127. The 
parochial high school enrolled both Kansas and Missouri students from these and 
29 additional ZIP code areas. Fifty-three percent of students attended a Kansas high 
school, and 47% attended a Missouri high school (including the Kansas students 
enrolled in the parochial school). The participation of high schools in Johnson 
County (KS) would have enhanced the representativeness of the youth sample. 

Demographic Comparison
According to the Census, 52% of Latinos in Greater Kansas City are male, com-

pared to 40% male in Community Survey sample, 54% male in Key Informant 
Survey sample, and 47% male in Youth Survey sample. Age was comparable, with 
a median age for Latino adults of approximately 34 years, according to the Cen-
sus, and a mean age of 38 years for community members surveyed (range of 18 to 
91 years). Leaders had a median age of 48 years. Country of origin for the Latino 
adults and youth respondents who were born outside the U.S. was comparable to 
the proportions of the 2010 U.S. Census (78% Mexican, 7% Central American, 3% 
South American, and 12% other). 

38 The geographic representativeness of each sample is estimated; it is likely that additional changes have occurred in 
distribution of the population between 2010 and 2013.
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According to the 2010 U.S. Census, 73% of Latino adults were high school gradu-
ates. By comparison, the 2013 sample included 69% of adults who were high school 
graduates. Based on Census information for the counties with a high percentage 
of Latinos, from 72% to 80% of Latinos were employed. The survey respondents 
consisted of 73% with full-time, part-time, or self-employment. 

The 2006-2010 American Community Survey estimate Latino median income by 
county for the four metro counties with the highest concentration of Latinos. 
Ranges of income for each county were higher than the income categories pre-
sented by participants in the Community Survey.39 The sample of adults surveyed 
underrepresented persons of middle to upper income. 

In summary, most 2010 U.S. Census information suggests that this sample 
was relatively representative of Greater Kansas City Latinos in age, gender, 
country of origin, education, and employment. It is important to note that 
the income of the respondents was lower than the estimated median income 
of the general Latino population. While all of the geographic areas with a high 
concentration of Latinos were represented in the surveys, Latinos from Kansas 
were underrepresented in the sample. The findings were not weighted to adjust 
for these differences. 

Comparison of Responses of Community Members, Leaders, and Youth 

The mixed methods employed in surveying community members, leaders knowl-
edgeable of Latino issues, and high school youth allow for meaningful comparative 
analysis. Similarities and differences in the populations, the topics addressed in 
each survey, the format of questions (including checklists, multiple choice items, 
rankings, and short answer questions), and the perspectives requested (most no-
tably, their personal or family experience and their opinion about the entire com-
munity) were examined.

Language
Community member respondents were predominantly Spanish-speaking, with 

23% speaking only Spanish, 35% bilingual with Spanish dominance, and 21% 
bilingual with English or no dominance. Almost two-thirds considered being bi-
lingual a strong asset of Latinos in Greater Kansas City. Approximately half had 
needed translation or interpretation services, and almost half of them found these 
services easy to access. Similarly, half had needed English language classes, and just 
over half of those who needed the classes found them easy to access.

By comparison, lower percentages of the responding leaders relied primarily on 
Spanish; 2% spoke only Spanish, 9% were bilingual with Spanish as the dominant 
language, and 47% were bilingual with English as the dominant language. Over 
half of the leaders considered translation services very important in health, educa-
tion, justice, and community service sectors. 

Spanish was the sole language in 10% of the homes of Latino youth respondents, 
the dominant language in 59% of their homes where English was also spoken, and 
the secondary language to English in 21% of their homes. About half of the Latino 
youth had needed language services, and two-thirds of those who needed them had 
access to them.

Discrimination
Nearly half of adult respondents recalled experiences of discrimination based on 

ethnicity. The highest percentages reported discrimination in employment or in 

39 Median household income from the 2006-2010 American Community Survey was estimated at $31,238-$35,194 
in Wyandotte County (KS), $45,647-$54,823 in Johnson County (KS), $31,101-$35,271 in Jackson County (MO), and 
$53,308-$63,422 in Clay County (MO). This is substantially higher than $20,000-$25,000, the middle category of 
income selected by participants in the Hispanic Needs Assessment Community Survey. The income categories reported 
in the Community Survey were lower than the American Community Survey sample for each of the four counties, as well.
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encounters with police or the criminal justice system, but they also cited events in 
education, housing, retail, and health care. 

Most responding leaders perceived that Latinos experience discrimination relat-
ed to ethnicity, as well. They estimated the most frequent occurrences in employ-
ment, criminal justice, housing, and schools.

Approximately one-third of youth stated that they had experienced discrimina-
tion (37% of Latino and 32% of non-Latino youth). Latino youth most frequently 
reported discrimination with police or in the criminal justice system, while non-
Latino youth most frequently reported discrimination in school. 

Governmental Representation
Community members considered the degree to which their interests were rep-

resented by state and local government; for both levels of government, approxi-
mately half did not feel their interests were represented, one-third did not know, 
and less than 15% felt that they were well represented. The leaders assessed the 
representation of Latinos by the various branches of government, and the major-
ity (80%-96%) believed that Latinos were not well-represented at any level of gov-
ernment. Over half of the Latino and the non-Latino youth stated that they did 
know whether their city government was doing what was best for people in their 
neighborhood. 

Human Services
Community members and leaders answered different questions pertaining to 

human services. Community members spoke from the perspective of what they 
(and in some cases, their families) needed, and how accessible the services were. 
The leaders spoke from the perspective of the larger Latino community, rating the 
importance and availability of various services for Latinos in Greater Kansas City. 
Youth respondents also addressed some of the same types of services. 

• Housing:
A number of community members needed emergency shelter (7%), hous-
ing assistance (14%), and utility assistance (28%), but the majority who 
needed these services found them difficult or impossible to access. A large 
majority of leaders considered these to be important services that were not 
available to Latinos to the degree warranted. Eleven percent of the youth 
described the need for improvement in housing and neighborhoods, de-
scribing run-down neighborhoods with abandoned buildings, poorly kept 
homes, and dark streets. Some also cited homelessness as a major problem. 

• Transportation:
While most community members had access to a car, almost half stated 
that their family had needed to use public transit; half of those who needed 
it found it easy to access. Most leaders considered public transportation im-
portant, but rated it as somewhat available. While 63% of youth expressed 
a need for transportation, 83% of those who needed it said that they could 
get it. 

• Food:
Over one-fifth of community respondents stated that they had run out of 
food sometime in the past year and could not afford to buy more. Almost 
half had needed food assistance for themselves or their family, and half of 
those who needed it found it easy to access. Forty percent did not have a 
grocery store nearby, and over 80% of those without one nearby considered 
this an important need. Over 85% of surveyed leaders believed that food 
assistance was important; 18% considered this resource very available, and 
50% considered it somewhat available.

• Health:
A substantial number of community respondents indicated that they or 
their families could not afford to get necessary health care sometime dur-
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ing the past year (a doctor for 29%, a dentist for 38%, and prescriptions for 
27%). One-third stated that they or their families needed or used therapy/
counseling, but less than half of those who needed it could access it eas-
ily. Almost all leaders considered the above components of health care to 
be important; over half believed that prescription medications or mental 
health care was unavailable for many Latinos. In addition, most leaders 
believed that resources for domestic violence prevention were very impor-
tant, but that Latinos had limited access to them. Most Latino youth re-
spondents stated that they needed health care, and over 80% who needed 
health care stated that they had access to it. Almost half of the Latino youth 
stated that they needed mental health services, and almost one-third of the 
youth who expressed this need perceived that they did not have access to 
mental health services.

• Education:
Three-fourths of the community members considered their children’s ed-
ucation to be good or excellent. Half had needed English language classes 
themselves, and just over half of those who needed the classes found 
them easy to access. Fifty percent of youth were somewhat satisfied with 
their education, and 19% were very satisfied. Roughly equal numbers of 
youth considered education to be one of the best things and one of the 
biggest problems in Greater Kansas City. Some credited their schools and 
teachers for their progress, while others deplored the quality of their ed-
ucation, particularly citing administration, resources, and maintenance 
rather than teachers as the problems. Approximately half of Latino youth 
reported a need for tutoring, and most who needed it said that they could 
get it. Community members and leaders discussed ancillary education 
services of early childhood programs, before/after school programs, and 
enrichment programs for children and youth. Each type of service was 
needed by one-third to one-half of respondents, and one-third to one-
half of those who needed them found them easy to access. Most leaders 
(85%-90%) considered these services important, but higher percentages 
of leaders (55%-70%) than community members believed that they were 
readily available.

• Employment:
Almost three-fourths of the respondents from the community were em-
ployed. Some respondents stated that they or their family had needed 
employment training (18%) or business loans/assistance (11%), but most 
considered these supports for their employment difficult to access. Almost 
all leaders considered both employment training and business loans/assis-
tance to be very important services; a lower percentage considered employ-
ment training (45%) than business loans/assistance (63%) available. 

• Legal Services:
While 57% of community respondents reported that they or their family 
had needed or used legal assistance, only 52% of those who needed it found 
it easy to access. By comparison, while 87% of leaders considered legal ser-
vices to be important, only 54% considered these services readily available 
to Latinos. 

Unmet Needs
In addition, the leaders prioritized the top five unmet needs of Latinos in Greater 

Kansas City for specific human services. They perceived that these services were 
most needed to fill the gap for Latinos, in ranked order beginning with the high-
est perceived need: (1) health care, (2) before and after school programs, (3) low-
income housing, (4) employment training, and (5) public transportation. 

The findings from the Community Survey are consistent with the first four human 
services in this prioritization. The personal experiences of Latino adult and youth 
respondents accessing human services, as summarized above, however, support 
expanded definitions of these four human service areas.
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• Health care, dental health care, mental health care, and medications:
As stated above, the difficulties that community respondents experienced 
in accessing health care extended to dental health care, mental health care, 
and access to medications. Similarly, almost half of Latino youth expressed 
a need for counseling or other mental health services, and one-third who 
needed these services stated that they did not have access to them.

• Before and after school programs and early childhood programs:
Community members noted similar issues accessing before/after school 
programs and early childhood programs. Early childhood programs for the 
36% of families that needed them were difficult or impossible to access for 
an even higher percentage (54%) of families, particularly affordable, high 
quality early learning programs.

• Low-income housing, utility assistance, and emergency shelter:
In addition to low-income housing, community members highlighted 
these related issues as challenging: utility assistance (needed by 28% and 
difficult or impossible to access for 71% of those who needed it) and emer-
gency shelter (only needed by 7%, but difficult or impossible to access for 
61% of those who needed it). 

• Employment training and English language classes:
In addition to employment training, half of the community members ex-
pressed a need for English language classes that were difficult or impossible 
to access for 38% of those who needed them. These classes may enhance 
knowledge gains from employment training and adaptation to a given 
work environment, as well. 

• Public transportation:
Public transportation was needed by 41% of community members or their 
families, and 41% of those who needed it found it difficult or impossible to 
access. Further examination of the unmet need by geographic area is war-
ranted.

The following three additional areas of identified need are worthy of consideration 
as high priorities, based on the experiences reported by community respondents:

• Legal services:
With over half of community respondents reporting that they or their fam-
ily had needed or used legal services, 40% of those who needed these ser-
vices found them difficult or impossible to access.

• Translation and interpretation services:
Almost half of respondents need translation/ interpretation services. While 
these supports are widespread, 40% of community members who needed 
them found it difficult or impossible to access them. They reported this 
need most frequently for health care, education, and the law enforcement 
and criminal justice systems.

• Food resources:
Many community members indicated their need for food resources, and 
many found these resources accessible. Nonetheless, the report that 21% 
had needed food that they could not afford to buy at least once in the past 
year suggests a serious issue.

Challenges
One section of the Community Survey asked respondents to check the is-

sues that they perceived were major challenges for Latinos in Greater Kansas 
City. The majority of 974 community members who completed this section of 
the survey identified 11 specific issues as local challenges. At least half of the 
responding leaders concurred with these perceptions of the community mem-
bers. Following is this list of identified challenges for Latinos in Greater Kansas 
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City, ranked in order from the highest (65%) to the lowest (51%) percentage of 
community responses: 

• Low high school graduation rates, 
• Gangs,
• Lack of opportunities and services for undocumented individuals,
• Low education levels of adults,
• Unemployment for adults,
• Unplanned pregnancy among Latino teenagers,
• Lack of permanent residency options for working adults,
• Lack of Latinos in community leadership roles,
• Crime in neighborhoods,
• Family violence or domestic violence, and
• Lack of permanent residency options for youth.

The majority of 34 leaders identified four additional issues as challenges for La-
tinos in Greater Kansas City. Each of these issues was considered a challenge by at 
least 43% of the responding community members:

• Unemployment for youth, 
• Low literacy, 
• Poor physical health of community members, and 
• Lack of adequate, affordable housing. 

Assets
Similar to the section defining challenges, both the community members and 

the leaders checked the assets that they perceived were major strengths of La-
tinos in Greater Kansas City. These qualities serve as a foundation for initia-
tives of the future in Greater Kansas City. Each of the qualities listed below was 
identified by at least 45% of both the community members and the leaders as a 
strength among Latinos in Greater Kansas City. The list is ranked in order from 
the highest (64%) to the lowest (47%) percentage of community members select-
ing this quality:

• Maintaining bilingual language skills,
• Participation in religious organizations, 
• Strength of family relationships, 
• Work ethic,
• Adding cultural diversity to the Kansas City community, and
• Entrepreneurship or willingness to start businesses.

Youth responded to an open-ended question about the best things about living 
in Greater Kansas City. The highest percentage of youth mentioned their relation-
ships with family and friends. Many expressed their appreciation of the diversity 
of the population in Greater Kansas City, as well.

Adding to these strengths is a general sense of satisfaction about living in Greater 
Kansas City expressed by respondents. Three-fourths of the community members 
and two-thirds of the Latino youth surveyed stated that they were somewhat to 
very satisfied living in Greater Kansas City.

Leaders reflected on community engagement of Latino residents as important av-
enues to improve the quality of life in Greater Kansas City. Over 80% considered this 
important, but only half of the leaders perceived that the Latino population tended 
to be engaged in their communities. Some noted the wide variability of community 
engagement, civic engagement, and community investments across the city.
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Comparison of Latino and Non-Latino Youth Assessed in 2013

The Latino and non-Latino youth in the six schools reported very similar expe-
riences and perspectives. The majority of both Latino and non-Latino students 
were born in the U.S. The parents and grandparents of a large majority of Latino 
students, however, were born outside the U.S., in contrast to the families of the 
non-Latino students. Additionally, only 8% of Latino students had English only 
spoken in the home, compared to 70% of non-Latino students. Despite these 
place of origin and home language differences, both Latino and non-Latino stu-
dents expressed similar sentiments in nearly every section of the survey (includ-
ing both multiple choice items and comments). Many members of both groups 
appreciated the diversity in their schools and communities, wrestled with issues 
of safety, desired more things to do and places to go, but expressed general sat-
isfaction with living in Greater Kansas City. 

Implications

Suggested Next Steps 

The following processes and activities are recommended to build on the founda-
tion of the Greater Kansas City Needs Assessment project. The leadership of the 
LCEC and Greater Kansas City Hispanic Needs Assessment Advisory Committee, 
the community involvement with UMKC-IHD in the assessment process, and the 
resulting findings inform the next steps in Greater Kansas City. 

Disseminate Information
It is important to build momentum from the support that led to the commission-
ing of the Hispanic Needs Assessment. The following audiences are proposed as 
primary recipients of the information. 

• Participants in the assessment:
Staff of all Advisory Committee organizations, all other participating orga-
nizations that facilitated recruitment of participants and data collection, all 
volunteers (community, staff, faculty, and student volunteers), all recruit-
ment sites, schools that participated in the Youth Survey, all surveyed leaders; 

• Policy makers:
Elected leaders and government personnel at federal, state, regional, and 
local levels;

• Potential sponsors and funding sources:
Philanthropic organizations and individual donors, governmental entities 
(federal, state, regional, local), and other organizations with shared inter-
ests;

• Administration and program personnel:
Business, nonprofit, and government leaders and practitioners in all hu-
man service sectors;

• Community members:
Latino advocacy groups, neighborhood associations, websites of UMKC-
IHD and LCEC and Advisory Committee member organizations, public ac-
cess through libraries, and communication through the media that assisted 
in recruitment; and 

• Faculty and Students:
Educators, researchers, practicum and internship site supervisors, service 
learning coordinators, and both undergraduate and graduate students. 
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Establish a Coordinated City-Wide Initiative
Both the complex issues that respondents conveyed in the Hispanic Needs As-

sessment and the types of strategies appropriate to address these issues suggest 
the merits of considering an integrated collective impact approach.40 Kania and 
Kramer offer this depiction of collective impact in their seminal work:

Collective Impact Initiatives are long-term commitments by a group of im-
portant actors from different sectors to a common agenda for solving a spe-
cific social problem. Their actions are supported by a shared measurement 
system, mutually reinforcing activities, and ongoing communication, 
and are staffed by an independent backbone organization (2011, p. 39).41

The LCEC and other key partners, in fact, began a collective impact approach 
when they demonstrated their long-term commitment by instituting the needs 
assessment. Following are some of the next priorities that comprise a collective 
impact framework.

• Common agenda:
The needs assessment findings contribute to a united call to action and an 
opportunity to build a broad, common vision. This shared vision has po-
tential to enlist champions, sponsors, participants, and allies. It gives pur-
pose to the creation of measureable, action-oriented work plans at multiple 
levels that aim to achieve the desired impact together. 

• Backbone organization:
Coordination of the initiative can be accomplished through a “backbone” 
or intermediary organization. The infrastructure support provided by this 
organization can facilitate communication and planning, handle adminis-
trative issues and technological needs, and document activities across the 
initiative. Ideally, the backbone organization will also energize stakeholders 
by helping them see opportunities for positive change, even when facing 
challenges.

Foster Meaningful Ongoing Communication
It is essential for stakeholders to coordinate their efforts within and across groups 

for this initiative to achieve maximum impact for the Latino population. Involv-
ing primary stakeholders (e.g., families, neighborhood members, and front-line 
employees) will benefit the initiative by keeping decisions and actions grounded 
in the primary stakeholders’ experiences. Initial stages of communication provide 
impetus for stakeholders to articulate the common vision from their various per-
spectives. As group members gather information, assess their resources, and make 
their plans, they build trusting working relationships as collaborators for change. 
In addition to collaborative work at the city-wide level, the following types of 
groups are projected to fill significant roles in this initiative. 

• Geographically defined groups:
Separate groups of Greater Kansas City stakeholders from Kansas, Missouri, 
individual counties, and smaller neighborhood or community catchment 
areas;

• Groups addressing a specific content area, service sector, or population:
Task forces pertaining to a selected issue, population, or service (e.g., em-
ployment, human services, education, health, civic engagement); and

• Individual Organizations:
Organizations whose leaders assess the alignment of the common agenda 
with the organization’s vision, mission, activities, and potential roles in ad-
dressing collective issues. 

40 http://www.fsg.org/OurApproach/Overview.aspx
41 Kania, J., & Kramer, M.  (2011, Winter). Collective impact. Stanford Social Innovation Review, pp. 36-41.
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Develop and Implement an Overall Plan of Synchronized Activities
It is important to capitalize on the expertise that these diverse stakeholders and 

groups bring to the common agenda. They have the potential to contribute many 
specialized skills that meet key objectives of the initiative. It is equally important to 
integrate the various activities into one overall plan. Following are some supports 
to achieve this.

• The backbone organization:
Maintenance and distribution of the updated group plans and overall plan; 
facilitation of communication across groups (e.g., forums, electronic mes-
sages), sharing of resources;

• The shared measurement system:
Usage of the same instruments, electronic data submission, real-time data 
availability for planning;

• Key stakeholders at the city-wide level:
Maintained focus on the overall plan, publicity on the collective impacts, 
private and public acknowledgement of groups and individuals for their 
efforts and; 

• Funders:
Financial support for the activities, visible public support for the common 
agenda, public acknowledgement of successful activities. 

Integrate Measurement and Evaluation into the Action Plan 
The involvement of evaluators throughout the implementation process is vital 

for monitoring and achieving the impact desired. Preskill and Mack42 discuss the 
ideal intersection between strategy and evaluation as the place where the learn-
ing occurs that drives social impact. Participation of evaluators with stakeholder 
groups strengthens their capacity to establish measurable goals, collect and analyze 
data, report findings for informed decision-making, and determine collective im-
pact. Such partnerships assist in creating and documenting sustainable, replicable 
approaches that address the priorities at each level. Following are additional types 
of support that researchers and evaluators can contribute to various aspects of the 
initiative. 

• Implementation research on new or refined initiatives grounded in findings:
Conduct implementation research to build strong, sustainable, evidence-
based responses to the issues; 

• Measurement of change and/or quality improvement:
Measure fidelity to action plans by monitoring processes and outcomes, by 
using data for continued decision-making, and by measuring indicators of 
the collective impact across multiple collaborators;

• Refined assessment of needs and assets:
Collect additional assessment data focused on a specified population, issue, 
or service;

• Additional analysis of needs assessment data:
Involve students and faculty in further analysis of the archival datasets to 
extract data relevant to action plans of the various groups; and

• Ongoing review of literature, data, and intervention models:
Assist stakeholder groups in review of up-to-date literature to inform their 
decisions.

 

42 Preskill, H., & Mack, K.  (2013). Building a strategic learning and evaluation system for your organization. Boston, 
MA: FSG. Available at www.fsg.org
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Suggested Priority Areas for Action

Assets as a Foundation
According to both community members and leaders who informed the 2013 

Hispanic Needs Assessment, Latinos in Greater Kansas City have a number of as-
sets that should be celebrated and built upon as a foundation for positive change. 
Accentuating these qualities in the community at large, continuing to nourish 
these qualities among Latinos, and building these qualities into strategies to ad-
dress challenges is strongly encouraged:

• Maintaining bilingual language skills,
• Participation in religious organizations, 
• Strength of family relationships, 
• Work ethic,
• Adding cultural diversity to the Kansas City community, and
• Entrepreneurship or willingness to start businesses.

Youth respondents also cited the importance of their relationships with fam-
ily and friends and their appreciation for diversity, which align with the adult 
responses. The majority of Latino youth were bilingual and had translated or in-
terpreted for someone. 

It is likely that most of these strengths would enhance a variety of initiatives, 
e.g., improving employment opportunities, rejuvenating neighborhoods. Bilin-
gual language skills and Latinos’ contribution of cultural diversity to Kansas 
City may become increasingly valuable assets as the Latino population in Kansas 
City increases. Additionally, most adults and youth respondents stated that they 
themselves were relatively satisfied with living in Greater Kansas City, an asset 
which may predispose individuals to participate in community improvement 
initiatives. 

Challenges in Greater Kansas City
Community members and leaders concurred that these complex social issues af-

fect many Latinos in Greater Kansas City:

• Education issues:
Low high school graduation rates, low level of education for adults, and 
low literacy level;

• Safety issues:
Gangs, crime in neighborhoods, and family violence or domestic violence;

• Issues associated with legal status:
Lack of opportunities and services for undocumented individuals, lack of 
permanent residency options for working adults, and lack of permanent 
residency options for youth;

• Employment issues:
Unemployment for adults and unemployment for youth;

• Health and social issues:
Unplanned pregnancy among Latino teenagers and poor physical health of 
community members;

• Leadership issues:
Lack of Latinos in community leadership roles; 

• Housing issues:
Lack of adequate, affordable housing;
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• Discrimination:
Discrimination most prevalent in employment and law enforcement or 
criminal justice system, but also in education, housing, retail, and health 
care; and

• Lack of Government Representation:
Lack of representation in both state and local government.
 

Youth cited challenges associated with these issues:

• Safety issues:
General safety concerns, challenges associated with gangs, violence, fear
of guns and shooting, killing, crime, challenges related to drugs and alco-
hol, and need for protection;

• Poverty issues:
Economic issues, employment issues, homelessness, the need for improved
community infrastructure, and low quality schools with insufficient re-
sources; and

• Discrimination:
Discrimination most prevalent in law enforcement or the criminal justice
system.

Most Latino and non-Latino youth were unaware of whether they had govern-
ment representation, and few had contacted a legislator or publicly expressed their 
socio-political views.

Unmet Service Needs of Latinos
Many of the perceived challenges are associated with a lack of necessary hu-

man services. The personal experiences of adult respondents and the most press-
ing unmet needs according to leaders are relatively consistent. They stressed the 
importance of these needed services and the difficulties that many experienced in 
attempting to access them:

• Health care, dental health care, mental health care, and medications;
• Before and after school programs and early childhood programs;
• Low-income housing, utility assistance, and emergency shelter;
• Employment training and English language classes;
• Translation and interpretation services; 
• Legal services;
• Public transportation (in some areas); and
• Food resources.

Needed health care was unavailable for almost 20% of Latino youth. Addition-
ally, half of Latino youth reported a need for mental health services, and this need 
was unmet for 30% of them.

Major Priority Areas for Action
In summary, the informants to the 2013 Hispanic Needs Assessment empha-

sized focused attention on health, education, safety, legal status, employment, and 
housing and neighborhood development. They desired the following responses in 
these areas.

• Health:
• Increase access to affordable health care, dental care, mental

health care, and medications. 
• Reduce discrimination in health care services. 
• Enhance translation and interpretation services in health care. 
• Improve physical health of adults.
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• Reduce teen pregnancy. 
• Address needs related to domestic violence and substance

abuse.

• Education:
• Improve high school graduation rates.
• Enhance the quality of schools and invest in additional resources for

them. 
• Increase youth participation in leadership roles in schools.
• Increase access to high quality before/after school programs and early

childhood programs.
• Increase the availability of adult classes and supports to improve 

English language fluency.
• Improve adult literacy and education.
• Enhance translation and interpretation services in education.

• Safety: 
• Improve safety in neighborhoods.
• Address issues related to gangs, violence, and crime in neighborhoods.
• Strengthen relationships with law enforcement.
• Reduce discrimination in law enforcement and criminal justice systems. 
• Enhance translation and interpretation services in law enforcement

and criminal justice systems.
• Decrease incidence of domestic and family violence.

• Legal Status: 
• Strengthen relationships with governmental entities to improve 

quality of life in Greater Kansas City. 
• Improve opportunities and services for undocumented individuals.
• Develop permanent residency options for working adults and youth.
• Increase availability of legal assistance. 
• Enhance civic awareness and civic engagement of youth.

• Employment: 
• Reduce discrimination in employment.
• Increase wages for employed adults.
• Enhance employment opportunities for adults and youth.
• Increase access to employment training.

• Housing and Neighborhood Development:
• Increase availability of adequate, affordable housing.
• Improve access to basic services for persons with limited resources, 

including utility assistance, emergency food, and emergency shelter.
• Enhance food resources in neighborhoods. 
• Improve neighborhood infrastructure, including street maintenance,

lighting, and building maintenance.

This information can provide great direction to not-for-profits and government trying to assist with those 
living and working in their service areas.  I think the growing interest in Hispanics is simply the result of the 
growth in the population just over the last 10 years and the fact that it does not seem to be slowing down.

—Ann Murguia, Commissioner,
 Wyandotte County, 

Kansas City, Kansas Unified Government
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Many organizations and individuals in Greater Kansas City have prioritized these 
objectives for a long time. While many improvements have been made, many Lati-
nos still experience severe challenges in these areas. The issues are interrelated and 
complex. 

Improvements that respondents desire assist in prioritizing the areas of need. 
They do not, however, articulate the road map for improvement. Innovative, col-
laborative, integrated, systemic strategies are needed at multiple levels in numer-
ous sectors. The strengths of the Latino population of Greater Kansas City will 
contribute to the potential for creative solutions and positive impact in these areas 
as the call for action is embraced. 
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