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Executive Summary 
 
This report presents a baseline and interim evaluation examining resident perspectives on the 
HOPE VI program as implemented by the King County Housing Authority (KCHA) at Park 
Lake Homes, as the agency creates a new community to be called Greenbridge. This evaluation 
focuses on five broad questions: 
 

1. Who lived at Park Lake Homes prior to HOPE VI? 

2. What was life like at Park Lake Homes before HOPE VI? 

3. What are residents’ experiences and views of the HOPE VI program? 

4. How are residents handling the process of relocation? 

5. What are residents’ destination preferences and concerns? 

The answers to the first two questions provide baseline information on the site, while answers 
to the latter three questions are an interim assessment on residents’ views on the HOPE VI 
program.  

Evaluation Methodology 
To answer these questions, we employed a mixed-method approach.  The data collection 
strategies include: (1) a Needs Assessment Survey of 512 heads of household to examine 
residents’ relocation preferences, housing needs, experience of living at Park Lake Homes, and 
their social and financial well-being; (2) Four Focus Group discussions with English, 
Vietnamese, Cambodian, and Somali-speaking residents, conducted in their native language, to 
explore residents’ experience with and expectations of the HOPE VI program along with any 
possible cultural differences among residents; (3) 47 in-depth, face-to-face interviews with a 
sample of 47 English-speaking residents (both native and foreign born) to more deeply explore 
their experiences as residents prior to HOPE VI, their reactions to the redevelopment, and their 
relocation decision-making process; and (4) an analysis of current and historical administrative 
data maintained by KCHA.  

What this Evaluation Does Not Include  
This evaluation does not include the perspectives of service providers, residents of the larger 
White Center community in which Park Lake Homes is located, or the perceptions of the King 
County Housing Authority staff.  This also does not include data on those households who 
have already relocated off-site at the time of this study. 

Evaluation Findings 
The findings are composed of two main sections. The first section focuses on creating a baseline 
and describes the close-knit and ethnically diverse Park Lake Homes community prior to the 
HOPE VI program, as well as residents’ experiences of living in Park Lake Homes, their 
neighborhood relationships and social ties, perceptions of KCHA and management, and 
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services wanted, needed and actually used.  The second findings section focuses on interim 
issues and examines residents’ reaction to HOPE VI, their concerns about moving, and their 
preferences for where they might go when they relocate.  

1.  Who lived at Park Lake Homes Prior to HOPE VI? 
 
Prior to HOPE VI, Park Lake Homes was a very ethnically and racially diverse community.  
The predominant ethnicity in Park Lake Homes was Vietnamese (33%), with Somali (13%) and 
Cambodian (13%) the next most frequent. The resident population spoke more than 24 
languages other than English.  Almost all residents enjoyed this diversity as a positive feature.  
While residents certainly connected to residents of similar background, there was also evidence 
that immigrants’ experiences in Park Lake Homes added a new dimension to their cultural 
identity.  
 
Despite immigrant status of the majority of residents, most have some English-language 
ability.  Most household heads speak English (71%) and most can read English (67%).  At the 
same time, that ability may be limited because many residents describe language barriers in 
their lives.  
  
Many residents of Park Lake Homes have limited formal education.  Half of all residents on 
site do not have a high school degree; while about a quarter have a high school degree or the 
equivalent (28%). 
 
The average household has lived in KCHA housing for about 5 years and had 3 people in it. 
Sixty percent of all household heads were women and 40% were men.  Over half of the 
households on site were families with children, while 1 in 5 housed elders, and a quarter had 
disabled residents. 
 
About a third of the heads of household at Park Lake Homes were employed in 2001.  In 
terms of all adult residents in Park Lake Homes, 41% of households had someone who received 
income from employment or a business.  In 2003, the average household income in Park Lake 
Homes was about $12,000 a year. For those who worked, most of their occupations were in the 
service industry. 

2.  What was life like at Park Lake Homes before HOPE VI? 
 
Park Lake Homes and public housing meant stable, affordable housing.  Residents were 
drawn to public housing as a stable, affordable option and often as an alternative to rather grim 
circumstances – homelessness or unlivable housing conditions.  Park Lake Homes has been a 
stabilizing force in residents’ lives enabling them to provide for their families and keep their 
families in tact.  
  
Overall, residents of Park Lake Homes are quite attached to, and satisfied with, Park Lake 
Homes as a place to live. Residents were highly satisfied with Park Lake Homes as a whole, 
with their block and with their particular housing unit. They think of it as a good place to live 
where they generally feel safe.  Furthermore, the cultural and ethnic diversity of Park Lake 
Homes has made the experience rich and vibrant for residents. 
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Residents at Park Lake Homes enjoy a thriving social community with a long history.  
Residents have remarkably rich social relationships with their neighbors.  Residents developed 
social relationships with neighbors even across cultural and language differences. People at 
Park Lake Homes appear fairly well connected with their neighbors, and much better connected 
than other pre-redevelopment HOPE VI sites nationally (Popkin et al., 2002; Kleit et al 2004).  
 
Social ties within Park Lake Homes provided much-needed social support for residents.  Not 
surprisingly, given all the mutual support and neighboring activities among residents, many 
felt there was a “sense of community” in Park Lake Homes.  For many, this sense of community 
was based on the social ties on their particular block.  
 
Social ties to people outside of Park Lake Homes are ethnically and racially diverse, but do 
not allow access to a range of people across the socioeconomic ladder.  Citizenship and 
immigrant status are associated with the composition of residents’ social worlds as well.  Those 
born outside the US (immigrants) are relatively less connected to the people they know than are 
those who are native born:  they have known the people they mentioned for shorter periods of 
time, they are not emotionally close to as many of them, their social worlds contain fewer kin, 
they know fewer women, they know fewer people who speak the same native language or who 
are from the same ethnic group.  Research suggests that such qualities can make social support 
difficult to obtain but can also translate into opportunities for diverse information within a 
social group and thus better job opportunities. 
 
While residents had many positive experiences of Park Lake Homes, they also perceived 
some problems.  While some of these problems are more serious than others they essentially 
coalesced around the following themes: (1) the design, age, and condition of the buildings and 
the site; (2) the expense of utilities; (3) traffic and speeding; (4) a few difficult neighbors; (5) 
rules and regulations; (6) the stigma of public housing; and (7) crime.   
 
Residents generally feel that Park Lake Homes is a safe place to live. Most residents thought 
Park Lake Homes was a safe place, although half (52%) of all residents have either witnessed or 
been a victim of a crime. At the same time, however, crime rates in Park Lake Homes were 
lower than in other areas, and many residents thought that there was a reduction in crime over 
the past few years.  Many residents felt that the housing authority played a role in this 
reduction of crime.  
 
Residents view management - including HOPE VI staff - as responsive, respectful, and 
sympathetic to their needs and concerns.  Residents expressed appreciation for the 
understanding that staff showed residents in difficult situations. Overall, the site manager had 
very positive relationships with residents and there was even mutual affection between many 
residents and the manager.  Furthermore, residents felt that both the property and the residents 
were well cared for, and they had very positive things to say about maintenance.  
 
Residents used services that fall into four general categories:  (1) relief services; (2) general 
services in the White Center area, (3) medical services, and (4) services for parents.  The most 
prominent relief service used by interviewees was food assistance, specifically from the Food 
Bank, and many residents used Neighborhood House for various services such as energy 
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assistance, emergency food assistance, and employment assistance. The array of general, non-
relief services in White Center included local schools, the public library, grocery stores, 
pharmacies, and restaurants. On-site services served as a tremendous resource for parents, 
providing them with much needed assistance in the care and supervision of their children as 
well as safe, local venues for kids to play, have fun and learn all in their own neighborhood.  
The convenience of accessing services was a commonly cited asset to living at Park Lake 
Homes. 

3.  What are residents’ experiences of the HOPE VI program?   
 
Residents clearly felt more positively about the revitalization efforts (new housing, new 
services) than moving.  Understanding the distinction between residents’ feelings about the 
revitalization of their community and their reactions to relocation can help KCHA in effectively 
informing residents about the HOPE VI program.     
 
Residents had various interpretations of the purpose of the HOPE VI program.  Some 
understood that Park Lake Homes was being redeveloped because the housing was old and 
dilapidated, “too drafty” and “moldy.” Others felt that the redevelopment would mean a better, 
more attractive and safer community. Among these, a few residents felt that the purpose of the 
program was not only community improvement but also an opportunity for current residents to 
live in a less stigmatized environment. Most did not realize or understand that a goal of HOPE 
VI was to mix incomes or provide opportunities for home ownership. 
 
Most did not think that current residents would benefit from HOPE VI, with the exception of 
perhaps elders or children.  Others thought that the benefits of HOPE VI for current residents 
would depend on how much the Housing Authority helped residents with the relocation.   
 
The biggest negative impact of HOPE VI is the involuntary relocation of residents.  The more 
immediate negative impacts were decreasing maintenance, neighbors leaving and a general 
sense of disinvestment.  In the long run, residents were concerned that they would not fit in 
with their new middle-income neighbors. This was expressed both in two contexts – when 
residents talked about moving to private-market housing and when they talked about what it 
might feel like returning to Greenbridge.    
 
Park Lake Homes residents largely seem to understand their rights and the benefits due 
them, yet a significant minority are confused about HOPE VI information.  
Despite KCHA’s best efforts to make the details of the HOPE VI program clear, many residents 
were still confused.  This type of confusion is fairly common among public housing residents 
involved in HOPE VI relocation (Smith 2002). Confusion surrounds anything from relocation 
staging and timeline, to relocation benefits and rights, and the ability of residents to return to 
the new community.   
 
Many residents said that KCHA was handling the relocation well. About two-thirds of 
interviewees said that the housing authority was doing a good job managing the relocation 
process.  A few expressed frustration with the lottery system for those who wanted to return to 
the redeveloped site, but overall residents said that KCHA was being helpful and sensitive 
about the move.  
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Community meetings were effective in explaining HOPE VI information for those who 
attended. Resident community meetings about HOPE VI played an important role in providing 
residents with critical information that cleared up the confusion attendees had.   

4.  How are residents handling the process of relocation? 
 
Most residents were not happy about moving to another place.  Because residents have been 
generally satisfied with Park Lake Homes, they have grown attached to it and are very reluctant 
to move. The vast majority of residents simply did not want to leave.  Considering that 
relocation was not self-initiated, reluctance or even resistance to the move is understandable.  
Residents were concerned about the physical move, the cost of the move, and the smooth re-
establishment of their household post-move.   
 
Leaving Park Lake Homes caused concern over losing access to services, moving away from 
friends and family members on site, and not being able to get back into Greenbridge once the 
redevelopment was complete. Residents were also worried that they will be less satisfied with 
their new housing than their current housing.  
 
Acknowledging the amplitude of the emotional responses of residents can help relocation 
counselors work with residents through these initial responses so that they may help residents 
to focus on making thoughtful, positive choices for their families.   
 
Residents were generally anxious about whether they would be able to find an adequate 
place to live, and whether they would be able to find a place within the timeframe that they 
have been given. This concern about the timeframe was common at other sites locally and 
around the country. Now that residents have to move, they feel their future is uncertain and 
thoughts of becoming homeless or having to double-up with family – something a number of 
residents experienced prior to living in Park Lake Homes – becomes a concern. 
 
Few viewed their upcoming relocation as a positive change. Those residents who viewed the 
move as a potential for positive change had expressed a previous desire to leave Park Lake 
Homes, and therefore viewed moving favorably.  However, this was the minority of residents.  
 
Attitudes about moving were clearly influenced by the outcomes that residents anticipated. 
Those interviewees who said something positive about the relocation thought that they had 
something to gain from moving, like better housing.  At the same time, trying to upgrade 
housing may make relocation more challenging and the experience with relocation 
disappointing. 

5.  What are residents’ destination preferences and concerns? 
 
For half of residents, their first preference for relocation was to return to newly redeveloped 
community.  Housing vouchers were the next most frequent choice (39%), with living in public 
housing the least popular choice (11%).   
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Relocation preference was a contingent choice.  Until a final decision is reached, destination 
choices are not mutually exclusive. Residents discussed interest in multiple options usually 
because they had interim choices that were different than their ultimate destination choice.  
Furthermore, residents expressed interest in more than one option because they wanted to be 
flexible and keep their various options open.  In addition, the majority of residents wanted to 
stay in the area, thus having some flexibility in relocation options to enable them to stay locally 
was important to residents.  
 
The desire for a housing voucher was associated with residents’ desire for the flexibility to 
live in specific locations.  Among the in-depth interviewees, residents who chose housing 
vouchers were split between those who wanted to use the voucher while waiting to return to 
the site (48%) and those who wanted to use the voucher to remain off site permanently (52%).  
Some residents saw the relocation as an opportunity to be free of the stigma of living in public 
housing and this at least partly drove their desire to take a Section 8 voucher:  
 
Residents considering Section 8 vouchers worried about whether landlords in the private 
market will accept their vouchers.  Would the market be glutted with other Park Lake Homes 
residents looking for housing?  Would they experience discrimination either because they were 
coming from public housing or because of the voucher? 

Recommendations 
 
Recommendations include maintaining existing successful elements such as compassionate, 
multi-lingual staff, and being particularly attentive to residents’ emotional responses to this 
involuntary move so that relocation staff can better help them make the wisest choices for their 
families.  Other recommendations address the necessity to remain in close contact with 
residents as part of the mandatory 5-year tracking. 
 
In the end, the real hope among residents affected by HOPE VI is embodied by one resident’s 
comment:   

I just hope that it continues to go like it is, and … hope everything works out for 
the best for everyone who lives here.  
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I. Introduction 
 
This report provides the results of an evaluation of the HOPE VI program of the King 
County Housing Authority’s (KCHA) Park Lake Homes into a new community, to be 
called Greenbridge. More specifically, this report presents a baseline evaluation of 
KCHA’s performance in executing their relocation strategy and the initial stages of the 
program. This report addresses five broad questions: 
 

1. Who lived at Park Lake Homes Prior to HOPE VI? 
 

2. What was life like at Park Lake Homes before HOPE VI? 
 
3. What are residents’ experiences and views of the HOPE VI program? 

 
4. How are residents handling the process of relocation? 

 
5. What are residents’ destination preferences and concerns? 
 

The answers to the first two questions act as baseline information on the site, while answers to 
the latter three questions are an interim assessment on residents’ views on relocation.  
 
Exploring these issues will not only help KCHA see what has gone well from the view 
of residents, but also what presented some challenges. We hope the report will also 
provide some insight for other housing authorities undergoing similar efforts 
elsewhere.   
 
This chapter first presents a brief history of the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development’s HOPE VI program, the national results of the program, and how Park 
Lake Homes fits into that national context. It then provides a review of the 
redevelopment and resident relocation plans for Park Lake Homes, and concludes with 
an outline of the remainder of this report. 

The Federal HOPE VI Program 
HOPE VI is a federal grant program created in response to the problem of severely 
distressed public housing.  It arose from the deliberations of the National Commission 
on Severely Distressed Public Housing (“the Commission”), which Congress 
empowered in 1989 to examine factors that contributed to the structural, economic and 
social distress of public housing and to propose solutions that would eradicate severely 
distressed public housing by the year 2000. After 18 months of analysis, the 
Commission reported in 1992 that approximately 6 percent of the nation’s public 
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housing, or a total of about 86,000 units, met the conditions of severe distress.1  The 
Commission recommended physical revitalization, management improvements, and 
supportive services for public housing residents. All of these strategies were adopted 
into the 1992 Urban Revitalization Demonstration Program, later renamed “Housing 
Opportunities for People Everywhere” (HOPE) VI, managed under the auspices of the 
Department Housing and Urban Development and incorporated into the FY 1993 
appropriations law. 
 
Under the HOPE VI program, Public Housing Authorities (PHAs) that have severely 
distressed public housing in their inventories can apply to the U.S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) for HOPE VI grants for the demolition, 
rehabilitation, and redevelopment of public housing sites. Originally HOPE VI operated 
as a demonstration program and was targeted towards the 40 most populous cities and 
the most troubled housing authorities in the nation, with authorization provided each 
year through appropriations. During this period, HUD stipulated that Housing 
Authorities could allocate up to 20 percent of the grant funds to supportive services.2  
 
As HOPE VI has evolved, it has increasingly come to focus on creating mixed income 
housing and using federal funds to leverage private investment into the redeveloped 
sites in order to improve overall neighborhood conditions (Buron et al. 2002). Through 
the 1990’s, HOPE VI became more and more associated with economic integration, 
inner-city revitalization, and “new urbanism” design principles (Urban Institute 2004). 
Additionally, along with an emphasis on leveraging outside resources there has been a 
decrease in the funding that can be used for community and supportive services from 
20 percent to 15 percent.  
 
Each new round of funding details new emphases in the directions of HOPE VI. Over 
the years, the Notices of Funding Availability (NOFAs) have established new and more 
stringent requirements for receiving grants. Some of these requirements include the 
submission of evidence of applicants’ capacity to carry out the redevelopment (1993 and 
expanded in 2002), descriptions of support from potential leveraging partners (1995 and 
expanded in 2000), evidence of community meetings as part of the application process 

                                                 
1 For the purposes of their report, the Commission defined “severe distress” as exhibiting one or more of 
the following conditions: Families living in distress, rates of serious crimes in the development or the 
surrounding neighborhood, barriers to managing the environment, or physical deterioration of buildings 
(NCSDPH 1992). In 1998, the Quality Housing and Work Responsibility Act established a more narrow 
and specific definition of “severe distress.”  The new criteria defined “severe distress” as (1) requiring 
major redesign, reconstruction, or redevelopment or partial or total demolition; (2) significantly 
contributing to the physical decline of and disinvestments by public and private entities; (3) occupied 
predominantly by families that are very low-income, whose members are unemployed and are reliant on 
various forms of public assistances,  (4) sites with high rates of vandalism and criminal activity; and (5) 
sites unable to be revitalized through assistance under other programs.   
2 The emphasis on social supportive services was due to the influence of the 1992 report by the Cleveland 
Foundation Commission on Poverty (Urban Institute 2004). 
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(1996 and then expanded in 1999), and explicit descriptions of resident involvement 
(1998).  Thus, housing authorities have a complex set of requirements for even applying 
for a HOPE VI grant. 
 
HOPE VI is one of a very few federal housing production programs in place today. It is 
an ambitious program with broad impacts on receiving communities. It has given 
public housing authorities great latitude in overcoming some of the problems 
associated with public housing, such as the concentration of poor and minority families, 
physical deterioration due to limited capital funds, and a disconnect between public 
housing communities and the greater urban communities. Today, the program’s goals 
are to:  
 
 Improve the living environment of public housing residents by the physical 

redevelopment and rehabilitation of existing distressed public housing;  
 

 Revitalize the sites on which public housing is located as well as the surrounding 
neighborhood;  

 

 Provide housing that avoids or decreases the concentration of very low-income 
families; and  

 

 Build sustainable communities (GAO 2003b).  
 

As of 2003, nationally 63,100 units of public housing had been demolished and another 
20,300 are slated for demolition. In total, HUD has awarded over $5.3 billion in HOPE 
VI revitalization and demolition grants to 165 developments in 98 cities through 2003 
(HUD 2003).3  KCHA received its $35 million revitalization HOPE VI grant in 
September of 2001 for the redevelopment of Park Lake Homes, a 569-unit development 
in White Center just south of Seattle, Washington (see Figure 1). 

                                                 
3 These figures include 35 planning grants awarded between 1993 and 1995, 217 revitalization grants 
awarded between 1993 and 2003, and 287 demolition grants awarded between 1996 and 2003. 
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Figure 1:  Context Map of Park Lake Homes 

 

 
 

What We Know About the Impacts of HOPE VI  
Knowledge of the impacts of HOPE VI is fragmented and much of what we know 
comes from local evaluations because limited resources have restricted national studies 
to only a handful of sites.  What we know about the impacts of HOPE VI focuses on the 
public housing sites themselves, neighborhood conditions, the relocation of original 
residents, and resident use of supportive services.  As the focus of this evaluation is on 
the resident experience of HOPE VI redevelopment and relocation, we will now 
summarize the critical relocation issues facing residents of HOPE VI sites, and 
summarize what has happened elsewhere with regard to relocation to provide the 
context for what is occurring at Park Lake Homes.4

                                                 
4 For a summary of current knowledge on neighborhood impacts and changing site impacts after 
redevelopment, see Popkin, Katz, and others 2004. 
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National HOPE VI Context 
As most of the HOPE VI projects include demolition, and the opportunity for residents 
to transfer to another unit on site during the redevelopment is not required, residents 
usually have to relocate to alternative housing during the demolition phase. In fact, the 
dispersal of former residents of the site is often a central strategy to decrease 
concentration of low-income families and to increase the quality of the neighborhood 
for former tenants of the HOPE VI site who remain or return. As a strategy to decrease 
the concentration of low-income families, only a portion of the newly built housing is 
reserved for those qualifying for public housing and many of the original tenants of 
HOPE VI sites must move permanently from the development (National Housing Law 
Project 2002).   
 
A number of studies across the country have assessed the relocation outcomes of HOPE 
VI residents. Outcomes, of course, are based on both the relocation options that are 
given to residents and on residents’ decision about the form of housing subsidy they 
prefer—either to move to another public housing unit, use a Section 8 housing voucher 
to move to the private market, purchase a home, or, in some cases, stay on site during 
the program.   
 
Nationally, among residents of HOPE VI sites from 1993-1998, almost half (49%) of 
HOPE VI relocatees moved to other public housing. Another 31% moved using Section 
8 vouchers, and about 20% moved via some other means (Kingsley et al 2003).  There is 
evidence that household composition matters in relocation outcomes. Older residents 
and those with fewer children were more likely to stay in public housing, while 
younger families and those with more children were more likely to relocate using 
housing vouchers (Buron et al 2002). Similarly, those who were either living in the 
development longer, receiving disability benefits, or were older were more likely to say 
they wanted to return to the development after it had been revitalized (Popkin et al 
2002). Education level may also play a role in relocation outcomes. In Philadelphia, 
those with a high school diploma or GED were seven times more likely to choose to 
relocate using a Section 8 voucher, over relocating into other public housing (Clampet-
Lundquist 2004). Finally, at three HOPE VI sites that were either complete or near 
completion in 2002, more than 40 percent of the original residents had returned to a unit 
in the revitalized development. A tight housing market in the areas around these sites, 
and a redevelopment plan that gave residents the option to stay on site during the 
redevelopment likely contributed to this comparatively high return rate (Buron et al 
2002).   
 
Why do residents make the relocation choices the do? Those who prefer to stay in 
public housing do so because they are skeptical of the long-term security of Section 8 
and are doubtful that private landlords will make necessary repairs in a timely fashion 
(Popkin et al. 2002, Clampet-Lundquist 2004). Those who elect to relocate using a 
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voucher often site the potential to improve their housing (such as moving from a high 
rise to a row house) and the desire not to live in another “project.” Additionally, early 
reports on residents’ efforts to secure new housing with housing vouchers in other 
HOPE VI sites have noted discrimination against housing vouchers holders on the part 
of potential landlords (Varady and Walker 2000).  
 
In addition to the choice of subsidy, displaced residents must also decide where they 
want to move. One of the major policy thrusts of HOPE VI is to create opportunity for 
public housing residents to exercise greater choice in their residential location. Much of 
the deconcentration strategy presupposes that if given greater choice, residents will 
shop around and choose a location that is better than their previous one. As a result, 
there is a great deal of research, and a number of on-going projects, directed at the 
quality of the new housing and its distance from the public housing site from which 
they moved.  
 
Nationally, from 1993 to 1998, 19,413 residents were displaced by HOPE VI 
redevelopments (Kingsley et al 2003).  However, moving does not necessarily mean that 
residents’ neighborhood or living conditions will improve or that they go far.  Of the 
4,800 who received vouchers nationally, the vast majority (4,288) chose to stay in the 
same metropolitan area.  Half who moved locally using housing vouchers stayed fairly 
close to their sites, within 3 miles, although the distance moved did vary widely—the 
shortest move was 0.3 miles and the furthest was 37.  Moreover, those who stayed 
closer to the site did not experience a great reduction in poverty rate in their 
neighborhood, as many immediate neighborhoods were also low income.  Most, 
however, moved to neighborhoods that were substantially less poor—only 16% of 
households moved to neighborhoods with more than a 40% rate of poverty, a marked 
reduction from the 80% living in such neighborhoods prior to relocation.  Another 
recent study of the use of vouchers for relocation local moves also indicated 
improvements in neighborhood quality (Varady and Walker 2000).  
 
In terms of minority concentration, the HOPE VI program does not necessarily lead 
residents who take vouchers to more racially integrated neighborhoods. Most African-
Americans using vouchers to relocate have moved to neighborhoods with low-income 
families of their own race.  At the same time, minorities who moved to moderate- and 
middle-income areas moved to more integrated neighborhoods.  Furthermore, those 
who moved through HOPE VI moved in patterns that are similar to other users of 
Section 8, and they still experience overall a moderate level of segregation from those 
who do not use Section 8 (Kingsley et al 2003).   
 
Many residents of HOPE VI sites also simply move to other public housing. In 2003, the 
GAO submitted a report to Congress that assessed the types of housing into which the 
original residents of HOPE VI sites were relocated. The report concluded that as of June 
30, 2003 half of the original residents (50%) were relocated to other public housing, 

 Park Lake Homes Baseline and Interim HOPE VI Evaluation 6



while one third (31%) were relocated using vouchers (GAO 2003). The observation that 
a good portion of residents displaced by HOPE VI projects have ended up in other, 
unimproved public housing has been a point of criticism of the program (National 
Housing Law Project 2002). Additionally, early reports of significant challenges to 
transition to private market housing using Section 8 vouchers on the part of former 
public housing residents have also been a concern (Popkin et al 2002). 
 
Another set of concerns about relocation is the loss of social ties and support systems, 
which could reduce residents’ ability to cope with these transitions (Popkin, Katz et al 
2004).  Informal networks of friends and family can help residents through times of 
hardship.  Reliance on such networks for information regarding formal supports, such 
as food banks, social service agencies, and clinics can be disrupted.  Some residents end 
up feeling lonely and isolated after relocation. At the same time, relocation can offer an 
opportunity for those who wanted to leave what may be a dysfunctional site prior to 
the HOPE VI program.  Other research has conjectured that in communities where 
residents are offered the choice to return to the redeveloped site, those who leave may 
be the least reliant on local services and thus relocation does not impact them as 
negatively as those who are more reliant on such services (Kleit, Carlson, and Kutzmark 
2003). 
 
Not only can involuntary relocation result in objective gains, but it can also result in 
negative outcomes on a number of measures (Goetz 2003).  Therefore, when studying 
the relocation outcomes of residents displaced from HOPE VI redevelopment efforts, it 
is important to consider residents’ experience of a move that is not self-initiated. While 
residents of public housing have mixed attachments and some ambivalence to residing 
in public housing (Vale 1997), they are unlikely to embrace a forced relocation. Studies 
on other involuntary relocations not related to HOPE VI have found that those residents 
are not eager to leave their current homes, either (Varady and Walker 2000).  Some 
studies found that confusion, suspicion, and mistrust of the housing authorities also 
pose a challenge for relocation efforts (Popkin et al 2002). 
 
While there is no overall consensus on the outcome of the HOPE VI program for 
original residents, initial studies of HOPE VI and other programs that have involved 
relocation suggest that residents are often more satisfied with their new homes than 
with their previous ones (Varady and Walker, 2000; Kleit, Carlson, and Kutzmark 2003). 
However, the validity of the concept of residential satisfaction, particularly among 
public housing residents, is debatable (Vale, 2002), and results on the question of 
whether or not relocation has been good for families have been mixed. Studies on other 
deconcentration programs such as Chicago’s Moving to Opportunity demonstration 
program have found that family well-being has increased for those moving into low-
poverty neighborhoods, though high- to low-poverty moves were accompanied by a 
greater degree of isolation (Rosenbaum and Harris 2001). Yet others have found that the 
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improvements are no better than the conditions reported by a control group of public 
housing and Section 8 residents (Goetz 2002).   

The Local Context for HOPE VI: White Center  
While much of the national research on HOPE VI has been concerned with the well-
being of relocated residents who moved from inner-city communities where poverty is 
concentrated, the local context for the Park Lake Homes HOPE VI project has to take 
into account its location in a suburban ring community, on the outskirts of Seattle.  This 
is a very different situation from many other HOPE VI sites. 
 
Park Lake Homes is located in White Center, in unincorporated King County, 
Washington.  White Center is on the southern edge of Seattle—its main street runs 
along the border.  The community is relatively small, with 20,975 residents in 1999.  It is 
also known locally as one of the most ethnically diverse areas in King County.  While 
55% of its population is white, nearly a quarter of residents are Asian or Pacific Islander.  
In comparison, in the rest of the county 76% of residents are white and only 11% are 
Asian.  Within White Center, another 6% of residents are black, 2% are American 
Indian, and 6% are multi-racial.  Overlapping those groupings are Hispanics at a rate of 
12%.    
 
Much of the diversity of White Center is due to the role of the area as a home to 
immigrants.  Over a quarter (27%) of the population in White Center are foreign born, 
with the largest portions being from Asia (63%) and the Americas (22%).  About 16% of 
immigrants arrived in the U.S. between 1990 and 2000. 
 
The White Center community’s diversity is also linguistic.  A third of residents speak a 
language other than English, compared to 17% of King County’s population as a whole.  
Nine percent of the population speaks Vietnamese, and another 9% speak Spanish.  
Some (11%) in White Center speak only limited English, and 14% of the population are 
linguistically isolated.   
 
With this diversity come ethnically-based community supports, local culturally based 
markets and services, and a school district that has just built a new facility next to Park 
Lake Homes.  As this report documents, the diversity of Park Lake Homes reflects the 
diversity of White Center as a whole, and residents receive many culturally based 
benefits from living in the community. 
 
While ethnic and linguistic diversity are a hallmark of White Center, poverty is not.  
Many HOPE VI sites nationally are located in concentrated poverty areas—areas where 
more than 40% of the population is under the federal poverty line (Buron et al 2002; 
Kingsley et al 2003).  However, the poverty rate in White Center is 15%.  So while Park 
Lake Homes is no exception to other HOPE VI sites in terms of poverty level at the site 
itself (poverty rates at Park Lake Homes were 50% or more in 1999, based on U.S. 
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Census block groups), there is a notable difference in the types of neighborhoods that 
directly surround the community.  With the poverty rate relatively low in White Center, 
even relocation to the immediate area will likely mean moving to a less impoverished 
place.  

The Park Lake Homes Community 
Park Lake Homes5 was originally built as a federally sponsored housing project in 1943 
for the purpose of housing defense industry workers.  Then named White Center 
Heights, the site included 600 units of duplex, garden-style units. The first tenants 
moved in during February 1943, and the construction was completed in June of that 
same year. In 1954, the King County Housing Authority converted White Center 
Heights into a low-income housing development.  Nearby, the KCHA had maintained 
the “temporary” Lakewood Project to help fill the need for low-income housing in the 
area, but the federal government had agreed to demolish the site after the war so as not 
to overly impact the area’s housing market with the building of inexpensive homes.  In 
1955, community leaders and the county commissioners applied to the federal 
government to buy the Lakewood site with the intention of turning it into a park. 
However, the housing authority started to develop plans to renovate Lakewood instead 
of tearing it down in order to maintain the housing for low-income people. A battle 
ensued that went on for years.  The housing authority compromised and tore down the 
original “temporary” housing and replaced it with new structures.  Then Lakewood 
and White Center Heights were combined and renamed Park Lake Homes in October 
1965. (For a full history of Park Lake Homes, please see Appendix A). 

                                                 
5 Park Lake Homes is currently comprised of two different housing sites, both built in 1943 as part of the 
federal government’s war-worker housing program. The redevelopment activities undertaken as part of 
the HOPE VI Redevelopment grant are restricted to the larger of the two sites, Site I, and the remainder of 
the report will refer only to this portion of Park Lake Homes. 
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Figure 2:  Park Lake Homes Site I, 1965 and 2000 
 

 
 

 
The top image is from 1965; the bottom image is dated 2000. 
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HOPE VI and the Redevelopment Plan at Park Lake Homes 
The King County Housing Authority (KCHA) received a HOPE VI revitalization grant 
for $35,000,000 in September 2001. The redevelopment plan uses a Village Green 
concept and includes a new community school, a Head Start/child-care facility, a public 
library, and an expanded community center. In addition to new buildings, the 
revitalized site will also include an extensive park and trail system throughout the site. 
 

Figure 3:  Proposed Greenbridge Site Plan 

 
Source: Master Plan developed by GGLO and provided by KCHA in 2003. 
 
Due to the site’s outdated infrastructure, the redevelopment plan calls for the 
demolition of all 569 units. Nine hundred to 1,100 units will be built on site to replace 
the demolished housing, thus increasing the housing density of the site.6  The 
composition of replacement housing is designed to provide for a mixed-income 
community. The redevelopment plan also calls for three categories of housing.7 This 
included 300 units of subsidized rental housing for households with incomes of 80% of 

                                                 
6 HOPE VI projects in the eastern US usually attempt to decrease density.  In the west, the opposite is 
often the case. 
7 The exact number of units in each of these three categories has not yet been finalized and will be 
adjusted by KCHA in response to market demand. The numbers presented here were taken from the 
Environmental Impact Statement that was submitted to King County’s Department of Development and 
Environmental Services. 
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area median income (AMI) or less.8 Additionally, the site will include 200 to 400 units of 
workforce rental housing that will be a mix of market-rate housing and rental housing 
for households that make 50 to 60% of the area median income (AMI). There will also be 
200 to 400 for-sale homes, 25% of which will be affordable to households that that earn 
between 60 to 80 percent of area median income (KCHA 2004). In sum, there will be 900 
to 1,100 housing units designed for a mixture of incomes including very low-income, 
working force, and market-rate housing. 
 
By reconfiguring the housing stock at Park Lake Homes, redevelopment will alter the 
social and economic diversity of the community. Prior to redevelopment, 100 percent of 
the families on site had very low incomes, defined as 30% of AMI or lower. After the 
redevelopment the proportion of families of very low income will drop to 33%.   

Relocation Plan 
Relocation of Park Lake Homes residents is occurring in three stages (See Figure 4).  The 
staged relocation is intended to allow residents to relocate according to the progression 
of demolition, so those who move away first are those households living in the portion 
of the site that will be redeveloped first.  The 298 households living in Stage 1 had to 
move by the end of 2004, with the bulk of Stage 1 residents relocating off-site or to other 
housing on site by the fall of 2004.  Those who relocated in Stage 1 were able to transfer 
on site if they wished or move off-site either permanently or temporarily.  The 37 
households living in Stage 2 will have to move by the middle of 2005, while the 232 
households living in Stage 3 will have to relocate by the fall of 2006.  If households want 
to move before their final deadline, they have been able to do so.  The first new units are 
scheduled to be ready for occupancy by the end of 2006. 

                                                 
8 Federal housing policy allows for households with incomes of up to 80% of the area median income 
(AMI) to apply for public housing.  However, in practice, the vast majority of public housing applicants 
either have incomes of less than 30% of the AMI, or between 31% and 50% of the AMI.  Of the current 
3,869 public housing applicants, 89% have incomes of less than 30% AMI, and 9% have incomes between 
31% and 50%.  These 300 units will serve returning residents, and households from the KCHA waiting list 
that have this same income profile. 
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Figure 4:  Three Stages of Relocation 

 
Source: King County Housing Authority, 2004. 
 
According to KCHA’s formal Relocation Plan approved by HUD in April 2004, KCHA 
has provided a number of relocation options to residents of Park Lake Homes.9  
Residents can choose to relocate to other public housing or use a Housing Choice 
Voucher10 to move into private market housing.  In addition, residents in Relocation 
Stage 1 may opt to transfer to another unit on site (to the area identified as Relocation 
Stage 3) if they wish to remain on site as long as possible.  This voluntary option is 
based on available vacant units in Stage 3.  Ultimately those households who transfer 
on site will eventually have to move off-site, even if temporarily, as the order of moves 
into the new development is determined by lottery, not location on site.11 Households 
in later relocation stages can opt for an early move option if they prefer to leave sooner 
than necessary. Those who choose to exercise this option will also receive full relocation 
assistance, described in more detail below. 

                                                 
9 HUD now requires that Public Housing Authorities applying for a HOPE VI grant provide a Relocation 
Plan before approval of the grant application. However, 2001 HOPE VI grantees, including KCHA, were 
required to submit a relocation plan after the grant award.  
10 In 1998, the Section 8 program was renamed the Housing Choice Voucher Program. 
11 KCHA does not anticipate that anyone will be able to remain on site and relocate permanently from a 
PLH unit to a new Greenbridge unit; they do anticipate that residents will be able to return, but it will be 
necessary for them to move off-site first.   
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KCHA’s Relocation Plan states that the Housing Authority will provide full permanent 
relocation benefits for displaced residents as available under the Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (URA) and section 104(d) 
of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, as amended (section 104(d)).  
The purpose of the URA is partly “to ensure that persons displaced as a direct result of 
Federal or federally-assisted projects are treated fairly, consistently and equitably so 
that such persons will not suffer disproportionate injuries as a result of projects 
designed for the benefit of the public as a whole.”  (CFR Subtitle A 10-1-04 Edition).  
 
Toward that end, the URA and its amendments stipulate the provision of relocation 
benefits for residents of HOPE VI sites. According to the legislation, “Tenants who must 
relocate as a result of acquisition of their housing are entitled to URA relocation benefits 
(such as moving expenses, replacement housing rental payments, and relocation 
assistance advisory services), regardless of the owner's voluntary participation.” 
 
In the case of Park Lake Homes, households were determined to be eligible for these 
relocation benefits if they had moved to the site before the General Information Notices 
about the HOPE VI program went out.  Based on these criteria, 514 of 566 households in 
Park Lake Homes were eligible for relocation benefits at the time that relocation began. 
These benefits include payment of moving and related expenses and the provision of 
replacement housing. More specifically, in compliance with the URA, the King County 
Housing Authority is providing the following relocation benefits:   
 
KCHA has outlined their provision for Comparable Replacement Housing. In 
particular, KCHA will not require any family or individual to move unless at least one 
comparable replacement unit (and up to three comparable replacement housing units 
where possible), as defined in 49 CFR 24.2(d), is made available at least 90 days before 
the required move.   
 
Those who relocate to other public housing or who opt for a housing voucher have 
three options for relocation benefits. They can move with direct assistance from KCHA, 
in which case KCHA will undertake the move itself, or if the household chooses to 
undertake the move themselves, KCHA will reimburse the resident for the cost of all 
reasonable moving and related expenses according to 49 CFR 24.301.  Finally, KCHA 
will pay the applicable and current fixed moving expense and dislocation allowance 
required under 49 CFR 24.302 directly to the resident.  This allowance schedule is based 
on the number of rooms of furniture to be moved (KCHA Relocation Plan, 2004).   

  
For those who choose to remain on site, KCHA has created a voluntary “on-site transfer 
option” available to families in Relocation Stage 1 who would like the opportunity to 
postpone permanent relocation until Stage 3 (2006).  This voluntary option is based on 
available vacant units in the area identified as relocation Stage 3. Residents who transfer 
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on site do so voluntarily with the full understanding that they will have to relocate 
permanently at a later date.  KCHA will provide transfer benefits, which include 
moving assistance, reimbursement for utility transfers, a $50 dislocation allowance and 
counseling to understand the voluntary transfer process.  Residents who voluntarily 
transfer on site are eligible for full relocation benefits when it is time for permanent 
relocation in 2006 (KCHA Relocation Plan, 2004). 
 
In addition to the required relocation benefits and services that are required of housing 
authorities with HOPE VI grants, KCHA reports that they have provided a number of 
additional benefits and services that were not required by HUD: 

 Translation of HOPE VI information into seven languages  
 Development of a HOPE VI handbook for residents  
 Variety of meetings about the HOPE VI program: community-wide 

meetings with simultaneous translations, as well as language-specific 
group meetings, and meetings by relocation stage  

 Food and beverages provided at every meeting 
 Interpreters hired from within the community to translate 
 KCHA Relocation Staff on board a year and a half prior to relocation 

commencement  
 Needs Assessment for better planning  
 Resident Advisory Group to develop the relocation plan  
 Bi-lingual staff who spoke 5 of the dominant languages  
 Case manager with senior/disabled experience  
 Website about HOPE VI 
 Flexible relocation options (early move, transfer on site) 
 Move back assistance for every family who returns  
 One year of time to move (compared with the required 90 days notice)  
 Negotiations with potential landlords to lower rent and security deposits 
 Payment of security deposits  
 The opportunity to return as long as residents are in good standing with 

KCHA 

Evaluation Purpose and Goals 
Given the significant impacts of HOPE VI and the large-scale relocation of entire 
communities that such redevelopment requires, it is critical to evaluate the program 
and its impact on residents. This includes not only documenting residents’ experiences 
living on-site, but also ascertaining their reactions to moving and their destination 
decision-making processes as they undergo relocation. This report presents the findings 
of an evaluation of the redevelopment of Park Lake Homes through HUD’s HOPE VI 
program. While the overall evaluation is designed to assess the long-term impacts of the 
program of Park Lake Homes on the original resident families, this report focuses on 
setting a baseline for the long-term, and presents an interim evaluation of the relocation 
process from the perspective of the residents.   
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While this report focuses on residents’ experience of relocation and redevelopment, a 
future evaluation of relocation outcomes and whether there has been improvement in 
neighborhood conditions for all original residents regardless of relocation outcome will 
indicate true success.  Additionally, HOPE VI is not simply about housing 
redevelopment, but also about improving the economic well-being of residents.  At this 
baseline stage we document the earnings and employment of original residents.  
Whether their situations have improved after redevelopment will be another measure 
of success that remains to be seen.  

Report Structure 
This introduction provided background on HOPE VI, Park Lake Homes, and the 
Greenbridge HOPE VI project.  The next section, “Evaluation Methodology,” explains 
the multi-method approach used to respond to the research questions.  This is followed 
by the Evaluation Findings, which are composed of two sections.  The first section 
focuses on describing the close-knit and ethnically diverse Park Lake Homes 
community prior to HOPE VI, as well as residents’ experiences of living in Park Lake 
Homes, their neighborhood relationships and social ties, perceptions of KCHA and 
management, and services wanted, needed and actually used.  The second findings 
section focuses explicitly on resident reaction to HOPE VI, their concerns about moving, 
and their preferences for where they might go when they relocate.  In the Conclusion, 
we summarize the lessons learned from this evaluation and discuss their implications 
for policy, as well as suggesting directions for future evaluation efforts. 
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II. Evaluation Methodology 
 
This evaluation sought to understand people’s perceptions and experiences of Park 
Lake Homes, their reactions to the HOPE VI program and their decision-making 
processes regarding relocation.  Given the complexity of the redevelopment itself, as 
well as the multi-faceted nature of residents’ experiences and decision-making 
processes, we used both quantitative and qualitative approaches to fully capture the 
critical issues facing the Park Lake Homes community during this time of transition.    

Mixed Methods 
A mixed-method approach that employs both quantitative and qualitative strategies 
allows for a balance between the ability to generalize through statistical analysis and a 
more in-depth understanding of the lived experience of the relocation process.  The 
synergy between the different data types allows the evaluation team to: 
 
 Compare and contrast the findings from the various data sources in order to 

inform our interpretation of the data; 

 Add qualitative nuance and detail to universe-level analysis of the quantitative 
data;  

 Add insight into the interactive effects of sociological phenomena such as 
income, service needs, and social ties, with emotional experience that gives rise 
to the meanings residents attach to their experiences; and 

 Identify unanticipated areas of concern or constraints to the successful 
redevelopment of a large-scale public housing site so that future evaluations can 
better address associated information needs. 

Combining quantitative and qualitative approaches allows for the use of 
complementary strategies that together provide a more complete picture of the 
phenomenon under study.  While the quantitative data collected via the Needs 
Assessment Survey and administrative records provide information on all of the 
households on site, the qualitative data collected via interviews and focus groups 
identifies patterns and themes of residents’ experiences and explains the ways people 
come to understand, account for, take action and otherwise manage their day-to-day 
situations (Miles and Huberman, 1994). A combined strategy can also initiate new lines 
of thinking as each approach informs the other.  
 
The data collection strategies employed in this evaluation include: (1) a detailed survey 
of residents’ relocation preferences, housing needs, their experience of living at Park 
Lake Homes, and their social and financial well-being; (2) focus groups directed at 
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resident’s experience with and expectations of the HOPE VI program and any possible 
cultural differences among residents; (3) in-depth, face-to-face interviews with a sample 
of residents to more deeply explore their experiences as residents, their reactions to the 
redevelopment and their relocation decision-making process; and (4) an analysis of 
current administrative data kept by KCHA. Each of the data collection processes is 
described more fully below.   

Data Collection Strategies  

Needs Assessment Survey 
The Park Lake Homes relocation plan called for KCHA to implement an intake survey 
as part of its case management of residents during the HOPE VI program to assess their 
relocation needs.  Information collected as part of this needs assessment allows us to 
create a baseline of information on who lived at Park Lake Homes Prior to HOPE VI 
and what their experiences of Park Lake Homes have been like, including their 
attachment to, and level of satisfaction with the community, and their opinions of crime 
and neighborhood problems. The survey also outlines residents’ experience of the 
redevelopment, and records their relocation preferences and some of their concerns.  
Finally, the survey examined the service needs of residents, and the social capital of 
residents (See Appendix B for a copy of the Needs Assessment Survey).  During the 
survey, residents were asked to sign a form giving or denying permission for University 
of Washington researchers to contact them for other parts of the evaluation research.  In 
sum, 370 said they would be willing to participate in other aspects of the research. 
 
The Needs Assessment Survey was conducted in person by KCHA staff with heads of 
households12 in the language of residents’ choosing; a total of 512 of a possible 566 
household heads completed the survey. The survey was conducted from June 2003 
through March 2004.13 As surveys were completed, KCHA staff entered all of the 
residents’ responses into a database that was then prepared for further analysis using 
both Excel and SPSS, a statistical software package. 

Focus Groups 
On February 21, 2004, the evaluation team conducted focus groups in each of the four 
predominant languages spoken at Park Lake Homes (English, Vietnamese, Cambodian, 
and Somali). For residents’ convenience, these focus groups were conducted at the Jim 
Wiley Community Center on site. We designed the focus groups to explore residents’ 
relocation decision-making process, their perspectives on the program before the 
relocation, their thoughts about their community, and their attachments to it as a place 
(See Appendix C for the Focus Group Protocol).  Focus groups are a form of group 

                                                 
12 The needs assessment survey had separate addenda with questions for household members other than 
the head of household, and for seniors.  Responses to these addenda were few, so we limited our analysis 
to the surveys of household heads only. 
13 All but 3 of the interviews were completed in December 2003. 
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interview exploring participants’ attitudes toward specific topics on which a trained 
facilitator guides the discussion. We chose to conduct focus groups in this context 
because we wanted the opportunity, unavailable in a closed-ended survey like the 
needs assessment, for unscripted discussion among residents. These carefully guided 
discussions yield more in-depth information and enable issues to emerge via 
spontaneous dialogue among participants.  By learning from residents in this relatively 
informal and less structured setting, we can explore issues in greater detail and gain a 
more nuanced understanding of their experiences.  The focus groups were organized by 
language groups to encourage communication between residents of the same national 
background and to allow for any culturally-based housing concerns and needs, 
priorities and lifestyles issues to emerge.  
 
To obtain focus group participants, the University of Washington team sent recruitment 
letters to 25 heads of household from each of the language groups identified above so 
that a total of 100 letters were sent. 14 The letters appeared in English on University of 
Washington letterhead, with a translation of the letter on the reverse for the 
Vietnamese, Cambodian, and Somali groups. Sampling was based on whether or not 
the resident lived in Stage 2 or 3, the country listed as his or her birthplace in his or her 
administrative files, and whether or not the head of household had signed the release 
form allowing the University of Washington access to their administrative records.  
 
After the recruitment letters were sent out to the sample, the focus group facilitators, 
who were also native speakers of the target languages, then followed up with phone 
calls to recruit residents to participate in the focus groups. The facilitators also called 
those who agreed to participate in the first phone call on the night before the focus 
group to remind them of the time and place. The English, Vietnamese and Cambodian 
focus groups were successful in having enough participants to hold a group 
conversation, while the Somali group lacked sufficient participation for discussion. The 
number of participants was as follows: English (7), Vietnamese (9), Cambodian (16), and 
Somali (2) for a total of 34 people.15 On the day of the focus groups, lunch and childcare 
were provided for all participants. At the end of the focus group, each resident received 
$15 for his or her participation. We audio-taped the focus groups, and the note taker for 
each focus group transcribed the discussion. For the non-English language focus 
groups, the note takers translated the discussions into English and then transcribed 
them.  The UW research team then coded and analyzed all four transcripts using 
Atlas.ti 5.0 qualitative analysis software program.  

                                                 
14 As part of the Needs Assessment Survey, each head of household was given a consent form that gave 
permission to King County Housing Authority to share the residents’ personal administrative data with 
University of Washington Faculty for research purposes. Approximately one sixth of the resident 
population declined. We limited our recruitment to those who did give permission to share their contact 
information. 
15 This represents a response rate of: English (28%), Vietnamese (36%), Cambodian (64%), and Somali 
(8%) of those who received recruitment letters. 
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In-Depth Individual Interviews 
The evaluation team also conducted 47 in-depth interviews with English-speaking 
residents of Park Lake Homes to learn more about their experience of living in Park 
Lake Homes, their social ties and place attachments, their reactions to the 
redevelopment, their housing needs and concerns, and their decision-making process 
regarding relocation (See Appendix D for the Interview Instrument).  These interviews 
were semi-structured and conducted in person by five University of Washington 
graduate students who were experienced at interviewing and given additional training.  
The interviews were designed to last between 1 and 1 ½ hours and in practice they 
ranged from 45 minutes to 4 hours, although they lasted on average about an hour and 
a half.16  All residents were interviewed in their homes. Each interviewee was given a 
consent form to sign, documenting permission to audiotape the interview so that an 
accurate transcript could be produced. All but one resident agreed to be audio-taped.  
In this case, the interviewer took extensive hand-written notes, which were later 
transcribed along with all the audio-tapes of the interviews. Each resident received $15 
cash for his or her participation. The interviews were conducted between February and 
July 2003. 
 
The goal was to interview 50 residents. To this end, the University of Washington sent 
recruitment letters to 97 residents requesting that they participate in an in-depth 
interview. Our sample included all residents who met the following criteria: (1) those 
who signed a release form giving permission for their administrative data to be released 
to UW; (2) those who were born in the USA or whose administrative records indicated 
that the English-speaking ability of the head of household was either “excellent” or 
“well” and (3) those who had not participated in the focus group. Seventy-two of these 
recruitment letters went to residents who lived in Stages 2 and 3, while 25 went to 
residents who lived in Stage 1, but who were not going to move until the end of the 
calendar year. We selected residents according to these criteria in order to minimize the 
impact of impending moves on the results of the interviews. In the end, 47 people 
participated in interviews, with 11 interviewees living in Stage 1 and 36 interviewees 
living in either Stage 2 or 3. There were no noticeable differences in responses among 
residents in various stages.  Out of our 47 interviews, 17 were conducted with residents 
born outside the U.S.    
 
Each interview was transcribed and then coded and analyzed by the research team 
using the Atlas.ti 5.0 qualitative analysis software program. The team employed a 
grounded theory approach for the analysis of data (Glaser and Strauss, 1967; Strauss 
and Corbin, 1990). Within this approach, researchers identify themes and patterns, and 
develop conceptual categories, or codes, for phenomena that emerge in the data 

                                                 
16 The interview instrument was piloted with a resident that met our sampling criteria. The interview 
proved serviceable and no extensive revisions to the instrument were called for. The resultant transcript 
from the pilot interview is included in our sample of 47.  
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through the analysis of a sample of the transcripts. Once the master code list is 
developed, it is then used to code all of the interview transcripts. This process is known 
as "open coding.” Here, conceptual labels are placed on responses that described 
discrete events, experiences and feelings reported in the interviews.  A classification 
system was then developed for these concepts based on a comparison of all concepts 
represented in the data.  Using this system, responses were analyzed across all 
participants.  After content-analyzing all interviews, we examined them for common 
meta-themes across all interviews.  Through this process, the thoughts, suggestions, 
comments, concerns, and values expressed by each of the interviewees were compared. 
During this phase, the final "axial coding" was conducted.  Here, "the data are put back 
together again in new ways creating new connections between the various categories, 
resulting in new conceptualization of the data" (Strauss and Corbin, 1990, p. 97).    

Administrative Data 
One of the national HOPE VI goals, and one of KCHA’s goals for the redevelopment of 
Park Lake Homes, is to improve the economic self-sufficiency of public housing 
residents. In order to assess the impact of HOPE VI on the household economics of 
tenants, this report establishes a baseline on resident income by source for each of the 
pre-HOPE VI households. For this purpose, KCHA made some income and household 
data on Park Lake Homes residents available to the University of Washington for 
analysis. The data file is annually maintained by KCHA staff for resident recertification 
and for the purposes of calculating rent. This included information on the structure of 
each household (e.g. number of people, whether the head of household is disabled or 
elderly) and the amount and source of all income for 2001, 2002, and 2003.  The 
evaluation team used this information to look at changes in residents’ income over time 
and appended these data to the needs assessment data. 
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III. Findings Part 1:  Life at Park Lake Homes Before HOPE VI 
Who Lived at Park Lake Homes?   
In order to assess impacts of the HOPE VI program on the Park Lake Homes 
community it is important to understand the unique population that comprised Park 
Lake Homes prior to redevelopment.  We describe the population in two ways.  First, 
we use the needs assessment data to describe key demographics, including the race, 
ethnicity and language ability of heads of household, family size and composition, and 
family incomes. Second, we describe the demographics, housing histories and the 
residential experiences of a sub-sample of 47 residents with whom we conducted in-
depth in-person interviews as a way to provide richer information about the 
background of Park Lake Homes’ residents. 

Population Demographics and Background 

Ethnicity, Race, and Language  
Prior to HOPE VI, Park Lake Homes was a very ethnically and racially diverse 
community.  Heads of household came from all over the world and represent myriad 
ethnicities.  The predominant ethnicity of Park Lake Homes residents was Vietnamese 
(33%), with Somali (13%) and Cambodian (13%) the next most frequent (Chart 1). 

Chart 1:  Ethnicity of Household Heads (n=499) 
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Ethnicity at Park Lake Homes in respondent designated categories. 

This diversity reflects the role of Park Lake Homes as a haven to new immigrants; the 
majority of household heads were born outside of the U.S., and 34% of the heads of 
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household were not U.S. citizens. Only about a quarter (23%) of household heads were 
born in the U.S.  The largest population on site comes from Southeast Asia (45%), 
including Vietnam (33%) and Cambodia (12%) (Chart 2).  A few come from East Africa, 
including Somalia and Ethiopia (17%), the Middle East (6%), and East Europe/Former 
Soviet Union (5%).  

Chart 2:  Birthplace of Heads of Household (n=578) 
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In spite of the immigrant status of the majority of residents, most household heads 
speak English (71%) and most can read English (67%).  However, more than 24 
languages other than English were spoken on site (Chart 3).  After English, the most 
frequently spoken languages were Vietnamese (36%), Somali (14%), and Cambodian 
(13%).  The remaining quarter (26%) of household heads spoke one of 21 other 
languages (Arabic, Russian, Swahili, Ukrainian, Farsi, Spanish, Samoan, Amharic, 
Slavic Languages, Chinese, Polish, French, Italian, Khmer, Kurdish, Swahili, Albanian, 
German, Punjabi, Tagalog, Thai, Tongan) revealing the enormous cultural diversity on 
site.  Only about 3% were not literate at all in any language. 
 
Although 71% of household heads speak English, that ability may be limited.  Among 
household heads, 47% say that their English ability is either poor or nonexistent.  When 
considering all household members, as many as 69% of households (351 of 504) include 
members who say that their English ability is either poor or nonexistent.   
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Chart 3:  Languages Spoken by Household Heads (n=504) 
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Furthermore, many of the heads of household who speak, read and/or write in a non-
English language said they have difficulty with English (Chart 4). All the Cambodian-
speaking, 94% of Somali-speaking, 94% of those who speak other languages, and 87% of 
Vietnamese-speaking household heads say they have trouble with English – 29% felt 
they spoke it poorly, and 46% said they read it poorly or not at all.  Only about a quarter 
all household heads (26%) say their ability to read English is excellent.  This lack of 
English literacy can make job progression very difficult.   

Chart 4:  English Language Ability Poor or Nonexistent Among Household Heads 
by Language Spoken  (% with problem) 
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Speakers of languages other than English were more likely to report their English language ability was poor or nonexistent. 
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As many as 39% of household heads went beyond saying they had trouble with English 
and said that language was a barrier in their lives.  The extent to which residents 
perceive language as a barrier can be understood both as a product of the various 
languages that they can speak as well as their place of origin.  Many household heads 
spoke English as a second or third language, and even among those who said they 
spoke English, 20% said language posed a problem in their lives.  Among native 
Vietnamese speakers, 11% said language was a barrier for them, while only 4% of 
Cambodian speakers, 3% of Somali speakers, and 1% of Russian speakers and speakers 
of other languages said language was a barrier (Chart 5).  

Chart 5:  Language is a Barrier by Language Spoken 
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Even those who spoke English viewed language as a barrier. 

In addition, the extent to which residents feel they face barriers depends on their 
birthplace (χ2=85.06, 6 df, p=0.00) (Chart 6).  Those not born in the U.S. more frequently 
saw language as a barrier, and more specifically, those from Southeast Asia most 
frequently saw language as a barrier—60% of Cambodian born and 55% of Vietnamese 
born said this.  Less than half of those born in East Europe, East Africa, and the Middle 
East thought language was a barrier.   
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Chart 6:  Language is a Barrier by Place of Birth 
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The perception of a language barrier is dependent upon place of birth. (χ2=85.06, 6 df, p=0.00).  East Europe includes residents from 
the former Soviet Republics.   

Residents also described the extent to which they perceived general cultural barriers in 
their lives (Chart 7). Perception of cultural barriers was dependent upon residents’ 
birthplace (χ2=85.90, 6 df, p=0.00) as is their perception of language barriers described 
above.  Those from the Middle East most frequently thought they experienced cultural 
barriers (60%), while close to half of those born in Cambodia (49%) and Vietnam (48%) 
also perceived cultural barriers.  Over a third of those born in East Africa (38%) and 
from other places (38%) also felt they experienced cultural barriers.  This reinforces the 
need to be particularly sensitive to the cultural differences among residents in the 
provision of services, particularly for those who are born outside the U.S.  

Chart 7:  Perceptions of Cultural Barriers by Place of Birth 

2%

16%

38%

39%

48%

49%

60%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

USA (n=121)

East Europe (n=25)

East Africa (n=84)

Other (n=23)

Vietnam (n=170)

Cambodia (n=63)

Middle East (n=25)

 
The perception of cultural barriers is dependent upon place of birth (χ2=85.90, 6 df, p=0.00). Education 
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Many residents of Park Lake Homes have limited formal education.  Half of all 
residents on site do not have a high school degree, while about a quarter have a high 
school degree or the equivalent (28%) (Chart 8). Just over a quarter (27%) have a 
vocational certificate, 17% have attended some sort of college education, and only about 
5% have completed a bachelor’s degree or more.  This means that as many as 78% of 
household heads received no more than a high school diploma and half (50%) did not 
complete high school.  
 

Chart 8:  Education Among Household Heads (n=507)
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English Language Ability and Education 
English language ability is very closely tied to educational attainment.  Indeed, among 
Park Lake Homes residents, education and English language ability have a dependent 
relationship. That is, the greater the English language ability, the further along residents 
went in their formal education.  Those who speak English poorly are most likely to have 
less than a high school education, while those with excellent English ability are more 
likely to have completed high school or have some sort of experience with college 
(Chart 9). 
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Chart 9:  Education by English Language Ability 
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Education and English language ability have a dependent relationship (χ2=86.06, df=6, p=0.00). 

Given that many heads of household are foreign-born, it is not surprising that two-
thirds of household heads completed their educations outside of the U.S.  This fact 
influences the level of education attained by household heads. Those who finished their 
education outside the U.S are less likely to have completed high school.  Over half (55%) 
of those who finished their education outside the U.S. had not finished high school, 
compared to only a quarter of those who completed their educations in the U.S.  These 
findings are related partly to variations in educational systems across nations, as well as 
cultural differences in expectations of formal education and the socio-political 
circumstances of some residents’ home countries, particularly for those who are 
refugees. 
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Chart 10:  Education Level by Place of Education 
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Education and place of education have a dependent relationship (χ2=65.12, df=3, p=0.00). 

Time in KCHA Housing  
The average household has been in KCHA housing for about 5 years.  Half of the 
families in Park Lake Homes (51%) have lived in KCHA housing less than 4 years, and 
about a third (33%) have lived in some sort of KCHA housing less than 2 years.  While a 
few families (4%) have lived in KCHA housing for more than 20 years, about three 
quarters of households (71%) have lived in KCHA housing for less than 7 years.  Some 
moved into Park Lake Homes just around the time that the HOPE VI grant was 
announced but several household heads had lived there for more than 35 years.  
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Family Composition and Size   
According to the Needs Assessment Survey, the typical Park Lake Homes family had 3 
people in it.  Some households were as small as one person (13%) and a few as large as 8 
or 9 (.4%)  (n=536).  Over half were family households – i.e. households with at least one 
child and an adult.  Administrative records show that household heads ranged in age 
from 19 years to 94, with the average being about 49.  Records also show that 60% of all 
household heads were women and 40% were men. Over a third of household heads 
(36%) were seniors (over 55) or disabled (Chart 11).   

Chart 11:  Household Composition of Original Residents (n=517) 
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Source:  KCHA Administrative Records. 

Employment      
About a third (36%) of heads of household at Park Lake Homes were employed in 2001.  
Nearly half (47%) of those younger than 55 were employed, while only 15% of those 55 
and older were employed—seniors do not work as much.  Among those household 
heads who were working, 41% work full time, and the remaining 59% work part-time. 
When asked about their interest in employment assistance services, 26% of household 
heads said they were interested in services that could help them get a job, keep a job, or 
get a better job.  Among those of employment age (less than 55 years old) 36% said they 
would be interested in such services.  Thirty percent of households on site were 
recipients of TANF.  Only 2% owned their own small business.   
 
In terms of all adult residents in Park Lake Homes, 41% of households had someone 
who received income from employment or a business.  Many households have seniors 
in them so they either received Social Security (36%) or income from retirement (13%).  
Another third of households (32%) had income from TANF. 
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Income and Income Change  
Needs Assessment Survey data indicate that, in 2003, the average household income in 
Park Lake Homes was $12,000 a year, with little difference between households headed 
by seniors and those not.  Annual household income ranged from 0 (less than 1% of 
households) to a maximum income of $44,000.  Half the households had incomes of less 
than $10,000 annually.   
 
According to administrative records, 521 households were in Park Lake Homes prior to 
September 2001.  By the end of 2003, 486 of them remained, so we can estimate changes 
in household income for these particular households over that time and the data 
presented here are based on those 486 households.  In 2001, the average income was 
$11,252 while the average income in 2003 (in 2001 dollars) was $12,247, showing an 
average increase of $995 in household income or a 9% increase over the two years.   
 
Nearly half of resident income overall comes from employment, and that has remained 
fairly stable over time, with a small increase of 2% in employment income from 2001 to 
2003 (Chart 12 and Chart 13).  During that same time TANF dependence has fallen by 
about 4 percentage points, from about 17% to 13%. 
  

Chart 12:  Sources of Income in 2001 (n=521) 
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Chart 13:  Sources of Income in 2003 (n=486) 
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In 2001, 232 households (44%) had income from employment.  Of those, 184 households 
(79%) maintained employment through 2003.  At the same time, 48 other households 
began to work during that time, while another 48 households stopped working.  For 
those who remained employed, their families’ employment income rose from $13,492 in 
2001 to $17,253 in 2003 (in 2001 dollars), a 28% increase.  Finally, for the 60% of 
households with employment income, that income constituted the entire household 
income. For another 25%, employment income represented more than half their 
incomes.    

Occupations Most Frequently in the Service Industry  
Most residents’ occupations were in the service industry.  The most frequently cited 
jobs among all residents who specified type of employment were cleaners or janitors 
(26/308), food service (24/308), caregivers (19/308), cashiers (12/308), sewing (11/308), 
and retail (11/308).  Jobs were quite diverse, however, and ranged from truck, cab or 
shuttle drivers to teacher’s assistants to childcare providers. 

Interview Sample Demographics & Background  
To gain a more in-depth insight into the backgrounds of residents and how they 
experience the redevelopment, we interviewed relocation decision-makers of 47 
English-speaking households. The majority of interviewees (33 of 47) lived in Stage III, 
and therefore they were not expected to have to move until 2006. Additionally, we 
interviewed 2 people in Stage II and 12 in Stage I who had to move within the year. 
 
In this section, we describe the backgrounds of the people with whom we spoke, 
including their demographic data, their family histories, and their housing histories. 
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The majority of residents we interviewed were the head of household, but in some 
instances a spouse or adult child joined the interview. Our sample was as diverse as the 
population of Park Lake Homes, and included 17 immigrant-headed households. Half 
of the immigrants were from Vietnam while the remainder were from Africa, East 
Europe, the Pacific Islands, and South America. The ages of interviewees ranged from 
21 to 75, with a mean of 48 years, similar to the average age of household heads in the 
larger population.  The ethnic diversity of the interview sample as well as their 
educational and work experience are also fairly representative of the entire population. 

Income 
The interviewees were similar to the larger population of all residents who lived at Park 
Lake Homes prior to HOPE VI in that the majority (57%) were not working for pay.  
Some interviewees volunteered that they were currently looking for a job, while others 
who had jobs wished to be working more. A couple of interviewees talked about 
hindrances to getting a job such as depression and an inability to keep a job: “Every job 
I got, I always get fired.” 
 
In addition to working, 11% (5 people) of the interviewees said that they were currently 
attending classes. Generally, these interviewees were attending basic skills classes such 
as English classes, GED prep and computer skills. One person said that she was 
attending beauty school.  
 
Nearly all interviewees had incomes within the range of $2,412 and $21,600 annually, 
while half had a household income of less than $12,000 annually.  Again, these ranges 
are similar to those of the Park Lake Homes population as a whole, where the average 
household had an income of about $12,000.  

Family History 
In the in-depth interviews, we asked residents about their family history.  Family 
history, such as family educational attainment, and work history, as these can influence 
the life course of individuals.   
 
It was slightly more common for interviewees to grow up in a two-parent household 
than not.  Just over half (54%) said their parents lived together when they were growing 
up.  Immigrants were much more likely to grow up in two-parent households—all 
those born outside the U.S. lived with both their parents when they were children, 
while only a third of U.S. born interviewees did so. 
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Table 1:  Educational Attainment and Work Rates of Interviewees’ Parents  
Educational Attainment of Parents of US Born Interviewees* 

 Mother  
(n= 22) 

Father 
(n= 18) 

8th Grade or Less 14 % 28 % 
Some High School 18 % 11 % 

High School or 
Equivalent 

32 % 50 % 

Some College 23 % 6 % 
College Degree 14 % 6 % 

Work History of Parents of All Interviewees 
 Mother 

(n = 34) 
Father 

(n = 39) 
Worked Regularly 67 % 74 % 

Worked Intermittently 12 % 13 % 
Did Not Work 21 % 10 %** 

Unknown to Interviewee 0 3 % 
* - Data on the educational attainment of interviewees’ parents is reported only for US born residents because the organization of 
educational levels in countries outside the US is not always comparable to those of the US education system. 

** All fathers who did not work were disabled 

Unlike immigrants, the fathers of US-born interviewees were more likely to have a high 
school diploma and their mothers were more likely to have some post-secondary 
education.  For those who reported their mother’s education, two-thirds had mothers 
with at least a high school degree, and 37% had mothers who had at least some college 
experience.  This is very different from what foreign-born interviewees told us about 
their mother’s education. In fact, they said their mothers had no formal education. One 
immigrant interviewee explained that in her native country it was not customary for 
women to have formal schooling.  
 
Fathers were somewhat less educated than mothers. Among the US-born interviewees, 
only 18 people told us about their father’s level of education—more than a quarter of 
the US-born group said that they did not know their father’s educational level. For 
those who did know, the majority said their fathers had a high school education or 
greater (50% high school or equivalent, 6% had some college, and 6% had a college 
degree).  More than a quarter (28%) had fathers with less than an 8th grade education 
and 11% had some high school.  
 
Most parents of interviewees worked while they were growing up: 79% said that their 
mothers worked when they were children, while 87% said their fathers worked. Of 
those who said their mothers worked, 15% specified that they worked only 
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sporadically. All of those who told us that their fathers did not work explained that 
their fathers were disabled due to illness or injury and that their fathers had worked 
before becoming disabled.  
 
The majority of those who discussed their parent’s work history (56%) said both parents 
worked when they were young.  The rest (46%) had one working parent, and a third of 
those explained that one of his or her parents could not work due to death or disability. 

Housing History of Interviewees 
Our discussions with interviewees about their housing histories reflect the experience of 
many Park Lake Homes residents.  These housing histories, and the degree of 
residential mobility they reflect, suggest that the relocation and displacement of people 
with such unstable housing histories must be undertaken with care so as not to set in 
motion another period of instability. 
 
To get a sense of their level of residential mobility, we asked interviewees about their 
shortest and longest period of residency in any one place. Prior to living at Park Lake 
Homes, many were highly mobile. The shortest times reported by interviewees (n=31) 
ranged from 30 days to 8 years, with 84% reporting living somewhere less than two 
years. Of those, 45% said their shortest term of residency anywhere was less than two 
years and 39% —over a third —said their shortest time of residency was less than a 
year.  The sheer number of places in which they have lived also reflects considerable 
mobility, with some having moved dozens of times. 
 
American-born residents were the most mobile. Almost half (47%) of US-born residents 
who reported their shortest length of residency had lived somewhere for less than a 
year.  One woman described a period of time during her youth when her family moved 
about once a year: 

We didn’t move lightly, we moved…from here to Tacoma, back to here. And it 
was a different college, it was a different school. Being able to build social 
structure with people and have relationships with people was impossible. 
Because the minute you make friends, you have to move again. So every year we 
were moving.   

In contrast, foreign-born residents were the least mobile, either not moving much  - or at 
all - prior to coming to the U.S.  This is supported by the fact that interviewees who 
were immigrants mentioned a residence in their home country when identifying where 
they lived the longest.  One Vietnamese resident explained that remaining in one family 
home was typical “in the Vietnamese culture…I always live [in] one house.”  Once they 
arrived in the U.S., foreign-born residents experienced some mobility, but when we 
examine their residential history from the time they arrived in the U.S., we can see that 
a full 82% of foreign-born interviewees lived at least half of their time in the U.S. in Park 
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Lake Homes, and within that group, 41% spent all or almost all of their time in the U.S. 
living in Park Lake Homes. 
 
The longest time an interviewee lived in any one home or unit anywhere ranged from 1 
year to 25 years. 17  What is most noteworthy is that a full 62% of interviewees (21 of 34) 
said that the longest time they have lived anywhere was in public housing. All but two 
of these specified that they have lived the longest in Park Lake Homes.  This suggests 
that for many, public housing, and Park Lake Homes in particular, provided the 
residential stability that has previously eluded them. As one resident commented, “This 
has been the longest I’ve stayed in one place.” 
 
Among focus group participants, the length of residency in Park Lake Homes varied 
considerably, ranging from 2 to 38 years.  Participants of the English Language focus 
group had lived at Park Lake Homes an average of 17 years (n=7), Cambodian focus 
group participants lived there an average of 16 years (n=10), and Vietnamese focus 
group participants lived there for an average of 10 years (n=9).     
 
Some residents said that the longest they lived in any one place was in their childhood, 
suggesting that once they lived on their own as adults, their lives became less stable. 
However, the pattern that emerges when looking at length of residency in Park Lake 
Homes indicates greater stability for many after moving to Park Lake Homes.  Indeed, 
when looking at length of residency in Park Lake Homes across all 47 interviewees, we 
see much greater stability than before residents moved there.  Interviewees have lived 
at Park Lake Homes an average of 11.3 years, with a range from 2 – 37 years.  (This 
broad range is desirable for capturing a diversity of experience living in Park Lake 
Homes.)  However, it is noteworthy that almost half of interviewees (47%) had lived in 
Park Lake Homes for more than 10 years.    

Table 2:  Length of Residency in Park Lake Homes (n=46) 
 
   2-10 yrs  24 (52%) 
  11-20 yrs  18 (39%) 
  21-30 yrs      3   (6%) 
  31+ yrs      1   (2%) 

 
Periods of homelessness among interviewees further stress the lack of housing stability 
for this group of residents prior to living in public housing or Park Lake Homes. As 
many as 15% of interviewees had some experience with homelessness, including living 
in emergency shelters such as those for victims of domestic violence.  For example, one 
woman had been in such a shelter for six months and was moved to what she called a 
“hidden” shelter that was more secure.  From there she moved into Park Lake Homes.  
 

                                                 
17 n=34, a 72% response rate. 
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Others who lost their own housing prior to moving to Park Lake Homes had first tried 
to double-up with family or friends (30%).  In many cases, this situation was untenable 
and they had to look elsewhere.  As one resident explained: 

[The] family was too big and then the house had just two bedrooms.  Too many 
people.  Ten people in there.  Yes, that’s why she applied to public housing. 

Some were living in other public housing (19%) prior to their arrival at Park Lake 
Homes.  Thus, over their lives, these residents have had a continuing need for 
affordable housing, and this need was, in many cases, particularly urgent. 

Why Residents Applied for Public Housing 
All interviewees mentioned affordability as a critical reason for applying to public 
housing in the first place. As one resident put it, “it’s the only place I can really afford to 
live.”  This was echoed by many other respondents. As another explained:  

I didn’t want to spend 100% of my income on rent.  And, you know, it was 
always hard when you don’t make a lot of money. 

For most, it was one of the only options they had: 

Income was the only thing on my mind...because my welfare check went all to 
rent. We had not a penny left over, and so it was a tremendous struggle. 

One woman was living out on her own at a young age. She realized that she couldn’t 
afford to pay rent on the apartment where she lived and still have money to pay for 
groceries and bills. She decided to apply to live at Park Lake Homes and got put on the 
wait list. She remembered clearly when she got the call that a unit was available for her:  

I was 21, when my phone rang in October of 1990. I didn’t have any plan. Just the 
idea, it was really motivating to think that I’d actually have money left over. That 
I could buy clothing and basic needs that weren’t being met. I guess it really just 
boils down to the finances. 

This need for affordable housing arose for several different reasons. As we have seen 
from their housing histories, many were homeless or doubled-up and applied as an 
alternative to those circumstances. Some applied because of job instability or 
unemployment (21%). These were usually instances where the head of the household 
got laid off, got injured on the job and went on disability, or in one case they went on 
strike. Naturally, this had a devastating impact on families who were already struggling 
with finances:  

We were starting a family… And my husband lost his job and was in the process 
of looking for another one. And, fortunately, he did [find a job]. But by that time, 
we were still pretty, you know, low income. And, and then I had heard about the 
low income [public] housing, and we decided to go ahead and apply.  
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Other interviewees applied because of a change in their household composition (31%), 
which affected both their financial and space needs.  For example, some residents had 
more children or their families outgrew their living space because of the arrival of other 
family members.  As a consequence, these families could not remain where they were 
and have enough room to accommodate everyone, nor could they afford to move to a 
larger place.  One resident had recently gotten custody of his two children and they 
couldn’t fit in the one-bedroom apartment he had prior to gaining custody. Another 
resident was living in a one-room studio apartment with her son.  Conversely, some 
interviewees came to Park Lake Homes because they had gotten divorced and became 
single mothers. This altered their household income considerably and precipitated the 
need for affordable housing. 
 
There were a number of refugees who moved into Park Lake Homes after coming from 
war-torn countries with little or no English language skills or resources.  One family 
was living in a house that was condemned, they had little notice that they had to vacate 
and they had nowhere else to go.  Cambodian and Vietnamese focus group discussions 
illustrated a need for public housing because a lack of education and income.  As one 
member of the Vietnamese focus group noted: 

We can be considered lucky people living in the U.S.  If one says that public 
housing includes only old people, that’s not right - or just unemployed people, 
that’s not right either.  There are many kinds of people living here but for us, this 
generation---the newly arrived Vietnamese are the new minority immigrants.  
For education and other things, compared to major immigrants before us, we are 
far behind.  That’s why our life is not stable and so we choose public housing to 
live in. 

Many of those we interviewed had compound problems that led them to Park Lake 
Homes.  For example, one resident had a heart attack, became disabled and lost his job. 
At the same time, he and his spouse separated and he had nowhere to go. He doubled 
up with his brother for a while but it was too crowded and he had to leave. He was 
living in his car for a while when his doctor insisted he contact KCHA for assistance. He 
lived in other KCHA housing before being transferred to Park Lake Homes:  

I had an early heart attack [that] disabled me for a while and lost my job. [I] was 
homeless for a moment and the doctor didn’t think that was best for me at the 
time.  Said I really needed to get in somewhere and take care of myself or I was 
gonna be dead in the next three months.  So it was just lucky that I got into the 
high-rise in Burien.  Stayed there for about three years.  And then got transferred 
over here because my son was gonna live with me for a while.   

These types of multiple issues, ranging from changing family composition to 
homelessness to children’s’ illnesses leading residents to enter public housing, are not 
unique to Park Lake Homes, as research looking at other residents’ reasons for entering 
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public housing locally (Kleit 2004) and in other locations (Kleit and Rohe 2005) 
indicates. 

Prior Knowledge of Park Lake Homes  
Most interviewees (75%) had some prior knowledge or exposure to Park Lake Homes 
before living there. Over a third (38%) of household heads surveyed in the Needs 
Assessment said they knew someone at Park Lake Homes prior to moving there.  A 
higher proportion of interviewees—almost half (43%)—were referred to Park Lake 
Homes by either family or friends, suggesting that social relationships played an 
important role in how they learned about it. This also suggests how important social 
ties are for residents as a way to access much needed resources, services and social 
support (Social ties are addressed in greater detail on page 57).  In fact, multiple 
referrals from both family and friends were not uncommon. This also reveals a certain 
social embeddedness with pre-existing residents of Park Lake Homes:  

It looked like a good neighborhood and I knew a lot of people over here and a 
few family members stayed over here.  So I said I can be close to them in case I 
get sick and my son can go to their house or something. 

Similarly, some of the residents who were refugees had heard about Park Lake Homes 
from their sponsors who also happened to live there, as did other friends who were 
refugees from the same country.  
 
One resident said a friend from church was living there and recommended it as a good 
place to live. This friend knew the interviewee was looking for a place to live that 
would have more room for his children. The respondent and his family visited this 
friend in his Park Lake Home on several occasions before moving in themselves:  

We visited him a couple of times and … it looked like a family place from the 
first time I came here.  So I really, I really liked that.  Children pretty much like 
that too.   

As is evident in this particular comment, residents’ prior knowledge of Park Lake 
Homes was generally positive and influenced their desire to come live there. Visits to 
friends and relatives who already lived there always made a good impression: 

They was saying how nice it was. And then the lady that went to church with 
me, she was saying how she lived here and how pretty it was, and quiet. 

Another resident noted: 

And the places inside, they was nice kept and all that, so that the homes that I 
had ever went into before I moved in, they was, it was just nice. 

Even in cases where no friends or family members recommended Park Lake Homes, 
residents had favorable impressions of it from their own experiences, even if just 
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driving by it.  In some cases the interviewee had prior exposure to Park Lake Homes 
because they lived there as children — they grew up nearby or as children they visited 
friends or family who lived nearby.  

Forty-five years ago, I lived here. In Park Lake. It was White Center Heights. And 
then I moved to California. Then I came back twenty years later. 

At the time that she entered Park Lake Homes after returning from California, her 
daughter had been living in Park Lake Homes with her family.  Another interviewee 
remembered driving by it as a child and thinking it looked nice: 

I knew about it then because I was still a kid, we were driving by and I said, 
“that looks like a real cute little community, what is it?” and they were telling, 
“well, its something the government is doing for army and navy wives.” That 
they did a lot of filling in, built all these units, then after the war they got 
permission to use them for low-income housing. 

Based on experience visiting friends or family in Park Lake Homes or from one’s 
impressions from passing by on their own, many residents commented that Park Lake 
Homes struck them as a “family place,” a place that was “good for kids,” or a 
“community-type place.” It was clean, and it “looked pretty.”  Along with it being 
affordable, friends and relatives who already lived there let them know that the 
Housing Authority could help them: 

They can help low-income people.  And they help any kind of person that move 
in the housing.  They…take good care of people in the housing. 

One resident, who had lived in a dilapidated, insect-infected apartment with her 
daughter just prior to moving into Park Lake Homes, remembered fondly the day she 
heard a unit was available to her: 

Someone took me over, over here to the housing, and so I took out an 
application…and I went home and filled it out and signed it, then I took it back 
and about four months later they called me up, told me I had — it was early in 
the morning.  And they said there was an opening.  And I got so excited, and I 
said, “Oh, yes ma’am, thank you ma’am.”  She said, “Don’t call me ma’am!” 
(laughter)… we got in here and I was happy that we were in. 

One resident had spent her whole life in Park Lake Homes, and when she had a child, 
she moved into a unit of her own.  While this particular series of events may be 
unusual, all cases in which a resident knew about Park Lake Homes from childhood or 
had previous experience living there suggests that, for some, it was a stable place to 
which they could return if needed.  It is likely these sorts of experiences leading to the 
viability of public housing for some residents are not unique, as research in other 
locales has found similar sets of circumstances throughout the lives of people who later 
entered public housing (Kleit and Rohe 2005). 
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In only two cases, respondents reported being hesitant to move to Park Lake Homes, 
but explained that their reluctance dissipated once they moved in.  In these instances, 
the skepticism was based on their own stereotype of public housing: 

My sister said you have to come here, it’s great, it’s subsidized, they’ll work with 
your income. And I was like, ahhh, it sounds like welfare. And she said, oh, it’s 
different, it’s better, you can actually live on your own, you can get good space 
[here]. 

However, once she moved in, she quickly saw the benefits and was glad she applied: 
“It’s nice. I was surprised.”  Another interviewee had a similar reaction: 

I thought it was the projects.  I thought it was going to be, like, lots of violence, 
crime. And I didn’t really have too good of an opinion.  But, that was then, before 
I knew about it. 

Experience of Living at Park Lake Homes 
Because the evaluation was designed to gain as complete an understanding of residents’ 
experience of Park Lake Homes as possible, we asked a broad array of questions about 
both positive and negative aspects of their experience so that the interviewees’ answers 
could be triangulated to develop a more complete portrait. In this section, residents’ 
views of both what they particularly liked about Park Lake Homes and what they 
found problematic are discussed.  

A Good Place to Live  
All residents across all three data sets (Needs Assessment, Interview and Focus Groups) 
had positive things to say about living in Park Lake Homes. In fact, when the broader 
population of Park Lake Homes was asked to compare Park Lake Homes with White 
Center, over half (60%) of residents thought that Park Lake Homes was a better place to 
live and a quarter (26%) thought that they were about the same (Chart 14). 
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Chart 14:  Park Lake Homes Compared to White Center as a Place to Live 
(n=507) 
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The prevalence of positive sentiments about Park Lake Homes was also evident in the 
in-depth interviews. While some identified aspects of their experience or their housing 
with which they were not entirely pleased, interviewees had much more to say about 
what they liked about Park Lake Homes, as their general comments illustrate: 

I think Park Lakes is a wonderful place. 

I think that it’s a beautiful place to live… It’s really beautiful…And I would say 
it’s a good place to live. 

Most interviewees (64%) thought that Park Lake Homes was “a good place to live” or 
they thought they had a “good life” there.  As we saw from their housing histories, 
many also thought that they had an improved quality of life at Park Lake Homes from 
where they were living before.  For those who were doubled up or in shelters or those 
who are refugees, Park Lake Homes has been a respite from a difficult life.  One 
Cambodian resident explained that she was happy living at Park Lake Homes, as it was 
a vast improvement from the circumstances she escaped in her home country:   

I get bad, oh bad dreams before…like Pol Pot killing somebody…and I left from, 
I left my country to live here…it’s better. 

Another interviewee was a refugee from Iraq. He had spent time in an Iraqi prison for 
not voting for Saddam Hussein in a recent election before he fled to the U.S. with his 
family: 

They took me and put me in jail. And they, the first three months, they tortured 
me everywhere on my body, my chest, my ears, everywhere. And they put the 
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rope in my hand, like, they tied it and they strap my body everywhere with the 
cable, wire cable. Was like that for three months. And then they, they let me go. 
After, week after, they come and take me again. 

Later in the interview he explained how he felt about Park Lake Homes. Although he 
seemed to be struggling to adjust to life here, he felt he had a better quality of life now.  
He and his wife had recently become citizens and he was determined to make a good 
life here.  Such accounts help us to appreciate the complexity, even the tragedies, of 
residents’ lives, and the difficult pasts that have led them to Park Lake Homes.  It also 
helps us to appreciate and document more fully the role that Park Lake Homes has 
played in the lives of residents.  

Attachment to Park Lake Homes 
In the context of HOPE VI, where residents must relocate, findings on attachment to 
place have significant implications for sensitively handling residents’ responses to 
relocation. Overall, residents of Park Lake Homes are quite attached to the community. 
Their attachment to Park Lake Homes is evident in the Needs Assessment Survey, 
interviews and focus group discussions about what Park Lake Homes has meant to 
them.  Residents reported significant attachment to both Park Lake Homes and their 
house, with an average score of 8 on a scale of 1 to 10, with 1 being not at all attached 
and 10 being strongly attached.   
 
There are differences in residents’ level of attachment to their homes and to Park Lake 
Homes in general according to language group (Table 3).  Vietnamese speakers 
reported the least attachment to both their homes and Park Lake Homes in general, 
while Cambodians expressed the most.  

Table 3:  Attachment to House and Park Lake Homes 
First Language Spoken House Park Lake Homes n 
Vietnamese 7.8 8.0 92
English 8.0 8.1 353
Somali 9.2 9.0 19
Cambodian 9.5 9.2 22
Other 8.7 9.1 15

Respondents were asked to rate their attachment to their house and Park Lake Homes in general on a scale of 1 to 
10, with 1 being not at all attached and 10 being strongly attached.  Vietnamese respondents reported being the 
least attached and Cambodians the most. 

We also asked residents to say how much they agreed or disagreed with a series of 
statements to ascertain their attachment to the block on which they lived.  These 
statements, used in other research on residential attachment, included:  (1) I think my 
block is a good place for me to live; (2) I feel at home on this block; (3) It is very 
important to me to live on this particular block; (4) People on this block do not share the 
same values: and (5) I can recognize most of the people who live on this block.  
Respondents were asked to rate their level of agreement with these statements using a 

 Park Lake Homes Baseline and Interim HOPE VI Evaluation  43



scale of 1 to 10, with 1 meaning “strongly disagree” and 10 being “strongly agree.” Most 
people agreed strongly with the four positively-valenced statements and disagreed with 
the negatively-valenced statement, “People on this block do not share the same values” 
indicating that respondents tend to believe that their neighbors do share the same 
values. 

Table 4:  Attachment to the Original Block (n=502) 
 Mean Median 75% Percentile 
I feel at home on this block 9 9 10 
I think my block is a good place to live 9 9 10 
It is very important to me to live on this particular block 8 9 10 
I can recognize most of the people who live on my block 7 7 9 
People on this block do not share the same values 5 5 8 
Respondents were asked whether, on a scale of 1 to 10, they agreed or disagreed with the statements about their blocks.  1 was 
strongly disagree and 10 was strongly agree.  Most respondents agreed strongly with all these statements.  Less agreement was 
evident regarding sharing values where half the respondents were at least neutral.  The Cronbach’s alpha of scale reliability 
increased from .56 to .67 when the item regarding values was omitted. 

The responses to these items were added together to create an index of feelings about 
the block. The index ranged from 4 to 40, with a lower score indicating less attachment 
to the block and 40 indicating more attachment.  On average, residents were fairly 
attached to their blocks, with a score of 31.  Some language groups were more attached 
to their blocks than others (Table 5).  Cambodian and Somali speakers expressed the 
most attachment, while English, Vietnamese, and speakers of other languages were 
somewhat less attached.  

Table 5:  Attachment to Original Block by First Language Spoken 

First Language Spoken Mean n 
Cambodian 35 21 
Somali 34 19 
Other 32 21 
English 31 353 
Vietnamese 30 90 

There are differences in attachment to the original block according to the languages spoken by residents (F=3.085, p=.016).  While all 
residents are more attached to their blocks than not, on average, relatively speaking, Cambodians are the most attached and 
Vietnamese the least. 

Residential Satisfaction  
As high levels of attachment can indicate a reluctance to leave a place, so can high levels 
of satisfaction.  Furthermore, it may be that the aspects of Park Lake Homes that cause 
the most satisfaction are worth attempting to retain in the new development.  Similarly, 
those attributes that cause the most dissatisfaction may be good to examine after the 
redevelopment to see if they have improved. 
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In the Needs Assessment Survey, respondents rated their satisfaction with their housing 
unit, their immediate block, and Park Lake Homes.18  The great majority of residents 
were very satisfied on all three geographic scales.  On average, residents rated their 
satisfaction with each at an 8 on a scale of 1 to 10, with 1 being not at all satisfied and 10 
being completely satisfied.  

Table 6:  Satisfaction with Neighborhood, Block, and House by First Language 
Spoken 

 Neighborhood Block House     n 
Vietnamese 8.0 8.0 8.1 91
English 8.3 8.4 8.4 354
Somali 9.3 9.2 9.1 19
Other 8.5 9.1 9.2 21
Cambodian 9.1 9.3 9.8 21

For neighborhood satisfaction, F=2.8 and p=.025.  For block satisfaction, F=3.47 and p=.008.  For house satisfaction, F=3.837 and 
p=.004.   

There are differences in satisfaction among the different language groups on site (Table 
6).  Vietnamese speakers were the least satisfied with their neighborhood and block 
while Cambodian and Somali speakers were the most.  In terms of their houses, 
Vietnamese speakers were the least satisfied, while Cambodians were the most 
satisfied, with little difference among those in between. 
 
To gain insight into why residents rate their level of satisfaction the way they do, in-
depth interviewees were not only asked to rate their satisfaction levels, but also to 
explain the reasons for the ratings they gave. We used the same scale (1 to 10, with 1 
signifying “not at all satisfied” and 10 meaning “completely satisfied”) that we used in 
the Needs Assessment Survey.  As with survey respondents, interviewees rated their 
satisfaction quite high for their unit, their block and Park Lake Homes overall.  A closer 
look at interviewees’ explanations sheds light on why they rated their housing the way 
they did.  Indeed, existing research on residential satisfaction suggests that an analysis 
of satisfaction ratings should include examination of the rationale behind a person’s 
score (Vale, 1997). Not only does the rationale provide more specific information about 
why people rate their housing the way they do (i.e. what they focus on and why), but it 
also sheds light on how residents’ expectations impact satisfaction.   

Satisfaction with Unit   
Of the interviewees who rated satisfaction with their unit (n = 42), 26% rated it a “10” 
which was the most frequently occurring score.  Scores ranged from 2 to 10, and the 
average score was a 7.7.  Their reasons show that at least for some, their expectations 
are modest. As one elderly resident explained:   

                                                 
18 Studies of residential satisfaction typically consider residential satisfaction to be comprised of 
satisfaction with one’s home, one’s immediate neighborhood or block, and one’s larger community 
(Marans and Rodgers 1975). 
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This house … is fine, I’m satisfied. Because, I’m old, I’ve lived long and it’s 
enough. When my son goes to school, gets out and buys his house, that’ another 
story, but I’m old, living like this is enough.  

In perhaps a more telling example, a resident explained that she did not like her unit 
“because it’s not a three-bedroom” but she decided to give it a 10  “because I’m not out 
on the street.”  The main point of this comment is not so much that residents aren’t 
genuinely satisfied, but in the context of public housing, where residents have limited 
resources, residents are seeking for their housing to more simply “satisfice” (Fried, 
2000).  That is, they place a high value on being able to meet their more fundamental 
needs.  
 
Focus group data also support the notion that public housing residents have modest 
expectations and are adaptable to different conditions. As a participant from the 
Vietnamese focus group explained: 

In general, we Vietnamese feel satisfied with what we have. Let’s say, if we make 
$10,000 a month, it’s enough to spend. But if we make $1,000 a month, it’s still 
enough for us to spend. Even if we make only $500 a month, we still have 2 
meals a day. For the Vietnamese, in general, we follow our ancestors’ advice: ‘If 
we live in a tube, we become thin and long. If we live in a gourd bottle, we 
become big and short. ‘That’s why we can adapt ourselves well to different 
circumstances. 
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Satisfaction with the Block 
Of the interviewees who rated satisfaction with their block (n=41), the average rating 
was a 7.6, with 29% rating their block a “10,” which was also the most frequently 
occurring score.  As with their housing unit, interviewees’ scores of their block ranged 
from 2 to 10.   
 
One resident, when asked why he rated his block a 10, explained it with three 
straightforward reasons: It’s “quiet, clean and no violence.”  Another explained that in 
the public housing development where they lived before, their neighbors dealt drugs 
and trashed the area outside the interviewee’s unit.  In comparison, he though his block 
at Park Lake Homes was “very peaceful.”   
 
Relationships with neighbors played a significant role in how people responded to the 
query about satisfaction with their block.  In fact, the stability of the community (i.e. the 
longevity of neighbors’ tenure at Park Lake Homes) is what made many respondents 
feel more satisfied with their block.  

A lot of neighbors here know me and the kids up in here know me.  I kind of 
help them out.  They help me out.  Families and things.  Everyone seems to be 
pretty nice and waves and knows who I am.  Been here for a while.   

Another interviewee explained her high rating “because everyone knew each other, and 
everyone looked out for each other…I had a real good relationship with everyone.” 
 
Such findings also support the results of other research on residential satisfaction that 
indicates an increase of satisfaction with the length of residency.  These findings suggest 
that satisfaction increases with the level of involvement and investment in where 
residents live overall, which includes the development of relationships with neighbors.  

Satisfaction with Park Lake Homes Overall   
Finally, satisfaction ratings with Park Lake Homes overall were also quite high among 
interviewees, as they were among residents more generally.  The average score for Park 
Lake Homes among interviewees was an 8.4 (n=45).  Ratings ranged from a 3 to a 10, 
with “10” being mentioned by 29% of residents.  One resident put it quite simply:  “I 
like it. I love it. It’s a 10.”  But again, ratings were also related to residents’ expectations, 
so interviewees who rated Park Lake Homes a “10” explained their rating by saying, “I 
don’t see anything wrong” while another rated commented,  “being that nobody’s 
perfect, I would say about an 8.” 

Sources of Satisfaction with Park Lake Homes 
During the in-depth interview, residents were asked to identify their greatest source of 
satisfaction at Park Lake Homes. This was not a matter of placing a numerical rating on 
anything, but answering an open-ended question about what they are most satisfied 
with in their housing. Residents listed a range of aspects of Park Lake Homes with 
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which they felt most satisfied.  These revolved around a set of themes:  the outdoor 
space, the internal layout of the housing, relationships with neighbors, affordability, 
and peacefulness and safety.   
 
Comments about both the outdoor and indoor space focused on the physical layout of 
units and various qualities of the physical environment.  In terms of the outdoor space, 
a number of residents mentioned having a yard, a view, the opportunity to plant 
flowers, and a feeling that the units were “houselike” (because they had their own front 
door, a ground unit and a porch) as aspects of Park Lake Homes with which they were 
particularly satisfied.19  For example, one resident explained: 

The outside I love because it’s not like being in an apartment.  Here you can 
plant.  My hobby is landscaping.  I love planting. 

For some immigrant residents, yards, porches and patios have cultural relevance. 
Members of the Cambodian focus group mentioned that according to the Khmer 
culture, outdoor activities were common and that every house should have a patio for 
barbequing, cooking, drying clothes, and to be outdoors in the good weather — “to 
breathe the air.” 
 
In terms of indoor spaces, many residents were satisfied with the room layout, and for 
some, the fact that their children could have their own bedrooms was very pleasing. 
Some liked the overall cleanliness of the property and the responsiveness of 
maintenance to their calls for repairs.   
 
There were a number of other sources of satisfaction that were not directly related to 
features of the physical environment.  Residents also mentioned that having good 
neighbors and knowing the people who live around them was a source of satisfaction. 
Interestingly, in some cases, residents appreciated neighbors whom they knew for some 
time but who “kept to themselves” so that while these neighbors were a regular, 
recognizable presence, respondents also felt that such neighbors respected their privacy.   
 
Safety and peacefulness was also an important source of satisfaction among 
interviewees. In these cases, residents enjoyed the fact that it was quiet, without trouble 
of crime or violence.  At Park Lake Homes, they felt safe.  As one resident put it, “This 
place is the best. It’s peaceful.  No one bothers you. It’s the best.”   
 
When discussing those aspects of Park Lake Homes with which they were most 
satisfied, many interviewees pointed to the fact that their housing was affordable and 
they were able to pay according to their means. Here we see the simpler expectations of 

                                                 
19 In other examples of housing redevelopment, the newly renovated housing had similar attributes, thus 
increasing public housing resident satisfaction with those units (Vale 1995). 
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residents emerge:  “I have everything I need,”  “I have a roof over my head” “I have 
running water and lights” typify such attitudes.   
 

Sources of Dissatisfaction with Park Lake Homes 
When discussing their satisfaction ratings, interviewees explained what aspects of their 
unit made them less satisfied with it.  The layout of the rooms and the small room size 
was the most common complaint. Almost half of interviewees made comments along 
these lines.  Related to this were concerns about the lack of windows and ventilation in 
the bathroom and lack of heat in the wintertime. Many interviewees also expressed 
dissatisfaction with their unit because of mold and mildew. One described regularly 
wiping down walls to no avail as the mold would return unfailingly in a matter of days.  
A few talked about health concerns as a result of the mold. One woman who noticed a 
lot of mold and mildew in her children’s bedroom believed that it was the cause of their 
allergy-like symptoms.  Residents also mentioned the tile floors and lack of carpet as 
something with which they were NOT satisfied.  However, many more felt that this, 
along with the inability to have input into the appearance of the interior, was a real 
drawback.  As one resident explained, “you can’t paint it, and, you know, there’s no 
carpeting. There’s really nothing to, like, personalize it to you.” On the community 
level, speeding and traffic were common sources of a lack of satisfaction with the block 
or neighborhood.  Residents were also the least satisfied with the high cost of utilities 
and garbage, rowdy neighbors, and teenage gangs.  These various problems are 
discussed in greater detail in the section “Perceived Problems at Park Lake Homes” on 
page 77). 
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Meaning of Park Lake Homes to Residents 
Park Lake Homes has been a stable, safe, affordable place that helped residents provide 
for their families.  It has allowed families to put a roof over their heads and meet their 
basic needs.  Being so ethnically diverse has also provided residents with a sense of 
ownership and control over their lives. A challenge of redevelopment is not 
destabilizing families who can ill afford it. 

A Roof Over My Head 
A number of residents said that Park Lake Homes meant so much to them because it 
meant having a roof over their heads. Some of those who used this expression did so 
because it was an alternative to being homeless: 

Well, to me it’s meant a lot…it’s meant having a roof over my head.  And a place 
for my son to come.  It means a lot because for a minute I didn’t think I was 
gonna have somewhere to go after I had my heart attack.  You know [I was] 
homeless and everything.  So it really meant something to me to have a roof over 
my head.  Park Lakes helped me out with that.  I appreciate that.   

In this comment we see that Park Lake Homes did not merely provide shelter; it was a 
place that provided stability and a buffer against a bleak alternative: 

We were safe and warm and we were stable. And this is where I want to be. 

Similarly some interviewees felt that living in Park Lake Homes meant being able to 
keep their families together rather than farming the children out to different family 
members because they couldn’t afford a place big enough for everyone: 

If anybody would ask me on the street what kind of place it is, I would just tell 
them, honestly, it’s a united place where your family could be together, work out 
whatever problems you have.  It’s the kind of place that helps. 

[It] keeps us all together. It was a place for us all to be together, and the kids to 
grow up, and go to school, and then go on with their own lives. And I, you 
know, if we’d a lived somewhere else and couldn’t afford it, we probably, I’d 
probably couldn’t have kept my children, you know? Some would probably be 
here, some would probably be there, because the rent’s so high, you know?  
When we first moved down Federal Way, one was at my Mom’s [and] we had 
the two small ones at his Dad’s house before they sold it. 

 
For others, living at Park Lake Homes has meant giving their children: 

A decent home to grow up in and, you know, that’s a lot. It means a lot.   

Here we see the importance of Park Lake Homes in providing a stable and secure place 
for families to be and remain together, live in a decent place and strive for a better 
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future, many of the same reasons that drew residents to apply to public housing in the 
first place.  Making efforts to maintain some stability for relocating residents is critical. 

Affordability  
For the majority of interviewees, affordability was not only what drew them to Park 
Lake Homes, it was what continued to make it a good housing choice and perhaps their 
only viable option: 

Living here… it decreased my rent, you know, considerably to where I only pay 
thirty-three percent of my income.  So that helped a whole bunch.  And I have 
enough money to put food on the table, and clothes on the girls’ back. 

My experience [before] moving here, for, like, three or four years, I, I, it was so 
stressful, just putting kids through school. And I barely … was able to buy things 
for myself, you know, and so this really has been a blessing. So I’m a person, I’m 
grateful. 

One man explained that there was recently a one-month period during which he was 
not working, and the Housing Authority adjusted his rent accordingly: 

If you’re ever in a position where you don’t have income and you can provide 
evidence, you don’t have to pay the rent. I think you might have to renew it each 
month or something. But for that month, I didn’t have to pay. You can’t get any 
more secure than that. You’re gonna have a roof over your head, as long as you 
follow the rules. 

Another resident appreciated the government assistance because he had “no money left 
over” after paying bills and rent. With four children in school, he and his wife 
continued to worry about being able to pay for their schooling needs: 

Well, we live here in this house because it’s help…I got, like, four kids. If I lived 
and [was] paid four hundred dollars, I got no money to buy some books for my 
kids for school…But, here, the government help us, like, save some money to 
buy some clothes for the kids and some books, so they can go to school. 

This affordability made a crucial difference in residents’ sense of security about their 
housing. As one woman commented, what was most important to her was “knowing 
I’ll always have a place to live.”  

Similar sentiments arose in the focus group discussion showing the value that 
immigrant residents place on having the option of public housing, as this excerpt from 
the Cambodian focus group attests: 

P14:  I got sick a lot because I suffered from a stroke...and had been through 
two major head surgeries...when I came and lived in this housing...they helped 
me a lot. If we have high income, they will not help...If we have low income, 
they’ll help...yes...my children, they are working...these people charge me a little 
bit...if we’re not working, they’ll let us live there for free.  
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P11: The housing helps us a lot. They help the poor... 

P14: Yes, they help the poor...they rich people will not stay here. 

P6: Over here, they help only the poor...the housing helps only the poor...if we 
have money, we must move out...they’ll reserve this housing for only the 
poor...only the poor...I speak out frankly...the rich must move out...the low 
income people need to live in the housing... 

Meeting Basic Needs 
Even discussions of the physical features of the housing included an appreciation of 
basic amenities. For example, one resident who uses a wheelchair remarked about how 
much she appreciated her bathroom: 

And the bathroom, you know, is wonderfully accessible. It’s huge, it’s like a 
whole room to itself, and that I really enjoy, because it’s kind of a hassle turning 
your chair around. 

Residents also expressed appreciation for help with water, sewage, garbage and 
maintenance —things they knew that they would have to take care of, or pay for, if they 
were in the private housing market. They expressed relief in not having to do this on 
their own, especially if they felt they could not afford it.  For elderly residents this was 
important because taking care of garbage and other maintenance tasks was also beyond 
their physical capabilities.   

It’s comforting to know that I can rely on the Housing and its employees to help 
me do what’s necessary to maintain this household. 

Sense of Ownership & Independence 
Some interviewees (23%), in talking about what it has been like living at Park Lake 
Homes, described feeling a sense of ownership over their place of residence. This in 
turn helped them to feel more in control of their lives. Given that this is not only rental 
housing, but public housing, this sense of ownership and control is particularly 
noteworthy.  The psychology literature demonstrates the importance of a sense of 
ownership and control on well-being and for fostering a sense of community and 
establishing defensible space.20 Furthermore, much of the New Urbanist ideal is built 
upon this phenomenon.  The fact that residents developed these feelings while living in 
Park Lake Homes is a positive sign of a good experience and the existence of a healthy 

                                                 
20 Defensible space is generally defined as semi-public space over which a group feels a sense of 
ownership and control. It is also seen as a collection of designs strategies that enable the observation and 
regulation of space by community members. The term was coined by Oscar Newman in the 1970s based 
on his research in public housing. For a synopsis of the principles of defensible space see Cisneros, Henry.  
(1995).  Defensible Space: Deterring Crime and Building Community.  Washington D.C.: U.S. Dept of 
Housing and Urban Development. 
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community. The following comments, from three different interviewees, express this 
sentiment well: 

It’s more like, it’s our house — we are renting this place — but we treat it like our 
own house. So we clean the place up. 

We could establish a place of our own and have that sense of, you know, having 
it be the head of household, in our own little house, in our own little family. 

Even though we didn’t have very much money, we could establish a place of our 
own and have that sense of, you know, having it be the head of household, in our 
own little house, in our own little family. 

This sense of ownership and caretaking was encouraged in part by the physical layout 
of the housing; having their own porch and front door and their own space 
immediately outside their unit made a big difference to interviewees. Some residents 
explained that the ability to plant flowers outside of their unit was an important factor 
in their positive experience of the place. 

It’s nice. So, we can barbecue, you know, when it gets real warm again. That’s 
what I like. I never in my life had a yard so big. 

The yard, when I had a tree out front, it was perfect. They knocked the tree 
down, because they re-did the sewer, so it took away the perfection, but the fact 
there is still a yard and a deck and —  this is my space! I own it, you know, in the 
sense that I pay for it, I pay my rent and it’s mine, for a little while. 

Along with this residents described feelings of freedom and independence usually from 
their families — a feeling that they could “make it on their own.” They didn’t have to 
double up with their parents or grandparents; they could run their own household. 

Here, I’m on my own. I don’t have people taking care of me, you know. In order 
to get the things I need and want, I have to have the money to do it. They’re not 
giving it to me. So, being on my own kinda opened my eyes and made me realize 
that if I want something, I can’t depend on other people. So, just being on my 
own is what really did it for me. I mean, it, it helped me grow up a little bit 

Cultural Diversity 

When I want to make a friend, I make a friend, I don’t care who. 

The fact that Park Lake Homes was comprised of people from many different places 
and ethnic groups emerged as an important theme in residents’ interview discussions 
about their experiences living there. Many interviewees (77%) talked explicitly about 
the diversity of the community, and all but two of them described it as a positive 
feature that they really appreciated. As one interviewee put it: “I’ve met all types of 
people here and it’s kinda neat. I like that.”  
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Clearly, differences did not preclude neighboring and the development of positive 
relationships.  In a few cases where residents struggled with cultural diversity, it was 
because they wanted to be better able to communicate and connect with their 
neighbors. For example, one resident, when talking about what he was the least 
satisfied with, said: “there really weren’t too many people who spoke English well 
enough for me to communicate very well with, and that was kind of a barrier.”  
However, he went on to explain that he would like to be able to communicate better 
with his non-English speaking neighbors so that he can get to know them better: 
“sometimes I kind of got lonely. Because I didn’t really have too many people to talk 
to.” 
 
Some residents described the language differences as a desirable challenge. As one 
interviewee put it: 

Actually, it’s good for me because you learn how to communicate with people 
who don’t know the language you’re used to speaking.  You might not learn 
their language but you learn ways to communicate... It’s fun for me and it feels 
good.  It feels good.   

Conversely, residents also felt that it was beneficial for non-English speakers to get 
exposure to English through their efforts to communicate with their neighbors: 

It takes some added communication skills, you know, when you’re interacting 
with a person whose English is, English for them is a second language, so that, 
that’s probably been a benefit for them. 

Often residents described situations in which they figured out how to communicate 
non-verbally: 

I helped a lady one night, in a domestic situation, and neither of us, we never did 
speak. It was completely nonverbal, hand gestures, and so on. 

Some residents also thought it was good for their children to be exposed to people of 
different backgrounds and cultures. In fact, the same resident who felt the differences 
were sometimes a source of irritation (quoted earlier) also pointed out that: 

I think it’s been good for the kids to grow up with such a variety of cultures. And 
they basically are kind of color-blind, which I think is positive. 

Negative comments were rare and were more related to feeling like a minority or 
feeling “strange” about being around people who are so different. In these cases the 
sentiment was temperate.  For example, one white resident said she was a minority in 
Park Lake Homes:   

It’s a variety [of races], but it’s just, it seems like there’s more one than the 
other…and you know, white people need help, too (laughs). Really. I mean I 
don’t have a problem with it.  
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But when cultural diversity was mentioned as a downfall, there was usually some 
mention of a positive aspect of it.  For example, one resident conceded that: 

Some of the cultural differences have been, um, you know, a source of irritation. 
But at the same time, I’ve learned a tremendous amount from my neighbors and 
made good friends with some of them.  

Despite language differences, many residents seemed to recognize that they shared 
some of the same values as their diverse neighbors.  So while language and ethnicity 
might vary, there were other important commonalities. One woman, in describing what 
she likes about Park Lake Homes, mentioned peace and quiet. Interestingly, she 
thought that her refugee neighbors shared this value:  “they are very tired because they 
come from countries with fights and they just want peace and quiet, too.”  Others 
shared food and saw opportunities to try different kinds of food as a way of getting to 
know their neighbor’s culture better.  This kind of sharing seemed to bring about a 
better appreciation of their commonalities.   
 
Some interviewees also considered cultural diversity within Park Lake Homes as an 
aspect of the place that they will miss the most:   

I think it’ll be hard to find a community that’s united, they’re not worried about 
what race, what culture you come from.  So I think that would be one of the main 
things, the hardest thing to find again is a community that’s united.  Like I said, 
they’re not worried about what country you’re from or… I think that’s beautiful.  
I was never used to that type of situation when I was younger.  It’s beautiful.  

Neighbor Relationships and Social Ties 
The HOPE VI program is supposed to create new communities in place of older, more 
dilapidated communities.  How can we characterize the old community and what 
aspects of it are important to preserve as the new development grows?  Interviews 
yielded rich narratives about residents’ social ties within Park Lake Homes, while the 
Needs Assessment Survey allows us to make broader generalizations about on site 
relationships and those that extend beyond Park Lake Homes. While in many public 
housing developments nationally, tenants’ ability or opportunity to nurture positive 
relationships with neighbors is considered challenging, at Park Lake Homes a thriving 
social community has enjoyed a long history.  Residents have remarkably rich social 
relationships with their neighbors. Neighbors tend to know one another well and 
provide substantial support to each another.  The extent of neighboring and mutual 
support described in the interviews would be the envy of any community.  Perhaps in 
Park Lake Homes such relationships are more of a necessity, but these kinds of 
relationships among neighbors have been long recognized by scholars to be a key 
ingredient for a successful community anywhere. 
 
Residents developed social relationships with neighbors even across cultural and 
language differences. Clearly this diversity did not deter them from reaching out to 
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neighbors. In fact, in many instances, the differences were seen as opportunities to learn 
more about the world and their neighbors--it was what helped make neighbors 
interesting and enabled a mutual process of discovery to unfold.  Generally residents 
were not only tolerant of, but also good-natured about, differences between themselves 
and their neighbors and such variations often made them curious to get to know their 
neighbors better.  

Relatives and Friends in Park Lake Homes   
In 2001, 19% (98 of 507) of the household heads on site had relatives living in other 
units.  Most of these on site relatives were siblings (36%) or cousins (21%); that is, 
people of the same generation.  However, most residents had 1 or 2 relatives living in 
another unit, and a few households had as many as 6 living elsewhere on site.  Over 
half of all household heads at Park Lake Homes (54%) had friends living on site, and 
38% knew people at Park Lake prior to moving in.  The average person with friends on 
site knew about 4 people.  Half knew more than 3 people.  People at Park Lake Homes 
appear fairly well connected with their neighbors, and much better connected than 
other pre-redevelopment HOPE VI sites nationally (Popkin et al 2002, Kleit et al 2004).  
 
We explored residents’ social ties more closely in the in-depth interviews. Almost half 
of the residents interviewed (45%) had family who either lived in other units in Park 
Lake Homes or immediately in White Center.  As many as 81% said they had good 
friends either in Park Lake Homes or in the immediate White Center area, with 57% 
having good friends in Park Lake.  If we look exclusively at the numbers of family and 
friends specifically in Park Lake Homes the numbers are still high; 64% had family or 
friends in Park Lake Homes.    
 
Interview discussions about relationships with neighbors reveal remarkably rich social 
interactions, the vast majority of which were positive.  One resident said simply and 
confidently, “I have not seen a neighbor not get along yet.” This is not to say that there 
were no conflicts between neighbors. Certainly there are cases of miscommunication 
and frustration —unruly children and noise were periodic complaints, for example. 
However, interviewees had far more positive experiences with their neighbors than 
negative ones.   
 
Close examination of interviewees’ relationships with neighbors reveals that these are 
multi-faceted relationships: Some are long-term friendships forged prior to residents 
becoming neighbors. For example, some neighbors were old schoolmates or fellow 
parishioners from church. As one resident explained: 

There’s a gentleman who’s a resident that I went to junior high school with that I 
see now and then. And then there are two gentlemen that are brothers that have 
lived here their entire live[s]…And they shared my unit, and we became friends 
and stayed friends after we both actually moved out of that building.  
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Others are newer relationships forged out of common circumstances and proximity, but 
they are nonetheless strong ties that provide neighbors with mutual support, and, as we 
shall see, a sense of community. 

Social Embeddedness 
As in the example above, many interviewees know their neighbors through an array of 
venues —they have met through their children, through English-language classes, the 
Food Bank and from the Neighborhood House. They met through playing bingo and 
through relatives and pre-existing friends who live in Park Lake Homes.  In addition, 
many interviewees knew their neighbors through multiple sources simultaneously, as a 
couple residents explained:   

She works at the school, she’s my neighbor who lives here [points out the 
window] and her husband. They work at the school. We’ve got, actually even 
gone out together and done fun stuff. Kids been on the same baseball team, too. 

When I was married, we went out with ____ and her husband. They played pool, 
and so we’d watch them play pool. And had dinner together. The kids and stuff 
grow up together, and so they were on the same leagues, and we were playing 
baseball together, you know. And that was great. What else? Going to church 
together.   

Interviewees’ descriptions of neighbor relationships suggest that there is an added 
value for immigrant residents in interacting with their neighbors.  One resident who 
emigrated from Russia talked about how helpful her neighbor was when her family 
first moved into Park Lake Homes and were trying to adjust and learn how to get by in 
a new country: 

We have a neighbor … she used to live here for several years before she moved 
away. Without her, I mean, she’d been supporting us from in and out, to cheer us 
up, to getting used to this whole place, and she helped watch the family, she 
came here to help, teach [us] how to do things, take care of little stuff that, that 
will make us happy. 

Other immigrant interviewees also described how neighbors helped them to acclimate 
to life in the U.S.: 

Around here very, very nice people. They help us a lot because before we live 
here, we don’t know anything.  We learn about life, too — through the people.  
So, yeah, they help 

The positive spirit at the foundation of these cross-cultural relationships is well 
captured by one resident who gave her view of friendships: 

You know, I think like the people around here — Vietnamese or American or 
Somali or Spanish or I know something like that —but I see all people the same.  
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When I want to made a friend with me, I made a friend with me. I don’t care 
how. 

Neighboring Activities 
Interviewees interacted with their Park Lake Homes neighbors in many different ways.  
They went shopping together, gave advice to one another, shared food, helped each 
other with errands, borrowed small items from each other, and watched each other’s 
children.  They took out each other’s garbage, watered their plants, and gave their 
grandkids candy.  Their kids played together and they went to each other’s birthday 
parties.  They told heartening stories about looking out for one another and helping 
each other when they could — moving an elderly neighbor’s television for her, giving 
away unwanted furniture or helping a wheelchair-bound neighbor make it up the hill. 
For those with limited resources who struggle just to keep their households running, 
this mutual support made an important difference in the quality of their lives. It also 
demonstrates the power of human connection that forms the foundation of a healthy 
community.  Since these neighboring activities are so rich and extensive, we have 
organized them into the following seven themes:  (a) conversing and visiting; (b) rides 
and errands; (c) repairs; (d) borrowing; (e) food/meal sharing; (f) watching children; 
and (7) watching out for neighbors. The frequency of these types of mutual support 
activities suggests that social ties within Park Lake Homes provided much-needed 
social support for residents.   

Conversing and Visiting with Neighbors 
The vast majority of interviewees said that they knew some of their neighbors well 
enough to talk with them and they conversed with them regularly.  They would run 
into each other at stores or getting the mail and stay and chat a while, or they would 
find each other at the community meetings and sit and talk: 

That’s how we get to know one another. That’s how we catch up with local 
occurrences, you know, events and who’s had this and what has been done. Or 
who’s been coming and who’s going, who’s died, and you know, whose new 
grandbaby was born and all this and that. 

Even when it is isn’t a close friendship it seems more than just giving a nod from across 
the street. They talk about their kids, school, local events, the weather: 

We’ll talk about the weather and everything, and she ask how I’ve been with my 
knee, and things like that, you know. 

In some cases neighbors visit with one another regularly to talk over a cup of coffee or 
watch a boxing match together. Some neighbors were included in family celebrations 
and holidays. One resident’s neighbors visited him to use his computer, which he 
happily shared with them: 

Lot of them like to come over.  Sometimes they need to get on and do an email or 
send somebody something real quick.  You know because they go down to the 
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library, down by the Boys and Girls Clubs, it’s really slow, they said.  It takes 
forever.  They come here.  I got DSL for ‘em and they’re just — they’re in and 
out!  “Thanks!”  They’re pretty happy. 

Some really enjoyed having neighbors come visit them: 

But I like people to come visit my house.  I just welcome them.  Any people come 
to see me, I say, “Come in.”  Like this guy [gesturing toward her neighbor], I just 
say, “Come, you want something?”  “Yeah, I want to eat.”  Just like my son.   

Rides and Errands 
Interviewees periodically relied on their neighbors to give them rides, especially if they 
had limited mobility — either their car was broken or they had no car, or they had 
physical difficulty getting around. Thirty-eight percent of residents said that they have 
given or received rides from neighbors, helping to run errands or drive them around.  
This included taking kids to football practice or school, taking neighbors whose car 
would not start to the airport or grocery store or taking a car-less neighbor to the 
hospital.  In one case it even meant picking up a piece of furniture for a neighbor: 

The man across the street, he went to pick up this piece of furniture for me [at ] 
Goodwill, because he had the truck. 

I would sometimes go to White Center with [the neighbor] and make sure that 
she was safe or to the store up here on 4th, Lucky 7, or we’d just go for walks.  But 
then it got so I couldn’t do that no more. But now my son runs for her. He’d go to 
get her things.  

These kinds of errands were particularly important for elderly or disabled residents. 
One interviewee described how he helped one such neighbor of his: 

We had a gentleman here across the street I used to help all the time, but he died. 
Yeah. He had a stroke is why he had a wheelchair, but it was motorized, and he 
got around. I think he enjoyed going out, ‘cause he went out almost every single 
day. Zooming down the hill in his chair. But there were times that he needed 
help, and I helped him. He needed help getting his drivers license. Took him 
down there to get his emission test. And one day, I carried his cat all the way to 
the vet. 

Another interviewee who was a wheelchair user herself became friends with a neighbor 
she met through the clothing exchange: 

She was volunteering there, and she said, hey don’t you live on ____ Street? And 
I said, yeah. And she said, I live up the street from you. And she would help me. 
Before I got my motorized chair, she would help me to get up hills if I needed to 
go somewhere. 

 Park Lake Homes Baseline and Interim HOPE VI Evaluation  59



Repairs 
About a fifth of interviewees (21%) helped to repair one another’s things — fixing 
blinds and dryers, helping to change a tire or work on a broken car.  This was a big help 
for those who were physically unable to do these things because they were too frail or 
unskilled.     

Then the next-door neighbors here, she has teen-aged sons. So, I know a couple 
times, I’ve, like, I needed something minor done to my car. Like, I needed to 
change the light bulb that illuminates the license plate cover. Because I got pulled 
over for that… And so I went over. And he was outside, kind of tinkering with 
his car. I was, like, can you help me? And he was, like, sure. 

In fact, when one resident was interviewed, he had one of his neighbor’s kitchen 
cabinets sitting in his living room and he explained that he was in the process of fixing 
it for them.  While residents feel quite positively about maintenance, still they 
sometimes seek out other residents for maintenance help.  It is not clear why these 
residents did not opt to go through formal channels with the KCHA maintenance office; 
however, a few explained that they knew their neighbor had particular skills —e.g. 
mechanical skills and they sought these neighbors out for help.   

Borrowing 
About a third of interviewees (34%) also borrowed things back and forth with their 
neighbors. As one explained, because of this kind of help and sharing, “It feels more 
like a neighborhood.”  Items borrowed included anything from a car, to money, tools, 
or cigarettes. Often it was a food — a cup of sugar or salt, eggs or rice: 

Oh yeah.  Like little things. Like food things. Like, “can’t get to the store [I’m] 
already cooking something…”  

Yes, yes!  Maybe you run out of rice sometimes. 

Only two interviewees said that they made a point not to borrow anything: 

In the case where I need something, I take my money out and go to the store and 
buy it and use it. I don’t borrow. We save money to use when we need 
something. In the case of car problems, we save money, we go buy and we fix it.  

In this case, the resident seemed to frown on borrowing or seemed to feel that it 
somehow would make them look bad.  This attitude toward borrowing as undesirable 
may be individually or culturally based, as both residents who made such comments 
were immigrants.   

Food – An Important Community Currency 
Many interviewees described sharing food with their neighbors. As many as 47% said 
that they brought food to or received food from their neighbors, and 28% said that they 
have eaten meals together with their neighbors – having barbeques and holiday dinners 
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together. Altogether, over half (57%) of interviewees said that they either shared food 
with or ate with their neighbors.  This suggests that food serves as an important social 
currency in this community – a way of socializing as well as providing mutual support:  

The neighbors across the street...  Usually on the holidays and things they cook a 
bunch of food and lots of times — I used to cook and everything, but I don’t do 
that like I used to, it’s very seldom if I do — and they fix me a big plate of food 
and bring it over.  Pretty nice.  Sometimes it don’t even have to be a holiday, 
they’ll fix me a plate.  Bring something by. 

In one case, a resident who was volunteering with an organization that gives food out 
during the Thanksgiving holiday was given a few extra turkeys to take home. Living by 
himself, he gave them away to his neighbors: 

I remember one time a couple of years back, an organization I — that I was 
dealing with helping them to take some turkeys to people and stuff, it was 
Thanksgiving and they hand me few turkeys, so I gave a few turkeys out one 
year.  [chuckles] They were surprised.  “Ok, alright!  He got us a turkey.”  They 
liked that.  

Sometimes families send food over to a neighbor who lived alone, especially if they 
were elderly or disabled: 

She’s just the nicest person you could ever meet. She’s very sweet, very kind, she 
used to bake me cookies. 

One man and his son received a home-cooked meal from their neighbors once a week: 

This one lady, she — every weekend, she would cook and send me and my son a 
big old dinner every Sunday.   

Some residents talked about getting together with neighbors in the summertime for 
picnics and barbeques.   

We’d sometimes make a big salad or something in the summertime and bring it 
over, and we’d all sit outside and eat together. Or she’d make sandwiches and 
bring them over here, and we’d sit outside. And usually in the summertime, 
we’d do something together like that. 

Another described similar get-togethers:  

We actually, we actually barbecued, like, for one of the holidays last summer. 
And we put a big picnic, put a big blanket…[unknown]…’Cause we share a 
yard.  

In this last comment we see how the unfenced common yards have facilitated these 
kinds of neighboring activities.  
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Even those neighbors who have difficulty communicating because of language 
differences still socialized with and provided mutual support to one another.  For 
example, one resident explained that while she could not carry on full conversations 
with her neighbor who speaks only Arabic, they still brought food to one another.  In 
another situation, a Filipino resident cooked one of her native dishes for a curious 
neighbor: 

Like Filipino food, and she smelled it, and she always wanted to taste it. So I let 
her taste it, and she asked me would I cook her some and [I did].   

Yet another resident described a lovely friendship that she developed with a neighbor 
who spoke a different language than her own: 

I had a neighbor who unfortunately moved away, who was just a doll, just 
would bring extra food from the Food Bank that she didn’t need or want, bring 
us plants and flowers, and she was limited English-speaking, but there was still 
the, kind of, there was still a mutual, you know, affection between us. 

This is an example of how mutual support crosses cultural boundaries and how 
language “barriers” have not kept people from engaging in mutual support.   
 
In another case of cross-cultural food exchange, a resident received extra food from a 
neighbor that neither of them wanted, but she could not seem to convey this to her 
neighbor: 

The lady, the mom over there, there’s an English barrier. It took me, like, six 
months. I was getting crazy. Because she had WIC. And I don’t get WIC 
anymore.  And she’d come over, like, I don’t know, two or three times a month. 
And ring the door bell. I’d open the door. And she’d, like, hand me these boxes 
of Kix cereal. And … there’s a culture difference, ‘cause a lot of people don’t eat 
cereal like that. So she was, like, handing me, like, six boxes of Kix. And she’d 
just, like, throw them in my arms, “OK, OK” and, like, run away, and I’m 
standing there holding all this cereal. 

In this account we see a poignant mixture of good intentions and miscommunication 
among neighbors.  While this might be a case where residents are receiving food that 
they don’t typically eat through assistance programs, there is still a positive spirit of 
sharing and neighboring demonstrated in such stories. 

Childcare/Watching Each Other’s Children 
Children provided a wonderful vehicle for interviewees to get to know their neighbors. 
Children, like food, served as important “social glue” among Park Lake Homes 
families.  The majority of interviewees (73%) said that their kids play with one another, 
and 21% said that they have watched each other’s children regularly.  As is the case in 
many communities, when neighboring children played together it then drew the 
parents together, helping them form friendships of their own: 
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When I went out in the yard and we’d play baseball, you know, my kids and me, 
the neighbor kids joined in. 

So, everybody would, like, come over, see the baby, play with the baby. I’ve 
watched their children grow up. And match my kid’s age. So, I mean, when we 
moved in here, [my daughter] was really tiny, and now she’s big, and her friends 
are all connected. And so it’s all about like community, it’s all about family, it’s 
all about everybody knowing each other. So, I would say, just, being here for a 
period of time, and if the parents are talking, the kids are bringing them together. 

A number of the children enjoyed sleep-overs at each other’s houses and some even got 
absorbed into the routines of other families: 

They spent some [together] — one night on the weekend they’ll spend the night 
at my house, and then he’d spend the night at their house. 

The kids came over, and they played with my kids outside, and they squabbled 
and they played, and you know. And so they just, they let me take their kids to 
school or bring them back, or the kids went places with us, like I would take my 
kids to swimming or something like that. Their parents would be off working or 
stuff like that, so they wouldn’t have no way to go, they grandparents didn’t take 
them places like that. So they wanted to go with my grandkids, so they was 
allowed to come and go with my grandkids. 

Sometimes an unspoken mutual agreement evolved among neighboring parents about 
watching each other’s children as they played outside: 

We sort of all take turns…the houses kind of go in a rectangle, and every one had 
kids, and they’d play in the back. And we’d all poke our heads out, or be out in 
our yard, and all watched together.  Basically, they’re unsupervised, but they 
know to stay right out here.  

In children’s play we also see how cultural diversity among residents in Park Lake 
Homes offers opportunities for residents from different backgrounds to get to know 
and care about one another. One Somali interviewee explained that her son usually 
played with other Somali children, but has also found other friends as well: 

He plays with Somali kids, except for the Cambodian boy.  “They [the 
Cambodian boy and her son] love each other!” 

Another resident has a son who plays with an eleven-year-old Cambodian boy on the 
next block.  That boy’s father likes her son very much and asks after him regularly 
because he knows her son suffers from severe asthma:  “Sometime he says, “I feel like 
he’s my own son.”   

Watching Out for Neighbors 
Over a third of the interviewees (36%) said that they watch out for their neighbors — 
keeping an eye on their house or their car when they are away, or just generally keeping 
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an eye on the neighborhood to watch what is going on.  This “looking out for each 
other” is enormously valuable. It provided a sense of community and caring as well as a 
sense of safety. One resident captured this beautifully when she said: “You can look out 
the window, and you can help somebody.”  Thus, it is also a form of mutual caretaking 
among neighbors: 

We have neighbors that’s willing to watch our house when we’re gone. And if 
something happened, report it, and we would find out, and oh, thanks for 
watching it, and we’ll do the same thing for them.  

These are the “eyes on the street” that urban sociologists and New Urbanist designers 
have long extolled as an important element in successful neighborhoods.   
 
In one ironic situation, a resident who was going away left her car key with a neighbor 
whose car had broken down, so that this neighbor could use the car while she was 
away. At the same time, though, her other neighbor, who always looks out for her 
safety saw that her car was missing and thought it was stolen: 

Well, the neighbors across the street, the black man, like, we go on vacation, even 
I don’t ask him, he watch my house. And my friend, she broke car, and…I give 
her key from my car, and I say, like, you come here and take my car. And I don’t 
say nothing to my neighbor. And he say, you don’t left no phone, nothing…I 
think somebody stolen you car [laughs]! 

Such vigilance was greatly valued among neighbors and there are a few stories in 
which such behavior seems to have thwarted a potential crime, as we have seen the 
safety and crime section.  

Help in Emergencies 
Over half of the interviewees (53%) said that they have relied, or could rely, on a 
neighbor in case of an emergency.  As one put it, “if anything were to happen, I know I 
could count on them.”  In most cases, interviewees felt better able to rely on those 
neighbors with whom they have good social relationships:  “Probably…the guy across 
the street and his wife…they’re the ones I know the most.”  In other cases, residents felt 
that a closer social relationship was not necessary. In fact, one resident said that she 
could rely unhesitatingly on one particular neighbor in an emergency. When asked 
about her other neighbors she said, “no, just to socialize.” Another resident expressed a 
similar sentiment: 

And pretty much, even the people you don’t know around you can count on in 
emergencies.  Because I’ve seen it.  I’ve seen emergencies occur and I’ve been 
asked by people I don’t know.  So it’s almost like if we were all a family.  That’s 
great, I think. 

So clearly socializing with neighbors does not automatically cause residents to feel they 
can rely on them in an emergency. Conversely, one might feel able to trust and rely on a 
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neighbor with whom they do little socializing.  That is, one does not presume the other.  
This came out in other interviews too. When another resident was asked why he 
thought he could count on these particular neighbors in an emergency he simple said, 
“Because I know they [are] nice people and you can trust them.” 
 
Most times, this trust was untested; however, some residents described instances where 
they were faced with an emergency situation and were able to rely on their neighbors 
for help. This emerged in interviewees’ descriptions of health emergencies, fire, and a 
domestic violence outbreak.  Once again, in these cases, language differences did not 
preclude neighbors from reaching out to one another.  
 
Being able to communicate across different languages and help in emergency situations 
was not rare. Another interviewee described a time when she was able to help her 
neighbor who seemed to be having a heart attack even though they spoke different 
languages: 

Yes, one of my neighbors here — they’re Vietnamese and they don’t know any 
English.  I think he was having almost like a heart attack.  I’ve learned on my 
own how to speak with your hands, even you don’t know somebody’s language.  
That’s the way I was able to communicate to 911 what the problem was.  I think 
it was great that I could help that day.  

Keeping to Themselves 
In contrast to the neighboring activities described above, some interviewees (19%) said 
they “kept to themselves” and felt that most of their neighbors did the same: 

We don’t much interact, so it’s pretty much is, you have your own space and we 
have our own space. 

Pretty much what I see is that people just kinda stay to themselves.  

These interviewees only knew their neighbors by sight but didn’t have any kind of 
relationship with them. Compared to the rich descriptions of social interaction among 
the vast majority of interviewees, however, this is certainly the exception and not the 
rule.  It is also noteworthy that some of these statements were made by people who 
characterized themselves as loners or people who just prefer to keep to themselves.  For 
example, one woman who has lived in Park Lake Homes since 1971 said: 

I don’t know hardly my neighbors at all…I don’t go around visiting neighbors 
and all that.  Uh-uh. I’m just not that type of person, I guess. 

So clearly some people prefer to be less social than others.  
 
However, some among those who did not socialize with their neighbors indicated that 
they would be interested in doing so, but either they did not know how to initiate 
interaction, or did not have any opportunities to meet neighbors: 
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Well, I’m a loner. And I stay to myself, you know. Not that I, if something would 
happen, that I wouldn’t pitch in…But I’d look, if something was going on in the 
neighborhood, I’d like to know, and I’d like to participate. 

Such residents just seem to need opportunities to be drawn out to socialize, although a 
few, of course, are just not interested in socializing: 

I just think that the less people know about your business that, kind of, the better 
you can live together. 

Negative Experiences with Neighbors 
Only 7 of the 47 interviewees said that they have had problems with or complaints 
about their neighbors. This usually had to do with noise or outside litter —one resident 
complained that his neighbors left “a lot of junk” in their yard. However, three 
interviewees talked about having outright arguments with a neighbor, and one of those 
explained that it stemmed from the children of both households having a fight.  In the 
other two cases the conflict focused on the disruptive behavior of the adults.  One 
resident complained that her neighbors threw parties with a lot of drinking and guests 
would throw bottles on her lawn: 

Like, once in a while, or sometime when there’s a party, it’s like they’re drinking, 
after they’re drinking, they’re throwing the bottles, in your own yard. And then 
you have to deal with it, because if you don’t, they’re gonna blame you, because 
it’s your yard. 

Another resident had a similar complaint about her neighbors: 

Well, I’ve had fights with my neighbor that’s been — bothers me and stuff 
sometimes the neighbors.  You see neighbors…drinking and speeding around up 
and down, speeding down the road, using foul language and having their music 
up full blast.  All kinds of stuff. 

In one case there were no direct confrontations but still we can see how noisy neighbors 
were disruptive: 

Just next to my house, they got, like, they left the music ‘til, like, three a.m., four 
a.m.. We cannot sleep, we, we, I tell my wife, just forget about sleep in the 
bedroom…come in, we sleep here in the living room. 

Finally, one interviewee was annoyed by inquisitive neighbors who would sit on their 
porch, watching her coming and going, and asking her where she went and what she 
bought. While this seems relatively benign, the interviewee felt that this type of 
inquisitiveness was intrusive, and she therefore preferred some distance from her 
neighbors.   
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Sense of Community 
Not surprisingly, given all the mutual support and neighboring activities described in 
this section, most interviewees felt that there was a “sense of community” in Park Lake 
Homes, with a full 60% saying they felt part of an active community.  Some felt that the 
entire Park Lake Homes was their community. They mentioned the Park Lake Homes 
newsletter, the bike rodeo, the Christmas toy giveaway, Thanksgiving dinners and 
spaghetti dinners, council meetings, and a host of neighboring activities:   

All the people in the same boat pretty much (laughs). They do socializing up at 
the Boys and Girls Club up here. They do socializing and they go to meetings. 
They do potluck dinners and they do all that stuff like that. 

Both these planned activities and informal socializing contributed to a sense of 
community. As one resident explained:   

It’s very family-orientated.  There are senior citizens that live here a lot and they 
don’t have children and they get involved also — helping and looking out.  So 
there’s a lot of love and a lot of care.  In other words, it’s a united community. 

Interviewees also described a sense of community based on the social ties on their 
particular block:  

The block that I live on I believe is really united.  Real united.  In time of need, 
people are available.  Like a community.  I recall this last winter, we had that 
snow.  It wasn’t very much snow but the ice we had before —and my neighbor, 
he lives about three houses down here, and this back of this window just got 
smashed with a couple of those Poplar trees… And I went to talk to them.  And I 
never talked to them before (laughs)… So I offered him — I had a big plastic tarp 
to put over his car…first he said no, and then later on he said yes.  So in that 
aspect, I think, we help one another when we can.  We can’t always be helping 
because there’s not always something to do.  But when the opportunity’s there, 
well, you have to do something. 

This kind of mutual support made a real difference in creating this sense of community 
for interviewees.  As another resident put it, “we kind of help each other out in the best 
way we knew how.”  As we have seen, neighbors also provide emotional support —
offering friendship and companionship —to one another. This created a highly valued 
sense of belonging:  

Well, my, the neighbors that I used to have over here, they are just a, just a very 
loving couple. I kind of adopted as, as my, my surrogate 
parent/grandparent…those, that was a, they were very sweet. And it was, they 
were just very open people-friendly, easy to talk to about anything. And so, it 
was convenient because they were right next door. 

Interestingly, people who have moved to different units within Park Lake Homes 
talked about how they experienced a sense of community in one area but not so much 
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in the other. This is important because it further illustrates how the experience of 
“community” is not necessarily development-wide.  Residents are more likely to 
experience community on the more direct level of their immediate block: 

When we first came here, and when we lived two blocks away, maybe 
community, as a community, the houses that’s around here didn’t help us watch 
the house, or if something happened, we wasn’t told. Versus over here, we have 
neighbors that’s willing to watch our house when we’re gone. And if something 
happened, report it, and we would find out, and oh, thanks for watching it, and 
we’ll do the same thing for them. So that’s the big difference that we had, as far 
as community-wise. 

Only 7 of the 47 interviewees felt either that they were not part of a community or felt 
unsure about whether they were. When asked whether she felt part of a community, 
one resident said:  

I don’t know, I just. I don’t think they make anybody feel like they’re in a 
community.  You know, I think they just basically have low rent for people to 
live. 

This comment suggests a certain passivity and expectation that someone else should 
provide that sense of community.  A similar sentiment was expressed by one other 
interviewee: 

They [KCHA] more or less act like your parents and tell you what to do and 
what you can do in your own house. I mean, come on now, a community is 
where each individual does their thing. You know, they’re not being told what to 
do—like a normal community.  

For these two residents, it seems that the unique nature of Park Lake Homes as a public 
housing development has impeded their sense of community. 
 
Another resident used an interesting turn of phrase when explaining why she was 
undecided about whether she felt part of a community: “I’m not much community. I’m 
more or less stay to myself, always have.”  In this case, the resident seems to recognize 
that she is choosing not to engage with her neighbors and participate in a community.  
And as we can see, some residents are frankly not interested in doing so.  Similarly, 
another resident felt there was an active community of neighbors out there but she 
didn’t opt in — “If I chose to be I could.” 

Sometimes I don’t because I don’t communicate with anyone.  And I see 
everybody coming going and coming, that’s about it, in their cars. But then 
there’s something in the back of my mind, there has to be more to this, this 
community. And that, you know, maybe I’m missing out on something.  … And 
I think, maybe everybody else knows each other and communicates, maybe they 
are meeting at a certain time… I’ve tried to figure that out. 
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This resident seems not to feel a sense of community but would like to feel like she 
belongs.  Clearly, she wonders if there are neighboring activities she is not a part of —
whether this is unfounded suspicion or not, what is noteworthy is the desire to be more 
involved with her neighbors and to feel a greater sense of belonging.   
 
Again, these cases were the exceptions as the majority of residents actively engaged 
with their neighbors in positive ways, creating both a sense of belonging and of 
community. When discussing these rich social relationships and neighboring activities, 
it was hard for many to ignore the fact that this community is being dismantled.  As one 
resident commented:  

Right now it’s hard because, like I said, everybody’s, you know, we’re all moving 
away. So, there’s that, the kind of a separation anxiety going on. 

Belonging to a Cultural Community 
While residents enjoyed the diversity of their neighbors and developed social 
relationships with people whose cultural backgrounds were quite different, at the same 
time, immigrants reported feeling like they belong to a larger cultural community at 
Park Lake Homes.  As one interviewee put it:  “I’m happy to see my country people.  
But I never go back to Vietnam.” So he was pleased that he could find a cultural 
connection to other Vietnamese while still making a new life for himself in the U.S.  
 
Similarly, a Somali interviewee mentioned that, “All of my friends speak my language 
and are originally from Somalia.”  She explained that she liked the area in general 
because it had a large Somali population.  When she was planning to move to the U.S., 
she called many people all over the country whom she knew from Somalia, or who 
were friends of friends, to inquire about what life was like there.  When she came to 
visit in Seattle, she said of the Somalis here, “everyone says welcome.” They took her to 
restaurants and didn’t ask her to pay.  When she moved here, they shopped for her, 
they bought beds for her and her son, and one friend even got her a job. 
 
Such social support among members of one’s ethnic group was evident among other 
ethnic groups as well.  For example, one Vietnamese interviewee explained, “Our 
friends are from Vietnam who came over here.  Oftentimes, we meet a friend who lives 
in another part and they come over and we can talk.”  Another Vietnamese resident also 
said he had friends in Park Lake Homes whom he knew from Vietnam and who shared 
his difficult past:  

In Vietnam, we worked together.  In 1975, we went to jail for about 6-7 years. 
Then they let us go to America and so we know each other.  

Similarly, a Cambodian refugee whom we interviewed said that he knows of other 
refugees who came to the US and now live in Park Lake Homes.  When asked what it 
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was like living in Park Lake Homes as a Cambodian, he laughed and said, “it’s 
normal!” because there are so many other Cambodians around him.   
 
Some immigrant residents explained that “even if there are others from your homeland 
whom you don’t know well, when you see them you always greet them at least out of a 
‘cultural respect.’ ” Many found that being around people from their same background 
was a source of comfort and reassurance, and that it “felt good.”   
 
The presence of ethnic-based services and amenities both in the area and on site 
strengthened feelings of belonging to a cultural community.  For example, a number of 
people regularly went to supermarkets and social halls to see other people and talk.  
Some residents also talked about the value of having bilingual service providers and 
staff on site, particularly for getting information on the relocation process that everyone 
could understand (For a fuller discussion of the value of information in multiple 
languages for relocation, see page 125).  
 
While residents certainly connected to residents of similar background, there was also 
evidence that immigrants’ experiences in Park Lake Homes added a new dimension to 
their cultural identity. For example, one resident commented about coming to the US 
and integrating into the community.  As she explained it, “there’s a lot of different 
cultures here. So, some of the people are from where I lived, from where my first 
culture is” at the same time, she was learning about American and other cultures.  The 
fact that she referred to her own culture as her “first culture” suggests that she saw 
herself belonging to several cultures simultaneously or that her cultural identity was 
evolving based on her newer experiences at Park Lake Homes. 
 
Data from the Vietnamese and Cambodian focus groups also depicted how immigrants 
walk a tightrope between different worldviews, how cultural understandings emerged, 
and how immigrants often rely on their children to serve as cultural translators.   

Social Ties Beyond Park Lake Homes and Access to Opportunity 
Because research suggests that social ties among low-income residents can impact 
access to job opportunities, we explored the nature and qualities of residents’ social ties 
beyond Park Lake Homes in the Needs Assessment Survey. This enabled us to get a 
broader picture of residents’ social worlds and access to information about jobs and 
other opportunities.  First, we asked whether residents knew people from various 
occupations. Then we asked residents to provide some demographic information on 
those people — i.e. gender, whether network members lived in Park Lake Homes, 
whether they were kin, or from the same ethnic group or spoke the same language as 
the respondent.  This allowed some assessment of the diversity of information that is 
available to residents about jobs and their varying quality.   
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In order to understand the impact of residents’ social ties on opportunities, residents 
were given a list of 11 fairly wide-ranging occupations, and asked if they knew anyone 
who had any of those occupations.21  An “occupational prestige” score can then be 
calculated for each resident depending on how many people residents knew, if any, 
from these various occupations. This in turn is a measure of whether and how social ties 
provide access to opportunities.  As many as 215 household heads (42%) said they did 
not know anyone with any of those occupations, leaving them with very low presumed 
occupational prestige scores among their social ties. This means that they likely do not 
have access to jobs ranging greatly in either occupational prestige or pay, but rather 
have access to mostly low-quality jobs through their social relations.  Another 293 
residents (58%) said they knew at least one person who had one of those 11 
occupations.   
 
The occupational prestige score of the average respondent was 44, which is a little 
below the average if someone knew one person in each of the occupations listed.  The 
diversity of such social ties is measured by access to a variety of occupational 
information. This is measured by the standard deviation.  So, if a respondent knew 
someone in each occupation, the standard deviation would be 21.2.  All respondents 
had less diversity than this in their social ties, indicating a potential lack of job 
information within their social ties.  It is helpful to revisit this measure over time to see 
if it has increased, as this would be an indicator of improved “social capital.” 

Table 7:  Occupational Prestige of Social Ties 
 Mean N  SD 
English 45.3 225 14.4 
Vietnamese 39.0 44 18.6 
Other (Cambodian, Somali, Other) 41.4 24 18.6 
Total 44.0 293 15.6 

Occupational prestige scores ranged from 75 (lawyer) to 17 (food service worker).  The mean if someone 
knew one person in each category was 45, with a standard deviation of 21.2. 

 

                                                 
21 This method of eliciting social networks is based upon the position generation developed by Lin and 
Dumin (1986) and Lin (2000).  The position generator is a method of sampling the range of a network 
without having to ask the respondent about a long list of people they know.  The method also has the 
advantage of protecting the privacy of the people who are listed as network members.  The positions 
listed represent a sample of occupations across the range of occupational prestige.  To select the 
occupations, we sorted NORC’s 1989 occupational prestige scores by score and selected the two most 
frequent occupations within each decile, similar to the procedure used by Lin and Dumin (1986) in their 
original study.  The occupational prestige scores for each occupation are: Lawyer (75), Computer Systems 
Analyst (74), Registered Nurse (66), Elementary School Teacher (64), Secretary (46), Owner or manager of 
a retail store (44), Sales worker (32), Truck Driver (30), Cashier (29), Janitor or cleaner (22), Food service 
worker (17).  A higher numeric score indicates an occupation with greater social prestige.  
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Closeness and Diversity of Social Ties  
As a way to further examine the impact of social ties on access to opportunities, we 
asked survey respondents to provide some demographic information about the people 
they knew as a way to characterize the qualities of these ties that can be associated with 
access to diverse sources of information and hence to opportunity.  We asked about 
how close the respondents were to the people they mentioned, in terms of the length of 
their relationship, their feelings of closeness, and whether they were a relative.  While 
greater closeness suggests that a good deal of social support is available to the person, 
less closeness actually may indicate greater access to different sorts of information.  We 
also asked questions to determine whether the people they mentioned were women, 22 
lived at Park Lake Homes, spoke the same native language, or belonged to the same 
ethnic group.  Higher levels of diversity indicate more access to diverse sources of 
information. 

Chart 15: Percent Of Household Heads Reporting  
No Social Ties By Language Group 
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Language and having listed at least one social tie have a dependent relationship (χ2=0.00, df=4) 

In looking at the impact of diversity within social ties on access to opportunity, we see 
that some language groups may be more socially isolated from a range of economic 
opportunities than others. Nearly two-thirds of Somali (63%) and Cambodian (62%) 
speakers, and slightly over half of Vietnamese (52%) did not list any ties with people in 
the occupations listed.  Similarly, over half of those speaking any of the other languages 
(57%) did not list any such ties. One explanation may be that residents experience some 
degree of social isolation and lack exposure to people who are working.  In fact, listing 
someone in one of these occupations was dependent upon whether the respondent was 
                                                 
22 In other research, relying on women to find information about jobs is associated with finding lower 
quality jobs (see Kleit 2002 for a review of the literature). 
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working (χ2=12.795, df=1).  It is also possible that the differences in response rates are 
due to cultural differences and a lack of comfort with answering this type of question. 
 
Research suggests that social ties that are less close and contain more diversity allow for 
different kinds of information to flow into people’s social worlds.  Thus, the Needs 
Assessment Survey examined the closeness of residents’ social ties in three different 
ways:  the length of time residents have known the people they mentioned,23 who 
among those they mentioned were kin, who among them were close24 to them.  We also 
asked about the diversity of their social relationships in terms of having people in their 
social worlds who belonged to the same ethnic group, who lived in Park Lake Homes, 
who shared their gender, and who spoke the same native language.  On average, 
respondents said they have known members of their social network for about 12 years 
(see Table 8).  Residents also said they were “close” to 15% of them, and that 8% were 
kin.  Differences among immigrants and by length of time in Park Lake Homes may 
account for the very low level of closeness.   

Table 8:  Characteristics of Social Ties  
     Mean Min Max SD n 
Closeness Years Known 12 1 56 11 287 
 Percent Close 15% 0 90% 15% 293 
  Percent Kin 8% 0 55% 10% 293 
Diversity Percent Women 13% 0 73% 13% 293 
 Percent Living in Park Lake Homes 3% 0 27% 5% 293 
 Percent Same Native Language 21% 0 82% 17% 293 
  Percent Same Ethnic Group 19% 0 82% 16% 293 
 
Data suggest that residents’ social worlds are quite diverse.  While most of the people 
residents reported knowing were men (87%), only about 1 in 5 of the people they listed 
were of the same ethnic group or spoke the same native language, suggesting that these 
social ties are indeed quite diverse.  Very few of these people lived in Park Lake Homes 
(3%).   

                                                 
23 However we did not use the terms “social network” or “social tie” in the needs assessment survey.  
24 Residents were asked if they were close to each of the people they mentioned.  In this case, close refers 
to the affect, or the emotional closeness of the relationship. 
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Table 9:  Social Tie Closeness and Diversity 

    
English 
(n=225) 

Vietnamese 
(n=44) 

Other 
(n=24) 

 

Closeness Years Known 12 1025  14  
 Percent Close 16% 11% 10% ** 
  Percent Kin 8% 7% 8%  
Diversity Percent Women 15% 7% 9% *** 
 Percent Living in Park Lake Homes 3% 5% 2% * 
 Percent Same Native Language 24% 15% 14% *** 
  Percent Same Ethnic Group 21% 15% 14% ** 

English and Vietnamese are significantly different from each other in their reported closeness to the people they listed at a .05% 
level (F(.2, 284)=3.4, p=0.034) English social ties are made up of significantly more women than the networks of Vietnamese speakers 
or speakers of other languages (F(.2, 290)=10.03, p=0.00).  The social ties of English speakers have more people of common language 
(F(.2, 290)=7.039, p=0.00) and ethnicity (F(.2, 290)=3.317, p=0.025) than do the networks of speakers of Vietnamese or other languages. 

Differences in social relationships exist across different language groups.  For example, 
the social ties of English speakers were more likely to contain closer ties than those of 
the other language groups.  They also contain more women and more people who 
speak the same language or are from the same ethnic group.  Conversely, the social ties 
of non-native English speakers are more likely to include members from different ethnic 
groups and who speak different languages than their native language — such as 
English suggesting that they might in fact have access to more opportunities.     

Table 10:  Citizenship, Immigrant Status, and Social Ties 

  
Citizen 
(n=338) 

Non-
Citizen 
(n=170) 

Sig. Non-
Immigrant 
(n=118)  

Immigrant 
(n=389) 

Sig. 

Years Known 1326 827 *** 1528 1029 *** 
Percent Close 10% 6% *** 16% 6% *** 
Percent Kin 5% 3% *** 8% 4% *** 
Percent Women 9% 5% *** 15% 6% *** 
Percent Living in Park Lake Homes 2% 1% * 1% 2%  
Percent Same Native Language 15% 8% *** 24% 9% *** 
Percent Same Ethnic Group 13% 8% *** 19% 9% *** 

 
Similarly, citizenship and immigrant status are associated with the composition of 
residents’ social worlds as well.  Citizens generally have known their associates longer, 
are closer to them, know more women, and know more people who speak their 
language or who are in their ethnic group.  Citizens may be more connected to their 
ethnic communities or to their communities of birth than are those who are non-
citizens.  Those born outside the US (immigrants) are relatively less connected to the 
people they know:  they have known the people they mentioned for shorter periods of 
                                                 
25 N=38 
26 n=206 
27 n=82 
28 n=92 
29 n=196 
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time, they are not emotionally close to as many of them, their social worlds contain 
fewer kin, they know fewer women, they know fewer people who speak the same 
native language or who are from the same ethnic group.  Research suggests that such 
qualities can make social support difficult to obtain but can also translate into 
opportunities for diverse information within a social group.  Whether these differences 
will create differences in economic and social outcomes after redevelopment remains to 
be seen. 

Perceived Problems at Park Lake Homes 
While residents had many positive experiences of Park Lake Homes, they also 
perceived some problems.  Interestingly, when we asked residents explicitly about any 
negative experiences or difficulties they might have had, many said they could not 
think of anything, e.g. “I don’t see anything that’s been difficult,” or “I don’t think 
anything’s wrong with Park Lake Homes.”  However, in almost all cases residents 
spontaneously brought up some type of problem during the course of the interviews 
and focus groups, particularly relating to safety and crime.  Of course, some of these 
problems are more serious than others. The problems residents discussed coalesced 
around the following themes: (1) the design, age, and condition of the buildings and the 
site; (2) the expense of utilities; (3) traffic and speeding; (4) a few difficult neighbors; (5) 
rules and regulations; (6) the stigma of public housing; and (7) crime.  The latter 
category will be discussed in tandem with perceptions of safety at the end of this 
section. 
 
As we begin to present these various perceived problems it is interesting to note that in 
some discussions interviewees softened their critique and provided qualifiers to their 
negative experiences: 

Sometimes, like, this only happened once though, like, someone, like, got into 
our car by trying to pick our lock, but that only happened once, like, maybe that 
thing only happened once then we moved here, in nineteen years. 

In some instances residents were also careful to not allow negative statements about 
Park Lake Homes to be interpreted as a lack of attentiveness on the part of the 
management:  

When I moved in here, I found so many flaws up in here, I mean, just like 
warped side of the sink. Well, other people have been living here. I mean it’s not 
Housing’s (KCHA) fault that its like that, it the person that lived here before me.  

The carefulness of interviewees to not criticize KCHA when discussing negative aspects 
of their experience at Park Lake Homes likely relates to residents’ overall positive 
experiences with management (for more detail see “Perceptions of Management” on 
page 97).   
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Problems with the Age & Condition of the Buildings 
Although satisfaction with their unit was high among interviewees, 64% described 
some aspect of their unit as problematic, some of which the HOPE VI program is meant 
to address. Design elements such as the number of bathrooms, the lack of separation 
between the dining room and living room, the lack of light caused by the limited 
number of windows, and the lack of a private yard were cited as negatives. Almost a 
quarter of the interviewees complained about the small size of their unit, especially 
parents with children living at home. Of those who spoke about the challenges related 
to the size of units, over half of the comments were directed at the small size of the 
bedrooms, especially in instances where children were sharing a room:  

So, I mean, I’ve got two girls that … that has to stay in the same bedroom. 
They’re gonna grow, you know?  They’re not gonna get any smaller, right? So 
the bedrooms get smaller by the day… the more stuff they accumulate, the bed 
sizes…they’re getting big, so they walk in there, they’re bumping heads every 
time they get up out of the bed. 

The small size of the common living spaces was also difficult for families with children 
and people in wheelchairs:  

Just depending on if everybody’s home, and everything is out, and so 
everything’s crowded, and I can’t get around it, ‘cause it is kind of a small 
quarter for all of us to be living in. With the baby, who likes toys, and the stroller, 
and you know, things like that.  

Lack of space overall also meant a lack of adequate and secure storage:  

I kind of wish I had a little more storage room though.  Like getting the bikes and 
stuff you know because I can’t leave them out there, even on the back porch.  
Gotta bring the bikes in. 

Although the deck did offer some additional private living space, the fact that it was 
unsecured and open to the elements reduced its usefulness to residents. When 
discussing aspects of his unit with which he was least satisfied, one immigrant resident 
explained that he could not use his deck because it was not covered: 

Yes, there is no ceiling…for the raining. When we have ceiling we can put like 
chairs out there. Help me, that area, be more room. More room for unit. When 
this is better, for outside. Just a ceiling, because the raining in Seattle. 

As suggested by the quote above, a few changes to the patios and decks could have 
made those spaces easier for residents to use as an extension of their living space. 
 
We also heard a number of negative comments about the actual structures of the homes, 
including problems with the thinness of the walls and the “party-wall” between the 
units. This caused a lack of acoustical privacy.  As one woman told us, “you can hear 
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other neighbors. I think the walls are so paper thin.  You can hear everything.”  In some 
instances, noise between units was so great that it disrupted residents’ sleep:   

A: But, you know, the behind the wall, some man sleep and make a noise 
like pigs, like that. 

Q: You can hear them snoring? 

A: Yeah! We hear! Because just a wall like this, but they make a big noise!  

Noise was also a problem with exterior walls. Interviewees complained that “your 
whole house could be totally closed up and you could hear everything outside” and 
that “You can hear the jets go by and the building shakes actually.”   
 
Connected units also made some interviewees feel crowded: “They’re so close together 
and everybody’s in everybody’s face.” A few thought this could also be a potential 
hazard: 

I don’t like the idea of thinking that if somebody left their house and forgot to 
turn their iron off, or forgot to turn their stove off, that all my stuff can go up 
with theirs … I mean, you see the smoke, fires and stuff in apartments; people 
lose everything ‘cause one person was careless. I don’t like that, I don’t like that 
depended-ness. 

Problems with pests were also sited as a drawback to the party-wall design: 

I’m sure there are a lot of people that are clean, but there are some people that 
aren’t. And its hard living like, attached to somebody and they have cockroaches 
and you don’t.  

One woman expressed a concern that the demolition of the units was going to cause 
further problems with these pests: 

Rats! And that’s why I kinda want to move before my time, because I know 
when they’re going to tear all these other places down those [rats] are gonna 
come over here. They call White Center  “Rat City” so…if I had known that 
before I moved here…I guess they had a rat problem before or something like 
that.  

In general many interviewees who commented on the poor condition of the units did 
not attribute this to a lack of maintenance on the part of the housing authority. Rather, 
interviewees related these problems to the age of the buildings as evidenced by 
statements such as “These buildings have been here for a long time” and “there’s just 
little minor, minor things that are not the same as living in a newer building.” 
 
While residents tended to focus their negative comments on the physical aspects of the 
development on their individual unit, there were a handful of comments about the 

 Park Lake Homes Baseline and Interim HOPE VI Evaluation  77



overall design of the site. This included the lack of play spaces for younger children 
who now play in the streets and the appearance of the entire complex: 

It looks so “clone-like” here right now. It, it really does, everything is exactly 
identical and, it’s boring…. It’s just so plain and blah right now. I mean, 
everywhere you drive, you’re like oh, okay, people who don’t know this area 
would be like, “Okay, well.” If there weren’t house numbers on it, we’d be 
completely confused. You don’t know where they were, they swear they go by 
that same house 15 minutes ago, you know. It’s just boring, that’s all. 

This distaste for the uniform look of the buildings is echoed in other public housing 
across the country, which have been criticized for their “institutional” look.  These 
concerns are likely to be alleviated with the new design of Greenbridge.  
 
Another problem with the site was its hilly topography. Those who use wheelchairs 
were especially vocal about the challenges associated with hills. One woman told us:  

[As] someone with a disability and in a wheelchair, I found it pretty difficult to 
live here for several years because I live on a hill. And it’s really hard on my 
shoulders to maneuver…the first seven, eight years, was pretty difficult on me 
emotionally, especially, because I did feel cooped up and felt that my needs 
weren’t exactly met.  

In fact, another person who used a wheelchair felt socially isolated because she was 
unable to wheel around the neighborhood.  She found this to be the most difficult 
aspect of living in Park Lake Homes: 

The difficult thing for me.  Can’t go visit any people.  Um … the hills.  It’s hard to 
wheel up the hills.  I don’t know how some of the people do it.  I do it in my 
wheelchair, my power chair, and I still have trouble with it. It’s hard for me to 
get out of this driveway.  I can’t go down there alone; I’m scared of it.  

Disabled residents also complained that the inside of their units were not accessible: 

You know, it wasn’t really designed for disabled people. I’ve had trouble with 
the drain board being too high here. 

These experiences led one interviewee to suggest that management should have some 
additional training so that they can develop greater sensitivity to disabled residents’ 
needs.  The redevelopment of Park Lake Homes will include a number of units that 
better meet specifications for accessibility. 

The Expense of Utilities 
The expense of utilities was a problem for many residents of Park Lake Homes.  In the 
year prior to the Needs Assessment Survey, half (51%) of all household heads reported 
that they had not always been able to pay their electric or gas bills on time during that 
period.  The ability to pay varies with English language ability and with place of origin, 
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indicating cultural and communication barriers for some residents in handling these 
household needs, in addition to the lack of financial resources typical of Park Lake 
Homes residents.  However, over half of those who said they spoke English better than 
any other language and those who said they had a hard time with English had a 
difficult time paying their utilities in the year prior to the survey suggesting that 
English language ability may not be the cause of such difficulties (Chart 16 and 17). 

Chart 16:  Ability to Pay Utilities on Time by English Language Ability 
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The ability to pay utilities on time is associated with English language ability (χ2=9.78, df=2, p=.008) 

Chart 17:  Inability to Pay Utilities on Time by Place of Origin 
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The ability to pay utilities on time is associated with place of origin (χ2=20.63, df=6, p=.002) 

More heads of household from East Europe (68%), East Africa (68%), and the Middle 
East (68%) reported being unable to pay their utilities on time in the year prior to the 
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needs assessment (Chart 17).  Additionally, over half of Cambodians (54%) were also 
unable to pay utilities consistently.  Those from the US (44%), Vietnam (41%), and other 
places (36%) had the least difficulty paying their utilities on time. Despite the difficulties 
of many to pay their utility bills, very few residents actually had had their utilities shut 
off in the past year, only 4%, or 18 households. 
 
The in-depth interviews and focus group discussions provide residents’ perspectives on 
why utilities costs were so high and how they dealt with these expenses.  In some 
instances the interviewees told us that the outdated heating system in the units caused 
the high cost of utilities: 

Well, the electricity is so expensive here.  I guess that’s the way they made the 
furnaces back in the olden days, so they take a lot more. 

The expense of utilities was also associated with only having a heater in the front room. 
One man explained that he must leave the electric heater on all the time in the winter in 
order to keep the back bedrooms in his apartment comfortable. A second reason for the 
expense was the lack of insulation in the units: 

My light bill runs pretty high. They insulated these places, but I don’t think they 
did a very good job. My light bill can run anywhere from $200 a month…and 
they bill you every other month, so sometimes my bill…like, right now, I’m still 
working on a bill…bill’s $600. It’s down to $500 now. 

Several residents expressed concern about having their utilities shut off because they 
were behind in their payments.  The paperwork regarding utilities is also difficult for 
some residents to understand.  They were also concerned that their inability to make 
payments would create problems for them when it was time for them to move: 

I do have a major high light bill. I don’t why they haven’t sent me a shut-off 
notice, because when I lived in the two- bedroom and my bill got like, 500 and 
something and I couldn’t get pay it, they sent me a shut-off notice. Well, my bill 
is up to 3,600 and something dollars and they keep sending a bill every two 
months and I keep my bills. So, I’m wondering why they are just letting it 
escalate? Without sending me an, “excuse me…”. So that’s totally wrong and so 
I’m trying to deal with that and I know I have to deal with that before I can even 
move.  

Another resident expressed concern that she did not know how to go about shutting off 
her current phone and electric service and set up new accounts. She was also worried 
about what would happen to her bills when she moved.  She called the electric 
company to try to resolve some of this herself, but it only confused her more. She then 
turned to her KCHA manager who helped her to understand the procedures and 
reassured her that KCHA will help with those arrangements when she moved.  Such 
instances do raise questions about tenants’ ability to handle these household 
responsibilities without the assistance of a manager. Such concerns are common at other 
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HOPE VI sites around the country, especially for relocatees (Buron et al 2002; Kleit, 
Carlson, and Kutzmark 2003). To insure successful relocation, KCHA should follow up 
with relocated residents concerning their utility maintenance, burdens, and allowances. 

Traffic and Speeding 
Among interviewees, one of the most commonly cited neighborhood problem was 
traffic—19% of all interviewees mentioned traffic as a problem, noting how drivers 
regularly ignore the speed limit and drive too fast:    

Sometimes the Sheriff doesn’t see it, but the neighbors seen them race their cars 
through here. 

Because of this, residents were particularly fearful that children might get hurt while 
they were outside playing: 

Some people, they come in here, drive too fast. It’s not safe for the kids. All the 
time, I keep the kids ‘round here. And I have to watch them very careful. The 
people come in, like they’re driving crazy drive. It’s not safe for the kids. 

A Few Problem Neighbors 
A few interviewees commented on a lack of consideration from one’s neighbors. The 
specific problems mentioned included noise from the neighbors late at night and having 
the neighbor’s pet waste and other litter in your yard. While these types of comments 
were not common, a couple of residents said getting along with neighbors was one of 
the most difficult aspects of living at Park Lake Homes. Other challenges with 
neighbors included developing relationships with neighbors given the rate at which 
people move in and out of the community. For example, after explaining his satisfaction 
with his neighbors because of the sense of community that they had, one Cambodian 
resident explained the challenges associated with resident turnover:  

Neighbors moving in and out, and sometimes it’s hard to get in touch and feel 
you can trust each other. So that’s…Like, families sometimes move in and out, 
like, they come in for a year, then they’re out, and we got a new family coming in 
here…Who are they? Can we trust them again? … Then they move out, and a 
second family comes in, so that’s probably a little bad part about it. 

Rules and Regulations 
About a fifth of the interviewees (21%) expressed frustration about living with various 
policies and regulations regarding their use of the property, the payment of their rent, 
and their behavior in general.  At the same time, some saw these regulations as 
important for maintaining quality of life in the community and a basic part of living in 
public housing.   
 
Rules and regulations included allowing for regular inspections of units, not being 
allowed to make changes to the unit interior (e.g. painting or adding screens), reporting 
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income or household composition changes, requiring children of different ages to share 
a bedroom, limitations on the amount of time one can have guests, and maintaining 
socially cooperative behavior among neighbors (e.g. monitoring noise levels, handling 
disputes among neighbors).  As one resident put it, “They basically tell you how to live 
your life.”  Some complained about the “pickiness” of management.  For example, one 
woman explained: 

I think they’re kind of picky, a little bit, on everything. You know, like, for 
instance, my son started college. And when, when he started working, I didn’t 
know I wasn’t, I wasn’t supposed to support it, I didn’t know I was supposed to 
report it. So they gave me this letter, ”if you don’t report next time, we’re gonna 
kick you out.” But the thing was…I thought because he was a student, I didn’t 
have to report it. But, she said, ”No, you did.“ But I, I reported, it wasn’t really 
nothing that they took. It was, like, my rent went up, like, forty bucks. But, you 
know, I was really upset, just the way they handled that. Because it was, like, my 
first time ever, I’ve been here since 1991.  

Others interviewees focused their concerns on specific regulations. For example, one 
interviewee discussed the rules regarding guests staying over in residents’ units. In one 
case, a resident described how she had a family member temporarily stay with her 
because this relative had nowhere else to go. However, this was only a temporary 
solution, since KCHA policy limits such stays to two weeks:   

 I’m very family orientated, and there was times when my family didn’t have 
places to stay, you know, a place to stay, cause they have to find apartments and, 
or it was too much for this one so they had to move over to another one… I had 
the home and they didn’t. And, I always said, my family can always stay with 
me. But, with Park Lake Homes, they can only stay two weeks.  You know, I 
understand their rules, but on the other hand, my family needed a place to stay 
and I had the only house. 

Another resident complained about regulations regarding cars: 

Like uh, you’re not supposed to fix your car in your driveway. Or something like 
that. You know like, if your car been sitting there for too long in the same spot, 
they’ll actually tow your car! 

However, consistent reinforcement of rules and regulations have also helped ensure 
that residents take these rules seriously:    

Park Lake, they just don’t play. If you have noise complaints, they’ll evict you. 
They’ll give you a warning. If you don’t keep up your property…they come and 
inspect a lot.  Yeah, it doesn’t have to be, like, picture perfect, but, you have to be 
making sure that their property is staying livable and, I mean, they’re strict.  So, 
that’s to protect their interests as well, though. 

However, in other comments we see frustration with a perceived paternalism: 
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They [KCHA] more or less act like your parents and tell you what to do and 
what you can do in your own house. 

Similarly, another resident said: 

I got to thinking, well shoot, every time something get done, they gonna call me 
to the office, it’s like I’m in school and gotta go to the principal’s office. I’m 
paying my rent. What has that got to do with anything? They saying, well, when 
you sign the papers, you sign the papers, and these were the rules, and all this 
sort of stuff. ‘Cause they have so many rules, but I see why. 

At the end of this comment we also see how residents have come to reconcile 
themselves with the regulations at Park Lake Homes. Or in another case, how they at 
least resigned themselves to the rules because they felt they had no choice: 

My kids say, well mom, if you don’t like all these rules, why don’t you move 
out? I’m not moving out. My income don’t require me to move out, you know. If 
I was a working person or whatever and could afford it, maybe yes. But at this 
point, I don’t.  

Ultimately there is a begrudging acceptance of the rules.  This is also indicated by how 
residents got upset when they witnessed others breaking these rules.  In fact, some said 
that this was the greatest problem facing Park Lake Homes:  

The thing that is probably the most bothersome is that I think a lot of my 
neighbors over the years are not being completely honest about their family 
composition and their circumstances… but family after family that lived around 
me is moving out into homes that they purchased and when there’s always two 
brand-new cars in the driveway …But you know, I don’t know the facts, so I’m 
making assumptions there. Where I’ve always been honest about my situation. 

Some thought that the rules and regulations played an important role in keeping peace 
and order in the development.  

Some of them rules are good, because we do have a better place. And if it wasn’t 
for the rules, we’d probably have trash, garbage, all kinds of stuff all up and 
down these streets, if it wasn’t for the rules. So, I mean, yes, some of them are 
hard, some of them are strict, but we need rules to live by, sometimes, you know. 

Clearly, most residents believe in the rules that allow for the provision of subsidized 
housing, even if some only begrudgingly accepted them. Overall they believe that all 
residents should follow these rules, but they have some complaints about the rules 
when they limit their own freedom and independence.   

Stigma of Public Housing 
For some residents, part of the experience of living in Park Lake Homes meant 
contending with prejudice and the stigma of public housing. Almost a quarter of 
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interviewees (21%) spontaneously talked about feeling stigmatized because they lived 
in public housing.    

For some reason, projects have a bad name. Uh, and I, I don’t know how really to 
explain it, but, if you come from a project you’re supposed to be, you know, 
good or bad or whatever! I think that’s really a, the only drawback. I, and then 
again, it kind of looks like everything’s the same, every house’s the same, every 
block the same, you know, so, um, maybe that’s why people get the idea. 

The stigma of poverty in general, and of living in public housing in particular, is very 
well researched and documented. Interviews with Park Lake Homes residents revealed 
that interviewees themselves do not see Park Lake Homes as a negative place to live, 
and they struggled with the stigma associated with living in public housing.  They 
described particular situations and encounters in which they felt uncomfortable because 
of the negative perceptions they felt that other people had about them as public housing 
residents: 

The biggest problem is everyone else’s misconception about Park Lake Homes.  
The outside world thinks, you know, even employers or friends, if I mention that 
I live in Park Lake Homes, they automatically assume that I’m ghetto or live in 
the projects with roaches. You know, like, I live in this slumville or something 

Some residents felt such judgments from their own family members:  

My mom throws it up to me real bad while I’ve been living here. She says 
”You’re the only one of my kids that’s living in the projects.” And I say, why 
don’t you hand me over a check and maybe I’ll find me a little house. 

It is important to note, however, that residents’ own experiences in Park Lake Homes 
contrasted with these mis-conceptualizations:  “All you hear about is the bad stuff. But I 
enjoy living here, because I can, I can prove that wrong.”  Some were able to dismiss the 
prejudice readily: “It doesn’t mean anything, really. You can make something of 
yourself.”  
 
Such stigmas are why one resident said he particularly appreciated how the housing 
authority staff treated him:   

They’re treating you with respect and not treating you like you’re poor. For a 
person with an education like mine, I don’t like to be treated like I’m stupid, or 
like, you’re talking down to me. Just because I live here doesn’t make me stupid. 

Certainly residents are not naïve about the problems that exist in Park Lake Homes, but 
as one interviewee put it: “Just ‘cause there’ve been bad things have happened to me 
here…[doesn’t mean it’s awful]…bad things happen to good people wherever you are.” 
Two interviewees postulated that the stigma was related to the homogenous 
appearance of the housing: 
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All these little tract houses all look the same, and, and therefore, maybe there’s a 
stigma attached to it. I know growing up [I hear], oh yeah, the projects, and only, 
you know, certain kind of people live there, and things like that. 

This suggests residents might feel that the more integrated and varied housing designs 
planned for Greenbridge will reduce stigma.   
 
Ironically, a few residents had their own biased views of public housing before they 
moved into Park Lake Homes, and some said their fears of being stigmatized made 
them reluctant to move there:   

My personal feeling was that I did not want to move here, just because of the 
stigma of living in the projects. But my family just, strongly encouraged me to 
reconsider. And so I ultimately decided to eat on a regular basis. 

Comments from other residents suggest that in at least some cases, the stigma was 
internalized: 

I’m sorry, but I’m not lazy, and I’m a single [parent]. But it’s not ghetto at any 
point, you know? There’s no bugs. I don’t have roaches. I don’t have 
ants…people just think this is, like, the worst place…When I think about the 
projects, I think about the New York City slums. I do not think this is the 
projects. 

Here, this resident is making a point to distinguish Park Lake Homes from other public 
housing projects — and from the stereotypical image of public housing. Other 
interviewees made a point to distinguish themselves from other public housing 
residents, including their neighbors in Park Lake Homes: 

My mindset is not like everybody else’s here. I think very differently. I’m only 
here because I can’t afford more. There’s a poverty mind thought, and then 
there’s the person who thinks not like a poverty person… That’s where I am. I 
have seen people who are, like, oh I just love it here, I’ll never leave…[but] I’m 
here because I need the help. I’m here because it gives me opportunity to store 
up my money and make the choice. 

In these cases we see that residents are trying to resist the stigma, but at the same time, 
they unconsciously buy into the prejudice regarding other poor areas or other residents.   
Stigma was a significant issue in all focus group discussions as evidenced by the 
following excerpt from the Cambodian focus group in which a debate on this issue 
broke out: 

P2:  For those not living in public housing, they say something bad like “those 
people are not good.” 

P9:  It’s not like that...those people are just guessing...and another adds, “It’s 
wrong for guessing like that.” 
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P11:  Let them say whatever they want to say...they are not giving our rice to eat 
[sponsor or support].   

P2:  I fully heard from both of my ears...If we feel shameful, just walk out by 
covering dog’s skin [an idiom meaning one should accept what the other people 
insult by covering another insult (dog’s skin) on one’s head and face.]  

P7: As a saying goes ”blame ourselves first before blaming others.“ We have to 
find fault in ourselves first. We live with a low rent but we do not take the 
responsibility to keep our place clean. Many people ignore that responsibility so 
Housing has to take care of it.  

Here too we see an internalization of blame and stigma.   

Crime at Park Lake Homes 
According to the Needs Assessment Survey, over a third of all residents (38%) said they 
had been victims of a crime since living at Park Lake Homes, and 14% said they had 
witnessed a crime.  At the same time, however, crime rates in Park Lake Homes were 
lower than in other areas.  Many residents felt that the housing authority played a role 
in this reduction of crime. In particular, they felt that the use of lease contracts to 
counter gang-related crime was effective, although many still thought youth were the 
perpetrators of crime. 

Chart 18:  Victim or Witness of Crime by English Language Ability 
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Those who said that their spoken English ability was excellent were more likely to say that they had been a witness to (χ2=8.124, 
df=2, p=.017) or a victim of crime (χ2=8.124, df=2, p=.017) since living at Park Lake Homes. Most residents would report a crime if 
they saw one.  The great majority, 86%, would call 911. 

Most residents, if they saw a crime, said they would report it. The great majority, 86%, 
would call 911 (Chart 19).  Nearly half, 46%, would also call the Park Lake Homes 

 Park Lake Homes Baseline and Interim HOPE VI Evaluation 86



Community Police team, while 40% would inform the management office.  Only 5% 
would not do anything.  Three-quarters of residents also said they would be interested 
in working with neighbors to make the neighborhood safer.   

Chart 19:  To Whom Would You Report a Crime if You Saw One? (n=508) 
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About a third of Needs Assessment Survey respondents thought there were problems 
with car vandalism and car theft (Chart 20).  The next most frequently cited problems 
were general theft or burglary (18%).  
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Chart 20:  Problems at Park Lake Homes (n=508) 
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Almost half of interviewees (46%) volunteered information on crime, gangs, drug 

use, or vandalism.  The vast majority of comments on crime were about property crime, 
with car theft, burglaries, and vandalism being mentioned the most. However, only 4% 
of interviewees said that crime was either the “biggest problem facing Park Lake 
Homes” or the “most difficult” aspect of living there. This suggests that like many 
neighborhoods, crime exists in Park Lake Homes but is not overwhelming to most 
residents. The following comment by an interviewee is indicative of this sentiment: 

I don’t think it’s so much problematic … I heard of occasion where people, house 
break-ins, and they don’t steal, they don’t really do anything except VCR or TV 
stealing, like that. So it’s just, that’s just one of the concerns there.   

Out of all the people who spoke of problems with crime and/or gangs in Park Lake 
Homes, 27% linked this specifically to youth.  As two interviewees said: 

The biggest problems, just like I told you, the crime … I mean I know they screen 
the people that live here but I don’t know if it’s the kids.  I think a lot of it’s just 
the kids, you know, that live in here.  Like the teenagers and stuff. 

It’s two, three in the morning and I see some teenagers running through the 
neighborhood.  And the police, you know, he’s after them.  He’s doing his job.  
He’s helping us at the same time.  Keep the peace.  

At least some residents feel that the threat of eviction has a positive effect over the 
behaviors of the younger residents: 
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The kids in here know what their responsibilities are, if they screw up the kids 
know that their actions can get their parents kicked out … We’re pretty much 
crime free—people try to avoid it but housing is usually right on top of it when 
there is a crime. 

The emphasis on youth in narratives of crime was also evident in the ways that 
interviewees framed discussions of controlling gang-related crime by focusing on 
parent’s abilities to control the behavior of their children.   

Other Community Problems 
The Needs Assessment Survey inquired about residents’ perception of problems 

with alcohol, drugs, tobacco, or domestic violence.  Most household heads said they did 
not know if there were such problems at Park Lake Homes (Table 11). Only 24% of 
residents thought domestic violence was a concern, while 19% thought tobacco was a 
problem, 12% expressed concern about alcohol, and 9% expressed concern about drugs.  
Outsiders causing trouble (17%) and noise (16%) were also identified as problems but 
not by most people. 

 

Table 11:  Other Neighborhood Problems (n=507) 
 Don't Know Yes  
Are there people in Park Lake Homes who may have a problem with… 
Alcohol? 67% 12%  
Drugs? 69% 9%  
Tobacco? 54% 19%  
Do you think residents of Park Lake Homes worry about domestic violence? 
Yes 57% 23%  

Perceptions of Reduction in Crime 
Many residents surveyed in the Needs Assessment felt that crime has been reduced or 
stayed the same. The majority (56%) thought that general conditions on their block in 
Park Lake Homes had stayed the same over the past two years.  More than a third 
(Chart 21) thought that general conditions on their block had improved.  
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Chart 21:  Conditions on Block Over Past 2 Years Have… (n=506) 
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The majority of respondents thought that conditions in Park Lake Homes had stayed the same over the past 2 years. 

Interviewees also thought that crime has become less of a problem over the past few 
years, with 41% saying that it had decreased significantly in recent years.  As one 
interviewee simply put it, “In the last couple of years, it seems a lot better.” The 
decrease in crime was often spoken of in terms of decreases in gang and drug activity. 
For example, interviewees told us: 

There used to be some gang activity down the street. Which, I’m a big police 
caller, I mean, they don’t even hang out no more. 

It’s not like it was then. Because we was having drive-bys, you sit here like right 
now, pop-pop-pop, you don’t hear that now.  

Housing Authority’s Positive Impact on Crime 
Many residents who think that Park Lake Homes has seen a reduction in crime credit 
the housing authority for a role in that.  Interviewees generally credited a decrease in 
gang-related activity over the last few years to the housing authority’s ability to control 
gangs through lease contracts. This sentiment that the housing authority was able to 
control crime and gang activity is significant, as efforts to decrease crime within public 
housing sites across the nation have been mixed. One long-term resident explained this 
process at Park Lake Homes: 

But then everything, just like, it went ka-pow, gangs started coming in here, 
drugs started coming in here, well housing got where they had to clean it up. So 
people started losing their homes. If you kids were involved, and you couldn’t 
control it, out you go. Out you go. 
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 Other interviewees expressed similar experiences with crime in previous years, and in 
a few cases this was due to the eviction of neighbors who were involved in criminal 
activity:   

He said first it was very difficult, was the worst thing was to have neighbors that 
took drugs, and would take, you know, like needles shot, and he got egg thrown 
at the house … And now, I think, it’s a whole lot better than compared to the first 
house we lived in.  But those have been gone, probably pass away or been kicked 
out or removed from the project. 

This statement gives testimony to the negative consequence of having one’s neighbors 
involved with drugs while demonstrating that the situation has improved and that 
those improvements were in part due to the ability of the Housing Authority to enforce 
rules over drug use.   
 
Clearly, for those whom we interviewed, the Housing Authority plays an important 
role in controlling problems of gangs, drugs, and crime and that in the minds of the 
residents the techniques of managing crime through leasing contracts has proved more 
effective than any efforts on the part of the more broad county law-enforcement system.  

Residents Feel Safe at Park Lake Homes 
Although half (52%) of all residents have either witnessed or been a victim of a crime, 
most residents nonetheless feel that Park Lake Homes is a safe place to live. Apparently, 
experience with crime did not damage residents’ overall perception of safety.  As many 
as 87% of all residents said that the community was a safe place to live. The in-depth 
interviews also reflect these feelings of safety; a large majority (77%) stated that they felt 
safe at Park Lake Homes, commenting that “I feel quite safe here,” and “I’m never 
afraid somebody do something bad in here.”   
 
Of course, many explained that they feel safe at Park Lake Homes because they have 
not been the victim of a crime:  

A lot of times we don’t, we don’t close our car, even windows. And no 
problem…nothing. And to live here for sixteen years, and we don’t have 
situation — somebody, somebody rob us, or somebody in the street come and 
[imitates] hey you, give me five dollars, or something like this. Never. Never. I 
think that’s safety.  

Another explained:  “I have walked around here in the middle of the night and nobody 
has bothered me.”  
 
When considering crime rates in relation to interviewees’ sense of safety, it appears that 
crime was at a level at which their sense of safety was NOT threatened.  In some cases 
this was because residents adopted strategies for helping to ensure their safety. For 
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example, one resident explained that she still felt safe even though some unknown 
person had been harassing her: 

I have a doorknob shaker here right now, and, you know, my doors are locked 
and I have this cat of mine and I am perfectly safe. As long as the doors are 
locked. Now I just turn on the lights and it chases him away. 

In this example the resident has taken control of her own personal safety by keeping the 
doors locked and using the lights to dissuade the would-be intruder.  
 
Some residents emphasized the length of their residency and consequent familiarity 
with Park Lake Homes as the reason why they felt safe. For example, one resident said: 
“In thirty-six, thirty-seven years, you know, nothin’s ever happened.”  
 
Knowing one’s neighbors also helped residents feel safe; 19% of interviewees who 
reported feeling safe at Park Lake Homes said that knowing their neighbors and 
cooperating with them contributed to their overall sense of safety because they knew 
their neighbors would help them if they were victimized: 

Everybody knows everybody here. I mean, I know my neighbors and if anything 
were to happen, I know I could, you know, count on them. 

You can look out the window, and you can help somebody, and somebody can 
help you. Call 911. If something bad happen, but I don’t have yet. I think that’s 
the reason people they like here. 

Since knowledge of the neighborhood and one’s neighbors figured prominently in 
interviewees’ sense of safety, the impending relocation could potentially undermine 
residents’ sense of security. In one resident’s discussion of how he and his neighbors 
keep an eye on things, he acknowledged this negative aspect of moving: “That’s gonna 
be one of the bad things when I move, you know, ‘cause I’m not gonna know anybody.” 
Others wondered if such cooperative relationships would exist in their destination 
neighborhood: 

Consider being here and this being so much of a neighborhood, much more of a 
neighborhood that’s, you could say has some type of neighborhood structure to 
where with a little Sheriff’s Department in here and stuff.  You know, more 
people watching out for you in this community.  Compared to somewhere in a 
neighborhood where you know everybody’s by themselves, or watching out for 
themselves and not watching out for their neighbor. 

Another major contributor to sense of safety was the presence of the police station on 
the site as well as patrolling activities conducted by the Housing Authority. One third 
of the interviewees who said that they feel safe at Park Lake Homes specifically 
mentioned the presence of the police office on site as contributing to their sense of 
safety. One resident explained: 

 Park Lake Homes Baseline and Interim HOPE VI Evaluation 92



Here, there’s police. That’s good. There’s police going around all the time. They 
come around all the time. When we call, they’ll come. But we don’t any problem, 
but they’ll still patrol because, in the meeting, the police said not to worry, 
because there are police in Park Lake Homes.  Not in the surrounding area, but 
there are police reserved for this Park Lake Homes area.  

 Only 13% of interviewees said that they did not feel safe at Park Lake Homes.  Those 
who fell victim to a crime were naturally among them.  One interviewee said that she 
felt safe, “until the guy climbed in the window.” 

One time I had a girl come bangin’ on my door and she said somebody was after 
her and I let her in, of course, like a dummy.  And I said, “Well, I’ll call the 
police.”  She said, “Oh, no, no.  I’ll go.”  I said, “I’m gonna call the police.”  She 
said, “Oh, no, no.  I’ll go now.”  And she left. And I peeked out my curtain in my 
dining room and she was standing back there talking to a young guy.  And after 
that, no, no, no, this old lady, huh-uh.  I’m very — I’m not trustworthy [sic] 
around a lot of ‘em.  I’m leery.  Very leery, leery person.   

However, other residents who weren’t victims questioned their safety and emphasized 
a fear of gun violence:  

There was gunshots going off before, you know. I mean, I don’t feel safe in that 
factor, you know. There’s people around here that carrying guns and stuff. I 
mean, what happens if somebody just decided to get, to do a drive-by or 
something like that or is just, you know, trying to rob somebody and something 
happens? It’s not safe. 

Some interviewees contrasted Park Lake Homes to other housing sites to illustrate the 
relative safety of their community. For example, one resident said “Park Lake Homes 
no High Point,” arguing that Park Lake Homes did not have as much crime. In general, 
interviewees who made these comparisons emphasized that Park Lake Homes had 
fewer problems with crime than places they had lived previously:  

Ever since I’ve lived here, there’s actually been less of a gang issue, and less car 
thieves, and…than in other apartments that I’ve lived in. 

 
 
Another resident felt it was safer than their workplace: 

It doesn’t matter where you move, though. I went to work and got my car broken 
into. I feel safer at home!  

A few residents felt Park Lake Homes was safer than the White Center area:  

Down on 15th and Roxbury, you don’t go down there at night. It is very unsafe. 
But here you feel safe. I don’t like going into White Center any more, the 
downtown area bus stop, there are gangs right there in front of you. …but here 

 Park Lake Homes Baseline and Interim HOPE VI Evaluation  93



in Park Lake, we kind of say we are the island and you have the sharks swim 
around it.30

What all of these various narratives on safety and crime suggest is that residents’ 
perceptions of safety and threat are determined by multiple factors and not simply by 
the presence of crime and experience of victimization.  Findings also suggest that 
positive neighboring relationships play a role in perceptions of safety and have 
implications for the new development—community-building strategies among new 
residents is important. 

Perceptions of Management 
Interviews with residents reveal the ways in which interviewees view the Housing 
Authority and how they view their relationship with them.  In particular, they talked 
about their relationships with their manager, the maintenance crew, and staff from both 
the HOPE VI office and the Neighborhood House. The vast majority of interviewees 
had many positive things to say about staff across the board. 

Responsiveness of Staff 
Most interviewees (68%) said that the Housing Authority staff has been helpful or 
responsive to their needs.  Others also commented that staff people were sympathetic to 
their needs and concerns, particularly regarding relocation.   

They listen to me! 

They help with everything. 

I felt like they’re really interested in you. 

According to interviewees, staff help to “keep an eye out on things” and look out for 
people’s safety. They help answer questions about the HOPE VI program. They work 
with residents on their finances and adjust the rent accordingly when residents’ 
incomes change. A few immigrant interviewees also said staff were helpful in providing 
interpretation services for residents who don’t speak English, particularly with 
information regarding relocation. They also appreciated the fact that there were usually 
staff who could speak their language. 

They love to help a lot of people.  They try. 

                                                 
30 This last statement is notable because it is in direct contrast to the broader literature on public housing 
that portrays residents as trapped within crime-ridden and failed housing projects. In fact, quite the 
opposite is suggested. This resident’s experience has been that the housing project has fewer crime 
problems than the surrounding neighborhood, and she invokes the metaphor of an island to demonstrate 
the distinctiveness of Park Lake Homes from the surrounding community.  
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Some interviewees commented specifically about responsiveness of their site manager. 
These were people whom residents came to know, trust, and care about: 

I’m real comfortable, you know, feel safe, with my manager. 

She just struck me as a lady that— she listens to you.  She lets you talk.  And she 
don’t look at you like you’re stupid. 

Residents clearly valued the site manager and appreciated the fact that she treated them 
with respect.  This meant a great deal to residents struggling to keep their lives together 
and improve their lot.  In fact, when asked what they will miss most about Park Lake 
Homes, two interviewees said they were going to miss the manager because she was: 

Really good about coming over to my house if I needed to turn paperwork in, 
‘cause she realized that I had a hard time getting to and from the office. So, in 
that respect, that was really good, that she understood that, and was 
accommodating.  

Interviewees expressed appreciation for the understanding that staff showed residents 
in difficult situations. For example, a few interviewees discussed being late with the 
rent and that staff treated the situation patiently and sympathetically: 

When your rent is, when you’re late with something like that, I mean, it’s, I feel 
bad. I think anybody would feel bad about, you know, situations like that. But to 
have somebody who is understanding, and say, well, you know, by law, we 
really do need to have it by a certain time, perhaps there’s some other resources 
that you can look into, to help you. 

Overall, the site manager had very positive relationships with residents and there was 
even mutual affection between many residents and the manager: 

My manager and I, we just get along. We have a really good understanding. It’s 
really the manager that makes it worth living here. If they can have the 
compassion and understanding that you’re, you’re wanting more, and this is, 
and they’re treating you with respect and not treating you like you’re poor. … I 
love my manager; she’s awesome. 

Maintenance 
As many as 74% of interviewees had very positive things to say about maintenance. 
Their comments regarding the upkeep of the property, their responsiveness to requests 
for repairs, and their courteousness was overwhelmingly positive. Interviewees felt that 
both the property and the residents were well cared for.  

They make it really comfortable for you, and it’s very, it’s almost quite nurturing, 
you know. The garbage comes, they pick it up. They have their own garbage 
system, I believe, so they take care of that. The whole lawn thing— they’ll mow 
the grass. But I have a lawn mower in the back, I used to mow my own grass, 
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and now they changed that, they come by in tracker thingy and mow the grass 
for you, and it’s like — hmm…it’s nice. 

In fact, one resident felt that the maintenance was so good that visitors had a hard time 
believing this was public housing: 

I’ve had people come in from out of state thinking that this is a middle class 
neighborhood. And when I tell them that it is public housing it just totally blows 
their mind.  

Interviewees definitely felt that they had their needs met. They received prompt 
responses to requests for repairs in the units.  

And the maintenance people, oh they are nice. When they come in and fix your 
place, do what they have to do when they come, and fix it, ask you if you got any 
more problems. If they can, they’ll try to take care of it, and go on their way 

Others appreciated the fact that maintenance also concerned themselves with the safety 
of residents: 

They check your smoke alarm.  They check everything for you.  They do a good 
job.  They make sure everybody’s safe.  They cut the lawn, everything. 

Most of these comments are specifically related to responsiveness of maintenance to 
come and do repairs. Interviewees said the staff is kind, courteous, and  “always on 
time.” 

Usually, if there is something, like, within the household that breaks down, like 
the lighting in the kitchen, for instance, or faucets leaking badly, things like that. 
They’re usually very good about up here in a timely fashion and getting it taken 
care of, and they’re courteous. 

Interviewees were also pleased with the promptness of garbage pick-up and how 
KCHA staff handled complaints about neighbors or rowdy teens.  A few disabled 
residents said that they appreciated how staff worked to accommodate their needs. Staff 
were prompt with fixing ramps and installing fixtures and handles that were easier to 
manipulate for residents who had difficulty grasping things.  

When I said I had problems opening doors and that and they were right there 
putting levers in and they put bigger knobs on my kitchen cupboards. They said 
that when I leave I have to put the old knobs back. But you know, putting the 
large handles on the faucets and on the door, it was really important 

Negative Experiences with Management 
Only four interviewees made direct complaints about how Park Lake Homes has been 
managed.  In two of those instances, the problem was resolved and the resident felt that 
things had improved since the initial problem One resident said there was a bit of a 
problem regarding the accessibility of her unit, but she was not upset about it and it 
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was resolved some time ago. This had to do with the fact that her unit was on a hill— 
that really curtailed her activity for a while because she didn’t have a motorized chair.  
She felt she was trapped inside a lot. Maintenance put in a ramp but not much more 
was done to her unit so there wasn’t much room to navigate in the wheelchair indoors 
either.  
 
Some interviewees also admitted when they were more responsible for a sometimes 
strained relationship with KCHA staff.  For example, one woman said she knew her 
children were difficult and had done some things that they should not have over the 
years. She was aware that this negatively impacted her relationship with staff.  Despite 
this, she and others knew that staff were being patient and trying to keep the 
community running smoothly.  

Tolerance for Flaws   
As we have seen from the satisfaction data, residents are tolerant of the sometimes less-
than-ideal conditions. This is often because of the kind of life that residents led before 
coming to Park Lake Homes. If a resident was in a shelter or doubled-up with relatives, 
then having their own unit in Park Lake Homes was considered an improvement 
despite mold, plumbing, or structural problems.  For immigrants, the assessment of the 
relative quality of life at Park Lake Homes was also based on the living conditions they 
faced in their home country. For example, one Polish interviewee, with the help of her 
bilingual daughter, explained: 

Compared to, you know, what my mom probably lived in earlier, this would 
probably be, like, really good because, you know, we didn’t have the best 
conditions back in Poland and everything.  So I think it would be about a nine. 

Some of it seems to be more of a good-natured tolerance for things not being perfect.  
As one resident explained: 

I am the simple people…You know, same easy, easy, easy, you know, everything 
I can accept, and I not expect, you know. 

To some degree there is also a sense that “beggars can’t be choosers” — that some 
interviewees seem to have internalized. This more tolerant attitude also seems to be 
related to the fact that residents know that Park Lake Homes is being torn down, so 
there is a sense that there is no point in fussing over shortcomings if the place is being 
demolished anyway: 

A lot of stuff I would like to have — maybe have it replaced and the place 
repainted, but they’re not doing any of that right now because it’s gonna come 
down.  Just gotta go with what I got. 

Apparently the impending demolition hasn’t stopped some residents from requesting 
repairs or fixture replacements, but interviewees report that these requests have been 
denied because of the demolition: 
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The toilet bowl, you know, very old, and I say, oh, I want to change, but she 
[KCHA staff member] say OK, you cannot change anything now. I am, it’s OK, 
too, because, I think, you know, maybe two more years, it’s OK. 

But overall, interviewees appreciated whatever the housing authority does for them. 
For example, another resident talked about how the street sign providing a deaf-child 
warning was removed because of the demolition. She called the staff office a few times 
to request that it be replaced.  Staff members explained that they called the DOT 
repeatedly but have not yet gotten a response. Despite the fact that the signs have not 
been replaced, she was still thankful that the KCHA staff made so many calls. 

Tenant Recommendations for Management 
During the course of the in-depth interviews, a number of residents made various 
recommendations for KCHA. Some focused on activities for residents —cultural 
exchange events and additional programs for the children.  One disabled resident felt 
that some staff needed some sensitivity or awareness training regarding the needs of 
disabled residents: 

I feel probably if they do involve some organizations, or, you know, have some 
kind of training, they’d be more aware of what the needs are, and be more 
receptive to those needs. 

Others had recommendations for how to handle the HOPE VI program. For example, 
some people felt that they needed more clearly written information on their relocation 
options as they had difficulty understanding the information that was given to them.  
Others made recommendations related to the community meetings. For example, two 
thought it would have been easier or preferable to have smaller group discussions 
during the community meetings so that rather than having one speaker, several staff 
members can sit and talk to residents in a less formal, less presentation-oriented way. 
 
To sum up the sentiment of many residents before departing from Park Lake Homes, 
we quote one resident: 

I think highly of them. I should give them some type of a card, but I don’t know, 
a thank-you card or what to all of them because I am going to really miss them 
when I have to get moved out of here. 

What Services Do Residents Use, Need, and Want?   
Many interviewees used a number of services both on site and in White Center. This is 
not surprising given that public housing residents are usually in need of various types 
of support and relief services.  Indeed, interviewees’ discussions about the services they 
use reveal that residents had a great variety of pressing needs that these services help 
address.  The interviews suggest that fortunately many Park Lake Homes residents are 
aware of, and avail themselves of, these various local services to meet their needs.  
Thus, the use of services not only speaks to the level of need among residents, it also 
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indicates an awareness that these services exist. Interviewees talked about using the 
food bank, the neighborhood house for energy assistance—i.e. help managing utility 
bills and services— and employment service, and immigrant residents talked about 
their need for services that address their own unique needs.  In this section we explore 
the range of services that interviewees used and the reasons for their use, as well as 
interviewees’ concerns about the availability and quality of these services.  The services 
used fall into three general categories:  (a) relief services; (b) general services in the 
White Center areas, and (c) youth services.   

Relief Services 
Interviewees reported using a variety of relief services that help them make ends meet. 
The most prominent relief service used by interviewees was food assistance, specifically 
from the Food Bank. As many as 68% of interviewees reported using the Food Bank, 
and many said that they use it as much as they are allowed to. Clearly food relief is a 
critical resource for this community. The fact that so many used the Food Bank and did 
so frequently is a sobering testimony to the level of neediness among residents and to 
the importance of such services in general.  As one interviewee succinctly put it: 

They helped with food when we didn’t have food. 

A closer examination of interviewee discussions of the Food Bank reveals that there are 
some concerns about changes in policies for using the service.  A number of residents 
noted a new policy of only letting people receive food relief once a month. 

They got the Food Bank, which is really nice, which they have changed…it’s not 
good. You can only go once a month now. Used to be able to go, like, once, once 
every week or once every few weeks. 

The fact that the Food Bank no longer makes deliveries poses a hardship on a number of 
residents, particularly the elderly and disabled. The necessity for residents to go to the 
Food Bank and pick the food up directly themselves means that residents must first be 
able to get to the Food Bank, and once they are there, they must be able to return home 
with all the goods they were provided. This, of course, is the biggest challenge:  

See, the Food Bank they used to deliver it to me.  Because I can go down there 
but I can’t carry the stuff back.  So they used to deliver it to me.  But since 
January they’ve only showed up twice.  They stopped delivering.  I don’t know 
why.  They didn’t even send out any letter or nothing.  But I did use the Food 
Bank, which helped me out an awful lot.   

For one resident who uses a wheelchair getting to the Food Bank to pick up the food 
herself was impossible:  

I think they may have changed their policy by now, but I’m not sure. But when I 
first moved here, I had just had the baby. My husband had gone away; his father 
died. And so, I was basically alone with the baby and my other child and my 
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chair, recuperating from childbirth. And I needed food. And so I called the Food 
Bank, which is just right down the street from here, which is, like, maybe, two 
blocks away from my original house. And asked them if they had a way to bring 
me the food. I explained my situation, and they said no, we can’t do that, sorry. I 
said, well, do you have any other places I can call that maybe can help me out? 
No. 

Clearly, changes in the provision of services, like no longer delivering food directly to 
residents, seriously impacted some interviewees’ ability to use the service at all.  With 
such a fundamental provision as food, this is a serious problem. Interviewees did not 
know why there was this change in policy:   

I don’t know why.  They didn’t even send out any letter or nothing.  But I did 
use the Food Bank, which helped me out an awful lot…it helped me out a lot.  
But now I just get by with what I can. 

About half (51%) of the interviewees said that they use the Neighborhood House for 
energy assistance, emergency food assistance, and/or employment assistance. In 
addition to these services, the Neighborhood House was a great resource for immigrant 
families who occasionally needed some help filling out forms or simply answers to 
questions about daily life in the United States. One resident succinctly captured this 
when she stated: 

There are times we don’t know something, we ask them to help. They help. 

A few interviewees mentioned that they use relief services from White Center, such as 
the Saint Vincent DePaul, Catholic Services, and the Holy Family Parish, particularly 
food and energy assistance. 

General Services in the Broader Community 
Interviewees also used an array of other non-relief types of services located in White 
Center such as local schools, the public library, grocery stores, pharmacies, and 
restaurants. Between these services and those offered on site, all the interviewees were 
able to access all of their needed services in the area. In general, interviewees cited the 
location of Park Lake Homes as a positive factor, because it is in close proximity to the 
services that they use.  

So, it’s just been really nice to have things so close.  

There’s just, like, everything you could need is right here.  

Interviews with residents reveal that they have fairly easy access to a large array of 
services both on site and in the general vicinity. This is notable because the lack of 
access to retail services is a common complaint among many public-housing residents 
elsewhere.  In contrast to a lack of retail establishments, interviewees mentioned around 
15 different shopping options, all of which were easily accessible to Park Lake Homes. 
These retail outlets ranged from large-scale mercantiles such as Fred Meyer and 

 Park Lake Homes Baseline and Interim HOPE VI Evaluation 100



Safeway to smaller proprietor-run ethnic food stores. The latter places were important 
to interviewees because they catered to the particular tastes of the various ethnic 
groups. Moreover, for those with limited English proficiency, such stores also made 
shopping a lot easier in terms of communication. Finally, there is evidence that 
immigrants who patronized these stores regularly also used them as a social center 
where they would talk with the shopkeepers and other regulars.  
 
While the ethnic grocery stores in White Center are patronized and enjoyed largely by 
the immigrant residents at Park Lake Homes, non-immigrant interviewees also 
reported enjoying the benefits of the stores’ selection and prices. One US-born resident 
explained: 

A:  Sometimes.  You’ll be real shocked.  I don’t know what type of things you eat 
in your life, but if you’ve ever been to a Vietnamese store they have the best 
prices for meat and they have very good vegetables that you don’t see in a 
Safeway and the prices are better.  You’ll see fresh fish.  You’re not used to seeing 
that at QFC or nothing.  

Q:  So is that where you do most of your shopping? 

A:  Yes.  Safeway you have to go for certain other things, like say you get toilet 
paper or whatever.  But in general, food, that’s where I go to — the Vietnamese 
stores.  They have different varieties there. 

Medical Services 
About a fifth of the interviewees (21%) said they use a local health care provider. The 
public health clinic is very important, as it is the only health care that some of the 
interviewees had access to. Using her sense of humor, one resident explained:  

In fact, that’s my only source of health care for myself, and they only address 
female health, as they’re calling it now, so. I don’t have medical insurance, and 
that’s the only place I get the tune-up and oil change [laughs].  

The medical services that were in the area were also convenient because they offered 
easy parking access to the doctor’s office. One elderly interviewee explained that it was 
important for her to be able to get to the doctor without walking too far. She explained 
that other doctors’ offices located downtown were inconvenient for her because, though 
she could drive downtown, the distance she had to walk from the parking structure to 
the office was too great: 

And I can get to him because he is right here on Des Moines, and it’s not like 
going down town and trying to get through those buildings and elevators and all 
that stuff. That was hard for me too, when I had to go to those other doctors. And 
I had to walk a long way to my car. 

Similarly, many interviewees said that they rely on local pharmaceutical services that 
were in close proximity to their homes. Indeed, there were a number of drug stores in 
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the area. As with the grocery and medical services, we did not hear negative comments 
about accessibility to the pharmacy from those that we interviewed.  
 
We asked interviewees whether or not they intended to continue to use the same 
services after they relocate. Some, including those with very specific service needs, did 
not anticipate difficulty in accessing similar services in their new location. One Somali 
interviewee explained that even after she moves she does not anticipate a problem 
having access to a Somali butcher because “we [Somalis] have so many stores now.” 
She mentioned that there is one on Martin Luther King Blvd. and one on Rainier that 
she sometimes goes to after work on her way home.  So for her, it is “not that big a 
problem.” Yet, others said that they will continue to use the same ethnic-based grocery 
store they do now after they move because the stores are a place where they can connect 
with their particular social networks. For example, one elderly Vietnamese woman 
explained: 

Mother: I’ll come back here to go to the market. I’ll come down here to visit my 
relatives. 

Son: Because there’s no oriental market at Des Moines. 

Interviewer: Oriental market. (to her) You mean a Vietnamese market? 

Mother: I’ll go to the market, oftentimes, I’ll see my friends. And occasionally, I’ll 
get invited to visit. Occasionally, I’ll come back here and socialize, sunbathe. 

Youth Services – Helping Parents 
On-site services for youth are an important component of interviewees’ experience at 
Park Lake Homes, and in fact most interviewees (62%) reported that their children used 
these services. While these were services targeting youth, they served as a tremendous 
resource for parents, providing them with much needed assistance in the care and 
supervision of their children. These services provided safe local venues for kids to play, 
have fun and learn all in their own neighborhood.   
 
We heard many positive comments about the Boys and Girls Club. Forty-three percent 
of the people we interviewed told us that their family uses the Boys and Girls Club. 
Parents that we interviewed reported that the Boys and Girls Club helped them balance 
work and childcare responsibilities. For example, we heard: 

It’s, you know, walking distance to the Boys and Girls Club, and that’s good in 
the summertime, ‘cause I — when I have to work and the girls are out of school, 
they can just go there.  

After school, [my child] can walk to the Boys and Girls Club. I mean, that’s like, 
you don’t have to pay anybody to go pick [my child] up. You don’t have to 
worry about a latch-key kid. You don’t have to worry.  
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In addition to providing this service to families, The Boys and Girls Club also provided 
youth employment services as well as assistance for helping families access further 
services such as summer youth camps. The benefits of the Boys and Girls Club were not 
only enjoyed by youth and their parents, but interviewees with no children also 
appreciated the community-wide events such as the Thanksgiving Dinner and the New 
Year’s Spaghetti Dinner that were sponsored by the Boys and Girls Club. 
 
While the thoughts and experiences of parents were almost always positive, one 
interviewee did share a negative experience with the Boys and Girls Club.  

[son’s name] goes to the Boys and Girls  Club every now and then. I pull him out 
because he’s gotten in a couple of fights down there. Bad kids, on their own, just 
doin’ what they want. So, I pulled him [out of] there.  

The fact that many of the youth-oriented services are on site is an important resource 
for parents with school-age children, as it helps parents to manage their work schedules 
along with parenting. 

 
Having a school located directly on site was also recognized as a valuable resource by 
some interviewees.  Seven interviewees had children attending White Center Heights. 
The fact that the school was “in the neighborhood” was a significant benefit for these 
parents because their children could walk to school safely on their own.  This also 
reduced concerns that their children would miss the school bus and helped alleviate 
some pressure for working parents who appreciated not having to drive their kids to 
school or take them there on the bus before heading to work:   

They can basically walk to school, they don’t have to catch a bus anymore. … 
that’s even better, because sometimes I have to leave for work early, and, uh, if I 
know they have to catch a bus, I’m … you know, not comfortable with leaving 
them, giving them the responsibility of getting … getting out of here on time to 
get the bus. 

The presence of the school in the neighborhood also gave parents greater comfort in 
allowing their children to walk to school because there were so many other students in 
the neighborhood also walking to school.  For example, one woman explained: 

Well, just think, we live here, [my child] can walk to school. The next-door 
neighbors go to the same school, the kids across the street go to the same school. 
I don’t have to worry about [my child] being [alone]. 

In addition to the school, other services on site that provide educational and 
recreational activities for school-aged children contribute significantly to the parents’ 
ability to manage both employment and parenting responsibilities. A fifth of the 
interviewees reported that their families are currently using, or had used, Head Start for 
their small children. The comments about Head Start were positive, and one resident 
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said they simply “loved Head Start.”  Additionally, the tutoring services provided by 
the neighborhood house were specifically mentioned as a valuable resource: 

When they get out of school—I get off of work at four.  They’re out of school by 
… three-forty.  And if not, they’re out of school by two-thirty. So that 
Neighborhood House is basically my babysitter and my tutoring.  My tutor. 
Because, uh, they go there and do their homework, they go on field trips, they go 
to the libraries, they go downtown.  

Access to Services - How Do Residents Get Around?   
One of the biggest issues related to services that Park Lake Homes residents might use 
is how they access them.  The Needs Assessment Survey indicates that over half of 
residents (54%) usually drive their own car to get where they need to go and just under 
half depend on others to help them get where they want to go—either someone else 
drives (27%), or they use public transportation or taxis (17%) (Chart 22).  This is distinct 
from the usual patterns for low-income people, who are usually quite dependent on 
public transportation.  Park Lake Homes residents do use public transit at a similar rate 
as the general population of King County — 10 percent for both.  At the same time, Park 
Lake Homes residents’ rate of usage of their own cars is lower than that of the 
population of King County more generally, where over two-thirds (69 percent) drive 
their own car (United States Census Bureau 2002).  

Chart 22:  Usual Mode of Transportation by Household Heads (n=508) 
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Drive someone else’s car and Friend/Family were separate categories in the survey. 
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Few of the working-age household heads viewed transportation as a problem for them.  
Only about 1% (5 household heads) said it was a problem getting to work; 4 (less than 1 
%) said it was a problem for getting to school (this lower percentage for the latter may 
also be attributed to reliance on school buses or neighbors, or walking.)  Another 10% 
did say that they had transportation problems more generally, and some mentioned 
problems getting anywhere.  Others were more specific with problems getting to 
appointments and the doctor or stores. The most frequently mentioned needs were 
more information about the bus system (4%) and assistance finding transportation 
options (4%).  Again, the finding that transportation is not a major problem may be due 
to the availability of public transit in the area. 
 
Interview data on access to services paints a somewhat different picture of mobility. 
While we found that many people did have access to a personal vehicle, subsidized 
transportation services for the elderly and disabled were well used.  Interviewees also 
said it was important to be able to access the services that they use by walking or taking 
the bus.  

Residents’ Transportation Strategies and Preferences 
Interviewees largely reported being successful at getting where they needed to go and 
they attributed this to the convenient location of Park Lake Homes and good public 
transit. For example, in relation to visits to medical services, one resident said: 

There’s the health department down on Eighth Avenue … um, my dentist… We 
have no dental clinics up here so I have to go to the Georgetown dental clinic. 
Excellent service, and the number 60 goes right down there. So I have no 
problem getting to the dentist. And most of my doctors are on the number 60 bus 
route, and that lets me out across the street. 

 As this quote suggests, residents have devised strategies for accessing important 
services from Park Lake Homes. The success of these strategies in part enforces 
residents desire to stay in the area. One interviewee articulated a desire to stay close 
enough to Park Lake Homes so that she could continue to participate in the adult-
education classes offered on site.  

The computer teacher says I’m doing real great.  And I told him, we talked about 
me moving, he says, “Well, you gonna be quitting?”  I says, “Tim, I’m not gonna 
have to quit.”  He says, “Oh, great!”  I said because if I get the place where I 
think I’m getting I can come over here on the bus, the 128.  And it’ll drop me off 
right there and I can catch it and go back home.  Stops right in front of where I 
live.  So I’m keeping my fingers crossed.  Like I told me friend, I’m not getting 
my hopes for nothing no more.  I’m tired of being slapped back down after I’ve 
gotten my hopes and wishes up.  I ain’t gonna do it no more.  It’s just too hard 
for this old lady anymore!   
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Finally, people’s strategies for accessing services may also be place-dependent because 
their strategies rely on their knowledge of their neighborhoods. This type of place 
dependence is evident in statements such as “and even though I do drive, I only drive 
in the places that I’m used to around here.”  
 
Interviewees expressed a desire to be within walking distance or a short bus ride to the 
services that they use regularly, so that they could have the option to walk. One 
Cambodian resident who felt it was important to have services within walking distance 
expressed this sentiment. While he usually preferred to walk because it was a “way to 
exercise and keep myself healthy,” he sometimes took the bus.   
 
Residents who do have access to a personal vehicle or subsidized transportation such as 
ACCESS expressed a desire for having the option to walk or take a bus. There were a 
number of reasons cited for this need. Some residents explained that the members of 
their family share vehicles, so they needed the option to walk to the store if someone 
else was using the car. Additionally, personal vehicles could unexpectedly break down. 
For example, when asked why it was important to be within walking distance to the 
services that he used, a resident explained “Car breaks down, I walk. Don’t want to 
wait for the bus, you can walk.” Though the bus was a cited as a good alternative to 
driving, there could be financial constraints to riding the bus. As one woman explained: 

Q:  Do the services that you use, the ones that you mentioned, is it important for 
those kinds of services to be within walking distance of your home? 

A:  Walking? Yes. I’d say… 

Q:  Why is it important for you to walk? 

A:  Because you may not have the financial resources to get on the bus. 

Also, having more than one option for accessing the services that they use allows 
residents more independence. That is, residents felt that it was important for services to 
either be in walking distance or easily accessible by bus. For example, in response to the 
question of whether or not services need to be in walking distances for her to use them, 
one resident commented:   

At least a short bus ride…[laughs] Just ‘cause it would be more convenient for 
me. I mean, I can, I can arrange for medical transportation, because I’m on 
medical coupons.  And so, I’m glad that that option is available. But just on a 
personal level, it would be nice to be able to, to get somewhere very, you know, 
quickly. 

Employment Services 
In the Needs Assessment Survey, heads of household were asked whether they were 
interested in services that would help them get a job, keep a job, or get a better job. 
About 38% of household heads said they were interested in such services. Almost half 
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(47%) of these were of working age.  The needs and interests of those who wanted 
employment related services covered the spectrum of possible services (Chart 23): 
Vocational training (18%) job readiness (18%), education (12%), social services (9%), 
vocational ESL classes (9%), apprenticeship training (8%), child care (8%), or 
transportation (4%).  Some (26%) of those who wanted aid said that they would be 
interested in any employment- related service that would be of use. 

Chart 23: Help residents need to get a job, keep a job,  
or get a better job (n=271) 
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Over a third (37%) of heads of households said that they would be interested in any 
employment that arose due to the redevelopment of Park Lake Homes; over half of all 
able-bodied household heads on site said they would be interested in such 
employment. The most frequently specified job was clerical (16%), followed by painting 
(12%) (Chart 24).  Nearly a quarter (23%) of household heads said they would be willing 
to do any job that was available through the redevelopment.  Half the respondents who 
were uninterested were disabled or elderly, half were not. 
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Chart 24:  Interest in Jobs in Park Lake Homes Redevelopment (n=474)  
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20% of household heads said they would be interested in training to help then run their business.  4% of household heads said they 
would want to run a childcare business out of their homes. 

Child Care   
According to the Needs Assessment Survey, only 14% (64) of the households on site 
used childcare services, while another 8% (39 households) needed it.  A third use an in-
home day care, while about 1 in 4 use a day care center, and another 1 in 4 use a 
relative.  Only 13% reported having children enrolled in Head Start.  Childcare enables 
most of these families to go to work (73%) or go to school (27%).  Most of these families 
(75%) get support from DSHS for childcare, while over half (56%) also use their own 
money to pay for it. 

Information Sought by Residents 
In the Needs Assessment Survey, residents were also asked whether they wanted 
information on various services and on developing skills (see Chart 25).  Most 
frequently people wanted information on the public schools (21%) with the next most 
frequent request being information on parenting (16%) and family issues (15%).  
Vietnamese speakers requested information on public schools (27%) and family 
planning (22%) more than any other group, while Cambodian speakers most frequently 
requested information on juvenile justice (14%) and the public school system (14%).  
Both English speakers and Vietnamese speakers wanted more information on parenting 
issues (18% each).  Requesting this information may reflect the challenges of raising 
children within a culture that contrasts with the broader influences of U.S. society.  
Interestingly, English speakers most frequently requested information on cultural 
issues.  The latter finding suggests a possible interest in learning about and better 
understanding their diverse neighbors.  
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Chart 25:  Information Wanted by Language Spoken 
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Residents’ Goals 
In talking about their experience in Park Lake Homes, slightly over half of interviewees 
(55%) discussed how living there has helped them to meet their family’s general goals. 
These family goals fall into three fundamental areas: financial stability, residential 
stability or improvement and a good or better life for their children.  These findings 
demonstrate that residents actively think about their futures and set goals for 
themselves.  As one resident put it: 

If you make goals in your life, you also have to press forward to make them 
occur.  Cause it’ll never occur if you don’t put your foot after your foot.  You 
start moving forward do something.  [If] you just say [that] all the time, they’re 
never really more than a dream. 

Moreover, the goals that residents set for themselves were not unrealistic—winning the 
lottery or buying a mansion.  They focused on more foundational goals such as 
prioritizing their children’s happiness or maximizing their children’s opportunities. 
Here we heard comments such as “My first priority is my son going to school,” “I 
promised myself I would give them something I couldn’t have,” or “I have to raise my 
kids for good things.” Many explained that they were just “trying to do my best and get 
ahead.” Some wished to go back to school or just take a class or two—to learn computer 
skills or a new language.  Others were trying to ensure that the family stays together or 
were hoping “just to be happy where I am at.”   
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Some interviewees’ goal was residential stability, expressed either as getting into and 
staying in private market housing or as eventual homeownership (15 of 26 residents 
mentioned this). They discussed homeownership as a longer-term goal, something to 
work toward and save money for over time.  Comments such as, “I don’t want to rent 
for the rest of my life” or “I want a place that’s mine” typify this sentiment.   
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IV. Findings Part 2: The Experience of Redevelopment & 
Relocation 
 
One of the main goals of this evaluation was to determine how residents of Park Lake 
Homes think about and respond to the redevelopment.  Given KCHA’s efforts to 
explain HOPE VI and the process of relocation to residents, an examination of what 
residents understand can help determine how well that information is being 
transmitted.  Residents’ stories also help illustrate the disparity that sometimes occurs 
between the intentions and goals of the program and residents’ perceptions.  
Consequently, we sought to understand what residents made of HOPE VI in general, 
how they feel about moving, what their concerns about moving might be and how they 
are making relocation choices. In this section we report these findings, organizing them 
into three main sub-sections.  First we examine residents’ general beliefs about and 
reactions to HOPE VI, including its purpose, perceived benefits and impacts, and their 
perceptions of how KCHA is handling the relocation. Second, we look at residents’ 
feelings about and reaction to moving. Third, we examine residents’ destination 
concerns and choices.   
 
To begin, it is important to note that, of the 566 that were on site prior to 
redevelopment, 22 did not qualify for relocation benefits because they had moved into 
Park Lake Homes after the General Information Notices about the HOPE VI program 
went out.31  Additionally, another 30 left the site prior to start of the formal relocation 
process, leaving 514 households on site when relocation began.  KCHA does not 
anticipate that anyone will be able to remain on site and relocate permanently from a 
PLH unit to a new Greenbridge unit; they do anticipate that residents will be able to 
return through a lottery system that determines the order in which households will 
return to the site.   

Reactions to HOPE VI 
When managing the considerable task of relocating an entire community, it is helpful to 
keep residents’ perspective in mind to better appreciate the magnitude of this change in 
their lives and to handle the relocation as sensitively as possible. Findings from the 
Needs Assessment, the focus groups, and interviews shed light on the lived experience 
of residents in a more intimate manner than what is usually possible to see when 
managing the HOPE VI program on a community-wide level.  Residents’ narratives 
about their reactions to the redevelopment, and how they make sense of both the 

                                                 
31 These 22 families were advised of their situation prior to moving in and signed waivers in which they 
acknowledged that they would not receive relocation benefits.  Though not required, KCHA worked with 
these families to transfer to other public housing units in the year prior to the start of the HOPE VI 
relocation process. A few remain on site, but will be transferred to other public housing throughout the 
county in the next 2 years. HOPE VI relocatees will be given first priority, however. 
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project as a whole and the necessity to move reveal insights into both the experience of 
residents in this time of transition and their process of making meaning out of their 
circumstances.   
  
When asked about the HOPE VI program in general, interviewees focused more on the 
physical revitalization of the community and kept their views of relocation largely 
separate from this discussion. Thus residents compartmentalized different aspects of 
the program and had somewhat distinct reactions to each.  Interviewees clearly felt 
more positive about the revitalization efforts (new housing, new services) than moving. 
Understanding the distinction between residents’ feelings about the revitalization of 
their community and their reactions to relocation can help Housing Authorities 
navigate the ambivalent and sometimes contradictory responses that residents might 
have to HOPE VI.     

Residents’ Understanding of the Purpose of HOPE VI 
To begin, it is useful to understand residents’ interpretation of the goal of the HOPE VI 
Program for Park Lake Homes.32  Residents had various interpretations of the purpose 
of the program.  About a quarter of the interviewees (26%) understood that Park Lake 
Homes was being redeveloped because the housing was old and dilapidated, “too 
drafty,” and “moldy.” Most of these residents experienced this first-hand.  However, 
most (74%) did not feel that the physical problems either existed or were significant 
enough to warrant redevelopment.  They therefore could not understand the goal to 
replace dilapidated units: 

The houses are too old, that’s what they say. The heating is inefficient and 
electricity costs are too high, that’s what they say. [But the houses] still look new 
when you go in, but the stuff between the walls [the insulation] is too old, they 
say.  The houses don’t have no mouse, but they say it’s too old.  Some places look 
very old, like Seattle High Point, but Park Lake Homes doesn’t. 

At the same time, this resident noted that “they do need better electricity,” so she 
conceded that “It will be good to have a new house, a new area.”  Other interviewees 
were also skeptical: 

I was kind of told it was because of the wiring and the mildew.  And I said, 
“What mildew?  I don’t have any in my house.”  And the pipes are old and 
everything, I guess.  I did have trouble with my phone one time and they had to 
go underground to check it out.  And I guess the wiring for that’s getting old and 
whatever.  I don’t know!  

                                                 
32 The majority of interviewees (33 of 47) lived in Stage III, and therefore they were not expected to have 
to move until 2006. These remaining interviewees were in Stage I (12 of 47) and Stage II (2 of 47) and had 
to move within a year. However, there were no differences between groups in terms of their 
understanding of the program and their destination choice. For example, those who said they did not 
know the purpose of the program were equally from Stage I and III.    

 Park Lake Homes Baseline and Interim HOPE VI Evaluation 112



 

Some interviewees could not reconcile past community-wide improvement efforts—
fixing roofs, replacing doors and windows—that were completed in 1990 and 1993 with 
the demolition.  They also expressed confusion about why KCHA would “make 
everyone move right when the new school is opening.”  So limited knowledge, or 
knowledge based on their own individual experiences, made it more difficult for 
interviewees to fully understand the program, particularly when they felt that their 
own experiences contradicted what they were told about the program.  
 
Some (23%) thought that, in addition to making physical improvements, the goal of 
HOPE VI was “social” improvement: 

They want to make it a better community, or a safer community … just making 
sure there’s no riffraff in here and stuff like that.   

This was not a unique sentiment. Another resident hoped that it would “drive the 
gangsters out.”  Yet another commented:   

Maybe that is what they are doing this for, getting rid of some of the people they 
didn’t want anymore. 

Such comments suggest that at least some residents blend the process of physical 
improvement with social “improvement” in their minds. This emerges most clearly in 
their discussions of the mixed income strategy, and is also apparent in much of the 
HOPE VI literature in general.   
 
The vast majority of interviewees (89%) did not realize or understand that a goal of 
HOPE VI was to mix incomes. Of the 11% who did identify this as a goal, most were 
uncertain as to whether such a mix would be successful.  This uncertainty also appears 
in residents’ concerns about returning to Greenbridge and whether they would fit into 
the new community.33 One resident expressed her concern about it this way: 

[I wonder] if there’s gonna be a problem, since I’m on Section 8, and he lives next 
door, and he paid $200,000 for [his] unit, you know, and I have my surround-
sound on because I work nights or something. 

Another resident was similarly concerned but was hopeful: 

I don’t know how that’s gonna turn out, I really don’t, for the low -income 
people. And people that think they’re better than us because we don’t have that 
much. I’m hoping.  Maybe that’s why it’s called “hope,” they’re hoping it works 
out, too.   

About a quarter of the interviewees (26%) felt that the redevelopment would mean a 
better, more attractive and safer community. Among these, a few residents felt that the 

                                                 
33 This concern also arose in in-depth interview discussions about where residents would move after 
relocation (see page 166 for more details).   
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purpose of the redevelopment was not only community improvement but also an 
opportunity for current residents to live in a less stigmatized environment. As one 
resident put it: “this isn’t gonna be like, the ghetto.” Another resident expounded on 
that view:  

It seems to me that Housing in general would like to help families of all different 
economic backgrounds live in a place where, even if it is subsidized, that it’s 
more, kind of, fits into mainstream living, rather than, kind of, being segregated 
as projects. And all these little tract houses all look the same, and, and therefore, 
maybe there’s a stigma attached to it. 

Residents who thought that redevelopment would improve the environment also felt 
that mixing incomes would create a less stigmatizing environment, or, because the 
overall physical improvements would make a better community, one that is “cleaner,” 
“safer,” and “nicer:” 

So I think probably just integrating the people who are low income and medium 
income as a whole, just into the general population, having a, that sense of 
having a place that isn’t obviously low income.  So, kind of, maybe giving people 
more of a sense of pride and self esteem, rather than … I don’t have any money, 
therefore, I have to live in low-income housing and whatever negativity is 
attached to that. 

Few interviewees (9%) thought that the program was meant to create homeownership 
opportunities for themselves or others, suggesting a need to better explain this potential 
opportunity to residents. Those who did understand the homeownership option were 
quite enthusiastic about that possibility: 

If I can get my credit up [to] par…work on your revolving credit and all this 
other stuff…you actually have a feasible chance of being able to buy a condo for 
not much more that you pay in rent.  So, to me, that’s just mind-blowing. 

A few interviewees mentioned a smattering of other purposes like enabling the 
Housing Authority to make money, providing nicer parks, and bringing more income 
into the area. However, these particular purposes were only identified by a handful of 
interviewees.    
 
Some of in-depth interviewees (19%) said that they did not know what the purpose of 
the program was at all.  In some cases, this was because residents were confused by the 
sheer complexity of the situation. However, this confusion also reflects a genuine lack of 
knowledge about the purpose of the program. Comments like those below typify this 
lack of understanding. 

I haven’t got the faintest idea.  

I don’t know. All I know is that they’re tearing down houses and rebuilding new 
ones. 
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In some cases, the uncertainty about the purpose of HOPE VI reveals skepticism about 
the intentions of the program.  In fact, one resident, when asked about the purpose of 
HOPE VI, turned the question around on the interviewer in the hope that the 
interviewer could tell her what the purpose was: 

Since you asked that, I would like to know.  Was it to save money, or make it a 
better place for the community?   

A few interviewees were outright resistant to the whole HOPE VI program and felt it 
had no good purpose. As one put it: 

I don’t need it to happen. I don’t think they need it to come down. 

Residents’ Understanding of HOPE VI Beneficiaries 
To test their understanding of HOPE VI further, we asked interviewees who they 
thought might benefit from the program.  They identified a wide range of 
beneficiaries—from current tenants, to the whole neighborhood, to KCHA and all of 
King County.  Forty percent believed, or at least hoped, that current residents would 
benefit:  

Because by them remodeling, they show that they care, they want us, seems like 
they want us to have the best. 

They’re supposed to have houses that you can rent-to-own, which is a good idea 
because a lot of people cannot just go out and buy a home. They’re supposed to 
help you, if you want to buy a home in here, they’re, I remember one of the 
meetings, they would teach people how they could buy a home in here; how they 
could afford to buy one.34

Some interviewees identified particular categories of residents who might especially 
benefit from the program: 

A lot of the elders will. They can benefit from it.  Because they’ll be closer 
together and they’ll be, you know, easier to get to each other. 

This idea was based on information that the resident learned in a master planning 
meeting in which a scheme for higher-density housing for seniors was presented.  It is 
notable, however, that even these more optimistic residents were cautious in their 
statements about whom the project would benefit, adding qualifiers and saying that this 
was what they hoped would happen. For example, one woman hoped it would mean 
better services and schools and playgrounds for the children.  Knowing they were 
rebuilding the housing, she felt more confident that it would be better because it would 
be new and have better insulation. 
                                                 
34 Whether those who expressed interest in homeownership would actually be able to buy a residence in Greenbridge 
was not part of this evaluation.  Only a continuation of the evaluation to post-development can indicate the success 
of the home ownership options for original residents.   
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In addition, a few interviewees (10%) felt that current residents decidedly would not 
benefit from the program and were, in fact, put at a disadvantage because of the 
program.  When asked who could benefit from the HOPE VI program they said: 

The rich!...Because there’s gonna be 900 to a 1000 units in this place they said, 
and only 300 are gonna be low-income.  And right now there’s almost 600 units.  
And …  most of it’s low-income.  And look how much they’re cutting out.  That’s 
my feeling. 

The middle-class people. People that already had homes and have all that credit 
behind them. Because a lot of low-income people don’t [have] credit. Its gonna be 
people that don’t really need.  Probably seniors too. They get quite a bit of help. 

Some thought that the government in general or KCHA in particular would benefit 
from the program. 

Because they [KCHA] want to make more money condensing the living units. 

[It is] a way for HOPE VI to make money, but that was their right.  

Other interviewees broadly stated that the program would benefit “everyone:” 

I think everyone will, including neighboring communities…higher living 
standards. 

I guess [it’s] White Center just trying to not be the slum, you know, and that’s 
good.  I mean, that brand-new school and this brand-new project and everything. 

The people will get a new place to live. That’s one benefit. And the people from 
the Housing Authority, they get the funding from the federal government. 

Across the board, many interviewees saw some sort of benefits in the redevelopment, 
but 60% did not think that current tenants would benefit in the long run. The remaining 
40% felt current tenants would only benefit provided they were able to return to the 
site.     

Perceptions of HOPE VI Impacts 
Interviewees foresaw a variety of impacts of the HOPE VI program, both positive and 
negative, immediate and longer-term. Sixty-six percent identified some positive impact, 
while 21% identified negative impacts. This is not entirely surprising, given that most 
residents hope to return to the newly developed community.35  Other interviewees were 
unsure of the impact that the program would have on them or the community, or they 
had mixed feelings about the impacts they experienced and foresaw.  
 

                                                 
35 See destination preferences, page 149.   

 Park Lake Homes Baseline and Interim HOPE VI Evaluation 116



 

One immediate impact was witnessing the dismantling of the community as people left 
and units were boarded up: 

It’s actually kind of weird, ‘cause, like, everybody’s starting to close up, it seems 
like, you know. ‘Cause everybody’s moving and breaking ties, but we all take 
care of each other, you know. 

This comment was not put in a particularly negative or positive light, and, in fact, it 
represents the kind of mixed-bag reaction that residents tend to have about the HOPE 
VI program.  On the one hand, there is the desire for a better community and new 
housing, but there is also the distaste for moving involuntarily and concern about an 
unknown future for an already vulnerable population. All of this exists amidst the hope 
among most that they will be able to return to the new community.    

Positive Impacts 
Interviewees also predicted that the HOPE VI project would have some positive impact 
on Park Lake Homes.  Almost half (43%) thought that the redevelopment would mean 
significant neighborhood improvements and better living conditions, including a nicer 
landscape, better playgrounds for kids, better and more attractive housing units, new 
amenities, and new services.    
 
Clearly, interviewees’ beliefs about positive impacts are based on the fact that the 
housing will be new, and it is this newness, along with the expectation of returning to 
Greenbridge, that lies at the base of residents’ anticipation of better living conditions:  
“When they build the houses, it will be pleasant. The houses they’re building are very 
pretty!”  Many of these types of comments come from residents who have attended 
master planning meetings and have seen the plans and sketches directly from the 
designers. These meetings in and of themselves have had a tremendous impact on 
interviewees’ reactions to, and knowledge about, the program. The meetings tended to 
generate enthusiasm for the vision of a whole new environment: 

I believe it will be an improvement. Some of the drawings that they showed look 
good. And when, like I said, when the recent meetings that I went to, they had 
showed how they’re gonna have restaurants, seating like they have the outside 
cafes where you could go and… sit out, and umbrellas, and little seats outside 
the stores, and sit there and eat. So I’ve never actually done that but I’ve seen it 
on TV. 

Some residents were enthusiastic about certain features of the new master plan that 
they viewed as particularly important improvements: 

Hearing about all the different stuff that they’re going to have.  Like they’re 
going to have a walking trail for people. I like to walk. I used to go for walks 
every night. I mean, I would walk around the entire Park Lake neighborhood 
about 4 times; a hour and a half walking… but it would be so much easier if I did 
have a little walking trail.  
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Interviewees also felt that the program would also initiate the provision of better 
services: 

We will live better. We will have a better community.  Not just houses, better 
houses, better community, better services.   

And while some disliked the greater density and building height, most thought it was a 
positive improvement and felt that it would “blend in better with the rest of the area.”  
For some, this was no small accomplishment, “because it looks so clone-like here right 
now. It, it really does, everything is exactly identical—and it’s boring.” And for other 
residents, once again, the issue of physically blending in was critical for dismantling 
stigma: 

A project has a bad name for some reason ….it’s all the same (uniform).  Maybe if 
the houses were different, and it kind of blended in more with the surrounding 
houses or surrounding areas [it would be better]. 

Among the positive impacts that interviewees identified, a few thought that the 
redevelopment has caused KCHA staff to be more attentive to residents during this 
time of transition and uncertainty.  So despite the disruption of the relocation, 
interviewees were optimistic that the payoff of moving would be, in the end, the 
opportunity to live in a better community such as that presented to them in community 
meetings. 

Negative Impacts 
The biggest and most common negative impact of HOPE VI is the involuntary 
relocation of residents.  While 47% identified some positive aspect of relocating (e.g. a 
chance for a fresh start), they also readily identified downsides—in particular, the 
search for new housing, uprooting oneself and one’s family, the physical demands of 
the move. No one saw the program exclusively as a positive experience.  Interviewees’ 
reactions to the idea of moving are addressed in greater detail on page 133.  Here, we 
discuss the non-move-related impacts that residents identified.  
 
 One fifth (21%) of interviewed residents felt that the program has yielded negative 
impacts beyond the necessity to relocate.  As with the positive impacts, these negative 
impacts included both immediate and longer-term impacts.  The more immediate 
negative impacts were decreasing maintenance, neighbors leaving and a general sense 
of disinvestment.  Despite a mostly positive regard for KCHA staff, and maintenance in 
particular, some felt that maintenance services were slipping because of the impending 
demolition, as one resident commented:  

I kind of feel like, since they’re, they’re just going to tear these houses down, that 
they don’t really want to do an awful lot.  Now, they just want to do the 
minimum, you know? And I don’t like that, because we’re gonna be here for a 
couple more years. 
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Perceptions of longer-term negative impacts were related to the nature of the future 
community, namely greater density —“They’re ugly. And they’re all packed on top of 
each other!”— and the strategy of mixing incomes. In the latter case, there was concern 
that current residents would not fit in or that there would be some bias against them by 
their middle-income neighbors.  Some interviewees were also curious to see “if they 
ever finish the project.” 

Residents’ Understanding of HOPE VI Information 
In the time since KCHA received the grant award, the organization has strived to 
communicate clearly and concisely about the HOPE VI program and the changes that 
would occur at Park Lake Homes.  All interviewees said they received written 
announcements and letters from KCHA notifying them and keeping them abreast of the 
redevelopment. Many said that they first received notification one to two years prior to 
this interview, so they have known about the program and the necessity to move for 
some time. 
 
When asked, most (64%) in-depth interviewees said that they understood the 
information they were provided about HOPE VI. However, analysis of interviews 
demonstrates that residents can be confused about various aspects of the HOPE VI 
program.  Forty percent of those who said that they understood the information they 
were given about the program stated explicitly that they were unsure about it and went 
on to describe aspects of the program about which they were uncertain.  This included 
residents from all three Relocation Stages.  That leaves 38% who gave clear, consistent 
responses that indicate that they really understand what is going on.  The contradiction 
between the affirmative response to understanding the information and their 
subsequent explanations of the program might be attributable to the highly complex 
nature of HOPE VI development projects or a desire not to appear uninformed, given 
that information has indeed been provided to them.   
 
Most of the confusion was related to various aspects of the relocation process.  This type 
of confusion is fairly common among public housing residents involved in HOPE VI 
relocation (Smith 2002). Confusion surrounds anything from relocation staging and 
timeline, to relocation benefits and rights, and the ability of residents to return to the 
new community.  As one interviewee put it, “I’m still confused, because I don’t know 
where I am going to be, when I am going to go…” This lack of understanding created 
resentment among some interviewees who did not understand relocation staging when 
they learned that some people were able to stay longer than they could. As this Stage I 
resident said: 

I don’t understand why she has to wait a couple of years because I was told that 
everyone in Site One has got to move out. And that ain’t fair to me if she gets to 
stay for two years. And I am going to talk to my area management about that.  

Some just had a difficult time understanding why they had to move at all: 
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You see, every time I’ve moved out of here it has been the same manager. 
Because Park Lake Homes told me this is your permanent place and it’s the same 
address that you are going to live at, no matter what. That’s what they told me… 
Now I am getting another story saying I’ve got to move, like everybody in Site 
One because it is going to be HOPE VI. So that’s getting me double confused. 

Interviewees were confused about the timeframe for making relocation decisions and 
the date by which a family must move off site.  When one resident was asked if they 
knew when they had to leave, she said: 

Uh, sometime next year, I think.  Or the year after…I think the date was changed.   

However, this resident was from Stage III and would not have to move for some time.   
 
Others were more certain of the timeframe, although they too had said their moving 
deadline had changed: 

They said we have to move by 2004 —this year.  And then they change it — they 
change that we have to move 2006. 

I know that we’ve got within—what, uh … about two, two—about sixty days, or 
ninety days to find a place. 

Residents talk among themselves about the relocation process and the choices they have 
to make. Almost a quarter of interviewees (23%) said that they rely on neighbors to get 
information about relocation.  The difficulty with that, of course, is whether residents 
are passing on the correct information to their neighbors: 

A lot of people absolutely don’t have a clue. They just living until they have to 
go. So, you know, I just tell them what, how I understand it and I hope I’m right. 

So clearly, confusion is generated from sharing misinformation. Fortunately, some 
residents then seek out KCHA staff for clarification:   

That’s when I found out, hey, I might want to do that, because that person that 
told me that you couldn’t do it, told me the wrong thing. 

While it is hard to anticipate when residents will exchange misinformation, the findings 
do suggest a need for regular updates and continued, repeated announcements about 
the relocation process, particularly since confusion is common and the stakes are high. 
Some interviewees who did not attend HOPE VI meetings relied on neighbors who did 
attend to tell them what was happening in the meetings and provide them with the 
literature that they picked up there. In these cases involving meeting attendance and 
printed information, the information transmittal is more accurate than in cases where 
residents are just comparing their own beliefs and concerns among themselves without 
any printed information from the meetings.   
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Residents’ Understanding of Relocation Benefits 
KCHA has worked to make sure that residents understand their relocation benefits 
through personal and community meetings both in English and in residents’ native 
languages. In fact, letters, relocation guides, and other materials are provided in seven 
languages.  Around the country, however, it is apparent that making sure residents are 
clear about these benefits is not an easy task (Smith 2002).  Park Lake Homes residents 
for the most part seem to understand their rights and the benefits due them: 

I know I have the right to ask questions. 

Nearly half of the interviewees (49%) demonstrated an awareness of at least some 
subset of the following relocation benefits and choices: (1) having options for relocation; 
(2) getting financial assistance — either for disconnect/reconnect fees or other moving 
expenses; (3) entitlement to a comparable unit —size and ADA accessibility; and (4) 
assistance with the physical move—providing boxes, packing and loading the truck.  
Naturally, this was a big relief for disabled and elderly residents in particular: 

I don’t have much family or friends any more, so that’s another thing. They’ll 
have movers come and take charge. I saw my neighbor move out, and about five 
guys jumped out and moved all their stuff out. 

The right to a comparable unit was one of the better understood aspects of the 
relocation process: 

My rights are, and this is just what I see, again, without referring back to 
anything in writing or in print. I think my rights are to have comparable—is the 
really frequently heard term in this process—comparable housing. 

Some were aware that they were entitled to some financial assistance:   

If I have to move to a place where my rent is higher than it is here, they cover 
that. If I have to have like, a disconnect and reconnect fee for my cable, electric, 
or phone, they’ll pay for that. 

Interviewees were impressed with the degree of help they could receive if they needed 
or wanted it, particularly regarding the physical move—packing, getting the moving 
truck, and moving logistics.   

I think they’re going more than what they really have to.  That’s just showing 
how much the place cares for people.   

Some interviewees had at least some idea of the legal foundation for their rights to 
relocation benefits: 

It had something to do with some act that was passed back in nineteen seventy-
something.  They are authorized to pay for all our moving expenses.  Uh, 
relocate us to the same or close to the same living conditions we’re, we’re living 
in before.  
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We have the relocation code that they call, the relocation act, or something like 
that.  So, based on that, you have the right to be helped by them and assisted by 
them to relocate, and all that material and stuff. 

Some interviewees (38%) were still unsure about what kind of help they could expect: 

Whatever they send us in the mail, I’ll briefly read it, I hate reading…I know 
they help you move, to relocate. Are they paying for it? I mean I don’t know all 
these detailed questions. I know you have to find your own place to live. I know 
they don’t help you do that. At least I know when you’re on Section 8. Section 8 
doesn’t help you, they give you listings of places. 

Three interviewees said flatly that they had no rights:  “We have none,” “I’m not 
guaranteed anything.”  One expounded: 

He [my husband] told me that we have no rights to say it!  But he don’t want to 
move.  He just want to stay in this unless somebody said, “Move out!  They 
gonna tear this down.” 

Essentially this resident felt he had no rights because his preference was to stay and he 
would not be allowed to do so. In fact, he and his wife thought the question about 
tenants’ rights was quite comical and they laughed when they first heard the question.   
 
Finally, discussions in the Cambodian and Vietnamese focus groups reveal that 
immigrants struggled with the question about their rights.  For them, it was sometimes 
a difficulty with language, but this also suggests a cultural difference—the idea of rights 
appears to be a bit foreign to Cambodian refugees escaping the dictatorial regime of Pol 
Pot, as one Cambodian resident noted, for example.  But overall this suggests that they 
are not thinking of themselves as having rights in the redevelopment, and more 
specifically the relocation process.   

Confusion About the Ability to Return to Greenbridge 
In the in-depth interviews, residents demonstrated some misunderstandings of the 
eligibility criteria for returning to the new Park Lake Homes.  Being a good tenant—
being clean, paying rent on time — was identified by some as a reason one household 
should or would be given priority over others in returning to the site: 

Because we pay rent good, we live nicely here, we keep it clean, and we pay the 
rent ahead.  We think that because we have been good, we may be able to come 
back.  I think that the people who can’t return have had a bad record, and won’t 
be allowed to come back. 

One interviewee thought that most residents would not be able to return because they 
were not working and could not afford to buy their own home: 

You have to have a job before you come back here. They’re [KCHA] not gonna 
let you come back here and you’re on welfare still. How are you gonna rent-to-
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own anything being on welfare? So, its gonna be hard on those people that do 
have those “flip-burger” jobs and stuff like that, to move back in here. Because 
I’m wondering, don’t you have to make so much? And credit and all that other 
stuff? A lot of these people don’t have that. 

It is clear from this comment, however, that her skepticism about the ability of most 
residents to return stems from a misconception that only those who are eligible for 
homeownership can return. 
 
Some interviewees based their beliefs on whether current residents would be able to 
return on their (mis)understanding of the lottery system.  This seemed to confuse a 
number of residents.  Just the fact that there was a lottery system led some interviewees 
to believe that not all residents who wanted to return would be able to do so, and that 
this was, in fact, the point of the lottery: 

I don’t know, because, from what I understood, I don’t think everybody’s gonna 
be able to come back.  I think that’s probably why they drew a lottery. I don’t 
think everybody can come back. 

Similarly, a few interviewees were uncertain about whether a low or a high number 
would enable them to return. One resident said he believed that only 150 numbers were 
going to be selected from the lottery.  So, it is not surprising that some even talked 
about the lottery as something one could “win.”  When asked if tenants who want to 
return will be able to do so, another resident said: 

Well, the thing is it’s kind of a lucky thing.  If they win the lottery they can. 

For this resident, “winning” the lottery meant that a resident could return to the new 
community, but it is unclear how one would actually win—whether there was a certain 
number that served as a threshold or whether there were other winning criteria.   
 
Yet another resident thought that only those who were in the final relocation stage and 
the disabled would be able to return: 

I think that those that are moving out last and being like disabled or something 
would have the opportunity to move back in to a newer unit faster. 

Some interviewees had seen families move into units since the announcement of the 
HOPE VI grant and that created some confusion about why they had to leave when 
others were still moving in, causing them to question whether they would truly be able 
to return: 

I have to move to another place because, I don’t know why, because they said 
that they weren’t moving anybody back in. They moved these people in 
[neighbors next door] just a couple days ago. And across the street they moved 
them in just a couple days ago…and I don’t know what’s going on now. 
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Here we see that residents’ first-hand experiences conflict with what they understand 
about having to vacate their unit.   
 
There was also confusion and concern about the funding for the program and whether 
there would be enough money in the budget to cover both the expense of relocating 
families and building the new community.  One resident asked:   

What are they going to have left to build anything with? 

This suggests a belief that funds will first go to the Park Lake Homes residents’ 
relocation costs and the construction will occur based on what funds are left over in the 
budget. However, from their perspective it is understandable that residents might think 
that because the relocation process will largely happen before construction. 
 
Finally, some interviewees who expressed confusion about their ability to return made 
a point of talking to KCHA staff to clarify the situation: 

If you get the WIC vouchers, you can’t come back, you know? A lot of people 
were saying that. Saying that if you got the WIC vouchers, you had to move out 
and stay out, you couldn’t come back in. But the way it was, even if you got the 
WIC vouchers, you move out, you can still come back. They told us that. 

These comments demonstrate that residents can get quite confused about the HOPE VI 
project despite efforts by KCHA to hold regular meetings and mail out literature 
explaining their relocation options and benefits.  Given the experience in other sites 
nationally (Smith 2002; Popkin, Katz et al 2004), some level of confusion can be expected 
given the complexity of the program and the emerging nature of various timelines and 
regulations.  Again, the continual, repeated distribution of announcements regarding 
relocation benefits, even if they contain the same information, may help to minimize 
this confusion.   

Community Meetings on HOPE VI 
Resident community meetings about HOPE VI played an important role in providing 
residents with critical information that cleared up the confusion attendees had.  The 
majority of those interviewed (68%) said that they have attended at least one HOPE VI 
meeting.  The average number of meetings interviewees attended was three or four. 
Some said they went to all of them, another figured it was “probably over 10.”  Those 
who did attend provided fairly detailed information about what happens in the 
meetings and what they have learned.   

She [a KCHA staff member] called me and said, we’re gonna have a meeting, 
we’re gonna call these people to come in and they’ll probably do a face-lift on 
Park Lake. And I said, what’s a face-lift? Well, they wanted to demolish these 
and bring up new ones. So I went to that meeting, and then they told us that, 
well, the people that’s gonna plan it and come hear what ideas we have and all 
that sort of stuff would come up. About that next year, people started coming 
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here, sending out fliers, and saying how, you know, they wanted us to come to 
the meetings, and sit in, and listen to the people talk about what they wanted to 
do with the money that, and they told us in the news we have a voice and what 
we would like to see done around here… so everybody was just wanting all 
these good and cool things. And so they said, if you have the money for it, would 
you want to see that done, and how would you want to see it done? Would you 
want to do it yourself, would you want to be in on the planning, and the actual 
building, or whatever? So I don’t think the actual building thing really worked, 
so nobody really wanted to do the actual building thing, so that got swept off the 
table. 

Almost all of the residents who said they attended meetings thought that they were 
helpful.   

What people don’t realize about these types of meetings is maybe sometimes 
they feel— they want something to happen but when you don’t go to the 
meetings the things never happen if you’re not out there speaking about them.  
I’ve learned that from going to those meetings that it’s real important that you go 
there, even if you don’t have any thing—just to listen. 

A few, however, did not:   

Well they just, I don’t know, they just repeated theirselves and I, it was just 
telling me the same things that the flyers told me. 

These particular meetings were helpful for shedding light on the vision for the new 
community and enabling residents to participate in its creation, but at least in these two 
cases, they did not influence any relocation decisions.  Nonetheless, for other residents, 
seeing the master plan unfold did get them excited about the new community, and as 
we saw earlier, it helped firm up their resolve to return to Greenbridge.   
 
Naturally, the biggest reason for attending meetings was to learn about what was going 
to happen to them and to Park Lake Homes. When asked why he attends the meetings, 
one resident said simply, “because I live here.”  Another explained: 

Just to know what’s going on, and what kind of things that you have to do to 
stay here, or when you move, or can you get back here when they project’s done, 
or things like that. 

Some interviewees said they really enjoyed seeing different groups of residents attend 
and be able to understand because translators were available:  

I was just interested to see what was going on.  Or what reason they were doing 
what they were doing.  I just wanted to understand.  What I thought was really 
great there was that they have different interpreters for different cultures of 
people.  So everybody could understand.  I thought that was neat. 
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Residents appreciated having the translators there to help make the information more 
understandable for all residents: 

They have interpreter, translator there, and so the people that can’t understand 
English will have a way to understand through a translator and things. So. And 
that’s pretty good.  

One resident explained that he attended three meetings in the past year.  The first two 
meetings were about the lottery.  The third meeting was longer and more informational.  
He went because he wanted to know how the process for relocation was going to work, 
especially in regard to moving disabled people.  He felt the meetings were helpful but 
he would have liked more explanation about the “bigger picture about why this is 
happening and how it’s happening all over the Seattle area.”  Also, he seemed to 
question whether HOPE VI would be “true to its word”—i.e. could he trust what the 
Housing Authority said was going to happen. 
 
Those in-depth interviewees who did not attend meetings were absent either because 
they were afraid to go out at night, they were physically unable to get to the meetings 
(“I have no way to get there. I’m in bed all the time”) or they were working when the 
meetings were held: 

I really wish I could go to some of the meetings they have, you know, different 
meetings where, like, they have one that’s going on now about, you know, what 
kind of credit you need to do the rent-to-own the home and all that stuff, and I 
can’t go to it because I’m working so much. And I’d really like to…be able to find 
out answers to my questions, you know, but without me having to go to one of 
the meetings, because I can’t. And I wish that they would, you know, call and let 
people know, well, if, if you can’t make it to a meeting, we’ll send someone to 
talk to you or something. I would like for them to do that. Because the people 
who do work a lot and can’t make it to the meetings, how are we supposed to 
know, you know, get answers to our questions. 

Another resident said he went to the first few meetings but then stopped going when he 
felt he had learned what he needed to: 

I just didn’t see having to go all the time, you know … I know what’s gonna 
happen. Can’t stop it. And you just get your days, and what’s going on. Some 
people need that once–a-week, once-a-month thing. 

The challenge to Housing Authorities with HOPE VI grants is how to work with the fact 
that residents do not attend meetings and therefore don’t get the information that 
people who attend do. While all pertinent information is put in writing and sent to all 
households, the need to reach out to those who don’t attend meetings is crucial.  
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Residents’ Perceptions of How KCHA is Handling Relocation 
Despite the confusion that some experience, as many as 68% of in-depth interviewees 
said that KCHA was handling the relocation well. Some said they were “doing more 
than they have to” and that the way they were performing was “excellent.”  Indeed, 
these interviewees trusted that they would be taken care of: 

Well, they said, well, they’re going to make sure that your move is smooth as 
possible, that’s what they told us. So they’re gonna do their best.  

Another interviewee commented: 

I think they’re doing more than what they really have to.  That’s just showing 
how much the place cares for people. 

In a few cases people said that they generally got an answer to their question but it was 
not as helpful as they had hoped: 

They seem very eager to help. One time I had raised a concern, and I feel like I 
got a canned response, but you know, it was probably an uncharted area for the 
lady and, you know, she did make the effort to try to satisfy me, but didn’t, you 
know, she basically didn’t know but didn’t want to give me an I-don’t-know. But 
instead of just saying that, she said we’re here to serve you. And it was like this 
whole spiel [laughs]: “our office is geared toward making as smooth a transition 
for the relocation process.”   

This response, however, was not what the majority of interviewees experienced.  
 
There seems to be some disparity between how interviewees feel that KCHA is 
handling the relocation overall—i.e. on the community level—and how they feel staff 
are handling their individual cases. That is, some interviewees expressed frustration 
that staff were not being responsive and not calling them back: 

My case worker, actually, I’m going to call him today, because he was supposed 
to call me a week and a half ago. And he said that I was, my, he, I was his next 
priority, and it’s been a week and a half, he said I’ll call you tomorrow, and he 
hasn’t called me [laughs]. 

Perhaps the problem here is that this resident is relying on their caseworker to provide 
them with relocation information.  The resident continues: 

I’m sure that he’s been just overloaded, because of the additional moves. 
However, it’s not helping me any, not knowing exactly what’s going on, because 
I haven’t heard back from him. 

In this comment we see recognition of the task facing KCHA and the resident takes on 
an almost sympathetic view.  The same resident goes on to say that KCHA on the whole 
is handling the relocation “pretty well:”  

 Park Lake Homes Baseline and Interim HOPE VI Evaluation  127



I think pretty well. Some of my neighbors have said they were helpful, and some 
of my neighbors have said they weren’t very helpful. So, probably, generally, 
they are helpful… And I can’t say, oh they’re just not helpful. They don’t want to 
help. I don’t know that for a fact. And then, like I said, they found out that site 
two has to move, so that’s another set of people that they have to deal with. 

Not only does this last comment suggest sympathy about what the Housing Authority 
has to do to relocate everyone, it also suggests that this resident sees KCHA staff and 
the residents as being in the same situation discovering they have to move people.  

Moving Reactions and Concerns 
In order to sensitively address the relocation process, it is important to try to 
understand residents’ reactions to moving out of Park Lake Homes. This section focuses 
specifically on residents’ reactions to and concerns about moving.  Interviewees’ 
concerns and attitudes about moving were intertwined with their feelings about having 
to relocate from a housing situation with which they were satisfied as well as with their 
worries over where they would end up. Here we present the findings on residents’ 
reactions and concerns related to the idea and process of moving itself. The destination 
choices and decision rationales of interviewees are examined separately on page 149 
and 156, respectively.  

Feelings about Moving in General  
According to the Needs Assessment Survey, nearly two-thirds of household heads were 
at least a little unhappy about moving to another place (65%), while about 13% were 
happy about the move (Chart 26).  About one-in-five household heads said that moving 
would make no difference to them.  Speakers of different languages had different 
perspectives on the prospect of moving.  Vietnamese residents most frequently said 
they were very unhappy about moving (62%).  
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Chart 26:  Willingness to Move to Another Place 
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Language spoken and feelings about moving to another place have dependent relationship.  χ2=37.7, df=6, p=.00. 

 
In the Needs Assessment Survey, we also asked household heads to respond to a series 
of statements to gauge how they felt about moving in general and whether they were 
predisposed to move or not.  More specifically, we asked residents to rate their 
agreement to a set of statements about moving using a scale of 1 to 10, with 1 being 
strongly disagree and 10 being strongly agree.  The statements were as follows:  (1) 
Moving from place to place is exciting and fun; (2) I could be happy living in one place 
for the rest of my life; (3) Living close to people who share my ethnicity is very 
important to me; and (4) I like going places where no one knows me (Brown and 
Perkins, 2002). 

Table 12:  Feelings about Moving in General 

 Mean Median 
75% 

percentile
n 

Moving from place to place is exciting and fun 3.1 2.0 5 506
I could be happy living in one place for the rest of my life 8.4 10.0 10 508
Living close to people who share my ethnicity is very important to me 6.9 7.0 10 507
I like going places where no one knows me 3.3 2.0 5 507
Respondents were asked to rate their agreement or disagreement with theses statements on a scale of 1 to 10, where 1 was strongly 
disagree and 10 was strongly agree.   

 
Responses to these statements indicate that the majority of heads of household are not 
predisposed to move. Most (75%) strongly agreed that they could be happy living in 
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one place for the rest of their lives (Table 12).  Conversely, most people did not agree 
that moving from place to place is exciting and fun, nor did they like going places 
where no one knew them.  Finally, most household heads agreed (75%) that living close 
to people who shared the same ethnicity was important (most gave this a score of 7 or 
above).  
 

Table 13:  Feelings about Moving in General by Language Group 

 
English 
(n=353) 

Vietnamese 
(n=92) 

Somali 
(n=19) 

Cambodian 
(n=21) 

Other 
(n=21) 

Moving from place to place is exciting and fun 3.3 2.9 3.1 3.1 2.5 
I could be happy living in one place for the rest of my life 8.2* 8.8* 7.1* 9.6* 8.5 
Living close to people who share my ethnicity is very 
important to me 6.6*+ 7.0+ 9.6*+ 8.6* 7.9 
I like going places where no one knows me 3.6*+ 3.3*+ 1.3* 3.3* 1.8+

Respondents were asked to rate their agreement or disagreement with theses statements on a scale of 1 to 10, where 1 was strongly 
disagree and 10 was strongly agree.  Table presents the mean response by first language spoken.  * and + are used to indicate 
groups where there are significant differences at the .05 level according to the Dunnet-C post hoc test. 

 
Different language groups have different feelings about moving in general, although no 
one felt that moving from place to place was exciting and fun (see Table 13).  
Respondents differed in whether they could be happy living in one place for the rest of 
their lives (F(4,501)=0.04).  Cambodian speakers were more likely to agree strongly with 
that statement than their English-, Vietnamese-, or Somali-speaking counterparts, 
although all basically agreed with the sentiment. Somalis were more likely to strongly 
agree that living close to people of the same ethnicity was important, compared to both 
English and Vietnamese speakers (F(4,501)=0.00).  Similarly, Somali and Cambodian 
speakers felt that living close to people who share their ethnicity was more important 
than English speakers did; the latter group was more neutral on that issue.  Focus-
group discussions support these findings.  Those speaking Somali and languages other 
than English were less likely to enjoy going places where they knew no one, but overall 
no one was very willing to do this (F(4,501)=0.00).  These findings are supported by 
interview discussions about language barriers being a concern for moving. As one 
interviewee explained: “You know, we have second language, that’s why when you 
move somewhere and it’s too many trouble, that’s why I don’t want to move.” 
 
Moreover, a notable passivity or helplessness about the move emerged among 
Cambodian focus-group participants about having to do whatever the Housing 
Authority says they must do: 

P3:  Regarding this [redevelopment]...it’s up to them. As people who have no 
money like me...whenever they finish [the construction]...we’ll live wherever 
they bring us to live. Because we can’t choose to live anywhere else since we 
have no money….they asked us once or twice...what did we need from them? 
We can’t order them. It’s up to them. Because we are average people, in whatever 
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condition they allow us to live is up to them. It’s up to people at the top [high 
ranking officers].  

P8:  No, I can’t say anything. If we say something...it’s like we are badmouthing 
about them.   

P4: For the moment, it’s up to them...wherever they allow us to live.  

At the same time there was some anger at their lack of power over their circumstances: 

They told us that when they find a house, they let us move out...they told us that 
if we didn’t move out...they’ll put us in a far location...they have such a 
politics...it’s a politics of lying to us...Our boat is long and theirs is short. 

Such comments, endorsed by almost all Cambodian focus group members, reflect a 
certain culturally based attitude toward governmental agencies that is not uncommon 
among refugees.  
 
To obtain more insight into residents’ reactions to moving, we asked interviewees and 
focus-group members how they felt about moving, whether their feelings about moving 
have changed, and what their current concerns were regarding moving.  Because of 
their positive experiences in Park Lake Homes, many residents were quite attached to it, 
and these attachments to place made the idea of moving particularly difficult.  In their 
discussions of their experiences living there, interviewees went beyond talking about 
their housing and instead talked about “home”:  

It makes it feel like you have a home, instead of living in an apartment or 
something where, you know, there’re a lot of people.  This makes you feel like 
you have a home. 

Ironically, the very conditions (and provision of good service) that have caused people 
to enjoy living at Park Lake Homes, are precisely what make it so difficult for residents 
to leave.  Many comments about how attached people felt to Park Lake Homes emerged 
when they discussed their first reactions to learning they have to move.  

My first reaction was, ”I don’t want to move.“  ‘Cause I like my home.… this is 
where I want to be when I die. 

What I want to do is enjoy every minute that I’ve got left because I really enjoyed 
living here. I really like being here. 

I’m going to be sad to leave because I made this my home, you know?  

One resident already moved from one unit in Park Lake Homes to another as part of the 
relocation process. She had a particularly strong attachment to her residence because it 
was the last place she lived with her mother before she died: 
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I was just so happy. I got the place, and it was where I wanted to be... I did not 
want to move at all. My mother passed away in that house… and I felt closer 
there [to] her being there. And I didn’t really want to move from there because of 
that. And it feels like I left her behind.   

While the circumstances for this resident are not typical, her comment reflects the kind 
of attachment that residents who were preparing to leave expressed.  

I just want to stay here, unless they say, “Move, we gonna tear that down.” 

Reluctance over leaving housing is further illustrated by interviewees’ responses to the 
question of what they will miss most about Park Lake Homes.  Sixty-three percent cited 
some aspect of their housing as what they will miss most about Park Lake Homes. The 
most commonly cited quality of Park Lake Homes that residents said they will miss the 
most was the location: 

I miss—because I move, because this is the good place for me.  It’s close to the 
hospital, it’s close downtown where  the immigration is.  Everything is close.  
This place where I stay now—the stores. 

Others who anticipated having to move to an apartment said they would miss the 
house-like quality of their current unit: 

I like this the way this is, which is one building—one home that I’m in.  It’s not 
connected to anyone.  I’m—it’s more like it’s my house.  I don’t have to worry 
about turning off my music and banging on the wall, “Turn it down.”  I can go 
out and barbeque as late as I want to outside. 

If you move back to an apartment, then I think you’re gonna miss your freedom, 
your privacy. 

Residents also said they would miss having their “own space,” and having a yard. The 
implications of leaving this type of housing were greater for some interviewees. When 
asked what she will miss most about Park Lake Homes, one resident said: “Just my own 
individuality. My own space.”  
 
Close to half of interviewees said they will miss their neighbors and the neighborhood 
atmosphere the most once they move. Of all the things that interviewees said they 
would miss the most, the single item most commonly stated was “my neighbors:” 

My neighbors … they’re nice and we know each other and we know what to 
expect from each other. You know? I like that. 

She has very good neighbors.  She doesn’t have problems with any neighbors.  
This area is so quiet.  That’s why she feels good here. 

Other interviewees cited aspects of the community more broadly: 
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I think it’ll be hard to find a community that’s united, they’re not worried about 
what race, what culture you come from.  So I think that would be one of the main 
things, the hardest thing to find again is a community that’s united.  I was never 
used to that type of situation when I was younger.  It’s beautiful.  

As Park Lake Homes interviewees exhibit a high level of satisfaction and place 
attachment, it is not surprising that interviewees mentioned more negative reactions to 
moving than positive.  

Despite their concerns about moving, interviewees felt that KCHA was dealing 
sensitively with the move and regularly checking in with residents about their 
relocation choices and efforts:  

They [KCHA staff] call and ask you, do you need anything? They just seem like 
they care, they care about you, you know, your move, what you’re doing, are 
you OK, have you found anything, you know? They just seem more concerned.  

Moving as Negative Change 
Not surprisingly, a full 72% of interviewees had some negative reaction to moving.  
Interviewees provided rich descriptions of their reactions to the news of the 
redevelopment of Park Lake Homes. These ranged anywhere from hate to fear, 
resentment, resignation, skepticism, and in some cases, enthusiasm.  These initial 
reactions provide a genuine sense of how residents feel about moving.  Their comments 
make it quite clear just how reluctant interviewees are to move.  One resident said 
flatly, “I hate it.”  Some interviewees have been frustrated by the unexpected nature of 
the redevelopment. Even among those residents who were in a relatively stable 
financial and household situation, and who were planning to move in the future, the 
redevelopment has disrupted their goals: 

I’m always working towards wanting to improve. I wanted my move to be, you 
know, from here to be the final move. But then Park Lake Homes announced that 
they’re tearing this down, so it just frustrates me, because it’s like, it changes 
everything!  

Focus-group discussions reveal the same frustration among those who find themselves 
having to move sooner than they felt able to. They felt this thwarted their longer-term 
goals as they were still in the process of trying to get financially stable to be able to have 
a nicer life after Park Lake Homes: 

P1:  that’s what frustrate me, like—I have to move from here now or later, I have 
to move out but I can’t pick and choose where I want to live because the 
circumstances like you have to have this amount of money to rent this place. I 
can’t be positive …because of your income. Your not eligible for this, you have to 
pay your own way and so I might as well as stay where you are. That frustrates 
me because me, I have a mind of I want to go back to college. I want to work… 
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P7: Well, you should stay here until you accomplish that.  This is where you need 
to stay until you accomplish that… 

P1: Exactly.  Because one way or another here at Park Lake Homes is positive for 
me, yeah, almost ten years, that they help me a lot. But I want to achieve more in 
life and not just get stuck here, you know what I am saying, I can see my future 
further than this because by fifty I want to be somewhere and have my own 
home…I am here because of my children…Then I want someplace for my kids 
and I just being a positive atmosphere. Go somewhere in life, I just have more 
dream than just get stuck here… 

Residents also voiced concern over losing access to services, moving away from friends 
and family members on site, and not being able to get back into Greenbridge once the 
redevelopment was complete. They were also worried that they will be less satisfied 
with their new housing than their current housing. Consequently, most residents 
simply did not want to move: 

Moving’s a hassle. It really is. It’s a pain in the neck. You know, my kids gotta 
make friends all over again. It’s going to be hard.  

Some (16%) went so far as to say they hate it.  

Having to move is the worst thing, you know. I just hate moving. 

These interviewees explained that they did not want to move because moving meant 
change, and change was stressful for them:  

I don’t adapt very well to change. I don’t think very many people do. And less 
than that can. 

I don’t like moving, you know? I don’t do good, I don’t like change. 

As Park Lake Homes offered housing security to interviewees, some were concerned 
that leaving Park Lake Homes could disrupt that security. As one woman explained: “If 
we lose it, we don’t have nowhere to go.”  
 
It is necessary to try to understand this unwillingness to move, and the level of 
attachment it represents, in order to effectively counsel residents during the relocation 
process.  Acknowledgement of the amplitude of the emotional responses of residents 
helps relocation counselors work with residents through these initial responses so that 
they may help residents to focus on making thoughtful, positive choices for their 
families.36   

                                                 
36 KCHA reports that they are aware of the strain that relocation places on residents and are taking this 
into account during the relocation process. 
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Moving as Positive Change 
Some interviewees (38%) viewed their upcoming relocation as a positive change. One 
resident commented that the move would help him “get out of my rut.” And other 
residents felt that the change of environment would generally open up new 
possibilities: 

I think we can get more experience from other places.  If you move, see what’s 
happen.  Or a new life you can get from that place if you move.  Or you can find 
another good stuff over there if you move.  Like changing.  If you change, go this 
way, so you can change anything.   

We feel that we move in a new place, we can start all over again, and we can 
enjoy ourselves better. 

Similarly, a few others mentioned that the change represented a positive break from 
their current situation and an impetus to try to meet old, dormant goals: 

Because it’s a progress forward. I’ve been in one place too long. And yes, I have 
put my roots in. But this was not supposed to be my final destination. When I 
came here, my mind was saying this is not your final destination, you want a 
house. 

It is noteworthy that 39% of the residents who saw the move as a potential for positive 
change expressed a previous desire to leave Park Lake Homes, and therefore viewed 
moving favorably.  

I actually have tried [to move], but … you can’t have two subsidized things. So 
I’m on the waiting list for Section 8, but like, every time it comes up, they 
wouldn’t give it to me, because you can’t have two, what do they call it? ‘Cause 
I’m on low income here, and Section 8 is low income, so I’m not paying more 
than fifty percent of my income, so I can’t get out.  

It entered my mind a few times, here and there. Financially, I knew I couldn’t. So 
I’d never really dwell on it, unless my situation changed somehow. But, yeah, it 
would occur to me once in a while.  

These statements demonstrate that although some residents had a desire to leave Park 
Lake Homes, they ran into administrative and financial barriers to do so. Living in 
public housing prevented them from being eligible for the Section 8 program.  

You’re, like, stuck once you come here… especially if you’re trying to get Section 
8 and get out. 

For residents in this situation, HOPE VI and the relocation plan offer residents an 
opportunity to leave Park Lake Homes that was not previously available. In fact, a few 
interviewees were not scheduled to leave until 2006, but they have already begun 
looking for a new place: 
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So we looked at the one place, and I really do want to get out. We all three want 
to. You know, my husband and my daughter just want to move. 

The Impact of Anticipated Housing Outcomes on Moving Reactions 
Attitudes about moving were clearly influenced by the outcomes that residents 
anticipated.  Interviewees who said something positive about the relocation thought 
that they had something to gain from moving, like better housing (36%). Comments 
such as “I’ll probably get something better” typify this sentiment. About a third of the 
interviewees who spoke of potential housing upgrades were hoping for bigger rental 
units, while a quarter said they were specifically looking for a house, and a quarter said 
that they were hoping to move to a better neighborhood.  

I’m thinking that we’re going to have a place that’s bigger, which would be, I’m 
looking at houses that usually have a rec room or a basement, so the kids have a 
space to be, to play. 

I feel good because I’m looking for a house with a fenced yard. So I feel good 
about that. 

So it’s kind of like achieving a goal for me to be in the neighborhood I’ve always 
wanted to live in. And this is, White Center and Rainier Beach, were where I 
could afford to live, is not what I wanted to do. 

There is some evidence, however, that the desire to improve one’s housing may make 
the actual experience of relocation more challenging. One interviewee told us about her 
experience of house-hunting thus far: 

I’ve pooh-pooed a lot of houses, and I’m probably, you know, being a little too 
particular, but I’m definitely seeing this as an opportunity to move into better. 
And I’m planning and proceeding with every intention of taking full advantage 
of that.  

By trying to upgrade her housing, this interviewee may make finding a satisfactory 
place more difficult and ultimately make her experience with relocation disappointing. 
 
Just as some people anticipated positive outcomes from moving, others cited a potential 
loss associated with moving:  

If I get an apartment then I’ll miss the driveway and the yard and the actual 
“house.” If I get a house then going from a three-bedroom to a one-bedroom 
[will be likely].  

For these interviewees Park Lake Homes offers a housing condition that they are not 
sure they will be able to match in the private market. This was also a concern among 
disabled residents: 

It’s, it’s still stressful in the way that it’s hard to find a house that is accessible or 
can be easily made, be made accessible, that is a four bedroom, that is convenient 
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to schools and buses, and so forth, and stores, and within the certain monetary 
limit allowed by Section 8. 

The findings in this section indicate that whether or not residents expect to improve 
their housing situation as a result of the relocation is a primary factor in determining 
their reaction to moving. Also, the belief that one can improve their housing through 
moving is at least in part a product of their level of satisfaction and attachment to their 
current home.  Those who are more satisfied with their current housing are less 
optimistic about finding housing that is comparably satisfactory. 

Reactions Changed 
About a third of the interviewees told us that their reaction had changed since first 
learning of the upcoming relocation. Descriptions of residents’ change in reactions to 
moving reveals the importance of time and the process of acclimation as they continue 
to think about moving and all of its implications.37   
Changes in interviewees’ perceptions and reactions to the move were also impacted by 
the discussions they have with family, friends, and neighbors (for more information on 
this, see “Relocation Decision Making Process” on page 158). Of those whose reaction to 
moving had changed, 80% said that they have become more comfortable with, or at 
least resigned to, moving.  But many remained quite worried. 

Yeah, I’m a little more concerned and a little more worried about actually finding 
a place that I’m going to be satisfied with and gonna have the help that I need to 
do it.  Before, when I first heard about it was, “Alright, you know get something 
new, something good is happening.”  But it’s like it’s just starting in a way—
getting closer and closer and I’m just nowhere prepared, ready, to find 
something.  

Some who were initially angry and resentful had become resigned to the fact of 
moving: 

After remodeling this place twice I can’t see why we have to move again.  But 
that’s just what they want to do, I guess.  Nothing I can say or do anyway…it 
wouldn’t do me no good.  Where would it get me?  Because they ain’t gonna 
change.  And I ain’t gonna change their mind and I doubt if any of us living here 
is going to really.  We’re going to do what they want us to and that’s it.   

Here we see how the recognition of the inevitability of the move can cause one to 
begrudgingly accept that reality.  Of those whose reaction toward moving has changed 
for the worse, many who chose housing vouchers were getting increasingly worried 
about the availability of housing.   

                                                 
37 According to KCHA this was a purposeful strategy the agency used to allow residents time to process 
having to move.  In particular, KCHA hired relocation staff one-and-a-half years prior to actual relocation 
and held regular meetings on relocation.     
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A:  [I was] kind of excited because when I heard about the Section 8 vouchers, 
I’m like, I can get my own house again. Because I hated apartments. You have 
people banging, stomping, and loud music going, you know, and then you 
worry about what apartment is going to catch on fire. Stuff like that. I prefer to 
have my own [home]. 

Q:  So you were pretty excited initially about the Section 8 option? 

A:  Yeah. It’s just a little higher rent but… 

Q:  So how do you feel about having to move now? 

A:  Kind of freaked out. Because I know how hard it is to go find something. And 
if everybody’s going to be moving at the same time, there’s not gonna be 
much left out there to grab. And if there is it might be in California…With a 
voucher you can move out of state. I’m not willing to do that. I’m a Seattle 
person, always have been and I’ll never move.  

This exchange also demonstrates how concerns about being able to get their own needs 
met influences residents’ reaction to moving.  Regular reassurance and information 
about their relocation rights and benefits is necessary to waylay these fears.38   
 
While many reactions about moving were intertwined with worry over the moving 
outcomes and other unknowns, interviewees also discussed a number of concerns about 
the moving process itself.  The amount of concern varied widely among interviewers, 
with some articulating a dozen or so concerns about moving while about a tenth simply 
said that they had no concern whatsoever. The concerns about the process of moving 
that were articulated across interviewees can be summed up into three groupings. 
These groupings include concerns over the actual physical movement of belongings, the 
logistics of reestablishing one’s household, and financial concerns. 

Concerns about the Move  
The majority of questions residents had about HOPE VI in the Needs Assessment 
survey focused on moving and relocation (542 of 657 comments from 333 people).  The 
most frequently mentioned concern focused specifically on the type of help they would 
receive from KCHA for the actual move (92 comments)—both financial aid and 
assistance with packing.  The next most frequent concerns were about the timing of the 
moving itself (75 comments)—that is, whether they could move soon, what the process 
was, whether their move could be timed so as not to disrupt the school year.  Other 
concerns were related to where residents might be moving and whether they could 
move to specific places in the area (Site II, White Center, or Burien, for example) and 
what sorts of help the KCHA could lend with a search for a new home (66 comments).  

                                                 
38 KCHA reports that their relocation staff does work with residents regularly to keep them informed of 
their relocation benefits and to assuage their concerns about moving. 
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Some had questions about Section 8 (63 comments), either about the program generally 
or about the differences between Section 8 and public housing. 
 
In-depth interviews and focus groups provide a richer understanding of the major 
concerns residents had regarding moving, and these are organized in the following 
themes: (1) concerns about the physical process of moving; (2) the logistics of 
reestablishing a home after the move; and (3) the financial impact of the move.   

Physically Moving 
The first cluster of concerns fall around the physical process of moving. In fact, two-
fifths of the interviewees mentioned some concern over the chore of moving their 
household. The most commonly cited negative aspect of the physical move was packing 
which was portrayed as: 

A lot of work. Packing everything. Unpacking. Always. A lot of work. 

Many interviewees reported that they had a disability or ailment that made the physical 
aspects of moving their things all the more difficult: 

We’re in need of a lot of help…because I’ve got problems. My husband and my 
daughter. You know, back problems…I can’t bend my knees. 

I’m gonna need some help this time, I’m gonna need it, because all of that 
bending creates that pain in my legs. I get lots of shock. Arthritis is what it is. 

Furthermore, for some the process of packing was more difficult because, in their own 
words, they had “too many things.” Focus-group participants readily discussed the 
challenges.  One big issue is the uprooting and the need to streamline their possessions 
in order to make the move more manageable.  In the context of an involuntary move, 
this becomes even more difficult as residents feel the necessity to streamline. The 
following excerpt from the English focus group illustrates this well: 

P7: So that where the stress pick up at. Especially when you’re downsizing.  

P3: That is what I am dealing with. 

P4: You have to close your eyes and get rid of stuff.  

P3: Yeah, well, how do you get rid of it? 

P4: You close your eyes and get rid of it. 

P6: It’s hard.  

P7: Especially when there’s things you want and things that you need. 

Later in the focus group, the same issue resurfaces: 
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P7: I’ve found myself throwing away birthday cards, anniversary cards, and 
cards… 

P4: That’s what I’m saying, you just close your eyes and you get rid of it… 

P7: And I like to save those things… and, man, there isn’t a lot of space for 
it…shoe boxes with my bills and things, I have so many shoe boxes, boxes and 
bills of things...where am I going to put it? You know, some of the stress with 
that was more than enough to, because now I got all of these boxes and things 
sitting around. What am I going to do? I looked in the paper and saw a paper 
shredder? Maybe I can start shredding up some stuff? 

While people spoke of moving being “a lot of work” and their need for help, the 
challenge of moving was not insurmountable as interviewees were comfortable that 
they would get the assistance that they needed to move their belongings.  Some 
residents said that they were not concerned because they knew the housing authority 
was offering moving assistance in the form of movers and a moving truck. 

They help me. They said that.  They said “we can get truck.” And everything 
about cable, everything, they can help me. I think no concern. 

It’s my understanding that the people from HOPE VI will get you boxes and 
come help you pack, and you should have a lot of support there. 

In addition to the assistance provided by the housing authority, a number of 
interviewees volunteered that they had friends and family that could help with the 
packing and moving: 

I got friends who can help me move and all that.  So I’m not worried too much. 

My daughter’s gonna move me.  So they’re gonna give me the money to get the 
trailer and everything.  ‘Cause my daughter insists on moving me.  She says, 
“My mom don’t want nobody touching her stuff.”  Which it wouldn’t really 
bother me.  But she wants to move me... It’ll make her feel better. 

Indeed, one of the interviewees reported that he has already made personal 
arrangements for 2006: 

I made a plan for, if 2006 I moving, then I call my brother-in-law, and my friend, 
they help me move. And maybe, I pay him little with money. 

While moving is indeed a lot of work, the consensus among the interviewees was that 
there was assistance available. 
 
The final concern about the actual physical moving of items from one home to the next 
is worry over losing things in the move. This concern was mentioned by a third of those 
who discussed the physical move of their belongings. The greatest worry was that 
personal items would be broken by careless movers. As one woman explained: 
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I don’t want somebody come to my house and pack my stuff, and maybe broke 
something, like Polish crystal!  

In addition to losing things due to breakage, a few interviewees expressed some 
concern about their things getting lost: 

Q:  So what are your biggest concerns about moving? 

A:  Well … make sure the right people are helping us… make sure, you know, 
that … all the stuff we packed is not missing. You know, like not falling off 
the truck or something [laughter]. “Where is that?” “What Happened to 
that?” We’ll say. “We lost it, we misplaced it,” [they’ll say].  

In both the statements above, there is evidence of some wariness over the 
trustworthiness of the professional movers on the part of interviewees. Some 
interviewees intend on moving their breakable items or the items that are personally 
valuable such as heirloom crystal themselves so that they do not have to worry about 
losing those items. This strategy is also humorously articulated in one woman’s reason 
for allowing her daughter to move her: 

I don’t have to worry about something getting missing or something getting 
broke.  If it does, then I know who I can have fun blaming. 

In sum, while residents may be wary that their belongings will not survive the move, 
they have the option of moving a few of the breakable and valuable items themselves. 

Reestablishing the Household Post-Move 
The second cluster of moving concerns fall around the logistics of reestablishing one’s 
household such as changing addresses, reestablishing utilities, and relocating crucial 
services such as schools, doctors, and dentists. About 13% of interviewees mentioned 
such logistics as a moving concern. For example, interviewees expressed these concerns 
as “establishing everything again” and “I worry about the paperwork and the change of 
address.” Furthermore, depending on how far a family moves, residents might have to 
find new places to meet service needs: 

Wife:  If we move, you have to…  

Husband:  Change all the doctors, dentists, lot of phone numbers change, phone 
numbers change  

Wife: Yeah—doctor, dentist, doctor, schools. It’s hard to look for those. 

As discussed in the section on housing history, Park Lake Homes is the first stable 
residence for a number of residents. Consequently, the move from Park Lake Homes as 
part of the HOPE VI program might be the first move some of these residents have 
made as the head of household.  
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I’ve never really had to really do this before. Disconnect my, all my phone, cable, 
electric, all that. 

For these residents, the logistics of reestablishing one’s domicile can be a daunting 
process to navigate.   

Financial Concerns about the Move 
The third trend in moving concerns focused on the financial aspects of moving. While 
relocation benefits made people feel better about moving, some were still worried about 
possible unanticipated costs of moving as well as the expenses associated with 
returning to Greenbridge.  For some, this was their only concern: “I don’t mind really 
moving. It’s coming up with the money to move.” In addition to the expenses 
associated with bills, deposits, moving costs, and returning expenses, one interviewee 
expressed concern that the housing authority will not offer enough assistance to move 
to a unit outside of Park Lake Homes when they find one. The following statement was 
made in the context of a discussion of the difficulty in finding a place in one resident’s 
price range:  

And what’s it gonna do helping-wise —or if they are gonna help us to the fullest.  
If we get out there, are they going to back us up?  Say, I gotta place and it’s nice 
and I want to move in here, but I am $900 short.  Are you going to help me out?  
You’re supposed to help me get in here.  I gotta move out because you guys want 
to do this redevelopment is going on, or I’m going to be just stuck.   

Here the resident is concerned over finding a “suitable” place and whether the standard 
package of assistance from KCHA will be enough.  
 
Some cited the expenses of moving back to Park Lake Homes as their biggest concern 
for moving: 

When I have to come back, because when I have to come back, I have to pay for 
that….To me, if I had to move out in the first place because of the remodeling, I 
think they should have paid our way out and paid our way back . 

Another voiced a similar concern: 

I don’t know exactly how they’re going to do it for us to move back in.  How are 
they going to stick to their word?  Can we move just right back in?  Are we going 
to have to pay extra to move back into the place?  

Only one fifth of the interviewees specifically cited the relocation benefits offered by 
KCHA as the reason they were not concerned about moving:  

I’m not really upset about the moving part. I mean, they’re being more than fair. 
They’re paying you. They’re probably adjusting your rent for you the first few 
months, at least. 
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They told me they have somebody help, and I don’t have to pay anything, that’s 
why I don’t worry and concern about.  

I don’t have to worry about not having money to move my things to the place.  

Destination Choice and Preferences 
This section focuses on relocation choices of original residents, the process by which 
residents transition from seeing an array of options to actually selecting one, and how 
residents’ desires regarding their moves interact with location attributes, their 
embeddedness in Park Lake Homes’ community, and their concerns about how moving 
will change their lives. 

Relocation Options  
To ascertain the preferences of all original residents, KCHA staff asked heads of 
household during the Needs Assessment which relocation options interested them.  
Staff made it clear that residents were not obligated to make a final choice right then 
and that they could say that several options were of interest. Overall, Park Lake Homes 
residents said they would like to return to the new community (87%) (Chart 27).  About 
two-thirds (64%) said that they would be interested in moving to other KCHA public 
housing, while just over half (54%) said would be interested in moving using a voucher.  

Chart 27:  Interest in Relocation Options   
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When residents were asked about their first choice as if they were making the decision 
to make their decision at that time, half of household heads said they would like to 
return to the new Park Lake Homes (Chart 28).  A voucher was the next most common 
preference (39%), with only 11% wanting to move to other KCHA public housing.  No 
one said they wanted to go into other assisted housing.  
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Chart 28:  First Preference for Relocation (n=502) 
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Among those who participated in the in-depth interviews, the trends of interest in 
relocation options were similar to the population as a whole.39  As among all residents, 
most interviewees (74%) wanted to return to the new Park Lake Homes, while a 
housing voucher was the second most frequent choice (57%).  About a third (36%) of the 
residents who wanted to return to the new Park Lake Homes wanted to remain on site 
during the redevelopment.  Only a few wanted to move to other public housing (17%) 
but all of them saw this as a temporary option with their final goal being to return to the 
new Park Lake Homes (Chart 28).   
 
In those initial conversations about relocation options, the lack of a mandate to state a 
specific, single choice at the time was likely important to residents and KCHA opted to 
do this to allow residents more flexibility.  In the in-depth interviews, residents made it 
clear that their destination choices are not mutually exclusive.  Interviewees discussed 
interest in multiple options usually because they had interim choices that were different 
than their ultimate destination choice.  For example, some residents wanted Section 8 or 
wished to move into other public housing, but only as a stop-gap strategy while waiting 
to return to the new development.  As one resident explained, he ultimately wanted to 
return to the new site and buy a home, and while he’d rather stay on site during the 
redevelopment, he said he would take a Section 8 voucher, if need be, to live elsewhere 
in the interim before he returns. 
 
In the in-depth interviews, residents also expressed interest in more than one option 
because they wanted to be flexible and keep their various options open. For example, 

                                                 
39 Those in different stages of relocation did not differ from each other in terms of their relocation choices.  
So the imminence of the move for Stage 1 households compared to Stage 2 or 3 did not to alter their 
destination choice or concerns.   
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one woman ultimately wanted to stay on site during the redevelopment. She was aware 
that she might not have that option, in which case she wanted to be relocated to another 
public housing site. In general, she hoped that she could remain in the area because she 
thought it was a safe place and she wanted to remain near her son’s school so that we 
wouldn’t have to re-enroll elsewhere. She was aware that there was no guarantee that 
she would be able to stay in the area, so she was also willing to be relocated to Burien 
where she heard there was “another Park Lake Homes.”  A few residents said they 
wanted to be flexible about the different options simply because they did not want to be 
“out on the streets,” and they thought that expressing interest in various options would 
help prevent that. 
 
It is particularly noteworthy that 72% of interviewees want to stay in the area. This 
includes residents who expressed the desire to stay on site, those who hope to return to 
the new Park Lake Homes while living in the White Center area in the meantime, and 
those who have chosen to use a Section 8 voucher to remain in the area in private 
housing.  This suggests a certain level of place attachment, and an embeddedness in the 
area.  Interview discussions reveal that this factor plays an important role in residents’ 
destination choices.  So while only 11% of residents surveyed in the Needs Assessment, 
and only 17% of interviewees expressed interest in other public housing, the fact that 
72% of the interview sample wanted to remain in the area suggests that perhaps 
KCHA’s purchase of other housing in the area will be a useful alternative for people 
who ultimately value staying in the area and who cannot find appropriate private-
sector housing locally.   

Ethnicity, Language, and Relocation Options 
While no differences were apparent among in-depth interviewees in destination choices 
for immigrants and those born in the U.S., differences among ethnic groups were 
apparent among the population as a whole.  Different ethnic groups had different 
desires for staying in Park Lake Homes (Chart 29).  Some were more likely to say they 
wanted to return to Park Lake Homes:  those from Vietnam (61%), East Europe (56%), 
East Africa (49%), and from a variety of other places (64%).  In contrast, those from the 
Middle East (48%), Cambodia (51%), and those born in the U.S. (49%) most frequently 
wanted a voucher as their first choice.  Only a minority of residents across all groups 
wanted to go to other KCHA public housing.   
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Chart 29: First Preference for Relocation by Place of Origin 
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of origin and first choice to return have a dependent relationship (compared to other options combined) (χ2=19.261, df=6, p=.004) 

Relocation preferences are also associated with the ability to speak English (Chart 30).  
More residents who didn’t speak English well wanted to return to the site than those 
who rated their English speaking ability as excellent.  More specifically, over half (59%) 
of those with limited English ability wanted to return to the new development, 
compared to only 44% of those with fair English ability and 41% of those with excellent 
English ability.  About half of those with excellent English ability wanted a voucher 
(49%), while the wish for a voucher was less frequent among those with lesser English-
language ability.  This suggests that, for foreign-born residents and those whose 
primary language is not English, Park Lake Homes might be more of a draw because it 
has been a familiar place from which they have learned to navigate life in a very 
different culture than their own. Their greater desire to return may also indicate 
concern over language barriers and social acceptance in a new place of residence off 
site.    
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Chart 30:  First Preference for Relocation by English Ability 
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English ability and first choice to return have a dependent relationship (compared to other options) (χ2=16.488, df=4, p=.002) 

Housing Vouchers 
The desire for a housing voucher was associated with residents’ desire for the flexibility 
to live in specific locations.  Among the in-depth interviewees, residents who chose 
housing vouchers were split between those who wanted to use the voucher while 
waiting to return to the site (48%) and those who wanted to use the voucher to remain 
off site permanently (52%).  Second, over half of interviewees who wanted a voucher 
wanted to remain in the area (56%). This includes those who want to return to the site 
as well as those who wish to stay off site but remain in the immediate area.  The 
remaining 44% of interviewees choosing a housing voucher wanted to use it to find 
housing outside of the area altogether; for example, some wanted to go to the Eastside 
or Northgate or Shoreline.  Interview data also reveal that some residents also wanted 
to use a voucher to get out of public housing and away from the stigma they felt went 
along with it.  Some residents saw the relocation as an opportunity to be free of the 
stigma of living in public housing and this at least partly drove their desire to take a 
Section 8 voucher:  

The reason I like Section 8 is because, when you have Section 8, nobody knows 
the difference. Nobody knows if you’re on low income, nobody looks at you, like 
oooh, you know, they can’t afford the rent, or they’re in low income. 

Homeownership    
As one goal of the KCHA’s HOPE VI program is to provide homeownership 
opportunities for qualified low income residents, the Needs Assessment Survey sought 
to gauge Park Lake Homes residents’ interest in owning a home, either in the new 
community or elsewhere. About half the residents said they would be interested in 
owning a home in the new community (51%), and 36% said they would want to own a 
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house outside the community (Chart 31).  This preference also varied by English-
language ability.  Those with better English language skills were more likely to want to 
own a home.  Those with poorer English skills may be less aware of home ownership as 
an opportunity, and apparently language is a key factor in this.  It is possible that 
language barriers limit information on home ownership. 

Chart 31:  Wanting Homeownership by English Language Ability 
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Wanting to own a home on site and elsewhere have dependent relationships with English language ability. (New Development: 
χ2=7.22, df=2, p=.019; Outside Community χ2=21.244, df=2, p=.000). 

The wish for home ownership also varied by place of origin (Chart 32).  Residents from 
East Africa, Cambodia, and East Europe were relatively less likely to say they wanted to 
own a home than those from Vietnam, the USA, the Middle East, or other places. 
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Chart 32:  Preference for Homeownership by Place of Origin 
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Wanting to own a home on site and elsewhere have dependent relationships with place of origin. (New Development: χ2=22.07, 
df=6, p=.001; Outside Community χ2=28.05, df=6, p=.000). 

Decision Rationale 
Residents want to return to the new Park Lake Homes or remain in the area for a 
variety of reasons, but all of their explanations point to their rootedness in the 
community. Many rely on a whole network of local goods and service providers—their 
doctors, pharmacists, ethnic-specific shops and social halls, as well as their children’s 
schools are all in the area (see page 102 for more detailed information on services used 
by residents). Residents know that in moving, they will likely have to find new places to 
access services and find new schools for their children:  

You know, my kids really love the school they’re going to—White Center 
Heights. One has one year left; one has two years left. I know it’s not a very big 
chunk of time, but they’re at that point where they’ve really established 
themselves within the school and have made certain friends since first grade, 
kindergarten. 
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Not surprisingly, then, they are disinclined to move too far.  Many want to return or 
remain in the area because they are emotionally attached to the community and the 
thought of returning is comforting: 

Well, because, first, it’s safe, secondly, the children can go to school easily. And 
thirdly, I’m used to staying here. I’m happy here and there isn’t any desire to go 
anywhere.  We are leaving only because we have to for the redevelopment. If 
there wasn’t a redevelopment, I’d stay here always.  

The fact that many residents have friends and family in the immediate area is also an 
important factor in both wanting to remain in the area and in wanting to return to the 
new Park Lake Homes.  

I like it here. I really, really like it here. It’s close to, it’s just, we’ve been here for 
so long that [my son], his friends are here, my friends are here. It’s just, it’s a 
comfortable place to be and I want to stay. 

I want to move around here. I want to not [go] far away. Because my father-in-
law is right here, and my brother-in-law right here, and my wife no want to come 
away from them. 

Some residents want to return to the site because they saw what the new community is 
going to look like at the master planning meetings and that has sparked their interest in 
returning:   

The way it looks, it’s gonna be nice.  They’re gonna have stuff set up really close. 
And there’s gonna be a little community center...It just seems like it’d be nice to 
come back. Because they show you, like, the kitchens of it, the houses are gonna 
be nice. 

When Greenbridge is built, it should be a new place, with better homes, and 
nicer landscape. So that’s exciting to be back here. 

Interviewees also provide insight into the qualifiers residents place on their destination 
decisions.  For example, in some cases, what seems to be a lack of interest in moving 
back to the site (because a resident did not identify that as their ultimate choice) is really 
based on an unwillingness to move a second time. For example one resident said he 
liked the idea of being able to live in the new development, but he knew “that would 
mean moving again.”  He explained: 

When we live in this new place, if this [is] okay, how would we move again? I 
don’t like moving. 

Another resident echoed those sentiments: 

I don’t want to move, period.  And once I get there, I probably won’t move back. 
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These attitudes suggest that the proportion of residents who want to move back (74%, 
as noted earlier) might even be larger if it was based simply on relocation desire 
without any intervening moves.  In other words, people like the idea of moving back 
and living in the new community, but they don’t like the idea of having to move twice, 
so some say they will just stick with the Section 8 voucher.   

Relocation Decision-Making Process 
Not only do residents’ priorities influence their move choices, but their decision-making 
process also influences the eventual outcome.  As noted, most residents initially 
considered many options for their move.  How did the household come to a single 
decision?  Most interviewees, as heads of household, said that the relocation decision 
was primarily theirs. However, many (72%) said that they discussed it among the whole 
family or with their children. They felt it was important for their children to give input 
because, as one resident explained, it might affect them even more than the adults 
because of their friends and schools, and the fact that they have more limited mobility; 
children cannot simply get in the car and drive to see their friends.  As another resident 
explained: 

Of course I ask them, you know. I get [their] preference, I’ll say, ”Which way 
would you rather move?“ So everybody will be happy.  Do a vote count, like 
vote on it. But if I don’t like it, I will make that decision. Because sometimes, 
Moms know best. 

Many residents (40%) conferred with friends and neighbors with whom they were 
particularly close about relocation choices. This includes neighbors who have already 
made final arrangements to move as well as those who are in the same relocation stage.  
Interviewees felt this was especially helpful because these friends are empathetic about 
their situation: 

She understands because she’s been there, done that. Uh, I’ve talked to [another 
neighbor’s name] about it.  Of course, he’s here and he’s going through it, 
too…they know where I’m coming from. 

About a quarter if the interviewees spoke extensively or regularly with KCHA staff—
not only HOPE VI staff but also staff from the Neighborhood House or their case 
managers as well. In a few cases, people said they were talking to “everybody”—family, 
friends, KCHA staff, co-workers, and “people from church.”  Mostly, people relied on a 
few specific friends and family members who served as confidantes, advisors, and 
sounding boards:  

Because I respect their opinions.  And their input. They usually have some, you 
know, pretty good ideas, because they know what my needs are. They’re actually 
kind of active in looking for a place for me, too. They’ll call me up if they see 
something as they’re driving by…hey, why don’t you check this place out, and 
so forth. 
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It was not unusual for interviewees to be initially unsure about what option to choose. 
However, after some time had passed and they thought about it, they settled on a 
decision or at least narrowed down their destination choice: 

I was so confused I marked everything! [on the KCH form] I’m serious. I was like 
I want a Section 8, I wanted to live in another low-income unit, I wanted to come 
back and see if I could get my own home up in here. But now I…definitely want 
to back on Section 8 with a voucher.  I know it’s going to be a little harder on me, 
because my rent is going to be higher and some places you have to pay for your 
own water and garbage. But I’ve had houses before. If I did then, I can do it now. 
I just have to be more wiser. 

In another example, one interviewee said, “my only thing was I wanted to be able to 
come back.” But her sister lived in another public housing development that she 
thought was “really cute, quaint” so she thought she might move there. She decided 
that, “if I totally love the apartment we move into, I might not ever want to leave.”   
 
Conversely, interviewees also liked the idea of being able to return if they did NOT like 
the apartment they moved into after Park Lake Homes.  One explained his rationale this 
way: 

He told me that if we move over to that place and this was already building then 
they said we can move back.  If we move over to that place and we can see we 
can [be] happy over there or good people or something good for that place, we 
don’t want to move back here.  But if we move over there and I don’t like that 
place, then I want to move back.   

These comments reveal how some liked to keep their options open and it is possible 
that KCHA’s policy to allow residents time and options enabled this.  The latter 
comment also suggests that some see the possibility of returning to Park Lake Homes as 
a safety net.  This is noteworthy because it reflects people’s worry about the unknown 
and their basic concern for being happy and satisfied with where they live.40  Some 
residents were open about different options simply because they did not want to be 
“out on the streets.”   
 
Sometimes the choice is made as a “lesser of two evils.” For example, one woman said 
she would like to move to the Eastside, but when asked what appeals to her about that 
area, she explained: 

There’s nothing appealing about it, really. But it’s just, this area around here, I 
found people who are on Section 8 who are trying to find housing, where the 
landlords and the managers are screwing people. They are not being honest, 
they’re not being the way that they said they were going to be, and then they jack 

                                                 
40 Part of KCHA’s relocation plan is to allow residents to decide whether to return to the new community 
when the development is completed rather than at the beginning of the relocation process. 
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up the rent, or, you know, they are not fixing things like they said they were 
going to do.   

Here, a mistrust of landlords in the area has influenced the relocation decision. Thus, 
the destination choice is not based on a draw to a destination, but a drive away from 
other places. 
 
Others made a relocation decision based on a sense of what was familiar.  For example, 
one resident explained:  

I don’t understand the Section 8 is the reason why I don’t do a Section 8.  I just 
heard somebody say they help people, too.  But if you don’t—I don’t understand 
Section 8.  That’s why I don’t do that.  But I can understand housing. 

Another resident who was confused about her options expressed frustration: 

In the meeting they say you can move anywhere you want.  And his sister [also a 
resident] wants to move in Renton.  And they won’t let her move there because 
they say it’s not King County anymore.  So why they say you can move 
anywhere you want?  They said you can move to any state you want.  Uh-huh, 
yeah.  But I said I’m not going to any state.  I don’t want even to move to 
California.  I want to stay here.  Yeah.  But how you can move to any state but 
how come you cannot move to Renton if you live here?  So what’s the difference? 

Relevant decisions about where to move can be affected by residents’ understanding of 
their options. In some cases it interferes with residents’ ability to make a clear decision: 

They [KCHA staff] said, you know, if you wanted to try to buy one of the 
condos, start working on your credit now. Because we’re giving you enough 
years in advance that, you know, to figure out what’s going on. And, you know, 
if you wanted to get Section 8 instead and it gets kind of convoluted and I don’t 
really understand a lot of it. 

Eligibility and criteria for Section 8 certification was confusing for a number of 
residents. For example, another resident explained, “if you take Section 8, then you 
can’t come back.”  Another admitted: 

I’m not sure what the full process of what the options are, but for me, I was able, 
fortunately, to get Section 8 certification. And so that process was explained to 
me. However, there were certain forms and so forth that they needed verification 
of my daughter’s employment, of my disability, of some other things…that we 
need, in order to complete your application. In my case anyways, certain things 
weren’t verbally told to me, and then all of a sudden, something else would 
come up. 

Confusion about who was eligible to return and why was also not unusual.  Similar 
concerns and confusions have surfaced at other HOPE VI sites (Smith 2002; Kleit, Reder, 
and Abramo 2004; Popkin, Katz, et al 2004).  One resident mistakenly believed that 
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returning to the new development was not an option, and this confusion was blended 
with her puzzlement about new tenants moving in: 

I have to move to another place because—I don’t know why, because they said 
that they weren’t moving anybody back in. They moved these people in 
(neighbors next door) just a couple days ago. And across the street they moved 
them in just a couple days ago… they moved them in and I don’t know what’s 
going on now. 

Another resident did not trust that if his family left, they would be able to return: 

They told me that, when we decide on a place we have to go. If we want to come 
back, we can. But if I choose something again, I’m afraid I wouldn’t be able to 
come back here. 

One resident explained that she was interested in returning to Greenbridge but thought 
she wouldn’t be able to do so:   

You have to have a job before you come back here. They’re not gonna let you 
come back here and you’re on welfare still. How are you gonna rent-to-own 
anything being on welfare?  I’m wondering, don’t you have to make so much? 
And credit and all that other stuff? [So] I’m kind of having a change of thought.  
Because I don’t want to get disappointed. 

This resident seems to correctly understand that there are certain credit and income 
criteria for the homeownership options, but she does not seem to understand that she 
might be eligible to return to a rental unit.  Based on this, she has adjusted her 
relocation decision accordingly. 

Destination Qualities 
Regardless of their ultimate destination decision and their understanding of their 
options, there were clear patterns in the kinds of qualities residents were looking for in 
their new housing.  Most of the qualities they sought for their new housing were related 
to the location.  A full 79% of interviewees said that they were seeking location-related 
qualities in their new housing. As previously noted, because they wanted continuity for 
children, many wanted a place that was near their current schools. They also wanted a 
kid-friendly place that had other children to play with, and playgrounds. 
 
Many residents wanted to be near family and friends.  Over a third of all household 
heads (38%) said that they had relatives living elsewhere to whom they would like to 
move closer.  Those people most frequently lived near White Center (33%) or South 
King County (36%).  A similar proportion among the interviewees (38%) wanted to be 
near family members and friends.  In some of these cases, proximity was not simply a 
nicety. For example, residents wanted to be near elderly parents to watch out over 
them: 
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[I’d like to be] close to my dad ‘cause he’s disabled and sometimes I have to help 
him out. 

Another hoped to move nearer to the daughter with whom she had recently reunited: 

I’ve been reunited with my daughter for the last three years now, and she wants 
me to be a part of her life and she wants me to be part of my granddaughter’s 
life. I go ”oh, wow, I can’t miss that.” 

Residents also wanted to be near their doctors, other key service providers, their place 
of work, and their churches and stores. Finally, they wanted to be near good public 
transit. 
 
Nearness to amenities and services was important for a number of reasons—a sense of 
continuity, their heavy reliance on some services (many elderly and those with health 
problems made frequent trips to their doctors, health clinics, hospitals and 
pharmacists), and the fact that many people either did not have cars, or at least not 
reliable cars, or they were not able to drive. Therefore, residents wanted to be near a 
good, reliable bus line or within walking distance of these services.  A key value in 
proximity is independence; they did not want to have to rely on anyone else to drive 
them around.  
 
Many residents also sought certain qualities that were characteristics of the place itself – 
the number and size of bedrooms, more cupboard and counter space in the kitchen, 
bigger bathrooms.  From the Needs Assessment, we know that a majority of families on 
site need a two-bedroom unit (55%), while one quarter need a three-bedroom unit 
(25%).41  Interviewees were eloquent about their basic wishes for their home.  While 
some hoped for a yard, a washer-dryer, dishwasher, or no party walls, some simply 
wanted a place that was structurally sound, did not have mold or a toilet that backs up, 
or that had decent plumbing in general.  As one put it, “a decent place, not a dump.” 
 
ADA accessibility was important for a number of residents.  Over a quarter of the 
households on site (29%) required special features to accommodate a disabled 
household member, and a quarter had family members who relied upon special 
medical services near Park Lake Homes that would need to be considered in a move.  
Another 30% of interviewees had similar concerns, needing roll-in showers, ramps, 
ground-floor or one-story units or houses. One woman who used a wheelchair was 
distraught about being able to find such a place and cried during the interview. It 
seemed that the relocation in general was overwhelming to her.   
 
Safety was another important quality that residents sought in their new housing.  For 
some interviewees this meant not being on a highway or busy street so that they do not 
                                                 
41 A minority need a one- bedroom (15%), four-bedroom (3%) or five-bedroom unit (1% or 3 families) 
(n=579).    
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have to worry about their children playing outside. For others it meant not having to 
worry about burglary or theft.   

Destination Concerns —“Is it really gonna feel like home?”  
Residents were generally anxious about whether they would be able to find an 
adequate place to live, and whether they would be able to find a place within the time 
frame that they have been given. This concern about the time frame was common at 
other sites locally and around the country (Also at High Point and around the country 
confusion prevails.  Smith 2002; Kleit, Reder, and Abramo 2004; Popkin, Katz, et al 
2004). Comments such as “not being able to find something before the time runs out” 
typify this kind of concern.  In fact, this was identified by over half of residents as their 
biggest concern:   

That I won’t have a comparable place.  [Crying] [The places I’ve seen,] they’re 
not as nice. 

Maybe I’ll be stuck in a crazy apartment building, live on the third floor, like 
carrying your groceries up three flights of stairs. 

It is kind of difficult to find a place that meets all of our needs. And at least the 
needs that are very, very, either necessary or very, very important to me and to 
my family of course. You know, the possibilities kind of dwindled down from 
the original list of houses that I could look at… it tends to be kind of 
discouraging, but I don’t want to be discouraged, because that’ll just defeat the 
whole purpose of trying to find a place. I won’t be as motivated. I wouldn’t be as 
motivated to really, actively pursue this if I let myself get down about it. 

The biggest and most common concern with moving was not knowing where they 
would end up.  “Where am I gonna go?” About one third of the interviewees told us 
that that not knowing where they are going was one of their primary concerns about 
moving.  

I don’t like the uncertainty of not knowing. I know I gotta go, I just don’t know 
where I’m going, and when I’m going. You know? So, it’s not a very easy you 
don’t feel comfortable. I don’t have a comfortable feeling right now, ‘cause I 
don’t know what I’m doing  … Just not knowing where I’m going. That bothers 
me the most. 

Having to move somewhere new and not really know the area that good, Uh, I 
just don’t know. Maybe it’s—I’m leery. Because am I gonna be safe, content as I 
am here? Because going to someplace new is kind of hard on me… You don’t 
know until you move what it’s gonna be really like. You may like it and you may 
not like it. Then you have the thought again, “Oh, God. Do I gotta move again?” I 
just don’t like that. 

The anxiety related to the unknowns of relocation was often tied to a concern over the 
potential of having bad neighbors:  
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Not knowing what your neighbors are, not knowing if you’re either gonna 
having loud abrasive music at all hours of the day. You know, there’s not really 
too much anybody else can do about that. 

Park Lake Homes has been a stabilizing force in residents’ lives, as we have seen from 
residents’ housing histories and their descriptions of what Park Lake Homes has meant 
to them. Now that residents have to move, they feel their future is uncertain and 
thoughts of becoming homeless or having to double-up with family—something a 
number of residents experienced prior to living in Park Lake Homes—goes through 
some of their minds. 

Low income housing … it’s such a great option for us, I feel, I don’t feel like, like 
we’re gonna be left homeless, or, you know, have to move in with family, things 
like that. 

This comment was made by one resident who explained why her family needed low 
income housing, and it suggests the weighty implications that moving has for some 
residents.  
 
Residents were also very concerned about where exactly—in which town or 
neighborhood—they will end up living: 

They give you a choice.  But, you know, you gotta pick one of them.  And if it’s 
not in this neighborhood, then where? That’s what I’m wondering.  Will it be 
across town, will it be in Seattle, will it be in Burien? 

Residents considering Section 8 vouchers worried about whether landlords in the 
private market will accept their vouchers:  

People are always scared. I, I see nice place in Normandy Park, very nice place, is 
duplex. Old man live in one section, and lady, she rent other section. And she 
talked with me, very nice, and… I ask her about Section 8 [and she said] ”Oh, I 
don’t know, I don’t want it. I don’t want to do inspection every year, and I don’t 
want this…”People don’t take the Section 8. People are scared about Section 8. 

Other residents voiced similar concerns about landlords accepting vouchers because of 
biases against people who have lived in public housing: 

Your status would be you lived in low-income the whole time.  You lived there 
for seven years.  What landlord’s going to look at that, “Ok, my rent’s $750 and 
you’ve only been paying a $150 a month for rent for seven years.  Who’s gonna 
help pay for this and that?  And are you gonna have the money to pay for the 
trash and everything?  Are they going to be paying all your rent and are you 
going to pay partial of the rent and they’re paying the other half?”  He’s going to 
be sort of, you know, concerned, “Are you going to keep the place up like I want 
it kept up and not someone else coming to keep it up?”   
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Some expressed concern about the lack of available housing because so many 
households had to relocate in a short time frame: 

I should have said I want to be the first one to move, you know. I would have 
had a lot more options out there. Because everybody around here was getting 
ready for it, too…They’re, like, man, there’s 10,000 people moving out. Takes up 
everything we can [get] in White Center. 

Clearly there was a sense of competition and urgency among residents about the 
availability of housing in the local area in particular: 

You got to get out there and make the time to find the place, hunt down …the 
Section 8 listing for housing and things.  You know when you’re looking for that, 
there’s already not just this area of people looking for houses, you got the whole 
Seattle area of people looking for these same houses.  You may need to get in 
here, want to get in here and stress, “I got to get into a place because I got to 
move out of here”—it’s pretty much like you’re – they want to do good here, but 
it’s pretty much like you got an eviction notice and you got to get out and find 
you a place. 

Given the high interest among residents to remain in the area, the concern for limited 
housing options seems reasonable, several residents commented on this. For example, 
one said: 

I’m not sure what everybody else’s thoughts are at Park Lake Homes as far as 
like [whether] they want to move right now. Should I hurry up so that I don’t 
have to settle for what’s left? Did they pick the same thing as I did? And that’s a 
lot of people up in here! I’ve been seeing people moving out, and I’m like, “Oh 
my gosh!” But like I said, I don’t want to wait until 2006. I’ve made up my mind 
about that. 

Interestingly, one resident talked about putting a “want ad” in the paper advertising 
that he was looking for an apartment and specifying the kind of housing he needed (i.e. 
number of bedrooms, location, etc).  He showed the interviewer a local paper that had 
such ads in it and said that he knew of another resident who had placed such ads.  If 
this is indeed a strategy that some residents are employing, hopefully it is not their 
exclusive strategy, as it is more passive and not likely to be effective.  Residents who are 
considering or using such a strategy may be at a loss for more effective strategies or 
may be trying to utilize a variety of approaches to maximize their chances for obtaining 
new housing.   
 
Residents also worried about being able to fit into a new neighborhood and whether 
their new neighbors would accept them. Given the remarkably rich social ties and social 
support among Park Lake Homes residents it is not surprising that developing good 
relationships with new neighbors was a prominent concern among residents.  They 
wondered, “Will I like it?” “Will I feel comfortable?” “Will I fit in?”  Not only did those 
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choosing Section 8 express this concern, but ironically, so did those who hoped to 
return to Greenbridge.  Conversely, residents also talked about how they would have to 
get accustomed to new neighbors as well.  Indeed, having good neighbors was one of 
the most prominent issues in finding a satisfactory place.  
 
In the end, the real hope among residents affected by HOPE VI is embodied here: 

I just hope that it continues to go like it is, and … hope everything works out for 
the best for everyone who lives here. 
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V: Summary and Recommendations 
 
In this report we have presented baseline and interim evaluation results of the King 
County Housing Authority’s Park Lake Homes housing community as it begins its 
HOPE VI program. This report has addressed five broad questions: 
 

1. Who lived at Park Lake Homes Prior to HOPE VI? 
 

2. What was life like at Park Lake Homes before HOPE VI? 
 
3. What are residents’ experiences and views of the HOPE VI program? 
 
4. How are residents handling the process of relocation? 

 
5. What are residents’ destination preferences and concerns? 

 
The answers to the first two questions provide baseline information on the site, while 
answers to the latter three questions are an interim assessment on residents’ views on 
relocation.  
 
In this section we summarize the major findings, highlighting both what has gone well 
from the view of the residents, and what has presented some challenges.  We also make 
recommendations based upon those findings.   

1.  Who lived at Park Lake Homes? 
Prior to redevelopment, the Park Lake Homes population was remarkably diverse.  As 
a whole, the resident population speaks about twenty-four different languages.  The 
majority of household heads are immigrants, most of whom come from Southeast Asia.  
Only about a quarter of household heads were born in the U.S.  The typical Park Lake 
Homes family had three people in it.  Some households were as small as one person and 
a few as large as eight or nine.  Over half of the households had at least one child and an 
adult.  Household heads ranged in age from nineteen years to ninety-four, with the 
average being about forty-nine.  Sixty percent of all household heads were women and 
40% were men. Over a third of household heads (36%) were seniors (over 55) or 
disabled.  In 2003, the average household income in Park Lake Homes was $12,000 a 
year.  Half the households had incomes of less than $10,000 annually.  Most residents’ 
occupations were in the service industry.  Moreover, many residents of Park Lake 
Homes have limited formal education.  As many as 78% of household heads received 
no more than a high school diploma and that half (50%) did not complete high school.  
These demographics combined with language and cultural barriers and isolation from 
others who are working may make meeting the self-sufficiency goals of HOPE VI 
challenging. 
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Recommendation:   

The KCHA has already employed bilingual caseworkers and relocation staff to connect 
residents with appropriate community resources and social services.  KCHA clearly 
recognizes that the challenges faced by residents are not simply about getting better 
educated and becoming self-sufficient, but also about acculturation and connecting 
residents with culturally appropriate services.  It is critical to maintain these efforts.  
 

2.  What was life like at Park Lake Homes before HOPE VI? 
Overall, residents have had very positive experiences living in Park Lake homes and 
these experiences overshadow any negative ones. Indeed, many elements of what 
makes a successful community exist at Park Lake Homes.  

Park Lake Homes has been a stabilizing force in residents’ lives. 
Park Lake Homes has been a stabilizing force in residents’ lives.  Residents’ residential 
histories show considerable instability—unemployment, abuse, and experiences of 
homelessness and having to double-up with friends.  A history of multiple problems 
like these as well as unstable housing prior to entering public housing is, in fact, 
common (Kleit; 2004; Kleit 2005).  Consequently, for residents, Park Lake Homes has 
meant being able to have a roof over their heads, put food on their table, try to gain 
some financial stability, obtain work and try to provide a better life for their children.  
For many, their time at Park Lake Homes was the longest they had lived anywhere.  
  

Recommendation: 

Park Lake Homes has been a stabilizing force in people’s lives, and relocation will 
necessarily uproot them.  Therefore, relocation efforts should naturally try to minimize 
this disruption.  Relocation assistance and information in multiple languages, and 
connecting residents to service agencies are important ongoing aspects of the relocation 
process that help ease the transition. 

Residents have been satisfied with their lives at Park Lake Homes. 
All residents across all three data sets (Needs Assessment, In-Depth Interviews, and 
Focus Groups) had positive things to say about living in Park Lake Homes. Residents 
from all backgrounds and ethnic groups were quite satisfied with their housing.  
Numerical satisfaction ratings were quite high, but satisfaction is based on expectations. 
Residents’ explanations of their ratings show a certain tolerance for flaws in both their 
housing and the provision of services. Given their difficult lives prior to coming to Park 
Lake Homes, this tolerance is not surprising.  Indeed, research on residential 
satisfaction with public housing suggests that residents simply tolerate their housing 
and adjusting to inadequacies (Fried, 2000).  However, the findings of this evaluation 
suggest that Park Lake Homes overall was still genuinely satisfactory to residents.   
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Park Lake Homes has been a successful social community.   
There has been a strong, thriving community at Park Lake Homes that has enjoyed a 
long history. Over a third of all household heads said they knew someone at Park Lake 
Homes prior to moving there, and almost half of interviewees were referred to Park 
Lake Homes by either family or friends, suggesting that social relationships played an 
important role in how they learned about the community.  Many residents had family 
or friends who lived on site or in the area.  Interviews show that residents also had 
remarkably rich social interactions with their neighbors, the vast majority of which were 
positive.  They provided rich descriptions about neighboring activities and social ties 
that reflect a remarkable level of mutual support among them. They borrowed 
household items, brought meals to one another, ran errands for each other, and 
watched each other’s children. Not surprisingly given all the mutual support and 
neighboring activities described in this section, most interviewees felt that there was a 
“sense of community” in Park Lake Homes.  Interviewees’ descriptions of neighbor 
relationships suggest that there is an added value for immigrant residents in interacting 
with their neighbors.  In fact, Park Lake Homes’ residents exhibited higher levels of 
neighboring than in other HOPE VI sites prior to redevelopment (Popkin et al 2003; 
Kleit et al 2004).  
 

Recommendations: 

The frequency of neighboring and mutual support activities suggests that social ties 
within Park Lake Homes provided much-needed social support for residents. The new 
community of Greenbridge will have to work to recreate these supports or relocated 
residents will have to find other means.  Developing a program of community events at 
Greenbridge and hiring a community-builder can help continue the successful 
neighboring relationships that existed in Park Lake Homes.  
   
Moving is generally disruptive to social relationships and can break or strain ties of 
social support. Given how strong the neighboring relationships have been at Park Lake 
Homes, relocation may be an even greater disruption for residents of this community.  
Therefore, it is vital that KCHA remain in close contact with residents as part of its 
mandatory five-year tracking—both those who move off-site and those who stay on 
site.  What basic supports can KCHA help to facilitate rebuilding?  Which ones can 
bridge the time from temporary to permanent housing?  Continuing to be strategic 
about these contacts can help make relocation successful for residents.   

Cultural diversity was a valued aspect of Park Lake Homes. 
Park Lake Homes is a remarkably diverse community.  The fact that Park Lake Homes 
was comprised of people from many different places and ethnic groups emerged as an 
important theme in residents’ experiences living there. It has been a haven for 
immigrants and refugees. According to residents, this ethnic diversity has made Park 
Lake Homes an enjoyable and interesting place to live.  Differences did not preclude 
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neighboring and the development of positive relationships. Some residents described 
the language differences as a desirable challenge.  They felt that it was beneficial for 
non-English speakers to get exposure to English through their efforts to communicate 
with their English-speaking neighbors, and at the same time, it exposed US-born 
residents to new and different cultures. Despite language differences, many residents 
seemed to recognize that they shared some of the same values as their diverse 
neighbors.  While residents enjoyed the diversity of their neighbors and developed 
social relationships with people whose cultural backgrounds were quite different, 
immigrants reported feeling like they belonged to a larger cultural community at Park 
Lake Homes.  
  

Recommendation:   
The spirit of curiosity about neighbors from different backgrounds that existed at Park 
Lake Homes is important to encourage in an economically diverse post-redevelopment 
site such as Greenbridge.  Given that cultural diversity has been such an enormously 
successful aspect of Park Lake Homes, preserving this diversity in the new community 
is a worthwhile goal.   
 
Moreover, the site’s proximity to an array of ethnically diverse amenities is a feature 
that residents of Greenbridge will likely enjoy, and the presence of these amenities may 
help foster—or even draw—residents who might enjoy the ethnic diversity that so 
many Park Lake Homes residents did.   

A sense of ownership over their place of residence.  
Some residents noted feelings of ownership over their space and described how living 
in Park Lake Homes provided them with a sense of independence. This, in turn, helped 
them to feel more in control of their lives. Given that this is not only rental housing, but 
public housing, this sense of ownership and control is particularly noteworthy.  The 
psychology literature demonstrates the importance of a sense of ownership and control 
on well-being and for fostering a sense of community and establishing defensible space.  
These are the kinds of issues that the new design and programming of Greenbridge 
may be able to further foster.  

Perceived Problems   
While residents had many positive experiences of Park Lake Homes, they also 
perceived some problems.  While some of these problems are more serious than others, 
they essentially coalesced around the following themes: (1) the design, age, and 
condition of the buildings and the site; (2) the expense of utilities; (3) traffic and 
speeding; (4) a few difficult neighbors; (5) rules and regulations;(6) the stigma of public 
housing; and (7) crime.  A few of these are summarized more fully below. 

Utilities are costly and burdensome.   
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Residents have considerable difficulty paying their utility bills and managing 
household bills in general.  In the year prior to the Needs Assessment Survey, half of all 
household heads reported that they had not always been able to pay their electric or gas 
bills on time during that period.  As we know from other HOPE VI sites, difficulties 
paying utilities are likely to worsen without the help of Housing Authority staff to work 
with them. 
 

Recommendation:   
Utilities have been expensive all over the country for relocatees.  Monitoring of the 
adequacy of utility allowances will help to reduce this burden as will continuing 
education about the implications of utility bills and allowing them to go unpaid. 
Furthermore, encouraging case managers to be proactive about connecting relocatees 
and returnees with energy assistance may alleviate some of these burdens. 

Some residents struggled with the perceived stigma of public housing.   
For some residents, part of the experience of living in Park Lake Homes meant 
contending with prejudice and the stigma of public housing.  The stigma of poverty in 
general, and of living in public housing in particular, is very well researched and 
documented. Interviews with Park Lake Homes’ residents revealed that interviewees 
themselves do not see Park Lake Homes as a negative place to live. 

Crime rates at Park Lake Homes are lower than in other places.  
Over a third of all residents said they have been victims of a crime. About a third also 
thought there were problems with car theft and car vandalism.  The vast majority of 
interview comments on crime were about property crime, with car theft, burglaries, and 
vandalism being mentioned the most. Most residents, if they saw a crime, said they 
would report it. At the same time, however, crime rates in Park Lake Homes were lower 
than in other areas, and many residents thought that there was a reduction in crime 
over the past few years.  Many residents felt that the Housing Authority played a role in 
this reduction of crime. In particular, they felt that the use of lease contracts to counter 
gang-related crime was effective. 

Residents feel safe at Park Lake Homes. 
Most residents thought Park Lake Homes was a safe place to live, although half (52%) 
of all residents have either witnessed or been a victim of a crime.  Apparently, exposure 
to crime did not damage residents’ overall perception of safety.  As many as 87% of all 
residents said that the community was a safe place to live. The in-depth interviews also 
reflect these feelings of safety.  Some residents emphasized the length of their residency 
and consequent familiarity with Park Lake Homes as the reason why they felt safe.      
 

Recommendation: 
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Findings on perceptions of safety suggest the need for Housing Authorities to be 
particularly attentive to the residents’ safety concerns during the demolition phases as 
residents move off site and units become vacant, as this can create greater vulnerability 
to crime and can threaten residents’ perceptions of safety.  The continued presence of 
the police is critical for the safety of the remaining households on site as units are 
demolished and families move away. 

Residents perceived management quite positively. 
 
The vast majority of interviewees had many positive things to say about staff across the 
board.  They talked about their relationships with their manager, the maintenance crew, 
and staff from both the HOPE VI office and the Neighborhood House.  Interview 
comments regarding the upkeep of the property, their responsiveness to requests for 
repairs, and their courteousness was overwhelmingly positive.  Only very few made 
direct complaints about how Park Lake Homes has been managed.  In two of those 
instances, the problem was resolved and the resident felt that things had improved 
since the initial problem. 
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Residents used a number of services both on site and in White Center.  
 
Residents relied on a number of local services. This is not surprising given that public 
housing residents are usually in need of various types of support and relief services.  
Service use falls into three general categories:  (1) relief services; (2) services for parents; 
and (3) general services in the White Center areas.  The most prominent relief service 
used by interviewees was food assistance, specifically from the Food Bank; 68% of 
interviewees said they used the Food Bank.  A number of residents noted a new policy 
of only letting people receive food relief once a month.  The fact that the Food Bank no 
longer makes deliveries poses a hardship on a number of residents, particularly the 
elderly and disabled.  Youth service are also widely used and appreciated. Youth and 
their parents did not only enjoy the benefits of the Boys and Girls Club, but 
interviewees with no children also appreciated the community-wide events.  Most 
residents are able to get around to these various services and amenities fairly well.  
Many are able to drive themselves but a strong minority need to rely on other services, 
public transportation, or walking. 
 

3.  What are residents’ experiences of the HOPE VI program?  

Residents are ambivalent about the HOPE VI program. 
Residents’ responses to inquiries about HOPE VI and its impacts show different 
reactions to different aspects of the program.  When focusing on the idea of physical 
improvements to the housing and the neighborhood as a whole (new open-space plan, 
new community buildings and services), more residents talk about the positive impacts 
of the redevelopment.  However, the enthusiasm for the new community sits alongside 
trepidation about moving, concern for finding a decent, affordable place, and the 
physical demands of moving.  So when discussion focused specifically on relocation, 
almost all interviewees and focus-group members had negative reactions to the idea of 
moving.  
 
Understanding the distinction between residents’ feelings about the revitalization of 
their community and their reactions to relocation can help Housing Authorities 
navigate the ambivalent and sometimes contradictory responses that residents might 
have to HOPE VI.  Across the board, many interviewees saw some sort of benefits in the 
redevelopment, but as most did not think that currents tenants would benefit in the 
long run.  Those who did felt that current tenants would only benefit provided they 
were able to return to the site.  In the context of HOPE VI, where residents must 
relocate, findings on attachment to place have significant implications for sensitively 
handling residents’ responses to relocation. 

Residents are confused about some relocation issues. 
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Most residents are confused about at least some aspect of the relocation process. This 
includes anything from the relocation timeline and staging, benefits, destination 
choices, and eligibility to return to Greenbridge.  More specifically, residents are 
confused about when they have to move, why some people have to move sooner than 
others, what moving assistance is available to them, what choices they have in moving, 
and the purpose of the lottery.  Given the complexity of the HOPE VI program and the 
logistics of moving over 500 households, confusion is not surprising, and data from 
other HOPE VI sites indicate that this is common (Smith 2002; Buron et al 2002).  Not all 
residents attend meetings or read the translated written materials, and they sometimes 
misinform one another about relocation.  
 

Recommendations: 
KCHA has made great efforts to keep residents informed about all aspects of the HOPE 
VI project. They have held regular meetings offering simultaneous translations for non-
English speaking residents and they have provided written notification and 
announcements regarding the HOPE VI program in multiple languages.  However, if it 
is necessary to make significant changes in the program, such as altering the relocation 
timeframe, extensive outreach to make those changes clear is necessary. While KCHA 
did indeed communicate these changes to residents, sending out this information 
repeatedly may be necessary to ensure greater awareness and comprehension of critical 
information.  Follow-up phone calls and visits may also be necessary. 
 
While it is not possible to anticipate or prevent residents from exchanging 
misinformation, this can be minimized with regular newsletters and continued, 
repeated announcements about the relocation process, particularly since confusion is 
common and the stakes are high. Even if the information remains the same the repeated 
exposure can help minimize confusion. 

Many residents say the KCHA is handling the relocation well. 
Most residents (68%) feel that KCHA was doing a good job managing the relocation 
process.  They appreciated all the information and meetings that were offered. They 
were relieved that there would be help with packing and moving if residents felt they 
needed it.  Residents were aware that the housing authority was earnestly trying to 
make the transition tolerable. A few expressed frustration with the lottery system for 
those who wanted to return to the redeveloped site, but overall residents said that 
KCHA was being helpful and sensitive about the move.  

4. & 5.  How do residents think about relocation and where they might go? 
 

Because residents have been generally satisfied with Park Lake Homes, they have 
grown attached to it and are very reluctant to move. The vast majority of residents 
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simply did not want to leave.  Considering that relocation was not self-initiated, 
reluctance or even resistance to the move is understandable.  These findings counter the 
conventional wisdom that most public housing residents are eager to leave public 
housing. But as researchers of other HOPE VI sites have noted, this assumption about 
the desire to leave is not based on systematic research, but rather media and 
researchers’ assumptions (Vale, 1997).  The fact that KCHA held a commemoration 
ceremony and celebration indicates their awareness of and sensitivity to the 
attachments people feel toward Park Lake Homes and the emotionally laden aspects of 
moving. 

Despite residents’ unwillingness to move, most said that KCHA was handling the 
relocation well.  This finding also reveals the complexity of residents’ responses to 
HOPE VI.  On the one hand, they are attached and satisfied with the community, so 
they do not want to move; on the other hand, they know they must move, and at least 
most feel the Housing Authority is doing a good job with relocation. 

Recommendations: 
Relocation counselors must be prepared to deal with resistance to moving and the 
emotional responses that an involuntary move can generate.  During relocation 
counseling, it is important to acknowledge the emotional reactions of residents 
regarding moving in order to help them work through their fears and frustrations so 
that they may focus on making the best relocation choices for their family.  This is also 
important because their attachments to Park Lake Homes do influence their relocation 
choices. 
 
KCHA staff already work closely with residents to help them make relocation choices 
and to document and process that information.  Computerized tracking of the contacts 
between residents and relocation counselors is already in place to ensure 
documentation of everyone’s relocation choices as their deadlines approach. Tracking 
counseling contacts can also be used proactively as a way to identify and reach out to 
those residents who are not initiating contact with staff and who are confused about 
relocation.  Follow-up phone calls and home visits also help ensure that residents who 
are not forthcoming don’t fall through the cracks.   
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Most residents want to return to Greenbridge.  
Most residents wish to return to Greenbridge when it is completed and to remain in the 
area in the meantime.  Residents’ social ties and reliance on a host of local services and 
amenities—schools, doctors, the food bank, ethnically-based stores—reveal an 
embeddedness in the local community and explain why they wish to remain in the area 
and/or return to Greenbridge. Related to this, King County Housing Authority has 
purchased and improved housing that is available for residents who wish to stay 
nearby and those who wish to return to the new community.  While it is possible that 
once people relocate and are settled into a new place they may be disinclined to move 
again, even back to Greenbridge, it would be a safe strategy to prepare to accommodate 
all those who say they wish to return, particularly if that option is made available to 
them.42  The purpose of the lottery also needs to be clearly stated repeatedly, as 
eligibility for returning was one of those things that confused many residents.  
 

Destination choices are contingent upon an array of factors. 

Residents of Park Lake Homes went through a complex decision-making process while 
trying to determine which relocation option they would pursue. Their destination 
choices were contingent on an array of factors, including availability of housing and 
proximity to valued services and amenities.  Some sought to find new housing that 
would have some of the features they felt were lacking in their other housing.  Many 
had several alternative destination choices and clearly wished to remain flexible about 
their options to minimize disruption and maximize opportunities. These strategies are 
described more fully below. 
 

Seeking what’s lacking.  What residents found lacking in Park Lake Homes is 
what they made a point of seeking in their new housing. For example, residents who 
complained that their units were too small or did not have enough bedrooms sought 
places with more room.  In fact, this one of the biggest trends in the data on what 
qualities residents seek in their destination housing. 

 

Flexibility about options.  Residents’ destination choices were also based on 
what options they thought were the most realistic and available and on what they felt 
was most important – e.g. proximity to children’s schools, access to services and public 
transportation. So many were quite flexible about their options. For example, many 
wanted to return to Greenbridge and stay on site during the redevelopment. If that was 
not an option, they wanted a voucher to seek housing in the local area. Therefore an 
issue to address is how flexible policies can be regarding destination options. 
                                                 
42 According to KCHA, 300 completely subsidized units are planned for the site, and an additional 200-
400 other rental units of market-rate housing can accommodate returning residents through the Housing 
Choice Voucher Program.  With these options, KCHA is planning to accommodate all current residents 
who wish to return. 
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Anticipated outcomes.  Attitudes about moving were also influenced by the 
outcomes that residents anticipated.  Interviewees who said something positive about 
the relocation thought that they had something to gain from moving, while those who 
thought it would cause a setback—financially, socially, or emotionally—had negative 
reactions. 

Residents’ concerns and fears. 
When considering the relocation process and their destination choices, residents 
expressed several fears and concerns. They were particularly concerned about finding a 
comparable place to live; they were also concerned about the task of having to move 
and re-establish their household in a new location. They were also concerned about 
fitting into a new neighborhood.   

Finding a comparable place.  People choosing housing vouchers were 
concerned about whether they would be able to find a comparable place, not only 
because of cost but because they were concerned about hundreds of relocating 
households flooding the local market.  They were also worried about whether landlords 
would accept their vouchers. 

Reestablishing the household.  For these residents, the logistics of 
reestablishing one’s domicile can be a daunting process to navigate.  More information 
or counseling on this aspect of relocation may help assuage residents’ concerns. It 
would also provide them with basic information that they will need in the private 
housing market.   

Fitting in.  Residents also worried about being able to fit into a new 
neighborhood and whether their new neighbors would accept them. They wondered, 
“Will I like it?” “Will I feel comfortable?” “Will I fit in?”  Given the remarkably rich 
social ties and social support among Park Lake Homes residents it is not surprising that 
forming good relationships with new neighbors was a prominent concern among 
residents.  This was a concern both among those who wished to return to Greenbridge 
and those who wished to move elsewhere.  

Recommendations: 
It may help assuage residents’ fears about relocation if staff help educate residents 
about the housing market. Vacancy rates in the Puget Sound region have risen since 
2000, and rents have fallen by 2.5% since 2001 (Dupre and Scott 2004).  Thus, the rental 
market has softened, perhaps making it easier to find rental housing than prior to 2001. 
Therefore, with some education, concerns about glutting the market with relocatees, 
while still valid, may be less of a problem than in a tighter rental market. 
   
KCHA has repeatedly explained relocation benefits and information to residents.  Staff 
can continue to offer regular reassurance and information about relocation rights and 
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benefits as a way to allay their fears.  Such acknowledgement of the amplitude of the 
emotional responses of residents helps relocation counselors work with residents 
through these initial responses so that they may help residents to focus on making 
thoughtful, positive choices for their families. 
 
Findings suggest that information on reestablishing a new household after relocation 
may also help assuage residents’ concerns. It would also provide them with basic 
information that they will need in the private housing market.  

Issues for Further Evaluation 
Tracking residents over the course of redevelopment and relocation is a critical part of 
determining the success of the HOPE VI program of Park Lake Homes.  Knowing 
where residents end up, how they feel about their housing, and whether they are still 
interested in returning to Greenbridge is also necessary to determine if the relocation 
process has been successful.  In general, it is important to follow residents to determine 
their quality of life and well being after relocation.  Learning about whether there have 
been increases in income and job attachment over time, particularly given the economic 
self-sufficiency goals of HOPE VI, is an essential piece of evaluating the results of the 
program.   
 
KCHA’s Community Support Services team is tracking residents and assisting them in 
accessing stabilizing support services and long term goal planning.  This will be 
beneficial to evaluate as the implementation of the HOPE VI program at Park Lake 
Homes continues.   
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History of Park Lake Homes 
 
In the 1930s and 1940s, the shipping and aircraft industries of the greater Seattle 
metropolitan region required large increases in their labor supply in order to meet the 
increased production requirements of the WWI and WWII period. Seattle was home to a 
number of critical war industries such as shipping and naval stations, as well as aircraft 
manufacturing that grew exponentially during the war. To illustrate this growth: In 
1939 the Boeing Aircraft Plant had approximately 4,000 employees. By December of 
1941, Boeing’s number of employees had swollen to over 30,000 (Boyle, 1998).  
However, like many areas with critical war industries, the limitation of adequate 
housing for the temporary influx of workers constricted the ability of the industries to 
meet the demands of the war effort. Housing for incoming workers was so tight that 
industry supervisors complained that workers, along with their families, were living in 
“deplorable conditions” such as remodeled chicken coops (KCHA meeting minutes 
9/3/1942).  
 
The housing demand associated with war laborers was specifically for rental housing 
(as opposed to housing for purchase). The preference for rental housing was due to the 
flexible nature of war-era employment. Many of the in-migrants to the city had homes 
in their place of origin to which they wished to return after the war. Additionally, city 
officials hoped that workers would leave after the war-related jobs dried up so as to not 
create a crisis of unemployment within the region after the war (KCHA meeting 
minutes 9/3/1942). Finally, workers preferred rental housing because they did not 
want to mortgage a home given the uncertainty of their jobs and the risk of being 
drafted. Similar conditions experienced in multiple cities around the country led to the 
Lanham Act of 1940, which gave the federal government the ability to build housing for 
defense workers. White Center Heights – what is now Park Lake Homes I– was one of 
King County’s defense housing projects built to house employees, along with their 
families, of Boeing Aircraft, Harbor Island Shipyards and other federally approved war 
industries.  
 
Defense housing was not built without controversy in the Seattle metropolitan area.  
The Seattle Landlords Association—later named the Civic Housing Association—
organized an opposition to the building of subsidized housing in the city proper, while 
more local oppositions to housing considered to be “cheap” emerged in the various 
neighborhoods of West Seattle. Local parties opposed the first defense worker project in 
West Seattle, High Point, along two primary points. First, there was a significant 
amount of resistance to the federally imposed mandate of racial integration for all war-
worker housing. Second, the dual effects of the maximum per-unit cost for the housing 
imposed by the Lanham Act, along with the shortages of critical materials during war 
time, meant that defense worker housing was of inferior quality to much of the private 
housing stock in the area. Critics argued that if defense wages were good, local private 
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builders could meet the need for housing without resorting to cheap buildings (Eals, 
1987). Ultimately, after much controversy, the High Point project was built to serve 
critical industry employees. Although White Center Heights, only located 3 miles from 
the High Point development, had a similar purpose and deign, it received much less 
resistance. The lack of resistance is likely related to two factors: First, the ineffectiveness 
of protest to High Point likely made protest seem futile for subsequent projects. Second, 
prior to WWII White Center was less developed than other neighborhoods in West 
Seattle and expensive residential neighborhoods had never development. As a result, 
the project avoided a great deal of receiving community objections. 
 
Work on White Center Heights began on May 20th, 1942 in a section of White Center 
that had not yet had much residential development (see Figure A1). The first occupants 
moved in February of 1943 and the entire site was completed by June of 1943. Given the 
urgent need for housing and the limited funds imposed by the Lanham Act, the site was 
planned to fit the existing site contours, as re-grading to accommodate the existing 
street grid that surrounded the site was considered to be a poor use of funds (Boyle, 
1998). In June 1945, rent in White Center Heights for a furnished 2-bedroom apartment 
was $39.00/month and included electricity, water, garbage and refrigeration.  

Figure A1:  White Center Heights, 1944 

 
Source: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

White Center Heights 

 
After the war, in 1954, the King County Housing Authority took over the site and 
converted it to low-income housing, generating complaints from defense workers who 
thought they were going to be dislocated because their earnings were too high (this 
never happened). Meanwhile, KCHA was also maintaining Lakewood, another war 
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worker housing development in White Center as low income housing.  Unlike White 
Center Heights, the structures of Lakewood were of temporary quality and years before 
the federal government had agreed to demolish the site once the war so as to not overly 
impact the area’s housing market with the building of the cheap homes. In 1955 
community leaders and the county commissioners applied to the federal government to 
buy the Lakewood site with the intention of turning it into a park. However, the 
housing authority started to develop plans to renovate Lakewood instead of tearing it 
down in order to maintain the housing for low-income people. This battle went on for 
years.  The housing authority compromised and tore down the original “temporary” 
housing and replaced it with new structures (see Figure A2).  Then the White Center 
Heights and Lakewood sites were combined and renamed Park Lake Homes Site I and 
Site II, respectively in October 1965.  
 

Figure A2: Lakewood before and after redevelopment, 1961 and 1965 

        
Source: Army Corps of Engineers, 1961 and 1965 
 
Given the hurried development of White Center in the 1940s, and the emphasis on 
smaller homes for war-industry laborers, it has historically been one of the poorest 
neighborhoods in the vicinity. Additionally, the census tract of Park Lake Homes Site I 
shows that residents there have been among the poorest in White Center. In the US 
Decennial Census of 1970 median annual income for the neighborhood surrounding 
Park Lake Homes Site I was $3632, which was less than one-third the median annual 
income of $11,886 that was reported at the time for the whole county (U.S. Census 
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Bureau 1972). The neighborhood has remained one of the poorest in the county over the 
last 30 years, and has high rates of demographic and household characteristics 
associated with low-income. For example, by 1990 the neighborhood of Park Lake 
Homes had the highest portion of households with children under 18 led by single 
mothers—54% compared to the countywide rate of 10%. 
 
In addition to having lower incomes than the rest the county, the White Center CDP has 
become increasingly associated with cultural diversity. Between the 1980 and 2000 
decennial censes, the percent of the population that was white has decreased by 34.3 %, 
while the percent of the population that is Asian or Pacific Islander has grown 18.8%.  
This is reflected in the enormous diversity among Park Lake Homes residents today. 
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Table A1: Race and Ethnic Change in the White Center CDP 

 1980 1990 2000* 

Change in 
Percent 
(1980 – 
2000) 

White 89.3 % 76.5 % 55 %   -34.3 % 
African American 1.1 % 3.8 % 6.4%  5.3 % 
Asian and Pac. Islander 4.9 % 14.8 % 23.7 %     18.8 % 
Amer. Indian, Esk, Aleut 2.7 % 2.4 % 2.0% - .7 % 
Hispanic (any race) 3.3 % 5.1 % 12.0% 8.7 % 

* Figures include all who reported one race, the 6% of the population reported more than one race 
are not represented. 
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Source: 1980, 1990, 2000 summary tape files 3 

 
Today White Center remains of the last urban neighborhoods around Seattle that is still 
unincorporated and it is known for its concentration of cultural diversity and poverty.   
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Park Lake Homes HOPE VI PROJECT 

Resident Relocation Preference and Asset/Needs Assessment Survey 

 

(i) Affix Resident Label 

(ii) (Name, address, client number, unit number) 
 
 
 
Phone: __________________________(Home) Email: __________________ 
       __________________________(Work) 

__________________________(Message) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

NOTES: 

 

1

 

(a) Interviewer: 
_____________________________   
Interview Start time: __________ 
 Park Lake Homes Baseline and Interim HOPE VI Evaluation 82



Appendix B: Needs Assessment Survey 

 
My name is___________________________. Are you (CONFIRM NAME)? You received 
a phone call to schedule a time for someone to come by and talk with you about 
relocation and services. I am here for that purpose. May I come in?  
 
(AFTER BEING SEATED) 
 
Today, I’m going to be asking you questions about your relocation preferences, what 
services you use, and what services you might need so that we are better able to help 
you through this relocation process.      
 
This sheet summarizes the purpose of this interview and the importance of your 
participation.  We are asking residents to sign this form stating that you have agreed 
to be interviewed. 
 
(HAND RESIDENT INFORMATION SHEET TO READ. ALLOW TIME FOR READING. 
HAVE THE RESIDENT SIGN THE RELEASE FORM) 

 
1.    What is the best way for you to receive information? (CIRCLE ALL THAT 

APPLY) 
   

a. Meetings ..................................................... 1  
b. Flyers ........................................................... 1  
c. E-mail/ Internet.......................................... 1  
d. Phone Call .................................................. 1  
e. Door-to-Door Visit.................................... 1  
f. Mail 1..............................................................  
g. Anything Else ............................................ 1     
                     Please specify:  ______________ 
 

2.   What languages do you speak? (CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY) 
   

a. English......................................................... 1 
b. Vietnamese................................................. 1  
c. Somali.......................................................... 1  
d. Cambodian ................................................. 1  
e. Arabic .......................................................... 1  
f. Farsi.............................................................. 1  
g. Russian........................................................ 1  
h.  Ukrainian................................................... 1  
i. Tigrigna....................................................... 1  
j.  Amharic...................................................... 1  
k.  Samoan....................................................... 1  
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l.  Anything Else ........................................... 1      
                   Please specify: _______________ 

 
A.  (ASK ONLY IF MORE THAN ONE LANGUAGE LISTED ABOVE)       

Which language do you prefer to speak?    
____________________________________ 

 
B.  (IF NOT ENGLISH) Do you feel that language is a barrier in your life? 

No.............................................................. 0 
Yes ............................................................. 1 
 

3.   How well do you speak English—Excellent, Fair, Poor, or Not at All? (CIRCLE 
ONE) 

 
a. Excellent ...................................... 1 
b. Fair ...................................... 2 
c. Poor ...................................... 3 
d. Not at all ...................................... 4 
 

4. What language can you read? (CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY) 
   

a.  English........................................................ 1   
b.  Vietnamese................................................ 1  
c.  Somali......................................................... 1  
d.  Cambodian ................................................ 1  
e.  Arabic ......................................................... 1  
f.  Farsi............................................................. 1  
g.  Russian....................................................... 1  
h.  Ukrainian................................................... 1  
i.  Tigrigna...................................................... 1  
j.  Amharic...................................................... 1  
k.  Samoan....................................................... 1  
l.  I don’t read ................................................ 1 
m. Anything Else ............................................ 1     
 Please specify: _______________ 
 

A.  (ASK ONLY IF MORE THAN ONE LANGUAGE LISTED ABOVE) 
 Which language do you prefer to read? ________________________________ 

 
 
 
 

5. How well do you read English—Excellent, Fair, Poor, or Not at All?    
 (CIRCLE ONE) 
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a. Excellent................................................... 1 
b. Fair ............................................................ 2 
c. Poor ........................................................... 3 
d. Not at all................................................... 4 

 
6. Are you U.S. citizen? 

 
No.................................................................... 0 
Yes ................................................................... 1 

 
7. In what country were you born?        _________________________________ 

 
 (IF NOT THE U.S) Do you feel that differences between your native culture and    
American culture are a barrier in your life? 

 
No.............................................................. 0 
Yes ............................................................. 1         
 
In what way? 
__________________________________________________________ 

 
8. What is your ethnicity? ________________________________ 
 
9. How do you usually get from place to place (CIRCLE ONE)  Do you… 
 

a. Drive your own Car .................................. 1 
b. Drive Someone else’s Car........................ 2 
c. Friend/Family............................................. 3 
d. Bus .............................................................. 4 
e. Access Van.................................................. 5 
f. Taxi .............................................................. 6 

 g.   Walk............................................................. 7 
 

10.  Is transportation a problem that prevents you from going to   
 (CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY) 

          
a. Work ............................................................ 1  
b. School .......................................................... 1  
c. Childcare..................................................... 1  
d. Anywhere Else........................................... 1       
 Please specify: _________________ 
e. Not a problem ............................................ 1  
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11. What sorts of problems do you have right now getting from place to place?   

(CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY) 
 

a. Limited access to a car (for personal use) ...........................................................1  
b. No valid driver’s license........................................................................................1 
c. No car insurance .....................................................................................................1   
       Why not: _________________________ 
d. Work or training location is not near bus routes ..............................................1 
e. Bus fare is too expensive .......................................................................................1 
f. Bus service does not run when needed...............................................................1 
g. Transportation by friends and relatives is not dependable ...........................1 
h. Do not understand how to use the bus system .................................................1 
i. Do not understand carpooling or vanpooling programs.................................1 
j. Not comfortable riding in carpool or vanpool with strangers? .....................1 
k. Unaware of transportation options available to you in your  community ..1 
l. Anything Else (specify)..........................................................................................1 
m. None...........................................................................................................................1 
(IF “NONE,” SKIP QUESTION 12) 
 

12.  What would help you get from place to place? 
 

a. Information that helps me understand bus system and programs ......1 
b. Carpooling and vanpooling opportunities ...............................................1 
c. Access to a community car or share vehicle..............................................1 
d. A program that connects my bus trip with a 

van to take me to my final destination ......................................................1 
e. More bicycle storage on the bus or transit systems.................................1 
f. Better transportation opportunities for disabled individuals...............1 
g. Access to a community van with a driver..................................................1 
h. Assistance finding transportation options................................................1 
i. Access to bus passes or vouchers provided by employment  

and training programs or employers..........................................................1 
j. Anything Else ................................................................................................1 
 (specify) __________________________________ 
 

(READ ALOUD)  Now I’d like to ask you about your household and current living 
situation 

 
13. I would like to confirm who lives in your household.   This is a list of who we 

show living in your household.  (SHOW HOUSEHOLD LIST TO RESIDENT 
AND MAKE CORRECTIONS IF NECESSARY) Is this correct?   
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14. Do you have any relatives living in other units at Park Lake Homes? 
No.............................................................. 0 

            Yes ............................................................. 1 
 
(IF YES) 
A. How many ?  ______________ 
 
B. What is their relationship to you? (CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY)  
1.  Parent .................................................. 1  
2.  Child ................................................... 1  
3.  Sibling ................................................ 1  
4.  Aunt/uncle ......................................... 1  
5.  Cousin ................................................ 1  
6.  Any other relative ............................ 1  
           Please specify   _____________ 

 
 

15.  Do you have relatives living elsewhere that you’d like to move closer to? 
 
No.............................................................. 0 

            Yes ............................................................. 1 
 

(IF YES) Where?   
A. Other KCHA development (please list) 

 _________________________________ 
B. Private housing (note neighborhood)  

___________________________________                
 

16.  Do you have any friends living in Other Park Lake Homes units? 
 
                 No............................................................... 0 
                 Yes .............................................................. 1 How many? _________ 
 

17.  Before moving here, did you know anyone at Park Lake Homes? 
 

No.............................................................. 0 
Yes ............................................................. 1 
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RELOCATION DISCUSSION 
(READ ALOUD)  

Now I need to tell you some information regarding the relocation process. Park Lake 

Homes is undergoing a major revitalization effort. All existing apartment units in 

Park Lake Homes will be demolished in stages, beginning in 2005, and it will take 

several years to reconstruct the new units on site. 

 

As a current Park Lake Homes resident, you are eligible for relocation benefits that 

will make your move as smooth as possible.  You will have several options.  You can 

choose to return to the new community or move permanently out of Park Lake 

Homes.  You can relocate to other KCHA housing or apply for a Section 8 Voucher 

for housing in the private market.  If you want to go to other KCHA housing it 

includes housing for seniors, existing scattered site units, townhouses, and new off-

site units to be developed as part of KCHA’s replacement housing plan. 

 

Wherever you choose to relocate you will pay no more than 30% of your income (the 

rate you currently pay at Park Lake Homes), or no more than the rent you are 

scheduled to pay over the next few years. In addition, KCHA will pay for all of your 

moving costs. While families in Stage 1 will not begin to move until January 2004 and 

families in Stage 2 will not begin to move until January 2005, KCHA is working with 

residents now to identify their preferences for relocation housing and note any 

special needs that families may have. We are only gathering information now.  You 

do not have to make an official decision at this point.  
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18. Would you be interested in moving from Park Lake Homes using a section 8 

voucher? 
 

No.............................................................. 0 
Yes ............................................................. 1 

 
19. Would you be interested in moving from Park Lake Homes to another KCHA 

public housing development? 
 

No.............................................................. 0 
Yes ............................................................. 1 

 
(IF YES, WRITE IN THE NAMES OF KCHA DEVELOPMENTS) What 
would your top three preferences be?  
 
A. Preference 1: 

 
 

B. Preference 2: 
 
 

C. Preference 3: 
 

 
20. Would you be interested in living in the new community after it is revitalized? 

 
No.............................................................. 0 
Yes ............................................................. 1 
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21.  I’m going to read a list of different housing choices to you. Which of these 
would be your first preference for housing if you had to make a decision today?  

      (READ LIST AND WRITE 1 NEXT TO CHOICE) 
 

a. Return to new Park Lake Homes ........ ___ 
b. Take a section 8 voucher........................___ 
c. Go to Other KCHA public housing.....___ 
d. Go to Other assisted housing .............. ___  
e. Anything Else ...................................... ___  
               Please specify____________ 

 
What would be the second preference? 
 (READ REMAING LIST AND WRITE 2 NEXT TO SECOND CHOICE)  

 
What would be your third preference?  
(READ REMAING LIST AND WRITE 3 NEXT TO THIRD CHOICE) 

 
22. Would you be interested in owning a home in the new community here? 
 

No.............................................................. 0 
Yes ............................................................. 1 

 
23. Would you be interested in owning a home outside of this community? 

 
No.............................................................. 0 
Yes ............................................................. 1 
 

24.   What additional information or assistance would you like to have to better 
understand the relocation process and its impact on your family? Would you 
like information on …   (READ & PAUSE – CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY) 

          
a. Relocation benefits ................................... 1  
b. Relocation rights ....................................... 1  
c. Relocation choices..................................... 1  
d. Moving ........................................................ 1  
e. Anything Else ............................................ 1     
                 Please specify: __________________ 
 

25.  How many telephone lines do you have currently in your apartment?  ________ 
 
26. How many phone jacks do you currently have in your apartment? _________ 
 
27. Do you have cable TV in your apartment? 
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No.............................................................. 0 
                  Yes ..............................................................1 
 
28.  Over the past year have you been able to pay your electric and gas bill when 

they are due? 
 

No.............................................................. 0 
Yes ............................................................. 1 
Not always............................................... 2 

 
29.  Have your utilities been disconnected within the past 12 months? 

 
No.............................................................. 0 
Yes ............................................................. 1 

 
30. Do you have a pet? 

No.............................................................. 0 
Yes ..............................................................1 

               
If YES, what kind?  

                  a.  Dog..................................................1    How Many? _______ 
                  b.  Cat...................................................1    How Many? _______ 
                  c.  Anything Else................................1   How Many? _______ 
 
31.  Do you require a unit that will need special features to accommodate the 

disability of any household member?  
 

No, I do not require a specialized unit ......0 
Yes, I do require a specialized unit.............1 

 
(IF YES) Which special features do you need? 
a. Barrier free......................................... 1  
b. Ground floor ..................................... 1  
c. Flashing doorbell ............................. 1  
d. Flashing alarm .................................. 1  
e. Flat unit .............................................. 1  
f. Roll-in shower .................................. 1  
g. Anything Else ................................... 1   
      Please specify: _____________ 
 

32. Does any family member rely on special medical services or doctors in the Park 
Lake Homes area that they will need to get to easily? 

 
  No............................................................ 0 
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  Yes ........................................................... 1 
IF YES, list the facility name(s) and location of medical services: 
A. _____________________________________________________________ 
 
B  ___________________________________________________________ 
 

33.  As the redevelopment and relocation process continues, we’d like to make sure 
we can contact you, even if you move away. Can you tell me the names of three 
people who will always know where to find you? 

 
A. FIRST PERSON 

1. What is the name of the first person? _________________________________ 
2. What is this person’s relationship to you? ____________________________ 
3. What is this person’s address? 
 

STREET: _________________________________________________________ 
 

CITY, STATE ZIP _________________________________________________ 
 

4. What is this person’s telephone number? Number (_____) ______________ 
 

B. SECOND PERSON 
1. What is the name of the second person? ______________________________ 
2. What is their relationship to you? ____________________________________ 
3. What is their address? 

 
STREET: _________________________________________________________ 
 
CITY, STATE ZIP _________________________________________________ 
 

4. What is their telephone number? Number (_____)______________________ 
 

C. THIRD PERSON 
1. What is the name of the third person? ________________________________ 
2. What is their relationship to you? ____________________________________ 
3. What is their address? 
 

STREET: _________________________________________________________ 
 
CITY, STATE ZIP _________________________________________________ 
 

4. What is their telephone number? Number (_____)______________________ 
 

(READ ALOUD) Now I’d like to ask you about your involvement and interest  
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in Community Services and Activities 
 
34.  First, what services and activities do you use right now in?  
(SHOW LIST- WRITE ANSWER)  
(FOR EACH SERVICE ASK):   

What time of day do you use this service/activity? (Morning, Afternoon, Evening)  
Where do you use these services? (SHOW LIST- WRITE ANSWER)  
Last, are there services that are not receiving that you want or need?  
(SHOW LIST- WRITE ANSWER)   

 
SERVICES/ACTIVITIES USED                
 WHEN                     WHERE         
 
 

  

 
 

  

 
 

  

 
 

  

 
SERVICES/ACTIVITIES NEEDED/WANTED              
                            
                         WHEN   
    WHERE   
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(READ ALOUD) Now I’d like to ask you about your education, employment and 
training background 
 
35.  What is the highest grade you went to in school?  
        (CIRCLE ONE, DO NOT READ ANSWERS OUT LOUD) 
 

a. Never went to school ...........................................1 
b. 1 to 8 Grades..........................................................2 
c. 9 to 11 Grades........................................................3 
d. High School graduate (Diploma or GED) ......4 
e. Some College ........................................................5 
f. Associates Degree ................................................6 
g. Bachelor’s Degree.................................................7 
h. Graduate Degree ..................................................8 

 
36. In what country did you get that education?  (If more than one, list all) 

 
A.  _________________________________ 
 
B.  _________________________________ 

37. Do you have a vocational certificate? 
 
No.............................................................. 0 
Yes ............................................................. 1 
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38. Are you currently employed? 
 
No…………………………………………0 (IF NO, PROCEED TO #41) 
Yes ............................................................ .1 

 
IF YES: 
A.  Would you like to get a different job?  
No.............................................................. 0 
Yes ............................................................. 1 

  
B. How do you usually get to and from work?    

   (CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY) 
a. By driving alone .........................................1 
b. By carpool that is 2 or more people .........1 
c. Vanpool, that is 5 or more people ............1 
d. Community van with driver provided....1 
e. Ride a bus .....................................................1 
f. Bicycle ...........................................................1 
g. Train...............................................................1 
h. Walk...............................................................1 
i. Motorcycle ....................................................1 
j. Work from home .........................................1 
k. Combination of transportation.................1 
l. Anything Else ..............................................1     
        Please Specify: _________________ 

 
39. On average, how many hours per week do you currently work?  

___________hrs/week  (WRITE 0 FOR NONE) 
 

40.  What is/was your most recent job title?    
___________________________________________ 

 
41. Are you interested in services that would help you to get a job, keep a job or 

get a better job? 
 
No.............................................................. 0 

 Yes ............................................................. 1 
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42. What would help you to get a job, keep a job, or get a better job?  
(READ & PAUSE- CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY) 

      
a. Transportation ..............................................................1  
b. Job readiness .................................................................1  
c. Vocational Training.....................................................1     
 Please specify: _______________ 
d. Education (GED, Community College degree) ......1  
e. Vocational ESL Classes...............................................1  
f. Social Services ..............................................................1  
g. Childcare........................................................................1  
h. Apprenticeship .............................................................1  
i. Anything Else ...............................................................1      
 Please specify: _______________ 
j. Not Interested ...............................................................1 

 
43. Have you recently participated in any employment, training or education 

program?  
 
No.............................................................. 0 
Yes ............................................................. 1 

 
             IF YES, How long ago was that? 

a.  Currently ............................................ 1 
b.  In last 6 months................................. 2 
c.  More than 6 months ago................... 3 
d.  Never ................................................... 4 

 
44. There will be employment opportunities for residents during the Park Lake 

Homes Redevelopment process. Would you be interested in such employment? 
 
No.............................................................. 0 
Yes ............................................................. 1 
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45. What type of job would you be interested in?  
(READ & PAUSE-CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY) 

 
a. Painting....................................................... 1  
b. Carpenter .................................................... 1 
c. Plumping .................................................... 1 
d. Electrical...................................................... 1 
e. Maintenance............................................... 1  
f. Clerical ........................................................ 1  
g. Landscaping ............................................... 1  
h. Anything Else ............................................ 1      
      Please Specify______________ 
i. None............................................................. 1  
 

46. Do you own a small business? 
 
No.............................................................. 0 
Yes ............................................................. 1 

 
IF YES, what do you do or make? __________________________________ 

 
47. Would you be interested in participating in training to help you run your 

business? 
 
No.............................................................. 0 
Yes ............................................................. 1 
 
 

(READ ALOUD) Now I’d like to ask you about your household’s childcare use and 
needs 

 
48. Do you have any children under age 18 living in your household? 
 

No.............................................................. 0   
   (IF NO, SKIP TO QUESTION #61) 
Yes ............................................................. 1 
IF YES:  How many?  __________ 

What are their ages?  ____, _____,  _____,  _____,  _____,  ______,  
______ 
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49. Do you or does anyone in your household currently use childcare? 

 
No...............................................................0 
      (If NO, PROCEED TO QUESTION # 55) 
Yes ............................................................. 1 

 
50. What kind of childcare do you use? 

  
 1.  Head Start .......................................................1 
 2.  In Home Daycare...........................................1 
 3.  Daycare Center ..............................................1 

          4.  Relative ...........................................................1 
 5.  Anything Else ................................................1      
  Please specify ______________ 

 
51. Is that childcare used for you to go to ... (READ & PAUSE - CIRCLE ALL THAT 

APPLY) 
 

a. Work ........................................................... 1 
b. School .......................................................... 1 
c. Anything Else ............................................ 1  
                 Please specify_______________ 
 

52. What time of day do you use childcare service?  
       (READ & PAUSE --CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY) 
 

a. Morning ..................................................... 1 
b. Afternoon.................................................... 1 
c. Evening ...................................................... 1 
d. Late Night .................................................. 1 
e. Weekends .................................................. 1 
 

53. How do you pay for childcare? (READ & PAUSE –CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY) 
 

a.  Own Money................................................ 1 
b. DSHS........................................................... 1 
c. Service Agency (e.g., YWCA or NH) ..... 1 
d. Anything Else ............................................ 1  
       Please specify________________ 
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54. IF YOU ARE NOT USING CHILDCARE SERVICES, What are the reasons? 

(READ & PAUSE-CIRCLE ALL APPLY)        
a. I don’t want to use childcare service ...............................1   
b. Childcare is full ...................................................................1   
c. Childcare is not open when I need it ..............................1   
d. Transportation is a problem..............................................1   
e. I don’t trust Other people caring for my children ........1 
f. I don’t feel childcare is safe for my children .................1   
g. Too expensive…………… ..................................................1 
h. Does not provide culturally sensitive services..............1   
i. Does not provide educational and social activities......1  
j. Anything Else ......................................................................1   
      Please specify: ___________ 
 

55. Do you or does anyone in your household currently NEED childcare services? 
 

No...............................................................0    
                              (IF NO, SKIP TO QUESTION #58) 
Yes ............................................................. 1 

 
56. If you had childcare right now, how would you pay for it? Would you … 

(READ & PAUSE – CIRCLE ONE) 
a.  Pay for it yourself ....................................................1 
b.  Have DSHS pay for it ............................................2 
c.  Have service agency like YWCA pay for it ........3 
d.  Don’t know how to pay for it ................................9   
     Pleases specify: __________ 

 
57. Would you consider operating a childcare business in your home? 

 
No.............................................................. 0 
Yes ............................................................. 1 
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(READ ALOUD) Now I’d like to ask you about your interest and participation in any 
youth services and activities 
(REFER TO QUESTION _#49_ TO VERIFY IF FAMILY HAS CHILDREN BETWEEN 
THE AGES OF 6—17, IF “NO”, SKIP TO QUESTION __#61___) 
 
58. Here is a list of services and activities for youth. First, which services and 

activities does your youth use right now (SHOW LIST-CIRCLE ALL THAT 
APPLY).  
Second, what time of day do they use the services/activities? (Morning, 
Afternoon, Evening)  
Third, please tell us where they go for these services? (SHOW LIST- WRITE 
ANSWER)  
Last, please tell us if there are services that are not receiving that they want or 
need? (SHOW LIST) 

 

SERVICE WHEN LOCATION/AGENCY NEED/WANT 
(Check) 

Homework/ 
tutoring assistance    

Reading 
enrichment    

Field trips    
Learning about 
higher education    

Computer lab    
Leadership 
development    

Arts and crafts    

Music    

Organized sports    

Support groups    
Crime 
prevention/securit
y 

   

Health care    
After-school 
program    
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SERVICE WHEN LOCATION/AGENCY NEED/WANT 
(Check) 

Employment    

Cultural programs    
Native language 
instruction    

Ethnic dance and 
music    

Substance abuse 
services    

 
59.  Do you want to know more about? (READ & PAUSE-CIRCLE ALL THATAPPLY)   

a. Juvenile justice system.................................................1  
b. Public school system ....................................................1  
c. Parent issues...................................................................1  
d. Family planning ............................................................1  
e. Cultural issues (e.g., native culture versus U.S.......1 
f. Anything Else ................................................................1   
                            Pleases specify:  __________ 

 
60.  What school(s) do your children attend? 

 
a.  ____________________________________  
 
b.  ____________________________________  
 
c. ____________________________________  

 
 
(READ ALOUD) Now I’d like to ask you about crime prevention and safety 

 
61.  Do you feel that Park Lake Homes is a safe place to live? 

 
No.............................................................. 0 
Yes ............................................................. 1 
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62.   I’m going to read to you a list of neighborhood issues. Tell me which ones you 

think are problem in Park Lake Homes. (READ & PAUSE-CIRCLE ALL APPLY) 
       

a.   Outsiders causing trouble ....................... 1  
a. Gangs ........................................................... 1  
b. Drug dealing or use .................................. 1  
c. Drinking in the public ............................. 1  
d. Graffiti......................................................... 1  
e. Illegal dumping or trash.......................... 1  
f. Theft or burglary....................................... 1  
g. Car vandalism or theft.............................. 1  
h. Abandoned cars......................................... 1  
i. Noise (e.g., cars, loud music, etc) ........... 1   
      Please specify: _________ 
j. Home vandalism ....................................... 1  
k. Anything Else ............................................ 1     
      Please specify: _________ 
 

63.  Have you been a victim of a crime since you’ve lived here at Park Lake homes? 
 
No.............................................................. 0 
Yes ............................................................. 1 
IF YES, what was the crime?  _________________________________ 

 
64.  Have you observed any crimes since you’ve lived at Park Lake Homes? 

 
No.............................................................. 0 
Yes ............................................................. 1    
Please Specify __________________________ 
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65.  If you were to observe a crime at Park Lake Homes, who might you report it to? 
 (READ & PAUSE-CIRCLE ALL APPLY) 
   

a. Park Lake Homes Community Police Team...1  
b. 911............................................................................1  
c. Park Lake Homes Management Office............1  
d. Do not report.........................................................1 
e. Anything Else .......................................................1  
                     Please specify__________ 

 
IF DON’T REPORT, why don’t you report it?  
(READ & PAUSE-CIRCLE ALL APPLY) 
   
a. Don’t know how............................... 1  
b. Don’t know who to report to ......... 1  
c. Have language barrier..................... 1  
d. Is afraid to report it .......................... 1  
e. Don’t want to get involved............. 1  

 
66. Would you be interested in working with your neighbors or in a community 

group to make the neighborhood safer? 
 

No.............................................................. 0 
Yes ............................................................. 1 
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 (READ ALOUD) Now I would like to ask you some questions about your 

perception of park lake homes as a place to live.  
 
 
67.   For each of the following statements please tell me whether you agree or 

disagree.  On a scale of 1 to 10, if 1 is Strongly Disagree” and 10 is “Strongly 
Agree” what number would you give the following:  (READ EACH 
STATEMENT, AND SHOW CARD FOR A REFERENCE) 

 
 Strongly 

Disagree 
Strongly 

Agree 
A. ```````````````````````````````` 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
B. I feel at home on this block       1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
C. It is very important to me to live on this particular block  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
D. People on this block do not share the same values 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
E. I can recognize most of the people who live on my block 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 
68.   On a scale of 1 to 10 (1= not at all satisfied and 10=completely satisfied), how 

satisfied are you with:     
Not at All    Completely 
Satisfied    Satisfied 

A. Your neighborhood     1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
B. Your block as a place to live   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
C. Your house (apt?)    1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 
69. Comparing Park Lake Homes to White Center, is PLH a better place to live, a 

worse place to live or about the same?  (CIRCLE ONE) 
  
             Gotten worse ………….1 
 Stayed the same ...…….2 
 Improved ……………...3 
 
70. In the past 2 years, have the general conditions on your block gotten worse, 

stayed about the same or improved? (CIRCLE ONE) 
  
             Gotten worse ………….1 
 Stayed the same ...…….2 
 Improved ……………...3 
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71. On a scale from 1 to 10, if 1 is not at all attached and 10 is strongly attached, how 

attached do you feel to: 
  Not at all   Strongly 
  Attached   Attached  

A. The house/unit you live in  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
B. Park Lake Homes in general  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 
72.   When you think about moving to another place would you be: (CIRCLE ONE) 

 
Very unhappy to move ……….….1 
A little unhappy to move ………..2 
Happy to move …………………...3 
Doesn’t make any difference …....4 

 

73.   On a scale of 1 to 10, with 1 meaning “strongly disagree” and 10 meaning 
“strongly agree, would you agree or disagree with the following statements: 

 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Agree 

F. Moving from place to place is exciting and fun 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
G. I could be happy living in one place for the rest of m

life    
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

H. Living close to people who share my ethnicity is very
important to me 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

I. I like going places where no one knows me 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
 

 Park Lake Homes Baseline and Interim HOPE VI Evaluation 205 



The next question is about the people you know.  I’m asking about them because the 
HOPE VI redevelopment could cause a lot of changes in your life, and including who 
you depend on for help finding jobs, with every day life, and for support during this 
time of change.    I’m going to read you a list of jobs.  Could you tell me if you know 
someone on a first name basis who has the following job?  
 [IF YES ASK __--___ FOR EACH OCCUPATION] 
  

Occupation  74. Do you
know anyone 
who is a 
[JOB]? 

75.  How long 
have you 
known them? 
(in years) 

76. Is this 
person a 
woman? 

77. Does this 
person live at 
Park Lake 
Homes? 

78. Is this person 
close to you? 

79. Is this 
person 
related to 
you? 

80. Does 
person sp
the same 
native 
language
you? 

A. Cashier 1. yes 
2. no 

______Years 1. yes 
2. no 

1. yes 
2. no 

1. yes 
2. no 

1. yes 
2. no 

1. yes 
2. no 

B. Lawyer 1. yes 
2. no 

______Years 1. yes 
2. no 

1. yes 
2. no 

1. yes 
2. no 

1. yes 
2. no 

1. yes 
2. no 

C. Janitor or 
cleaner 

1. yes 
2. no 

______Years 1. yes 
2. no 

1. yes 
2. no 

1. yes 
2. no 

1. yes 
2. no 

1. yes 
2. no 

D.. 
Registered 
Nurse 

1. yes 
2. no 

______Years 1. yes 
2. no 

1. yes 
2. no 

1. yes 
2. no 

1. yes 
2. no 

1. yes 
2. no 

E. Truck 
Driver 

1. yes 
2. no 

______Years 1. yes 
2. no 

1. yes 
2. no 

1. yes 
2. no 

1. yes 
2. no 

1. yes 
2. no 

F. 
Computer 
Systems 
Analyst 

1. yes 
2. no 

______Years 1. yes 
2. no 

1. yes 
2. no 

1. yes 
2. no 

1. yes 
2. no 

1. yes 
2. no 

G. 
Elementary 
School 
Teacher 

1. yes 
2. no 

______Years 1. yes 
2. no 

1. yes 
2. no 

1. yes 
2. no 

1. yes 
2. no 

1. yes 
2. no 

H. Owner or 
manager of 
a retail store 

1. yes 
2. no 

______Years 1. yes 
2. no 

1. yes 
2. no 

1. yes 
2. no 

1. yes 
2. no 

1. yes 
2. no 

I.. Sales 
person 

1. yes 
2. no 

______Years 1. yes 
2. no 

1. yes 
2. no 

1. yes 
2. no 

1. yes 
2. no 

1. yes 
2. no 

J.. Food 
service 
worker 

1. yes 
2. no 

______Years 1. yes 
2. no 

1. yes 
2. no 

1. yes 
2. no 

1. yes 
2. no 

1. yes 
2. no 

K. Secretary 1. yes 
2. no 

______Years 1. yes 
2. no 

1. yes 
2. no 

1. yes 
2. no 

1. yes 
2. no 

1. yes 
2. no 

*If you know more than one person, think of the one person whom you have known the longest.



(READ ALOUD) Now I‘d like to ask you about your health and healthcare 
 

82. In general, would you say your health is excellent, fair, or poor? (CIRCLE ONE) 
 
Excellent............................................................ 1 
Fair ..................................................................... 2 
Poor .................................................................... 3 
 

83.  Do you and all your family members have medical insurance? 
 

No.............................................................. 0 
Yes ............................................................. 1     
 

84.  Does your family have access to health care? 
 

No.............................................................. 0 
Yes ............................................................. 1 
 
IF NO, Why don’t you have access to health care?  
(READ & PAUSE-CIRCLE ALL APPLY) 
a. You cannot afford it .................................1  
b. The paperwork is difficult .....................1  
c. You have not found a doctor..................1  
d. Need translation services........................1  
e. Transportation is a problem...................1  
f. You feel there is no need ........................1  
g. Have alternative method of healing.....1  
h. Do not believe in using health care......1  
 

85.  Where do you go when you need routine medical attention? (READ & PAUSE) 
 

a. Private Doctor ....................................................1 
b. Roxbury Clinic...................................................2 
c. White Center Public Health Department .....3 
d. Visiting Nurse Program...................................4 
e. Emergency Room ..............................................5 
f. Anything Else ....................................................8  
               Please Specify: ___________ 
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86.  Do you and all your family members have dental insurance? 
 

No.............................................................. 0 
Yes ............................................................. 1 

 
87.  Does your family have access to dental care services? 
 

No.............................................................. 0 
Yes ............................................................. 1 
 
IF NO, Why don’t you have access to dental care?  
(READ & PAUSE-CIRCLE ALL APPLY) 

   
a. Cannot afford it ........................................1  
b. The paperwork is difficult .....................1  
c. You have not found a dentist.................1  
d. Need translation services........................1  
e. Transportation is a problem...................1  
f. There is no need .......................................1  
g. Have alternative method of healing.....1  
h. Do not believe in using dental care......1  
 

88.  Many people use alcohol, drug and tobacco in one form or another to relax or 
enjoy time with friends. However, for some people use of alcohol, drugs and/or 
tobacco is a problem. Are there people in Park Lake Homes who may have a 
problem with… 

 
A. Alcohol? 

No........................................................... 0 
Yes .......................................................... 1 
Don’t know........................................... 9 

 
B. Drugs? 
 

No........................................................... 0 
Yes .......................................................... 1 
Don’t know........................................... 9 

 
C. Tobacco? 

 
No........................................................... 0 
Yes .......................................................... 1 
Don’t know........................................... 9 
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89. Do you think residents of Park Lake Homes worry about domestic violence? 

 
No.............................................................. 0 
Yes ............................................................. 1 
Don’t know.............................................. 9 

 
FINAL HOPE VI QUESTION-Head of Household ONLY 
Now I ‘d like to ask you a couple of questions about HOPE VI 

 
 

139.  What are the three (3) most important questions or concerns you have about 
HOPE VI (RECORD COMMENT VERBATIM) 

 
 
 
 
140.  What are the three (3) most important needs today? (RECORD COMMENT 

VERBATIM) 
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Materials for Focus Groups 
 

Focus Group Recruitment Letter 
Focus Group Telephone Recruitment Script 

Focus Group Script 

 



 

Focus Group Recruitment Letter 
 
[University of Washington Letterhead] 
 
 
January 28th, 2004 
 
 
[Park Lake Homes Resident Name] 
[Address] 
Seattle, WA 98106 or 98146 
 
Dear [Name]: 
 
I'm writing to ask you to participate in a discussion group led by the University of Washington to 
learn about your experiences as residents of Park Lake Homes. We are independent researchers and 
not KCHA staff members. We are interested in your thoughts and opinions about Park Lake Homes, 
your plans for the near future and your thoughts about relocating.  We understand that you are 
participating in an interview that the King County Housing Authority is conducting with residents, 
but we want to get fuller, richer information about your views in a conversational format.   
 
The discussion will take place on February 21st, 2004 in the Jim Wiley Community Center at 1:00 
pm. The discussion will take place in English and will last about an hour and a half.  Comments will 
be audiotaped so that a written English transcript can be created.  The transcript, however, will not 
attribute your comments to you or mention you by name. We will transcribe and destroy the tapes 
within 3 weeks.   
 
Your participation in this discussion group is completely voluntary and your decision about 
whether or not to participate will in no way affect your relocation benefits or any services provided 
to you by King County Housing Authority.   
 
Childcare and lunch will be provided, and you will receive $15 cash for your participation.  Attached 
is a consent form for you to review. It explains more about the discussion group.  It is important that 
you read and sign this form in order for you to participate in the group. 
 
I hope you will take the time to come to share your experiences about Park Lake Homes and the 
HOPE VI redevelopment.  If you can come, please call (206) 632-0326 to let the facilitator know.  If 
you have questions about the research, please feel free to contact me at (206) 616-8697.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
Lynne Manzo, PhD 
Environmental Psychologist 
University of Washington 
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Focus Group Telephone Recruitment Script 
 
Hello, my name is  ________________. I am calling from the University of Washington. Can I 
speak with ___________________. 
 
When person comes to the telephone, reintroduce yourself and confirm their identity. 
 
Hello. Is this ____________________? My name is ___________________. I am calling from 
the University of Washington. The King County Housing Authority provided us with your name, 
address and phone number for this research. It will not be used for any other purpose. 
 
Is this a good time for you to talk? If not, please suggest another time that I can call you back. 
 
You may recall that, in the past week or so, you received a letter from the King County Housing 
Authority asking if you would be willing to participate in a focus group (small discussion group) 
about the redevelopment of Park Lake Homes and its impact on your life. Do you remember 
reading that letter? 
 
Just to refresh your memory, the focus group (small discussion group) will take about one and 
half hours. There will be about eight participants in the group. All the participants will be 
residents of Park Lake Homes. The focus groups will be conducted in ____________(language).  
 
We would like each focus group participant to be the person primarily responsible for making 
decisions about relocation. Are you that person?  
If yes, Great.  
 
If no, Would you give me the name of that person, and can I speak with him/her?  
 
If you start talking with a new person, start at the beginning of this script and reintroduce 
yourself.  
 
During the focus group we will discuss a number of topics related to HOPE VI redevelopment 
and about relocating because of the redevelopment. We might discuss questions such as:  “What 
are the most important concerns you have about HOPE VI?” and “What has been your 
experience of the redevelopment process so far?” This focus group discussion will be 
audiotaped.   
 
The group will be held on November 15, 2003, at __________ (time), in the Jim Wiley 
Community Center. Childcare and lunch will be provided at the group. You will also receive $15 
cash for participating in the group. 
 
Participation in the focus group is completely voluntary. You can stop at any time.  Whether you 
choose to be in this study, or choose not be in this study, will not affect the services you may 
receive from the King County Housing Authority.  
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Would you be interested in participating in the group?  
 
If no, Thank you for taking time to hear about the focus groups.  
If yes, Can I please confirm your name (spelling), phone number, and address?   
 
Do you have the written consent form that was mailed to you?  
 
If yes, Please be sure to read it, sign it, and bring it to the focus group with you. If you have any 
questions do not hesitate to call the number listed on the form.   
 
If no, I will mail another consent form to you today. Please be sure to read it, sign it, and bring it 
to the focus group with you. If you have any questions do not hesitate to call the number listed 
on the form.    
 
Will you need any childcare services while you participate in the focus group? 
If no, o.k. 
 
If yes, for how many children and what ages? 
 
We look forward to seeing you at the focus group on ___________ (date), ____________ (time), 
_____________________ (location). 
 
If you have questions, please contact the project evaluator, Lynne Manzo, at (206) 616-8697. 
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Focus Group Script 
Park Lake Homes Evaluation 

 
Interviewer:  Good afternoon and welcome.  Thank you all for taking the time to be here today.  
My name is [facilitator’s name] and this is [notetaker’s name].  S/he will be taking notes on our 
discussion.   We are researchers from the University of Washington and we are here today to 
learn about your experiences as residents of Park Lake Homes. We are independent researchers 
and not KCHA staff members. We are interested in your thoughts and opinions about Park Lake 
Homes, your plans for the near future and your thoughts about relocating.  We understand that 
you are participating in an interview that the King County Housing Authority is conducting with 
residents about their housing needs, but we want to get fuller, richer information about your 
views, and to have a free flowing conversation about them.  The purpose of this discussion is to 
give us a better idea of what is important to you about your housing.  We are also very interested 
in learning about whether there are any unique, culturally-based issues and concerns that you 
may have regarding your housing.   
 
Our discussion today will last no longer than 1 and a half hours, and you will be paid $15 for 
your participation.  We will also be audio-taping the discussion, and will type it up so that we 
have a written English-language transcript of the discussion.  We will then destroy the audiotape 
within three weeks from today.  Please know that your privacy is important to us; everything you 
say will be confidential.  This means we will not identify you in any way, and we will not 
associate your comments with you or your family. We hope that this will also enable you to 
speak freely about your opinions and concerns.   
 
Please keep in mind that while we are working in cooperation with the KCHA, we are 
independent researchers. We can let the KCHA know what your concerns are, but we cannot 
guarantee that any action will be taken or any changes implemented based on what we discuss 
today.    
 
 
I.  First, let’s go around the room and introduce ourselves so that we know who everyone is.  
Please say your name, where you are originally from, and how long you have lived here.  
Who would like to start? 
 
[Go around the room for introductions.  Generate a list of places of origin, a list of length of 
residency, both in the U.S. and in Park Lake Homes.]  
 

If need be, probe: 
How long have you lived here in the US?  [Generate a list] 
How long have you lived in PLH specifically?  [Generate a list] 

 
 
II. Now I have some questions about your experiences of living In Park Lake Homes. 
 

1. What has it been like to live here in Park Lake Homes?   
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Probes: 
Has living in PLH been a positive or negative experience?  
What has been positive?  What has been negative? 
Has it been a help or a hindrance to live here?  In what way(s)?   
 

2. What has been most important for you about living in Park Lake Homes?   Why? 
 
 

3. What do you like most about Park Lake Homes?   
 
Probes: 
Why do you like it? 

What do you think can be done to continue this in the new 
development?   

 
4. What do you like the least about Park Lake Homes? 

 
Probe:  
Why has it been a problem? 
What do you think can be done to address or avoid this in the new development? 

 
[For non-English Language groups ask 5a]:  
  
5a. What has it been like living here as someone who is  [Insert Ethnicity]?  

 
[For English Language group ask 5b]:  
 
5b. What has it been like living here as someone of your particular ethnic or cultural 
background? 

 
Probes for both 5a and 5b: 
Have you felt welcome here or have you felt uncomfortable here? 
Have you been able to participate in your customs as you would like to? 
Have you been able to satisfy your e cultural needs and concerns here?  

 
III.  Now I’d like to ask you about how you and your family use the space in your home.   
 

6.  Which rooms in your home do you think are the most important to you and your family? 
 

7.  If you could change your current home how would you change it?  
 
 

8.  Do you use the area immediately outside of your house?  If yes, how?  
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Probe:  
Is it important to have a front or backyard? 

 
IV.  Now I would like to ask you some questions related to the redevelopment of Park Lake 
Homes and about relocating. 
 

9.  How do you feel about moving out of your current residence?   
 
 
10.  What are the first 3 things that come to mind for you when you think about moving? 
 

Probe:   
Is there anything that particularly worries you about moving?  What might they be? 

Do you see any positive aspects to moving or any new opportunities that 
moving might provide for you?  What might they be? 

 
12.  What are the most important things that you consider in deciding where to live? 

 
Probe:  When you think about a new place to live, what features or qualities of a 

place are most important?   
 
13.   What additional information would you like or need about relocating at this point? 
 

 
Finally, we would like to know about your thoughts about public housing in general. 

 
14.   How do you think people perceive public housing in general?   

 
Probe:  Why? 
 How do you think of public housing in general? 

 
 

15.  How do you think other people perceive Park Lake Homes specifically? 
 
Probe:  Why? 

 Is that the way you see it?  
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Appendix D: 
Materials for In-Depth Interviews 

 
Interview Recruitment Letter 

Interview Recruitment Telephone Script 
Interview Instrument 
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Interview Recruitment Letter 
 
[Note: University of Washington Letterhead] 
 
January XX, 2004 
 
Park Lake Homes Resident Name 
Address 
White Center, WA, XXXXX 
 
Dear [NAME]: 
 
The King County Housing Authority has asked the University of Washington to interview Park 
Lake Homes residents to learn about the impact of the HOPE VI redevelopment project on 
residents’ lives, and about how residents are making decisions about relocating. This information 
may help the Housing Authority to improve the relocation process and the experience of 
redevelopment in general.  
 
An interviewer from the University of Washington would like to call you to take part in an 
interview.  You were selected randomly (like the toss of a coin) along with 49 other Park Lake 
Homes residents to be interviewed.  When the interviewer calls, she will request to speak to you, 
explain the study, and give you the opportunity to ask any questions you may have about the 
study.   
 
If you are willing to participate, the interviewer will arrange with you a convenient time to come 
to your home or a mutually convenient public location to ask you some questions.  The interview 
will take about an hour to an hour and a half, and you will receive $15 for your time.  All 
responses will be confidential and you can end the interview at any time. We would also like to 
audio-tape the interview with your permission.  If you agree to have the interview audio-taped, 
we will create a transcript from the tape.  However, we will not attribute your comments to you 
or mention you by name.  We will transcribe and destroy the tape within three weeks. Your 
participation in this interview is voluntary. If you would prefer that the interviewer not contact 
you, you may call the research team at (206) 632-0326. 
 
Your participation in this study is very important to us. It will help us to understand the impact of 
the HOPE VI redevelopment on your family.  We hope that you will share your thoughts and 
experiences with us. If you have any questions about this study, please contact me at (206) 524-
9240. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Lynne Manzo, PhD 
Assistant Professor 
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University of Washington 
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Interview Telephone Recruitment Script 
 

Park Lake Homes HOPE VI Evaluation 
 

Hello, my name is  ________________. I am calling from the University of Washington. May I 
speak with ___________________? 
 
When the person comes to the telephone, reintroduce yourself and confirm their identity. 
 
Hello. Is this ____________________? My name is ___________________. I am calling from 
the University of Washington to follow up on a letter we recently sent you.  Is this a good time 
for you to talk?  
 
If no: please suggest another time that I can call you back. 
  
 
If yes:  
You may recall that, in the past week or so, you received a letter from the University of 
Washington asking you to participate in an in-person interview about residents’ experiences at 
Park Lake Homes and how the HOPE VI redevelopment project is affecting their lives.   
The King County Housing Authority gave us your name, address and phone number so that we 
may ask you to participate in this interview Do you remember receiving our letter?   
 

If remember letter: 
I am calling today to see if you are the person in your household who is most responsible for 
making decisions about your relocation choices, and if so, to see if you are willing to 
participate in the interview.  Are you that person?  (Skip to “If HH decision-maker” below) 
 
If forgotten/don’t know letter:   
We sent you the letter about a week ago inviting the person in your household who is most 
responsible for making decisions about relocation to participate in an interview.  I am calling 
today to make sure you are the person responsible for relocation decisions for your 
household.  If you are, I’d like to ask you to participate in the interview and set up a day and 
time when I can come and talk with you.  Are you the person responsible for relocation 
decisions in your household?  

 
If not HH decision-maker:   
Would you give me the name of that person, and can I speak with him/her?  
 
If you start talking with a new person, start at the beginning of this script and reintroduce 
yourself. If they refuse, then ask: When can I call back? 
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If HH decision-maker: Great.  I’d like to set up a day and time when I can come speak 
with you.  The interview will last about one to one and a half hours.  You will be paid 
$15 in cash upon completing the interview.  Participation in the interview is completely 
voluntary. You can stop at any time.  Whether you choose to be in this study or not, will 
not affect the services you may receive from the King County Housing Authority. 
 
With your permission, we would also like to audio-tape the interview.  If you agree to have the 
interview audio-taped, we will create a transcript from the tape.  However, we will not attribute 
your comments to you or mention you by name.  All responses will be confidential. We will 
transcribe and destroy the tape within three weeks. 
 
Would you be willing to participate in the interview?   

 
 

If no: Thank you for taking time to hear about the interview. Goodbye. (Hang up) 
  
If yes:   What would be a good day and time for me to come by for the interview? 

 

date: ________________ time: _____________ location:________________________ 

 
 
Can I please confirm your name (spelling), phone number, and address?   
 
Name:  ___________________________________________ 
Address:  _________________________________________ 
Phone:  __________________________________________ 
 

Do you have the written consent form that was mailed to you along with the letter? 
  
If yes: Please be sure to read it and sign it, so that you can give it to me when we meet for 
the interview. If you have any questions please call the number listed on the form.   
 

If no: I will mail another consent form to you today. Please be sure to read and sign it, so that 
you can give it to me when we meet for the interview. If you have any questions please call 
the number listed on the form.    

 
I look forward to seeing you on ___________ (date), ____________ (time), 
_____________________ (location). 
 
If you have questions, please contact the project director, Lynne Manzo, at (206) 616-8697.  
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In-Depth Interview Instrument 
 

Head of Household Name Label Here 

 

Name, Address, Telephone, UW ID 

INTERVIEW OF  

PARK LAKE HOMES RESIDENTS 

 
 
INTERVIEW CONTACT TRACKING: TELEPHONE CONTACTS 
Date Start Time Stop Time What Happened? Intervie

wer 
     

     

     

     

     

 
INTERVIEW CONTACT TRACKING: IN-PERSON 
Date Start Time Stop Time What Happened? Intervie

wer 
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Date of Interview: __________/_________/ _____ 
   MONTH          DAY         YEAR 
Record Start Time: __________:_________ 
   HOUR            MINUTE 
 
Circle Time of Day: AM ...................................................................................1 
   PM ...................................................................................2 
 
Interview Code #: _________ .................Interviewer Initials: ___________ 
 
My name is _____________.  Are you Mr./Ms. [CONFIRM NAME]? You received a letter recently from 
the University of Washington asking you to participate in an interview about the Park Lake Homes HOPE 
VI Redevelopment.  When we spoke on the phone you agreed that I could come by and interview you.  
I’m here to follow up on that.  May I come in?   
 
AFTER BEING SEATED GIVE RESPONDENT CONSENT FORM: 
This sheet summarizes the purpose of the interview and your rights as a research participant.  Please 
take a minute to look it over and if you agree to be interviewed, please sign it.   
ALLOW TIME FOR READING. 
 
I want to assure you that your participation in this study is completely voluntary and confidential.  You and 
your family members will not be identified in any way.  You may stop the interview at any time or decline 
to answer specific questions.  Your responses will be used for research purposes only.  We are trying to 
understand what it has been like living here at Park Lake Homes, how you feel about the redevelopment 
project, and what you are thinking about relocating.  Once the interview is completed, I will give you $15 
in cash. 
 
 
Housing History 

 
I’d like to begin with a few questions about how you came to live at Park Lake 
Homes. 

 
1.  How long have you lived here at Park Lake Homes?  . 
 
 
2.  How did you come to live at Park Lake Homes?  (What events led you to live here?)  
 
 
3.  Did you know anything about Park Lake Homes before you moved here?   
 

  3a.  IF YES:  What did you hear about it?  How did you hear about it? 
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4. Did you know anyone who lived in Park Lake Homes before you moved here?     

 4a.  IF YES: Who?  How do you know him/her/them? 

FOR EACH PERSON CLARIFY: a friend, relative, co-worker, member of your religious 
community, someone of same ethnicity, someone who speaks the same native language, 
would you say you are close to them? 
 
 4b.  Did knowing this person have any influence on your decision to apply for public 

housing?  In what way(s)?   
 
5.  Have you moved in the past 7 years?    
 

IF NO: 
5a.  Were you in this same unit your whole time at Park Lake Homes during those 7 years?  

 
IF YES:   

5b.  Where else did you live in these last 7 years? (GET LOCATION & 
REASON FOR LEAVING EACH 

 
5c.  Were any of these places public housing? 

 
IF NONE WERE PUBLIC HOUSING:   

 
5c1. Did you ever live in public housing before living in Park Lake Homes?   
 
IF YES:   Where?  For how long? 

 
 
6.  Why and when did you originally apply to live in public housing?  
 
 
7.  What is the longest time you’ve ever lived in one place?  The shortest time in one place? 
 
 
8.  Are you originally from the Seattle area?  
 
 IF NO: 
 Where were you born? Did you grow up there?   
   
 Where did you grow up? 
 IF OUTSIDE THE US: When did you come to the United States? 
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Park Lake Homes Experience 

 
Let’s talk a little about your experience living here at Park Lake Homes. 
 
9.  What has it been like living at Park Lake Homes?  
 

PROBE: 
 9a.  Has it been a positive or negative experience?  Why or why not? 
 9b.  Has it been a good place to live? Why or why not? 
  
10.  What has been the best part of living here?   
 
 
11.  What has been most difficult part about living here? 
 
 
12.  Do you feel you and your family have a good life here at Park Lake Homes? 
   
 PROBE:   

12a.  Have you been happy living here?  
12b.  Has living here been good for your family? 

 
13.  What has living at Park Lake Homes meant to you? 
 PROBE: Has it helped you work toward your family’s goals? 

 
14.  In your opinion, what are the biggest problems facing Park Lake Homes? 
 
 
15.  Do you feel safe here at Park Lake Homes?    Why or why not? 
 

PROBE:   
15a.  Have you ever felt your family was unsafe here at Park Lake Homes? 

 
 
I am interested in learning how satisfied you have been with Park Lake Homes. I’d like 
you to rate your satisfaction using this card  [SHOW CARD A FOR NEXT 3 
QUESTIONS].   
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16.  On a scale of 1 to 10, with 1 being not at all satisfied and 10 very satisfied, how would you 
rate your overall satisfaction with Park Lake Homes as a whole?   

 
Not at all                Very 
Satisfied          Satisfied 
 
1..........2..........3..........4..........5..........6..........7..........8..........9..........10 
 
PROBE:  
16a.  What aspects of Park Lake Homes are you most satisfied with?  Why?  
16b.  What aspects of Park Lake Homes are you least satisfied with? Why? 

 
 
17. On a scale of 1 to 10, with 1 being not at all satisfied and 10 very satisfied, how would you 

rate your overall satisfaction with your block?  
 

Not at all                Very 
Satisfied          Satisfied 
 
1..........2..........3..........4..........5..........6..........7..........8..........9..........10 
 
PROBE:  
17a.What aspects of your block are you most satisfied with?  Why?  
17b.What aspects of your block are you least satisfied with? Why? 

 

18.  On a scale of 1 to 10, with 1 being not at all satisfied and 10 very satisfied, how would you 
rate your   overall satisfaction with your housing unit?  

Not at all                Very 
Satisfied          Satisfied 
 
1 ...........2..........3..........4..........5..........6..........7..........8..........9..........10 
 
 PROBE:  
 18a.  What aspects of your housing unit are you most satisfied with?  Why?  
  18b.  What aspects of your housing unit are you least satisfied with? Why? 
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Social Support and Neighboring 
 
Now I would like to ask you a few questions about your relationships to other people 
here at Park Lake Homes. 
 
 
19.  Do you have any family living in White Center? 
 
 
20.  Do you have any friends who live in Park Lake? 
 
 IF YES:  20a.  How long have you known them? 
     20b.  How did you meet them? 
 
 
21.  Do you have any friends who live in White Center? 
 
 IF YES:  21a.  How long have you known them? 
     21b.  How did you meet them? 
 
 
22.  Are there other people here at Park Lake Home whom you know? (CLARIFY IF THEY 

ARE KCHA STAFF) 
 

 IF YES:  22a. How do you them? (ethnicity, language, religion) 
  22b. How close are they to you? 

 
 
23.  How would you describe your relationships with your neighbors? 
   

PROBE 
23a. Are they generally positive or negative? 
23b. Have you ever asked them to do anything for you? What? 
23c. Have you ever done anything for them?  What? 

 
PROBE:    
Have you ever borrowed or loaned anything to your neighbors? Tell me about that. 
Can you rely on any of your neighbors in an emergency? Tell me about that. 
Have you ever run errands with/for your neighbors?  Tell me about that. 
Watched their kids? Tell me about that. 
Shared a meal with your neighbors?  How often?  Tell me about that. 
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Do your kids play together? 
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24. Do you ever do anything social with your neighbors? 
  
 PROBE:   

24a. Have you ever visited your neighbors in their homes? Dropped in? Had coffee/tea? 
  
 
25.  Are any of your neighbors friends with each other?  (IF NOT ALREADY EVIDENT) 
 
 
26.  Do you feel you are part of a community at Park Lake Homes?  Why or why not? 
 

  IF YES:   
26a.  How would you describe that community?   

26b.  Are there other residents who live here at Park Lake Homes who are from 
the same background as yours – (cultural, ethnic or religious background)?  

IF YES: 26b.1  Do you feel a part of that community?  What community is that?  

27.  What has it been like living here as a person of your cultural background?  
 

 PROBE:  Have there been any particular challenges with that?  Any particular benefits? 
 
 
HOPE VI Redevelopment 
 
As you know, Park Lake Homes is going to be replaced with a new mixed-income 
community through the HOPE VI Program. So I would like to ask you questions about 
your thoughts about the HOPE VI redevelopment and how you have obtained 
information about it.  
 
 
28.  When and how did you first learn about the HOPE VI redevelopment project?  
 
 
29.  What do you think the purpose of HOPE VI redevelopment is?  
 
 
 
30.  Have you ever attended any meetings that KCHA has run at Park Lake Homes about the 

HOPE VI project?     
 
 IF YES:  
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 30a.  What kinds of meetings?  (Master planning mtgs? Relocation mtgs? Other?) 
 

30b.  How many meetings would you say you have gone to in the past 6 months?   
 
30c.  Why did you attend them?  [GET REASONS FOR ATTENDING EACH TYPE] 
 
30d.  Were they helpful?  What would make them more helpful? 

 
30e.  Have they influenced your decision about relocating? If yes, how? 
 
 

 IF NO:   
 30f.  Why not?  
  
 30g.  Do you know anyone who attends any meetings? 
 
 30h.  Do you hear about what happens in these meetings? 
 
 
31.  Where do you get most of your information about the HOPE VI redevelopment? 
 

IF OTHER PEOPLE: Who? How do you know them? (CLARIFY: ethnicity, language, 
religion)  

 
 
32.  Do you feel you understand the information that has been given to you by the 

Housing Authority about HOPE VI?   

 
 IF NO:  32a.  What has been confusing? 
   32b.  Do you know where you can go to get the information you need?   

 
33.  What is your understanding of your rights as a relocating resident?  
 
 
34.  Do you think that the construction of the new development will mean an improvement in the 

neighborhood?  
 

Why or why not? 
 
 
35.  Who do you think can benefit from the HOPE VI redevelopment?  Why? 
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Relocation Process  

 
As part of the HOPE VI redevelopment of Park Lake Homes it will be necessary for you 
to move. Because of that I’d like to ask you some questions about your reactions to, and 
feelings about, having to move, and how you are making your moving decisions. 
 
36.  When did you first learn that you would have to relocate? 
 
 
37.  What was your first reaction to the news? 
 
 
38.  How do you feel about having to move now?  
 

PROBE:  
Has your reaction changed since you first learned about moving? Are you thinking about 
it differently now? 
 

 
39.  Do you have any regrets about leaving Park Lake or are you eager to leave? Why?  
 
 
40.  Prior to hearing about the redevelopment, were you considering leaving Park Lake Homes? 
 
 
41.  When you leave Park Lake Homes, what will you miss the most? Why? 
 

PROBE: Is this something you might be able to recreate or find in your new home? 
 
 
42.  Do you know when you have to move? 
 
 
43.  When you first heard about having to move, what was your first idea about what you wanted 

to do? 
 
 PROBE:  move permanently, return to new development, etc.   
 
  
44. What are your biggest concerns about moving? 
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45.  Do you, or anyone in your family have any unique circumstances that need to be taken into 
account when relocating?   

 
PROBE: Are there any particular problems that you think might make it more difficult 
for you to find a new place to live? 

 
 
 
Destination Decision 

 
Now I would like to ask you some questions about your thoughts about where you 
want to move and why. 

 
46.  Who in your household is making the decision about where your household will move?  
 PROBE: You alone or with your spouse or with other family members? 
 
47.  Have you made a decision about where to move?    
 
 IF YES:  
 Where do you want move?  Why?   
 What kinds of issues did you consider when thinking about this decision? 
   

IF NO:  What are the kinds of issues you are struggling with regarding this decision?  
 
 
48.  Do you hope to leave the White Center area entirely? Why or why not?   
 
 
49.  What are the 3 most important things you are considering when deciding where to move?  
 
 
50.  What are the types of things you are looking for in a new place to live?  
  
 PROBE: for neighborhood and individual unit features 
 
 Do you want to stay in public housing? 
 Stay in White Center area? 
 Be near religious community? 
 Be near family? 
 Be near ethnic community? 

 
51.  What worries you the most about moving?   
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52.  Do you think that moving to a different place might create any positive change for you?  
Why or why not?   

 
 
53.  Is there anything in particular you are looking forward to about moving?  What? 
 
 
54. Are you interested in returning to the new Park Lake – or Greenbridge as it will be called?  

Why or why not? 
 
55.  Do you think that the people living here now who want to return to the new development 

will be able to?  Why or why not? 
 
56.  In thinking about where to go and whether to take a section 8 voucher, move to other public 

housing, or into private housing, have you changed your mind as you’ve thought about 
moving – that is, has your choice changed in any way?  

 
57.  Thinking back over the past six months, who are the people with whom you’ve discussed 

your thoughts about moving?   
 
58.  Why do you talk to these particular people about the move?  
 

PROBE: are they family members, friends, HOPE VI staff?  KCHA management?  
Do they also live here at Park Lake Homes? Are they members of your ethnic 
community?   

 
59.  What do you consider to be your greatest housing need?   
 
Access to Resources 

 

Now I would like to talk with you about the services you or members of your 
family use in Park Lake Homes and the surrounding area, and how relocation 
might influence the services you use.  

 
60.  Do you or your family use any of the social services that are here at Park Lake Homes?  
 
             PROBE:    
 Neighborhood House?  Head Start?  Boys & Girl’s Club?  The Food Bank?   
 
 FOR EACH MENTIONED:  How often do you use this service?  
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61.  Are there any other services in White Center —such as schools, grocery stores, or health 
clinics—that you or your family use? [ASK FREQUENCY FOR EACH] 

 
PROBE FOR:    

local library [Is there a specific library name?] 
schools in this area   
local childcare center 
shops in White Center  
local social service organizations 
public transportation 

 
 
62.  Do the services that you use have to be in walking distance in order for you to use them? 

Which ones and why? 
 
 
63.  Do you plan on still using any of these services when you move?  Which ones?  
  
 PROBE: Does access to these services affect where you’re choosing to move?  How? 
 
 
Relationship to KCHA 

 
64.  Have you had much interaction with the housing authority staff during your time living at 

Park Lake Homes?   
 
 IF YES:  How would you describe that interaction? 
 
 
65.  How well do you think they have taken care of the property?   
 
 
66.  Thinking about your whole time living here, how responsive do you think KCHA staff have 

been to your needs and concerns? 
 
 
67.  How well do you think that KCHA is handling the relocation process?   
 
  PROBE: Is there anything you think they should be doing differently?   
 
  IF YES: What would that be? 
 
68.  How responsive has KCHA been to your concerns about moving? 
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68.  Are you concerned about the housing authority following through on what they say they will 
do for residents?  

 
 IF YES:  What are you concerned about? 

 
 
 
EMPLOYMENT 
 
The decision you make about whether to move or not could have an impact on your job. 
So, next, I’d like to ask you some questions about your employment and job searches 

69.  Do you currently work for pay? 
  

   IF YES:  Where is your  work located? 
  

70.  Are you currently a student or attending classes either full-time or part-time? 
 
 

71.  Do you think the redevelopment of Park Lake Homes will disrupt your employment or 
school?  Why or why not? 
 
 
 
FAMILY HISTORY 
 
Now I’d like to ask just a few questions about your family history. 

 

72.  Did your father and mother live together the whole time you were growing up?   
YES.........................................................................................................1 
NO..........................................................................................................0 

73.  How many grades of school did your father complete? 
NONE.....................................................................................................0 
1 TO 8 GRADES ....................................................................................1 
9-11 GRADES ........................................................................................2 
HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATE (GED OR DIPLOMA)...........................3 
SOME COLLEGE ..................................................................................4 
ASSOCIATES DEGREE.........................................................................5 
BACHELOR’S DEGREE .......................................................................6 
GRADUATE DEGREE ..........................................................................7 
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DON’T KNOW.......................................................................................9 

74.  When you were a child, did your father work regularly, intermittently, or hardly at all? 
REGULARLY .........................................................................................1 
INTERMITTENTLY................................................................................2 
HARDLY AT ALL...................................................................................3 
DON’T KNOW ......................................................................................4  

 

75.  How many grades of school did your mother complete? 
NONE.....................................................................................................0 
1 TO 8 GRADES ....................................................................................1 
9-11 GRADES ........................................................................................2 
HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATE (GED OR DIPLOMA)...........................3 
SOME COLLEGE ..................................................................................4 
ASSOCIATES DEGREE.........................................................................5 
BACHELOR’S DEGREE .......................................................................6 
GRADUATE DEGREE ..........................................................................7 
DON’T KNOW.......................................................................................9 
 

76. When you were a child, did your mother work for pay? 

77.  When you were a child, did your family receive welfare? 
YES.........................................................................................................1 
NO..........................................................................................................0 

 
Demographics 
 
I have just a few last questions about you and your household.   
 
78.  How much did you earn per hour or per week before taxes at your most recent job?  
RECORD FOR EITHER PER HOUR OR PER WEEK.  PROBE: By most recent, I mean your 
current job. 
 
 $|__|__|.|__|__| PER HOUR 
   
   OR 
 
 $|__|__|__|.|__|__| PER WEEK 
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79.  Including income from all the people who live with you, could you tell me how much was 
made last month by the people in your household?  Just look at this card (SHOW CARD B TO 
RESPONDENT) and tell me the letter in front of the amount that represents the total household 
income for last month?  This is your pretax income. 
 

 A. $1 to $200 I. $1,601 to $1,800 Q. $3,201 to $3,400 
 B. $201 to $400 J. $1,801 to $2,000 R. $3,401 to $3,600 
 C. $401 to $600 K. $2,001 to $2,200 S. $3,601 to $3,800 
 D. $601 to $800 L. $2,201 to $2,400 T. $3,801 to $4,000 
 E. $801 to $1,000 M. $2,401 to $2,600 U. $4,001 to $4,200 
 F. $1,001 to $1,200 N. $2,601 to $2,800 V. $4,201 to $4,400 
 G. $1,201 to $1,400 O. $2,801 to $3,000 W. $4,401 to $4,600 
 H. $1,401 to $1,600 P. $3,001 to $3,200 X. $4,601 and above 

 

80.  How old is your oldest child?  (not stepchildren) 
 OLDEST CHILD’S AGE IN YEARS_________________ 

Thank you for speaking with me today.  Would you like to receive a summary of the results of 
this survey?   

81.  Is there anything else you’d like to say about your experience with the redevelopment 
process so far?  

 
 

TIME INTERVIEW END    |___|___|:|___|___| 
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Park Lake Homes Evaluation – Individual Interview Instrument  
 
 
CARD A – Satisfaction Rating 
 

Not at all                Very 
Satisfied              Satisfied 

 
1 .... 2...…3..…..4…...5…….6…...7…. 8….. 9 …..10 
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