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Policy Statement, Authorities, and Notification 

 

The City of Chandler (City) assures that no person shall on the grounds of race, color, national origin, 

age, sex, and disability, as provided by Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and the Civil Rights 

Restoration Act of 1987 (P.L. 100.259), be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be 

otherwise subjected to discrimination under any program or activity for which it receives Federal 

financial assistance from the Department of Transportation thru the Arizona Department of 

Transportation (ADOT) and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA).  The City is responsible for 

initiating and monitoring Title VI activities, preparing required reports, and other responsibilities as 

required by the following authorities. 

 

1. Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. § 2000d et seq., 78 stat. 252), (prohibits 

discrimination on the basis of race, color, national origin); 

2. Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973 (23 U.S.C. 324 et seq.), (prohibits discrimination on the basis of 

sex); 

3. The Age Discrimination Act of 1975, as amended, (42 U.S.C. § 6101 et seq.), (prohibits 

discrimination on the basis of age); 

4. Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, (29 U.S.C. § 794 et seq.), as amended (prohibits 

discrimination on the basis of disability); 

5. Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, as amended, (42 U.S.C. § 12101 et seq.), (prohibits 

discrimination on the basis of disability); 

6. The Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act 1970, as amended, 42 

U.S.C. § 4601; 

7. The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, 42 U.S.C. § 4321; 

8. 49 C.F.R. Part 21 (entitled Nondiscrimination In Federally-Assisted Programs Of The Department of 

Transportation-Effectuation of Title VI Of The Civil Rights Act of 1964); 

9. 49 C.F.R. Part 27 (entitled Nondiscrimination On The Basis Of Disability In Programs Or Activities 

Receiving Federal Financial Assistance); 

10. 49 C.F.R. Part 28 (entitled Enforcement Of Nondiscrimination On the Basis Of Handicap In 

Programs Or Activities Conducted By The Department Of Transportation); 

11. 49 C.F.R. Part 37 (entitles Transportation Services For Individuals With Disabilities (ADA)); 

12. 23 C.F.R. Part 200 (FHWA’s Title VI/Nondiscrimination Regulation); 

13. 28 C.F.R. Part 35 (entitled Discrimination On The Basis Of Disability In State And Local Government 

Services); 

14. 28 C.F.R. Part 50.3 (DOJ Guidelines for Informant of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964);  

15. Executive Order 12898–Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority and Low-

Income Populations; 

16. Executive Order 13166–Improving Access to Services for Persons with Limited English Proficiency; 

17. U.S. Department of Transportation’s Policy Guidance Concerning Recipients’ Responsibilities to 

Limited English Proficient (LEP) Persons [Federal Register: December 14, 2005 (Volume 70, 

Number 239), 70 FR 74087] 

18. DOT Order 1050.2–Standard Title VI Assurances 

 

Notice to the public, notifying their protection under Title VI, has been posted on the City website (See 

Appendix A).  Additionally, this Title VI Implementation Plan is linked on the City website.  See 

www.chandleraz.gov/default.aspx?pageid=147 

City of Chandler 

By:        Date:     
 (Public Works and Utilities Director)  

http://www.chandleraz.gov/default.aspx?pageid=147
http://www.chandleraz.gov/default.aspx?pageid=147
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Standard Title VI Assurances 

 

Signed copies of the Title VI Assurances are provided in Appendix B. 

 

Organization & Staffing 

 

In the City’s Public Works & Utilities Department (Department), the Title VI Coordinator is responsible 

for administering/ensuring implementation of the Title VI Program for Federal financial assistance from 

the Department of Transportation thru ADOT and FHWA.   Within the Department, Paul Young 

(Assistant CIP City Engineer-Construction, Capital Projects Division) (480-782-3146), is the Title VI 

Coordinator.  Additionally, Janece Ray (Contract Compliance Analyst) (480-782-3331), assists with Title 

VI responsibilities.  Overall management of the Capital Projects Division is the responsibility of Andrew 

Goh.  The organizational chart is provided in Appendix C.  The Title VI Coordinator reports through the 

command chain to the Capital Projects Manager and Department Director. 

 

Title VI Coordinator Responsibilities: 

 

1. Program Administration - Administer the Title VI Program and coordinate implementation of the 

plan.  Ensure compliance with the assurances, policy, and program objectives.  Perform Title VI 

Program reviews to assess and update administrative procedures, staffing, and resources; provide 

recommendations as required. 

2. Data Collection - Review the statistical data gathering process performed periodically to ensure 

sufficiency of data. 

3. Training Programs - Through the ADOT Civil Rights Office (CRO), facilitate training for appropriate 

staff, consultants, contractors, and vendors. 

4. Title VI Annual Report - A Title VI Annual Report will be provided annually by August 1.  The 

Report will include the following: 

a. Accomplishments:  Program Area Reviews; 

b. Accomplishments:  Sub-Recipient Reviews (Contract Compliance); 

c. Accomplishments:  Title VI Training; 

d. Accomplishments:  Complaint Procedures; 

e. Goals:  Reviews; 

f. Goals:  Training; and 

g. Goals:  Any Other Title VI Related Goals. 

5. Title VI Plan Update - Review and update the Title VI Plan on an annual basis.  Present the updated 

plan through the City’s Department Director to ADOT and FHWA as required.  The updated plan will 

be provide by August 1 of each year. 

6. Public Dissemination-Work with City staff to develop and disseminate Title VI program information 

to City employees, contractors, subcontractors, consultants, subconsultants, and vendors.  Public 

dissemination may include postings of official statements, inclusion of Title VI language in contracts 

and other agreements; and website postings.  Ensure notices are posted at City facilities, public 

meetings and project construction sites.  Ensure utilization of available minority publications or 

media; and, where appropriate, provide written or verbal information in languages other than English. 

7. Complaints-Review and investigate Title VI complaints that may be received following procedural 

guidelines provided under Section VI. Complaint Procedures.  Efforts will be made to resolve at the 

lowest level.  The CRO will be informed of each complaint and disposition. 
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Program Review Procedures 
 

The City will ensure projects with FHWA federal aid are monitored for compliance within the following 

three areas.   

 

 Contracts 

o Project bid documents and contracts are reviewed and prepared to ensure Title VI 

assurances are included; 

o As part of the subcontractor/subconsultant approval process, contracts are reviewed to 

ensure inclusion of Title VI assurances; 

 Public Outreach 

o For public meetings, notifications are checked to ensure appropriate demographic areas 

are notified.  Additionally, surveys are conducted during public meetings to help 

determine if there are any disparities in demographic area participation; 

o Limited English Proficiency (LEP) services are provided as identified or requested; 

 Complaints 

o Maintain record of any discrimination complaint received; 

 

Monitoring is performed by utilizing checklists when preparing bid documents & contracts; approval of 

subcontractor/subconsultant contracts; and public information meeting notifications & demographic 

surveys.   

 

Appendix D includes checklist templates utilized to review contracts and public outreach efforts. 

 

Special Emphasis Program Areas 

 

The City will ensure sufficient monitoring of projects with FHWA grant funding obtained through 

ADOT.  The monitoring will focus on any identification of any disparate impact or treatment, material 

deficiencies, and/or discriminatory practices that require resolution or reporting.  Monitoring work will be 

conducted in conjunction/coordination with the City’s Purchasing Division and Communications and 

Public Affairs Department along the ADOT Civil Rights Office (CRO).  If any type of discriminatory 

trend or pattern is identified, the City will work closely with both our partners in ADOT as well as other 

Certification Acceptance (CA) Agencies to identify best practices and determine the steps and timelines 

needed to remedy any discrimination.  Those steps will include how to prevent the specific discrimination 

from occurring in the future. 
 

Sub-Recipient Review Procedures 

 

As a sub-recipient of FHWA federal aid, the City is required to implement policies and procedures 

prohibiting discrimination in consultant, vendor, and contractor services.  Title VI contractual language 

and assurances are included in contracts.  Monitoring is performed by utilizing checklists when preparing 

bid documents & contracts; and approval of subcontractor/subconsultant contracts.  See Appendix D for 

checklists.  Vendors are not permitted to proceed with work until contract requirements are met.  

Data Collection/Reporting/Analysis 

 

During public outreach and contract reviews, the City’s Capital Projects Division will make efforts to 

collect voluntary statistical data on the ethnicity, color, national origin, age, sex, and disability of 

participants in and beneficiaries of FHWA federal aid projects.  At public meetings, staff will request 

participants to voluntary complete survey forms.  A copy of the voluntary survey is included in Appendix 
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E.  Staff will perform rough estimates of participants attending public meetings.  Additionally, staff will 

perform estimates of prime and subcontractor participation.  Data will be analyzed to help determine who 

attends public meetings and if any disparities are identified on an on-going basis.  Staff will review and 

observe data; and also utilize www.maps.azmag.gov link to consider if the City needs to make additional 

efforts to help encourage specific groups to participate in projects. 

Title VI Training 
 

The City, Title VI Coordinator is responsible for overall Title VI related training and staff development 

for agency employees.  The coordinator will organize or conduct a minimum of one internal Title VI 

training session annually.  Additionally, the coordinator will organize and facilitate the provision of Title 

VI training sessions for consultants, contractors, and subcontractors as applicable.  The CRO may be 

asked to provide applicable training.  The coordinator will attend and inform other City staff of Title VI 

training provided by FHWA and ADOT CRO.  A summary of the attended training will be reported in the 

Title VI Plan Update. 

 

Training includes the following Title VI items. 

 

 Title VI requirements overview. 

 Addressing Title VI complaints. 

 Public notification requirements and voluntary survey documentation. 

 Title VI contract requirements for prime contractors/consultants; and subcontractors/subconsultants.  

 Prime contractors/consultants are provided training and written guidelines to include Title VI 

requirements in subcontracts. 

 Limited English Proficiency requirements. 

Public Outreach 
 

Public outreach is a requirement of Title VI.  The City will seek out and consider the viewpoints of 

minority and low-income populations while conducting outreach.  The City will engage the public in its 

planning and decision-making process, as well as its marketing and outreach activities. 

The first step of outreach is to identify the City’s Title VI population affected by a project.  This 

information can be obtained by utilizing the www.maps.azmag.gov link and will provide general 

guidance for any public involvement process aiming to give the public ample opportunities for early and 

continuing participation in critical transportation projects, plans and decisions, and to provide full public 

access to key decisions.  Any accommodations needed during the public outreach effort will include, but 

is not limited to, Limited English Proficiency (LEP) and transportation to meetings.  The City’s public 

outreach efforts include: 

 City Council and Transportation Commission – The City Council and Transportation Commission 

provides a forum for public hearings and other public involvement mechanisms to assure community-

based transportation plans and projects and issues, meet Federal requirements and other guidelines. 

 Public Outreach Advertisements – Public meetings are held throughout the design and construction 

for capital improvement projects.  Advertisements for public meetings are provided project area 

mailings and advertisements in the local newspapers.  During design and construction of major 
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projects, the City utilizes a public outreach consultant to provide project notifications and a project 

specific website.  Notifications, advertisements, and website information consider Title VI 

requirements for LEP and Environmental Justice (EJ) needs and issues as described in later in this 

Title VI Implementation Plan. 

 Accessibility to community – Planners receive calls regularly from minority and low-income 

community residents requesting information on capital improvement projects offering comments and 

suggestions.  During design and construction of major projects, the City utilizes a public outreach 

consultant to provide project notifications and a project specific website. 

 Consultants utilized for public outreach – Public outreach consultants utilize this plan while 

providing outreach services for capital improvement projects.  

Complaint Procedures 
 

Any person who believes they have faced unequal treatment or discrimination as to the receipt of benefits 

and/or services based on their ethnicity, color, national origin, or limited English proficiency associated 

with Federal aid from the Department of Transportation thru the ADOT and FHWA has the right to file a 

written complaint under Title VI.   

 

These procedures apply to all complaints filed under Title VI as related to any FHWA program or activity 

administered by the City, its subrecipients, consultants, and contractors.  In addition to these procedures, 

complainants reserve the right to file formal complaints with other state or federal agencies or take legal 

action for complaints alleging discrimination. 

 

Procedures for complaints filed against the City are as follows. 

 

1. The complaint must be filed within 180 days of the alleged discrimination, and include the date the 

alleged discrimination became known to the complainant or the last date of the incident. 

2. Title VI complaints against the City in FHWA-funded programs will be referred to ADOT Civil 

Rights Office (CRO) within 72 hours for processing and investigation.  ADOT CRO’s processing of 

the complaint will follow ADOT complaint processing procedures as per ADOT’s FHWA Title VI 

Implementation plan:  https://www.azdot.gov/business/civil-rights/title-vi-nondiscrimination-

program/Overview 

3. The complainant may also file a discrimination related complaint on an FHWA program or activity 

directly with ADOT or with the Federal Highway Administration by contracting the agencies at: 

ADOT Civil Rights Office 
206 South 17

th
 Avenue, Mail Drop 155-A 

Phoenix, AZ  85007 
602.712.8946 
602.239.6257 FAX 
Email azdot.org 

 
  

https://www.azdot.gov/business/civil-rights/title-vi-nondiscrimination-program/Overview
https://www.azdot.gov/business/civil-rights/title-vi-nondiscrimination-program/Overview
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Federal Highway Administration 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Office of Civil Rights 
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 
8

th
 Floor E81-105 

Washington, DC  20590 
Email CivilRights.FHWA@dot .gov 
202.366.0693 
202.366.1599 FAX 

 
Procedures for complaints filed against the City’s subrecipient, contractor or consultant are as follows. 
 
1. Any person, specific class of persons or entity that believes they have been subjected to 

discrimination on an FHWA-related activity or program as prohibited by the legal provisions of Title 

VI on the basis of race, color, national origin, can file a formal complaint with the City.  A copy of 

the Complaint Form may be accessed electronically at:  

https://www.chandleraz.gov/government/departments/public-works-and-utilities?pageid=147 
2. The complaint must be filed within 180 days of the alleged discrimination, and include the date the 

alleged discrimination became known to the complainant or the last date of the incident. 
3. Complaints should be in writing and signed and may be filed by mail, fax, in person, or email.  

However, the complainant may call the City and provide the allegations by telephone, and the agency 

will transcribe the allegations of the complaint as provided over the telephone and send a written 

complaint to the complainant for correction and signature. 
4. A complaint should contain at least the following information: 

a. A written explanation of what has happened; 
b. A way to contact the complainant; 
c. The basis of the complaint (e.g., race, color, national origin); 
d. The identification of a specific person/people and the respondent alleged to have 

discriminated; 
e. Sufficient information to understand the facts that led the complainant to believe that 

discrimination occurred in a program or activity that receives Federal Highway 

Administration financial assistance; and is an consultant, contractor or subrecipient of the 

City and  
f. The date(s) of the alleged discriminatory act(s). 

5. Upon receipt of a completed complaint, the City will determine jurisdiction, acceptability or need for 

additional information.  Once the determination has been made to accept the complaint for 

investigation, ADOT CRO will be notified.  Title VI complaints against the City’s subrecifient, 

contractors or consultants in FHWA-funded programs will be investigated by the City. 
6. The City will maintain a confidential log of all accepted Title VI Complaints for four (4) years; the 

log will include: 
a. Name of complainant (s) 
b. Date the complaint was received 
c. Date of the allegation 
d. Description of the alleded discrimination 
e. Other relevant information, as needed 
f. Report date 
g. Recommendations 
h. Outcome/Disposition 

7. Timeframes for investigating Title VI complaints received directly by the City must be completed 

within 60 days from receipt. 

https://www.chandleraz.gov/government/departments/public-works-and-utilities?pageid=147
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8. The City will forward a copy of the FHWA Title VI complaint and preliminary findings to ADOT 

CRO within 60 days.  Once ADOT CRO issues concurrence, the City will notify all parties involved. 
 

 

Dissemination of Title VI Information 
 

Notifications entitled “City of Chandler Title VI Notice to the Public” (see Appendix A) that inform the 

community of rights under Title VI with contact information are posted at the following City locations: 

 

City of Chandler/Public Works & Utilities Department 

215 East Buffalo Street 

Chandler, AZ  85225 

 

City of Chandler/Streets Division 

975 East Armstrong Way 

Chandler, AZ  85286 

 

Additionally, the notice is posted in English and Spanish on the City’s website at the following address: 

 

www.chandleraz.gov/default.aspx?pageid=147 

Additionally, this Title VI Implementation Plan is linked on the City website. 

The notice is also posted at project public meetings and at construction sites. 

Limited English Proficiency (LEP) 
 

The City is committed to providing equal opportunity in all programs and services to ensure full 

compliance with all civil rights laws, including Title VI.  Equal opportunity includes access for persons 

with Limited English Proficiency (LEP).  Executive Order 13166, “Improving Access to Services for 

Persons with Limited English Proficiency” was issued on August 11, 2000 and requires Federal agencies 

to examine the services they provide, identify any need for services to those with limited English 

Proficiency, and develop and implement a system to provide those services so LEP persons can have 

meaningful access to them (See Appendix G).  

For LEP, the City is consistent with the U.S. Department of Transportation’s Policy Guidance Concerning 

Recipients’ Responsibilities to Limited English Proficient (LEP) Persons [Federal Register: December 14, 

2005 (Volume 70, Number 239), 70 FR 74087].  From Section V of this policy, “while designed to be a 

flexible and fact-dependent standard, the starting point is an individualized assessment that balances the 

following four factors: 

1. The number or proportion of LEP persons eligible to be served or likely to be encountered by a 

program, activity, or service of the recipient or grantee; 

2. The frequency with which LEP individuals come in the contract with the program; 

3. The nature and importance of the program, activity, or service provided by the recipient to 

people’s lives; and 

4. The resources available to the recipient and costs. 

Any individual eligible for programs or services who cannot speak, read, write, or understand the English 

language at a level that permits them to interact effectively with City staff has the following rights: 

 

http://www.chandleraz.gov/default.aspx?pageid=147
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1. A right to qualified interpreter services at no cost to them 

2. A right not to be required to rely on their minor children, other relatives, or friends as interpreters 

3. A right to file a grievance about the language access services provided them. 

 

Per the U.S. Department of Transportation’s previously referenced policy (70 FR 74087) Section VI, Safe 

Harbor, “the following actions will be considered strong evidence of compliance with the recipient’s 

written-translation obligations: (a) the DOT recipient provides written translations of vital documents for 

each eligible LEP language group that constitutes 5% or 1,000, whichever is less, of the population of 

persons eligible to be served or likely to be affected or encountered.”   

 

The City utilized Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) Community Profiles ethnicity (uses U.S. 

Census Bureau data (2011-15 5 year estimates) to determine if any populations exceed the 5% criteria 

(See Appendix G).  On page 3, the demographics indicate the Hispanic population is 23.2% of the City 

population.  Considering this presence, the four factor analysis was applied as follows. 

 

1. From the demographic data, the only City ethnic group greater than 5% was the 23.2% Hispanic 

population. 

2. The demographic data did not indicate specific locations of Hispanic population within the City.  

Additionally, there is a good possibility the Hispanic population uses all roadway facilities with 

the City.  So there is more than likely that LEP individuals come into contact with projects 

throughout the City. 

3. Transportation projects have a good possibility of being important to the daily life of the Hispanic 

population. 

4. The City has internal and outside consulting staff to interpret vital documents, such as meeting 

notifications, and provide interpretation during meetings at minimal costs. 

 

Oral Language Assistance 

The City’s staff takes necessary steps to make sure that a person who is LEP is given adequate 

information in his/her language to understand the services, benefits or the requirements for services 

offered.  The necessary steps must allow an individual the opportunity to qualify for the benefits or 

services provided without unnecessary delay due to the person’s LEP.   Staff provides oral language 

assistance to LEP clients in face-to-face and telephone contact.  In the case of which a City employee is 

not available to provide oral language assistance, the City will contract with a qualified outside in-person 

or telephonic interpreter service. 

 

The City does not require, suggest or encourage LEP individuals or families to use friends, family 

members or minor children as interpreters.  If a LEP individual or family insists that a friend or family 

member serve as interpreter, that choice is documented.  City staff will then, on a case by case basis, 

consider factors such as: competence of the family or friend used as the interpreter; the appropriateness of 

the use in light of the circumstances and ability to provide quality and accurate information, especially if 

the interview could result in a negative effect on the individual or family’s eligibility for benefits or 

services; potential or actual conflicts of interest; and confidentiality of the information being interpreted 

to determine whether the agency should provide its own independent interpreter for itself. 

 

Given the significant Hispanic population within the City, the City will have Spanish interpreters 

available at public meetings for FHWA funded projects. 

 

Translation of Written Materials 

All vital materials and documents are translated into languages other than English where a significant 

number or percentage of the recipients served or likely to be served is limited English proficient and need 

services or information in a language other than English to communicate effectively.  Vital documents 
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that convey information that critically affects the ability of the program percipient to make decisions 

about his or her participation in the program or are required by law have been translated. Vital documents 

included are applications for programs, consent forms, letters, eligibility requirements, loan documents, 

and all outreach and program guidelines for Division programs and services. 

 

For FHWA funded projects, in addition to English all vital documents will be provided in Spanish. 

 

Notification of Availability  

City staff will inform LEP clients of the availability of free language assistance services.  This 

notification is given orally in the language of the LEP client within a reasonable period of time.  LEP 

persons are also advised that they may choose to secure the assistance of an interpreter.  For example, if 

an LEP person contacts the staff via telephone or in person and indicates they speak Spanish, they are 

automatically transferred or assisted by a Spanish speaking staff.  If an LEP person requests assistance in 

another language other than Spanish, the City’s Human Resources Division maintains a list of all City 

employees and the languages they speak.  A City staff person will be contacted to assist the LEP person in 

his or her language of choice within a reasonable timeframe. Outside City resources will be utilized if no 

City staff person can speak the requested language. 

 

Monitoring 

City staff will monitor the need for language assistance on an annual basis to ensure that the scope and 

nature of language assistance services provided under the plan reflect updated information on relevant 

LEP populations, their language assistance needs, and their experience under this plan.  If it is determined 

that other LEP language groups are seeking benefits/services or are potentially eligible to receive 

benefits/services, the City will adjust its methods and services to serve the LEP language groups.  Any 

new LEP populations will be reflected in an updated version of the LEP plan. 

 

Environmental Justice (EJ) 

 

In 1994, Executive Order (EO) 12898 Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 

Populations and Low-Income Populations was issued.  EO 12898 emphasized a federal agency’s and sub-

recipients responsibility to make environmental justice a goal by identifying and addressing the effects of 

programs, policies and activities on minority and low-income populations.  This is accomplished by 

involving the public in developing transportation projects that fit within their communities without 

sacrificing equity, environmental justice and safety.  Demographic data used to identify areas of minority 

and low-income populations include Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) Community Profiles 

ethnicity (uses U.S. Census Bureau data (2011-15 5 year estimates) (See Appendix F, Chandler 

Demographic Report). 

 

The City recognizes that a sustainable community is predicated on providing opportunities for all of its 

residents to participate in the City’s planning and decision making process. Input from residents, 

including minority and low-income residents, into the planning of  transportation-related projects and 

services occurs during large master planning efforts such as development of the City’s Transportation 

Plan, as well as during City budget hearings,  citizen surveys, boards & commission meetings, Council 

meetings and neighborhood outreach meetings.  

 

Public Outreach, including outreach to minority and low-income residents, occurs in various ways when it 

comes to transportation-related services and/or improvements. They include the use of community 

meetings, news releases, websites, social media, mailed notices and occasionally, paid advertising. 
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 Public meetings are held during the design of major street and utility projects, plus a meeting is held 

prior to construction. Bilingual staff provide assistance to Spanish speakers.  

 News releases and notices are distributed informing residents/businesses of meetings or pending 

construction. Spanish media are included in the distribution of releases. Notices include information in 

Spanish, or at a minimum, a statement in Spanish saying that if they’d like information in Spanish, to 

please contact the City (phone number provided).   

 Contractors for larger projects are required to establish and maintain a project web site and hotline 

number for complaints/questions.  All hotlines accommodate bilingual (Spanish speaking) calls. A link 

to the contractor’s web site is provided on the City’s web site.  

 Project Update Newsletters are produced and mailed to residents and hand-delivered to businesses 

nearest the construction.  The newsletters include information in Spanish when projects occur in 

minority prevalent areas. 

 

The City Web site contains information about some of the larger construction projects. An e-mail list 

(ListServe) of persons interested in being notified of road closure/restrictions and street construction 

information is used to mail out information.  Residents use the City Web site to sign up to receive these 

notifications. 

 

Review of Certified Acceptance Directives 

 

When directives and information are provided by FHWA and/or ADOT, the City’s CA Liason actively 

communicates this information to all City staff involved with FHWA federal aid projects.  One of these 

individuals includes the City’s Title VI Coordinator.  The Title VI Coordinator will evaluate the City 

directive or information to determine what effects may have on the Title VI Program and accommodate as 

necessary. 

 

Additionally, as projects are managed through design and construction typically project managers and 

support staff interact with ADOT staff.  The project managers and support staff are trained to be aware of 

any new directives/information that may affect the Title VI Program.  These items are brought to the 

attention of the Title VI Coordinator. 

Compliance and Enforcement Procedures 

 

This section outlines the City’s Title VI Non-Discrimination Program compliance and enforcement 

procedures to eliminate and address discrimination and resolve deficiencies when noncompliance occurs.  

 

The City will actively pursue the prevention of deficiencies and will take the necessary steps to ensure 

compliance with all program requirements.  To further enhance the ability to identify and eliminate 

patterns of discrimination, the City will ensure that staff, sub-recipients (prime contractors/consultants 

and subcontractors/subconsultants), and beneficiaries are educated and informed regarding Title VI roles 

and responsibilities. 

 

Process to Identify/Eliminate Deficiencies 

Compliance reviews will be conducted to 1) ensure compliance with Title VI; 2) provide technical 

assistance in the implementation of the City’s Title VI Program; and 3) correct deficiencies, when found 

to exist.  When conducting Title VI compliance reviews, any deficiencies found will be communicated in 

writing with the agreed upon remedial action within 90 calendar days.  Efforts to secure voluntary 
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compliance will be undertaken at the outset in every noncompliance situation and will be pursued through 

each enforcement action.  Cooperation will be sought to correct any deficiencies during the review.  

Technical assistance and guidance will be provided in finding methods, strategies, and processes to ensure 

effective Title VI implementation and enforcement.  When a sub-recipient fails or refuses to comply with 

the requirements within the time frame allotted, the City will involve ADOT CRO to initiate remedies. 

 

Process to Resolve Deficiencies Identified by ADOT 

 

Effective Title VI compliance requires the City to take prompt action to achieve voluntary compliance in 

all instances in which deficiencies are found by ADOT CRO.  The City will correct any deficiencies 

found within a reasonable time period, not to exceed 90 calendar days in accordance with required 

guidelines.  Within 30 calendar days of written notification, the City will develop a corrective action plan 

(CAP) to include the following elements. 

 

Identification of deficiency; 

Applicable laws and requirements; 

Remedial actions to be taken by the City; 

Timeline to correct the deficiency; 

Plan to monitor CAP progress; and 

Timeframe for providing updates to ADOT 

 

The CAP will be submitted to ADOT CRO for approval.  When approved, the City will implement the 

CAP and provide periodic updates to ADOT CRO.  If necessary, the City will update procedures or work 

with the affected program area to update its procedures to reflect the outcome of the CAP.  The CAP with 

results will be included in the Title VI Non Discrimination Annual Goals and Accomplishments Report. 



 

 

Appendix 1-City of Chandler Title VI Notice to the Public 

  



City of Chandler Title VI Notice to the Public
The City of Chandler hereby gives public notice that it is the City’s policy to assure full compliance 
with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Civil Rights Restoration Act of 1987, and related 
statutes and regulations in all programs and activities. Title VI requires that no person shall, on the 
grounds of race, color, sex, national origin, age or disability be excluded from the participation in, be 
denied the benefits of, or be otherwise subjected to discrimination under any Federal Aid Highway 
program or other activity for which the City receives Federal financial assistance.

Any person, who believes his/her Title VI protection has been violated, may file a complaint. Any such 
complaint must be in writing and filed with the City’s Title VI Program Manager within one hundred 
eighty (180) days following the date of the alleged discriminatory occurrence. Title VI Discrimination 
Complaint Forms may be obtained from the City by contacting:

Aviso public de Chandler sobre el Titulo VI
El Ciudad de Chandler da aviso al publico que es la norma de esta agencia asegurar cumplimiento total 
con el Título VI de la Ley de los Derechos Civiles de 1964, la Ley de Restauración de 1987, y articu-
los relacionados y regulaciones en todos los programas y actividades. El Título VI require que ninguna 
persona sera discriminada por razon de raza, color, pais de origen, sexo, edad o discapacidad; sera 
excluida de participar en, denegar servicios de programas, ayudas o beneficios por ningún programa o 
actividad financiados por el gobierno federal.

Cualquier persona que crea que se ha violado su protección bajo el Título VI, puede presentar una que-
ja. Esta queja debe ser por escrito con el Ciudad de Chandler dentro de los ciento ochenta (180) días 
de la fecha en que se alega que la discriminación ocurrió. Para recibir formularios de reclamo por favor 
póngase en contacto con el Ciudad de Chandler:

Paul Young
Title VI Program Manager

City of Chandler
Public Works and Utilities Dept.
Mail Stop 407
P. O. Box 4008
Chandler AZ 85244-4008 
480-782-3146
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City of Chandler

TitIe Vi Assurances

The Citv of ChandIe「 (he「ein referred to as the "Recipient “L HEREBY AGREES THAT, aS a ∞ndition to

「e∞iving any Federa=inancial assistance什om the U.S. Depa巾Tlent Of Transpohatien (DOTL

肌rough Fセderal Hなhwの, Adh曾in諒かation and A所zona Dq!,artment Qf 7ナan平,Orlation, it is subject to

and w川COmPly with the folbwing:

Statutorv/Reauiatorv Autho「ities

. Title Vi ofthe Civii Rights Act of 1964 (42 ∪,S,C. §2000d et seq./ 78 stat. 252L (P「Ohibits

discrimination on the basis of 「ace, COIor, nationai origin);

・ 49　C.F,R, Part　21 (en珊ed Non-discrimination h Feめralb′TAs涌ted Programs Qf　777e

D雀,artmenl Qf 7ナa碑,Ortation○○聯ctuation q“ 77tle W Qf 77’e C諦I Rなhts Act Qr 1964),●

. 28 C.F.R, Section 50.3 (∪.S, Depa巾Tlent OfJustice GuideIines fo「 Enforcement ofTitle VI of

the Civii RightsAct of 1964);

・ 23 C.F,R, Parf 200 Subchapter C-CiviI Rights (Ti¶eVi prog「am implemenfation and reiated

StatueS)

The preceding statuto「y and reguiatory cites he「eina償e「 a「e 「efe「red to as the　"Actsll and

“ RegulationsI 「espectively.

GeneraI A;SuranOeS

ln acco「dance w軸the Acts,仙e Regulations, and othe「 Pe巾nent di「ectives, Circuiars, POIicy,

memoranda and/o「 guidance, the Recipient he「eby gives assurances that it wiiI p「OmPtIy take any

measures necessary to ensu「e that:

’Noperson Jn /he United States shall, On /he grounds cfrace/ color, Or national

Origin/ be eこじCl祝iedfOm partic互,ation in, be denied /he bene殖s ot or be otherwise

Su犀iected /O discrimination under ary program or activiり/’’hr which /he Rec互)ient

receives Federal fnancial assistance /.om DOT Jncluding /he Federal H蜜hwの)

A dm in istration.

The Civil Rights Restoration Act of 1987 cla両ed the ongInaI intent of Cong「ess, W冊「espect to Title

Vl and othe「 Non-discrimination requirements IThe Age Discrimination Act of 1975, and Section 504

Of the RehabiIitation Act of 1973), by restoring the broad, ins航utionaI-wide scope and cove「age of

these non-discriminatjon statutes and 「equI「ementS tO include a= p「og「ams and activities of the

Recipient, SO Iongas any po巾on ofthe program is Fede「aiiy assisted.

SDedific Assu「ances

More specifica=y, and withou川miting the above generaI Assurance, the Recipient agrees with and

glVeS the foiIovvmg Assurances with respect to its Fecねral Aid fgivcp’Program.



1.　The Recipient agrees that each ’’activity,’’’’facility:一or ’’p「ogram,’’as defined in§§ 21,23 (b)

and 21・23 (e) of49 C.F.R. § 21 w川be (With rega「d to an ’’an ’一activity“’) fac冊ated, O「 W川be (With

「ega「d to a ’一facility一’) ope「ated, Or Wil看be (With rega「d to a ’’prog「am’’) conducted in compliance

With a= requlrementS imposed by, O「 Pu「Suant tO the Acts and the Regulations.

2・　The RecIP'ent W旧nse巾the fo=ow-ng nOtification in a= solicitations fo「 bids or Requests Fo「

P「OPOSaIs fo「 wo「k or mate「iaI subject to the Acts and the ReguIations made in connection with aIl

先deral Aid H砂ewcz)ノPr略ram and, in adapted form, in a= p「oposals fo「 negotiated agreements

「egardless of funding sou「ce:

’′7he Cify of ChanueI声n accor`ねnce with /heprovisions Qf 7写tle W Qfthe Civil

Rights Act `f 1964 (78 Stat・ 252・42 USC. §§ 2000d-4/ and /he Regz/lalions,

hereめ′ nOl第es all aみ′ertisement, C�sadvant。ged business enteIprises will be

幼Z)rdedfvll andfeir　`凝)Ort“ni少/O Submit b嵐in re乎)OnSe /0 /his

invitation and will ”Ot be c�scriminated `Zgainst on /he grounds Q/ race, COlor, Or

national origin ;n consi(カration.ゆr an award. ′′

3.　The Recipient W旧nsert the clauses ofAppendix A and E of this Assurance in eve「y contract

O「 ag「eement Subject to the Acts and the Reguiations,

4.　The Rec-PIentW旧nserfthe cIauses ofAppendix B ofthis Assurance, aS a COVenant 「unn-ng

With the iand言n any deed f「om the United States effecting o「 「ecordjng a t「ansfe「 of reai prope巾y

St「uCtu「eS’uSe’Or improvements thereon o「 interest therein to a Recip-ent"

5.　That where the Recipient 「eceives Federa=inanciai assistan∞ tO a COnSt「uCt a fac冊y or part

Of a fac冊y, the Assu「ance wiil extend to the enti「e fac冊y and fac冊es ope「ated in connection

therewith,

6.　That where the Reciplent reCeives Federal financial assistance in the fo「m, O「 for the

acquisition of reaI property o「 an interest in 「eai prope巾y the Assurance wi= extend to 「ights to

SPaCe On, OVe「, Or under such property.

7"　　丁hat the Rec-P-e=t WⅢ incIude the clauses set forth in Appe=dix C and Appendix D of this

Assu「ance, aS a COVenant 「unnIng With the Iand言n any futu「e deeds, Ieases, licenses, Pe「mits, O「

Simiia「 instruments ente「ed into bythe Reciplent With other pa巾es:

a.　for the subsequent t「ansfer of 「eal prope巾y acqui「ed or imp「oved under the

appIicable activity, PrQject, Or P「Og「am; and

b. for the constructjon or use of, Or aCCeSS tO, SPaCe On, OVer, O「 under 「eal property

acquired or imp「oved under the app=cable activity, P「Qject or p「og「am.

8・　That this Assurance obligates the RecIP-ent for the period during which Federai

financiaI assistance is extended to the program, eXCePt Where the Fede「aI financial assistance is to

PrOVide, Or is in the fo「m of, PerSOnai p「operty or real p「ope巾y o「 inte「est therein, O「 StruCtu「eS

Or improvements thereon, in which case the Assurance obIigates the RecIPient, Or any tranSferee

for the longer ofthe fo=ow-ng Pe「iods‥



a.　the period du「ing which the p「operty is used for a purpose fo「 which the Fede「a=inanciai

assistance is extended, Or fo「 another pu「pose invoIv-ng the provision of simila「 services

O「 benefits; Or

b.　the pe「iod du「ing which the Recipient 「etains owne「ship or possession ofthe p「operty

9.　The RecIPlent W川provide for such methods of administration for the program as are found

by the Secretary of T「ansportation or the o怖ciai whom he/she deiegates specific authority to g-Ve

reasonabie gua「antee that it’ Othe「 rec-PlentS, Sub-「eC-P-entS, Sub-granteeS, COntraCtO「S,

Subcontracto「s’COnSultants’tranSferees’SuCCeSSO「S in interest, and othe「 parficipants of Fede「al

financial assistance under such program w川compIy with a= 「equ-rementS imposed o「 pu「suant to

the Acts, the ReguIations, and this Assurance,

10・ The ReciPient agreeSthatthe United States has a rightto seekjudiciai enfo「cement with

「ega「d to any matte「 a「iSing unde「 the Acts, the Regulations, and this Assurance,

By signing thisASSURANCE, Cify ofChanueraiso ag「ees to compiy (and requjre any sub-reCipients,

Sub-granteeS, COntractOrS, SuCCeSSOrS, tranSfe「ees, and/or assignees to comply) with a= applicabIe

PrOVIsIons goveming Federal H砂2WCP’ Adninistration or Arizona Departmenl cf

77‘an平,Ortation access to reco「ds, aCCOuntS, documents, info「mation, fac輔es, and staff. You also

recogn-Ze that you must compIy with any p「ogram o「 compIiance reviews, andlo「 complaint

investjgations conducted by the fセderal Hなhwの′ A切ninistration or Arizona Departmenl cf

7ナan平,Ortation・ You must keep records’rePO巾s’and submit the mate「iaI for review upon request

to　凡deral Hiehwの′ Adninistration Arizona D雀,artment　〆’ 77.a碑,Ortation, O「 its designee

i= timeiy’COmPlete’and accurate way" Additiona=y’yOu muSt COmPiy with a= other 「epo巾ng, data

CO=ectio=/一a=d evaIuation requirements, aS P「eSCribed by iaw o「 detaiied in prog「am guidance"

Cify of Chanuer gIVeS this ASSURANCE in consideration of and for obtainlng any Fede「ai grants,

loans, COntraCtS, ag「eementS, PrOPerty, and/or discounts, O「 Other Federal-aid and Fede「aI financiaI

assistance extended after the date hereof to the rec-PlentS by the U"S"　Depa巾ment of

Transportation under the Fedみal Hなhwの, Adninistration and A雇ona Departmen/〆‘

7ナan平,Ortation・ This ASSURANCE is binding on A「izona, Othe‥eCIPients, Sub寸eC-Pients, Sub-

grantees, COntraCtOrS, Subcont「acto「s and thei「 subcont「acto「s’, t「anSferees, SuCCeSSO「S in interest,

and any other participants in the Fedみal Aid Hおhwの, Program the pe「son(S) signing below is

autho「ized to sIgn this ASSURANCE on behaifofthe Recipient.
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APPENDIX A

Du「ing the pe「formance of this cont「act,川e co[t「aCtO「言Or itseIf, its assIgneeS, and successo「s jn interest

(he「einafte「 refe「「ed to as the ’一cont「acto「’’) agrees asfo=ows:

1. Comp=ance with ReguIations: The cont「actor (hereinafte「 includes consuItants) wiiI compiy w冊the Acts

and the ReguiatiOnS 「eiatIVe tO No[-disc「imination in Fede「a=y-aSSisted p「og「ams of the U.S. Department of

丁「a[SPOrtation, Federa/ Hゆhway Adminis庇面on or the Ahzona Depar加lent Of 7tansporね“on, aS they may be

amended f「om time to tjme, Which are herein inco「po「ated by reference and made a part ofthis cont「act.

2.　Non-disc「imination‥ The contractor, With rega「d to the work pe巾)「manCe by it du「ing the cont「act, W川not

discriminate on the grounds of 「ace, COIo「, Or nationaI o「IgIn in the selection and retention of subcont「actors,

incIuding procurements of materiaIs and leases of equ-Pme=t. The contracto「 w川not pa巾cipate directiy or

indi「ectly In the discrimination p「ohibited by the Acts and the Reguiations言nciuding empIoyment practices

When the cont「act cove「s any activity, P「OJect, O「 P「Og「am Set fo巾h in Appendix B of49 CFR Pa巾21.

3.　Soiicitations for Subcont「acts, lncIuding P「OCurementS Of Materials and Equipment’ ln a= soIicitations, either

by competltjve biddIng, Or negOtiation made by the contracto「 fo「 work to be perfo「med unde「 a subcontract,

inciuding p「OCu「ementS Of materials, O「 leases of equ-Pme=t, eaCh potentiai subcont「acto「 o「 suppile「 W川be

notifIed by the cont「actor of the cont「acto「is ob=gatIOnS under this cont「act and the Acts and ReguIations 「elatiVe tO

Non-disc「imination on the g「ounds of 「ace, COIo「, O「 nationaI o「igin.

4.  Information and Repohs‥ The cont「acto「 w掴provide a= info「mation and 「epohs requi「ed by the Acts,

the Reguiations, and di「ectives issued pu「suant thereto and w川　Permit access to its books, reCO「ds,

accounts’Other sources of info「mation, and its fac冊es as may be dete「mined by the Recipient, the Federal

Highway Administra存On OrA庇Ona Depa′fment of 7tanspo万afron to be pertinent to ascehain compiIanCe With such

Acts, ReguIations, and lnst「uctions. Where any information requi「ed of a contractor is in the exciusive

POSSeSSion of anothe「 who fails or refuses to fu「nish the info「mation, the cont「acto「 w川so ce申y to the

Recipient, the FederaI HゆWay Adminis存afron, OrAhzona Depam]ent Of 7tanspo万afron, aS aPPrOP「iate, and wi=

Set forfh what efforts it has made to obtain the info「mation.

5.　Sanctions fo「 Noncompiian∞: in the event of a contractor’s noncompiiance wlth the Non-disc「imination

P「OVisIOnS Of this cont「act, the Recipient W用imPOSe SuCh cont「act sanctions as it o「 the Federa/ Hゆhway

Admhis煽tion or Aheona Depahment of 7tanspo/fafron, may dete「mine to be approp「iate, inciudi=g, but not limlted

to:

a. withhoIding payments tothe cont「acto「 underthe cont「act untii the cont「acto「 complies; and/O「

b.cance冊g, terminating, O「 SuSPending a cont「act言n whoie o「 in pah

6.  1nco「poration of Provisions‥ The cont「acto「 w帖ncIude the provisjons of pa「agraphs one th「ough six i= eVe「y

Subcont「act言ncIuding p「ocurements of materiaIs and leases of equIPment, unIess exempt by the Acts, the

Reguiations and di「ectives ISSued pu「Suant thereto. The contracto「 w=i take actiOn With request to any

Subcontract o「 p「ocu「ement as the Recipient, the Federa/ H佃hway Adminis存aton, Orんizona DepaHment of

transpohation may direct as a means of e=fo「cIng SuCh provisions incIuding sanctions fo「 noncompiiance Provlded,

that if the cont「acto「 becomes i=VOIved in’O「 is th「eate=ed with iltigatjon by a subcontractor or suppIIe「 because

Of such di「ection, the cont「acto「 may reques=he Recipient to enter into any iitigation to protect the interests of

the RecipIent. 1n addition, the contracto「 may request the United States to ente「 into the litigation to protect the

inte「ests of the United States.
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APPENDIX B

CしAUSES FOR DEEDS TRANS旺RRING UNITED STATES PROPERTY

The fo=owing clauses w川be incIuded in deeds effecting or recordingthe transfer of real propertv, StructureS, Or

imp「ovements thereon′ Or granting interest therein from the United States pursuant to the provisions of

Assurance4:

NOW′ THEREFORE′ the U・S. Department of Transportation as authorized by law and upon the condition that

771e C偉y qfChαndIer w用accept title to the lands and maintain the project constructed thereon in accordance

With 77t/e 23′ United States Code the Reguiations for the Adm面stration of Federo/ Aidfy Highwoys, and the

POIicies and procedures prescribed bv the Arizona Deporrment Q/ 7砧nspor軸ion ,Federo/ Highway

Administration md the U・S"　Department of Transportation in accordance and in compiiance with a=

requi「ements面posed by TitIe 49′ Code of Federal Regulations′ u.S, Department of Transportation, SubtitIe A,

Offiee of the Secretary, Part 21, Non-discrimination in Federa時assisted programs of the U.S. Department of

T「ansportation pertaining to and effectuating the provisions of TitIe Vl of the Ci¥用Rights Act of 1964 (78 Stat,

252;42 42 ∪・S.C・ § 2000d to 2000d-4), does hereby remise, reIease, quitdaim and convey unto the坤e City of

C姐ndIer a旧he right,帥e and interest of the U.S. Department of Transportation in and to said lands described

in Exhibit A attached hereto and made a part hereof.

(HABENDUM CしAUSE)

TO HAVE AND TO HOLD said Iands and interests therein unto 77'e C;ty of ChandIer and its specessors

forever, Subject, however, tO the covenants, COnditions, reStrictions and reservations herein contained

as fo=ows, Which w紺remain in effect for the period during which the real property or structures are used for a

Pu「POSe for which Federa冊nanciaI assistance is extended or for another pu「pose involv'ng the provision

Of similar services or benefits and w紺be binding on the 7The C什y of α調ndle′工tssuccesso「s and assigns.

The 7tle Cffy ofChαndIer ,in consideration of the conveyance of said lands and interests in lands, does hereby

COVenant and agree as a covenant running with the land for itseif言ts successors and assigns, that (1) no

PerSOn W用on the grounds of race′ COIor′ Or national origin′ be excluded from pa面Cipation in, be denied the

benefits of, O「 be otherwise subjected to disc「面nation with regard to any fac硝ty located who=y or in part on,

OVer, Or under such lands hereby conveyed [.=and]当2〉 that the Tわe Cfty ofαきαndIer wiiI use the Iands and

interests in Iands and interests in Iands so conveyed言n compliance with訓requirements impo§ed bv or

PurSuant tO Title 49, Code of Federal Regufations, ∪.S. Department of Transportation, Subtitie A, O用ce of the

Secretary, Part　21, Non-disc「imination in Federa時-aSSisted p「ograms of the U.S. Department of

Transportation′珊ectuation of Titie VI of the Civil RIghts Act of 1964′ and as said Regul∂tions and Acts may be

amended[, and (3) that in the event of breach of any ofthe above-mentioned non-discrimination conditions, the

Department w紺have a right to enter or re-ente「 Said lands and fac冊ies on said land, and that above described

land and fac冊ies w紺thereon revert to and vest in and become the absoiute propertY Ofthe U・S. Department of

Transportation and its assigns as such interest existed priorto this inst「uction].*

*Reverter cl∂uSe and related ianguage to be used only when it is determined that such a c-ause is necessa「y in order to

make clear the purpose ofT凪e V上
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APPENDIXC

CLAUSES FOR TRANSFER OF REAしPROP駅TY ACQUIRED OR IMPROVED UNDER THE ACTIVITY,

FACIし!TY, OR PROGRAM

The fo=owing clauses w川be included in deeds川CenSeS, Ieases, Pe「mits, Or Similer instruments entered

into by the 7he C;ty ofChmdIer to the provisions of Assurance 7(a):

A.　The (grantee, Iessee, Permittee, etC. aS aPP「OPriate〉 for himself/herseIf, his/her hei「s, PerSOnal

representatives′ SuCCeSSOrS in interest’and assigns′ aS a Part Of the consideration hereof, does hereby

COVenant and agree [in the case ofdeeds and leases add ”as a covenant runningwith the land一一] that:

1.　ln the event fac出ties are constructed, maintained, Or Otherwise operated on the property

described in this (deed, license, lease, Permit, etC.〉 for a purpose for which a U.S. Department of

Transportation activrty, fac帥ty, Or PrOgram is extended or for another pu「pose invoIving the provision

Of similer services or benefits, the (grantee, licensee, lessee, Permittee, etC.〉 w紺ma而ain and ope「ate

SuCh fac冊es and services in compliance with aii requirements imposed bv the Acts and Regulations

(as may be amended) such that no person on the grounds of race, COIor, Or national origin, W用be

excIuded from participation in, denied the benefits of, O「 be otherwise subjected to disc「imination

in the use ofsaid fac冊ies,

B.　With respect to iicenses′ leases′ Permits′ etC.′ in the event of breachof anv ofthe above Non-

disc血mination covenants, The City ofChandler w紺have the right to terminate the (lease, license, Permit,

etc.) and to enter, re-enter, and repossess said landsand fac航iesthereon, and hoId the same as ifthe

(Iease, =cense, Permit, etC.) had never been made or issued.*

C.　With respect to =censes′ ieases′ Permits′ etC.′ in the event of breach of anv ofthe above Non-

discrimination covenants, The Cit OfChandier w用have the right to enter or re-enter the lands and

fac冊iesthe「eon′ and the above described lands′ and fac冊iesw用there upon revertto and vest in and

become the absolute property ofthe Citv of Chandler and it-s assigns.*

*Reverter ciause and reiated language to be used onlywhen it is determined that such a clause is necessary to make clear

the purpose ofT砧eV上
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APPENDIX D

CしAUSES FOR CONSTRUCTiON/USE/ACCESS TO REAしPROPERTY ACQUIRED UNDER

THE ACTIVITY, FAClしiTY OR PROGRAM

The fo=owing clauses w用be incIuded in deeds, Iicenses, Permits, Or Simiiar inst「uments/

ag「eements entered into by 7J]e CftyQ任hのndler pursuant to the provisions ofAssurance 7(b〉:

A.　The (grantee, licensee, Permittee, etC., aS aPPrOPriate) fo「 himself/herself, his/her heirs,

PerSOnal representatives′ SuCCeSSOrS in interest′ and asslgnS′ aS a Part Of the consideration hereof,

does he「eby covenant and agree (in the case ofdeeds and ieases add,一’as a covenant ruming with the

land当that (1) no person on the ground of race, COIor, Or nationai origin, Wi‖ be excluded from

Participation in, denied the benefits of, Or be otherwise subjected to discrimination in the use of said

fac冊es, (2) that in the construction of any improvements on, 0Ver, Or under such land, and the

fu「nishing of services thereon′ nO PerSOn On the ground of race′ COIor′ Or national or-g-n, W川be

excluded from participation in, denied the benefits of, Or Otherwise be subjected to disc「imination, (3)

that the (grantee, licensee, lessee, Permittee etc.) w紺use the p「emises in compliance with a= other

requirements imposed by or pursuant to the Acts and Regulations, aS amended set forth in this

Assurance.

B.　With respectto (iicenses, leases, Permits, etC.〉言n the eventofbreach ofanyofthe above Non-

discrimination covenants, 7碇〔桝y q仁α調nd/er w紺have the right to terminate the (license,

Permit, etC., aS aPPrOPriate) and to enter or re-enter O「 re-ente「 and repossess said land and the

fac冊es thereon, and hold the same as ifsaid伸cense, Permit, etC., aS aPPrOPriate) had never been

made or issued.*

C.　With 「espectto deeds′ in the event ofbreach ofanyofthe above Non-discrimination covenants,

The αty qfC妬nd/erw紺there upon revert to and vest in and become the absolute property of J±

Cify qfChandIer and its assigns.*

Reverter cIause and related language to be used only when子is determined that such a c-ause is necessarv to make clear

the purpose ofTitle V上
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APPENDIX E

During the perfomance of this contract, the ∞nt「actOr, fo「 seIf, its ass-g=eeS, and su∞eSSOrS in

inte「est (hereinafter 「eferred to as the ”contracto「’) agrees to　∞mPIy w柵　the fo=owing non-

disc「imination statutes and authorities; incIuding but no川mited to:

Pertinent Non-Discrimination Authorities:
●　　Title VI of the Civii Rights Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. § 2000d et seq., 78 stat. 252). (P「Ohibits

discrimination on the basis of 「ace, COio「, national origin): and 49 CFR Pah21.

.　The Uniform ReIocation Assistan∞ and Reai P「operty Acquisition Poiicies Act of 1970, (42

∪・S・C. § 4601), (P「Ohibits unfai「 t「eatment of pe「SOnS dispfaced o「 whose prope巾y has been acquired

because of Federal or Fede「al-aid programs and p「ojects);

.　　Federai-Aid Highway Act of 1973, (23 ∪・S C・ § 324 etseq.), (P「Ohibits disc「imination on the basis

Ofsex);

●　　Section 504 of the Rehab冊ation Act of 1973, (29 ∪・S"C. § 794 et seq.), aS amended, (P「Ohibits

discrimination onthe basis ofdisabiifty); and49 CFR Part 27;

●　　The Age Discriminatien Act of 1975, aS amended, (42 ∪・S.C. §61Ol et seq.), (P「Ohibits

disc「jmination on the basis of age);

.　Airport and Airway Imp「ovement Act of 1982, (49 USC § 471, Section 47123), aS amended,

(PrOhibits discrimination based on 「ace, Creed, COIor, nationai origin, O「 SeX);

.　The CiviI R車hts Restoration Act of 1987, (PL IOO-209), (B「oadened the scope, ∞verage and applieab"rty

of Title VI of the CMi R喝hts Act of 1964, The Age mscrimination Act of 1975 and Section 504 of the

Rehabiiitation Act of 1973, by expanding the de柵ion of the tems一・programs or activities = to include aIl of

the programs or activities of the FederaLaid recipients, Sub-reCipients and cont「actors, Whethe「 such

P「OgramS O「 activities are Federaliy funded o「 not);

・　Titles = and =i of the Americans w柵Disab冊es Act, Which p「ohibit discrimination on the basis of

disab冊y in the ope「ation of pubIic en帥es・ Pubiic a=d private t「anspohation systems. pia∞S Of pubIic

a∞OmmOdation, and certain testing en輔es (42 ∪・S.C. §§ 12131-12189) as impIemented by Department

OfTransportation 「eguIations at49 C.F.R. parts 37 and 38;

.　The Fede「aI Aviation Administration’s Non-disc「imination statute (49 U.S.C. § 47123) (PrOhibits

discrimination onthebasisof「ace, COIor, nationalorigin, andsex);

.　Executive Orde「 12898, Fede「al Actions to Add「ess Envi「onmentaI Justice in Mino「rty

Popuiatio=S and Low-in∞me PopuIatiens' Which ensu「es discrimination aga-nSt minority popuIations by

discouragIng P「Og「amS, POiICies, and activities w軸dispropo巾onateIy high and adverse human heaIth o「

envi「Onmentai effects on minorrty and low-income populations;

●　　Executive Orde「 13166, lmp「OV-ng Ac∞SS tO Servi∞S fo「 Persons with Iimited English

P「Oficiency, and 「esu博ng agency guidance, nationai o「Igin discrimjnation inciudes discrimination because

O川mited Engiish p「ofieiency (LEP). To ensu「e comp=an∞ W軸丁刷e Vi, yOu muSt take 「easonable steps

to ensu「e that LEP pe「sons have meaningful ac∞SS tO yOu「 P「OgramS (70 Fed. Reg. at 74087 to 74100);

●　　Title iX of the Education Amendments of 1972, aS amended, Which p「ohibits you f「om

discriminatjng because of sex in education pr。gramS Or activities (20 U,S.C. 1687 et seq).

E



 

 

Appendix 3-Organization Chart 

  



P ○ ○ 」 の C ( S u p p O ユ

S の 「 く i $ S ( C O コ ( 「 a c { -

戸 へ O 雲 r e ヨ e 辛 急 室 戸 i つ a コ C の )

茎 等 曲 調 e 三 の 芙

」 　 　 　 　 A s s 一 S 鶴 曲 つ く

「 阜

C Q コ 雪 a c 〔 印

で 「 O C 与 の ヨ e ヨ

P 「 息 の C 〔 S u p p O ユ 郎

戸 主 a n c e

聖 注 p u 「 倣 ) 蔓

ぎ 零 点 ㌣ 吾 輩 ∴ 「 軍

需 懇 請 ざ )

「 y d 卦 ○ 尋 N

鵜 彊 弼 千

田 圏 国 書 喜 音 容

C 学 ○ - 「 藍 っ e ⊃

事 ㊦ 暮 蒜 「 窓 鯖 つ い

霊 薬 苓 浮 雲 一 等 蕊

A つ d 「 e w ○ ○ コ P 書 面 .

婁 P C ぞ 面 コ 留 i つ の の 「

C 岬 ロ の S i 四 っ 鴎 P ○ ○ 」 の C {

茎 a つ a 駕 ヨ 雪 か 刀 の a 一 関 的 ( a 青 e
「

i

ま

」 O h ⊃ K ⊃ u d s O ⊃

戸 ⊂ 〔 ぎ c 妾 ○ 斉 s 縫 こ 三 言 招 宴 「 e こ 蚤 へ

戸 の d e 宣 一 y ご つ d e d 雪 O g 「 a ヨ

a ⊃ d ○ ○ コ S 〔 … o ( i ° つ A d ヨ i ⊃

口 a コ コ の S k ヨ S P . 巾 、

雪 壌 3 蜜 三 言 零 点 ∴ y 星

窯 業 遷 竺 唾 棄 這 蒸

麦 ヨ b 寧 - y 茎 ○ ○ ご P . 請 .

間 へ 霞 謡 の 二 ℃ 「 重 篤 一

案 掌 窪 の 二 G 「 窪 の 恭 一

P a u - Y O 与 g P . 面 . A s s - S { a 三

〇 一 P O i ( y 細 さ 空 っ 8 「 -

○ ○ ⊃ S ( … o ( i O つ 、 巾 の d O 「 a 一

G 「 合 さ 粛 葛 干 エ W > 十 三 〇 ≦ C ○ ○ 「 d

C ° コ ひ ざ 亡 C ( ○ ○ ⊃

C O コ 手 鞠 C (

A 亀 ヨ う ー S ( 「 芙 - ° つ 二 円

茎 a ⊃ a o e ヨ 堅 さ

P a u 一 A 雲 a s

」 　 C 雲 S - こ こ 一 合 p 「 の 毒 C .

室 a 孟 g e 二 G 「 a d の 窃 )

エ 陣 場 z 評 O c 「 評 言 丁 .

問 う ㈱ っ 罵 圭 ミ リ 、 ひ 」 器 )

室 等 餓 篭 二 等 蓬 雄 “ 薫

側 聞 晴 帽 旧 聞 晴 間 晴 膿

昌 録 つ d 「 a S ( 雲 y

洋 っ 紫 っ 鷲 薫 ㈱ ℃ 「 控 や 霊

宝 a 「 一 絵 筆 稀 「 如 蒋 淳 一

天 竺 で D e 一 8 雲 「

声 を 言 薫 誌 二 霧 一 寅 普 二

稀 で 器 の 夢 心 感

薫 り

Y

冒

i i i i

γ 軍 費

~ ~

葺

. {

↓ 」

享 を ㌢ 農 芸 泳 ぎ 総 発 電

毒 「 農 ⑥ や 灘 )

C 鋤 つ t 「 a C 〔

〇 ° ヨ P - 論 う C の

「 - 封 訣 別 引 当 」

謹 圏 閣 議 嗣

P 「 ° 雪 a ヨ

A d ヨ ー ヨ ー S 雪 a t i O つ

ぶ 蔓 霊 { S 雲 書 芸

告 発 ㌍ 「

二 品 篤 志 - - y 戸 室 d 昆 一

仁 仁 清 は 」

C ハ ヨ S 今 ⊂ C t 【 ○ ⊃

窒 a 霊 窓 ヨ e 乏 ゆ

一 つ S p ○ C 冨 ⊃

C a p i t a 一 P 「 O j ㊦ C { s ロ i く i s i O コ

P 喜 ニ c 妄 e 斉 s 紳 ∪ 茎 t i の S ロ の p a 暮 雲 雲 {

O c t O b の 「 鴫 ○ ふ ∞



 

 

Appendix 4-Review Checklists 

  



Rev 10-11-2018 jr 

 

PUBLIC MEETING REQUIREMENTS CHECKLIST 

FOR 

FEDERAL FUNDED PROJECTS 

 

Project Name  

Project Numbers (City/Federal/ADOT)  

Proposed Public Meeting Date(s)  

Proposed Meeting Location (s)  

Contacts:  

 

Instructions: 

1. This is a worksheet/tool to assist with Title VI awareness, and ensure federal compliance. It does not need to be typed, 

does not need to be in any formal format.  This is to assist preparation and compliance, along with a backup to ensure 

compliance and provide verification to auditors. 

2. Please forward a copy to Janece Ray for the Project Title VI File and the City of Chandler Title VI File 

3. Please work with Janece Ray and/or Paul Young during planning so that federal compliance requirements do not get 

missed, this includes things like Public Meetings, Public Notifications, Flyers, Mailers, Website Posts, etc. 

 
Item Checked Topic Notes 

1  

Notification Types – more than 1-2 types 

 

-Radio, TV, flyers, notice in utility bill  (*do not assume all 

have computers) 

Must have copies in project audit file 

 

2  
Documentation that we checked demographics – must have 

this in project audit file 

 

2  Location is accessible to citizens/businesses affected 
 

3  Location is accessible to any disability awareness 
 

4  Will public transportation be accessible to location 
 

5  

Language supplement needed –  

___ Notification 

___Meeting(s)  interpreter setup 

 

6  Times:  time of day, 2 times – afternoon and evening 
 

7  

Environmental Justice – minority population affected, low 

income affected 

Will times and locations be an issue – example:  1 car family, 

night shift workers, etc.  

Will the public meeting be a burden 

 

8  Other 
 

 

 

Notes 

 



Form Update: 05-01-2018 

CITY OF CHANDLER 
SUBCONTRACTOR APPROVAL CHECKLIST - PROCEDURE 

 

DATE   

PROJECT NO/FED/ADOT  

PROJECT NAME  

PRIME  

SUBCONTRACTOR  
 

 (x) Task Description 

1 

 ROC License – Verify on ROC Web Site - (www.azroc.gov)  Current: Yes/No,   Expir Date: _____________  
 ROC License – print out – put with this packet 
 ROC License Company Name matches name on SRF / Subcontract 

2  
SAM Website – Confirm registered. Required for projects awarded after 10-2014. (www.sam.gov, tab for search, search 

records – enter company name - **sometimes, absolutely nothing shows, that's ok, if record shows, print out) 
3  DBE AND AZ UTRACS No -  Web Site (https://utracs.azdot.gov)  

  
VERIFY:  a) "Search DBE Directory"  b) Type in Firm Name  c) if SRF states Sub is DBE - click/mark the "DBE" 
box, c)  "Search"   d) name appears at bottom, click on "Profile", e) Print the page(s) 

  AZ UTRACS NO CONFIRMATION (verify no on print out to SRF)  5-digit no: ____ ____ ____ ____ ____ 

4  
Is this a QA Subcontractor (look at bid items): If yes: Verify ADOT approved List 
(http://www.azdot.gov/docs/default-source/materials-group/directory-of-approved-materials-testing-laboratories.pdf?sfvrsn=4) 

5  Review-Verify SRF Documentation 

 

 Project Name 
 Project Number (COC, Fed, ADOTs) 
 Prime Contractor Info: name/address/telephone 
 Subcontractor Info: name/address/tele/contact name: _____   email________ Check w DBE Profile _____ 
 Subcontract Dollar Amount  $__________________ 
 Bid Items List – Match Bid Schedule (Bid Item No & Bid Description matches bid word for word) 

6  DBE Box Marked:  NO_______ (#7 items below not required)      YES_____ (complete #7 below) 

7 

 DBE:  Bid Items on Form must have dollar amounts included 
 DBE:  Subcontract received 
 DBE:  DBE Assurances in Subcontract  

8  EEO Clause included/attached (if subcontract at $10,000 +) 
9  Owner/Operator Truck Driver: NO______ (#10 items below not required)   YES_____ (complete #10 below) 

10 
 Owner/Operator Truck Driver Driver's License copy attached 
 Owner/Operator Truck Driver Truck Registration attached 

  Owner/Operator Truck Driver COC Form with equip info attached 
11  Signatures:  Prime Contractor / Subcontractor / Lower Tier (If applicable) 

12 

 Rejected: 
 Add to Subcontractor Log – document Rejected/Pending (Provides current status) 
 Email Prime Contractor and Project Team status  

12 / 13 If rejected, resubmitted, and then approved, use the same form, mark up, make notes on it – this is a worksheet 

13 

 Approved: 

 Add to Subcontractor Log (project file)  (**ensure updated date is on the log) (2 logs, short one for sending out) 

 Email Prime Contractor & Project Team - Attach pdf copy of Subcontractor Log. (shorter version/portrait) 
14  Print out Subcontractor Log for File – Subcontractor Log File – Remove and Replace 
15  Print out email of Reject/Approve status – save in file: Subcontractors Approved Notification 

16 

 Subcontract received 

 

Verify:     ___SRF-Contract Match (Dollars, Name, Bid Items),   ___Signatures,   ___Dated 
 

Fed Docs:  ___FHWA1273,  ___Cargo Pref Act,  ___DB Wage Dec,  ___Prompt Pay Provision,  
 ___Title VI Assur,  ___Title VI App A,  ___Title VI App E, ___Records Ret Req 107.18, ___Immig-Natl Act 107.19 
 ___EEO Clause, ___Ex Ord11246 7-1-78,   ___EEO Compl Rpt 10-20-15,  ___EEO Not of Affirm Action 4-15-81 
 

Other (COC docs):    ___ Buy America-Mtrl Cert Requirements,  ___Federal Contractor's Guide 
17  Scan / File: SRF /  Checklist  /  Subcontract  (including EEO, DBE, Truck Owner/Op Docs as applicable) 

**Prime Contractor will add subcontractor to DBE System and LCPTracker System 
NOTES: 
 
 
 
 
REVIEWED BY:_______________________________________ DATE: _________________________ 

http://www.azroc.gov/
http://www.sam.gov/


 

 

Appendix 5-Title VI Survey 

  



Completing this survey is voluntary. If you choose to respond, please mark all that apply.

ETHNICITY/RACE: 

□ American Indian/Alaskan Native

□ Asian/Pacific Islander

□ Hispanic/Latino

□ African American/Black

□ White

□ Other

GENDER: □ Female

 □ Male

AGE: □ 1 - 18

 □ 19 - 34

 □ 35 - 64

 □ 65+

DISABLED: □ Yes

 □ No

VETERAN STATUS:  □ Yes

 □ No

The goal of the City of Chandler is to ensure that every effort 

will be made to prevent discrimination through the impact of 

its programs, policies and activities.

The City of Chandler will also take reasonable steps to provide 

meaningful access to services and activities for persons with 

limited English proficiency.

By completing this survey, the City of Chandler will be able 

to determine who attends its public meetings and how the 

department can improve participation. The survey will also help 

the City of Chandler fulfill federal reporting requirements.

Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act,  
as amended, 42 USC 2000d, and 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
regulations provide that “no person 
in the United States shall, on the 
grounds of race, color, or national 
origin, be excluded from participation 
in, be denied the benefits of, or be 
subjected to discrimination under any 
program or activity receiving Federal 
financial assistance.”

Title VI authorities:

 • Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973
 • Section of the Rehabilitation Act  

of 1973
 • Americans with Disabilities Act  

of 1990
 • Age Discrimination Act of 1975
 • Uniform Relocation Act of 1970
 • Executive orders 12898 and 13166

TITLE VI SURVEY



Llenar esta encuesta es voluntario. Si usted opta por responder, por favor marque todos los que aplican.

ETNICIDAD/RAZA: 

□ Indio americano/Nativo de Alaska

□ Asiático/Isleño del Pacifico

□ Hispano/Latino

□ Americano africano/Negro

□ Blanco

□ Otro

SEXO: □ Mujer

 □ Hombre

EDAD: □ 1 - 18

 □ 19 - 34

 □ 35 - 64

 □ 65+

DISCAPACITADO: □ Sí

 □ No

ESTADO DE VETERANO:  □ Sí

 □ No

El objetivo del la Ciudad de Chandler es de asegurar que se 

haga todo esfuerzo para prevenir la discriminación por medio 

del impacto de sus programas, políticas y actividades. 

La Ciudad de Chandler también tomará pasos razonables 

para proporcionar el acceso significativo a los servicios y 

actividades para las personas con competencia limitada de 

inglés.

Llenando esta encuesta, la Ciudad de Chandler podrá 

determinar quien asiste a sus reuniones públicas y cómo el 

departamento puede mejorar la participación. La encuesta 

también ayudará a la Ciudad de Chandler a cumplir con los 

requisitos federales de reporte.

Título VI de la Ley de Derechos 
Cives de 1964, como enmendado, 
42 USC 2000d, y las regulaciones 
de Departamento de Transporte de 
los Estados Unidos disponen que 
“ninguna persona en los Estados 
Unidos, por razón de raza, color u 
origen nacional, será excluida de 
participación en, negada beneficios 
de, o será sometida a discriminación 
bajo ningún programa o actividad que 
recibe asistencia financiera Federal.”

Title VI authorities:

 • Ley de Ayuda Federal para 
Carreteras de 1973

 • Sección de la Ley de Rehabilitación 
de 1973

 • Ley de Americanos con 
Discapacidades de 1990

 • Ley de Discriminación de Edad  
de 1975

 • Ley de Reubicación Uniforme  
de 1970

 • Órdenes ejecutivas 12898 y 13166

TÍTULO VI ENCUESTA



 

 

 

Appendix 6-Title VI Complaint Form and Log 

  



TITLE VI COMPLAINT FORM 

(Este formulario está disponible en Español.) 
 

Section I: 

Name: 

Address: 

Telephone (Home): Telephone (Work): 

Electronic Mail Address: 

Accessible Format 

Requirements? 

Large Print  Audio Tape  

TDD  Other  

Section II: 

Are you filing this complaint on your own behalf? Yes* No 

*If you answered "yes" to this question, go to Section III. 

If you answered “no: to this question, please supply the name and 

relationship of the person for whom you are complaining.  
 

If you are filing on behalf of a third party, please explain why. 

 

 

Please confirm that you have obtained the permission of the 

aggrieved party if you are filing on behalf of a third party.  

Yes No 

Section III: 

I believe the discrimination experienced was based on (check all that apply):  

[ ] Race [ ] Color [ ] National Origin                 

Date of Alleged Discrimination (Month, Day, Year):  __________ 

Explain as clearly as possible what happened and why you believe you were discriminated against. Describe 

all persons who were involved. Include the name and contact information of the person(s) who 

discriminated against you (if known) as well as names and contact information of any witnesses. If more 

space is needed, please write out on extra paper and submit with the form. 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

Section IV 

Have you previously filed a Title VI complaint with this agency? Yes No 

 

Section V 

Have you filed this complaint with any other federal, state, or local agency, or with any federal or state 

court?  

[ ] Yes [ ] No 

If yes, check all that apply and fill in agency’s name: 

[ ] Federal Agency:      

[ ] Federal Court   [ ] State Agency     

[ ] State Court   [ ] Local Agency     

Please provide information about a contact person at the agency/court where the complaint was filed. 

 

Name: 

Title: 

Agency: 

Address: 

Telephone: 

Section VI 

Name of complaint is against: 

Contact person:  

Title: 

Telephone number: 

You may attach any written materials or other information that you think is relevant to your 

complaint. Your authorized signature and date of the complaint are required below. 

 

  _________________________        ________________________ 

Signature    Date 

 

Please submit this form in person or mail to: 

Attention:  

Paul Young, Title VI Coordinator  

City of Chandler/Public Works & Utilities Department 

Capital Projects Division 

Mail Stop 407, P.O. Box 4008 

Chandler, AZ  85244-4008 



Complainant Name

Date 

Complaint 

Received

Date of 

Allegation Description Other Date of Report Recommendations Outcome/Disposition

City of Chandler

Title VI Non-Discrimination Complaint Log

(City's Subrecipient, Contractor or Consultant)
Federal FY 2018-19



 

 

 

ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
206 S. 17th Ave. | Phoenix, AZ 85007 | azdot.gov 

Civil Rights 

MEMORANDUM 
 

TO: Certification Acceptance (CA) Agencies’ Title VI Coordinators 

FROM: Felicia Beltran, Civil Rights Compliance Manager 

CC: LPA Section, CA Liaisons 

DATE: April 10, 2018 

RE: Update to FHWA Title VI Complaint Procedures  

 

Effective August 1, 2018 the FHWA Title VI Complaint procedures included in CA Title VI Implementation 
Plans should only include FHWA Title VI protected bases: race, color, and national origin 
 
Attached you will find guidance on how these procedures can be written. Your Agency may include 
additional procedures. However, at a minimum; discrimination complaint procedures should include the 
elements identified in the attached sample complaint process. 
 
We look forward to offering guidance as we implement these changes and we ensure compliance with 
our shared responsibility of oversight under Title VI and the additional nondiscrimination requirements 
under the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) Title VI program. As always please feel free to 
contact ADOT’s Civil Rights Office, with questions or if further guidance is needed. 



FHWA Title VI Complaint Process 

These procedures apply to all complaints filed under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and the Civil 
Rights Restoration Act of 1987 as they relate to any Federal Highway Administration program or activity 
administered by the (agency) , its subrecipients, consultants and contractors. In addition to these 
procedures, complainants reserve the right to file formal complaints with other state or federal agencies 
or take legal action for complaints alleging discrimination.  

Required Procedures for FHWA Title VI Complaints filed against the (Agency): 

1. The complaint must be filed within 180 days of the alleged discrimination, and include the date 
the alleged discrimination became known to the complainant or the last date of the incident.  

2. Title VI complaints against the (agency) in FHWA-funded programs will be referred to ADOT Civil 
Rights Office within 72 hours for processing and investigation. ADOT CRO’s processing of the 
complaint will follow ADOT complaint processing procedures as per ADOT’s FHWA Title VI 
Implementation plan (link).  

3. The complainant may also file a discrimination related complaint  on an FHWA program or 
activity  directly with ADOT or with the Federal Highway Administration by contacting the 
agencies at:: 
 
ADOT Civil Rights Office    
206 S. 17th Avenue, Mail Drop 155-A 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 
602.712.8946 
602.239.6257 FAX 
Email azdot.gov 
 
Federal Highway Administration 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Office of Civil Rights   
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 
8th Floor E81-105 
Washington, DC 20590 
Email CivilRights.FHWA@dot.gov   
202-366-0693  
202-366-1599 FAX 

  

https://www.azdot.gov/docs/default-source/civil-rights-library/title-vi-implementation-plan.pdf?sfvrsn=10


Required Procedures for FHWA Title VI Complaints filed against the (Agency’s) subrecipient, 
contractor or consultant: 

(The below items are required processes for FHWA Title VI complaints- the agency may add their own 
investigative processes or steps normally used to process complaints, but should not remove any of the 
following elements)    

1. Any person, specific class of persons or entity that believes they have been subjected to 
discrimination on an FHWA-related activity or program as prohibited by the legal provisions of 
Title VI on the basis of race, color, national origin, can file a formal complaint with the (agency). 
A copy of the Complaint Form may be accessed electronically at: (insert link) 

2. The complaint must be filed within 180 days of the alleged discrimination, and include the date 
the alleged discrimination became known to the complainant or the last date of the incident.  

3. Complaints should be in writing and signed and may be filed by mail, fax, in person, or e-
mail.  However, the complainant may call the agency and provide the allegations by telephone, 
and the agency will transcribe the allegations of the complaint as provided over the telephone 
and send a written complaint to the complainant for correction and signature.   

4. A complaint should contain at least the following information: 
• A written explanation of what has happened;   
• A way to contact the complainant; 
• The basis of the complaint (e.g., race, color, national origin); 
• The identification of a specific person/people and the respondent (e.g., agency/organization) 
alleged to have discriminated;  
• Sufficient information to understand the facts that led the complainant to believe that 
discrimination occurred in a program or activity that receives Federal Highway Administration 
financial assistance; and is an consultant, contractor or subrecipient of the (agency) and  
• The date(s) of the alleged discriminatory act(s).   

5. Upon receipt of a completed complaint, the (agency) will determine jurisdiction, acceptability or 
need for additional information. Once the determination has been made to accept the 
complaint for investigation, ADOT CRO will be notified. Title VI complaints against the (agency’s) 
subrecipient, contractors or consultants in FHWA-funded programs will be investigated by the 
(agency).  

6. The (agency) will maintain a confidential log of all accepted Title VI Complaints for four (4) years; 
the log  will include:  
• Name of complainant(s)  
• Date the complaint was received  
• Date of the allegation  
• Description of the alleged discrimination 
• Other relevant information, as needed 
• Report date  
• Recommendations  
• Outcome/Disposition 



7. Timeframes for Investigations Title VI complaints received directly by the (agency) must be 
completed within 60 days from receipt. 

8. The (agency) will forward a copy of the FHWA Title VI complaint and preliminary findings to 
ADOT CRO within 60 days. Once ADOT CRO issues concurrence, the (agency) will notify all 
parties involved. 

 

  



FHWA ADA Complaint Process 

(FHWA ADA complaint processes could be inserted here separate from Title VI.) This is not a 
requirement in the FHWA Title VI Implementation Plan. The ADA complaint processes inserted 
should be the same from the agency’s transition plan, if applicable. Additionally, the ADA complaint 
procedures could be the same as listed above for FHWA Title VI complaints filed against the 
(Agency’s) subrecipient, contractor or consultant.  

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Appendix 7-City of Chandler Demographic Report 



    Chandler is a jurisdiction located in Maricopa County that has an
area of  65.01 square miles. Chandler has a population of  250,202
with a minority* population of  103,545 or  41.38%.    
  
    The median age in Chandler is  34.9 years. It has  88,973 total
households with a median household income of  $72,695. The median
value of occupied housing units in Chandler is  $232,100 and
Chandler's population density is  3,848.55 per square mile.

About the U.S. Census Bureau's 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5 year Estimates

The American Community Survey (ACS) is a nationwide survey that uses continuous, multi-year sampling to produce estimates for a variety of geographical areas, the
smallest being the Census Block Group. MAG uses the 5-year estimates because they provide increased statistical reliability for less populated areas and small population
groups. ACS is a sample, meaning that it is not a full census of the population. For the 5 year estimates, surveys collected from a sample population over the 5 year period.
These surveys are then used to create estimates for the whole population. And, because it is an estimate of the whole population, there is a degree of uncertainty in the
results. This degree of uncertainty is reflected in the margins of error that are calculated and reported along with the results of the survey. The margins of error are calculated
at the 90 percent confidence level, meaning that users of the data can be 90 percent confident that the range reflected in the margin of error contains the true value. The
margins of error are not reported on this web site, but are available from the Census at  http://factfinder.census.gov/or are available upon request from MAG. More information
on the methodology of the American Community Survey is available at  http://www.census.gov/acs/.

* Minority population is defined as the population that is of any race other than non-hispanic white.

Chandler Demographic Report

http://factfinder.census.gov/
http://www.census.gov/acs/


Age
Name Total Percent
Total 250,202 N/A
Under 5 years 18,279 7.3 %
5 to 9 years 18,772 7.5 %
10 to 14 years 18,962 7.6 %
15 to 19 years 16,671 6.7 %
20 to 24 years 15,712 6.3 %
25 to 34 years 36,985 14.8 %
35 to 44 years 39,700 15.9 %
45 to 54 years 35,680 14.3 %
55 to 59 years 14,424 5.8 %
60 to 64 years 11,986 4.8 %
65 to 74 years 14,211 5.7 %
75 to 84 years 6,159 2.5 %
85 years and over 2,661 1.1 %

American Community Survey 2011-2015 5yr Estimates

Universe: Total Population
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Race and Ethnicity
Name Total Percent

Total 250,202 N/A
White, Non-Hispanic 146,657 58.6 %
Black, Non-Hispanic 11,742 4.7 %
Native American, Non-
Hispanic 3,256 1.3 %

Asian, Non-Hispanic 22,275 8.9 %
Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 321 0.1 %
Two or More, Non-Hispanic 7,462 3.0 %
Hispanic 57,959 23.2 %
Other Race, Non-Hispanic 530 0.2 %

58.6%

4.7%

1.3%

8.9%

0.1%

3%

23.2%

0.2%

White, Non-Hispanic
Black, Non-Hispanic
Native American, Non-Hispanic
Asian, Non-Hispanic
Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic
Two or More, Non-Hispanic
Hispanic
Other Race, Non-Hispanic

American Community Survey 2011-2015 5yr Estimates

Universe: Total Population

Race and Ethnicity

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 2011 - 2015 Page:  3Report Generated: 7/26/2017
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American Community Survey 2011-2015 5yr Estimates

Universe: Population 5 years and over

Ability to Speak English
Name Total Percent

Speak Only English 178,118 76.8 %
Speak Other Languages 53,805 23.2 %
   Speak English "very well" 35,701 N/A
   Persons with Limited English 
Proficiency (LEP) 18,104 N/A

      Speak English "well" 8,740 N/A
      Speak English "not well" 6,315 N/A
      Speak English "not at all" 3,049 N/A

Veterans Status
Name Total Percent

Civilian Population 18 years 
and over 183,163 N/A

Civilian veterans 14,544 7.9 %
   Male 13,239 N/A
   Female 1,305 N/A
   18 to 34 years 1,782 N/A
   35 to 54 years 4,989 N/A
   55 to 64 years 2,580 N/A
   65 to 74 years 2,911 N/A
   75 years and over 2,282 N/A

Universe: Civilian Population 18 years and over

12.3%

34.3%

17.7%

20%

15.7%

   18 to 34 years
   35 to 54 years
   55 to 64 years
   65 to 74 years
   75 years and over

76.8%

23.2%

Speak Only English
Speak Other Languages

Ability to Speak English / Veterans Status by Age

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 2011 - 2015 Page:  4Report Generated: 7/26/2017



American Community Survey 2011-2015 5yr Estimates

4.1%
4.4%

17.2%

24.3%

9.2%

25.4%

15.5%

Less than 9th Grade
 to 12th Grade
High School Graduate
Some College
Associates Degree
Bachelors Degree
Graduate or Professional Degree

Educational Attainment
Name Total Percent

Population 25 and over 161,806 100.0 %
Less than 9th Grade 6,577 4.1 %
 to 12th Grade 7,110 4.4 %
High School Graduate 27,841 17.2 %
Some College 39,247 24.3 %
Associates Degree 14,881 9.2 %
Bachelors Degree 41,095 25.4 %
Graduate or Professional 
Degree 25,055 15.5 %

Universe: Population Age 25 Years and Over

Educational Attainment

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 2011 - 2015 Page:  5Report Generated: 7/26/2017



American Community Survey 2011-2015 5yr Estimates
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Household Income (In 2015 inflation-adjusted 
dollars)

Name Total Percent
Total Households 88,973 N/A
Median Household Income $ 72,695 N/A
Less than $10,000 3,697 4.2 %
$10,000 to $14,999 2,266 2.5 %
$15,000 to $24,999 5,942 6.7 %
$25,000 to $34,999 6,269 7.0 %
$35,000 to $49,999 10,582 11.9 %
$50,000 to $74,999 16,976 19.1 %
$75,000 to $99,999 13,705 15.4 %
$100,000 to $149,999 17,366 19.5 %
$150,000 to $199,999 6,758 7.6 %
$200,000 or more 5,412 6.1 %

Universe: Households
Households

Name Total Percent
Total Households 88,973 N/A
   Average Household Size 3 N/A
   Family Households 
(Families) 61,957 69.6 %

      Married-couple family 46,645 N/A
      Female Householder, no 
husband present 9,977 N/A

         with own children under 
18 years 5,723 N/A

   Nonfamily Households 27,016 30.4 %
      Householder living alone 21,016 N/A

Universe: Households

Household Income and Households

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 2011 - 2015 Page:  6Report Generated: 7/26/2017



American Community Survey 2011-2015 5yr Estimates
Poverty Status in the Past 12 Months

Name Total Percent
Persons for whom poverty 
status is determined 249,232 N/A

Persons with income below 
poverty level 24,804 10.0 %

Persons with income below 
150% of poverty level 39,656 15.9 %

Persons with income below 
200% of poverty level 56,255 22.6 %

Universe: Persons for whom poverty status is 
determined

Persons with income 
below 200% of poverty 

level

Persons with income 
below 150% of poverty 

level

Persons with income 
below poverty level

0

10,000

20,000

30,000

40,000

50,000

60,000

P
op

ul
at

io
n

Poverty Status for Families in the Past 12 Months
Name Total Percent

Total Families 61,957 N/A
   Families with income below 
poverty level 4,529 7.3 %

      Married-couple family 1,713 N/A
         with related children 
under 18 years 1,319 N/A

      Female householder, no 
husband present 2,223 N/A

         with related children 
under 18 years 1,870 N/A

      Male householder, no wife 
present 593 N/A

         with related children 
under 18 years 537 N/A

Universe: Families

Poverty Status

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 2011 - 2015 Page:  7Report Generated: 7/26/2017



American Community Survey 2011-2015 5yr Estimates
Commuting to Work

Name Total Percent
Workers 16 years and over 127,484 N/A
Car or Truck - drive alone 98,792 77.5 %
Car or Truck - carpool 15,097 11.8 %
Public Transportation 1,385 1.1 %
Bicycle 1,195 0.9 %
Walked 1,079 0.8 %
Other means (taxicab, 
motorcycle, etc.) 2,074 1.6 %

Worked at home 7,862 6.2 %

Universe: Workers age 16 years and over

77.5%

11.8%

1.1%
0.9%

0.8%
1.6%

6.2%

Car or Truck - drive alone
Car or Truck - carpool
Public Transportation
Bicycle
Walked
Other means (taxicab, motorcycle, etc.)
Worked at home

Modes of Transportation

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 2011 - 2015 Page:  8Report Generated: 7/26/2017



American Community Survey 2011-2015 5yr Estimates

45.1%

15.1%

26.6%

5.6%

7.6%

Management, business, science, and arts 
occupations
Service occupations
Sales and office occupations
Natural resources, construction, and 
maintenance occupations
Production, transportation, and material 
moving occupations

Universe: Civilian employed population 16 years and 
over

Occupation
Name Total Percent

Civilian employed population 
16 years and over 129,683 N/A

Management, business, 
science, and arts occupations 58,525 45.1 %

Service occupations 19,566 15.1 %
Sales and office occupations 34,543 26.6 %
Natural resources, 
construction, and 
maintenance occupations

7,200 5.6 %

Production, transportation, 
and material moving 
occupations

9,849 7.6 %

Occupation

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 2011 - 2015 Page:  9Report Generated: 7/26/2017



American Community Survey 2011-2015 5yr Estimates

92.3%

7.7%
Occupied Housing Units Vacant Units

Housing
Name Total Percent Per Sq Mile

Housing Units 96,398 N/A 1,482.8
Occupied Housing Units 88,973 92.3 % 1,368.6
Vacant Units 7,425 7.7 % 114.2
Owner-Occupied Housing 
Units 55,215 57.3 % 849.3

Renter-Occupied Housing 
Units 33,758 35.0 % 519.3

Median Housing Value $ 232,100 N/A N/A
Median Rent $ 1,118 N/A N/A

Universe: Housing Units

Housing
Name Total Percent

Total Housing Units 96,398 N/A
1, detached 68,808 71.4 %
1, attached 3,481 3.6 %
2 to 9 10,907 11.3 %
10 or more 11,263 11.7 %
Mobile Home 1,912 2.0 %
Boat, RV, van, etc. 27 0.0 %
Universe: Housing Units

Occupancy, Tenure, Value, and Rent

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 2011 - 2015 Page:  10Report Generated: 7/26/2017



American Community Survey 2011-2015 5yr Estimates
Vehicles Available

Name Total Percent
Total Occupied Housing Units 88,973 N/A
No vehicles available 3,192 3.6 %
One vehicles available 30,346 34.1 %
Two vehicles available 38,757 43.6 %
3 or more vehicles available 16,678 18.7 %

Universe: Occupied Housing Units

3.6%

34.1%

43.6%

18.7%

No vehicles available
One vehicles available
Two vehicles available
3 or more vehicles available

Vehicles Available

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 2011 - 2015 Page:  11Report Generated: 7/26/2017



Race
Name Total Percent

Total Population 236,123 N/A
White, Non 145,724 61.7 %
Black, Non-Hispanic 10,580 4.5 %
Native American, Non-
Hispanic 2,715 1.1 %

Asian, Non-Hispanic 19,119 8.1 %
Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 365 0.2 %
Two or More, Non-Hispanic 5,443 2.3 %
Hispanic 51,808 21.9 %
Other Race, Non-Hispanic 369 0.2 %

61.7%

4.5%

1.1%

8.1%

0.2%
2.3%

21.9%

0.2%

White, Non
Black, Non-Hispanic
Native American, Non-Hispanic
Asian, Non-Hispanic
Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic
Two or More, Non-Hispanic
Hispanic
Other Race, Non-Hispanic

U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Decennial Census

Universe: Total Population

Race

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 2011 - 2015 Page:  12Report Generated: 7/26/2017



Ethnicity
Name Total Percent

Total Population 236,123 N/A
Hispanic 51,808 21.9 %
Non-Hispanic 184,315 78.1 %

21.9%

78.1%

Hispanic
Non-Hispanic

U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Decennial Census

Universe: Total Population

Ethnicity

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Decennial Census Page:  13Report Generated: 7/26/2017



Age
Name Total Percent

Median Age 34 N/A
Under 05 17,837 7.6 %
5 to 17 47,228 20.0 %
18 to 34 56,190 23.8 %
35 to 49 57,808 24.5 %
50 to 64 38,642 16.4 %
65 to 84 16,412 7.0 %
85 and over 2,006 0.8 %
50 Plus 57,060 24.2 %
60 Plus 28,709 12.2 %
65 Plus 18,418 7.8 %
70 Plus 11,879 5.0 %
75 Plus 7,285 3.1 %

7.6%

20%

23.8%
24.5%

16.4%

7%

0.8%
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over
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U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Decennial Census

Universe: Total Population

Age

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Decennial Census Page:  14Report Generated: 7/26/2017



The Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) provides the data within these pages as a public resource of
general information for use "as is". The Maricopa Association of Governments GIS (Geographic Information System)
departments provides this information with the understanding that it is not guaranteed to be accurate, correct or
complete and any conclusions drawn from such information are the sole responsibility of the user. Further, the
Maricopa Association of Governments GIS departments makes no warranty, representation or guaranty as to the
content, sequence, accuracy, timeliness or completeness of any of the spatial or database information provided
herein. While every effort has been made to ensure the content, sequence, accuracy, timeliness or completeness of
materials presented within these pages, the Maricopa Association of Governments GIS Departments assumes no
responsibility for errors or omissions, and explicitly disclaims any representations and warranties, including, without
limitation, the implied warranties of merchantability and fitness for a particular purpose. The Maricopa Association of
Governments GIS Departments shall assume no liability for:

Any errors, omissions, or inaccuracies in the information provided, regardless of how caused; or1.
Any decision made or action taken or not taken by viewer in reliance upon any information or data furnished
hereunder.

2.

Availability of the Maricopa Association of Governments Map Server is not guaranteed. Applications, servers, and
network connections may be unavailable at any time for maintenance or unscheduled outages. Outages may be of
long duration. Users are cautioned to create dependencies on these services for critical needs.

THE FOREGOING WARRANTY IS EXCLUSIVE AND IN LIEU OF ALL OTHER WARRANTIES OF
MERCHANTABILITY, FITNESS FOR PARTICULAR PURPOSE AND/OR ANY OTHER TYPE WHETHER
EXPRESSED OR IMPLIED. In no event shall The Maricopa Association of Governments become liable to users of
these data, or any other party, for any loss or direct, indirect, special, incidental or consequential damages, including,
but not limited to, time, money or goodwill, arising from the use or modification of the data.

To assist the Maricopa Association of Governments in the maintenance and/or correction of the data, users should
provide the Maricopa Association of Governments GIS Departments with information concerning errors or
discrepancies found in using the data. Please use the e-mail contact address at the bottom of the affected web page.

Please acknowledge the Maricopa Association of Governments GIS as the source when Map Server data is used in
the preparation of reports, papers, publications, maps, or other products.

To provide comments or report problems please contact:  Jason Howard, GIS Program Manager

 

Legal Disclaimer

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Decennial Census Page:  15Report Generated: 7/26/2017
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Wednesday,

August 16, 2000

Part V

The President
Executive Order 13166—Improving Access
to Services for Persons With Limited
English Proficiency

Department of
Justice
Enforcement of Title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964—National Origin
Discrimination Against Persons With
Limited English Proficiency; Notice
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Presidential Documents

50121

Federal Register

Vol. 65, No. 159

Wednesday, August 16, 2000

Title 3—

The President

Executive Order 13166 of August 11, 2000

Improving Access to Services for Persons With Limited
English Proficiency

By the authority vested in me as President by the Constitution and the
laws of the United States of America, and to improve access to federally
conducted and federally assisted programs and activities for persons who,
as a result of national origin, are limited in their English proficiency (LEP),
it is hereby ordered as follows:

Section 1. Goals.
The Federal Government provides and funds an array of services that

can be made accessible to otherwise eligible persons who are not proficient
in the English language. The Federal Government is committed to improving
the accessibility of these services to eligible LEP persons, a goal that reinforces
its equally important commitment to promoting programs and activities de-
signed to help individuals learn English. To this end, each Federal agency
shall examine the services it provides and develop and implement a system
by which LEP persons can meaningfully access those services consistent
with, and without unduly burdening, the fundamental mission of the agency.
Each Federal agency shall also work to ensure that recipients of Federal
financial assistance (recipients) provide meaningful access to their LEP appli-
cants and beneficiaries. To assist the agencies with this endeavor, the Depart-
ment of Justice has today issued a general guidance document (LEP Guid-
ance), which sets forth the compliance standards that recipients must follow
to ensure that the programs and activities they normally provide in English
are accessible to LEP persons and thus do not discriminate on the basis
of national origin in violation of title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964,
as amended, and its implementing regulations. As described in the LEP
Guidance, recipients must take reasonable steps to ensure meaningful access
to their programs and activities by LEP persons.
Sec. 2. Federally Conducted Programs and Activities.

Each Federal agency shall prepare a plan to improve access to its federally
conducted programs and activities by eligible LEP persons. Each plan shall
be consistent with the standards set forth in the LEP Guidance, and shall
include the steps the agency will take to ensure that eligible LEP persons
can meaningfully access the agency’s programs and activities. Agencies shall
develop and begin to implement these plans within 120 days of the date
of this order, and shall send copies of their plans to the Department of
Justice, which shall serve as the central repository of the agencies’ plans.
Sec. 3. Federally Assisted Programs and Activities.

Each agency providing Federal financial assistance shall draft title VI
guidance specifically tailored to its recipients that is consistent with the
LEP Guidance issued by the Department of Justice. This agency-specific
guidance shall detail how the general standards established in the LEP
Guidance will be applied to the agency’s recipients. The agency-specific
guidance shall take into account the types of services provided by the
recipients, the individuals served by the recipients, and other factors set
out in the LEP Guidance. Agencies that already have developed title VI
guidance that the Department of Justice determines is consistent with the
LEP Guidance shall examine their existing guidance, as well as their programs
and activities, to determine if additional guidance is necessary to comply
with this order. The Department of Justice shall consult with the agencies
in creating their guidance and, within 120 days of the date of this order,
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each agency shall submit its specific guidance to the Department of Justice
for review and approval. Following approval by the Department of Justice,
each agency shall publish its guidance document in the Federal Register
for public comment.
Sec. 4. Consultations.

In carrying out this order, agencies shall ensure that stakeholders, such
as LEP persons and their representative organizations, recipients, and other
appropriate individuals or entities, have an adequate opportunity to provide
input. Agencies will evaluate the particular needs of the LEP persons they
and their recipients serve and the burdens of compliance on the agency
and its recipients. This input from stakeholders will assist the agencies
in developing an approach to ensuring meaningful access by LEP persons
that is practical and effective, fiscally responsible, responsive to the particular
circumstances of each agency, and can be readily implemented.
Sec. 5. Judicial Review.

This order is intended only to improve the internal management of the
executive branch and does not create any right or benefit, substantive or
procedural, enforceable at law or equity by a party against the United States,
its agencies, its officers or employees, or any person.

œ–
THE WHITE HOUSE,
August 11, 2000.

[FR Doc. 00–20938

Filed 8–15–00; 8:45 am]

Billing code 3195–01–P
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13 17 CFR 200.30–3(a)(12). 

For the Commission, by the Division of 
Market Regulation, pursuant to delegated 
authority.13 

Jonathan G. Katz, 
Secretary. 
[FR Doc. E5–7326 Filed 12–13–05; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 8010–01–P 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

[Public Notice 5246] 

Culturally Significant Objects Imported 
for Exhibition Determinations: 
‘‘Rubens and His Age: Masterpieces 
From the Hermitage’’ 

AGENCY: Department of State 

ACTION: Notice. 

SUMMARY: Notice is hereby given of the 
following determinations: Pursuant to 
the authority vested in me by the Act of 
October 19, 1965 (79 Stat. 985; 22 U.S.C. 
2459), Executive Order 12047 of March 
27, 1978, the Foreign Affairs Reform and 
Restructuring Act of 1998 (112 Stat. 
2681, et seq.; 22 U.S.C. 6501 note, et 
seq.), Delegation of Authority No. 234 of 
October 1, 1999, Delegation of Authority 
No. 236 of October 19, 1999, as 
amended, and Delegation of Authority 
No. 257 of April 15, 2003 [68 FR 19875], 
I hereby determine that the objects to be 
included in the exhibition ‘‘Rubens and 
His Age: Masterpieces from the 
Hermitage’’, imported from abroad for 
temporary exhibition within the United 
States, are of cultural significance. The 
objects are imported pursuant to loan 
agreements with the foreign owners. I 
also determine that the exhibition or 
display of the exhibit objects at the 
Guggenheim-Hermitage Museum, Las 
Vegas, Nevada, from on or about January 
30, 2006, until on or about August 30, 
2006, and at possible additional venues 
yet to be determined, is in the national 
interest. Public Notice of these 
Determinations is ordered to be 
published in the Federal Register. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For 
further information, including a list of 
the exhibit objects, contact Richard 
Lahne, Attorney-Adviser, Office of the 
Legal Adviser, U.S. Department of State 
(telephone: 202/453–8058). The address 
is U.S. Department of State, SA–44, 301 
4th Street, SW. Room 700, Washington, 
DC 20547–0001. 

Dated: December 9, 2005. 
C. Miller Crouch, 
Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary for 
Educational and Cultural Affairs, Department 
of State. 
[FR Doc. 05–24065 Filed 12–12–05; 1:01 pm] 
BILLING CODE 4710–08–P 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Office of the Secretary 

[Docket No. OST–2001–8696] 

Policy Guidance Concerning 
Recipients’ Responsibilities to Limited 
English Proficient (LEP) Persons 

AGENCY: Office of the Secretary (OST), 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
(DOT). 
ACTION: Notice of guidance with request 
for comments. 

SUMMARY: The United States Department 
of Transportation (DOT) is publishing 
guidance concerning services and 
policies by recipients of Federal 
financial assistance from the 
Department of Transportation related to 
persons with limited English 
proficiency. The guidance is based on 
the prohibition against national origin 
discrimination in Title VI of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964, as it affects limited 
English proficient persons. 
DATES: This guidance is effective 
immediately. Comments must be 
received on or before January 13, 2006. 
Late-filed comments will be considered 
to the extent practicable. DOT will 
review all comments and will determine 
what modifications to the guidance, if 
any, are necessary. This guidance 
supplants existing guidance on the same 
subject originally published at 66 FR 
6733 (January 22, 2001). 
ADDRESSES: You may submit comments, 
identified by the docket number [OST– 
2001–8696], by any of the following 
methods: 

• Web Site: http://dms.dot.gov. 
Follow the instructions for submitting 
comments on the DOT electronic docket 
site. 

• Fax: (202) 493–2251. 
• Mail: Docket Management System; 

U.S. Department of Transportation, 400 
Seventh Street, SW., Nassif Building, 
Room PL–401, Washington, DC 20590– 
0001. 

• Hand Delivery: To the Docket 
Management System; Room PL–401 on 
the plaza level of the Nassif Building, 
400 Seventh Street, SW., Washington, 
DC, between 9 a.m. and 5 p.m., Monday 
through Friday, except Federal 
Holidays. 

Instructions: You must include the 
agency name and docket number [OST– 
2001–8696] or the Regulatory 
Identification Number (RIN) for this 
notice at the beginning of your 
comment. Note that all comments 
received will be posted without change 
to http://dms.dot.gov, including any 
personal information provided. 

Privacy Act: Anyone is able to search 
the electronic form of all comments 
received into any of our dockets by the 
name of the individual submitting the 
comment (or signing the comment, if 
submitted on behalf of an association, 
business, labor union, etc.). You may 
review the DOT’s complete Privacy Act 
Statement in the Federal Register 
published on April 11, 2000 (Volume 
65, Number 70; Pages 19477–78) or you 
may visit http://dms.dot.gov. 

Docket: You may view the public 
docket through the Internet at http:// 
dms.dot.gov or in person at the Docket 
Management System office at the above 
address. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Joseph Austin, Chief, External Policy 
and Program Development Division, 
Departmental Office of Civil Rights, 
Telephone: (202) 366–5992, TTY: (202) 
366–9696, E-mail: 
joseph.austin@dot.gov; or Bonnie 
Angermann, Attorney-Advisor, Office of 
General Law, Office of the General 
Counsel, Telephone: (202) 366–9166, E- 
mail: bonnie.angermann@dot.gov. 
Arrangements to receive the policy 
guidance in an alternative format may 
be made by contacting the named 
individuals. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Title VI of 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. 
2000d, et seq., and its implementing 
regulations provide that no person shall 
be subjected to discrimination on the 
basis of race, color, or national origin 
under any program or activity that 
receives Federal financial assistance. 
The purpose of this limited English 
proficiency policy guidance is to clarify 
the responsibilities of recipients of 
Federal financial assistance from the 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
(DOT) (‘‘recipients’’), and assist them in 
fulfilling their responsibilities to limited 
English proficient (LEP) persons, 
pursuant to Title VI of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964 and implementing 
regulations. 

Executive Order 13166, ‘‘Improving 
Access to Services for Persons With 
Limited English Proficiency,’’ reprinted 
at 65 FR 50121 (August 16, 2000), 
directs each Federal agency that is 
subject to the requirements of Title VI 
to publish guidance for its respective 
recipients clarifying that obligation. 
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1 This guidance does not address the extent to 
which Executive Order 13166 requires language 
access services in the provision of boating safety 
courses funded by the Coast Guard, because that 
agency is no longer a component of the Department 
of Transportation. 

Executive Order 13166 further directs 
that all such guidance documents be 
consistent with the compliance 
standards and framework detailed in the 
Department of Justice’s (DOJ’s) Policy 
Guidance entitled ‘‘Enforcement of Title 
VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964— 
National Origin Discrimination Against 
Persons With Limited English 
Proficiency.’’ See 65 FR 50123 (August 
16, 2000) (DOJ’s General LEP Guidance). 

DOT published its initial guidance 
regarding its recipients’ obligations to 
take reasonable steps to ensure access 
by LEP persons on January 22, 2001, 
and requested public comment on the 
guidance. See 66 FR 6733. DOT received 
21 comments in response to its January 
22, 2001, policy guidance. The 
comments reflected the views of 
individuals, organizations serving LEP 
populations, organizations favoring the 
use of the English language, and 
recipient agencies. While many 
comments identified areas for 
improvement and/or revision, the 
majority of the comments on the DOT 
LEP Guidance expressed agreement 
with its overall goal of ensuring access 
of LEP individuals to recipients’ 
services. DOT worked closely with DOJ 
to ensure that recipients’ comments 
were addressed in a consistent fashion. 

In the order most often raised, the 
common areas of comment regarded: 
cost considerations, especially for 
smaller recipients serving few LEP 
persons; increased litigation risk and 
liability for recipients as a result of the 
guidance; and use of interpreters and 
the definition of ‘‘qualified interpreter.’’ 

A large number of comments focused 
on cost considerations and suggested 
that the Department address them as 
part of its evaluation of the language 
assistance needs of LEP persons. 
Particularly, this concern was expressed 
by state agencies that at the time 
received Coast Guard grants to 
administer safe boating courses.1 But 
this policy guidance does not require 
DOT recipients to translate all courses 
or materials in every circumstance or to 
take unreasonable or burdensome steps 
in providing LEP persons access. We 
have clarified the guidance to better 
convey its flexibility, based on the four- 
factor analysis set forth in DOJ’s General 
LEP Guidance. 

Several recipients commented that 
they serve few if any LEP persons and 
that the cost of interpreting all of their 
courses and materials would be 

excessive and unnecessary. While none 
urged that costs be excluded from 
consideration altogether, at least one 
comment expressed concern that a 
recipient could use cost as a basis for 
avoiding otherwise reasonable and 
necessary language assistance to LEP 
persons. In contrast, a few comments 
suggested that the flexible fact- 
dependent compliance standard set 
forth in the guidance, when combined 
with the desire of most recipients to 
avoid the risk of noncompliance, could 
lead some large recipients to incur 
unnecessary or inappropriate fiscal 
burdens in the face of already strained 
program budgets. The Department is 
mindful that cost considerations could 
be inappropriately used to avoid 
providing otherwise reasonable and 
necessary language assistance. 
Similarly, cost considerations could be 
ignored or minimized to justify the 
provision of a particular level or type of 
language service even though effective 
alternatives exist at a minimal cost. The 
Department also is aware of the 
possibility that satisfying the need for 
language services might be quite costly 
for certain types of recipients, 
particularly if they have not updated 
their programs and activities to the 
changing needs of the populations they 
serve. 

The potential for some recipients to 
assert adverse cost impacts in order to 
avoid Title VI obligations does not, in 
the Department’s view, justify 
eliminating cost as a factor in all cases 
when determining the necessary scope 
of reasonable language assistance 
services under DOT’s guidance. The 
Department continues to believe that 
costs are a legitimate consideration in 
identifying the reasonableness of 
particular language assistance measures, 
and the DOJ Recipient LEP Guidance 
identifies the appropriate framework 
through which costs are to be 
considered. See Department of Justice 
Final Guidance to Federal Financial 
Assistance Recipients Regarding Title VI 
Prohibition Against National Origin 
Discrimination Affecting Limited 
English Proficient Persons, 67 FR 41455 
(June 18, 2002). 

The second most common category of 
comments DOT received expressed 
concern over increased litigation risk 
and liability for recipients as a result of 
the LEP Guidance. As is addressed 
below in the Introduction, Alexander v. 
Sandoval, 532 U.S. 275 (2001), holds 
principally that there is no private right 
of action to enforce Title VI disparate 
impact regulations. The LEP Guidance 
is based on Title VI and DOT’s Title VI 
regulations at 49 CFR part 21 and does 
not provide any private right of action 

beyond that which exists in those laws. 
Thus, the LEP Guidance does not 
increase the risk of recipients’ legal 
liability to private plaintiffs. However, 
the Department does not dismiss the 
possibility that individuals may 
continue to initiate such legal actions. 

The third most numerous category of 
comments DOT received regarded the 
definition of ‘‘qualified interpreter’’ and 
expressed commentators’ concern with 
recipients’ responsibility to make 
interpreters available, especially for 
recipients who serve populations with 
extremely diverse language needs. Set 
forth below in section VI are practices 
to help recipients ascertain that their 
interpreters are both competent and 
effective. This section should enable 
recipients to assess the qualifications of 
the interpreters they use and identify 
any improvements that need to be 
addressed. 

Three of the comments urged 
withdrawal of the guidance, arguing it is 
unsupported by law. In response, the 
Department notes that its commitment 
to implementing Title VI and its 
regulations to address language barriers 
is longstanding and is unaffected by 
recent judicial action precluding 
individuals from successfully 
maintaining suits to enforce agencies’ 
Title VI disparate impact regulations. 
This guidance clarifies existing statutory 
and regulatory provisions by describing 
the factors recipients should consider in 
fulfilling their responsibilities to LEP 
persons. 

The remaining 18 comments were 
generally supportive of the guidance 
and DOT’s leadership in this area. One 
recipient commented that constraining 
LEP persons’ access to services may 
actually hinder their ability to become 
more proficient in the English language, 
therefore justifying increased programs 
for LEP persons. Several comments 
received addressed areas unique to the 
provision of transportation services to 
LEP persons. One recipient discussed 
the inconsistency between the Federal 
Motor Carrier Safety Administration’s 
(FMCSA’s) regulations requiring all 
drivers to speak and understand a 
certain amount of English, and the 
guidance’s requirement that the FMCSA 
division offices provide information and 
services in other languages to 
accommodate LEP persons. Pursuant to 
49 CFR 391.11(b)(2), a person is 
qualified to drive a motor vehicle if he 
or she ‘‘[c]an read and speak the English 
language sufficiently to converse with 
the general public, to understand 
highway traffic signs and signals in the 
English language, to respond to official 
inquiries, and to make entries on reports 
and records.’’ In 1997, following an 
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2 PO35. Age by Language Spoken at Home by 
Ability to Speak English for the Population 5 Years 
and Over. Cens. Summ. File 3, 2001 Supp. Survey 
Summ. Tables (SF 3) (based on 12 monthly samples 
during 2001) Washington: U.S. Dep’t of Comm., 
Bur. of the Census. Viewed 14 September 2004, 
available at: http://factfinder.census.gov/servlet/ 
DTTable?_bm=y&-geo_id=D&-ds_name=D&- 
_lang=en&-redoLog=false&- 
mt_name=DSS_2001_EST_G2000_P035. 

3 DOT recognizes that many recipients had 
language assistance programs in place prior to the 
issuance of Executive Order 13166. This policy 
guidance provides a uniform framework for a 
recipient to integrate, formalize, and assess the 
continued vitality of these existing and possibly 
additional reasonable efforts based on the nature of 
its programs and activities, the current needs of the 
LEP populations it encounters, and its prior 
experience in providing language services in the 
community it serves. 

4 This policy guidance is not a regulation but 
rather a guide. Title VI and its implementing 
regulations require that recipients take responsible 
steps to ensure meaningful access by LEP persons. 
Recipients should use the guidance to determine 
how best to comply with statutory and regulatory 
obligations to provide meaningful access to the 
benefits, services, information, and other important 
portions of their programs and activities for 
individuals who are LEP. 

American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) 
legal challenge to this requirement, DOT 
issued an advance notice of proposed 
rulemaking (ANPRM) to address this 
issue. On July 24, 2003, FMCSA 
withdrew this ANPRM, concluding that 
the information introduced in response 
to the notice ‘‘does not establish that the 
current regulation requires an 
unnecessarily high level of English 
fluency that has resulted in a 
discriminatory impact or effect based 
upon national origin, color, or 
ethnicity.’’ FMCSA determined the 
regulation ‘‘as written and properly 
enforced effectively balances issues of 
civil rights and highway safety.’’ 68 FR 
43890. 

Another recipient, who works with 
community-based organizations 
concerned with transportation practices 
and policies, suggested mandatory LEP 
Access Assessments be attached to the 
standard financial assistance Assurance 
Forms that recipients must execute, to 
serve as a basis for disqualifying 
recipients submitting inaccurate or 
substantially incomplete assessments 
from Federal grant funding. While 
providing LEP persons with meaningful 
access is the law and should be given 
high priority, DOT advocates a flexible 
approach in ensuring such access, as 
outlined below in section V, in order to 
suit the varying needs of its recipients, 
and therefore has not adopted this 
suggestion. As discussed in section VIII, 
DOT seeks to promote voluntary 
compliance to meet Title VI’s goal of 
ensuring that Federal funds are not used 
in a manner that discriminates on the 
basis of race, color, or national origin. 
DOT will work with recipients to meet 
this goal, and will resort to more 
intrusive administrative remedies only 
if voluntary compliance cannot be 
secured and stronger measures become 
necessary to ensure LEP persons have 
meaningful access to services from 
recipients of DOT financial assistance. 

This document has been modified 
based on careful consideration of public 
comments received by DOT, and the 
approach DOJ adopted after analyzing 
the public comments it received 
following its initial guidance published 
at 66 FR 3834 (January 16, 2001). This 
guidance is consistent with: Title VI, 
implementing regulations, Executive 
Order 13166, the DOJ General LEP 
Guidance, and the model DOJ Recipient 
Guidance issued on June 18, 2002. 

With particular emphasis on the 
concerns mentioned above, the 
Department proposes this ‘‘Limited 
English Proficiency Guidance for 
Department of Transportation 
Recipients.’’ The text of this guidance 
document appears below. 

Because this guidance must adhere to 
the Federal-wide compliance standards 
and framework detailed in the model 
DOJ Recipient Guidance issued on June 
18, 2002, DOT specifically solicits 
comments on the nature, scope, and 
appropriateness of the DOT-specific 
examples set out in this guidance 
explaining and/or highlighting how 
those consistent Federal-wide 
compliance standards are applicable to 
recipients of Federal financial assistance 
from DOT. This guidance supplants the 
existing guidance on the same subject 
published at 66 FR 6733 (January 22, 
2001). This guidance does not constitute 
a regulation subject to the rulemaking 
requirements of the Administrative 
Procedure Act, 5 U.S.C. 553. 

Dated: December 7, 2005. 
J. Michael Trujillo, 
Director, Departmental Office of Civil Rights. 

Guidance to Federal Financial 
Assistance Recipients Regarding Title 
VI Prohibition Against National Origin 
Discrimination Affecting Limited 
English Proficient Persons 

I. Introduction 
Most individuals living in the United 

States read, write, speak, and 
understand English. There are many 
individuals, however, for whom English 
is not their primary language. For 
instance, based on the 2000 census, 
regarding individuals older than age 5, 
over 26 million individuals speak 
Spanish and almost 7 million 
individuals speak an Asian or Pacific 
Island language at home. If these 
individuals have a limited ability to 
read, write, speak, or understand 
English, they are limited English 
proficient, or ‘‘LEP.’’ 

In a 2001 Supplementary Survey by 
the U.S. Census Bureau, 2 33% of 
Spanish speakers and 22.4% of all 
Asian and Pacific Island language 
speakers aged 18–64 reported that they 
spoke English either ‘‘not well’’ or ‘‘not 
at all.’’ 

Language for LEP individuals can be 
a barrier to accessing important benefits 
or services, understanding and 
exercising important rights, complying 
with applicable responsibilities, or 
understanding other information 
provided by federally funded programs 
and activities. The Federal Government 

funds an array of services that can be 
made meaningfully accessible to 
otherwise eligible LEP persons. The 
Federal Government is committed to 
improving the accessibility of these 
programs and activities to eligible LEP 
persons, a goal that reinforces its 
equally important commitment to 
promoting programs and activities 
designed to help individuals learn 
English. Recipients of Federal financial 
assistance have an obligation to reduce 
language barriers that can preclude 
meaningful access by LEP persons to 
important government services.3 

In certain circumstances, failure to 
ensure that LEP persons can effectively 
participate in or benefit from federally 
assisted programs and activities may 
violate the prohibition under Title VI of 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. 
2000d, and Title VI regulations against 
national origin discrimination. The 
purpose of this policy guidance is to 
assist recipients in fulfilling their 
responsibilities to provide meaningful 
access to LEP persons under existing 
law. This guidance clarifies existing 
legal requirements for LEP persons by 
describing the factors recipients should 
consider in fulfilling their 
responsibilities to LEP persons.4 These 
are the same criteria DOT will use in 
evaluating whether recipients are 
complying with Title VI and Title VI 
regulations. 

Executive Order 13166 charges DOJ 
with the responsibility for providing 
LEP Guidance to other Federal agencies, 
such as DOT, and for ensuring 
consistency among each agency-specific 
guidance. Consistency among Federal 
Government agencies is particularly 
important. Inconsistent or contradictory 
guidance could confuse recipients of 
Federal funds and needlessly increase 
costs without facilitating the meaningful 
access for LEP persons that this policy 
guidance is designed to address. As 
with most government initiatives, this 
requires balancing several principles. 
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5 The memorandum noted that some 
commentators have interpreted Sandoval as 
impliedly striking down the disparate impact 
regulations promulgated under Title VI that form 
the basis for the part of Executive Order 13166 that 
applies to federally assisted programs and activities. 
See, e.g., Sandoval, 532 U.S. at 286, 286 n.6 (‘‘[W]e 
assume for purposes of this decision that section 
602 confers the authority to promulgate disparate- 
impact regulations; * * * We cannot help 
observing, however, how strange it is to say that 
disparate-impact regulations are ‘inspired by, at the 
service of, and inseparably intertwined with’ Sec. 
601 * * * when Sec. 601 permits the very behavior 
that the regulations forbid’’). The memorandum, 
however, made clear that DOJ disagreed with the 
commentators’ interpretation. Sandoval holds 
principally that there is no private right of action 

While this guidance discusses that 
balance in some detail, it is important 
to note the basic principles behind that 
balance. First, we must ensure that 
federally assisted programs and 
activities aimed at the American public 
do not leave individuals behind simply 
because they face challenges 
communicating in English. This is of 
particular importance because, in many 
cases, LEP individuals form a 
substantial portion of those who 
particularly benefit from federally 
assisted programs and activities. 
Second, we must achieve this goal while 
finding constructive methods to reduce 
the costs of LEP requirements on small 
businesses, small local governments, or 
small nonprofit organizations that 
receive Federal financial assistance. 
There are many productive steps that 
the Federal Government, either 
collectively or as individual agencies, 
can take to help recipients reduce the 
costs of language services without 
sacrificing meaningful access for LEP 
persons. Without these steps, certain 
smaller recipients may choose not to 
participate in federally assisted 
programs or activities, threatening the 
critical functions that the programs or 
activities strive to assist. To that end, 
DOT plans to continue to work with 
DOJ and other Federal agencies to 
provide ongoing assistance and 
guidance in this important area. In 
addition, DOT plans to work with 
recipients of Federal financial 
assistance—for example, with motor 
vehicle departments, transit authorities, 
state departments of transportation, and 
other transportation service providers— 
and LEP persons, to identify and share 
model plans, examples of best practices, 
and cost-saving approaches. Moreover, 
DOT intends to explore how language 
assistance measures and cost- 
containment approaches developed 
with respect to its own federally 
conducted programs and activities can 
be effectively shared or otherwise made 
available to recipients, particularly 
small businesses, small local 
governments, and small nonprofit 
organizations. An interagency working 
group on LEP has developed a Web site, 
http://www.lep.gov, to assist in 
disseminating this information to 
recipients, Federal agencies, and the 
communities being served. 

Many commentators have noted that 
some have interpreted the case of 
Alexander v. Sandoval, 532 U.S. 275 
(2001), as impliedly striking down the 
regulations promulgated under Title VI 
that form the basis for the part of 
Executive Order 13166 that applies to 
federally assisted programs and 

activities. We have taken the position 
that this is not the case, and will 
continue to do so. Accordingly, we will 
strive to ensure that federally assisted 
programs and activities work in a way 
that is effective for all eligible 
beneficiaries, including those with 
limited English proficiency. 

II. Legal Authority 
Section 601 of Title VI of the Civil 

Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. 2000d, 
provides that no person shall ‘‘on the 
ground of race, color, or national origin, 
be excluded from participation in, be 
denied the benefits of, or be subjected 
to discrimination under any program or 
activity receiving Federal financial 
assistance.’’ Section 602 authorizes and 
directs Federal agencies that are 
empowered to extend Federal financial 
assistance to any program or activity ‘‘to 
effectuate the provisions of [section 601] 
* * * by issuing rules, regulations, or 
orders of general applicability.’’ 42 
U.S.C. 2000d–1. 

Department of Justice regulations 
promulgated pursuant to section 602 
forbid recipients from ‘‘utiliz[ing] 
criteria or methods of administration 
which have the effect of subjecting 
individuals to discrimination because of 
their race, color, or national origin, or 
have the effect of defeating or 
substantially impairing accomplishment 
of the objectives of the program as 
respects individuals of a particular race, 
color, or national origin.’’ 28 CFR 
42.104(b)(2). DOT’s Title VI regulations 
include almost identical language in 
this regard. See 49 CFR 21.5(b)(vii)(2) 
(portions of these regulations are 
provided in Appendix A). 

The Supreme Court, in Lau v. Nichols, 
414 U.S. 563 (1974), interpreted 
regulations promulgated by the former 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, including a regulation similar 
to that of DOJ, 45 CFR 80.3(b)(2), to hold 
that Title VI prohibits conduct that has 
a disproportionate effect on LEP persons 
because such conduct constitutes 
national origin discrimination. In Lau, a 
San Francisco school district that had a 
significant number of non-English- 
speaking students of Chinese origin was 
required to take reasonable steps to 
provide them with a meaningful 
opportunity to participate in federally 
funded educational programs. 

On August 11, 2000, Executive Order 
13166 was issued. ‘‘Improving Access to 
Services for Persons With Limited 
English Proficiency,’’ 65 FR 50121 
(August 16, 2000). Under that order, 
every Federal agency that provides 
financial assistance to non-Federal 
entities must publish guidance on how 
its recipients can provide meaningful 

access to LEP persons and thus comply 
with Title VI regulations forbidding 
recipients from ‘‘restrict[ing] an 
individual in any way in the enjoyment 
of any advantage or privilege enjoyed by 
others receiving any service, financial 
aid, or other benefit under the program’’ 
or from ‘‘utiliz[ing] criteria or methods 
of administration which have the effect 
of subjecting individuals to 
discrimination because of their race, 
color, or national origin, or have the 
effect of defeating or substantially 
impairing accomplishment of the 
objectives of the program as respects 
individuals of a particular race, color, or 
national origin.’’ 

On that same day, DOJ issued a 
general guidance document addressed 
to ‘‘Executive Agency Civil Rights 
Officers’’ setting forth general principles 
for agencies to apply in developing 
guidance documents for recipients 
pursuant to the Executive Order. 
‘‘Enforcement of Title VI of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964—National Origin 
Discrimination Against Persons With 
Limited English Proficiency,’’ 65 FR 
50123 (August 16, 2000) (DOJ’s General 
LEP Guidance). 

Subsequently, Federal agencies raised 
questions regarding the requirements of 
the Executive Order, especially in light 
of the Supreme Court’s decision in 
Alexander v. Sandoval, 532 U.S. 275 
(2001). On October 26, 2001, the 
Assistant Attorney General for Civil 
Rights issued a memorandum for 
‘‘Heads of Departments and Agencies, 
General Counsels and Civil Rights 
Directors.’’ This memorandum clarified 
and reaffirmed the DOJ LEP Guidance in 
light of Sandoval. The Assistant 
Attorney General stated that because 
Sandoval did not invalidate any Title VI 
regulations that proscribe conduct that 
has a disparate impact on covered 
groups—the types of regulations that 
form the legal basis for the part of 
Executive Order 13166 that applies to 
federally assisted programs and 
activities—the Executive Order remains 
in force.5 
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to enforce Title VI disparate impact regulations. It 
did not address the validity of those regulations or 
Executive Order 13166 or otherwise limit the 
authority and responsibility of Federal agencies to 
enforce their own Title VI regulations. 

6 Recipients should review DOJ’s LEP Guidance 
for specific examples of how the four-factor analysis 
applies to interactions between funded law 
enforcement authorities and first responders. 

Pursuant to Executive Order 13166, 
DOT developed its own guidance 
document for recipients and initially 
issued it on January 22, 2001. ‘‘DOT 
Guidance to Recipients on Special 
Language Services to Limited English 
Proficient (LEP) Beneficiaries.’’ 
However, in light of the public 
comments received and the Assistant 
Attorney General’s October 26, 2001, 
clarifying memorandum, DOT has 
revised its LEP guidance to ensure 
greater consistency with DOJ’s revised 
LEP guidance, published June 18, 2002, 
and other agencies’ revised LEP 
guidance. 67 FR 117 (June 18, 2002). 

III. Who Is Covered? 

Pursuant to Executive Order 13166, 
the meaningful access requirement of 
Title VI, the Title VI regulations, and the 
four-factor analysis set forth in the DOJ’s 
revised LEP Guidance, 67 FR 117 (June 
18, 2002), apply to the programs and 
activities of Federal agencies, including 
DOT. Federal financial assistance 
includes grants, cooperative agreements, 
training, use of equipment, donations of 
surplus property, and other assistance. 
Recipients of DOT assistance include, 
for example: 

• State departments of transportation. 
• State motor vehicle administrations. 
• Airport operators. 
• State highway safety programs. 
• Metropolitan planning 

organizations. 
• Regional transportation agencies. 
• Regional, state, and local transit 

operators. 
• Public safety agencies.6 
• Hazardous materials transporters 

and other first responders. 
• State and local agencies with 

emergency transportation 
responsibilities, for example, the 
transportation of supplies for natural 
disasters, planning for evacuations, 
quarantines, and other similar action. 

Subrecipients likewise are covered 
when Federal funds are passed through 
from one recipient to a subrecipient. 

Coverage extends to a recipient’s 
entire program or activity, i.e., to all 
parts of a recipient’s operations. This is 
true even if only one part of the 
recipient receives the Federal 
assistance. 

Example: DOT provides assistance to 
a state department of transportation to 

rehabilitate a particular highway on the 
National Highway System. All of the 
operations of the entire state department 
of transportation—not just the particular 
highway program—are covered by the 
DOT guidance. 

Finally, some recipients operate in 
jurisdictions in which English has been 
declared the official language. 
Nonetheless, these recipients continue 
to be subject to Federal 
nondiscrimination requirements, 
including those applicable to the 
provision of federally assisted services 
to persons with limited English 
proficiency. 

IV. Who Is a Limited English Proficient 
Individual? 

Individuals who do not speak English 
as their primary language and who have 
a limited ability to read, write, speak, or 
understand English can be limited 
English proficient, or ‘‘LEP,’’ and, 
therefore, are entitled to language 
assistance under Title VI of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964 with respect to a 
particular type of service, benefit, or 
encounter. However, if a Federal agency 
were to decide to terminate Federal 
funds based on noncompliance with 
Title VI or its regulations, only funds 
directed to the particular program or 
activity that is out of compliance would 
be terminated. 42 U.S.C. 2000d–1. 

Examples of populations likely to 
include LEP persons who are served or 
encountered by DOT recipients and 
should be considered when planning 
language services include, but are not 
limited to: 

• Public transportation passengers. 
• Persons who apply for a driver’s 

license at a state department of motor 
vehicles. 

• Persons subject to the control of 
state or local transportation enforcement 
authorities, including, for example, 
commercial motor vehicle drivers. 

• Persons served by emergency 
transportation response programs. 

• Persons living in areas affected or 
potentially affected by transportation 
projects. 

• Business owners who apply to 
participate in DOT’s Disadvantaged 
Business Enterprise program. 

V. How Does a Recipient Determine the 
Extent of Its Obligation to Provide LEP 
Services? 

Recipients are required to take 
reasonable steps to ensure meaningful 
access to their programs and activities 
by LEP persons. While designed to be a 
flexible and fact-dependent standard, 
the starting point is an individualized 
assessment that balances the following 
four factors: (1) The number or 

proportion of LEP persons eligible to be 
served or likely to be encountered by a 
program, activity, or service of the 
recipient or grantee; (2) the frequency 
with which LEP individuals come in 
contact with the program; (3) the nature 
and importance of the program, activity, 
or service provided by the recipient to 
people’s lives; and (4) the resources 
available to the recipient and costs. As 
indicated above, the intent of this policy 
guidance is to suggest a balance that 
ensures meaningful access by LEP 
persons to critical services while not 
imposing undue burdens on small 
businesses, small local governments, or 
small nonprofit organizations. 

After applying the above four-factor 
analysis to the various kinds of contacts 
a recipient has with the public, the 
recipient may conclude that different 
language assistance measures are 
sufficient to ensure meaningful access to 
the different types of programs or 
activities in which it engages. For 
instance, some of a recipient’s activities 
will have a greater impact on or contact 
with LEP persons than others, and thus 
may require more in the way of 
language assistance. The flexibility that 
recipients have in addressing the needs 
of the LEP populations they serve does 
not diminish, and should not be used to 
minimize, the obligation that those 
needs be addressed. DOT recipients 
should apply the following four factors 
to the various kinds of contacts that they 
have with the public to assess language 
needs and decide what reasonable steps 
they should take to ensure meaningful 
access for LEP persons. 

(1) The Number or Proportion of LEP 
Persons Served or Encountered in the 
Eligible Service Population 

The greater the number or proportion 
of LEP persons from a particular 
language group served or encountered 
in the eligible service population, the 
more likely language services are 
needed. Ordinarily, persons ‘‘eligible to 
be served, or likely to be directly 
affected, by’’ a recipient’s programs or 
activities are those who are in fact, 
served or encountered in the eligible 
service population. This population will 
be program-specific, and includes 
persons who are in the geographic area 
that is part of the recipient’s service 
area. However, where, for instance, a 
motor vehicle office serves a large LEP 
population, the appropriate service area 
is that served by the office, and not the 
entire population served by the 
department. Where no service area has 
previously been approved, the relevant 
service area may be that which is 
approved by state or local authorities or 
designated by the recipient itself, 
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7 The focus of the analysis is on lack of English 
proficiency, not the ability to speak more than one 
language. Note that demographic data may indicate 
the most frequently spoken languages other than 
English and the percentage of people who speak 
that language but speak or understand English less 
than well. People who are also proficient in English 
may speak some of the most commonly spoken 
languages other than English. 

8 Small recipients with limited resources may 
find that entering into a bulk telephonic 
interpretation service contract will prove cost 
effective. 

provided that these designations do not 
themselves discriminatorily exclude 
certain populations. When considering 
the number or proportion of LEP 
individuals in a service area, recipients 
should consider LEP parent(s) whose 
English proficient or LEP minor 
children and dependents encounter the 
services of DOT recipients. 

Recipients should first examine their 
prior experiences with LEP individuals 
and determine the breadth and scope of 
language services that are needed. In 
conducting this analysis, it is important 
to: Include language minority 
populations that are eligible 
beneficiaries of recipients’ programs, 
activities, or services but may be 
underserved because of existing 
language barriers; and consult 
additional data, for example, from the 
census, school systems and community 
organizations, and data from state and 
local governments, community agencies, 
school systems, religious organizations, 
and legal aid entities.7 

(2) The Frequency With Which LEP 
Individuals Come in Contact With the 
Program, Activity, or Service 

Recipients should assess, as 
accurately as possible, the frequency 
with which they have or should have 
contact with LEP individuals from 
different language groups seeking 
assistance, as the more frequent the 
contact, the more likely enhanced 
language services will be needed. The 
steps that are reasonable for a recipient 
that serves an LEP person on a one-time 
basis will be very different than those 
expected from a recipient that serves 
LEP persons daily. Recipients should 
also consider the frequency of different 
types of language contacts, as frequent 
contacts with Spanish-speaking people 
who are LEP may require certain 
assistance in Spanish, while less 
frequent contact with different language 
groups may suggest a different and/or 
less intensified solution. If an LEP 
individual accesses a program or service 
on a daily basis, a recipient has greater 
duties than if the same individual’s 
program or activity contact is 
unpredictable or infrequent. However, 
even recipients that serve LEP persons 
on an unpredictable or infrequent basis 
should use this balancing analysis to 
determine what to do if an LEP 

individual seeks services under the 
program in question. This plan need not 
be intricate. It may be as simple as being 
prepared to use a commercial 
telephonic interpretation service to 
obtain immediate interpreter services. 
Additionally, in applying this standard, 
recipients should consider whether 
appropriate outreach to LEP persons 
could increase the frequency of contact 
with LEP language groups. 

(3) The Nature and Importance of the 
Program, Activity, or Service Provided 
by the Program 

The more important the activity, 
information, service, or program, or the 
greater the possible consequences of the 
contact to the LEP individuals, the more 
likely language services are needed. The 
obligations to communicate rights to an 
LEP person who needs public 
transportation differ, for example, from 
those to provide recreational 
programming. A recipient needs to 
determine whether denial or delay of 
access to services or information could 
have serious or even life-threatening 
implications for the LEP individual. 
Decisions by a Federal, state, or local 
entity to make an activity compulsory, 
such as requiring a driver to have a 
license, can serve as strong evidence of 
the importance of the program or 
activity. 

(4) The Resources Available to the 
Recipient and Costs 

A recipient’s level of resources and 
the costs imposed may have an impact 
on the nature of the steps it should take 
in providing meaningful access for LEP 
persons. Smaller recipients with more 
limited budgets are not expected to 
provide the same level of language 
services as larger recipients with larger 
budgets. In addition, ‘‘reasonable steps’’ 
may cease to be reasonable where the 
costs imposed substantially exceed the 
benefits. Recipients should carefully 
explore the most cost-effective means of 
delivering competent and accurate 
language services before limiting 
services due to resource concerns. 

Resource and cost issues, however, 
can often be reduced by technological 
advances, reasonable business practices, 
and the sharing of language assistance 
materials and services among and 
between recipients, advocacy groups, 
affected populations, and Federal 
agencies. For example, the following 
practices may reduce resource and cost 
issues where appropriate: 

• Training bilingual staff to act as 
interpreters and translators. 

• Information sharing through 
industry groups. 

• Telephonic and video conferencing 
interpretation services. 

• Translating vital documents posted 
on Web sites. 

• Pooling resources and standardizing 
documents to reduce translation needs. 

• Using qualified translators and 
interpreters to ensure that documents 
need not be ‘‘fixed’’ later and that 
inaccurate interpretations do not cause 
delay or other costs. 

• Centralizing interpreter and 
translator services to achieve economies 
of scale.8 

• Formalized use of qualified 
community volunteers. 

Large entities and those entities 
serving a significant number or 
proportion of LEP persons should 
ensure that their resource limitations are 
well substantiated before using this 
factor as a reason to limit language 
assistance. Such recipients may find it 
useful to be able to articulate, through 
documentation or in some other 
reasonable manner, their process for 
determining that language services 
would be limited based on resources or 
costs. 

This four-factor analysis necessarily 
implicates the ‘‘mix’’ of LEP services 
required. Recipients have two main 
ways to provide language services: Oral 
interpretation either in person or via 
telephone interpretation service 
(hereinafter ‘‘interpretation’’) and 
written translation (hereinafter 
‘‘translation’’). Oral interpretation can 
range from on-site interpreters for 
critical services provided to a high 
volume of LEP persons to access 
through commercially available 
telephonic interpretation services. 
Written translation, likewise, can range 
from translation of an entire document 
to translation of a short description of 
the document. In some cases, language 
services should be made available on an 
expedited basis while in others the LEP 
individual may be referred to another 
office of the recipient for language 
assistance. 

The correct mix should be based on 
what is both necessary and reasonable 
in light of the four-factor analysis. For 
instance, a motor vehicle department or 
an emergency hazardous material clean- 
up team in a largely Hispanic 
neighborhood may need immediate oral 
interpreters available and should give 
serious consideration to hiring bilingual 
staff (of course, many such departments 
have already made these arrangements). 
Additionally, providing public 

VerDate Aug<31>2005 15:29 Dec 13, 2005 Jkt 208001 PO 00000 Frm 00105 Fmt 4703 Sfmt 4703 E:\FR\FM\14DEN1.SGM 14DEN1



74093 Federal Register / Vol. 70, No. 239 / Wednesday, December 14, 2005 / Notices 

9 Many languages have ‘‘regionalisms,’’ or 
differences in usage. For instance, a word that may 
be understood to mean something in Spanish for 
someone from Cuba may not be so understood by 
someone from Mexico. In addition, because there 
may be languages that do not have an appropriate 
direct interpretation of certain legal terms, the 
interpreter should be able to provide the most 
appropriate interpretation. The interpreter should 
make the recipient aware of the issue and the 
interpreter and recipient can then work to develop 
a consistent and appropriate set of descriptions of 
these terms in that language that can be used again, 
when appropriate. 

transportation access to LEP persons is 
crucial. An LEP person’s inability to 
utilize effectively public transportation 
may adversely affect his or her ability to 
obtain health care, or education, or 
access to employment. In contrast, there 
may be circumstances where the 
importance and nature of the activity 
and number or proportion and 
frequency of contact with LEP persons 
may be low and the costs and resources 
needed to provide language services 
may be high—such as in the case of a 
voluntary general public tour of an 
airport or train station—in which pre- 
arranged language services for the 
particular service may not be necessary. 
Regardless of the type of language 
services provided, quality and accuracy 
of those services can be critical. 
Recipients have substantial flexibility in 
determining the appropriate mix. 

VI. Selecting Language Assistance 
Services 

Recipients may provide language 
services in either oral or written form. 
Quality and accuracy of the language 
service is critical in order to avoid 
potential serious consequences to the 
LEP person and to the recipient. 

A. Oral Language Services 
(Interpretation) 

Interpretation is the act of listening to 
something in one language (source 
language) and orally translating it into 
another language (target language). 
Where interpretation is needed and is 
reasonable, recipients should consider 
some or all of the options below for 
providing competent interpreters in a 
timely manner. 

Competence of Interpreters. When 
providing oral assistance, recipients 
should ensure competency of the 
language service provider, no matter 
which of the strategies outlined below 
are used. Competency requires more 
than self-identification as bilingual. 
Some bilingual staff and community 
volunteers, for instance, may be able to 
communicate effectively in a different 
language when communicating 
information directly in that language, 
but not be competent to interpret into 
and out of English. Likewise, they may 
not be able to do written translations. 

Competency to interpret, however, 
does not necessarily mean formal 
certification as an interpreter, although 
certification is helpful. When using 
interpreters, recipients should ensure 
that they: 

• Demonstrate proficiency in and 
ability to communicate information 
accurately in both English and in the 
other language and identify and employ 
the appropriate mode of interpreting 

(e.g., consecutive, simultaneous, 
summarization, or sight translation). 

• Have knowledge in both languages 
of any specialized terms or concepts 
peculiar to the recipient’s program or 
activity and of any particularized 
vocabulary and phraseology used by the 
LEP person;9 and understand and follow 
confidentiality and impartiality rules to 
the same extent as the recipient 
employee for whom they are 
interpreting and/or to the extent their 
position requires. 

• Understand and adhere to their role 
as interpreters without deviating into a 
role as counselor, legal advisor, or other 
roles. 

Additionally, some recipients may 
have their own requirements for 
interpreters, as individual rights may 
depend on precise, complete, and 
accurate interpretations or translations. 
In some cases, interpreters may be 
required to demonstrate that their 
involvement in a matter would not 
create a conflict of interest. 

While quality and accuracy of 
language services are critical, they are 
nonetheless part of the appropriate mix 
of LEP services required. The quality 
and accuracy of language services as 
part of disaster relief programs, or in the 
provision of emergency supplies and 
services, for example, must be 
extraordinarily high, while the quality 
and accuracy of language services in a 
bicycle safety course need not meet the 
same exacting standards. 

Finally, when interpretation is needed 
and is reasonable, it should be provided 
in a timely manner in order to be 
effective. Generally, to be ‘‘timely,’’ the 
recipient should provide language 
assistance at a time and place that 
avoids the effective denial of the 
service, benefit, or right at issue or the 
imposition of an undue burden on or 
delay in important rights, benefits, or 
services to the LEP person. For example, 
when the timeliness of services is 
important, such as when an LEP person 
needs access to public transportation, a 
DOT recipient does not provide 
meaningful LEP access when it has only 
one bilingual staff member available one 
day a week to provide the service. 

Hiring Bilingual Staff. When 
particular languages are encountered 
often, hiring bilingual staff offers one of 
the best, and often most economical, 
options. Recipients can, for example, fill 
public contact positions, such as transit 
station managers, department of motor 
vehicle service representatives, security 
guards, or program directors, with staff 
that are bilingual and competent to 
communicate directly with LEP persons 
in their language. If bilingual staff 
members are also used to interpret 
between English speakers and LEP 
persons, or to orally interpret written 
documents from English into another 
language, they should be competent in 
the skill of interpreting, as discussed 
above. Effective management strategies, 
including any appropriate adjustments 
in assignments and protocols for using 
bilingual staff, can ensure that bilingual 
staff members are fully and 
appropriately utilized. When bilingual 
staff cannot meet all of the language 
service obligations of the recipient, the 
recipient should turn to other options. 

Hiring Staff Interpreters. Hiring 
interpreters may be most helpful where 
there is a frequent need for interpreting 
services in one or more languages. 
Depending on the facts, sometimes it 
may be necessary and reasonable to 
provide on-site interpreters to facilitate 
accurate and meaningful 
communication with an LEP person. 

Contracting for Interpreters. Contract 
interpreters may be a cost-effective 
option when there is no regular need for 
a particular language skill. In addition 
to commercial and other private 
providers, many community-based 
organizations and mutual assistance 
associations provide interpretation 
services for particular languages. 
Contracting with interpreters and 
providing training regarding the 
recipient’s programs and processes to 
these organizations can be a cost- 
effective option for providing language 
services to LEP persons from those 
language groups. 

Using Telephone Interpreter Lines. 
Telephone interpreter service lines often 
offer prompt interpreting assistance in 
many different languages. They may be 
particularly appropriate where the mode 
of communicating with an English 
proficient person would also be over the 
phone. Although telephonic 
interpretation services are useful in 
many situations, it is important to 
ensure that, when using such services, 
the interpreters are competent to 
interpret any technical or legal terms 
specific to a particular program that may 
be important parts of the conversation. 
Nuances in language and non-verbal 
communication can often assist an 
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interpreter and cannot be recognized 
over the phone. The issues discussed 
above regarding interpreter competency 
are also relevant to telephonic 
interpreters. Video teleconferencing and 
allowing interpreters to review relevant 
documents in advance may also be 
helpful. 

Using Community Volunteers. In 
addition to consideration of bilingual 
staff, staff interpreters, or contract 
interpreters (either in-person or by 
telephone) as options to ensure 
meaningful access by LEP persons, use 
of recipient-coordinated community 
volunteers may provide a cost-effective 
supplemental language assistance 
strategy under appropriate 
circumstances. They may be particularly 
useful in providing language access for 
a recipient’s less critical programs and 
activities. To the extent the recipient 
relies on community volunteers, it is 
often best to use volunteers who are 
trained in the information or services of 
the program and can communicate 
directly with LEP persons in their 
language. Just as with all interpreters, 
community volunteers used to interpret 
between English speakers and LEP 
persons, or to orally translate 
documents, should be competent in the 
skill of interpreting and knowledgeable 
about applicable confidentiality and 
impartiality rules. Recipients should 
consider formal arrangements with 
community-based organizations that 
provide volunteers to address these 
concerns and help ensure that services 
are available more regularly. 

Use of Family Members, Friends, 
Other Customers/Passengers as 
Interpreters. Although recipients should 
not plan to rely on an LEP person’s 
family members, friends, or other 
informal interpreters to provide 
meaningful access to important 
programs and activities, where LEP 
persons so desire, they should be 
permitted to use an interpreter of their 
choice at their own expense (whether a 
professional interpreter, family member, 
or friend) in place of or as a supplement 
to the free language services expressly 
offered by the recipient. LEP persons 
may feel more comfortable when a 
trusted family member or friend acts as 
an interpreter. In addition, in exigent 
circumstances that are not reasonably 
foreseeable, temporary use of 
interpreters not provided by the 
recipient may be necessary. However, 
with proper planning and 
implementation, recipients should be 
able to avoid most such situations. 

Recipients, however, should take 
special care to ensure that family 
members, legal guardians, caretakers, 
and other informal interpreters are 

appropriate in light of the circumstances 
and subject matter of the program, 
service or activity, including protection 
of the recipient’s own administrative, 
mission-related, or enforcement interest 
in accurate interpretation. In many 
circumstances, family members 
(especially children) or friends are not 
competent to provide quality and 
accurate interpretations. Issues of 
confidentiality, privacy, or conflict of 
interest may also arise. LEP individuals 
may feel uncomfortable revealing or 
describing sensitive or confidential 
information to a family member, friend, 
or member of the local community. In 
addition, such informal interpreters may 
have a personal connection to the LEP 
person or an undisclosed conflict of 
interest, such as the desire to obtain an 
LEP person’s personal identification 
information, for example, in the case of 
an LEP person attempting to apply for 
a driver’s license. Thus, DOT recipients 
should generally offer free interpreter 
services to the LEP person. This is 
particularly true in situations in which 
health, safety, or access to important 
benefits and services are at stake, or 
when credibility and accuracy are 
important to protect an individual’s 
rights and access to important services. 

An example of such a case is when no 
interpreters, or bilingual or symbolic 
signs are available in a state department 
of motor vehicles. In an effort to apply 
for a driver’s license, vehicle 
registration, or parking permit, an LEP 
person may be forced to enlist the help 
of a stranger for translation. This 
practice may raise serious issues of 
competency or confidentiality and may 
compromise the personal security of the 
LEP person, as the stranger could have 
access to the LEP person’s personal 
identification information, such as his 
or her name, phone number, address, 
social security number, driver’s license 
number (if different from the social 
security number), and medical 
information. However, there are 
situations where proper application of 
the four factors would lead to a 
conclusion that recipient-provided 
services are not necessary. An example 
of this is a voluntary educational tour of 
an airport, or a train or bus station. 
There, the importance and nature of the 
activity may be relatively low and 
unlikely to implicate issues of 
confidentiality, conflict of interest, or 
the need for accuracy. In addition, the 
resources needed and costs of providing 
language services may be high. In such 
a setting, an LEP person’s use of family, 
friends, or others to interpret may be 
appropriate. 

If the LEP person voluntarily chooses 
to provide his or her own interpreter, a 

recipient should consider whether a 
record of that choice and of the 
recipient’s offer of assistance is 
appropriate. Where precise, complete, 
and accurate interpretations or 
translations of information and/or 
testimony are critical, or where the 
competency of the LEP person’s 
interpreter is not established, a recipient 
might decide to provide its own, 
independent interpreter, even if an LEP 
person wants to use his or her own 
interpreter as well. Extra caution should 
be exercised when the LEP person 
chooses to use a minor as the 
interpreter. While the LEP person’s 
decision should be respected, there may 
be additional issues of competency, 
confidentiality, or conflict of interest 
when the choice involves using children 
as interpreters. The recipient should 
take care to ensure that the LEP person’s 
choice is voluntary, that the LEP person 
is aware of the possible problems if the 
preferred interpreter is a minor child, 
and that the LEP person knows that a 
competent interpreter could be provided 
by the recipient at no cost. 

B. Written Language Services 
(Translation) 

Translation is the replacement of a 
written text from one language (source 
language) into an equivalent written text 
in another language (target language). 

What Documents Should be 
Translated? After applying the four- 
factor analysis, a recipient may 
determine that an effective LEP plan for 
its particular program or activity 
includes the translation of vital written 
materials into the language of each 
frequently encountered LEP group 
eligible to be served and/or likely to be 
affected by the recipient’s program. 
Such written materials could include, 
for example: 

• Driver’s license, automobile 
registration, and parking permit forms. 

• Parking tickets, citation forms, and 
violation or deficiency notices, or 
pertinent portions thereof. 

• Emergency transportation 
information. 

• Markings, signs, and packaging for 
hazardous materials and substances. 

• Signs in bus and train stations, and 
in airports. 

• Notices of public hearings regarding 
recipients’ proposed transportation 
plans, projects, or changes, and 
reduction, denial, or termination of 
services or benefits. 

• Signs in waiting rooms, reception 
areas, and other initial points of entry. 

• Notices advising LEP persons of 
free language assistance and language 
identification cards for staff (i.e., ‘‘I 
speak’’ cards). 
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10 For those languages in which no formal 
accreditation exists, a particular level of 
membership in a professional translation 
association can provide some indicator of 
professional competence. 

• Statements about the services 
available and the right to free language 
assistance services in appropriate non- 
English languages, in brochures, 
booklets, outreach and recruitment 
information, and other materials 
routinely disseminated to the public. 

• Written tests that do not assess 
English-language competency, but test 
competency for a particular license, job, 
or skill for which knowing English is 
not required. 

• Applications, or instructions on 
how to participate in a recipient’s 
program or activity or to receive 
recipient benefits or services. 

• Consent forms. 
Whether or not a document (or the 

information it solicits) is ‘‘vital’’ may 
depend upon the importance of the 
program, information, encounter, or 
service involved, and the consequence 
to the LEP person if the information in 
question is not accurate or timely. For 
instance, applications for bicycle safety 
courses should not generally be 
considered vital, whereas access to safe 
driving handbooks could be considered 
vital. Where appropriate, recipients are 
encouraged to create a plan for 
consistently determining, over time and 
across their various activities, what 
documents are ‘‘vital’’ to the meaningful 
access of the LEP populations they 
serve. 

Classifying a document as vital or 
non-vital is sometimes difficult, 
especially in the case of outreach 
materials like brochures or other 
information on rights and services. 
Awareness of rights or services is an 
important part of ‘‘meaningful access,’’ 
as lack of awareness may effectively 
deny LEP individuals meaningful 
access. Thus, where a recipient is 
engaged in community outreach efforts 
in furtherance of its programs and 
activities, it should regularly assess the 
needs of the populations frequently 
encountered or affected by the program 
or activity to determine whether certain 
critical outreach materials should be 
translated. Community organizations 
may be helpful in determining what 
outreach materials may be most helpful 
to translate, and some such translations 
may be made more effective when done 
in tandem with other outreach methods, 
including utilizing the ethnic media, 
schools, and religious and community 
organizations to spread a message. 

Sometimes a very large document 
may include both vital and non-vital 
information. This may also be the case 
when the title and a phone number for 
obtaining more information on the 
contents of the document in frequently 
encountered languages other than 
English is critical, but the document is 

sent out to the general public and 
cannot reasonably be translated into 
many languages. Thus, vital information 
may include, for instance, providing 
information in appropriate languages 
regarding where an LEP person might 
obtain an interpretation or translation of 
the document. 

Into What Languages Should 
Documents be Translated? The extent of 
the recipient’s obligation to provide 
written translations of documents 
should be determined by the recipient 
on a case-by-case basis, looking at the 
totality of the circumstances in light of 
the four-factor analysis. Because 
translation is a one-time expense, 
consideration should be given to 
whether the upfront cost of translating 
a document (as opposed to oral 
interpretation) should be amortized over 
the likely lifespan of the document 
when applying this four-factor analysis. 

The languages spoken by the LEP 
individuals with whom the recipient 
has frequent contact determine the 
languages into which vital documents 
should be translated. However, because 
many DOT recipients serve 
communities in large cities or across an 
entire state and regularly serve areas 
with LEP populations that speak dozens 
and sometimes more than 100 
languages, it would be unrealistic to 
translate all written materials into each 
language. Although recent technological 
advances have made it easier for 
recipients to store and share translated 
documents, such an undertaking would 
incur substantial costs and require 
substantial resources. However, well- 
substantiated claims of lack of resources 
to translate all such documents into 
dozens or more than 100 languages do 
not necessarily relieve the recipient of 
the obligation to translate vital 
documents into at least several of the 
more frequently encountered languages. 
The recipient should then set 
benchmarks for continued translations 
into the remaining languages over time. 

Safe Harbor. Many recipients would 
like to ensure with greater certainty that 
they comply with their obligations to 
provide written translations in 
languages other than English. 
Paragraphs (a) and (b) below outline the 
circumstances that can provide a ‘‘safe 
harbor’’ for recipients regarding the 
requirements for translation of written 
materials. A ‘‘safe harbor’’ means that if 
a recipient provides written translations 
under these circumstances, such action 
will be considered strong evidence of 
compliance with the recipient’s written- 
translation obligations under Title VI. 

The failure to provide written 
translations under the circumstances 
outlined in paragraphs (a) and (b) does 

not mean there is noncompliance. 
Rather these paragraphs merely provide 
a guide for recipients that would like 
greater certainty of compliance than can 
be provided by a fact-intensive, four- 
factor analysis. For example, even if a 
safe harbor is not used, if written 
translation of a certain document(s) 
would be so burdensome as to defeat the 
legitimate objectives of its program, it is 
not necessary. Other ways of providing 
meaningful access, such as effective oral 
interpretation of certain vital 
documents, might be acceptable under 
such circumstances. 

Safe Harbor. The following actions 
will be considered strong evidence of 
compliance with the recipient’s written- 
translation obligations: 

(a) The DOT recipient provides 
written translations of vital documents 
for each eligible LEP language group 
that constitutes 5% or 1,000, whichever 
is less, of the population of persons 
eligible to be served or likely to be 
affected or encountered. Translation of 
other documents, if needed, can be 
provided orally; or 

(b) If there are fewer than 50 persons 
in a language group that reaches the 5% 
trigger in (a), the recipient does not 
translate vital written materials but 
provides written notice in the primary 
language of the LEP language group of 
the right to receive competent oral 
interpretation of those written materials, 
free of cost. 

These safe harbor provisions apply to 
the translation of written documents 
only. They do not affect the requirement 
to provide meaningful access to LEP 
individuals through competent oral 
interpreters where oral language 
services are needed and are reasonable. 

Competence of Translators. As with 
oral interpreters, translators of written 
documents should be competent. Many 
of the same considerations apply. 
However, the skill of translating is very 
different from the skill of interpreting, 
and a person who is a competent 
interpreter may or may not be 
competent to translate, and vice versa. 

Particularly where vital documents 
are being translated, competence can 
often be achieved by use of certified 
translators. Certification or accreditation 
may not always be possible or 
necessary.10 Competence can often be 
ensured by having a second, 
independent translator check the work 
of the primary translator. Alternatively, 
one translator can translate the 
document, and a second, independent 
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11 For instance, although there may be languages 
that do not have a direct translation of some legal, 
technical, or program-related terms, the translator 
should be able to provide an appropriate 
translation. The translator should likely also make 
the recipient aware of this. Recipients can then 
work with translators to develop a consistent and 
appropriate set of descriptions of those terms in that 
language that can be used again, when appropriate. 

translator could translate it back into 
English to check that the appropriate 
meaning has been conveyed. This is 
called ‘‘back translation.’’ 

Translators should understand the 
expected reading level of the audience 
and, where appropriate, have 
fundamental knowledge about the target 
language group’s vocabulary and 
phraseology. Sometimes direct 
translation of materials results in a 
translation that is written at a much 
more difficult level than the English- 
language version or has no relevant 
equivalent meaning.11 Community 
organizations may be able to help 
consider whether a document is written 
at an appropriate level for the audience. 
Likewise, consistency in the words and 
phrases used to translate terms of art, 
legal, or other technical or 
programmatic terms helps avoid 
confusion by LEP individuals and may 
reduce costs. Creating or using already 
created glossaries of commonly used 
terms may be useful for LEP persons 
and translators and cost effective for the 
recipient. Providing translators with 
examples of previous accurate 
translations of similar material by other 
recipients or Federal agencies may also 
be helpful. 

While quality and accuracy of 
translation services are critical, they are 
nonetheless part of the appropriate mix 
of LEP services required. For instance, 
documents that are simple and have no 
important consequences for LEP persons 
who rely on them may be translated by 
translators who are less skilled than 
important documents with legal or other 
information upon which reliance has 
important consequences (including, e.g., 
driver’s license written exams and 
documents regarding important benefits 
or services, or health, safety, or legal 
information). The permanent nature of 
written translations, however, imposes 
additional responsibility on the 
recipient to ensure that the quality and 
accuracy permit meaningful access by 
LEP persons. 

VII. Elements of an Effective 
Implementation Plan on Language 
Assistance for LEP Persons 

After completing the four-factor 
analysis and deciding what language 
assistance services are appropriate, a 
recipient should develop an 

implementation plan to address the 
identified needs of the LEP populations 
it serves. Although recipients have 
considerable flexibility in developing 
such a plan, maintaining a periodically 
updated written plan on language 
assistance for LEP persons (‘‘LEP plan’’) 
for use by recipient employees serving 
the public would be an appropriate and 
cost-effective means of documenting 
compliance and providing a framework 
for the provision of timely and 
reasonable language assistance. Such 
written plans may also provide 
additional benefits to a recipient’s 
managers in the areas of training, 
administration, planning, and 
budgeting. Thus, recipients may choose 
to document the language assistance 
services in their plan, and how staff and 
LEP persons can access those services. 
Certain DOT recipients, such as those 
serving very few LEP persons or those 
with very limited resources, may choose 
not to develop a written LEP plan. 
However, the absence of a written LEP 
plan does not obviate the underlying 
obligation to ensure meaningful access 
by LEP persons to a recipient’s program 
or activities. In that event, a recipient 
should consider alternative ways to 
reasonably articulate a plan for 
providing meaningful access. Early 
input from entities such as schools, 
religious organizations, community 
groups, and groups working with new 
immigrants can be helpful in forming 
this planning process. The following 
five steps may be helpful in designing 
an LEP plan and are typically part of 
effective implementation plans. 

(1) Identifying LEP Individuals Who 
Need Language Assistance 

There should be an assessment of the 
number or proportion of LEP 
individuals eligible to be served or 
encountered and the frequency of 
encounters pursuant to the first two 
factors in the four-factor analysis. 

One way to determine the language of 
communication is to use language 
identification cards (or ‘‘I speak cards’’), 
which invite LEP persons to identify 
their language needs to staff. Such 
cards, for instance, might say, ‘‘I speak 
Spanish’’ in both Spanish and English, 
or ‘‘I speak Vietnamese’’ in both English 
and Vietnamese. To reduce costs of 
compliance, the Federal Government 
has made a set of these cards available 
on the Internet. The Census Bureau’s ‘‘I 
speak card’’ can be found and 
downloaded at http://www.usdoj.gov/ 
crt/cor/13166.htm. 

When records are normally kept of 
past interactions with members of the 
public, the language of the LEP person 
can be included as part of the record. In 

addition to helping employees identify 
the language of LEP persons they 
encounter, this process will help in 
future applications of the first two 
factors of the four-factor analysis. In 
addition, posting notices in commonly 
encountered languages notifying LEP 
persons of language assistance will 
encourage them to self-identify. 

(2) Language Assistance Measures 
An effective LEP plan would likely 

include information about the ways in 
which language assistance will be 
provided. For instance, recipients may 
want to include information on at least 
the following: 

• Types of language services 
available. 

• How recipient staff can obtain those 
services. 

• How to respond to LEP callers. 
• How to respond to written 

communications from LEP persons. 
• How to respond to LEP individuals 

who have in-person contact with 
recipient staff. 

• How to ensure competency of 
interpreters and translation services. 

(3) Training Staff 
Staff members should know their 

obligations to provide meaningful 
access to information and services for 
LEP persons, and all employees in 
public contact positions should be 
properly trained. An effective LEP plan 
would likely include training to ensure 
that: 

• Staff knows about LEP policies and 
procedures. 

• Staff having contact with the public 
(or those in a recipient’s custody) is 
trained to work effectively with in- 
person and telephone interpreters. 

Recipients may want to include this 
training as part of the orientation for 
new employees. Recipients have 
flexibility in deciding the manner in 
which the training is provided, and the 
more frequent the contact with LEP 
persons, the greater the need will be for 
in-depth training. However, 
management staff, even if they do not 
interact regularly with LEP persons, 
should be fully aware of and understand 
the plan so they can reinforce its 
importance and ensure its 
implementation by staff. 

(4) Providing Notice to LEP Persons 
Once an agency has decided, based on 

the four factors, that it will provide 
language services, it is important that 
the recipient notify LEP persons of 
services available free of charge. 
Recipients should provide this notice in 
languages LEP persons would 
understand. Examples of notification 
that recipients should consider include: 
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12 For instance, signs in intake offices could state 
that free language assistance is available. The signs 
should be translated into the most common 
languages encountered and should explain how to 
get the necessary language assistance. The Social 
Security Administration has made such signs 
available at http://www.ssa.gov/multilanguage/ 
langlist1.htm. DOT recipients could, for example, 
modify these signs for use in programs, activities, 
and services. 

• Posting signs in intake areas and 
other entry points. This is important so 
that LEP persons can learn how to 
access those language services at initial 
points of contact. This is particularly 
true in areas with high volumes of LEP 
persons seeking access to certain 
transportation safety information, or 
other services and activities run by DOT 
recipients.12 

• Stating in outreach documents that 
language services are available from the 
agency. Announcements could be in, for 
instance, brochures, booklets, and in 
outreach and recruitment information. 
These statements should be translated 
into the most common languages and 
could be ‘‘tagged’’ onto the front of 
common documents. 

• Working with community-based 
organizations and other stakeholders to 
inform LEP individuals of the 
recipients’ services, including the 
availability of language assistance 
services. 

• Using an automated telephone 
voice mail attendant or menu system. 
The system could be in the most 
common languages encountered. It 
should provide information about 
available language assistance services 
and how to get them. 

• Including notices in local 
newspapers in languages other than 
English. 

• Providing notices on non-English- 
language radio and television stations 
about the available language assistance 
services and how to get them. 

• Providing presentations and/or 
notices at schools and religious 
organizations. 

(5) Monitoring and Updating the LEP 
Plan 

Recipients should, where appropriate, 
have a process for determining, on an 
ongoing basis, whether new documents, 
programs, services, and activities need 
to be made accessible for LEP 
individuals, and they may want to 
provide notice of any changes in 
services to the LEP public and to 
employees. 

In addition, recipients should 
consider whether changes in 
demographics, types of services, or 
other needs require annual reevaluation 
of their LEP plan. Less frequent 
reevaluation may be more appropriate 

where demographics, services, and 
needs are more static. One good way to 
evaluate the LEP plan is to seek 
feedback from the community. 

In their reviews, recipients may want 
to consider assessing changes in: 

• Current LEP populations in the 
service area or population affected or 
encountered. 

• Frequency of encounters with LEP 
language groups. 

• Nature and importance of activities 
to LEP persons. 

• Availability of resources, including 
technological advances and sources of 
additional resources, and the costs 
imposed. 

• Whether existing assistance is 
meeting the needs of LEP persons. 

• Whether staff knows and 
understands the LEP plan and how to 
implement it. 

• Whether identified sources for 
assistance are still available and viable. 

In addition to these five elements, 
effective plans set clear goals, 
management accountability, and 
opportunities for community input and 
planning throughout the process. 

VIII. Voluntary Compliance Effort 
The goal for Title VI and Title VI 

regulatory enforcement is to achieve 
voluntary compliance. DOT enforces 
Title VI as it applies to recipients’ 
responsibilities to LEP persons through 
the procedures provided for in DOT’s 
Title VI regulations (49 CFR part 21, 
portions of which are provided in 
Appendix A). 

The Title VI regulations provide that 
DOT will investigate whenever it 
receives a complaint, report, or other 
information that alleges or indicates 
possible noncompliance with Title VI or 
its regulations. If the investigation 
results in a finding of compliance, DOT 
will inform the recipient in writing of 
this determination, including the basis 
for the determination. DOT uses 
voluntary mediation to resolve most 
complaints. However, if a case is fully 
investigated and results in a finding of 
noncompliance, DOT must inform the 
recipient of the noncompliance through 
a Letter of Findings that sets out the 
areas of noncompliance and the steps 
that must be taken to correct the 
noncompliance. It must attempt to 
secure voluntary compliance through 
informal means. If the matter cannot be 
resolved informally, DOT must secure 
compliance through the termination of 
Federal assistance after the DOT 
recipient has been given an opportunity 
for an administrative hearing and/or by 
referring the matter to DOJ with a 
recommendation that appropriate 
proceedings be brought to enforce the 

laws of the United States. In engaging in 
voluntary compliance efforts, DOT 
proposes reasonable timetables for 
achieving compliance and consults with 
and assists recipients in exploring cost- 
effective ways of coming into 
compliance. In determining a recipient’s 
compliance with the Title VI 
regulations, DOT’s primary concern is to 
ensure that the recipient’s policies and 
procedures provide meaningful access 
for LEP persons to the recipient’s 
programs, activities, and services. 

While all recipients must work 
toward building systems that will 
ensure access for LEP individuals, DOT 
acknowledges that the implementation 
of a comprehensive system to serve LEP 
individuals is a process and that a 
system will evolve over time as it is 
implemented and periodically 
reevaluated. As recipients take 
reasonable steps to provide meaningful 
access to federally assisted programs 
and activities for LEP persons, DOT will 
look favorably on intermediate steps 
recipients take that are consistent with 
this guidance, and that, as part of a 
broader implementation plan or 
schedule, move their service delivery 
system toward providing full access to 
LEP persons. This does not excuse 
noncompliance but instead recognizes 
that full compliance in all areas of a 
recipient’s activities and for all potential 
language minority groups may 
reasonably require a series of 
implementing actions over a period of 
time. However, in developing any 
phased implementation schedule, DOT 
recipients should ensure that the 
provision of appropriate assistance for 
significant LEP populations or with 
respect to activities having a significant 
impact on the health, safety, legal rights, 
or livelihood of beneficiaries is 
addressed first. Recipients are 
encouraged to document their efforts to 
provide LEP persons with meaningful 
access to federally assisted programs 
and activities. 

IX. Promising Practices 
The following examples are provided 

as illustrations of the responses of some 
recipients to the need to provide 
services to LEP persons, and are meant 
to be interesting and useful examples of 
ways in which LEP recipients can 
provide language services. Recipients 
are responsible for ensuring meaningful 
access to all portions of their program or 
activity, not just the portions to which 
DOT assistance is targeted. So long as 
the language services are accurate, 
timely, and appropriate in the manner 
outlined in this guidance, the types of 
promising practices summarized below 
can assist recipients in moving toward 
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13 The evening hours permit people from the West 
Coast (where a significant number of LEP persons 
reside) to call after work, providing an option for 
instructions in Spanish, a separate queue, and 
Spanish-speaking operators. 

14 Notifications should be delivered in advance of 
scheduled meetings or events to allow time for 
persons to request accommodation and participate. 

15 ‘‘Each [pipeline] operator shall establish a 
continuing educational program to enable 
customers, the public, appropriate government 
organizations, and persons engaged in excavation 
related activities to recognize a gas pipeline 
emergency for the purpose of reporting it to the 
operator or the appropriate public officials. The 
program and the media used should be as 
comprehensive as necessary to reach all areas in 
which the operator transports gas. The program 
must be conducted in English and in other 
languages commonly understood by a significant 
number and concentration of the non-English 
speaking population in the operator’s area.’’ 49 CFR 
§ 192.616. Section 195.440 of title 49, Code of 
Federal Regulations, imposes similar requirements 
in the case of hazardous liquid or carbon dioxide 
pipeline emergencies. 

16 DOT recommends that state agencies share 
such information, to avoid the necessity of each 
agency performing every translation. 

meeting the meaningful access 
requirements of Title VI and the Title VI 
regulations. These examples do not, 
however, constitute an endorsement by 
DOT, which will evaluate recipients’ 
situations on a case-by-case basis using 
the factors described elsewhere in this 
guidance. 

Language Banks. In several parts of 
the country, both urban and rural, 
community organizations and providers 
have created language banks that 
dispatch competent interpreters, at 
reasonable rates, to participating 
organizations, reducing the need to have 
on-staff interpreters for low-demand 
languages. This approach is particularly 
appropriate where there is a scarcity of 
language services or where there is a 
large variety of language needs but 
limited demand for any particular 
language. 

Language Support Offices. A state 
social services agency has established 
an ‘‘Office for Language Interpreter 
Services and Translation.’’ This office 
tests and certifies all in-house and 
contract interpreters, provides agency- 
wide support for translation of forms, 
client mailings, publications, and other 
written materials into non-English 
languages, and monitors the policies of 
the agency and its vendors that affect 
LEP persons. 

Some recipients have established 
working liaisons with local community 
colleges to educate the LEP community 
in transportation matters. One city 
formed a multilingual/multi-agency task 
force to address language barriers and 
the concerns of the affected 
communities. The task force completed 
a survey of city staff with multilingual 
skills in order to identify employees 
willing to serve as interpreters and is 
preparing lists of community and 
cultural organizations. 

Use of Technology. Some recipients 
use their Internet and/or intranet 
capabilities to store translated 
documents online, which can be 
retrieved as needed and easily shared 
with other offices. For example, a 
multilanguage gateway on a Web page 
could be developed for LEP persons and 
the public to access documents 
translated into other languages. 

Telephone Information Lines and 
Hotlines. Recipients have subscribed to 
telephone-based interpretation services 
and established telephone information 
lines in common languages to instruct 
callers on how to leave a recorded 
message that will be answered by 
someone who speaks the caller’s 
language. For example, a recipient may 
choose to adopt a program similar to the 
National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration’s (NHTSA’s) Auto 

Safety Hotline, which has four 
representatives who speak Spanish and 
are available during normal hotline 
business hours (Mon.–Fri., 8 a.m.–10 
p.m. eastern time).13 

Signage and Other Outreach. 
Recipients have provided information 
about services, benefits, eligibility 
requirements, and the availability of free 
language assistance, in appropriate 
languages by (a) posting signs and 
placards with this information in public 
places such as grocery stores, bus 
shelters, and subway stations; (b) 
putting notices in print media and on 
radio and television stations that serve 
LEP groups or broadcasting in languages 
other than English;14 (c) airing videos 
and public service announcements for 
non-English-speaking residents; (d) 
placing flyers and signs in the offices of 
community-based organizations that 
serve large populations of LEP persons; 
(e) distributing information at places of 
worship, ethnic shopping areas, and 
other gathering places for LEP groups; 
(f) using posters with appropriate 
languages designed to reach potential 
beneficiaries; and (g) developing 
pictures, images, figures, or icons that 
could be understandable alternatives to 
written words. 

DOT agencies and recipients have 
implemented numerous language access 
services: 

• DOT’s Pipeline and Hazardous 
Materials Safety Administration 
(formerly known as the Research and 
Special Programs Administration), at 49 
CFR §§ 192.616 and 195.440, requires 
pipeline officers to establish a program 
for effective reporting by the public of 
gas pipeline emergencies to the operator 
or public officials, also providing that 
the program must be conducted in 
English and other common languages.15 
We recommend that recipients consider 

the appropriateness of such an approach 
to meet their individual service 
provision needs. 

• DOT’s National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration (NHTSA) has 
translated the National Standardized 
Child Passenger Safety Training 
Program curriculum into Spanish. The 
course, designed to help communities 
work with parents and caregivers on the 
proper installation of child safety seats, 
has been pilot tested and is scheduled 
to be available to the public by early 
2006 through many national Latino 
organizations and State Highway Safety 
Offices. 

• DOT’s Federal Motor Carrier Safety 
Administration (FMCSA) division 
offices in California, Arizona, New 
Mexico, Texas, and Puerto Rico employ 
personnel conversant in Spanish to 
communicate the agency’s critical safety 
regulations. 

• The Del Rio, Texas, Police 
Department implemented the El 
Protector program in Del Rio and 
developed public service broadcasts in 
Spanish about traffic safety issues such 
as loading and unloading school buses, 
drinking and driving, and pedestrian 
safety. 

• Emergency Medical Services (EMS) 
staff in Los Angeles reported that their 
system is equipped to receive calls in 
more than 150 languages, although 
Spanish is the most frequent language 
used by 911 callers who do not speak 
English. 

• District of Columbia DMV 
information, forms, and support 
material are available in German, 
Spanish, French, Russian, Dutch, and 
Portuguese and can be downloaded 
from the division’s Web site. The DC 
DMV also provides a ‘‘City Services 
Guide’’ in Chinese, Korean, Spanish, 
and Vietnamese. DC’s ‘‘Click It or 
Ticket’’ program material and 
information on child safety seat loaner 
programs and fitting station locations 
are available in Spanish. 

• The New Jersey Department of 
Motor Vehicles administers driver’s 
license tests in more than 15 languages, 
including Arabic, French, Greek, 
Korean, Portuguese, and Turkish.16 

• In North Dakota, while the Traffic 
Safety Office acknowledges a limited 
minority population requiring 
assistance with translation, the Driver 
Licensing Unit offers the option of an 
oral test in Spanish. 

• The Iowa Department of 
Transportation (IDOT) provides a 
Spanish version of the Commercial 
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17 DOT especially recommends the idea of 
working with local community colleges to educate 
the LEP community in transportation matters. 

Driver’s License knowledge test using a 
touch screen computer, and study 
guides of the Iowa Driver’s Manual in 
Albanian, Bosnian, Russian, 
Vietnamese, and Korean. IDOT 
established a liaison with a local 
community college to provide education 
for Bosnian refugees concerning the 
Commercial Motor Vehicle driving 
course.17 

• The Wisconsin DOT created a 3rd 
grade level study guide, the Motorist 
Study Manual Easy Reader, which was 
translated by the Janesville Literacy 
Council into Spanish. Wisconsin DOT 
also provides the regular 6th grade level 
version of the Reader in English, 
Spanish, and Hmong; a Motorcycle 
Study Manual in English and Spanish; 
and a CDL (Commercial Driver’s 
License) Study Manual in English and 
Spanish. In addition, Knowledge and 
Highway Sign Tests are written in 13 
languages other than English, recorded 
on audiocassette tapes in English and 
Spanish, or orally interpreted by 
bilingual staffers obtained from a roster 
of Wisconsin DOT employees who 
speak, read, or write foreign languages. 

• The Idaho Office of Traffic and 
Highway Safety implemented a 
Spanish-language safety belt media 
campaign to educate its Hispanic 
community on the statewide ‘‘Click It, 
Don’t Risk It!’’ program to boost seat belt 
use. Information appears in Unido, 
Idaho’s largest Spanish-language 
newspaper, and warns all motorists to 
buckle up or risk receiving a safety belt 
citation. 

• The New Mexico State Highway 
and Transportation Department, with 
Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) support, provides Spanish- 
language translations of its Right-of-Way 
Acquisition and Relocation brochures 
and also employs bilingual right-of-way 
agents to discuss project impacts in 
Spanish. 

• The State of Oregon developed a 
report on multilingual services provided 
by state agencies. State agencies will use 
the final document to enhance their 
existing programs, including expanding 
communication efforts to serve and 
protect all Oregonians. 

• The Texas DOT utilizes bilingual 
employees in its permit office to provide 
instruction and assistance to LEP 
Spanish-speaking truck drivers when 
providing permits to route overweight 
trucks through Texas. In its ‘‘On the Job 
Training Supportive Services Program’’ 
Texas DOT has used Spanish-language 
television to inform people who have 

difficulty reading English of 
opportunities in the construction 
industry. 

• When the Virginia DOT (VDOT) 
became aware that several 
Disadvantaged Business Enterprise 
(DBE) firms were about to be removed 
from construction projects in Northern 
Virginia because they required certified 
concrete inspectors, and that they could 
not comply because the concrete 
inspection test was only offered in 
English, it used supportive services 
funding from the Federal Highway 
Administration to translate the training 
manual and test material into Spanish. 
VDOT also provides tutoring for the 
DBE firms. The Virginia State Police 
maintains a written list of interpreters 
available statewide to troopers through 
the Red Cross Language Bank, as well as 
universities and local police 
departments. 

• The Colorado State Patrol produced 
safety brochures in Spanish for farmers 
and ranchers. It has also printed 
brochures in Spanish pertaining to 
regulatory requirements for trucking 
firms. 

• In preparation of its 20-year 
planning document, the Transportation 
Concept Report, the California DOT 
(Caltrans) held a public meeting titled 
‘‘Planning the Future of Highway 1’’ in 
the largely Hispanic city of Guadalupe, 
through which Highway 1 runs. The 
meeting was broadcast on the local 
public access channel since many of the 
Spanish-speaking residents potentially 
affected by Highway 1 projects rely on 
the channel to receive public affairs 
information. Caltrans provided a 
Spanish-language interpreter during the 
meeting and also made its Spanish- 
speaking public affairs officer available 
to meet with participants individually. 

• During project planning for 
interstate improvements along Interstate 
710 in California, engineers presented 
‘‘good’’ alternatives to the affected 
communities; however, the proposed 
highway expansion would have 
removed low-income homes in 
communities that are 98% Spanish 
speaking. To ensure that their concerns 
were heard, California identified the 
affected communities and facilitated the 
establishment of Community Advisory 
Committees that held bilingual 
workshops between engineers and the 
public. 

• The Minnesota DOT authored a 
manual detailing its requirements to 
provide access to all residents of 
Minnesota under environmental justice 
standards, which included ideas such as 
publishing notices in non-English 
newspapers, printing notices in 

appropriate languages, and providing 
interpreters at public meetings. 

• In New Mexico, the Zuni 
Entrepreneurial Enterprises, Inc. (ZEE) 
Public Transportation Program designed 
the Zuni JOBLINKS program to develop, 
implement, and maintain a 
transportation system to link Native 
Americans and other traditionally 
unserved/underserved persons in the 
service area to needed vocational 
training and employment opportunities. 
Outreach for the program included radio 
announcements and posting of signs in 
English and Zuni that described ZEE’s 
services and provided ZEE’s phone 
number. 

• Washington, DC’s Metropolitan 
Area Transit Authority (WMATA) 
publishes pocket guides regarding its 
system in French, Spanish, German, and 
Japanese, and has a multilanguage 
website link. 

• In North Dakota, Souris Basin 
Transportation (SBT) started using 
visual logos on the sides of the vehicles 
to help illiterate passengers identify the 
bus on which they were riding. 
Although the illiteracy rate has dropped 
among seniors, SBT kept the logos on its 
vehicles for use by the growing LEP 
population and also added volunteers 
who speak languages other than English 
(such as Spanish, German, Norwegian, 
Swedish, and French) available by 
phone to drivers and staff. 

• New York City Transit MetroCard 
vending machines are located in every 
station and contain software that allows 
them to be programmed in three 
languages in addition to English, based 
upon area demographics. Currently, 
these machines are capable of providing 
information in Spanish, French, French 
Creole, Russian, Chinese, Japanese, 
Italian, Korean, Greek, and Polish. 

• The Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid 
Transit Authority (MARTA) advertises 
upcoming service and fare changes in 
Spanish, Korean, Vietnamese, and 
Chinese language newspapers. MARTA 
also produces a bilingual (Spanish/ 
English) service modifications booklet. 

• The Fort-Worth Transportation 
Authority communicates information 
about service and fare changes in 
Spanish and English. It recruits 
Spanish-speaking customer service 
representatives and bus operators and 
has a community outreach liaison who 
is bilingual. The transit provider also 
provides a Spanish-language interpreter 
at all public meetings. 

• The Salt Lake City International 
Airport maintains a list of 35 bilingual 
and multilingual employees who speak 
one of 19 languages (including three 
dialects of Chinese) and their contact 
information. The list is published in the 
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18 If there is a known and substantial LEP 
population that may be served by the program 
discussed in the notice, the notice should be in the 
appropriate non-English language. 

Airport Information Handbook and 
provided to all airport employees. The 
airport also contracts with a telephonic 
interpretation service to provide on- 
demand telephone interpretation 
services to beneficiaries. 

• The Port of Seattle has 16 
‘‘Pathfinders’’ on staff who act as guides 
and information sources throughout the 
Seattle Tacoma International Airport. A 
key selection criterion for Pathfinders is 
multilingual ability. The Pathfinders 
collectively speak 15 languages and are 
often called on to act as interpreters for 
travelers who do not speak English. 
Pathfinders greet all international flights 
and are assigned to do so based on 
language skills. 

• Seattle Tacoma International 
Airport’s trains carry announcements in 
English, Japanese, and Korean. The Port 
of Seattle contributed $5,000 to the 
creation of the City of Tukwila’s 
‘‘Newcomers Guide,’’ which is 
published in six languages and includes 
information about the airport and 
Airport Jobs, a referral service for 
employment at the airport. 

The following is a sample notice that 
would be useful for recipients to add to 
the publications or signs for their 
programs, services, or activities, in order 
to notify LEP individuals of the 
availability of materials and services in 
other languages. 

Sample Notice of Availability of 
Materials and Services 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For 
hearing-impaired individuals or non- 
English-speaking attendees wishing to 
arrange for a sign language or foreign 
language interpreter, please call or fax 
[name] of [organization] at Phone: xxx– 
yyy–zzzz, TTY: xxx–yyy–zzzz, or Fax: 
xxx–yyy–zzzz.’’ 18 

Appendix A to DOT Guidance 
DOT’s Title VI regulation (49 CFR part 

21) states the following, in relevant part: 
Sec. 21.5 Discrimination prohibited. 
(a) General. No person in the United 

States shall, on the grounds of race, 
color, or national origin be excluded 
from participation in, be denied the 
benefits of, or be otherwise subjected to 
discrimination under, any program to 
which this part applies. 

(b) Specific discriminatory actions 
prohibited: 

(1) A recipient under any program to 
which this part applies may not, 
directly or through contractual or other 
arrangements, on the grounds of race, 
color, or national origin. 

(i) Deny a person any service, 
financial aid, or other benefit provided 
under the program; 

(ii) Provide any service, financial aid, 
or other benefit to a person which is 
different, or is provided in a different 
manner, from that provided to others 
under the program; 

(iii) Subject a person to segregation or 
separate treatment in any matter related 
to his receipt of any service, financial 
aid, or other benefit under the program; 

(iv) Restrict a person in any way in 
the enjoyment of any advantage or 
privilege enjoyed by others receiving 
any service, financial aid, or other 
benefit under the program; 

(vi) Deny a person an opportunity to 
participate in the program through the 
provision of services or otherwise or 
afford him an opportunity to do so 
which is different from that afforded 
others under the program; or 

(vii) Deny a person the opportunity to 
participate as a member of a planning, 
advisory, or similar body which is an 
integral part of the program. 

(2) A recipient, in determining the 
types of services, financial aid, or other 
benefits, or facilities which will be 
provided under any such program, or 
the class of person to whom, or the 
situations in which, such services, 
financial aid, other benefits, or facilities 
will be provided under any such 
program, or the class of persons to be 
afforded an opportunity to participate in 
any such program; may not, directly or 
through contractual or other 
arrangements, utilize criteria or methods 
of administration which have the effect 
of subjecting persons to discrimination 
because of their race, color, or national 
origin, or have the effect of defeating or 
substantially impairing accomplishment 
of the objectives of the program with 
respect to individuals of a particular 
race, color, or national origin. 
* * * * * 

(5) The enumeration of specific forms 
of prohibited discrimination in this 
paragraph does not limit the generality 
of the prohibition in paragraph (a) of 
this section. 
* * * * * 

(7) This part does not prohibit the 
consideration of race, color, or national 
origin if the purpose and effect are to 
remove or overcome the consequences 
of practices or impediments which have 
restricted the availability of, or 
participation in, the program or activity 
receiving Federal financial assistance, 
on the grounds of race, color, or national 
origin. 
[FR Doc. 05–23972 Filed 12–13–05; 8:45 am] 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Federal Aviation Administration 

Notice of Opportunity for Public 
Comment on Surplus Property Release 
at Aiken Municipal Airport, Aiken, SC 

AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), DOT. 
ACTION: Notice. 

SUMMARY: Under the provisions of Title 
49, U.S.C. 47153(c), notice is being 
given that the FAA is considering a 
request from the City of Aiken to waive 
the requirement that approximately 94 
acres of surplus property, located at the 
Aiken Municipal Airport, be used for 
aeronautical purposes. 
DATES: Comments must be received on 
or before January 13, 2006. 
ADDRESSES: Comments on this notice 
may be mailed or delivered in triplicate 
to the FAA at the following address: 
Atlanta Airports District Office, Attn: 
Paul Lo, Program Manager, 1701 
Columbia Ave., Suite 2–260, Atlanta, 
GA 30337–2747. 

In addition, one copy of any 
comments submitted to the FAA must 
be mailed or delivered to Larry G. 
Morris, P.E., Public Works Director of 
the City of Aiken at the following 
address: City of Aiken, Post Office Box 
1177, Aiken, SC 29802. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Paul 
Lo, Program Manager, Atlanta Airports 
District Office, 1701 Columbia Ave., 
Suite 2–260, Atlanta, GA 30337–2747, 
(404) 305–7145. The application may be 
reviewed in person at this same 
location. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The FAA 
is reviewing a request by the City of 
Aiken to release approximately 94 acres 
of surplus property at the Aiken 
Municipal Airport. The property 
consists of several parcels roughly 
located East of Palmetto Farms Road, 
North of Reynolds Pond Road, and to 
the West of U.S. Highway 1. This 
property is currently shown on the 
approved Airport Layout Plan as 
aeronautical use land; however the 
property is currently not being used for 
aeronautical purposes and the proposed 
use of this property is compatible with 
airport operations. The City will 
ultimately sell lots on the property for 
future industrial and commercial use 
with proceeds of the sale providing 
funding for future airport development. 

Any person may inspect the request 
in person at the FAA office listed above 
under FOR FURTHER INFORMATION 
CONTACT. In addition, any person may, 
upon request, inspect the request, notice 
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