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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

Introduction 

Access to transportation is a quality of life issue. When travel is too difficult, people’s needs may 

remain unmet. This report aims to provide Hopelink and the King County Mobility Coalition with a 

better understanding of the transportation needs and barriers immigrants and refugees face in King 

County. In our analysis we recognize that these two groups may face some broad similarities in their 

experience of transportation services. Further, we aim to explore how immigrant and refugee 

experiences and backgrounds shape unique and distinct transportation barriers and needs. 

 

Hopelink is a federally designated Community Action Agency founded in 1971 whose mission is 

“promoting self-sufficiency for all members of our community; we help people make lasting 

change.” A major component of Hopelink’s services includes providing safe and reliable 

transportation options. In December 2018, Hopelink contracted with the University of Washington 

Evans School of Public Policy and Governance Student Consulting Lab to complete a county-wide 

transportation needs assessment.  

 

Literature Review: Immigrants, Refugees, and Transportation 

The total population of King County has grown by roughly a quarter million people since 2010. 

Individuals born in another country make up nearly half of this increase. To the growing immigrant 

and refugee populations, safe and reliable transportation can be the difference between financial 

stability and unemployment, getting to a medical appointment and going without necessary care, and 

accessing food and support services and becoming isolated.  

 

Though nearly 75% of King County residents use a vehicle to commute to work, foreign-born 

individuals are less likely to have the monetary resources to purchase and maintain a personal 

vehicle. Thus, they are forced to rely on alternative modes of transportation like carpooling, public 

transit, walking, or bicycling.  

 

While public transit can be a viable option for residents in large urban areas, individuals living in 

suburban and rural communities face barriers like lack of available services, inconvenient service 

hours, or inability to get to and from specific locations. Additionally, immigrant and refugee 

communities face even greater challenges in navigating transit options due to language and cultural 

differences including difficulties understanding and navigating transportation systems. 

 

Research Question & Methodology 
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This study aims to answer the following question: what barriers do immigrants and refugees 

face in accessing transportation services in King County? In order to answer this research 

question we use an exploratory needs assessment, which enables researchers to identify and define gaps 

between client needs and current service capacity. For this analysis, we use: 

 

1. A document analysis of existing needs assessment and other relevant research,  

2. An online survey to service providers, and 

3. A paper survey distributed to individuals who identify as immigrants and/or refugees. 

 

Key Findings 

Our findings are grouped into three major themes around barriers and related needs that are 

consistent throughout the analyses. 

 

● Cost: Public transit fares present a significant barrier to immigrants and refugees. Even with 

existing reduced fare programs affording transit is difficult for low-income immigrants and 

refugees. The needs in this area include further reduced bus fares, free public transportation, and increasing 

the length of time before bus transfers expire. 

 

● Level of transit service: This barrier is identified as the lack of service in some suburban 

and rural areas of King County, the inconvenience of bus routes and ease of traveling to 

desired destinations, as well as time spent traveling on transit. Needs include increasing transit 

services in underserved suburban and rural areas of the County, increasing frequency of bus services outside of 

peak hours, and increasing the number of direct routes to link areas that are currently not easily accessible via 

bus. 

 

● Information/language: Language, and the lack of translated transit information available 

as written materials, signage, and announcements are significant barriers among immigrant 

and refugee communities. Those with Limited English Proficiency (LEP) can find it difficult 

to navigate the public transit system due to lack of information available in their native 

language and the inability to be able to communicate with bus drivers. Needs include providing 

materials in more languages, training LEP individuals on how to navigate the system, providing 

transportation technology trainings, and improving access to real-time translation services. 

 

Recommendations  

We developed four key recommendations for Hopelink, King County Metro, and the King County 

Mobility Coalition based on our findings.  

 

1. Hopelink Should Conduct Phase 2 of this King County Transportation Exploratory 

Needs Assessment. Due to the exploratory nature of this research and the small sample 

size, it is not generalizable to immigrants and refugees County-wide. Thus, we recommend 
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that Hopelink conduct a second phase of this needs assessment in order to better and more 

comprehensively understand transportation barriers for immigrants and refugees throughout 

King County. 

 

2. Hopelink and/or the Coalition Should Incorporate Approaches from Community-

Based Participatory Research in Further Studies on Immigrant and Refugee 

Transportation Needs. Due to the continued failure of traditional research approaches to 

meet the needs of communities, CBPR has been shown to increase trust between researchers 

and subjects, leading to more sustainable relationships and interventions that are specific to 

the community being evaluated. We recommend community members contribute from a 

project’s inception to the implementation of recommendations. 

 

3. Hopelink, Metro, and the Coalition Should Develop a “One Stop Shop” for 

Transportation Services Specific to Immigrant and Refugee Needs. Language as well 

as system navigation barriers suggest exploring options for an online “one stop shop” of 

transportation resources, accessible to those with low digital literacy and offering translated 

materials. 

 

4. Metro Should Address Transportation Cost Barriers and Prioritize Affordability. 

Analysis of all three of our data collection sources indicate high cost and transit affordability 

as highly ranked barriers and needs, respectively, for immigrants and refugees, as well as 

many populations including veterans, older adults, low-income folks, and youth. Thus, both 

service providers and local government agencies should prioritize finding ways to further 

reduce transit fare for low-income populations, including low-income immigrants and 

refugees.  

 

Conclusion  

In conclusion, immigrants and refugees in King County face specific barriers in accessing safe, 

reliable, and affordable transportation and refugees sometimes face greater challenges due to the 

unique experiences of forced migration. Ultimately, this project provides prospective hypotheses and 

questions to help guide Hopelink’s future research and service provision strategies so that King 

County transportation services are more tailored to meet the unique needs of immigrants and 

refugees into the future. 
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CHAPTER 1 | INTRODUCTION 

Background 

The total population of King County has grown by roughly a quarter million people since 2010. 

Individuals who were born in another country make up nearly half of this increase.1 This influx of 

immigrants and resettled refugees in King County is due to refugee resettlement programs and U.S. 

policies like the Immigration Reform and Control Act of 1986. 

 

This report aims to provide a better understanding of the transportation needs and barriers 

immigrants and refugees face in King County in order to provide recommendations for 

transportation systems and policies that prioritize the needs of these communities.  

 

Access to transportation options is critical to individuals’ quality of life. To the growing immigrant 

and refugee populations, safe and reliable transportation can be the difference between financial 

stability and unemployment, getting to a medical appointment and going without necessary care, and 

accessing food and support services or becoming isolated. While public transportation can be a 

viable option for residents in urban areas, those living in more suburban and rural communities face 

different challenges like lack of available services, inconvenient service hours, or inability to get to 

and from specific locations. King County is experiencing rapid suburbanization of poverty, 

compounding the already existing transportation barriers.2 Many low-income populations have 

difficulty affording the cost of transportation. Additionally, immigrant and refugee communities face 

even greater challenges in navigating transportation options due to language and cultural differences.  

 

At the same time, foreign-born individuals are less likely to have the monetary resources to purchase 

and maintain a personal vehicle. Nationally, immigrants specifically are twice as likely, compared to 

native-born adults, to live in a household without a car. Thus, they are more likely to rely on 

alternative modes of transportation like carpooling, public transit, walking, or bicycling.3  

 

In this report we will define immigrants and refugees separately to provide a better understanding 

for each of these two distinct populations which are often categorized as one. Following the 

approach used by the International Rescue Committee, when referring to immigrants we mean: 

Someone who makes a conscious decision to leave their home and move to a foreign 

country with the intention of settling there.  

When referring to refugees, we mean: 

                                                 
1 Gene Balk. “New Milestone in King County: Immigrant Population Tops 500,000.” The Seattle Times. Last Modified January 14, 2019. Accessed 
February 4, 2019. www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/data/new-milestone-in-king-county-immigrant-population-tops-500000/  
2 De’Sean Quinn, “Poverty is now largely a suburban challenge,” The Seattle Times (Seattle, WA), last modified May 1, 2017, 
https://www.seattletimes.com/opinion/poverty-is-now-largely-a-suburban-challenge/ 
3 Evelyn Blumenberg. “Moving in and Moving around: Immigrants, Travel Behavior, and Implications for Transport Policy.” Transportation Letters, vol. 
1, no. 2, (2009): pp. 169–180.  
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Someone who has been forced to flee their home because of war, violence or persecution, 

often without warning.4 

We will use the term foreign-born when referring to these two distinct populations together. See 

Appendix B for a full glossary of terms used throughout this report.  

Project Description  

Hopelink is a federally designated Community Action Agency founded in 1971 whose mission is 

“promoting self-sufficiency for all members of our community; we help people make lasting 

change.” Hopelink provides food assistance, employment services, financial help, housing, adult 

education, energy assistance, and transportation services in north and east King and Snohomish 

Counties. More than 600,000 people live within Hopelink’s service areas of Bellevue, 

Kirkland/Northshore, Redmond, Shoreline, and the Snoqualmie Valley (or “Sno-Valley”). Hopelink 

primarily serves people with disabilities, older adults, low-income populations, and those with 

limited English proficiency. Hopelink’s services are geared toward two primary outcomes: 

1. Addressing basic needs to achieve stability 

2. Equipping individuals to exit poverty  

A major component of Hopelink’s services include providing safe and reliable transportation 

options for people throughout King and Snohomish counties. Through three programs—Non-

Emergency Medical Transportation, Mobility Management and Dial-A-Ride-Transit (DART)—

Hopelink connects people to bus fare, gas reimbursements, and car and lift-equipped vans for 

wheelchair mobility, as well as various education programs about trip planning and transportation 

assistance programs.  

Hopelink is the fiscal agent and provides staff support to the King County Mobility Coalition 

(“the Coalition”), a partnership of more than 30 agencies collaborating to coordinate 

transportation services in King County. Represented agencies include direct service providers, clients 

and funders from governmental, non-profit, and for-profit organizations throughout urban and rural 

King County. The Coalition coordinates King County transportation providers to identify service 

gaps and barriers to transportation access and to understand how to better serve individuals with 

limited transportation options due to age, income, disability, limited English proficiency, or other 

limiting factors.5 

In December 2018, Hopelink contracted with the University of Washington Evans School of Public 

Policy and Governance Student Consulting Lab. Building off of their agency-wide 2017 Community 

Needs Assessment report, the purpose of this study is to gain a better understanding of the gaps 

immigrants and refugees face in accessing necessary transportation services in King County.  

                                                 
4 “Migrants, Asylum Seekers, Refugees and Immigrants: What's the Difference?”  International Rescue Committee (IRC). Last Modified Dec. 11, 2018. 
Accessed February 4, 2019. https://www.rescue.org/article/migrants-asylum-seekers-refugees-and-immigrants-whats-difference 
5 “King County Mobility Coalition: Overview.” King County Mobility Coalition. Accessed February 4, 2019. www.metro.kingcounty.gov/advisory-
groups/mobility-coalition/index.html   
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Research Questions 

In order to reach Hopelink’s objectives, we explored the following questions: 

What barriers do immigrants and refugees face in accessing 

transportation services in King County?  

To help us answer this question, we broke this question up into the following sub-questions: 

● Who are immigrants and refugees in King County and where do they live? 

● To what extent are there distinct differences in the needs and barriers for immigrants 

compared to refugee communities in King County relative to transportation? 

Finally, we assume that Hopelink and its coalition partners will continue to focus on the 

transportation needs of immigrants and refugees in King County. Based on this assumption we also 

explore in this study best practices to collect qualitative data for immigrant and refugee 

communities. 

Report Overview 

The remainder of the report is organized as follows:  

• Chapter 2: Literature Review discusses pertinent background information about 

immigrants and refugees in King County including demographic information of immigrants 

and refugees, the landscape of King County transportation options, and specific barriers 

these communities face in transportation access. 

 

• Chapter 3: Research Methods and Data Collection explains the methodology used to 

answer our research question, including our research design, data sources and collection 

protocols, as well as the challenges and the limitations of this report. 

 

• Chapter 4: Analysis and Findings synthesizes our findings from all three of our data 

sources and shares main takeaways from our research. 

 

• Chapter 5: Recommendations and Conclusion concludes this report by providing four 

recommendations for Hopelink and the Coalition’s next steps for addressing the barriers and 

needs of immigrant and refugee communities. In this section, we also address the trade-offs 

of each recommendation. 

 

• Appendices A-G include a bibliography, each of our survey tools, and a glossary of terms 

used throughout this report.  
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CHAPTER 2 | BACKGROUND RESEARCH 

Immigrants and Refugees in King County 

One overarching goal of this needs assessment is to explore the unique transportation barriers and 

needs that arise for immigrants and refugees. While these two groups may face some broad 

similarities in their experience of transportation services, we have sought to determine how 

immigrant and refugee experiences and backgrounds shape unique and distinct transportation 

barriers and needs.   

Commonly used demographic data, such as the American Community Survey (ACS), does not 

differentiate between individuals who have obtained green cards, temporary non-immigrant status, 

or naturalized citizenship, and those who are refugees and asylees. Rather, the U.S. Census Bureau 

groups immigrants and refugees under the umbrella of “foreign-born” individuals. The implication 

of this limitation is that some of the statistics presented hereafter group immigrants and refugees 

together, despite the different experiences these groups face during and after their migration to the 

U.S., which we discuss later in this chapter, and our intentional focus in this report to disaggregate 

immigrants and refugees from each other. 

The U.S. experienced an influx in immigration in the latter part of the 20th century.6 Between 2007 

and 2017, over 23 million people were granted lawful permanent residence in the U.S., including 

those who obtained green cards, temporary non-immigrant status, refugees and asylees, and 

naturalized citizens.7 According to ACS data, King County currently has over 500,000 foreign-born 

residents, comprising about a quarter of the total county population.8 The proportion of foreign-

born residents in King County is substantially higher than the national average of 14%.9  

In terms of demographic characteristics, there are slightly more female than male foreign-born 

individuals in King County.10 More than 75% of King County’s foreign-born residents are adults, 

between the ages of 18 to 64, with a median age of about 40.11 The proportion of youth is much 

smaller than the U.S.-born population; Only about 8% of the foreign-born population is under 18, 

compared to 25% of  U.S.-born residents.12 Similarly, there are fewer foreign-born seniors (age 65 

and over) than U.S.-born seniors in King County.13 The proportion of foreign-born individuals who 

are married is approximately 16 percentage-points higher than King County’s U.S.-born residents.14  

                                                 
6 “Legal Immigration to the United States, 1820-Present,” Migration Policy Institute, accessed April 7, 2019,  
https://www.migrationpolicy.org/programs/data-hub/us-immigration-trends.  
7 “Table 1. Persons Obtaining Lawful Permanent Resident Status: Fiscal Years 1820 to 2017,” U.S. Department of Homeland Security, last modified 
October 2, 2018, https://www.dhs.gov/immigration-statistics/yearbook/2017/table1. 
8 Gene Balk, “New milestone in King County: Immigrant population tops 500,000.” The Seattle Times, last modified January 14, 2019, 
https://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/data/new-milestone-in-king-county-immigrant-population-tops-500000/.  
9  Ibid 
10 “U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates,” American FactFinder, Accessed 
March 2, 2019, http://factfinder.census.gov. 
11 Ibid 
12 Steven Ruggles, Sarah Flood, Ronald Goeken, Josiah Grover, Erin Meyer, Jose Pacas, and Matthew Sobek. IPUMS USA: Version 8.0. 2013 - 2017 
American Community Survey 5-year Estimates. Minneapolis, MN: IPUMS, 2019. https://doi.org/10.18128/D010.V9.0. 
13 Ibid 
14 “U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates,” American FactFinder, Accessed 
March 2, 2019, http://factfinder.census.gov. 

https://factfinder.census.gov/
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Educational attainment among King County’s foreign-born population is distributed like an inverted 

bell curve. The rate of foreign-born residents with less than a high school diploma is roughly 3 times 

that of U.S.-born residents.15 However, foreign-born residents also tend to have higher levels of 

graduate-level educational attainment. Twenty-two percent of foreign-born residents have 

educational attainment beyond a bachelor’s degree compared to 17% of U.S.-born residents.16 This 

tendency for immigrants to have very low and very high levels of educational attainment may be 

partly explained by different reasons for their immigration, such as immigrants with employment 

visas, international students, or those who are undocumented.  

The ACS data does not include data on immigration status, so there is no way to sort out differences 

in educational attainment based on different immigration purpose or experience. However, data on 

H1B visas sponsored in Seattle provides some context into the educational attainment distribution 

for immigrants in King County. In 2018, Seattle employers sponsored over 8,600 H1B visas, 

including roughly 3,500 sponsored by Amazon alone.17 Most of the Seattle companies that sponsor 

immigrant work visas are tech companies with average salaries exceeding $100,000 per year.18 These 

data suggest that there is a subset of immigrants in King County who arrive with high levels of 

educational attainment to work in highly-skilled jobs.  

There is also very little data on undocumented immigrants in King County. The Pew Research 

Center estimates that there were about 140,000 undocumented immigrants in the Seattle-Bellevue-

Tacoma region in 2017.19 Additionally, the ACS data does provide some information on the 

differences between naturalized and non-naturalized citizens. In 2017, there were an estimated 

245,000 non-naturalized citizens in King County.20 Non-naturalized citizens are less likely to have a 

high school diploma and are more likely to be experiencing poverty than naturalized citizens.21 While 

there are many immigration statuses that fall under non-naturalized, these statistics could be partly 

accounting for those who are undocumented in King County.  

Foreign-born residents and U.S.-born residents have nearly the same levels of unemployment. U.S.-

born residents tend to earn, on average, about $8,000 more than the foreign-born population. Both 

foreign-born and U.S.-born females in King County earn $18,000 to $20,000 less per year than their 

male counterparts.22 Lastly, foreign-born families in King County are twice as likely to be living in 

poverty than U.S.-born families. The poverty rate jumps from 11% for foreign-born families to 30% 

for foreign-born single mothers.23    

                                                 
15 Steven Ruggles, Sarah Flood, Ronald Goeken, Josiah Grover, Erin Meyer, Jose Pacas, and Matthew Sobek. IPUMS USA: Version 8.0. 2013 - 2017 
American Community Survey 5-year Estimates. Minneapolis, MN: IPUMS, 2019. https://doi.org/10.18128/D010.V9.0. 
16 Ibid. The differences in educational attainment between immigrants and non-immigrants in King County is statistically significant at the P<0.01 level (based on a Mann–
Whitney U test).  
17 “2018 H1B Visa Report: Top H1B Visa Work City,” MyVisaJobs.com, Accessed May 13, 2019, https://www.myvisajobs.com/Reports/2018-H1B-
Visa-Category.aspx?T=WC  
18 “2018 H1B Visa Reports: Seattle, WA,” MyVisaJobs.com, Accessed May 13, 2019, https://www.myvisajobs.com/Seattle-WA-2018WC.htm   
19 Jeffrey S. Passel and D’Vera Cohn, “20 metro areas are home to six-in-ten unauthorized immigrants in the U.S.,” Pew Research Center, Accessed May 
13, 2019, Last modified March 11, 2019, https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2019/03/11/us-metro-areas-unauthorized-immigrants/  
20 “U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates,” American FactFinder, Accessed 
March 2, 2019, http://factfinder.census.gov.  
21 Ibid 
22 “U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates,” American FactFinder, Accessed 
March 2, 2019, http://factfinder.census.gov. 
23 Ibid 
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Figure 1. Demographic characteristics of immigrants and refugees in King County 



Immigrant & Refugee Transportation Exploratory Needs Assessment | 16  

Figure 2. Transportation characteristics of immigrants and refugees in King County 
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When looking at the full immigrant population of 500,000, keeping in mind that about 23,000 are 

refugees, the majority of immigrants arrived from Asia, specifically India, China, Vietnam, the 

Philippines, Korea, and Taiwan.24 Large numbers of King County immigrants have also come from 

Mexico, Canada, Ukraine, and Ethiopia.25 Most immigrants in King County live in South and East 

King County. Immigrants make up over 30% of the population in Tukwila, SeaTac, Kent, Bellevue, 

Redmond, and Sammamish.26  

As previously stated, a small portion of immigrants, about 5%, arrived in King County as refugees. 

Since 2002, over 24,000 refugees have been placed in King County, comprising roughly 1% of the 

county’s population.27 The federal government, specifically the State Department, the Department of 

Homeland Security, and the Department of Human Services, administer the refugee resettlement 

process, including determining where a refugee is placed locally in the U.S.28 The State Department 

has contracts with over 300 local resettlement agencies that assist refugees in making their transition 

to the U.S.29 Agency capacity, as well as a refugee’s cultural background and any familial or personal 

connections, are considered when determining refugee placements.30  

Refugee origins in King County vary significantly from the rest of the immigrant population. While 

King County’s refugees have migrated from at least 61 different countries, nearly 40% are from 

Ukraine or Somalia (19% and 17%, respectively).31 Another 52% migrated from Iraq, Burma (also 

known as Myanmar), Bhutan, Iran, Russia, Eritrea, Ethiopia, or Moldova.32 The majority of these 

refugees live in South King County. Kent and Tukwila have the highest density of refugees in the 

County, in terms of proportion of their city population. The majority of refugees in Kent are from 

Ukraine and Iraq, and the majority of refugees in Tukwila arrived from Burma and Somalia.33 Other 

cities in King County with large refugee populations include Auburn, Federal Way, Renton, SeaTac, 

and Seattle.34  

                                                 
24 Gene Balk, “New milestone in King County: Immigrant population tops 500,000.” The Seattle Times, last modified January 14, 2019, 
https://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/data/new-milestone-in-king-county-immigrant-population-tops-500000/.  
25 Ibid  
26 “U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates,” American FactFinder, Accessed 
March 2, 2019, http://factfinder.census.gov. 
27 Based on analysis of 2019 refugee arrival data from the Refugee Processing Center, accessed March 2, 2019, http://ireports.wrapsnet.org/.  
28 Claire Felter & James McBride, “How Does the U.S. Refugee System Work?” Council on Foreign Relations, last modified October 10, 2018, 
https://www.cfr.org/backgrounder/how-does-us-refugee-system-work.  
29 “Refugee Resettlement in the United States,” United States Department of State Bureau of Public Affairs, last modified October 21, 2015, 
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/577d437bf5e231586a7055a9/t/57ade0036a4963e63a7f17fe/1471012870802/Department+of+State+Refugee
+Resettlementn+Fact+Sheet+2015.pdf.  
30 Larisa Epatko, “You asked: How are refugees referred to live in the U.S.?” PBS News Hour, last modified March 1, 2017, 
https://www.pbs.org/newshour/world/asked-refugees-referred-live-u-s.  
31 Based on analysis of 2019 refugee arrival data from the Refugee Processing Center, accessed March 2, 2019, http://ireports.wrapsnet.org/. 
32 Ibid 
33 Ibid 
34 Ibid 

https://www.cfr.org/backgrounder/how-does-us-refugee-system-work
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/577d437bf5e231586a7055a9/t/57ade0036a4963e63a7f17fe/1471012870802/Department+of+State+Refugee+Resettlementn+Fact+Sheet+2015.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/577d437bf5e231586a7055a9/t/57ade0036a4963e63a7f17fe/1471012870802/Department+of+State+Refugee+Resettlementn+Fact+Sheet+2015.pdf
https://www.pbs.org/newshour/world/asked-refugees-referred-live-u-s
http://ireports.wrapsnet.org/
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Figure 3. Top ten immigrant and refugee countries of origin in King County  
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Figure 4. Map of immigrant population densities by city in King County 
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Figure 5. Map of refugee population densities by city in King County 
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Transportation trends and services in King County 

King County residents have historically relied on vehicle ownership in order to get around. Despite 

having over 2.1 million residents, King County is largely composed of suburban communities, where 

transportation options are more limited, and essential services (e.g. grocery stores, schools, medical 

facilities) are more dispersed than in urban communities.35 The need for a vehicle in suburban King 

County is evident in the differences in car ownership among King County residents that live in 

Seattle and those that do not (see Figure 6). According to 2017 ACS data, about 17% of Seattle 

households do not own a vehicle, whereas only 6% of households outside of Seattle do not own a 

vehicle.36 On the other end of the spectrum, only 11% of Seattle households own 3 or more 

vehicles, compared to almost a quarter of all households outside of Seattle.37  

Figure 6. Rates of car ownership within and outside of Seattle, King County 

 

 

Nearly 75% of King County residents use a vehicle to commute to work. Commute mode, however, 

is highly dependent on an individual's job location. A 2017 survey completed by Commute Seattle 

revealed that for King County residents who commute to downtown Seattle, almost half use public 

                                                 
35 “U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates,” American FactFinder, Accessed 
March 2, 2019, http://factfinder.census.gov; Sam Schwartz, “Appendix B: Technical Report,” Seattle Department of Transportation & King County Metro, 
last modified September, 2017, https://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/SDOT/NewMobilityProgram/AppendixB.pdf  
36 “U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates,” American FactFinder, Accessed 
March 2, 2019, http://factfinder.census.gov. 
37 Ibid 
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transit, and 75% use a commute mode other than driving alone, such as rideshares, walking, and 

biking.38 These trends suggest that car ownership is less of a necessity for those who live in urban 

areas or those who work in downtown Seattle than for those living in suburban or rural areas or 

who do not work downtown.  

Local, regional, and state agencies operate and maintain King County’s transportation service 

network. Regional transit agencies in the Puget Sound area coordinate their services with King 

County Metro (“Metro”) to provide an integrated transportation network in King County. Voters 

approved the creation of Sound Transit, a regional public transit agency, in 1993.39 Soon after, Metro 

and Sound Transit began a partnership to provide high-capacity transit service to the region, 

including developing the regional Link Light Rail system that currently spans from the University of 

Washington in the north to Angle Lake in the south. Metro also coordinates services with 

Community Transit (based out of Snohomish County), Everett Transit, and Pierce Transit.40 At the 

state level, the Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) operates the ferry system 

and passenger railways in King County, and maintains major roads and bridges such as I-5 and I-

90.41  

Metro is the primary public transportation provider for the County. Metro has over 1,500 buses and 

vehicles in their active fleet that provide approximately 122 million passenger trips each year.42 

Metro’s services can be broken down into two key areas: performance and access. Performance 

encompasses service frequency, reliability, and rider experience.43 Access encompasses the ease and 

quality of connectivity and mobility.44 In 2018, Metro reported meeting their bus on-time 

performance goal - of buses arriving no more than 1 minute early and no more than 5 minutes late - 

about 78% of the time.45 Additionally, an estimated 93% of transit users in King County are at least 

“somewhat satisfied” with Metro’s services.46 Customer service areas of improvement that have 

been identified by Metro include improving the frequency and timeliness of transit service, 

improving transit information resources, and reducing the number and wait times of bus transfers 

required to travel throughout the county.47  

                                                 
38 “2017 Mode Split Survey Results,” Commute Seattle, accessed March 2, 2019, https://commuteseattle.com/modesplit-2017/  
39 Josh Cohen, “Sound Transit (King, Pierce, and Snohomish counties),” History Link, last modified November 28, 2017, 
https://historylink.org/File/8002  
40 “Getting there together: Transit Integration Report,” Sound Transit, last modified September, 2014, 
https://www.soundtransit.org/sites/default/files/documents/pdf/about/201409_rpt_transitintegrationreport.pdf  
41 “Transportation Matters: Moving Washington Forward,” Washington State Department of Transportation, accessed March 2, 2019, 
http://wsdot.wa.gov/publications/fulltext/state-of-transportation/default.htm  
42 “King County Metro Transit 2017 Strategic Plan Progress Report,” King County Metro, last modified June, 2018, 
https://kingcounty.gov/~/media/depts/transportation/metro/accountability/reports/2017/metro-2017-strategic-plan-progress-report.pdf 
43 “Access to Transit Report,” King County Metro, last modified July 1, 2015, http://metro.kingcounty.gov/am/reports/2015/metro-access-to-transit-
July2015-report.pdf 
44 Ibid 
45 “Service Quality Monthly Performance Measures,” King County Metro, last modified August 1, 2018, 
https://kingcounty.gov/depts/transportation/metro/about/accountability-center/performance/service-quality.aspx#bus-on-time-performance-
weekday  
46 EMC Research, Inc. “King County Metro Transit 2016 Rider Survey Report,” King County Metro, last modified March, 2017, 
https://kingcounty.gov/~/media/depts/transportation/metro/accountability/reports/2016/2016-rider-survey-final.pdf  
47 Ibid 

https://commuteseattle.com/modesplit-2017/
https://historylink.org/File/8002
https://www.soundtransit.org/sites/default/files/documents/pdf/about/201409_rpt_transitintegrationreport.pdf
http://wsdot.wa.gov/publications/fulltext/state-of-transportation/default.htm
https://kingcounty.gov/~/media/depts/transportation/metro/accountability/reports/2017/metro-2017-strategic-plan-progress-report.pdf
http://metro.kingcounty.gov/am/reports/2015/metro-access-to-transit-July2015-report.pdf
http://metro.kingcounty.gov/am/reports/2015/metro-access-to-transit-July2015-report.pdf
https://kingcounty.gov/depts/transportation/metro/about/accountability-center/performance/service-quality.aspx#bus-on-time-performance-weekday
https://kingcounty.gov/depts/transportation/metro/about/accountability-center/performance/service-quality.aspx#bus-on-time-performance-weekday
https://kingcounty.gov/~/media/depts/transportation/metro/accountability/reports/2016/2016-rider-survey-final.pdf
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According to Metro, the vast majority of transit users in King County walk or bike to reach public 

transportation.48 However, in South and East King County, more people rely on vehicles to reach a 

transit stop.49 Sixty-five percent of King County residents and 71% of minority residents live within 

a quarter-mile walk to a Metro stop. In 2014, Metro issued a non-motorized connectivity study that 

looked at hundreds of transit stops in the Puget Sound area to determine the availability of non-

motorized connections to bus and train stops. The analysts developed a connectivity index, that 

included factors such as intersection density, population and employment density, street and 

sidewalk density, route directness, bike facility density, and crosswalk density, to give transit stops an 

overall “connectivity score.” They found that transit stops in and around downtown Seattle had the 

highest connectivity scores. Transit stops in South King County (SeaTac, Tukwila, and Des Moines) 

and stops in south Snohomish County (Everett, Edmonds, and Mukilteo) had the worst connectivity 

scores.  

Fixed-route transit service is not the only form of public transportation available to King County 

residents. Metro provides a number of other transportation and transportation education services, 

including:   

• Metro Rideshare encompasses a variety of carpool and vanshare programs. 

• Dial-A-Ride Transit (operated by Hopelink) - a fixed-route transit system with smaller 

busses that have the ability to go off-route by request.  

• Access Paratransit provides next-day, shared transportation services by request for King 

County residents with disabilities.  

• Community Access Transportation provides operational support to other community 

agencies providing rides as an alternative to Access Paratransit. 

• Travel Instruction allows instructors to accompany individuals with disabilities and senior 

citizens on transit rides to teach them how to independently use the transit system. 

 

Metro has also begun piloting new “on-demand” services that connect people to popular transit 

hubs. These include “Ride2 Eastgate” and “Ride2 West Seattle,” two programs that provide on-

demand shuttle services to transit hubs in the southeast Bellevue area and in the north end of  West 

Seattle.50 Metro is also piloting “Via to Transit,” a program that provides on-demand shuttle services 

linking people to five transit hubs in Southeast Seattle and Tukwila.51 All three of these services can 

be requested using an associated smartphone app. The programs serve areas within a one- to three-

mile radius around the associated transit stations.  

In addition to municipal and county transportation services, regional non-profits, such as Hopelink, 

and community organizations provide transportation services focused on assisting special needs 

populations in overcoming transportation barriers. Hopelink’s definition of special needs 

                                                 
48 “Access to Transit Report,” King County Metro, last modified July 1, 2015, http://metro.kingcounty.gov/am/reports/2015/metro-access-to-transit-
July2015-report.pdf 
49 Ibid 
50 “On-demand Connections to Transit,” King County Metro, Accessed May 13, 2019, 
https://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/transportation/metro/programs-projects/innovation-technology/innovative-mobility/on-demand.aspx  
51 Ibid 

http://metro.kingcounty.gov/am/reports/2015/metro-access-to-transit-July2015-report.pdf
http://metro.kingcounty.gov/am/reports/2015/metro-access-to-transit-July2015-report.pdf
https://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/transportation/metro/programs-projects/innovation-technology/innovative-mobility/on-demand.aspx
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populations includes people with disabilities, older adults, low income individuals, immigrants and 

refugees, those with limited English proficiency, youth, and veterans. 

Limited information is available on specific transportation characteristics for immigrants and 

refugees living in King County. However, the ACS does shed some light on a few transportation 

patterns, mostly related to commutes. Fewer foreign-born residents have access to at least one 

vehicle than U.S.-born residents in King County.52 However, the number of people who commute 

using public transit is virtually the same between these two groups. Twelve percent of foreign-born 

residents and 11% of U.S.-born residents ride public transit to work.53 Of the 75% of foreign-born 

residents who drive to work, 21% carpool with at least one other person, compared to 12% of the 

U.S.-born population.54 Lastly, foreign-born residents have an average commute time that is almost 

3 minutes longer than U.S.-born residents.55 

Distinct Experiences of Immigrants and Refugees 

As stated previously, we have approached this needs assessment under the assumption that 

immigrants and refugees face distinct needs and challenges as a result of their different migration 

and post-migration experiences. Many studies have highlighted the different experiences of these 

two groups after their arrival in the United States or to other developed countries. Some differences 

appear to stem from the voluntary or involuntary nature of the migration. In the Netherlands, 

Dutch-born reactions towards individuals who chose to migrate to their country endorsed 

assimilation.56 On the other hand, Dutch reactions towards non-voluntary immigrants, such as 

refugees, endorsed multiculturalism.57 Likewise, young adults in the U.S. have greater perceptions of 

threat and anxiety towards unauthorized immigrants than authorized immigrants, and tend to have 

positive attitudes towards refugees and refugee resettlement programs.58  

When an immigrant enters the U.S., limited language proficiency, lack of U.S.-work experience, and 

a lack of recognition of international credentials can make accessing the labor market challenging. 

When examining refugees specifically, refugees often arrive less-prepared and have experienced 

more trauma than non-refugee immigrants, which leads to even lower labor market participation 

among refugees.59 Migrating from a low-income country to a wealthy country has also been shown 

                                                 
52 The American Community Survey defines “access to a vehicle” as the number of vehicles kept at home for use by members of a household; Steven 
Ruggles, Sarah Flood, Ronald Goeken, Josiah Grover, Erin Meyer, Jose Pacas, and Matthew Sobek. IPUMS USA: Version 8.0. 2013 - 2017 American 
Community Survey 5-year Estimates. Minneapolis, MN: IPUMS, 2019. https://doi.org/10.18128/D010.V9.0 
53 Ibid; We examined differences in the ACS data for transportation mode between immigrant males and females. More male immigrants in King 
County drive a vehicle, ride the bus, walk, or bike to work than female immigrants. However, nearly half of female immigrants did not respond to the 
ACS question about transportation mode to work and there was no significant correlation between sex and transportation mode, so we cannot draw 
any conclusions about gender differences in transportation modes among the immigrant population. 
54 Ibid  
55 Ibid 
56 Maykel Verkuyten. Immigration discourses and their impact on multiculturalism: A discursive and experimental study, British Journal of Social Psychology 
44 (2005): 223-240. doi:10.1348/014466604X23482  
57 Ibid 
58 Kate E. Murray and David M. Marx, Attitudes Toward Unauthorized Immigrants, Authorized Immigrants, and Refugees, Cultural Diversity and Ethnic 
Minority Psychology 19, no. 3 (2013): 332-341. doi:10.1037/a0030812  
59 Linda Bakker, Jaco Dagevos, and Godfried Engbersen, Explaining the refugee gap: a longitudinal study on labour market participation of refugees in 
the Netherlands, Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 43, no. 11 (2017): 1775-1791. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2016.1251835  

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2016.1251835
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to increase risk-factors for moderate and severe mental illness, such as depression and suicide.60 

However, refugees in particular face an increased risk of Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD).61 

One study found that female refugees in Sweden that arrived from low-income countries had a 

higher risk of mental illness compared to male refugees, and compared to male and female 

immigrants, even when they had the same country of origin.62 In addition to their distinct health 

needs, refugees typically arrive in the U.S. with few material possessions, and require access to basic 

services such as transportation, employment, shelter, and counseling.63  

Transportation and Transit Barriers 

Access to transportation is a quality of life issue. When travel is too difficult, people’s needs may 

remain unmet. Lack of access to transportation can be thought of as a form of social exclusion and 

results in: limited job choices, limited housing options, barriers to accessing social services, reduced 

savings due to individuals need to use more expensive private transportation options, and may limit 

women’s participation outside of the home.64 As previously outlined, immigrants and refugees are 

populations that face transportation challenges which are elaborated on in the following section. 

Immigrant and refugee groups contain immense diversity within and between each other. Most 

studies of travel needs and barriers faced by immigrants have used targeted sampling methods and 

are therefore often not generalizable. However, these studies have highlighted certain patterns 

including gaps in spatial coverage and discriminatory behavior from transit staff.65 Moreover, 

immigrant groups with Limited English Proficiency (LEP) face additional barriers. These specific 

barriers and needs will be discussed further in the chapter. 

Transportation Barriers for Immigrants 

The majority of the studies we reviewed about transportation barriers for immigrants did not include 

findings that differentiate between immigration status (documented versus undocumented, refugee 

versus non-refugee, etc.). A few studies look specifically at refugee communities, which we discuss 

later in the chapter.  

Overall, these studies reflect that immigrants express transit concerns and needs similar to those of 

non-immigrants. These concerns include: spatial and temporal coverage, frequency of transit 

services, safety on and walking to transit, and difficult transfers.66 Low-income immigrants face some 

of the same barriers to transportation as non-immigrant low-income individuals, namely the cost of 

                                                 
60 Anna-Clara Hollander, et al. Gender-related mental health differences between refugees and non-refugee immigrants- a cross-sectional register-based 
study, BMC Public Health 11, no. 180 (2011): 1-8. http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2458/11/180  
61 Ibid 
62 Ibid 
63 Marie McKeary, Barriers to Care: The Challenges for Canadian Refugees and their Health Care Providers, Journal of Refugee Studies 23, no. 4 (2010) 
doi: 10.1093/jrs/feq038  
64 Talia McCray,  “Engaging Disadvantaged Populations in Transport Studies: Linking Modal Use and Perceptions of Safety to Activity Patterns,” 

Research in Transportation Economics, 25, (September 11, 2009): 3; Stephanie Bohon, Katherine Stamps, & Jorge H. Atiles, “Transportation and Migrant 

Adjustment in Georgia,” Population Research and Policy Review 27, no. 3 (June, 2008.): 273-291.  
65 Rongfang Liu & Hindy Lauer Schachter, “Mobility Information Needs of Immigrants with Limited English Proficiency (LEP) in New Jersey,” 

Journal of Immigrant & Refugee Studies 5, no. 2 (2007): 89-108. doi:10.1300/J500v05n02_05. 
66 Evelyn Blumenberg & Alexandra Evans, “Planning for Demographic Diversity: The Case of Immigrants and Public Transit.,” Journal of Public 

Transportation 13, no. 2 (2010). 

http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2458/11/180
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public transportation. Purchasing monthly passes can significantly reduce the cost of transit, but the 

upfront cost can be prohibitively expensive.67 The suburbanization of poverty has pushed low-wage 

jobs and low-income workers out to the suburbs. Moreover, low-wage workers frequently need to 

reach multiple jobs by public transportation. Public transit systems in suburban areas often are not 

sufficient to meet these needs.68 Given that King County is experiencing the suburbanization of 

poverty at a rapid rate, this issue deserves further exploration.69  

However, the literature also reveals barriers unique to immigrants. On average, immigrants have 

more children than non-immigrants, and traveling with children on transit can be difficult to the 

point of being a barrier.70 In multiple studies of immigrant transportation needs, discrimination from 

bus drivers emerged as a barrier to public transit use.71 Discrimination from bus drivers appears to 

be of particular concern to LEP immigrants. 

Transportation Barriers for Limited English Proficiency (LEP) Immigrants 

Immigrants with Limited English Proficiency (LEP), face unique barriers and travel needs that 

cannot be addressed solely by mitigating the barriers that all immigrants face generally. There are no 

formal criteria of what qualifies as ‘Limited English Proficiency.’ However, ‘Limited English 

Proficiency’ is usually defined as an individual over the age of five, whose first language is not 

English and who self-identifies as speaking English ‘not well’ or ‘not at all.’72 

The New Jersey Department of Transportation sponsored a needs assessment of LEP immigrants 

travel needs in order to improve their service to this group. The team conducting the study 

administered surveys to LEP immigrants in English as a Second Language classes and conducted 

focus groups with LEP immigrants. Survey results confirmed that lack of English proficiency 

created a significant barrier to transportation use. Approximately 21% of survey participants did not 

understand the information provided by transit timetables, and 31% did not understand transit 

announcements, signs, or brochures. Announcements in native languages and pictorial devices were 

identified as the best strategies for improving informational transfer.73 

The focus groups shed light on barriers that the researchers had not previously considered, including 

lack of transit routes connecting enclaves of immigrant communities and discriminatory behavior 

from bus drivers. Focus group participants offered suggestions to mitigate these barriers, such as 

cultural sensitivity training for drivers, hiring staff who speak their native language, and creating 

schedules and other informational materials in their native language.74 These results highlight the 

                                                 
67 Evelyn Blumenberg & Alexandra Evans, “Planning for Demographic Diversity: The Case of Immigrants and Public Transit.,” Journal of Public 
Transportation 13, no. 2 (2010). 
68 Ibid 
69 De’Sean Quinn, “Poverty is now largely a suburban challenge,” The Seattle Times (Seattle, WA), last modified May 1, 2017, 
https://www.seattletimes.com/opinion/poverty-is-now-largely-a-suburban-challenge/ 
70 Ibid 
71 Rongfang Liu & Hindy Lauer Schachter, “Mobility Information Needs of Immigrants with Limited English Proficiency (LEP) in New Jersey,” 
Journal of Immigrant & Refugee Studies 5, no. 2 (2007): 89-108, doi:10.1300/J500v05n02_05. 
72 Ibid 
73 Ibid 
74 Rongfang Liu & Hindy Lauer Schachter, “Mobility Information Needs of Immigrants with Limited English Proficiency (LEP) in New Jersey,” 
Journal of Immigrant & Refugee Studies 5, no. 2 (2007): 89-108, doi:10.1300/J500v05n02_05. 
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importance of engaging directly with immigrants and allowing them to identify their needs in their 

own words. 

Transportation Barriers for Refugees 

Several studies from around the globe have examined transportation barriers and needs specific to 

refugee communities. One study revealed that refugees in Canada often missed medical 

appointments due to the cost of public transportation, lack of knowledge about the public transit 

system, and an inability to ask questions or get assistance from drivers.75 Another study 

acknowledged that the U.S. refugee resettlement process, which tends to resettle refugee families 

into typical American “nuclear families” with two working parents and their children, was not 

financially viable to cover basic expenses, including transportation.76 Focus-groups with single 

mother refugees in Australia revealed that they face discrimination for riding public transit with their 

children and that cost is a significant barrier to transportation.77 Another study on refugees in 

Australia cited long travel times on public transportation as a barrier to pursuing post-secondary 

education.78 Lastly, refugees in Germany faced multiple barriers to accessing transportation, 

including lack of service on weekends and long travel times on public transit, the cost of obtaining a 

license and accessing transportation services, and discrimination on public transit.79  

Transportation Barriers in King County 

Little research has focused on transportation barriers for immigrants and refugees in King County. 

In 2016, as part of King County’s strategic planning process, focus groups with immigrant and 

refugee populations revealed that accessing reliable public transportation was a common issue for 

these communities.80 Focus group participants identified issues with:  

• Affordability, accessibility, and transportation support services 

• Availability and frequency of bus services in suburban and rural areas 

• Connectivity between suburban areas 

• Lack of transportation to job centers 

• Lack of appropriate transportation for elderly immigrants and refugees 

• Safety concerns due to lack of sidewalk in suburban areas81  

                                                 
75 Ibid 
76 Breanne L. Grace, Stephanie J. Nawyn, and Betty Okwako. The Right to Belong (If You Can Afford It): Market-based Restrictions on Social 
Citizenship in Refugee Resettlement, Journal of Refugee Studies 31, no. 1 (2017): 42-62. doi:10.1093/jrs/few046. 
77 Julia Grant and Pauline B. Guerin, Motherhood as Identify: African Refugee Single Mothers Working the Intersections, Journal of Refugee Studies 
(2018): 1-22. doi:10.1093/jrs/fey049. 
78 Andrew Joyce, et al. The Experiences of Students from Refugee Backgrounds at Universities in Australia: Reflections on the Social, Emotional and 
Practical Challenges, Journal of Refugee Studies 23, no. 1, (2010): 82-97. doi:10.1093/jrs/feq001. 
79 Tobias Weidinger, Stefan Kordel, and Julia Kieslinger, Unravelling the meaning of place and spatial mobility: analysing the everyday life-worlds of 
refugees in host societies by means of mobility mapping, Journal of Refugee Studies 0 no. 0, (2019): 1-23. doi: 10.1093/jrs/fez004. 
80 King County Immigrant and Refugee Task Force.  “Advancing Equity and Opportunity for King County Immigrants and Refugees.” 2016. Accessed 
March 2, 2019. https://www.kingcounty.gov/~/media/Council/documents/Issues/IRTF/IRTF_July1.ashx?la=en   
81 King County Immigrant and Refugee Task Force.  “Advancing Equity and Opportunity for King County Immigrants and Refugees.” 2016. Accessed 
March 2, 2019. https://www.kingcounty.gov/~/media/Council/documents/Issues/IRTF/IRTF_July1.ashx?la=en   

https://www.kingcounty.gov/~/media/Council/documents/Issues/IRTF/IRTF_July1.ashx?la=en
https://www.kingcounty.gov/~/media/Council/documents/Issues/IRTF/IRTF_July1.ashx?la=en
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An Area Plan for Seattle and King County produced by Aging and Disability Services, focused on 

planning for an aging population, highlighted transportation needs for the elderly, including needs 

specific to immigrant elders. One identified need was language supports for Limited English 

Proficiency elders. Access to transportation was identified as a need for the general elderly 

population, but immigrant elders may need additional support in accessing transportation.82 Both 

needs assessments looked at needs of immigrants and refugees collectively, but they did not consider 

whether these groups had distinct needs independent of each other. Future research is needed to 

tease out the nuances between and within these groups in order to identify their specific needs.  

  

                                                 
82 Aging and Disability Services. “Area Plan: Area Agency on Aging Seattle-King County, Washington 2016-2019.” (October 2015). Accessed March 
2019. http://www.agingkingcounty.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/185/2016/07/AreaPlan2016_2019.pdf 

http://www.agingkingcounty.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/185/2016/07/AreaPlan2016_2019.pdf
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CHAPTER 3 | METHODOLOGY 

Research Methods 

In order to assess how Hopelink, in partnership with the Coalition, can improve transportation 

access for immigrants and refugees in King County, we asked the following research question: what 

barriers do immigrants and refugees face in accessing transportation in King County?  

In order to answer the research question, we determined an exploratory needs assessment to be the most 

appropriate research design. The needs assessment framework enables researchers to identify and 

define gaps between client needs and current service capacity. Needs assessment researchers assert 

that data should be collected from at least three sources, including: the target population, key 

informants, and community members.83 In our case the “target population” is immigrants and 

refugees who use, or want to use, transportation in King County. “Key informants” are individuals 

who provide or support transportation services (among other services) to immigrants and refugees 

in King County and thus have an awareness of the transportation barriers these groups face, but 

who do not necessarily identify as an immigrant or a refugee themselves. By “community members,” 

we mean a broader group of individuals living and working in King County who may not identify as 

an immigrant or refugee, and who may or may not have an awareness of the transportation barriers 

that immigrants and refugees face, but who use transportation in King County or who provide 

transportation services in King County. These community members’ use and/or awareness of 

transportation in King County allowed us to assess the ways in which the transportation barriers 

faced by immigrants and refugees in King County are similar to or different from other groups. 

Based on this convention wherein data are collected from at least three different sources, we 

developed the following data collection strategy: 

1. A document analysis of needs assessments and other relevant research related to 

transportation needs and barriers that immigrants, refugees, and other marginalized groups 

experience in King County (which represents “community members”), 

2. An online survey of King County service providers who support transportation access for 

immigrants and/or refugees (who represent “key informants”), and; 

3. A paper survey of immigrants and refugees who use, or want to use, transportation in King 

County (who represent the “target population”). 

The research design and each data collection instrument are discussed in detail below. 

Exploratory Needs Assessment 

Hopelink hopes to identify and define the gaps between transportation needs of immigrants and 

refugees in King County and current transportation service provision and capacity through this 

                                                 
83 John A. McKillip. “Needs Analysis: Process and Techniques.” In Handbook of Applied Social Research Methods. Edited by Leonard Bickman & Debra J. 
Rog. 2008. SAGE: Thousand Oaks, CA. Accessed February 2019. 261–284; Leslie M. Tutty. & Michael A. Rothery. “Needs Assessments.” In The 
Handbook of Social Work Research Methods. Edited by Bruce A. Thyer. 2011. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.4135/9781412986182. 
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project. A needs assessment framework defines “gaps,” in part, to be barriers that clients face in 

accessing services. As such, our research helps Hopelink determine barriers that immigrants and 

refugees face in accessing transportation in King County and recommends strategies Hopelink can 

employ to help immigrants and refugees overcome these transportation barriers.  

Three factors motivated our use of an exploratory needs assessment. First, an exploratory approach 

“is especially relevant when the researcher is faced with certain limitations in terms of data access 

and/or a restrictive research environment.”84 Second, an exploratory design provides the researcher 

with “a high degree of flexibility and independence with regard to the research design as well as the 

data collection,” presuming that these processes meet basic criteria such as validity and reliability.85 

Given that we did not know what types of data collection would be possible or appropriate when we 

began this project, an exploratory design allowed us to center feasibility (in terms of resources and 

time available) and cultural competency in our data collection strategy. We prioritized these concepts 

over conducting a specific number of interviews, or distributing a certain number of surveys. Third, 

an exploratory assessment provides “a means to define the necessary questions and hypotheses for 

developing consecutive studies.”86 As such, an exploratory research design enabled us to build off 

past research and other literature regarding transportation barriers for immigrants and refugees in 

King County, while it also allowed us to depart from past work in order to explore new research 

avenues for Hopelink.  

In our review of the local transportation literature, we found that researchers often did not explicitly 

include immigrants or refugees in their assessments of populations facing barriers to accessing to 

transportation. When immigrants or refugees were mentioned, researchers often grouped them as 

“immigrants and refugees” together, as one broad category. Our current study recognizes the 

immense differences in socio-economic, cultural, linguistic, and life experiences within immigrant 

and refugee groups in King County. Research that describes the various conditions (emotional and 

mental health as well as economic) in which immigrants and refugees may arrive in the U.S. is as vast 

and diverse as are the many groups who identify as immigrants or refugees themselves. However, 

there are key distinctions and similarities between refugee or immigrant groups’ migration 

experiences that guide our research. For example, Vietnamese refugees and Vietnamese immigrants 

living in the U.S. share common language and customs, but Vietnamese refugees may have been 

forced to migrate from Vietnam and are more likely to have experienced trauma resulting from the 

Vietnam War. In contrast, Vietnamese immigrants are more likely to have chosen to immigrate 

seeking better economic opportunities and to have a family support network in the U.S.87 

Additionally, as mentioned in the literature review, an inquiry into health outcomes for low-income 

refugees living in Sweden suggested that women refugees in this study were the most at-risk for poor 

mental health, compared to male refugees and all genders of immigrants from the same countries, 

                                                 
84 Christopher K. Streb. “Exploratory Case Study Design.” In Encyclopedia of Case Study Research. Edited by Albert J. Mills,  Gabrielle Durepos & Elden 
Wiebe. 2010. Accessed February 2019. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.4135/9781412957397. 
85 C. K. Streb. “Exploratory Case Study Design.” pp. 1. 
86 Ibid, pp. 2-3. 
87 Trina Do. "The Immigration Stress Experiences, Acculturation Levels, and PTSD Symptoms Differences between Vietnamese Political Refugees 
and Vietnamese Immigrants." Order No. 3512242, Alliant International University, 2013. Accessed April 18 2019. 
https://search.proquest.com/docview/1024287064?accountid=14784. 
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thus demonstrating that factors such as gender further compound the disparities between immigrant 

and refugee migration experiences.88  

These nuances within immigrant and refugee migration experiences are two of countless examples 

of the diversity in experiences, which in part depend on whether an individual voluntarily or forcibly 

left their country of origin. Our research does not attempt to paint a comprehensive picture of all 

similarities and differences between immigrant and refugee groups living in King County, but our 

work is grounded in the fact that different migration experiences may impact whether or not a 

newly-arrived U.S. resident has access to (for example) family support networks or to economic 

opportunity, which have implications for whether or not those individuals have access to 

transportation. 

Our research seeks to understand some of the ways in which barriers to accessing transportation 

may differ or may overlap between immigrant and refugee groups, and to demonstrate that further 

research on the subject should not operate from an assumption that barriers are inherently similar 

between these groups. Ultimately, this project provides prospective hypotheses and questions to 

help guide Hopelink’s future research and service provision strategies so that King County 

transportation services are more tailored to meet the unique needs of immigrants and refugees into 

the future. 

Document Analysis 

We began our document analysis by requesting from Hopelink any research, reports, or other 

literature that assessed or described Hopelink’s transportation work in King County. Hopelink staff 

created a digital folder for us and added 62 documents, published by a variety of county or city 

agencies (e.g. King County Metro, City of Sammamish), Hopelink, the King County Mobility 

Coalition, or a combination thereof. From that list, we identified documents for our analysis that 

discussed transportation needs and/or barriers of any population living in King County, including 

immigrants or refugees. Based on these criteria, we narrowed the number of documents for our 

analysis from 62 to 22. References for the 22 documents included in the analysis are provided in 

Appendix C. 

These 22 documents were published between 2013 and 2019 and included needs assessments, grant 

reports, and qualitative data such as records of interviews with service providers. Over half used 

some form of a focus group to gather information, which we defined as any method where more 

than one person was interviewed at the same time using structured or unstructured questions. For 

example, some documents stated that they used traditional focus groups to gather data, while others 

used “community conversations.” Eight documents used interviews to gather data, while 13 used 

surveys in either electronic, mailed, or in-person formats. Ten of the documents used existing data 

sources, such as ACS data to report statistics.  

                                                 
88 Anna-Clara Hollander, Daniel Bruce, Bo Burström, and Solvig Ekblad. "Gender-Related Mental Health Differences between Refugees and Non-
Refugee Immigrants - a Cross-Sectional Register-Based Study." BMC Public Health 11, (2011):180. Accessed April 18 2019. 
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-11-180. 
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The documents we analyzed described transportation barriers faced by immigrants, refugees, 

veterans, low-income people, older adults, and people with disabilities in the following cities in King 

County: Bellevue, Kirkland, Issaquah, Overlake, Redmond, Sammamish, Seattle, Shoreline, the 

Snoqualmie Valley (comprising the cities of Monroe, Duvall, Carnation, Fall City, Snoqualmie, and 

North Bend), and Tukwila. Only four of the 22 documents contained data specific to immigrants 

and/or refugees. One was specifically about immigrants, another was specifically about refugees, and 

two were about both groups combined. While six documents mentioned that they included 

immigrants and/or refugees in their data collection, they did not include any transportation barriers 

or needs that could be specifically attributed to immigrants and refugees. One document focused on 

individuals with Limited English Proficiency (LEP) specifically, which likely includes some 

immigrants and/or refugees. Seven reports were specific to a different target population, such as 

older adults (age 65 or older), people with disabilities, or veterans.  

Before conducting the analysis, our team reviewed best practices for document analysis and 

developed the following protocol:89 

1. We divided the 22 documents in half and assigned two team members to read each half (11 

documents for each pair). 

2. Team members in each pair read through their assigned 11 documents and took notes on 

transportation barriers, transportation needs, recommendations for improvements to 

transportation, and research methodology described in each document, as information was 

available.  

3. Then, in pairs, team members developed a list of codes related to transportation barriers, 

transportation needs, recommendations for improvements to transportation, and research 

methodology. For a full list of document analysis codes, see Appendix D.  

4. Each pair then read through each of the 11 documents again, this time recording the 

frequency of each code in each document. 

5. Pairs tallied the number of times each code appeared in the 11 documents. 

6. Finally, both pairs came together and discussed their respective code lists and themes that 

emerged in the 22 documents as a whole. Together, we created one complete list of all codes 

appearing in 22 documents, and combined our tallies where appropriate. In some cases, both 

pairs identified the same code, so those tallies were combined together.  

The goal of this protocol and its subsequent analysis was to learn what kinds of data were already 

available regarding transportation barriers and transportation needs of immigrants and refugees in 

King County, as well as any recommendations from partner agencies about how to improve 

transportation for these groups in King County. This inquiry helped us understand how King 

County is currently identifying and analyzing transportation barriers for immigrants and refugees, 

                                                 
89 Judith M. Gross.“Document Analysis.” In The SAGE Encyclopedia of Educational Research, Measurement, and Evaluation. Edited by Bruce B. Frey. 2018.  
SAGE: Thousand Oaks, CA. Accessed March 2019. 545-548. doi:https://dx.doi.org/10.4135/9781506326139; Russell K. Schutt. “Qualitative Data 
Analysis.” In Investigating the Social World: The Process and Practice of Research. 2018. SAGE: Boston, MA. Accessed March 2019. Triad. “An Introduction to 
Document Analysis.” 2016. Accessed March 2019. https://lled500.trubox.ca/. 
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and the two surveys we wrote built off of this past research. Additionally, we used the document 

analysis and our literature review to develop a framework for survey data analyses. 

Service Provider Online Survey 

In our second data collection strategy, we distributed an online survey to service providers in King 

County who support transportation access services for immigrants and refugees. Hopelink 

developed the list of contacts who received the survey, comprising individuals working at nonprofits 

or city agencies that provide services to immigrants and refugees, including (but not limited to) 

transportation services. These were individuals and organizations with whom Hopelink already had 

contact or a relationship with, which defined our sample for this survey as a convenience sample.  

Our research team developed survey questions which were reviewed and edited by Hopelink staff 

for clarity. Hopelink distributed the survey (as a Google Form) via email to 47 people at 42 

organizations, representing 10 cities throughout east and west King County. Participants were given 

two weeks to complete the survey and were asked to share it with other staff members at their 

organization. Hopelink also shared the survey link via social media, so it’s likely we received 

responses from individuals who were not on the original contact list that Hopelink developed. We 

received 46 responses in total. See Appendix E for a copy of the survey. 

Survey respondents were asked a series of multiple-choice and open-ended questions that covered 

the following topics: 

• Primary countries of origin and primary languages spoken by respondents’ clients who are 

immigrants and refugees 

• Primary modes of transportation taken by immigrant and refugee clients 

• Types of transportation services and transportation resources provided by respondents 

• The most significant barriers to accessing transportation that respondents hear immigrant 

and refugee clients express 

• Recommendations for improving transportation access for immigrants and refugees 

• The extent to which types of transportation barriers differ between immigrants and refugees 

Surveying key informants via an online survey gave us the opportunity to collect information about 

immigrants’ and refugees’ transportation barriers using a relatively less burdensome approach for 

participants (compared to, for example, the time and resources involved in participating in focus 

groups or interviews). Our team and Hopelink recognized that service providers work much more 

closely with immigrant and refugee groups than we do, so involving service providers in our data 

collection helped ground our data collection and analysis in immigrants’ and refugees’ practical 

experiences with transportation. 

Target Population Paper Survey 

From the onset of this project, it was important to our team that immigrants and refugees 

themselves were included in our data collection so that ultimately, our analysis and 
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recommendations for Hopelink includes our target populations’ voices and perspectives. Further, 

because no member of our research team identifies as an immigrant or as a refugee, we 

acknowledged in designing this study that the power dynamics between the researcher and the 

researched are skewed away from the researched, or those most directly affected by the potential 

impact of our research.  

We investigated culturally-competent and respectful methods for conducting research with 

immigrant and refugee communities, with a focus on how to overcome language barriers and how to 

build trust and rapport with communities to which we, as the researchers, do not belong. The 

literature on culturally-competent and respectful research advocates for the use of translators and/or 

interpreters in order to collect accurate data and avoid miscommunications, to dedicate resources 

towards learning the target populations’ primary languages and customs, and in advance of data 

collection to spend time with members of the target population in order to build trusting 

relationships and to ensure research participants are aware of the purpose and goals of the research 

project prior to consenting to participate.90 Given the time constraints on our project and the time 

required to hold focus groups or interviews with immigrants and refugees (including working with 

translators and/or interpreters to develop questions and transcribe interviews), we decided that 

surveying immigrants and refugees could be a more appropriate data collection approach. As such, 

given the time required to establish and develop meaningful relationships with research participants, 

we determined the most respectful way to collect data from our target population was to rely on the 

existing relationships between Hopelink and its partner agencies, and use those relationships to 

promote or distribute our survey.  

In order to distribute a survey to immigrants and refugees, Hopelink suggested that our research 

team attend a Public Transportation Orientation (PTO), a program Hopelink provides to small 

groups of people representing Hopelink’s target population unfamiliar with the public transportation 

system in King County, and distribute the survey in-person to PTO participants. According to 

Hopelink’s website, PTO “is aimed at increasing independence and mobility of the participants on 

public transportation through guided trips to cultural and educational sites, service locations, or 

outdoor events.”91 Hopelink’s service provider partners can request a PTO from Hopelink for their 

clients, in which case Hopelink provides staff to facilitate the orientation and bus fare for all 

participants. Usually all participants are immigrants and refugees. Hopelink recommended we attend 

a PTO in order to observe the ways in which Hopelink currently provides transportation services to 

immigrants and refugees, and also because each PTO ends with participants completing a paper 

survey about their PTO experience and what they learned. We used this opportunity to add three 

questions to the survey.  

Two of our team members attended a PTO on March 28, 2019. Prior to attending the PTO, our 

research team requested to add additional questions to the current six-question PTO survey that 

                                                 
90 Basu Sharma. “Language and Cultural Barriers.”  In Encyclopedia of Case Study Research. Edited by Albert J. Mills,  Gabrielle Durepos & Elden Wiebe. 
2012. Accessed January 2019. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.4135/9781412957397; Bogusia Temple. Cross-Cultural Research. In The SAGE Encyclopedia of 
Qualitative Research Methods. Edited by Lisa M. Givens. 2012. SAGE: Thousand Oaks, CA. Accessed January 2019. 180-181. 
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.4135/9781412963909. 
91 Hopelink. “Mobility Management.” 2019. https://www.hopelink.org/need-help/transportation/mobility-management. 
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would help answer our research question about barriers to transportation, from immigrants’ and 

refugees’ perspectives. After receiving approval from PTO staff, we sent the PTO staff three 

multiple-choice questions we wanted to add. Public Transit O staff edited our questions for clarity 

and added those questions to their survey. Our additional questions asked participants about the 

following topics.92  

• Forms of transportation they take (light rail, bus, car, etc.) 

• Most frequent forms of transportation they take  

• How could traveling to where they want to go be improved (cheaper transport, more 

information in languages they speak, etc). 

The particular PTO we attended started and ended at World Relief in Kent, one of Hopelink’s 

partner organizations, which provides resettlement, employment, and language-learner services 

primarily to refugees. World Relief requested that Hopelink’s lead a PTO with their clients and 

specifically asked Hopelink to take participants to the Kent Department of Social and Health 

Services (DSHS) to learn about programs and services available to recently-arrived refugees. There 

were about 13 participants who were Russian-, Dari-, and Spanish-speaking. According to World 

Relief staff we spoke to, all participants were refugees who had arrived to the U.S. within the last 

month. World Relief staff noted that not all participants would necessarily self-identify as a 

“refugee,” but based on what World Relief staff know of their backgrounds, participants are 

nonetheless considered refugees because they were forced to leave their home countries or most 

recent country of origin.  

At the end of this PTO, Hopelink staff were not able to distribute the survey while our team was 

there, but World Relief distributed the survey to the PTO participants the following week. As such, 

we do not know if the same people who attended the PTO received our survey, but we received six 

survey responses in total. Ultimately, our team appreciated the opportunity to see a window into 

how Hopelink provides transportation services in partnership with other organizations. Further, this 

experience gave our team a deeper appreciation for the logistics, thought, and resources required to 

provide services and education to English language learners, particularly if PTO attendees speak 

multiple primary languages, as was the case at the PTO our team observed.  

Research Methods Considerations and Limitations  

Our threefold-data collection strategy provided valuable empirical evidence to explore our research 

questions, but certain aspects of our research design were not without their limitations. Convenience 

sampling, for instance, as a data sampling strategy has benefits for researchers including ease of 

access and low-cost. However, this sampling method prohibits researchers from generalizing results 

to a larger population and may bring bias into the sampling process. In our case convenience 

sampling provided the most cost-effective way to reach both key informants and our target 

population in a relatively short time frame, but we recognize the inherent limitations in solely relying 

                                                 
92 For a copy of the entire survey, see Appendix E. 
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on data sources with whom Hopelink is already connected. For example, the perspectives 

represented in both surveys may not be accurate for other service providers, immigrants, or refugees 

beyond our sample, so it is important that readers of this report avoid generalizing our results to 

these populations more broadly. Ultimately, our findings are not generalizable due to our sampling strategy 

because our sample is not representative of all immigrants and refugees in King County. In Chapter 5 of this 

report we suggest opportunities for additional research as well as best practices for conducting 

research with immigrant and refugee populations. These suggestions are intended to guide Hopelink 

and/or the Coalition’s future research efforts to collect data from a representative sample of 

immigrants and refugees and to develop generalizable findings for the County as a whole. 

Additionally, both surveys we distributed were in English, which we recognize is an important 

limitation to make transparent. Although the post-PTO survey was distributed at World Relief, and 

thus presumably participants had access to translation services or support while completing the 

survey, it’s possible that there were still language barriers present for participants nonetheless. 

Further, in the key informants survey responses, one service provider asked why the survey was not 

translatable to languages other than English, which suggests that at least one participant could have 

experienced language barriers to completing the key informants survey as well. 
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CHAPTER 4 | ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS  

Document Analysis  

The document analysis provides valuable insight into what information is already known about 

common transportation barriers and needs, how many of these findings were specific to immigrants 

and/or refugees, and the effort resources that have been employed in recent years to gather this 

data. Hopelink provided 62 documents related to needs assessments in King and Snohomish 

counties. We identified 22 documents that contained information relating to transportation barriers 

and/or needs. Only four of the 22 documents explicitly provided data representing immigrants and 

refugees, but these populations, as well as individuals with Limited English Proficiency (LEP), are 

mentioned in other documents. References for the 22 documents included in the analysis are 

provided in Appendix C.  

The most common transportation barriers identified in the documents were lack of access to 

transportation and cost. Lack of access describes issues that physically keep people from getting to 

where they want to go, such as a lack of first and last mile options that connect people to public 

transit or problems with wheelchair accessibility. Similarly, accessible and affordable transportation 

options were two key themes identified around transportation needs. The other major need 

identified was greater availability of transportation services in suburban and rural areas King County. 

Lastly, the most common recommendation was around making transit more affordable. The most 

frequent barriers and needs specific to immigrants and refugees focused on language, including the 

lack of information available in other languages and the need for translated transit information. The 

following sections provide further detail on the common themes around transportation barriers, 

needs, and recommendations that are present in the documents.  

Findings: Barriers 

The most commonly cited barrier to transportation was what we defined as “lack of access to 

transportation.” This theme encompasses a broad range of issues around access: not having a 

vehicle, limited parking options (including not enough Park-and-Rides), lack of walkways, lack of 

first and last-mile transit options, or lack of wheelchair accessibility. The second most-mentioned 

barrier was cost. Cost barriers most frequently referred to the cost of using public transit, but also 

included the prohibitive costs of owning and maintaining a vehicle (cost of gas, insurance, etc.). 

Multiple documents revealed that the programs intended to relieve the financial burden of using 

transit, such as ORCA LIFT, leave transit still too expensive for many low-income residents in King 

County, including immigrants and refugees.  

Barriers around bus service were also common, including a general lack of bus service, infrequency 

of bus service, and not being able to reach desired destinations on the bus. Lack of bus service 

encompassed bus availability outside of peak commuting hours as well as transit services simply not 

existing in some rural and suburban areas of King County. Some specific areas where lack of transit 

service has been identified as a barrier include the Redmond/Overlake area, the Snoqualmie Valley, 
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Sammamish, and Issaquah. While closely related, the inability to reach desired destinations via transit 

covered barriers to accessing essential services, such as medical appointments or grocery shopping, 

as well as traveling to and from work.  

Transit information was also revealed as a common barrier. Many documents discussed barriers to 

accessing information, such as being unable to use technology-based resources, the lack of signage 

and written information about transit, and gaps in understanding how to navigate the transit system. 

Language was a related barrier to accessing information and navigating the system, but only a few of 

these documents focused their data collection around immigrants and refugee communities. Some 

specific language barriers included the lack of signage and written information about transit available 

in other languages, the lack of audible information available in other languages (e.g., announcements 

on the bus), and the difficulties faced by Limited English Proficiency (LEP) individuals in 

communicating with bus drivers.  

Other transportation barriers included infrastructure, safety, institutional issues, and poor transit 

rider experiences. Infrastructure issues involved poorly maintained roads and sidewalks, non-existent 

sidewalks, and lack of coverings and benches at bus stops. Safety encompassed the lighting of roads 

and bus stops, pedestrian and vehicle safety, feeling unsafe while walking to the bus stop, and safety 

while using public transportation. Poor transit rider experience related to the bus being 

overcrowded, but without any explicit mention of safety. Lastly, institutional issues dealt with 

broader funding, coordination, and organizational issues of the regional transportation system, such 

as a lack of cultural sensitivity training among bus drivers.  
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Figure 7. Most common transportation barriers identified in the documents 

 

 

Findings: Needs 

Transportation needs were identified less often than barriers in the documents we analyzed. Often 

times, information around needs and barriers can be getting at the same idea (e.g. cost as a barrier 

vs. the need for more affordable transportation). Needs may have been less prevalent among the 

documents than barriers simply because of different word choices used to frame the data. 

Alternatively, barriers, which we have defined as the gap between needs and current service 

provision may be more prominently represented in the questions that are being asked to collect the 

data. Likewise, barriers may be more present in the data because the barrier is what service providers 

seek to reduce or eliminate in order to meet the need. In light of this ambiguity, we took barriers and 

needs at face value. If a document used the word “need” in presenting the data, then we grouped 

that information under needs even if it could also be interpreted as a barrier.  

The most commonly cited transportation need was greater availability of transportation. Greater 

availability of transportation captures the need for more services - more transit services during off-

peak times, more frequent transit service, more transit service in suburban and rural areas, and more 
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alternative transportation services specifically to healthcare-related destinations. Another common 

theme was access to transportation. Access to transportation differs from availability in that it 

represents the need for more flexible transportation services, including transportation that can be 

scheduled the same day it is needed or transportation options that are not on a fixed schedule. 

Several documents also cited the need for more affordable transportation options. The need for 

reduced transit fares was the most common concern around affordability, but more affordable 

parking was also mentioned.  

Some transportation needs were specific to certain vulnerable populations. Several documents 

discussed needing specific transportation services targeted at older adults and people with 

disabilities, such as the need for “door-to-door” transportation services. A number of documents 

also identified needs around access to information in different languages specifically for immigrants, 

refugees, and other LEP individuals. The need for information in different languages included 

written transit information, signage at bus stops and on the bus, during audible announcements on 

the bus, and websites or transportation planning apps. Additionally, a few documents mentioned 

more general needs around transportation information, not specific to language. These needs 

included increased outreach to educate people about what services are available and how to navigate 

those services, more signage with transit information, and the need for digital literacy training on 

how to use transportation apps or online tools.  

Lastly, a few documents discussed the need for better infrastructure and the need for better bus 

safety. Infrastructure needs related to improving and increasing the number of sidewalks and 

providing more benches and coverings at bus stops. Safety needs centered around the desire for 

better enforcement of transit rules and policies to create a safer rider experience.    
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Figure 8. Most common transportation needs identified in the documents 

 

 

Findings: Recommendations  

Nearly a third of the documents analyzed did not include any explicit recommendations to mitigate 

the barriers and needs discussed. These documents were missing a link between providing 

information about barriers and needs, and suggesting how this information should inform decision-

making. It was surprising to see that few documents provided actionable steps on how to use the 

findings considering the large effort that went into collecting the data on the part of the researchers 

and participants.  

Of the documents that did provide recommendations, the most common suggestion was to provide 

more transportation services as an alternative to public transit. Some specific alternative service 

recommendations were implementing volunteer transportation programs in suburban and rural areas 

that do not already have them, increasing the capacity of volunteer programs that already exist, and 

developing more rideshare and car share programs. This recommendation aligns with the most 

common barriers identified, namely, lack of access to transportation and infrequency of bus service. 

However, recommendations focused on increasing alternative services outside of the transit system. 
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It is possible that recommending services that compensate for gaps in the public transit system, 

rather than address those gaps directly, may seem more feasible to achieve. 

Several documents did recommend increasing public transit services where they are currently lacking 

in suburban and rural regions of King County and making transit more affordable. A number of 

documents also recommended increasing transit and alternative services that are specifically meant 

to serve vulnerable populations, including more inclusive transportation technology and more 

accessible information for low-income individuals, older adults, people with disabilities, and LEP 

individuals.  

Other less frequent recommendations included improving transit, road, and sidewalk infrastructure; 

improving access to transportation information for the general population; increasing funding for 

public transit and alternative transportation services; conducting additional research on 

transportation needs; and engaging in more participatory decision-making processes with 

transportation-vulnerable populations, such as individuals with disabilities, older adults, low-income 

individuals, immigrants, and refugees. While a number of documents identified safety as both a 

barrier (feeling unsafe on the bus) and a need (better bus safety), none of the documents provided a 

recommendation on how to address safety issues.   

Figure 9. Most common recommendations identified in the documents 
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Service Provider Online Survey Results 

Descriptive Results 

Forty-six service providers responded to the survey. Of the survey respondents, 93% reported 

working with immigrants and 72% with refugees. The majority of the service providers reported 

working with other Hopelink target populations (that may include immigrants and refugees). 

Respondents also reported working with low-income people (85%), older adults (78%), youth 

(74%), people with disabilities (72%), people experiencing homelessness (54%), and veterans (43%).  

The majority of the service providers’ clients live in South King County (78%). Service providers 

also reported Seattle a large portion of their clients living in Seattle (70%). North King County and 

East King County each comprised 48% of respondents’ clients.  

Service providers reported that their immigrant clients came from all over the world. The most 

immigrants came from countries in Asia (31%). Central and South America was the next largest 

group (23%), followed by Africa (15%). The remaining immigrant clients came from North America 

(13%), Europe (10%), the Middle East (6%), and Oceania (2%). The top five countries that 

respondents said their immigrant clients came from were: Mexico, China, Vietnam, Russia, and 

Ethiopia and Guatemala (tied for fifth).93 See Appendix G for a full list of survey respondents’ client 

demographics, residential locations, and countries of origin.  

  

                                                 
93 While some of the countries of origin reported by service providers align with the top countries of origin identified in the ACS data from Chapter 2, 
we cannot generalize any of these findings to larger immigrant and refugee groups in King County. Our survey is not a representative sample of all 
refugee and immigrant service providers in King County. For example, to generalize findings for all refugees from Ukraine in King County, we would 
need to have data from at least 354 Ukrainian refugees. 
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Figure 10. Immigrant Regions of Origin 

 

Figure 11. Refugee Regions of Origin 
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Figure 11. Immigrant Countries of Origin 

 

 

Service providers reported a noteworthy demographic differences between their immigrant and 

refugee clients. Compared to the immigrant client group, the refugee client group had 

proportionately more individuals from Africa, Europe, and the Middle East. The refugee client 

group had proportionately fewer members from Asia, and Central and South America than the 

immigrant group. The most refugees came from Africa (26%), followed by Asia (25%), Central and 

South America (19%), the Middle East (15%), Europe (11%), North America (4%), and Oceania 

(1%). The top five countries that respondents reported their refugee clients came from were: 

Afghanistan, Iraq, Eritrea, Ukraine, Ethiopia. See Appendix G for a full list of refugees’ countries of 

origin. 
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Figure 13. Refugee Countries of Origin 

 

 

There was also a diversity of languages spoken by immigrant and refugee clients, with 39 languages 

reported in the survey. The top five most frequently spoken languages were: Spanish, Russian, 

Chinese, Arabic and Vietnamese (tied for fourth), and Dari. See Appendix G for a full list of 

languages spoken by immigrants and refugees.  
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Figure 14. Immigrant and Refugee Languages Spoken 

 

 

Service providers responded that immigrants and refugees use many different modes of 

transportation. However, the three modes of transportation that were reported most frequently were 

bus or light rail (28%), walking (21%), and family or friends give them a ride (22%). A number of 

service providers reported that their clients drive their own cars (18%). See Appendix G for a full list 

of transportation modes.  
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Figure 15. Immigrant & Refugee Transportation Modes 

 

 

Findings: Barriers 

The survey solicited open-ended responses about transportation barriers for immigrants and 

refugees in King County. Specifically, we asked service providers, “What are the three most significant 

transportation barriers that you've heard immigrants and refugees express?” Cost, language, and time were the 

most prominent transportation barriers identified by service providers. Our analysis focused on 

finding meaning and connections in the content of service provider responses, but we also noted the 

frequency in which the same or similar barriers were mentioned. The following themes are presented 

from most-common to less-common. 

 

Cost 

Cost is the most prominent transportation barrier for immigrants and refugees. The majority of the 

respondents who noted cost as a barrier specifically mentioned how the cost of using public transit 

is burdensome for immigrants and refugees. In particular, bus fares and the different types of ORCA 

cards are too expensive. The logistics around paying for public transit also present a barrier. Service 

providers noted that there are not enough convenient locations to reload ORCA cards with funds. 

Additionally, the fact that these funds to do not become available for 24-28 hours due to processing 

time can make it hard for immigrants and refugees to access public transit when they need it.  
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Directly related to Hopelink, one service provider responded that their immigrant and refugee 

clients cannot always use Hopelink-provided ORCA cards to reach their appointments because of 

this 24-48 hour delay in processing the funds. Specifically, this respondent stated their clients “[do 

not want] to use Hopelink bus fare system because it gives them [a] separate ORCA card that they 

don’t use because they already have money on [an] existing card, and the fare is often not loaded in 

time for the appointment.” 

 

Language 

Another common theme among service providers is that language, or Limited English Proficiency 

(LEP), presents a significant barrier for immigrants and refugees in accessing transportation in King 

County. The majority of respondents simply identified language as a barrier itself, although some did 

specify why LEP presents a barrier to transportation. These specific barriers were the unavailability 

of informational materials that are translated into a wide variety of languages, including transit 

brochures, route schedules, signage at bus stops and on buses, and audio announcements on buses.   

 

Travel time on public transit 

Service providers frequently mentioned time as a barrier for immigrants and refugees to using the 

public transit system. Travel time was captured in responses that mentioned both the length of time 

spent on the bus, as well as the length of time spent waiting for the bus. Infrequent bus service was 

an issue, with some noting that their immigrant and refugee clients do not work typical Monday 

through Friday, 9:00 am to 5:00 pm jobs. Outside of these traditional commuting hours, bus 

frequency can be lower and cause longer wait times for immigrants and refugees. Additionally, the 

time spent traveling on the bus, including a lack of direct routes between their origin and 

destination, do not always work with their client’s schedules. One service provider noted that they 

hear their clients express that:  

“It takes too long to travel from my home to my job on public transit; I 

have to pick my kids up from childcare, get to English class, get to my 

second job, etc., so I can't afford the time to take the bus."  

Likewise, one respondent noted that if their clients do not have too far to go, it can be faster for 

them to walk than to wait for the bus. Another talked specifically about the lack of direct bus routes 

serving immigrants and refugees that are trying to travel east-west within the County.  

 

Geographic availability of transit 

Another transportation barrier frequently mentioned by service providers is that the transit system 

does not reach close enough to where their clients live. Multiple service providers said that transit 
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service is generally lacking in the suburban and more rural areas of King County. Snohomish County 

and Pierce County were also mentioned as areas lacking transit service. Additionally, bus stops can 

be too from clients’ homes for clients to reach by walking. One service provider noted that this is a 

particular issue for elderly immigrants and refugees.  

 

Navigation (Systems and Routes)  

Many service providers stated that navigating the public transit system and the fear and uncertainty 

that comes with it are barriers for immigrants and refugees. They noted that their clients may not 

understand the logistics of how the public transit system works, including knowing which routes 

they may need to take, understanding the bus schedules, or how to reload an ORCA card. 

Additionally, clients face barriers in navigating to their destination using public transit and are fearful 

of getting lost. Service providers noted that the fear of getting lost can come from the lack of 

signage in their language and the inability to communicate with bus drivers to ask questions or get 

help. Likewise, they may not know how to use digital navigation resources, such as Google Maps, to 

help them find their way.  

 

Culture 

The last theme identified around transportation barriers dealt with issues that can arise from the 

cultural identities held by immigrants and refugees. For example, one service provider shared that 

their clients may have immigrated from places that didn’t have a transportation system or they had a 

very bad public transportation system. Another mentioned that some of their female clients do not 

like driving alone with a male for cultural reasons. While it was not a very common response, a few 

service providers did mention that discrimination can be an issue for immigrants and refugees using 

public transit. One respondent stated that they have heard of immigrants and refugees experiencing 

acts of hate and aggression on buses.  

 

Findings: Needs  

In order to identify what transportation needs exist around immigrants and refugee communities, we 

asked service providers, “How could access to transportation be improved for immigrants and refugees?” Ideas 

for how to improve access to transportation were diverse. However, there were several suggestions 

to reduce transit fees and provide more translated written materials. We group similar suggestions 

into themes: dissemination of information, reduce transit fare, navigation training, more services in 

specific geographic areas, adding or changing routes, on demand transportation services, name them 

here. These themes are listed in the order of prevalence, with the most frequently-cited needs listed 

first.  
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Dissemination of Information 

Respondents offered suggestions on improving the dissemination of information. Providing 

translated written materials was the most frequent suggestion. Many respondents recommended 

translating all materials into the top languages spoken by immigrants and refugees in King County. 

In the words of one service provider, access to transportation could be improved through: “more 

education and materials in key languages (Dari, Pashto, Russian, Tigrinya, Somali, Arabic, Urdu) 

about transportation options including ORCA Lift.” Another service provider noted that translated 

written materials should be made available on busses and at transit stations. An additional frequent 

suggestion was to provide translated signage on busses and light rail, and pictorial images to help 

individuals with limited English proficiency navigate transit. Announcements in languages other than 

English were also suggested, as well as translated rider alerts and emergency notifications. 

 

Reduce Transit Fare 

As previously discussed, many service providers noted the high cost of transportation as being a 

barrier for their clients. Thus reducing transit costs was a common suggestion. Many service 

providers suggested expanding ORCA LIFT and increasing ORCA LIFT subsidies. Some service 

providers also suggested providing free ORCA cards. Several service providers also reported that 

increasing the length of time before bus transfer tickets expire would improve transportation access 

for immigrants and refugees. Currently, transfer tickets expire after two hours.   

 

Navigation Training 

The third most frequent suggestion was to increase navigation and training services. As noted, 

immigrants and especially refugees can face barriers in using public transportation. Orienting them 

to the public transportation system can help overcome these barriers. The need for training for 

refugees was stressed by several service providers. One service provider suggested “providing one-

on-one public transportation training to immigrants and refugees” and another suggested group-

based trainings where volunteers could “explain to [immigrants and refugees] the bus routes and the 

process.” Navigation training is an important recommendation given the frequency with which 

service providers noted language and fear of getting lost as barriers to accessing transportation for 

immigrants and refugees.  

 

More Services in Specific Geographic Areas 

Improving transit service in specific geographic areas within King County was a common 

suggestion. Service providers noted the lack of service specifically in South and East King County. 

One respondent succinctly described the need for more service connecting geographic areas, 

recommending that Metro “expand East/West routes in South King County to easily access other 

cities (Tukwila to Renton and vice versa, Tukwila to Kent, Kent to Federal Way).” More frequent 

service in those areas and additional routes in those areas was suggested to better serve immigrant 
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and refugee communities concentrated in these areas.  

 

Adding or Changing Routes 

Changing or adding bus routes, especially in suburban areas, was suggested to improve access for 

immigrants and refugees. Respondents suggested adding more routes in communities where 

immigrants and refugees live (e.g. South and East King County) and adding more bus stops on 

certain routes. Interestingly, respondents also suggested reducing travel time by changing routes or 

creating more efficient routes. There may be a trade off between adding more bus stops and 

expanding service and reducing travel time. However, both of these recommendations were 

priorities for service providers.  

 

On-Demand Transportation Services 

On-demand transportation services were recommended several times by service providers. On-

demand transportation services would address the gaps in transportation service areas and travel 

time concerns. Many respondents noted the need for on-demand services to reach medical 

appointments and other essential services. As one respondent noted transportation for immigrants 

and refugees could be improved by “providing pick up transportation for [individuals] who are low 

income and need to go to the doctor frequently.” Increasing services like DART was also suggested 

to improve transportation access.  

 

Increased Diversity & Training of Metro Staff 

Several service providers suggested that Metro implement efforts to increase diversity and cultural-

sensitivity of metro staff. Hiring more bilingual bus drivers and training for bus drivers on how to 

communicate directions to individuals with limited English proficiency. Another respondent 

suggested that Metro hire assistants that speak languages other than English to assist riders at transit 

centers. One respondent suggested creating a phone line to report experiences of discriminatory 

behavior and abuse. The respondent explained the need for such a program: 

“Another problem commonly faced by immigrants and refugees is that they 

are unable to respond to micro-aggressions and macro-aggressions faced 

while taking public transportation. Providing them with a number to report 

such incidents and seek out assistance would be helpful. They may not feel 

comfortable contacting the police.” 

 

This suggestion is salient as several respondents reported discrimination and safety concerns as a 

transportation barrier for immigrants and refugees. Moreover, it was noted that immigrants and 
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refugees may feel mistrust towards institutions and the police.  

 

Access to Real Time Translation Services 

Several service providers recommended the expansion of real time translation services available over 

the phone. Real time translation services would allow immigrants and refugees to receive 

information on routes, time schedules, and receive assistance if they become lost. Several service 

providers noted the lack of audio translations on busses and light rail and the need for on-demand 

translation services. One respondent suggested that one commonly-used translation line be 

improved so that immigrants and refugees “can get to an operator faster and request a language 

interpreter.” These suggestions are particularly relevant given the frequency that fear of getting lost 

and language barriers to navigating transit were brought up. Access to over the phone translation 

services could alleviate some of the anxiety immigrants and refugees experience navigating public 

transit.  

 

Findings: Inter- and Intra-group differences 

 

Differences between immigrants and refugees 

We posed only one question about transportation barriers for both immigrants and refugees for two 

reasons. First, not all of the organizations who were sent the survey differentiate immigrants they 

serve by whether they are a refugee or not. Secondly, we tried to keep the survey fairly short as to 

not overburden busy service providers with a time-intensive survey. However, we still wanted to 

gauge the perspectives of the service provider community in whether they see these two groups 

differently in terms of transportation barriers and needs, and if so, what those difference are. To do 

this, we asked, “In what ways do your responses to the prior two questions (barriers to transportation and improving 

access to transportation) differ if you're considering immigrants versus refugees? Do these two (incredibly diverse!) 

groups face the same transportation barriers? If not, how do transportation barriers differ between immigrants and 

refugees?”  

Over half of the service providers either stated that transportation barriers and needs were the same 

or very similar for immigrants and refugees, that they did not know, or that they could not answer 

because they do not work with one of the groups. While most service providers within this half of 

our sample simply stated that the transportation barriers and needs were the same, some provided 

certain reasons for the similarities, including that immigrants and refugees are both typically low-

income, they both arrive with a lack of awareness of local transportation services and systems, and 

that they both face language barriers. One service provider shared that while they understand the 

differences in migration experience between these two groups, they see the differences in 

transportation barriers and needs more as a function of where you live in King County, economic 

factors, and how long you have lived in King County, and not a function of being an immigrant 

versus a refugee.  
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The remaining service providers did identify distinctions in the transportation barriers and needs 

faced by immigrants and refugees. One common theme was that immigrants may have better 

community and familial support systems than refugees, which could partly be due to the fact that 

immigrants may have chosen to migrate to a place where they already had family or already knew 

people. Having this existing support network can mean that immigrants do not have to rely on 

service organizations as much as refugees in order to access transportation training, information, 

rides, and other services. Similarly, several service providers pointed out that refugees often arrive to 

King County with fewer material resources than immigrants, so they generally require more 

assistance in terms of income, housing, employment, and transportation.  

Another commonly mentioned distinction was that refugees may be more likely to face issues related 

to trauma experienced in their home country or during their migration experience. A few service 

providers specifically mentioned mental illness, including Post Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD), as 

being more frequent among refugee communities than immigrant communities. Lastly, several 

service providers discussed differences in language skills being a distinct barrier between immigrants 

and refugees. One common insight was that there may be a greater diversity of languages spoken by 

refugee communities, so they are less likely to be able to access transportation information that is 

translated in their language. Additionally, some service providers believed that immigrants may be 

more likely to be able to speak some English than refugees, which can make navigating the 

transportation system easier for them.  

 

Differences between refugee communities 

Our background research revealed the immense diversity in origins among the refugee community in 

King County and showed that refugees from the same country of origin often reside in the same 

areas of the County. We were interested in asking service providers about differences in barriers and 

needs among refugee communities in King County. Specifically, we asked service providers, “In what 

ways do your responses to the same prior questions (barriers to transportation and improving access to transportation) 

differ if you're considering transportation barriers for specific refugee communities? Are there barriers to transportation 

that specific refugee communities face, while other refugee communities don't?”          

Most service providers responded that the barriers were the same among refugee communities, or 

they did not know. However, some common distinctions around transportation barriers were 

present. One commonly mentioned reason for the differences in transportation barriers between 

refugee communities was geographic location within the County. Depending on where a certain 

refugee community is located, they may have better access to the transit system than others (areas 

specifically mentioned as lacking transit service were South King County, including Kent, and the 

suburban areas around Bellevue).  

Differences in cultural norms within refugee communities was also a common theme. One 

respondent stated: 
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“Afghan women sometimes aren't used to moving about in public alone, so 

they can struggle with the idea of taking the bus on their own. Many folks 

from the Former Soviet Union depend on their relatives or friends for rides 

wherever they need to go until they get a driver's license and car.”  

One service provider mentioned that, “Marshallese people often need to share cars with other family 

members, and often are not comfortable driving in the city,” and another stated that, “Muslim 

women ... are more unlikely to use alternative transportation options such as door-to-door service 

unless they were travelling in a group.”  

Gender norms may also differ between refugee communities and affect transportation barriers. 

Service providers noted that refugee women may face greater barriers because they are more likely 

than men to be traveling with their children, to be using public transit, and to be more fearful of 

public transit and traveling in a new place.  

Other differences noted by service providers dealt with changing geopolitics, which can influence 

where new refugees are coming from and the level of trauma that they may be dealing with from the 

situation in their country of origin. Additionally, differences in the length of time spent in the U.S. 

among refugee communities was noted as a factor influencing transportation barriers, specifically 

creating differing levels of awareness and levels of comfort with the transportation system. Lastly, 

generational differences among refugee communities lead to different transportation barriers, such 

as elderly refugees feeling more afraid of getting lost.  

 

Target Population Paper Survey - Public Transportation Orientation (PTO) 

Thirteen participants attended the PTO on March 28, 2019. These 13 individuals were Russian-, 

Dari-, and Spanish-speaking. According to World Relief staff all participants were refugees who had 

arrived to the U.S. within the last month, although staff also noted that not all of these individuals 

would self-identify as refugees. Six of the 13 PTO participants completed the survey. This survey 

was provided in English, which we recognize as a limitation of this research approach. See Appendix 

F for a copy of the PTO survey. Survey results are described below. 

 

How do you usually travel to where you want to go? Select all that apply. 

Of six survey respondents, three reported relying on family or friends to drive them where they want 

to go (50%). Another three reported using the bus to travel to where they want to go (50%). Of the 

six respondents, no one selected biking, using the light rail, using the sounder train, taking a 

community organization/non-profit transportation service, or other as transportation options.  
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Which type of transportation do you use most frequently? Select one option. 

Fifty percent of respondents use the bus most frequently over walking, driving, using rideshares, and 

having family or friends drive them. One survey participant reported walking as their most frequent 

form of transportation. Another participant reported driving a car as the most frequent form of 

transportation used. Of the six respondents, no one selected biking, using the light rail, using the 

sounder train, taking a community organization/non-profit transportation service, using rideshare 

services or other as their most frequently used transportation option. Though 50% of respondents 

noted having a family member or friend drive them as a method for travel, no one selected having a 

family member or friend drive them as the most frequent transportation method. One respondent 

reported having a family member or friend drive them to where they want to go as the only method 

for travel while also noting that the bus is the most frequent form of transportation. This 

inconsistency could result from language barriers and the respondent not understanding the 

question. 

 

What would make it easier for you to travel to where you want to go? Please circle the 4 options that are most 

important to you. 

Three of six respondents shared that making the bus more affordable is important to them. 

Additionally, three of six respondents selected making information about transportation available in 

their native language as another way to make travelling in King County easier. Two participants 

reported that making the bus closer to where they live would make it easier for them to travel. None 

of the survey respondents selected making the bus come more often (frequency), making the bus 

feel safer, having more sidewalks, or making sidewalks safer to travel on as important changes for 

making travel easier. 

 

Summary of Findings 

All three analyses resulted in related findings about transportation barriers, needs, and improvements 

for immigrants and refugees in King County. These overall findings can be grouped into three major 

themes around barriers that are consistent throughout the analyses: cost, level of transit service, and 

information/language.  

Cost emerged as a significant transportation barrier to immigrants and refugees in King County in 

the document analysis, the service provider survey, and the PTO survey. Low-income immigrants 

and refugees may even find it difficult to afford reduced-fare programs. The needs and suggested 

improvements in this area were simply to reduce bus fares, make public transportation free, and to 

increase the length of time before bus transfers expire.  

Secondly, many barriers around the level of transit service were frequently identified in the analyses, 

including the lack of service in some suburban and rural areas of King County, the convenience of 

bus routes and ease of traveling to desired destinations, and the time spent traveling on transit. 
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Immigrant and refugee communities have unique factors that influence their transportation access, 

such as where they are located in King County, their work schedules, or their reliance on community 

services. They may not be adequately served by the current transit system in King County, which is 

concentrated in urban and populated areas and provides the highest levels of service during 

traditional commuting hours. Suggested improvements from service providers included increasing 

transit services in underserved suburban and rural areas of the County, increasing the frequency of 

bus service outside of peak hours, and increasing the number of direct routes to link areas that are 

currently not easy to travel via bus (e.g. traveling east-west within King County).   

Lastly, themes around language and information barriers were common across the data. The service 

provider and PTO surveys both revealed language as a significant barrier among immigrant and 

refugee communities. Additionally, the document analysis and service provider survey revealed the 

lack of transit information available, including written materials, signage, and announcements, as a 

significant barrier. Closely relating to these barriers is the idea of service navigation that was brought 

up most prominently in the service provider survey. Immigrants and refugees with Limited English 

Proficiency (LEP) can find it difficult to navigate the public transit system because of the lack of 

information available to them in their own language and the inability to be able to communicate with 

bus drivers to ask for directions or other assistance, which can create fear in using the system. 

Recommendations from service providers included providing more information and materials in 

more languages, training LEP individuals on how to navigate the system, providing transportation 

technology trainings, and improving access to real-time translation services.  
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CHAPTER 5 | RECOMMENDATIONS & CONCLUSION 

Recommendations  

Our report concludes with four recommendations of next steps for Hopelink, King County Metro, 

and the King County Mobility Coalition. They are not listed in any particular order: 

1. Hopelink should conduct Phase 2 of this King County Transportation Exploratory 

Needs Assessment. 

 

2. Hopelink and/or the Coalition should incorporate approaches from Community-

Based Participatory Research in further studies on immigrant and refugee 

transportation needs. 

3. Hopelink, Metro, and the Coalition should develop a “one stop shop” resource for 

transportation services. 

4. Metro should address transportation cost barriers and prioritize affordability. 

The following sections describe each recommendation in more detail, anticipate some of the 

challenges Hopelink, Metro, and/or the Coalition may experience in implementation, and suggest 

how to overcome these challenges. 

 

Recommendation #1: Hopelink Should Conduct Phase 2 of this King County 

Transportation Exploratory Needs Assessment 

Our analysis and findings regarding transportation barriers for immigrants and refugees in King 

County describe perspectives from the particular sample of immigrants, refugees, and nonprofit 

service providers we surveyed. Our findings are not generalizable to immigrants and refugees 

County-wide as a result. We recommend that Hopelink conduct Phase 2 of this needs assessment in 

order to understand transportation barriers for immigrants and refugees throughout King County. 

However, Hopelink and partner agencies should note that a county-level needs assessment will cost 

the organization(s) significant financial, time, and staff resources. Based on our research, a needs 

assessment of county-level transportation services will cost more than $50,000 and require a full-

time team of researchers to spend at least six months doing research, data collection, and analysis. In 

considering whether to conduct additional research, Hopelink and its partners should assess whether 

a needs assessment is affordable or feasible given the resources required to perform this type of 

analysis at the county level. 

The following research questions emerged from our exploratory study and can be used to frame 

subsequent research endeavors, whether future research takes the form of a needs assessment or 

another type of research design. They are not presented in any specific order. Hopelink could 

consider following all or some of these research questions in Phase 2 of this needs assessment: 
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1. What are best practices for engaging immigrants, refugees, and service providers in 

needs assessment research? 

 

Our analysis of the research regarding transportation barriers and needs in King County 

demonstrates that, to some degree, incorporating immigrants’ and refugees’ perspectives into 

future research methods represents an important opportunity. However, the extent to which 

these communities are included in solution generation and/or decision-making processes 

regarding how to overcome transportation barriers is unclear. From conversations with 

Hopelink staff, we know that Hopelink is concerned about “survey fatigue” among 

community members and as a result the organization is mindful of offering incentives for 

survey participation, such as providing $10 ORCA cards to focus group or interview 

participants. In order to gain County-level analysis without placing additional burden on 

community members, Hopelink should continue researching other best practices for 

thoughtfully and respectfully engaging immigrants, refugees, and service providers in needs 

assessment research. Community-based participatory research methods (described further in 

recommendation #2) is one example of a best practice but there are undoubtedly others for 

Hopelink to consider. 

 

2. In what ways are transportation services meeting the needs of immigrants and 

refugees? How can Hopelink, Metro, or the Coalition expand upon these 

transportation successes and provide services for more immigrants and refugees in 

King County? 

 

Our team and Hopelink agreed that this question would be interesting to explore during the 

design phase of this research project, but it remained outside of the scope of the current 

research project. Identifying transportation “successes” for immigrants and refugees in King 

County flips the needs assessment narrative to focus on what is working, rather than what 

does not work. Critics of needs assessment research argue that the needs assessment 

framework can be grounded in deficit-based thinking (i.e. identifying barriers and needs), 

which may result in an over-emphasis on the communities’ deficits, or weaknesses, rather 

than a communities’ strengths.94  

A strengths-based approach to understanding transportation barriers for immigrants and 

refugees could identify the ways in which immigrants and refugees are getting their 

transportation needs met in King County and develop recommendations for service 

provision that build upon these successes. Given that the primary transportation barriers for 

immigrants and refugees identified in this report as well as in our document analysis have 

remained relatively consistent over time (e.g. cost, language, and system navigation), it may 

be appropriate for Hopelink to consider alternative research models beyond the traditional 

                                                 
94 Richard R. Valencia. “The Construct of Deficit Thinking.” In Dismantling Contemporary Deficit Thinking: Educational Thought and Practice. 2010. New 
York: Routledge.  
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needs assessment, such as a strengths-based assessment, which could reveal new, alternative 

solutions and approaches to meeting transportation needs. 

 

3. In what ways are immigrants, refugees, and services providers finding ways to meet 

transportation needs of immigrants and refugees outside of traditional transportation 

services? Are there opportunities for Hopelink, Metro, or the Coalition to support 

these nontraditional systems in order for more immigrants and refugees to gain 

access? 

 

In addition to considering a strengths-based approach in future research, we see benefit in 

Hopelink and the Coalition identifying the ways in which immigrants, refugees, and service 

providers find and use ways to meet their or their clients’ transportation needs outside of 

traditional transportation services (e.g. public bus, light rail, or provider carpools). For 

instance, in suburban areas of east King County where public transportation is often 

inaccessible or inconvenient for some residents, there may be instances where residents are 

using a neighbor’s car to get around or are driven by a family member. In our service 

provider survey, several respondents mentioned that case workers or other staff are able to 

drive immigrants or refugees to work or to medical appointments as needed. Although 

larger, systemic changes to transportation are undoubtedly important in order to overcome 

some of the common barriers that immigrants and refugees face, it could be fruitful for 

Hopelink or the Coalition to explore the ways in which transportation needs are being met 

outside of the current public transportation system through “care networks.” Care networks 

could be informal, such as individuals driving family members who cannot drive or someone 

texting their neighbors to ask if anyone needs a ride to work the next day. Care networks can 

also be more formalized, such as neighborhood Facebook groups that help coordinate 

carpools or when service providers offer regular rides to their clients who need transport to 

medical appointments. Identifying these informal or formal networks supports a strengths-

based approach to overcoming transportation barriers for immigrants and refugees and 

offers Hopelink and other service providers with opportunities to invest in already-

established solutions in the short term. 

 

4. How might Metro or the Coalition continue to develop strategies for overcoming 

systemic transportation barriers for immigrants and refugees?  

 

Although Phase 2 of this needs assessment could incorporate community-based 

participatory research, as well as a strengths-based approach, the systemic barriers 

immigrants and refugees face in accessing transportation will likely persist as long as there 

are individuals who cannot afford, access, or navigate transportation in King County. As 

such, we recommend that Metro and the Coalition continue to develop strategies for 

overcoming these systemic barriers, many of which are discussed at length in the documents 
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we analyzed and in our survey results. These strategies include (but are not limited to) 

lowering transportation cost for the most low-income King County residents, increasing the 

time allotted for bus transfer tickets, adding bus routes to south and east King County, and 

increasing support services to help individuals navigate transportation systems. As long as 

poverty and language barriers continue to prevent immigrants and refugees (and any low-

income person) from accessing the transportation they need, there will always be 

transportation barriers - regardless of how thoughtfully and effectively immigrants and 

refugees are involved in the research process. 

As Metro and/or the Coalition continues to decrease or remove transportation barriers for 

immigrants and refugees, we recommend Metro and/or the Coalition center strategies for 

change that acknowledge the ways in which transportation barriers for immigrants and 

refugees are similar and different. Though more research is needed for generalizable results, 

our research findings suggest that refugees, when compared to immigrants, have specific, 

distinct, and distinguishable transportation barriers and needs. The two main findings in this 

report – refugees face greater trauma and have less developed English language skills – may 

indicate that refugees have different safety concerns, mental health needs, and experience 

greater language barriers than other immigrants. Specifically, refugees may face greater 

language barriers when attempting to look up bus schedules, understand the transit system, 

pay for fare, and simply get around. Because our research indicates these specific differences 

in barriers and needs exist between immigrant and refugee communities, as well as among 

various refugee communities, we recommend that future interventions consider a targeted 

universalism approach. 

According to the Haas Institute, Targeted Universalism “is a frame for designing policy that 

acknowledges our common goals, while also addressing the sharp contrasts in access to opportunity between 

differently situated sub-groups.”95 

This approach brings together tenets of universal policies, those aimed to generate broad 

appeal (e.g. free transit for all) and targeted policies designed for specific groups based on 

group membership (e.g. discounted transit fares for low-income populations). Targeted 

Universalism operates to achieve universal goals that can be accomplished through targeted 

approaches. The Haas Institute provides five steps for engaging in this approach:96  

1. Set a universal goal. An example might be “access to reliable, timely, and 

affordable transportation for 100% of King County residents.” 

2. Measure how the overall population fares in relation to this goal. This would 

include measuring the overall population of King County related to access to reliable, 

timely, and affordable transportation. 

3. Measure the performance of specific population segments. Here, immigrants 

and refugees are separate segments of the population. Other segments could also 

                                                 
95 “Targeted Universalism.” Targeted Universalism - Haas Institute. Last Modified February 15, 2017. Accessed April 20, 2019. 
https://haasinstitute.berkeley.edu/targeted-universalism. 
96 Ibid.  
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include youth, older adults, low-income people, individuals experiencing 

homelessness, or individuals with disabilities.  

4. Understand group-based factors. Use this information to develop an 

understanding of the influencing factors for each segment. For example, an 

influencing factor for immigrants and refugees might be language barriers. For 

another group, a major influencing factor might be lack of sidewalk infrastructure. 

5. Implement targeted strategies based on their unique needs and circumstance. 

This final piece allows new interventions to be based on a universal goal while 

providing an approach to meet the needs of specific communities. 

 

Our exploratory research suggests there are specific differences that exist in the barriers and 

needs of immigrants compared to refugees. Additionally, there are differences in the barriers 

and needs of both immigrant and refugee communities when compared to other segments 

of the special-needs community. We believe this recommendation allows for decision-

makers to better understand and ultimately address these groups’ specific differences to 

achieve greater transportation for all.  

 

Trade-offs and Considerations 

Much is written about transportation barriers and needs for King County residents, but little 

research focuses on immigrants and refugees specifically. Our exploratory study reveals that, for the 

populations we surveyed, immigrants and refugees continue to face many of the known barriers to 

using transportation, and there are additional barriers that refugees may face alone. There is much 

more work to be done in understanding the complexities of these barriers as well as in developing 

solutions. We caution that more of the “research as usual” approach, such as conducting traditional 

needs assessment, may continue to burden service providers, immigrants, and refugees by asking for 

participation without providing sufficient compensation or visible results. Additional research 

involving immigrants’ and refugees’ transportation needs is a justifiable cause, yet this must be done 

carefully, respectfully, and in partnership with affected communities. “Partnership” or participatory 

research roles could be fair compensation, but the definition may look different for different 

individuals or groups or refugees, so defining what “partnership” in research means should be 

defined by immigrant and refugee communities themselves. 

 

Recommendation #2: Hopelink and/or the Coalition Should Incorporate Approaches from 

Community-Based Participatory Research in Further Studies on Immigrant and Refugee 

Transportation Needs 

Hopelink, other service providers, and King County have conducted numerous research efforts to 

understand transportation barriers and needs. Only a small number of the documents we analyzed 

contained recommendations for addressing the barriers and needs disclosed in the findings. We 

speculate this is because addressing transportation barriers and needs is a complex, high-cost, 
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intraorganizational effort. Making executable recommendations for any one agency is difficult and 

would likely not meet the needs of all populations facing immense transportation hurdles. Given 

this, we recommend that any future needs assessments by Hopelink or the Coalition use 

components of community-based participatory research (CBPR) in order to increase collaboration 

with organizations, government agencies, and most importantly, the affected community. 

A relatively new research model, CBPR is a process intended to include collaboration, decision-

making, and overall outcomes for the community whose needs are being evaluated.97  

According to research done by Daniel S. Blumenthal, CBPR  

“is a collaborative research approach that is designed to ensure and 

establish structures for participation by communities affected by the issue 

being studied, representatives of organizations, and researchers in all 

aspects of the research process to improve health and well-being through 

taking action, including social change.” 98 

Generally, research has consistently incorporated “community-based” approaches which include 

going into the community to gather data in the form of surveys, interviews, and focus groups. 

However, the principles of CBPR call for a partnership between an agency or researcher and the 

community in a way that incorporates the community in each step of the research and evaluation 

process. This includes developing research questions, methodology, and analyzing results. 

Community-Based Participatory Research aims to give the greatest amount of decision-making 

authority to the community being studied. 

Though CBPR has largely been gaining traction in the field of health equity, we believe there are 

lessons that can be applied to other fields of research including transportation needs assessments. 

According to the Examining Community-Institutional Partnerships for Prevention Research Group, 

the rationale to use CBPR is based on the continued failure of traditional research approaches to 

meet the needs of communities. Community members tire of being research subjects and want more 

direct involvement with implementing outcomes most relevant to their needs. This involvement has 

been shown to increase trust between researchers and subjects, leading to more sustainable 

relationships, and interventions that are specific to the community being evaluated.99 

Toolkits exist for incorporating the principles of CBPR. We recommend researching existing models 

for inclusive community engagement and participatory research, then adapting the recommended 

                                                 
97 Daniel S. Blumenthal. “Is community-based participatory research possible?.” American Journal of Preventive Medicine vol. 40,3 (2011): 386-9. 
doi:10.1016/j.amepre.2010.11.011  
98 Ibid. 
99 “Developing and Sustaining Community-Based Participatory Research Partnerships: A Skill-Building Curriculum.” The Examining Community-
Institutional Partnerships for Prevention Research Group. Last Modified 2006. Accessed April 20, 2019.https://depts.washington.edu/ccph/cbpr/index.php 
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methods so they are in line with available resources. This could unfold by working with the 

community to prioritize components of CBPR.  

Thus, we recommend community members be able to provide their input on a Hopelink 

transportation project from its inception to the implementation of recommendations. This includes 

discussing socioculturally appropriate ways to obtaining participation consent. For example, 

immigrants or refugees who do not understand English may need to give verbal consent through a 

translator. Additionally, during the design phase, community members should assist Hopelink in 

determining who participates to gain a representative sample from the community.100 

 

Trade-offs and Considerations 

There are important trade-offs to consider when opting to use a CBPR approach. 

• Representation of the surveyed community: It is important to note the diversity across 

and within immigrant and refugee communities based on native language, county of origin, 

gender, religion, etc. Thus, particularly when conducting a county-wide assessment of 

immigrants and refugees, given the variety in countries, cultures, and languages spoken, it 

can be difficult to identify participants who truly represent the diversity of the target 

community. Any future research should be in partnership with the group being studied to 

identify who they believe is most representative of their community. Participation messaging 

must be socioculturally appropriate and utilize methods specific to each community.101  
 

• Commitment from the community to participate in the process: Especially when 

working with immigrant and refugee communities, who tend to be low-income and live in 

areas with limited access to transportation, a commitment to engage in long-term research 

and evaluation processes may be difficult to obtain. Given this, we recommend creating 

participant incentives by providing equitable compensation for any time spent on the 

project. Hopelink currently provides $10 ORCA cards as an existing compensation model. 

Due to the intensive nature of CBPR, we recommend that participants are monetarily 

compensated at the rate of the area’s minimum wage. However, we deeply recommend 

asking participants to weigh in on what they believe is fair compensation. 

 

• Higher costs of time and money: As mentioned previously, individuals participating in 

CBPR should be fairly compensated for their time, meaning that funds are needed to 

provide this compensation. Community-based participatory research is also more time-

intensive for evaluation staff. This means that engaging in CBPR is a more costly evaluation 

framework. Finally, developing trusting relationships with community members is difficult, is 

more resource intensive, and it takes time. Hopelink already has county-wide connections 

                                                 
100 Marcelo Hanza , Miriam Goodson, Ahmed Osman, Maria D. Porraz Capetillo, Abdullah Hared, Julie A. Nigon, Sonja J. Meiers, Jennifer A. Weis, 
Mark L. Wieland, and Irene G. Sia.“Lessons Learned from Community-Led Recruitment of Immigrants and Refugee Participants for a Randomized, 
Community-Based Participatory Research Study.” Journal of Immigrant and Minority Health, vol. 18,5 (2016): 1241-1245. doi:10.1007/s10903-016-0394-2.  
101 Ibid. 
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with service providers and is part of the Coalition. Hopelink can deepen relationships with 

immigrants and refugees by engaging them in decision-making processes and programmatic 

practices.  

 

Recommendation #3: Hopelink, Metro, and the Coalition Should Develop a “One Stop 

Shop” Resource for Transportation Services Specific to Immigrant and Refugee Needs 

Although nearly all of the service providers in our survey offer an array of transportation education 

materials, and many provide transit orientations and one-on-one guidance, some of the most 

common barriers for immigrants or refugees that service providers mentioned relate to language or 

system navigation. These barriers are present at every step in the process of using transportation, 

whether it is planning a trip in advance, using the bus, or applying for an ORCA card. Metro is 

aware of these barriers and, in response, developed a website that can be translated into 10 different 

languages and offers physical copies of translated bus schedules on bus routes, among other 

initiatives to assist immigrants and refugees. We heard from some service providers that these 

services do not go far enough, however. For example, materials are not available in their clients’ 

native languages and the translations in some materials are of poor quality.  

Based on these observations we recommend that Hopelink, Metro, and the Coalition explore 

options for a “one stop shop” for transportation resources that is accessible for those with low 

digital literacy and offers well-translated materials in any needed language. At a minimum, materials 

should be translated into the languages spoken by the largest immigrant and refugee groups in King 

County.102 This resource should be available digitally and in print. The digital version should be 

accessible with or without WIFI (Google Suite offers options for documents to be available on and 

offline) and provide information via audio as well as written word. Both the digital and print tool 

should be free for service providers and clients to access. The tool could support trip planning, route 

finding, or other prospective transit needs specific to immigrants and refugees by integrating existing 

tools such as Access Map, Vets-Go, and Google Maps into one resource. The resource could also 

develop new tools to help meet some of the real-time transit needs that service providers described, 

such as a tool that translates someone’s request for directions in English to a bus driver, an option 

to coordinate or schedule on-demand transit with different providers, and an easy-to-use map for 

navigation.  

Our team did not identify local or global examples of “one stop shop” transportation resources for 

immigrants and refugees but Hopelink, Metro, and the Coalition could learn from transit apps such 

as Moovit and Transit (both of which are available in Seattle). These apps have introduced features 

to assist accessibility, such as voice commands for low-vision and blind users and transit stop-by-

stop accessibility descriptions, such as whether or not a local bus stop is ADA accessible.103 More 

                                                 
102 For reference, the service providers we surveyed reported that their clients speak 38 different languages alone, but more research is needed in order 
to understand which language(s) are most common among immigrant and refugee groups. 
103 Stephen Fesler. “Transit App: Now Supporting Accessibility Information.” The Urbanist. March 27, 2018. Accessed April 30, 2019. 
https://www.theurbanist.org/2018/03/27/transit-app-now-supporting-accessibility-information/. “Be My Eyes and Moovit join forces to make 
public transit more accessible.” Be My Eyes. January 22, 2018. Accessed April 30, 2019. https://www.bemyeyes.com/newsroom/be-my-eyes-and-
moovit-join-forces-to-make-public-transit-more-accessible. 
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research is needed to understand what specific services would be helpful for immigrants and 

refugees, if Metro’s current website and sponsored apps could be improved to meet these needs, if 

Google (which offers some of these services) could provide some of its existing digital 

infrastructure, or if another tool should be developed entirely. Further research is also needed to 

determine the impact that low digital literacy has on immigrants’ and refugees’ ability to use new or 

existing digital transit planning tools. For example, although the King Country Trip Planner app is 

not currently translatable to languages other than English, low digital literacy could prevent users 

from accessing the app at all - even if it is translatable. Thus, a printable version of a “one stop 

shop” transportation resource could be more useful for those individuals. 

 

Trade-offs and Considerations 

The “one stop shop” transportation resource may be most feasible and navigable digitally but many 

service providers noted that their clients often have low digital literacy when they arrive in the U.S. 

As such, Hopelink, Metro, and the Coalition should explore creative avenues for developing an 

accessible digital and print tool that meets immigrants’ and refugees’ transportation needs. 

Furthermore, this tool will be most useful to refugees, immigrants, and service providers if these 

interest groups are involved in its research, design, and implementation, so this remains an 

important consideration for moving forward with this recommendation. 

 

Recommendation #4: Metro Should Address Transportation Cost Barriers and Hopelink 

should Prioritize Affordability through Programs 

Analysis of all three of our data collection sources indicates cost and transit affordability as highly 

ranked barriers and needs, respectively, for immigrants and refugees. Additionally, based on our 

document analysis, cost is among the main barrier for many populations including veterans, older 

adults, low-income individuals, and youth. 

Though King County Metro’s ORCA LIFT program does help reduce fares up to fifty percent, our 

research shows that the cost of public transit is still a barrier for immigrants and refugees. Thus, 

both service providers like Hopelink and local government agencies should prioritize finding ways to 

further reduce transit fare for immigrants and refugees.  

 

Trade-offs and Considerations 

There are, of course, important trade-offs to addressing cost barriers. In addition to the trade-offs 

described for the above recommendations, additional considerations to be mindful of include:  

• Reprioritizing programmatic goals: For service providers like Hopelink, prioritizing cost 

and affordability of transportation may require reprioritizing current programs and 

reallocating resources to programs that are aimed to specifically make transportation more 
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affordable. Understanding how to best address cost programmatically might require an 

organizational evaluation to reassess service provision priorities as well as research into 

additional funding opportunities. 

 

• Further research requirements: For both Hopelink and the Coalition to better understand 

the best ways to address cost, additional participatory research may be required. This would 

involve additional, and potentially unavailable resources. 

 

Finally, when we considered recommendations to address cost, we have primarily focused on 

reducing transit fare. However, we also acknowledge that other modes for cost reduction may be 

needed and exist elsewhere. For example, our research found that parking costs are a barrier to 

individuals who have vehicles, however, vehicle ownership is in itself a different cost barrier for 

immigrants and refugees. As mentioned, additional research is needed to better understand the 

priorities of immigrant and refugee communities related to addressing cost and affordability.  

 

Conclusion 

Access to safe, reliable, and affordable transportation is a quality of life issue. The majority of King 

County residents use a private vehicle to commute to work. However, individuals born outside the 

United States are less likely to own a vehicle, making them reliant on public transportation, 

carpooling, bicycling, and walking. Additionally, in suburban and rural areas of King County, 

transportation services are often limited in their frequency, flexibility, and spatial coverage. 

Immigrants and refugees in King County face additional barriers to accessing transportation due to 

language barriers, cultural differences, and difficulties navigating transportation systems. These 

barriers may be compounded for refugees who may face greater trauma due to forced migration. 

This study conducted three analyses of the transportation barriers faced by immigrants and refugees. 

Three main themes emerged from our study:  

 

• Cost: Cost was consistently identified as a barrier to transportation for immigrants and 

refugees. Low-income immigrants and refugees may face difficulty accessing transportation 

even with reduced fares. Suggestions on how to improve access included reducing bus fare, 

making transportation free, and extending the length of time before bus transfers expire.  

 

• Level of transit service: Many immigrants and refugees live in suburban areas of King 

County where convenience of bus routes, ease of travel to desired destinations, and travel 

time were identified as barriers. Increasing services in south and east King County were 

suggested solutions. 

 

• Information/language: Immigrants and refugees with limited English proficiency face 

significant barriers in navigating the public transit system due to the lack of information 
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available to them in their spoken language(s) and may be unable to communicate with bus 

drivers to ask for directions or help, which can lead to anxiety around using the system. 

Recommendations to increase transportation access from service providers included 

providing translated written materials, navigation training, and improving over the phone 

translation services.  

 

Based on these findings, we developed four recommendations to guide Hopelink in its future 

research and service provision efforts in order to better meet the needs of immigrants and refugees. 

Our four recommendations are: 

 

1. Conduct Phase 2 of this King County Transportation Exploratory Needs 

Assessment. 

2. Incorporate approaches from Community-Based Participatory Research in further 

studies on immigrant and refugee transportation needs. 

3. Develop a “one stop shop” resource for transportation services in collaboration with 

Metro, and the Coalition.  

4. Address transportation cost barriers and prioritize affordability. 

 

Hopelink is in a unique position as a long-standing regional service provider and fiscal agent of the 

Coalition, to improve transportation access for immigrants and refugees in King County. If 

implemented, these recommendations will not only help to increase immigrants’ and refugees’ access 

to transportation, but also to employment, health care, support services, and community connection. 
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Appendix B | Glossary of Terms 

This glossary provides brief summaries of the key terminology used throughout this report. 

 

Foreign-born: Anyone born outside of the United States. In this report, this term is used to refer to 

both immigrants and refugees. 

Immigrant: Someone who makes a conscious decision to leave their home and move to a foreign 

country with the intention of settling there.  

Refugee: Someone who has been forced to flee their home because of war, violence or persecution, 

often without warning 

Special-needs populations: includes people with disabilities, older adults, low income, immigrants 

and refugees, limited English proficiency, youth, and Veterans. 

Transit: Refers to public transportation systems (e.g. King County Metro). 

Transportation: Refers to any form of transportation used to travel (e.g. transit systems, walking, 

biking, driving a vehicle, using rideshare services). 

Transportation Barriers: Obstacles that prevent transportation access. 

Transportation Needs: Something required or requested because it is essential or very important 

to transportation access. 

U.S.-born: Anyone born in the United States.  
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Appendix D | List of Document Analysis Codes 

 

Transportation Barrier Codes:   

● Cost 

● Infrastructure  

● Safety  

● Infrequency of Bus Service 

● Lack of Bus Service  

● Transport services don’t take people where they want to go  

● Lack of access to transportation  

● Lack of vehicle Access  

● Lack of access to transit information  

● Language  

● Institutional  

● Poor Rider Experience 

 

Transportation Needs Codes: 

● Access to Affordable Transportation  

● Services targeted specifically to “special needs” populations  

● Availability of transportation  

● More transit information  

● Better bus safety  

● Access to transportation  

● Infrastructure  

● Access to information in different languages  

 

Transportation Recommendation Codes:  

● Additional research  

● Participatory decision-making processes  

● More alternative services  

● Additional funding  

● Increase local transit services  

● More affordable transit services  

● Increase access to information  

● More services that are tailored to special needs  

● Improve infrastructure  

 

Document Methodology Codes:  

● Focus Groups  

● Specific to Immigrants & Refugees  
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● Not specific to Immigrants & Refugees but includes Immigrants & Refugees 

● Not specific to Immigrants & Refugees but includes Limited English Proficiency (LEP)  

● Not specific to Immigrants & Refugees and does not include Immigrants & Refugees 

● Specific to immigrants  

● Specific to refugees  

● Used secondary data sources  

● Offered Incentives to participants 

● Interviews  

● Survey  
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Appendix E | Online Survey of King County Service 

Providers 

King County Transportation Needs Assessment Survey - Service Providers 

Hello, and thank you so much for your time and contributions! 

This survey takes approximately 15-30 minutes to complete. Your responses will provide valuable 

data for an immigrant and refugee transportation needs assessment, which is the UW students' 

capstone project at the Evans School of Public Policy and Governance. Any responses will remain 

anonymous unless you choose to share your contact information with us. 

Please submit your responses by Friday, April 5, 2019, and please contact Staci Haber, 

SHaber@hopelink.org with any questions.   

For this survey, we are using the following definitions for immigrants and refugees: 

Immigrant: someone who makes a conscious decision to leave their home and move to a foreign 

country with the intention of settling there. 

Refugee: someone who has been forced to flee their home because of war, violence or persecution, 

often without warning.  

______________________________________________________________ 

What is the name of your organization? 

 

Please select who your agency serves (check all that apply): 

❏ Immigrants 

❏ Refugees 

❏ Low-income people 

❏ Older Adults (60+) 

❏ People with disabilities  

❏ Youth 

❏ Veterans 

❏ People experiencing homelessness 

❏ Other: ________________________ 

 

Where are your clients residing? Check all that apply.  

❏ Seattle 

❏ South King County 
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❏ East King County 

❏ North King County 

❏ Outside of King County 

❏ Other: _________________________ 

 

About how many hours per week to you, in your role, work directly with the clients your agency 

serves? 

❏ I don’t work directly with clients 

❏ I work with clients up to 10 hours per week 

❏ I work with clients between 10-20 hours per week 

❏ I work with clients for more than 20 hours per week 

 

Approximately how many immigrants does your agency serve annually? If your agency does not 

serve immigrants, please write zero. 

 

For your clients who are immigrants, please list their primary countries of origin. 

 

Approximately how many refugees does your agency serve annually? If your agency does not serve 

refugees, please write zero. 

 

For your clients who are refugees, please list their primary countries of origin. 

 

Please list the primary languages spoken by your clients who are immigrants and refugees (If your 

agency does not serve immigrants or refugees, please write n/a). 

 

Does your agency provide transportation services to your clients who are immigrants? 

❏ Yes 

❏ No 

❏ Other: ____________________ 

 

If "yes", what types of services do you provide? 

 

Does your agency provide transportation services to your clients who are refugees? 

❏ Yes 

❏ No 

❏ Other: _____________________ 

 

If "yes", what types of services do you provide? 
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Do you provide educational materials (brochures, training, classes, etc.) to help immigrants and 

refugees learn more about their transportation options? 

❏ Yes  

❏ No 

❏ Other: _____________________ 

 

If "yes", what types educational resources do you provide? Please list each type of resource and 

briefly describe each one (1-2 sentences). 

 

For your clients who are immigrants or refugees, what are the primary modes of transportation they 

use to get to where they need to go (to work, to school, to any appointments, etc.)? Check all that 

apply. 

❏ Walk 

❏ Bus or light rail 

❏ They drive their own car 

❏ Family or friends drive them 

❏ They use private or public shuttles 

❏ Rideshare or taxis (e.g. Lyft, Uber) 

❏ Other: _____________________ 

 

What are the three most significant transportation barriers that you've heard immigrants and 

refugees express? 

 

How could access to transportation be improved for immigrants and refugees? 

 

In what ways do your responses to the prior two questions (barriers to transportation and improving 

access to transportation) differ if you're considering immigrants versus refugees? Do these two 

(incredibly diverse!) groups face the same transportation barriers? If not, how do transportation 

barriers differ between immigrants and refugees? 

 

In what ways do your responses to the same prior questions (barriers to transportation and 

improving access to transportation) differ if you're considering transportation barriers for specific 

refugee communities? Are there barriers to transportation that specific refugees communities face, 

while other refugee communities don't? 

 

Do you have any additional comments or feedback about these questions or topics? 

 

May someone from our research team reach out if we have a few additional questions to ask, based 

on the responses you've provided here? 

❏ Yes 
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❏ No 

❏ Other: ___________________ 

 

If you answered "yes" above, please provide your name and contact information below. All survey 

responses will remain confidential, and we will not include your name or organization in our final 

report. 

 

Emails sent to service providers to disseminate survey:  

Original Email 

Hello NAME! 

As you may know, Hopelink, in partnership with the King County Mobility Coalition, has teamed up 

with a group of UW graduate students to assess transportation barriers and needs that immigrants 

and refugees face in King County. As service providers who work directly with these populations, 

your insight into the current transportation landscape will be an invaluable source of information for 

this project. 

Our primary research question is: What barriers do immigrants and/or refugees face in accessing 

transportation services in King County? As a partner in this work, we would like you to be involved 

in providing feedback as we work to understand and document the needs and barriers. Please feel 

free to forward this survey to any of your staff who work directly with immigrant or refugee 

populations. 

This survey takes approximately 15-30 minutes to complete. Your responses will provide valuable 

data for an immigrant and refugee transportation needs assessment, which is the UW students' 

capstone project at the Evans School of Public Policy and Governance. Any responses will remain 

anonymous unless you choose to share your contact information with us. 

Here is the survey link: https://forms.gle/Q6Jt68dqAqGp397J9 

Please submit your responses by Friday, April 5, 2019, and please contact Staci Haber, 

SHaber@hopelink.org with any questions.  

Thank you so much for your time and contributions! 

 

Reminder Email #1 

Hello NAME, 

Hopelink, in partnership with the King County Mobility Coalition, has contracted a team of UW 

graduate students to assess transportation barriers and needs that immigrants and refugees face in 

https://forms.gle/Q6Jt68dqAqGp397J9
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King County. As service provider who works directly with these populations, your on-the-ground 

insights will be an invaluable source of information for this project. 

So far, we have received approximately 14 responses. We are hoping to get more responses before 

Friday, April 5, 2019. This survey takes approximately 15-30 minutes to complete. Your response 

will remain anonymous unless you choose to share your contact information with us.  Please feel 

free to forward this survey to members of your network who work directly with immigrant or 

refugee populations. 

Here is a link to the survey: https://forms.gle/Q6Jt68dqAqGp397J9 

If you have any questions, contact Staci Haber at SHaber@hopelink.org.  Thank you for your time 

and contribution! 

 

Reminder Email #2 

Hello NAME, 

If you have not already done so, please take this survey to help Hopelink understand the 

transportation barriers and needs of immigrants and refugees in King County. As service provider 

who works directly with these populations, your feedback will be an invaluable source of 

information for this project. 

Here is a link to the survey: https://forms.gle/Q6Jt68dqAqGp397J9. Please complete the survey 

before Friday, April 5, 2019. 

If you have any questions, contact Staci Haber at SHaber@hopelink.org.  Thank you for your time 

and contribution! 

  

https://forms.gle/Q6Jt68dqAqGp397J9
https://forms.gle/Q6Jt68dqAqGp397J9
https://forms.gle/Q6Jt68dqAqGp397J9
https://forms.gle/Q6Jt68dqAqGp397J9
https://forms.gle/Q6Jt68dqAqGp397J9
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Appendix F | Public Transit Orientation Paper Survey 

Questions 

Public Transit Orientation (PTO) - Survey questions added to the PTO evaluation 

 

1. How do you usually travel to where you want to go? Select all that apply: 

❏ I drive a car. 

❏ A friend/family member drives me. 

❏ I walk. 

❏ I bike. 

❏ I take the bus. 

❏ I take the Link light rail. 

❏ I take the Sounder train. 

❏ I take a community organization/non-profit transportation service (Hyde Shuttle, 

Access, etc.) 

❏ I use a rideshare company (Uber, Lyft, Taxi etc.). 

❏ Other: _____________________ 

 

2. Which type of transportation do you use most frequently? Select one option. 

❏ I drive a car. 

❏ A friend/family member drives me. 

❏ I walk. 

❏ I bike. 

❏ I take the bus. 

❏ I take the Link light rail. 

❏ I take the Sounder train. 

❏ I take a community organization/non-profit transportation service (Hyde, Access, 

etc.) 

❏ I use a rideshare company (Uber, Lyft, Taxi etc.) 

❏ Other: _____________________ 

 

3. What would make it easier for you to travel to where you want to go? Please circle the 3 

options that are most important to you:  

❏ Make the bus more affordable. [cheaper] 
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❏ Make information about transportation available in the language(s) I speak. 

❏ Make the bus come more often. 

❏ Make the bus stops closer to where I live or where I need to go. 

❏ Make the bus feel safer. 

❏ Make more sidewalks. 

❏ Make sidewalks safer to travel on. 

❏ Other: ________________ 
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Appendix G | Service Provider Survey Detailed 

Descriptive Results  

 

Table F1. Service Provider Client Demographics 

 

Client Frequency Percentage 

Immigrants 43 93% 

Refugees 33 72% 

Low-Income People 39 85% 

Older adults (60+) 36 78% 

People with disabilities 33 72% 

Youth 34 74% 

Veterans 20 43% 

People experiencing homelessness 24 52% 

Other 6 13% 

Survivors of Domestic Abuse & 

Trafficking 5 11% 

 

Table F2. Where Service Provider Clients Live 

 

Area Frequency Percent 

South King County 36 78% 

Seattle 32 70% 

East King County 22 48% 

North King County 22 48% 
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Outside King 

County 18 39% 

 

Table F3. Service Provider Clients’ Countries of Origin 

 

Country Immigrants Refugees 

Afghanistan 4 10 

African countries 3 3 

Argentina 1  

Belarus  1 

Bhutan  1 

Belize 1  

Brazil 2  

Cambodia 4 2 

Central America 3  

Central and South America 2 5 

Chile 1  

China 13 3 

Colombia 2 1 

Congo 1 1 

Cuba  1 

Democratic Republic of Congo 2 3 

Dominican Republic 2  

East African countries 1  

Ecuador 1  

El Salvador 4 3 

Eritrea 3 7 

Ethiopia 6 5 

Former Soviet Union  1 

Guam 1  

Guatemala 6 4 

Hispanic countries 1  

Honduras 4 3 

Hong Kong 1  

India 4 1 

Iran 3 4 

Iraq 5 9 

Japan 2  

Kenya 1 1 

Korea 5  

Laos 1 1 
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Latin America 2  

Marshall Islands 1  

Mexico 17 3 

Middle Eastern countries 1 1 

Moldova  1 

Mynamar (Burma) 2 4 

Nicaragua 1 1 

Nigeria   1 

Pakistan 1 1 

Panama 1  

Peru 3 1 

Philippines 2  

Russia 8 3 

Rwanda 1 1 

Samoa 1  

Slavic 1  

Somalia 4 4 

South Pacific Countries  1 

Spain 1  

Sudan 1 1 

Syria  1 

Taiwan 1  

Transylvanian 1  

Turkey  1 

Ukraine 4 6 

Venezuela 2 2 

Vietnam 10 3 
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Table F4. Languages Spoken by Clients 

 

Language Total 

Amharic 3 

Arabic 9 

Bengali 1 

Burmese 2 

Cambodian 2 

Cantonese 2 

Chinese 11 

Dari 8 

English 1 

Farsi 5 

French 1 

Gujarati 1 

Hindi 1 

Japanese 2 

Karen 1 

Kinyarwanda 2 

Korean 7 
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Laotian 7 

Mandarin 4 

Marathi 1 

Marshallese 1 

Nepali 1 

Pashto 1 

Portuguese 4 

Punjabi 1 

Russian 12 

Samoan 1 

Somali 6 

Spanish 17 

Swahili 4 

Tagalog 2 

Taishanese 2 

Telugu 1 

Tigrinya 7 

Turkish 1 

Ukrainian 5 
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Urdu 1 

Vietnamese 9 

 

Table F5. Immigrant & Refugee Modes of Transportation 

 

Transportation Mode Frequency Percent 

Access 2 1% 

Bus or Light Rail 44 28% 

Community Van 1 <1% 

Drive Own Car 29 18% 

Family/Friends Drive Them 35 22% 

Private or Public Shuttle 5 4% 

Rideshare or Taxi 7 3% 

Volunteer Transportation Program 1 <1% 

Walk 33 21% 

 

 


