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Executive Summary 

The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) is an independent special district 

which provides bus, light rail, and paratransit services throughout Santa Clara County.  

VTA is a recipient of funding from the federal government, and as such must comply 

with strict federal requirements under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which 

prohibits discrimination on the basis of race, color, or national origin. National origin 

discrimination can occur when individuals with limited English proficiency (LEP) are not 

given meaningful access to the information and services provided by funding recipients.  

 

In 2000, Executive Order 13166 further emphasized this requirement by explicitly 

prohibiting practices that discriminate against LEP populations by failing to provide 

meaningful access to individuals who, as a result of their national origin, have limited 

English proficiency. The Department of Justice released additional guidance for funding 

recipients which defined limited English proficiency as “a limited ability to read, write, 

speak, or understand English.” According to the U.S. Census, a person is considered to 

be LEP if he or she “speaks English less than ‘very well’.” In 2012, The Department of 

Transportation released Circular 4702.1B in order to provide specific guidance on how 

recipients can comply with Title VI requirements. This guidance contains a four factor 

analysis which provides recipients with information that should be used to ensure equal 

access for LEP populations to all of the recipient’s programs and activities. This analysis 

requires recipients to examine the needs of LEP populations, and to determine whether 

it is necessary to provide additional language services to improve their level of access. 

The four‐factor analysis in this document is taken from guidance provided by the 

Department of Transportation, and it is used to ensure that information on VTA’s 

customers who are LEP has been validated amongst several data sources. It further 

establishes that the needs and concerns of individuals who are LEP and use VTA are 

taken into account in future projects in order to both maintain and improve their access 

to services. 

 

VTA has created a Limited English Proficiency (LEP) Plan as part of its continued 

commitment to maintaining strict compliance with Title VI. The following update was 

conducted in order to reexamine the language needs within VTA’s service area since 

the previous LEP Plan was released in 2013. The information provided in this plan 

update includes what languages are currently spoken most frequently in VTA’s service 

area, which VTA services are utilized most often, how VTA customers get information 

about public transportation, and if customers experience any barriers to accessing VTA 

services. VTA’s LEP Plan is used in conjunction with the Public Participation Plan as 

guidance on how to communicate most effectively with its customers, assist VTA staff in 

conducting outreach to individuals who are LEP, and soliciting feedback from the 

community on a continual basis. 
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VTA’s community outreach efforts as part of this update included the administration of a 

survey that was designed to show trends within the community, and to identify any 

potential difficulties faced by LEP populations relating to VTA’s services, programs, or 

activities. The survey was translated into 12 languages other than English, and was 

administered in a variety of different settings. The information obtained from this survey 

included what languages are spoken most in VTA’s service area, which VTA services 

are utilized most often, how VTA customers get information about public transportation, 

and if customers experience any barriers to accessing VTA services. 

 

The results of the survey indicated some interesting trends within VTA’s customer base, 

all of which are outlined in the following report. Some of these findings included the fact 

that participants consider both VTA bus and light rail services to be very important 

overall, although bus services were shown to be slightly more popular and important to 

a higher percentage of individuals. While a majority of participants did not report 

experiencing language barriers, the most common issue appeared to involve 

purchasing tickets, with 26.4 percent indicating some level of difficulty due to language. 

A majority of VTA’s customers live in households with a combined annual income of 

less than $25,000. It was also shown that among households which have no vehicles, 

VTA transportation services were found to be of particular importance. 

 

In addition to the information provided through the survey, this update also incorporates 

the most recently available American Community Survey data (U.S. Census data) dated 

2010–2014, data from language line services utilized by VTA’s customer service call 

center, and feedback from individuals who use VTA services. All of this information is 

contained in the following plan update, and will be utilized by VTA to ensure that all 

members of the community have meaningful access to its services, regardless of their 

level of English proficiency.   

 

Introduction 

VTA is an independent special district that provides sustainable, accessible, community‐
focused transportation options that are innovative, environmentally responsible, and 

promote the vitality of the region. VTA is responsible for bus, light rail and paratransit 

operations; congestion management; specific highway improvement projects; 

countywide transportation planning and provides these services throughout Santa Clara 

County including the cities of Campbell, Cupertino, Gilroy, Los Altos, Los Altos Hills, Los 

Gatos, Milpitas, Monte Sereno, Morgan Hill, Mountain View, Palo Alto, San Jose, Santa 

Clara, Saratoga and Sunnyvale. 

 

In addition to Santa Clara County, VTA currently provides bus service at the Fremont 

Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) station, located in Alameda County. With the planned 

16-mile extension of BART that VTA is working on, VTA will soon be serving additional 

areas of Alameda County as well. In addition to BART, VTA continues to explore new 
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projects and build partnerships that deliver transportation solutions which meet the 

evolving mobility needs of the residents of Santa Clara County. 

 

According to the 2010–2014 American Community Survey (ACS) data used in this 

Limited English Proficiency Plan update, completed in accordance with the Federal Title 

VI Circular (FTA C 4702.1B), the amount of VTA’s service population comprised of 

people who are Limited English Proficient (LEP) is 21.29 percent of the overall 

population of Santa Clara County (see Figure 1). In other words, 366,028 out of the total 

1,718,445 people that live in Santa Clara County are individuals who are LEP. This data 

result indicates a significant LEP population, especially considering the percentage of 

those who are LEP for California overall is 19.1 percent and for the U.S. overall it is 8.6 

percent. When comparing the percentage of each county’s population that is LEP within 

California, Santa Clara County is the eighth highest. Based on number of people, Santa 

Clara County has the 4th highest number of individuals who are LEP of all counties in 

California. 

Figure 1: Santa Clara County Language Proficiency 

 
     Source: US Census Bureau, 2010-2014 American Community Survey 
 
 

VTA Title VI and Limited English Proficiency Organizational Commitment  

VTA is committed to ensuring its regulatory requirements under Title VI are met. The 

organization is structured such that oversight and management of regulatory 

compliance, policy development, training, reporting, and monitoring of all anti‐
discrimination policies as it relates to Title VI and limited English proficiency are 

centralized in one department: the Office of Diversity and Inclusion. 

 

Employees from every division within VTA work cooperatively to contribute to the 

success of our Title VI program, and it has resulted in recognition such as the award 

30.28%

48.43%

21.29%

Santa Clara County Language Proficiency

Speaks English "Very Well" and Another Language

English Only

Speaks English "Less than Very Well"
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from the American Public Transportation Association included in Appendix E. This 

award was presented to VTA for the Envision Silicon Valley project, a multi-year effort 

which highlighted the transit needs of the public through the combined use of digital 

community engagement tools in addition to more traditional techniques. 

  

With respect to Title VI, VTA will:  

 

 Ensure that the level and quality of transportation service is provided without 

regard to race, color, or national origin.  

 Identify and address, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human 

health and environmental effects, including social and economic effects of 

programs and activities on minority populations and low‐income populations.  

 Promote full and fair participation of all affected populations in transportation 

decision‐making.  

 Prevent the denial, reduction, or delay in benefits related to programs and 

activities that benefit minority populations or low‐income populations.  

 Ensure meaningful access to programs and activities by individuals who have 

limited English proficiency. 

 

Authority and Guidance 

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. §§ 2000d, et seq. 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.”  

 

Executive Order 13166 was issued on August 11, 2000, “Improving Access to Services 

for Persons with Limited English Proficiency.” Under that order, funding recipients are 

forbidden 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 “utilize[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 with respect to individuals of a particular race, color, or 

national origin.” According to the Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA) brochure on 

limited English proficiency, “different treatment based on a person’s inability to speak, 

read, write, or understand English may be a type of national origin discrimination.”     

 

Circular 4702.1B explains the administrative and reporting requirements for recipients 

and sub recipients of FTA financial assistance to comply with Title VI and its executive 

orders on limited English proficiency and environmental justice. Chapter V of the 

Circular “provides program specific guidance for recipients that provide service to 

geographic areas with a population of 200,000 people or greater under 49 U.S.C. §§ 

5307.”  



5 

 

 

The FTA’s publication “Implementing the Department of Transportation’s Policy 

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

Persons: A Handbook for Public Transportations Providers,” provides technical 

guidance to assist public transportation providers with implementing “DOT LEP 

Guidance, Federal Register, vol. 70, no. 239, pp. 74087‐74100, December 14, 2005.”  

 

VTA’s Limited English Proficiency Plan details the four-factor analysis and 

implementation plan completed to comply with requirements of Department of 

Transportation (DOT) LEP guidance.  

 

Furthermore, Circular 4703.1, which was approved on August 15, 2012, provides 

updated guidance on including environmental justice principles into plans, projects, and 

activities for recipients of FTA financial assistance. Although the purpose and 

requirements of Title VI and environmental justice are different, depending on the 

circumstances, they are often both required and complimentary focuses of plans, 

projects, and activities. Environmental justice requires that recipients of FTA financial 

assistance, “avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human 

health and environmental effects, including social and economic effects, on minority 

populations and low‐income populations.” 

 

Four-Factor Analysis 

VTA’s Limited English Proficiency Plan update reflects information and input received 

as of August 24, 2016. This information was obtained through community outreach in 

the form of a survey and group discussions with community-based organizations. This 

update also incorporates the most recent American Community Survey data (U.S. 

Census data) dated 2010–2014, data from language line services utilized by VTA’s 

customer service call center, and feedback from individuals who use VTA services. 

 

This document therefore reflects the viewpoints of people who have limited English 

proficiency (LEP) in VTA’s service area. VTA seeks input from language groups 

meeting FTA’s Safe Harbor Provision. This provision indicates that transit agencies 

must translate vital documents into languages spoken by LEP populations and 

represented by 5 percent or 1,000 individuals, whichever is less, of a transit agency’s 

overall service population. Vital documents may include documents such as written 

notices of rights, consent and complaint forms, and intake and application forms. VTA 

has created a Vital Documents Plan (Appendix G) which outlines how it prioritizes 

translations.  

 

Because of the large size of Santa Clara County’s population, (1,718,445 people 

according to 2010 – 2014 American Community Survey data), there are 18 languages 

that meet this Safe Harbor criteria for Santa Clara County, further reflecting the great 

diversity within VTA’s service area.  
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This Limited English Proficiency Plan will remain in form until VTA has completed its 

LEP outreach efforts which are currently continuous. VTA will continue to meet with LEP 

organizations and community members and will update this Plan as we obtain 

feedback. 

 

VTA has conducted and continues to conduct the following analysis using the four 

factors identified in the Department of Transportation LEP Guidance:  

 

Factor 1: Identifying the number and proportion of persons who are LEP that are 

served or encountered in the eligible service population    

Factor 2: Determining the frequency with which individuals who are LEP come into 

contact with VTA‘s programs, activities, and services  

Factor 3: Gauging the importance of VTA‘s programs, activities, and services to 

persons who are LEP  

Factor 4: Assessing the current resources available and the costs to provide 

language assistance 

 

Identification of Individuals who are LEP 

For the first step of the four‐factor needs assessment, the individuals who would be 

considered LEP are defined as those persons who reported to the U.S. Census Bureau 

that they “Speak English less than ‘very well’.” 

 

According to the 2010 – 2014 American Community Survey data used in this document, 

completed in accordance with the Federal Title VI Circular (FTA C 4702.1B), 21.29 

percent of VTA’s service population is LEP.  

 

After looking at VTA specific data, the 2013 On‐Board Passenger Survey showed that 

the typical VTA passenger is from a low‐income household, is a minority, and is young. 

More than half of VTA passengers (55 percent) have a household income of less than 

$25,000. The largest percentage of VTA passengers is from the 18 to 24 year old group 

(31 percent) and those in the 25 to 34 years of age category make up another 21 

percent. When combined with even younger age groups, this gives a total of 59 percent 

of VTA’s ridership that is younger than 35 years old.  

 

Factor 1: The Number and Proportion of Persons who are LEP that are 

Served or Encountered in the Eligible Service Populations 

 

Task 1, Step 1: Examine prior experiences with individuals who are LEP 

This step involves reviewing the relevant benefits, services, and information provided by 

VTA and determining the extent to which individuals who are LEP have come into 

contact with these functions. 
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Call Center Data: 

This information has been collected for calendar years 2014 and 2015 through phone 

record data from language line, a service available through VTA’s call center that 

provides interpreters in the safe harbor languages of VTA’s service area. This data is 

significant because it shows which languages VTA staff encounters the most through its 

call center, and in turn, likely reflects the languages most present in our service area. By 

having this information, we can tailor our services in a way that meets the needs of our 

diverse community.  

 

Table 1: Language Line Data – Calendar Year 2015 
 

Language Number of Calls (%) % of Minutes 
Average Length 

(Minutes) 

1 Spanish 56.4 48.4 7.1 

2 Mandarin 22.8 27.9 10.3 

3 Vietnamese 13.4 14.8 9.3 

4 Cantonese 2.0 2.8 10.4 

5 Korean 0.9 0.9 8.8 

6 Farsi 0.8 1.0 10.9 

7 Punjabi 0.8 0.7 7.9 

8 Japanese 0.6 1.0 11.7 

9 Russian 0.6 0.9 13.8 

10 Tagalog 0.5 0.5 8.1 

11 Arabic 0.3 0.3 6.3 

12 Hindi 0.2 0.1 7.0 

13 Telugu 0.2 0.1 6.5 

14 Gujarati 0.1 0.2 20.0 

15 Turkish 0.1 0.1 11.0 

16 Fuzhou 0.1 0.1 9.0 

17 Tigrinya 0.1 0.1 5.0 

18 Urdu 0.1 0.0 2.0 

Source: VTA Language Line Data, Calendar Year 2015 

 

As reflected in Table 1, during calendar year 2015, customers who spoke 18 different 

languages requested assistance through VTA’s call center. Spanish speaking callers 

represented 56 percent of those who requested assistance. Mandarin speakers 

represented nearly 23 percent of all calls, Vietnamese speakers 13 percent, and 

Cantonese speakers represented two percent of all calls. The remaining 14 languages 

amounted to approximately five percent of all language line calls collectively. Although 

the same number of languages were requested, in comparison to data from the 2013 

LEP Plan, the year 2015 lacked the inclusion of some languages that had appeared 

previously.  In the year 2012, five languages (Bengali, Bosnian, Laotian, Portuguese, 

and Romanian) were requested, but these did not appear in call center data for 2015. 

This is interesting to note and may reflect possible changes in the makeup of our 

service area. 
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Table 2: Language Line Data – Calendar Year 2014 

 Language Number of Calls (%) % of Minutes Average Length (Minutes) 

1 Spanish 56.7 53.1 7.7 

2 Mandarin 22.7 25.6 9.3 

3 Vietnamese 12.9 13.4 8.9 

4 Cantonese 2.0 1.8 8.0 

5 Korean 1.2 1.4 9.7 

6 Russian 1.0 1.3 11.8 

7 Farsi 0.5 0.6 11.1 

8 Tagalog 0.5 0.5 9.6 

9 Cambodian 0.4 0.3 7.0 

10 Hindi 0.4 0.2 5.3 

11 Amharic 0.3 0.6 17.3 

12 French 0.3 0.4 10.0 

13 Taiwanese 0.2 0.3 15.0 

14 Japanese 0.2 0.1 5.5 

15 Somali 0.2 0.1 3.5 

16 Italian 0.2 0.1 3.0 

17 Punjabi 0.1 0.1 8.0 

18 Arabic 0.1 0.1 5.0 

19 Samoan 0.1 0.0 3.0 

20 Armenian 0.1 0.0 2.0 

21 Urdu 0.1 0.0 2.0 

Source: VTA Language Line Data, Calendar Year 2014 

 

As reflected in Table 2, during calendar year 2014, customers who spoke 21 different 

languages requested assistance. Roughly 57 percent of all callers who requested 

assistance spoke Spanish. Mandarin speakers represented nearly 23 percent of all 

calls, Vietnamese speakers approximately 13 percent, and Cantonese speakers 

represented 2 percent of all calls. The remaining 17 languages represented 

approximately 6 percent of all language line calls collectively.   

 

The top five languages between calendar years 2014 and 2015 remained consistent in 

terms of percentage of language line calls. Translation in Gujarati, Turkish, Telugu, 

Fuzhou, and Tigrinya were only requested in 2015. Translation in Cambodian, Amharic, 

French, Taiwanese, Somali, Italian, Samoan, and Armenian were only requested in 

2014. The differences in data between 2014 and 2015 can be explained by the fact that, 

when combined, all languages outside of the top five account for only 4.5 percent of all 

calls each year. For 2015, languages other than the top five combined to a total of 52 

calls, and for 2014, they combined to a total of 48 calls. Because so few calls were 

received in these other languages, the likelihood of having this variance from one year 

to the next is great. This could also explain how once again, five languages (Bengali, 

Bosnian, Laotian, Portuguese, and Romanian) were requested in 2012 but not 2014. 

 

More language line data for calendar years 2014 and 2015 is included in Appendix A. 
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Task 1, Step 2: Become familiar with data from the U.S. Census 

This step involves collecting the most recent U.S. Census data for Santa Clara County, 

which comprises most of VTA’s service area. The census data used throughout this 

document is 2010–2014 American Community Survey (ACS). This data is available 

online at http://www.census.gov/. 

 

Data obtained from the 2010–2014 ACS for individuals over five years of age is the 

most current census data which indicates the languages spoken in VTA’s service area. 

The top five non-English languages spoken in Santa Clara County households are 

shown in Table 3 below. It is important to note, however, that the data reflected in this 

table includes people who are proficient in English, not just individuals who have limited 

English proficiency (LEP). 

 

Table 3: Top Five Non-English Languages Spoken in Santa Clara County 

 Language Estimate Percent 

1 Spanish (or Spanish Creole) 324,362 18.88% 

2 Chinese 132,296 7.70% 

3 Vietnamese 116,113 6.76% 

4 Tagalog 54,920 3.20% 

5 Hindi 34,965 2.03% 

Source: US Census Bureau, 2010-2014 American Community Survey 

 

The data shown in Table 3 has the same top four languages represented by the top four 

LEP groups in Santa Clara County, as noted by 2010 – 2014 ACS data. Although Hindi 

is the fifth most spoken non-English language in Santa Clara County, the number of 

Hindi speakers in this geographic area who qualify as LEP is far less than the number of 

individuals who speak Korean and are LEP. 

Task 1, Step 2A: Identify the geographic boundaries of the area that your agency 

serves 

This step involves creating a map showing the census tracts for the service area VTA 

encompasses. 

 

VTA’s primary service area is Santa Clara County, with the only exception being bus 

service to the BART station in Fremont, which is a part of Alameda County. With the 

planned extension of BART into Santa Clara County expected to serve passengers 

beginning fall 2017, VTA will be receiving more customers from that area, although 

Alameda County will not be part of VTA’s jurisdiction. Figure 2 on the next page depicts 

VTA’s service area.



10 

 

Figure 2: VTA Service Area 
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Task 1, Step 2B: Obtain Census data on the LEP population in your service area 

This step involves using the “American Fact Finder” link on the Census website to 

obtain information showing the population that is Limited English Proficient (LEP) in 

VTA’s service area. Individuals who are considered LEP are those who “Speak English 

less than ‘very well’.” Although call center data had variations from the previous years’ 

data, the data below shows fairly consistent data compared to 2006 – 2010 American 

Community Survey (ACS) data. This can probably be explained by the fact that ACS 

data is collected for considerably more people than VTA’s call center can reflect.  

Table 4:  Population of Individuals who are LEP in VTA Service Area 
(Language Spoken at Home by Ability to Speak English for the Population 5 Years and Over) 

 

Language # Persons 
Margin of 

Error 
Percent of Total 

Population 

Total: 1,718,445 ***** - 

  Speak only English 832,327 +/-6,144 48.43% 

  Do Not Only Speak English 886,118 ***** 51.57% 

    Speak English "very well" and another language 520,327 ***** 30.28% 

    LEP (Speak English less than "very well") 365,791 ***** 21.29% 

  Spanish or Spanish Creole: 324,362 +/-4,198 18.88% 

    Speak English "very well" 188,278 +/-3,665 10.96% 

    Speak English less than "very well" 136,084 +/-3,238 7.92% 

  Chinese: 132,296 +/-3,281 7.70% 

    Speak English "very well" 67,622 +/-1,992 3.94% 

    Speak English less than "very well" 64,674 +/-2,165 3.76% 

  Vietnamese: 116,113 +/-3,347 6.76% 

    Speak English "very well" 43,736 +/-2,000 2.55% 

    Speak English less than "very well" 72,377 +/-2,191 4.21% 

  Tagalog: 54,920 +/-2,333 3.20% 

    Speak English "very well" 35,395 +/-1,649 2.06% 

    Speak English less than "very well" 19,525 +/-1,389 1.14% 

  Hindi: 34,965 +/-1,921 2.03% 

    Speak English "very well" 30,634 +/-1,858 1.78% 

    Speak English less than "very well" 4,331 +/-530 0.25% 

  Korean: 23,715 +/-1,701 1.38% 

    Speak English "very well" 11,607 +/-1,051 0.68% 

    Speak English less than "very well" 12,108 +/-1,039 0.70% 

  Persian: 14,164 +/-1,294 0.82% 

    Speak English "very well" 8,924 +/-929 0.52% 

    Speak English less than "very well" 5,240 +/-650 0.30% 

  Japanese: 13,616 +/-1,026 0.79% 

    Speak English "very well" 7,224 +/-744 0.42% 

    Speak English less than "very well" 6,392 +/-640 0.37% 

  Russian: 12,592 +/-1,349 0.73% 

    Speak English "very well" 7,747 +/-992 0.45% 

    Speak English less than "very well" 4,845 +/-609 0.28% 

  French (incl. Patois, Cajun): 8,664 +/-688 0.50% 

    Speak English "very well" 7,420 +/-634 0.43% 

    Speak English less than "very well" 1,244 +/-241 0.07% 

Source: US Census Bureau, 2010-2014 American Community Survey 
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Table 4:  Population of Individuals who are LEP in VTA Service Area (continued) 
(Language Spoken at Home by Ability to Speak English for the Population 5 Years and Over) 

 

Language # Persons Margin of 

Error 

Percent of Total 

Population 

  Portuguese or Portuguese Creole: 7,719 +/-753 0.45% 

    Speak English "very well" 4,878 +/-644 0.28% 

    Speak English less than "very well" 2,841 +/-365 0.17% 

  Gujarati: 6,082 +/-825 0.35% 

    Speak English "very well" 4,851 +/-678 0.28% 

    Speak English less than "very well" 1,231 +/-339 0.07% 

  Urdu: 5,953 +/-869 0.35% 

    Speak English "very well" 4,642 +/-713 0.27% 

    Speak English less than "very well" 1,311 +/-407 0.08% 

  Arabic: 5,726 +/-830 0.33% 

    Speak English "very well" 4,191 +/-616 0.24% 

    Speak English less than "very well" 1,535 +/-377 0.09% 

  Mon-Khmer, Cambodian: 3,875 +/-698 0.23% 

    Speak English "very well" 1,666 +/-420 0.10% 

    Speak English less than "very well" 2,209 +/-392 0.13% 

  Italian: 3,869 +/-475 0.23% 

    Speak English "very well" 2,864 +/-400 0.17% 

    Speak English less than "very well" 1,005 +/-209 0.06% 

  Serbo-Croatian: 3,182 +/-689 0.19% 

    Speak English "very well" 2,199 +/-532 0.13% 

    Speak English less than "very well" 983 +/-316 0.06% 

  Thai: 2,050 +/-509 0.12% 

    Speak English "very well" 1,003 +/-314 0.06% 

    Speak English less than "very well" 1,047 +/-353 0.06% 

Source: US Census Bureau, 2010-2014 American Community Survey 

Task 1, Step 2C: Analyze the data you have collected 

After census (ACS) data has been collected, the languages most frequently spoken by 

individuals who are LEP in Santa Clara County must be determined.  

According to 2010–2014 ACS data, there are 18 safe harbor languages (represented by 

5 percent or 1,000 LEP individuals, whichever is less, of the overall service population) 

for Santa Clara County. Table 4 shows LEP populations in Santa Clara County that 

meet this criteria. As shown in Table 4, for VTA’s service area, 886,118 persons over 

the age of five years (51.57 percent) do not only speak English at home, compared to 

832,327 (48.43 percent) who speak English only. The following percentages are based 

on the total number of individuals who are LEP in Santa Clara County: Spanish (37.20 

percent), Vietnamese (19.79 percent), Chinese (17.68 percent), Tagalog (5.34 percent), 

and Korean (3.31 percent). Although more people in VTA’s service area speak Hindi, 

more Korean speakers are LEP.  
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The top five languages spoken by individuals with limited English proficiency: 

 Spanish (136,084 individuals) 

 Vietnamese (72,377 individuals) 

 Chinese (64,674 individuals) 

 Tagalog (19,525 individuals) 

 Korean (12,108 individuals) 

Data Evaluation: 

There are a few data sources which indicate the 2010 – 2014 American Community 

Survey (ACS) data may not include all of the populations within Santa Clara County 

which exceed 1,000 people and have limited English proficiency. Those data sources 

include state data from the California Department of Education and data from VTA itself 

through the information gathered from language line calls. The languages these sources 

note which are not included in the 2010–2014 ACS data are: Amharic, Armenian, 

Hmong, Fuzhou, Punjabi, Samoan, Somali, Telugu, Tigrinya, and Turkish. With 

immigration patterns changing frequently, the data from the ACS might be more 

dynamic than it has been since the Limited English Proficiency Plan was created by 

VTA in 2013. With this in mind, it is necessary to supplement this data with information 

from other sources, such as those presented under Task 1, Step 3: Consult state and 

local sources of data. Furthermore, it is important to note that sample updates and 

margin of error can affect the findings from the 2010 – 2014 ACS data. 

As for differences that have arisen since the last Limited English Proficiency Plan, ACS 

data no longer shows Hebrew and German as safe harbor languages for Santa Clara 

County. Thai, however, is now considered a safe harbor language whereas it had not 

been in the 2013 Limited English Proficiency Plan.  

For language line calls, the languages requested varied greatly between the 2013 

Limited English Proficiency Plan and this update. Romanian, Bengali, Bosnian, 

Portuguese, and Laotian were languages shown in VTA’s 2013 Limited English 

Proficiency Plan, but none of these languages were requested through this service in 

2014 or 2015. However, Telugu, Gujarati, Fuzhou, Tigrinya, Taiwanese, Somali, Italian, 

Samoan, Armenian, and Urdu were requested in either 2014 or 2015, but none of these 

languages are reflected in language line data from VTA’s 2013 Limited English 

Proficiency Plan. It is evident there is a great difference between languages requested 

through language line between the data from the 2013 VTA LEP Plan and this update. 

This can be explained by the fact that each of the languages mentioned in this 

paragraph had two calls or less through language line services per calendar year, with 

the exception of Bosnian, which was only requested in 2012 with a total of seven phone 

calls. With such a small number of requests, the languages mentioned in this paragraph 

are likely to show up in language line data only once in a great while.      
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As shown in Table 5, at 51.6 percent, Santa Clara County has one of the highest 

populations in the state of California of persons five years and older who speak a 

language other than English at home. The state average is 43.8 percent. 

Table 5:  State of California (by County with Population Over 100,000)    
(Percent of Persons Over 5 Years Who Speak Non‐English Languages) 

Geographic Area Percent 

California  43.8%  

County    

Alameda County   43.4% 

Butte County    13.3% 

Contra Costa County   33.5% 

El Dorado County   13.3% 

Fresno County   44.0% 

Kern County   42.6% 

Kings County   42.2% 

Los Angeles County   56.8% 

Marin County   23.5% 

Merced County   51.9% 

Monterey County   52.8% 

Napa County   35.4% 

Orange County   45.6% 

Placer County   14.9% 

Riverside County   39.9% 

Sacramento County   31.3% 

San Bernardino County   41.1% 

San Diego County   37.3% 

San Francisco County   44.6% 

San Joaquin County   40.0% 

San Luis Obispo County   18.1% 

San Mateo County   46.0% 

Santa Barbara County   39.6% 

Santa Clara County  51.6% 

Santa Cruz County   31.6% 

Shasta County   8.4% 

Solano County   29.5% 

Sonoma County   25.7% 

Stanislaus County   40.5% 

Tulare County   50.3% 

Ventura County   38.2% 

Yolo County   35.0% 

Source: US Census Bureau, 2010-2014 American Community Survey 

 

The data above for California counties shows that Santa Clara County has the eighth 

highest percentage of people who speak Non-English languages out of all counties in 

the state. This is significant because it shows that VTA has a large multilingual 

community in its service area. 
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Table 6 includes 2010 – 2014 American Community Survey (ACS) data on the number of individuals who are Limited English Proficient 
(LEP), sorted by language, for the cities in Santa Clara County with available census data.  

Table 6: City Populations of Individuals who are LEP within VTA Service Area 
(Language Spoken at Home by Ability to Speak English for the Population 5 Years and Over) 

 

 

 
 

Cupertino Milpitas Mountain View Palo Alto San Jose Santa Clara Sunnyvale 

 Estimate 
Margin of 

Error 
Estimate 

Margin of 
Error 

Estimate 
Margin of 

Error 
Estimate 

Margin of 
Error 

Estimate 
Margin of 

Error 
Estimate 

Margin of 
Error 

Estimate 
Margin of 

Error 

Total 
Population: 

56,286 +/-369 65,039 +/-332 71,577 +/-480 62,773 +/-312 919,117 +/-1,108 110,198 +/-716 133,505 +/-806 

Spanish or 
Spanish Creole: 

459 +/-201 2,557 +/-474 5,068 +/-818 1,134 +/-401 94,294 +/-2,828 5,064 +/-841 7,914 +/-992 

French (incl. 
Patois, Cajun): 

51 +/-60 34 +/-42 142 +/-71 179 +/-99 383 +/-122 66 +/-44 225 +/-105 

French Creole: 0 +/-29 0 +/-29 0 +/-29 0 +/-29 10 +/-13 0 +/-29 0 +/-29 

Italian: 28 +/-46 0 +/-29 67 +/-57 26 +/-30 467 +/-146 101 +/-73 35 +/-36 

Portuguese or 
Portuguese 
Creole: 

0 +/-29 108 +/-76 65 +/-51 12 +/-21 1,547 +/-248 552 +/-185 161 +/-91 

German: 12 +/-13 4 +/-6 204 +/-110 44 +/-33 219 +/-87 26 +/-30 89 +/-92 

Yiddish: 0 +/-29 0 +/-29 0 +/-29 0 +/-29 0 +/-29 28 +/-45 0 +/-29 

Greek: 6 +/-9 0 +/-29 0 +/-29 40 +/-65 277 +/-179 0 +/-29 0 +/-29 

Russian: 317 +/-167 19 +/-18 1,063 +/-250 581 +/-170 1,317 +/-308 371 +/-173 724 +/-214 

Polish: 7 +/-13 0 +/-29 9 +/-14 16 +/-27 221 +/-113 56 +/-47 50 +/-52 

Serbo-Croatian: 33 +/-46 0 +/-29 0 +/-29 28 +/-45 645 +/-240 38 +/-40 58 +/-43 

Armenian: 15 +/-25 0 +/-29 64 +/-102 3 +/-5 207 +/-99 11 +/-19 54 +/-58 

Persian: 344 +/-205 72 +/-59 211 +/-142 183 +/-98 2,665 +/-452 373 +/-164 301 +/-154 

Gujarati: 36 +/-40 249 +/-165 43 +/-62 0 +/-29 475 +/-192 211 +/-151 198 +/-92 

Hindi: 644 +/-240 210 +/-90 113 +/-80 108 +/-74 1,606 +/-384 466 +/-227 832 +/-278 

Urdu: 32 +/-31 47 +/-44 9 +/-16 155 +/-190 375 +/-171 584 +/-344 80 +/-66 

Chinese: 5,960 +/-629 5,281 +/-657 2,665 +/-425 3,033 +/-375 31,532 +/-1,697 3,325 +/-490 7,082 +/-729 

Japanese: 878 +/-234 58 +/-40 187 +/-106 500 +/-159 2,584 +/-498 631 +/-248 656 +/-185 

Korean: 1,098 +/-331 245 +/-98 537 +/-236 839 +/-306 5,708 +/-810 1,305 +/-330 1,105 +/-345 

Mon-Khmer, 
Cambodian: 

56 +/-45 54 +/-54 44 +/-57 0 +/-29 1,927 +/-362 92 +/-88 6 +/-24 

Hmong: 0 +/-29 0 +/-29 0 +/-29 0 +/-29 102 +/-82 0 +/-29 0 +/-29 

Thai: 79 +/-78 55 +/-50 17 +/-25 185 +/-270 539 +/-158 60 +/-64 55 +/-48 

Laotian: 0 +/-29 70 +/-74 0 +/-29 0 +/-29 429 +/-162 21 +/-32 0 +/-29 

Source: US Census Bureau, 2010-2014 American Community Survey 
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Table 6: City Populations of Individuals who are LEP within VTA Service Area (continued) 
(Language Spoken at Home by Ability to Speak English for the Population 5 Years and Over) 

 

The data in Table 6 shows that San Jose, the city with largest total population, is also the city in Santa Clara County with the most 

individuals who are LEP. However, when looking at all cities combined, the number of languages represented by individuals who are 

LEP is remarkable. There are several languages where individuals who are LEP exist in only one or two of the cities listed in Table 6. 

Examples of this include the fact that Santa Clara is the only city with a population who is LEP and speaks Yiddish, and San Jose and 

Sunnyvale are the only cities with populations that are LEP and speak Hungarian. The data in the table above shows that VTA should 

plan its outreach efforts with a particular emphasis on the different languages it may encounter in each city. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 Cupertino Milpitas Mountain View Palo Alto San Jose Santa Clara Sunnyvale 

 Estimate 
Margin 
of Error 

Estimate 
Margin 
of Error 

Estimate 
Margin 
of Error 

Estimate 
Margin 
of Error 

Estimate 
Margin 
of Error 

Estimate 
Margin 
of Error 

Estimate 
Margin 
of Error 

Vietnamese: 175 +/-122 6,095 +/-578 200 +/-124 71 +/-60 60,041 +/-1,966 1,907 +/-495 1,495 +/-397 

Tagalog: 52 +/-69 2,528 +/-486 295 +/-164 63 +/-48 12,612 +/-1,040 1,660 +/-418 1,586 +/-348 

Navajo: 0 +/-29 0 +/-29 0 +/-29 0 +/-29 15 +/-23 0 +/-29 0 +/-29 

Hungarian: 0 +/-29 0 +/-29 0 +/-29 0 +/-29 119 +/-67 0 +/-29 34 +/-40 

Arabic: 0 +/-29 80 +/-79 90 +/-88 16 +/-23 747 +/-235 318 +/-176 146 +/-80 

Hebrew: 91 +/-70 0 +/-29 27 +/-31 74 +/-67 144 +/-139 38 +/-56 197 +/-94 

Source: US Census Bureau, 2010-2014 American Community Survey 
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Table 7 lists 2010 – 2014 ACS data on the top five languages for LEP populations of each city with available census data. Consistent 

with data for Santa Clara County overall, the top language for LEP populations in four of the seven cities listed is Spanish. The table 

below shows the languages VTA will most likely encounter since a large portion of its customers live in these cities. 

 

Table 7: Top Five Languages of Populations that are LEP – Cities within Santa Clara County 
(Language Spoken at Home by Ability to Speak English for the Population 5 Years and Over) 

Cupertino Milpitas Mountain View Palo Alto San Jose Santa Clara Sunnyvale 

Chinese: 5,960 Vietnamese: 6,095 
Spanish or 
Spanish 
Creole: 

5,068 Chinese: 3,033 
Spanish or 
Spanish 
Creole: 

94,294 
Spanish or 
Spanish 
Creole: 

5,064 
Spanish or 
Spanish 
Creole: 

7,914 

Korean: 1,098 Chinese: 5,281 Chinese: 2,665 
Spanish or 
Spanish 
Creole: 

1,134 Vietnamese: 60,041 Chinese: 3,325 Chinese: 7,082 

Japanese: 878 
Spanish or 
Spanish 
Creole: 

2,557 Russian: 1,063 Korean: 839 Chinese: 31,532 Vietnamese: 1,907 Tagalog: 1,586 

Hindi: 644 Tagalog: 2,528 Korean: 537 Russian: 581 Tagalog: 12,612 Tagalog: 1,660 Vietnamese: 1,495 

Spanish or 
Spanish 
Creole: 

459 Gujarati: 249 Tagalog: 295 Japanese: 500 Korean: 5,708 Korean: 1,305 Korean: 1,105 

Source: US Census Bureau, 2010-2014 American Community Survey
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Linguistic Isolation: 

Linguistic isolation occurs when all members of a household over the age of 14 have 

some difficulty with English. As shown in Table 8 below, 11.3 percent of all households 

in Santa Clara County are linguistically isolated. The largest group of people who are 

linguistically isolated speak Asian and Pacific Island languages at 27.2 percent, followed 

by Spanish speakers at 19.7 percent. This data will help VTA staff identify which 

language groups in its service area may experience linguistic isolation and thus would 

require the assistance of translation and interpretation services. 

Table 8:  Linguistic Isolation in Santa Clara County    
(No one age 14 or over speaks English only or speaks English “very well”) 

Subject Estimate Margin of Error 

All households 11.3% +/-0.2 

Households speaking --   

Spanish 19.7% +/-0.8 

Other Indo-European languages 11.0% +/-0.8 

Asian and Pacific Island 
languages 

27.2% +/-0.7 

Other languages 16.0% +/-2.1 

Source: US Census Bureau, 2010-2014 American Community Survey 

 

Task 1, Step 2D: Identify any concentrations of persons who are LEP within your 

service area 

This step involves working with VTA staff who access Geographic Information System 

(GIS) mapping to obtain maps that show the concentration of individuals who speak 

each of the top 5 non-English languages in Santa Clara County. 

Santa Clara County has 15 cities. Of those cities, San Jose has the largest population 

and the largest concentration of persons who are LEP. Figure 3 on the next page 

depicts VTA’s concentration areas of individuals who are LEP in proximity to light rail 

and bus routes. Figures 4 through 8 depict LEP populations by language, census tract, 

and proximity to light rail and bus routes. 

Figure 9 depicts school district boundaries. In addition to data for LEP populations in the 

VTA service area, since VTA also enforces Environmental Justice policies in its 

programs and services, this document also contains maps of the VTA service area 

which display low-income and minority population concentrations in Figure 10 and 

Figure 11, respectively.  
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Figure 3: Service Area-Wide LEP Concentrations 
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Figure 4: Number of Spanish Speaking Persons – VTA Service Area 
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Figure 5: Number of Vietnamese Speaking Persons – VTA Service Area 
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Figure 6: Number of Chinese Speaking Persons – VTA Service Area
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Figure 7: Number of Tagalog Speaking Persons – VTA Service Area
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Figure 8: Number of Korean Speaking Persons – VTA Service Area 
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Figure 9: VTA Service Area School Districts 
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Figure 10: Concentration of Low-Income Population – VTA Transit Service Area 
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Figure 11: Concentration of Minority Population – VTA Transit Service Area
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Task 1, Step 3: Consult state and local sources of data 

This step involves locating data sources from local government entities, comparing it to 

census data, and noting similarities and differences. 

Table 9 provides the number of English learners by language for the Santa Clara 

County School District, and Table 10 provides data on the threshold languages for 

Santa Clara County according to the database for California’s Medicare system, known 

as Medi-Cal. Both tables confirm the 2010 – 2014 American Community Survey’s data 

of the top four languages amongst individuals who are Limited English Proficient (LEP) 

in Santa Clara County. These languages are Spanish, Vietnamese, Chinese, and 

Tagalog. Table 9 also confirms the 2010–2014 data finding that Korean is the fifth most 

prevalent language amongst individuals who are LEP in Santa Clara County. 

Table 9:  Santa Clara County School District Language Groups 
Language Group Number of English 

Learners 
Percent of All 

Students 

Spanish 43,610 15.8% 

Vietnamese 7,575 2.7% 

Mandarin   2,752 1.0% 

Filipino  1,906 0.7% 

Cantonese 997 0.4% 

Korean  969 0.4% 

Punjabi 689 0.2% 

Russian 575 0.2% 

Arabic 383 0.1% 

Hmong 15 0.0% 

All Other Non-English 
Languages 

7,313 2.7% 

English Learners Subtotal 66,784 24.1% 

English Speaking Students 209,905 75.9% 

Total Students Enrolled 276,689 100.0% 
Source: California Department of Education, English Learners by Grade and Language (2015)    

 

Table 10: Summary of Medi-Cal Threshold Languages for Santa Clara County 

Primary Language Population 
Number of Individuals 
Eligible for Medi-Cal 

Percent of County 
Population 

Entire Population 305,102 100.0% 

Spanish 103,372 33.9% 

Vietnamese 36,416 11.9% 

Mandarin   7,782 2.6% 

Tagalog 5,305 1.7% 

Cantonese 3,381 1.1% 
Source: California Department of Health Care Services, Summary of Threshold Languages by County 

(2014) 
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Task 1, Step 4: Community organizations that serve persons who are LEP 

This step involves conducting community outreach with organizations in VTA’s service 

area that work with LEP populations. 

As part of its outreach efforts for various projects and services, VTA conducts meetings 

with numerous social services agencies, cultural centers, places of worship, residential 

communities, and community based organizations (CBOs) that provide services to 

individuals who are LEP.  

One of the main resources VTA uses to identify CBOs is the Refugee and Immigrant 

Forum of Santa Clara County. This group is an umbrella organization for smaller CBOs 

and agencies that serve minorities, low-income clients, and individuals that are LEP. 

Some members of the forum include American Red Cross, Catholic Charities of Santa 

Clara County, and the Santa Clara Social Services Agency, amongst others. The forum 

itself meets monthly to discuss resources, events, and opportunities for the clients its 

member agencies serve. By serving as a member of RIF, VTA is able to connect with 

any number of these organizations to conduct community outreach and gain feedback 

from a diverse segment of the community. VTA was able to work with some of these 

organizations to administer the survey on the following page (Figure 12) to different LEP 

populations. 

The purpose of the survey was to ask questions that would inform VTA staff which of its 

services clients use most often, which services they consider most important, how they 

access information about public transit. It also served to provide information about 

demographics of these individuals including their English proficiency, their preferred 

language, race/ethnicity, and income. We wanted to focus as much of our outreach as 

possible on LEP groups. For these individuals, we wanted to see if they noted 

experiencing any language barriers while using VTA and if they were aware of VTA’s 

free language assistance services.  
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Figure 12 – VTA Title VI Survey 
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Survey Administration: 

VTA administered the above survey using several different methods. First, VTA staff 

handed out surveys in person at the downtown customer service center. This allowed 

us to gain information about the individuals who utilize the downtown customer service 

center in comparison to the overall population of people surveyed. 

Other surveys were self-administered by Jewish Family Services of Silicon Valley, 

where discussion participants were allowed to complete the surveys on their own before 

participating in a larger group discussion. 

Surveys were also sent out through mail, email, and in-person delivery to the following 

organizations: Day Worker Center of Mountain View, International Rescue Committee, 

and PARS Equality Center. This allowed us to reach these groups and gain their 

feedback despite not being able to conduct a guided discussion with clients. 

Finally, this survey was also posted online through Survey Monkey so that those who 

visit the VTA website could participate in the survey as well. As shown in Appendix C, 

the survey was publicized on both VTA’s main web page and its Headways blog, VTA’s 

subscriber based e-newsletter. 

VTA will use the feedback and information obtained through this survey to address 

issues reported by participants to ensure that they have equal access to VTA services 

and are not limited by their English proficiency. 

 

Other Public Outreach: 

 

Other examples of VTA’s public outreach is our Envision Silicon Valley initiative and 

NEXT Network project. Similar to the outreach done for this LEP Plan update, these 

projects also utilized the Refugee and Immigrant Forum of Santa Clara County to 

connect with community based organizations.  

 

VTA launched Envision Silicon Valley to engage community leaders and county 

residents in a dynamic visioning process to discuss current and future transportation 

needs, identify solutions and craft funding priorities. This process has helped VTA 

prepare for a countywide sales tax measure to be placed on the November 2016 ballot 

to enhance transit, highways, expressways and active transportation (bicycles, 

pedestrians and complete streets).  

 

With the NEXT Network project, VTA plans on redesigning its bus and light rail network 

based on an ideal combination of providing coverage to as much of its service area as 

possible while also focusing on the segments of its service area with particularly high 

ridership. In order to ensure this meets the needs of the constituents in its service area, 

VTA has been conducting extensive public outreach to gain feedback on what people 
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prefer most for VTA’s bus and light rail network in terms of balancing ridership and 

coverage. Fact sheets for VTA’s NEXT Network are included as Appendix F. 

 

The following table is comprised of some of the organizations VTA reached out to for 

the VTA NEXT Network project and VTA’s Envision Silicon Valley initiative. These 

organizations are listed here because they work most directly with individuals in the 

community.  

Table 11: VTA Community Outreach Groups 

Envision Silicon Valley  NEXT Network 

Billy DeFrank Vintage Program Winchester Neighborhood Action Coalition 

Jewish Community Group, The Villages TransForm 

Oshman Jewish Community Center CalWORKs Advisory Council 

Paulson Park Apartments Traffic Safe Communities Network 

Shorebreeze Apartments Mountain View Refugee and Immigrant Forum 

Silicon Valley Council of Non-Profits 
Land Use/Transportation Integration 
Working Group 

Summer Hill Homes   

The Fountains – Mountain View   

Transit Justice Alliance    

Working Partnerships USA   

 

Task 1, Step 4A: Identify community organizations 

This step involves identifying resources to help identify community organizations that 

serve individuals who are LEP. 

VTA continues to identify other community based organizations (CBOs) by contacting 

umbrella organizations such as the following: 

 Refugee and Immigrant Forum of Santa Clara County  

 County of Santa Clara Social Services Department 

  

The Refugee and Immigrant Forum of Santa Clara County was a valuable resource for 

this LEP Plan update by connecting VTA staff with the following organizations that serve 

a diverse client base who represent different languages and ethnic backgrounds within 

the community. 

 

Organizations: 

 International Rescue Committee  

Languages: Amharic, Arabic, English, Farsi, Spanish, and Tigrinya 

 Jewish Family Services of Silicon Valley 

Languages: Arabic, Armenian, English, Farsi, Russian, and Spanish 

 PARS Equality Center 

Languages: English, Farsi 
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In addition, the Day Worker Center of Mountain View was also identified as a potential 

resource after consulting VTA’s 2013 LEP Plan. 

 

Task 1, Step 4B: Contact relevant community organizations 

This step involves contacting community organizations that serve individuals who are 

LEP to ask if their clients are willing to provide feedback on VTA services. 

 

VTA staff connected with Maria Marroquin, Executive Director of the Day Worker Center 

of Mountain View, after identifying this agency as having previously participated in the 

original LEP Plan. Although Maria was unable to accommodate a guided discussion 

group with clients and VTA staff, she offered to administer the survey during one of her 

agency’s weekly meetings. Maria requested surveys in Spanish and English, which VTA 

staff mailed out and received once they were completed. VTA received 23 completed 

surveys in total from this group.  

 

VTA connected with staff from Jewish Family Services of Silicon Valley at the July 

Refugee and Immigrant Forum meeting and inquired about administering a survey to 

their clients. The following week VTA staff attended a life skills course offered by the 

organization to their clients. Eleven people in total were able to participate in a guided 

discussion wherein they filled out the survey and afterwards offered comments relating 

to their experiences using VTA services.  

 

VTA also connected with staff from the International Rescue Committee at the July 

Refugee and Immigrant Forum meeting and inquired about administering a survey to 

their clients. The following week VTA staff visited the agency’s office and provided them 

with copies of surveys in various languages so staff could administer them as clients 

visited their office. Six completed surveys were collected from their office a couple of 

weeks later. 

 

The third group VTA staff connected with at the July Refugee and Immigrant Forum 

meeting was the PARS Equality Center. This group only requested surveys in English 

and Farsi. Once the translation of the survey into Farsi was completed, it was emailed 

along with the English version to the agency’s staff. The following week PARS Equality 

Center staff contacted VTA to retrieve 19 completed surveys. 

 

Throughout these efforts, VTA staff placed emphasis on educating people about its free 

language translation services through its call center, demonstrated how to use its 

VTAlerts app to receive real time information on bus and light rail schedules, helped 

obtain bus and light rail schedules, and forwarded complaints and requests to customer 

service, who then entered this data into VTA’s Salesforce system for further review from 

VTA management. VTA staff offered the possibility of making future visits to collect 

feedback and conduct additional community discussions on VTA projects. For those 
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agencies who expressed interest in these opportunities, VTA contacts forwarded their 

information to community outreach and planning staff at VTA for future event planning. 

Based on the outreach efforts completed for this Limited English Proficiency Plan 

update, Day After Reports summarizing the responses and feedback from each agency 

were compiled and can be found in Appendix D. 

Task 1, Step 4C: Obtain Information  

This step involves communicating with representatives of the agencies who participated 

in VTA’s outreach efforts, and gathering general information on the clients they serve. 

 

For each of the agencies listed below, VTA staff contacted an agency representative to 

go over information such as number of clients the agency has, clients’ country of origin, 

and destinations that are visited most often by clients via public transit. 

 

Day Worker Center of Mountain View 

The Day Worker Center of Mountain View administered surveys to their clients after 

receiving them from VTA staff via email. The areas frequented by their day worker 

employees, hereafter referred to as clients, are primarily in Sunnyvale, Mountain View, 

and Los Altos. Because the number of clients they serve is dependent on the number of 

jobs available in the local area, the number varies from year to year. However, the 

agency has noted a definite rise in their number of clients over the last five years. Most 

of their clients are Spanish speaking and come from Latin America. Approximately 65 

percent of their clients are male, and about 35 percent are female. Although the age 

range of their clients is from 17 to 65, most are between the ages of 30 and 50 and 

have an elementary school education. Some of the most frequented destinations by 

these clients via public transit are major medical and retail complexes on El Camino 

Real, which spans throughout the Day Worker Center’s primary service area. 

 

International Rescue Committee (IRC) 

Initially, VTA staff talked to the IRC staff manager at a Refugee and Immigrant Forum 

meeting about VTA’s Limited English Proficiency Plan update. The following week, VTA 

staff met with this organization to deliver surveys, which their agency staff said would be 

best to administer at meetings and classes. International Rescue Committee spans a 

wide service area that includes the following counties: Alameda, Monterey, San Mateo, 

Santa Clara, and Santa Cruz. While the agency itself brings in about 200 clients a year 

lately, because other agencies refer clients there, lately they serve about 500 clients a 

year. This marks a definite increase in the number of clients they have seen over the 

last five years. Most of their clients come from Afghanistan, Iraq, and Iran. This group 

had recently collected demographic information on its clients and reported to VTA staff 

that they serve 56 percent men and 44 percent women, with most being single, 

employable adults in their 20s or 30s. Most clients have a high school education, 

although some have little to no education whatsoever. The destinations IRC clients 
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most frequently go to are Wells Fargo, the County of Santa Clara Social Services office, 

and the Valley Health Center on Lenzen Avenue, a clinic connected to Santa Clara 

Valley Medical Center.  

 

Jewish Family Services 

Jewish Family Services was the first group VTA held outreach efforts with for the update 

of VTA’s 2013 Limited English Proficiency Plan. The primary area they serve is Silicon 

Valley, and they provide services to about 150 people every year. The number of clients 

they serve has gone up slightly over the last five years. Although their clients come from 

several different countries, most of their recent clients are similar to clients from IRC in 

that they come from Iran, Iraq, and Afghanistan. Most of the clients who come to Jewish 

Family Services are at least high school graduates, with some having a bachelor’s or 

master’s degree. The number of male and female clients they have is about equal, but 

most clients are either in their mid-20s, 40s, or 50s. Clients from this agency most 

frequently travel to the following destinations via public transit: Santa Clara Valley 

Medical Center, Santa Clara Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV), Los Gatos DMV, 

and the County of Santa Clara Social Services office. 

 

PARS Equality Center 

Initially, VTA staff talked to this agency’s Director of Social Services at a Refugee and 

Immigrant Forum meeting about VTA’s Limited English Proficiency Plan update. The 

following week, VTA staff emailed surveys to the Director of Social Services to 

administer to clients as they came to the agency’s office. Although the organization has 

locations throughout California, the office VTA contacted primarily serves the South Bay 

Area. The agency currently serves about 100 clients per year, and the number has 

definitely gone up over the last five years. Nearly all of their clients come from Iran and 

are at least high school graduates. The amount of male and female clients they have is 

roughly equal, and the ages of their clients range widely since they work with many 

families. These clients most frequently use public transit to go to Santa Clara Valley 

Medical Center and the County of Santa Clara Social Services office.  

Factor 2: The Frequency with which Individuals who are LEP Come into 

Contact with Your Programs, Activities, and Services 

Task 2, Step 1: Review the relevant programs, activities, and services you provide 

This step involves listing VTA’s programs, activities, and services which individuals who 

have limited English proficiency (LEP) come into contact with most frequently. 

 

Feedback obtained from the administered survey revealed that VTA’s customers who 

are LEP come into contact with bus service most often (89.7 percent of participants), 

followed by light rail services (49.1 percent of participants). Several of these customers 

stated that they utilize their bus drivers and the VTA Downtown Customer Service 

Center for information on VTA services. 42.1 percent of participants also indicated that 
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they were unaware of VTA’s free language assistance services. This will have to be 

taken into account during future outreach efforts and for future VTA promotional 

materials. 

 

Some other trends from the survey data include: 

 People with fewer vehicles in their household were more likely to consider bus 

and light rail services to be very important.  

 Those who used VTA to get to work were more likely to access the internet via a 

mobile device. 

 Older adults were less likely to use mobile devices and instead use laptops or 

desktops to access the internet. 

 

Apart from the questions presented in the survey, feedback was also obtained on 

people’s general experiences using VTA services. Participants submitted a variety of 

comments, but some common themes were present. Many people requested increased 

service frequency, including increased service hours, and greater coverage on bus 

routes. Individuals also wanted more bus shelters and bus stop amenities such as real 

time information (RTI) systems.   

Task 2, Step 2 and Step 3: Review the information obtained from community 

organizations and consult directly with people who are LEP 

This step involves reviewing the feedback obtained from the individuals and community 

groups contacted as part of this update to VTA’s 2013 Limited English Proficiency Plan.  

 

When VTA staff met with the organizations listed in Task 1, Step 4B, the survey in 

Figure 12 was used to get feedback about VTA’s services.      

 

The survey from Figure 12 was also translated into 12 languages other than English. 

This is a critical part of ensuring that the different LEP populations served by VTA are 

also able to participate in the survey and provide our organization with valuable 

feedback regarding its services. The translations of the survey can be found in 

Appendix B.
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Included below are data trends for people surveyed at the VTA Downtown Customer 

Service Center, where the bulk of surveys were collected, as well as data trends for all 

people surveyed. 

Data Trends: Downtown Customer Service Center 

VTA staff administered a total of 116 surveys at the Downtown Customer Service 

Center over the course of two days. Upon examining the data, there appeared to be 

some trends relating to the customer base of the center. 

Demographically, individuals who use the Downtown Customer Service Center appear 

to be slightly older on average. As shown in the chart below, more than half of those 

surveyed at the center were over the age of 55. 

Figure 13: Downtown Customer Service Customers – Question 11  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

0.0%

5.0%

10.0%

15.0%

20.0%

25.0%

30.0%

13 -17 18 - 24 25 - 34 35 - 44 45 - 54 55 - 64 65 - 74 75 +

What is your current age?



38 

 

The data for this group also showed a slight increase for the amount of individuals who 

use VTA to get to medical appointments. This may relate to the fact that individuals 

using the center tend to be older and thus may attend medical appointments more 

frequently. 

Figure 14: Downtown Customer Service Customers – Question 2 

 
 

The vehicle use of this group of customers also appeared to be lower than average, 
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Figure 15: Downtown Customer Service Customers – Question 13 
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As seen in the chart below, those who visit the center are more likely on average to use 

something other than a mobile device to access the internet. Overall a majority still 

utilize mobile devices, but the amount who do not is far greater on average in 

comparison to the overall population of participants. 

Many who selected “other” left the explanation space blank without providing any 

additional information. It is possible that they may have done so in order to indicate that 

they do not regularly use the internet. A few participants wrote “not often” or “none” in 

that space, which further seems to suggest that they were attempting to communicate a 

lack of internet use. 

 

Figure 16: Downtown Customer Service Customers – Question 7 
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In terms of income, these customers supported the overall trend wherein the majority of 

those surveyed had a household income of less than $25,000. 

Figure 17: Downtown Customer Service Customers – Question 15 

 
 

The English language proficiency of this group of customers did appear to be slightly 
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Figure 18: Downtown Customer Service Customers – Question 9 
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This may relate to the fact that as indicated below, a majority of the customers selected 
English as their preferred language for speaking, reading, writing, and understanding. 
Spanish was the second most popular language, followed by Chinese. Korean and 
Vietnamese were each selected twice as a preferred language. 

 

Figure 19: Downtown Customer Service Customers – Question 8 
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Data Trend: Importance of VTA services in comparison to the 

number of vehicles per household 

VTA received a total of 185 completed surveys including the 116 that were completed 

by customers at the Downtown Customer Service Center. An examination of all 185 

total surveys indicates some other notable trends. 

The data indicated a correlation between the number of vehicles in a household and the 

perceived importance of VTA bus and light rail services. A majority of participants 

indicated that VTA bus and light rail services were “very important” to them, but those 

who indicated that it was “somewhat important” or less also tended to have one or more 

vehicles in their household. As the charts below show, there are very few households 

without vehicles (blue bars) that indicated VTA services were anything less than “very 

important.” Those who selected “somewhat important” or less tended to live in 

households with one or more vehicles. 

 

Figure 20: All Respondents – Comparing Questions 3 and 13 
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Figure 21: All Respondents – Comparing Questions 4 and 13 
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Data Trend: Household size in comparison to number of 

vehicles per household 

The data also indicated that households with fewer occupants were more likely to have 

a fewer number of vehicles. As the chart below indicates, those participants who lived 

alone were far more likely than any other group to have no vehicles. As household size 

increases, it becomes less likely that these households will have no vehicles. 

Figure 22: All Respondents – Comparing Questions 12 and 13 
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Data Trend: Use of VTA services in comparison to device 

use. 
 

It is interesting to note that there appears to be a trend between passenger destination 

and device use. The chart below shows that those who ride VTA bus or light rail to get 

to work are far more likely to use a mobile device to access the internet than any other 

group. Those who use VTA to get to school are the second most likely to access the 

internet on a mobile device. These groups’ frequent use of mobile devices could relate 

to the fact that they use VTA service more regularly on weekdays, and thus may use 

their mobile devices during their frequent trips to and from work and school. 

Figure 23: All Respondents – Comparing Questions 2 and 7 
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Data Trend: Device use by age group 

In terms of participants’ device use, a majority tend to rely on their mobile devices to 

access the internet. However, there does appear to be a trend among those who use 

laptops and desktops as their preferred method of internet access. As the chart below 

indicates, those participants who use laptops and desktops to access the internet tend 

to be older overall. Individuals below the age of 35 did not use desktop computers, but 

would occasionally use laptops. Desktop and laptop use appears highest in individuals 

above the age of 45, with mobile device use dropping significantly within these groups. 

Figure 24: All Respondents – Comparing Questions 7 and 11 

 

Graphs and charts showing data for each survey question are included in Appendix D. 

 

Below is a compilation of general feedback obtained from the groups and follow-up 

measures being taken by VTA staff. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

0

5

10

15

20

25

12 or
younger

13 -17 18 - 24 25 - 34 35 - 44 45 - 54 55 - 64 65 - 74 75 or older

Device use by age group

Mobile Device (Smartphone/Tablet) Laptop Desktop



47 

 

Community Group Feedback 

Day Worker Center of Mountain View 

General Feedback: One of the respondents indicated that they do not attend VTA public 

meetings because “the meetings seem very selfish and driven by the contractors.” 

Follow-Up: This comment will be forwarded to VTA staff to take into consideration for 

future meetings. 

 

International Rescue Committee 

General Feedback: 

IRC staff informed us that their clients would like increased bus coverage. 

Staff also stated that some clients have concerns about the long travel times when 

riding the bus. 

IRC staff wanted to learn more about Eco Passes and whether they could potentially 

sign up for these for use by their clients. 

IRC staff mentioned that they were in the process of scheduling a “cultural orientation” 

for clients which would contain workshops to educate them on a variety of topics. They 

expressed interest in having VTA staff participate by teaching clients how to use bus 

and light rail service, as well as answer any other questions they may have about 

transportation. 

Follow-Up:  

VTA staff will discuss IRC’s “cultural orientation” events and determine which staff 

members would be available to participate. Information has also been sent to IRC’s Site 

Manager regarding VTA’s Eco Passes. 

 

Jewish Family Services of Silicon Valley 

General Feedback:  

Participants suggested increased bus frequency, with buses arriving approximately 

every 15 minutes. One man remarked that the bus stop at Williams and San Tomas was 

particularly problematic. A few others remarked that the #48 bus arrives too 

infrequently. 

Participants coming from Santa Clara and Sunnyvale and travelling to the Jewish 

Family Services office commented that there was no direct bus route available, and that 

they would need to use several different bus lines to reach their destination. 
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Participants also suggested naming each bus stop and displaying this name on the bus 

stop sign so that each stop is more easily identifiable. 

Participants wanted updates on whether buses were running late, and requested that all 

bus stops have Real Time Information, similar to the stop at West Valley College. 

Many participants commented that they did not like waiting for the bus in the hot sun or 

in the rain. They requested that more bus stops have shelters, specifically the bus stop 

at Los Gatos and Lark near the organization. 

A participant commented that many people come to Jewish Family Services from Good 

Samaritan Hospital, so they need to walk a long distance in order to reach Jewish 

Family Services because there are no direct bus routes. 

Participants commented that they preferred the bus over the light rail because it is 

easier for them to get to the bus stops than the light rail stations. 

Participants stated that they had no issues buying tickets for the bus, using clipper 

cards to pay for fare, or loading additional money onto their clipper cards. 

Most participants felt that the price of the monthly pass was far too high, and they 

wanted to know whether they could get a refugee or immigrant discount, even if it only 

lasted for 2-4 months. 

Participants wanted to learn more about Eco Passes. 

Participants enjoyed using the VTAlerts App to get travel information. Everyone in 

attendance had a smart phone and either already had the app, or expressed interest in 

downloading it. 

Follow-Up: 

As a result of feedback that was given during the small group discussion, VTA staff will 

follow up with the comments relating to requested changes to the bus routes and bus 

stops including shelters, names, Real Time Information, increased frequency, etc. Some 

participants also expressed interest in having discounted passes based on refugee 

status which would last 2-4 months, and VTA staff will look into this. VTA staff also 

explored initiating a request for a bus shelter at the Los Gatos and Lark stop as 

requested by the participants. 

VTA Downtown Customer Service Center 

General Feedback:  

Participants suggested increased bus frequency, with buses arriving approximately 

every 10 minutes. They also requested that buses run later into the early morning, until 

4:00 or 5:00 am. 

One participant specifically suggested that more 168 express buses should be available 

during the middle of the day for South Bay commuters. She also suggested that an 
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additional 168 bus should run for students in addition to the current route scheduled for 

7:42 am. 

One participant commented that previously she was very unhappy with VTA customer 

service, but later when a new supervisor was hired it improved greatly. She indicated 

she was very happy with the change and to keep up the good job. 

In obtaining information about public transportation, many people said they use the VTA 

Downtown Customer Service Center for assistance in learning about public transit 

and/or construction projects. Several Spanish speaking customers indicated that they 

ask their bus drivers for information. 

One woman explained that people in her community (which is largely Chinese) have 

issues with Outreach, VTA’s current paratransit contractor, translations over the phone 

and during their rides. They say that the phone operators only speak English and 

sometimes Spanish. She said that during rides people often have trouble getting to their 

destinations due to language barriers. 

As with Jewish Family Services, customers indicated that more bus shelters are needed 

because of the hot weather. 

Follow-Up:  

As a result of feedback that was given, VTA staff will follow up on comments relating to 

requested changes to the bus routes and bus stops including shelters, increased 

frequency, longer service hours, etc. 

Factor 3: The Importance of Your Program, Activities and Services to 

Persons who have Limited English Proficiency (LEP) 

Task 3, Step 1: Identify your agency’s most critical services 

This step involves identifying which VTA services would have serious consequences if 

language barriers prevented a person from accessing them. 

 

Most of VTA’s customers who have limited English proficiency that were surveyed for 

this Plan update use both bus and light rail service, with a higher percentage using only 

bus services. Furthermore, a large number of them said they ask their bus operator for 

information they need regarding VTA services. With this knowledge in mind, it is 

important to ensure that our multilingual bus operators are providing assistance in as 

many languages as possible. 

Because of its ability to provide interpreters for all of the safe harbor languages in VTA’s 

service area, language line services provided through the VTA Customer Service Call 

Center are also critical for our clients who have limited English proficiency. Similarly, the 

contracted services VTA receives for translated documents and interpretation at public 

meetings is also essential for the LEP populations throughout the community. 
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After discussing VTA services with individuals who were surveyed, it is clear that many 

are dependent on VTA for transportation to important locations such as work, school, 

and medical appointments. If there were interruptions to our bus or light rail services, 

and no language assistance services were available, VTA’s customers who have limited 

English proficiency would be unable to access many critical places. Since VTA also 

takes part in many construction projects, a lack of language assistance services could 

also result in safety hazards for these customers.   

For information regarding VTA customers from individual agencies, including the VTA 

services they use most and what they use those services for, please refer to the Day 

After Reports in Appendix D.   

 

Task 3, Step 2: Review input from community organizations and persons who are 

LEP 

This step involves documenting the importance of different services provided by VTA to 

individuals who are LEP, as well as suggestions and requests these individuals have 

made. 

 

After reviewing feedback from the surveys administered as part of this update to VTA’s 

2013 Limited English Proficiency Plan, the vast majority of people surveyed indicated 

that both bus and light rail service is very important to them. They also indicated that it 

is important to have bilingual services available, particularly when it comes to bus 

operators providing assistance. 

 

In order to ensure individuals who are LEP can access VTA services, project, and 

activities without language barriers, VTA offers the following language assistance 

services: 

 

 Language line services through VTA’s customer service call center. This 

provides interpreters for customers to speak with VTA staff in all safe harbor 

languages through VTA’s service center. 

 VTA has bilingual staff to provide interpretation at VTA public meetings and 

events. 

 In case VTA does not have staff that speaks a customer’s primary language, 

there are contracted services to provide interpretation at VTA public meetings 

and events for customers who require language assistance services. 

 VTA also has contracted services to provide translation of documents, which is 

done for all documents as listed in the Vital Documents Plan (Appendix G). 

These services are also available upon request. 

 

Furthermore, in response to feedback from community organizations, VTA has focused 

on accomplishing several goals, including: 
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 Providing free Clipper Cards to agencies serving clients that are low-income and 

have limited English proficiency. 

 Providing presentations to CalWORKs clients on the upcoming NEXT Network 

Project. This is significant considering CalWORKs clients are low-income 

individuals who receive aid from the Santa Clara County Department of Social 

Services. Since many people who use VTA are low-income, this is a great 

opportunity for these VTA customers to give feedback on a project that aims to 

redesign VTA’s bus and light rail network. 

 Creating a multilingual video on how to use VTA bus and light rail services. 

 Designing a tour on how to use VTA for immigrants and refugees in Santa Clara 

County.  

 

VTA continues to address the following issues that were raised in the 2013 Limited 

English Proficiency Plan, although staff and financial resources are still limited. 

1. Research current technology and software to enhance the use of machine 

translations on our website.  

 

Challenge: Currently, technology is limited and machine translations do not always 

convey the correct meanings of documents, and not all words can be translated from 

English to another language. Using all human translations is not feasible due to time 

and financial constraints.  

 

Update: VTA staff continue to research the most effective means of performing 

translations from English to other languages for VTA documents and information. Using 

only human translations is still not feasible due to costs and time, but staff does reach 

out to community groups to remind them that translations can be made available upon 

request. 

 

2. Increase the number of documents that can be translated such as bus schedules and 

Take Ones (VTA rider newsletter), for riders from members of smaller LEP communities 

who frequently use our services.    

 

Challenge: The cost of printed materials is based on volume. So, printing small 

quantities of schedules or Take Ones would not be economically feasible. Additionally, 

space is limited, so we could not have route schedules in multiple languages in our bus 

schedule racks.   

 

Update: As mentioned above, in order to assess the needs of VTA’s ridership as 

effectively as possible, outreach to different community groups is done to see which 

translations are needed for different languages in the VTA service area. 
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Factor 4: The Resources Available to the Recipient and Costs 

Task 4, Step 1: Inventory language assistance measures currently being 

provided, along with associated costs 

This step involves consulting VTA staff on the different language assistance measures 

provided to individuals who are limited English proficient (LEP) in order to help them 

access services and information. 

 

VTA utilizes the following resources to ensure LEP populations in its service area can 

access its services without any language barriers: 

 The language line service available through VTA’s customer service call center. 

This service, which provides interpreters in the safe harbor languages for VTA’s 

service area, helped 2,256 callers for calendar years 2014 and 2015 combined. 

These calls covered 26 different languages. 

 Bilingual VTA staff who can provide translation for customers over the phone, in 

person at the downtown customer service center, and at public meetings. When 

needed, these staff members can also assist with translation of certain types of 

documents. 

 Contracted vendors provide translation of documents according to the Vital 

Documents Plan (Appendix G). VTA created the Vital Documents Plan to ensure 

translations in the safe harbor languages for its area are completed. The 

document lists three tiers of different documents that are vital to using VTA’s 

services and ensure customers are aware of their rights under applicable federal 

laws. 

 Contracted vendors provide review and quality control of the various documents 

that have been translated and provided for public use. 

 The VTA public website, which contains translations of various documents and 

contains a link for translations of individual web pages within the site. 

 

After reviewing the feedback obtained from the LEP Plan, VTA created a Public 

Participation Plan to serve as guidance on how to provide the public with meaningful 

engagement opportunities relating to VTA services, activities, and projects. By providing 

frequent opportunities for community feedback, VTA preserves its commitment to 

serving the needs of the community as expressed by its members. 

 

VTA utilizes the following resources to provide assistance to individuals who are LEP to 

navigate VTA services and information in several ways, including the following: 

 The VTA Public Participation Plan, which gives guidance on how to effectively 

engage different communities in VTA’s service area, particularly minorities, 

individuals who are LEP, and those with low-income. 
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 The VTA Vital Documents Plan, Appendix G, which VTA has created in order to 

ensure translations are completed for documents which are vital to using VTA’s 

services and ensuring customers are aware of their rights under applicable 

federal laws. 

 

In order to ensure individuals who are LEP can access information about their rights 

while using VTA, the following translations have been completed. 

 A Notice to the Public for Title VI has been translated into the safe harbor 

languages for VTA’s service area at every light rail station. It is also posted in all 

light rail and bus vehicles in the top three languages for VTA’s service area. This 

document explains individuals’ rights under Title VI and how to file complaints if 

they believe VTA is discriminating against them based on race, color, or national 

origin, which includes LEP status. 

 A Notice to the Public for ADA is posted in all bus and light rail vehicles in the top 

three languages for VTA’s service area. This document serves as a notice of 

people’s rights under the Americans with Disabilities Act and how they can file a 

complaint if they believe VTA is discriminating against them based on a disability. 

 

The following documents have been translated into the safe harbor languages for VTA’s 

service area and posted on the VTA webpage: 

 Title VI: Organizational Commitment 

 Title VI: Notice to the Public 

 Title VI: Fact Sheet 

 Title VI: Complaint Process 

 Title VI: Complaint Form 

 Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA): Complaint Form 

 ADA: Reasonable Modification Summary 

 ADA: Reasonable Modification Policy 

 ADA: Grievance Procedure 

 ADA: Nondiscrimination Statement and Notice to the Public 

 

The following documents have been translated into the top five languages spoken by 

individuals who are LEP in VTA’s service area and posted on the VTA webpage: 

 Clipper Card and VTA Day Pass Fact Sheet 

 Alum Rock/Santa Clara Bus Rapid Transit Project Fact Sheet 

 El Camino Real Bus Rapid Transit Project Fact Sheet 

 VTA Silicon Valley Express Lanes Program Fact Sheet 

 VTA’s BART Silicon Valley Phase II Extension Project: Environmental Process – 

Fact Sheet 
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The following documents were translated into the top three languages spoken by people 

who are LEP in VTA’s service area and posted on VTA’s webpage: 

 VTA paratransit services: Eligibility Brochure 

 VTA paratransit services: Rider’s Guide 

 VTA paratransit services: Reasonable Accommodation Notification 

 VTA paratransit services: Contact Information and Process 

 VTA’s BART Silicon Valley Phase I: Berryessa Station Fact Sheet 

 VTA’s BART Silicon Valley Phase I: Milpitas Station Fact Sheet 

VTA spent $88,558.04 in calendar year 2014 and $133,151.51 in calendar year 2015 for 

language assistance services. Document translation expenses more than doubled from 

$34,372.49 in 2014 to $84,252.99 in 2015. Table 12 provides more information on 

VTA’s Title VI expenses for calendar years 2014 and 2015.  

 

Task 4, Step 2: Determine what, if any, additional services are needed to provide 

meaningful access 

This step involves reviewing the top languages spoken in VTA’s service area and 

ensuring that an appropriate amount of language assistance services are being 

provided to individuals who are LEP and use VTA. 

 

The results of our survey indicated that 42.1 percent of survey respondents were not 

aware of VTA’s free language assistance services. With such a large portion of the 

public being unaware that VTA offers this service, many individuals are not able to take 

full advantage of our language assistance services, and as a result they may face 

language barriers in using VTA. 

 

VTA has also posted condensed Title VI notices on all buses and light rail trains with 

translations in Spanish and Vietnamese. Full Title VI notices which have been 

translated into the safe harbor languages are posted on light rail platforms and bus stop 

shelters where space is available, as well as on the VTA website. VTA has developed a 

custom Geographical Language Search Tool to assist with community outreach, so that 

staff are able to gain an increased awareness of the community dynamics and 

determine whether translation and interpretation services may be necessary for 

effective outreach efforts. VTA bilingual staff are available to assist customers, as well 

as the language line where riders can have access to real time bus information. 

Increased efforts are needed to spread awareness of these resources so LEP 

populations know that VTA is working to meet their needs. 

 

Task 4, Step 3: Analyze your budget 

This step involves determining what amount of VTA’s budget is being devoted to 

language assistance measures for individuals who use VTA services and are LEP. 

 

Fakira_I
Inserted Text
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VTA spent $88,558.04 in calendar year 2014 and $133,151.51 in calendar year 2015 for 

language assistance services, representing a 50.4 percent increase. It is also 

noteworthy that document translation expenses more than doubled from $34,372.49 in 

2014 to $84,252.99 in 2015.  

The increase in expenditures for language assistance measures between calendar 

years 2014 and 2015 can be attributed to VTA’s continued commitment to upholding 

Title VI requirements and providing numerous valuable resources to our LEP 

populations. VTA prioritizes staff education by utilizing its Title VI unit as a resource 

devoted to ensuring staff are meeting the needs of the diverse community it serves. 

VTA will continue to analyze the effectiveness of its language assistance services by 

obtaining community feedback, and the agency will determine if additional funds are 

needed to obtain more comprehensive services to assist individuals who are LEP. 

Please refer to Table 12 below for more details on VTA’s expenditures for language 

assistance services. 

 

Table 12: VTA Title VI Expenses (Calendar Years 2014 and 2015) 

Agency/Contractor 2014 2015 

VTA Bilingual Staff Pay Differential $48,623.05 $42,496.27 

Document Translation Expenses $34,372.49 $84,252.99 

Quality Control for Translated Documents $5,562.50 6,402.25 

Total $88,558.04 $133,151.51 

 

 

Task 4, Step 4: Consider cost‐effective practices for providing language services 

This step involves determining what cost-effective practices VTA is utilizing to provide 

language assistance measures to individuals who are LEP. 

 

VTA goes through a formal, established process for certifying employees with 

proficiency in languages other than English. Certified bilingual employees at VTA 

provide assistance to customers who are LEP in a number of ways. When people who 

are LEP call VTA’s customer service line, there are employees who are able to speak 

the top languages for VTA’s service area. For other languages, the language line 

service is used to communicate with these customers and address their needs. For 

many other occasions, VTA employees are able to provide service in customers’ 

primary languages, interpret at meetings, and translate documents or other important 

information. When VTA staff is unable to provide assistance in a requested language, 

the requested service is contracted out. VTA also requests assistance from staff at 

community based organizations to serve as interpreters at outreach events, which 

reduces costs and utilizes members of the community who understand their peers well.  
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Language Line Data Analysis 2015 – Total Minute Usage 

Table 13 

Calendar 
Year 2015 

January February March April May June July August September October November December 

2015 
Total 

Minutes 
Used 

Spanish 187 451 431 392 285 384 411 579 482 424 406 293 4725 

Mandarin 192 222 279 237 148 161 243 318 215 209 182 320 2726 

Vietnamese 91 135 91 40 125 82 153 88 158 121 80 283 1447 

Cantonese 75 8 40 2 24 12 61 13 11 10 2 19 277 

Farsi 12 7 5 0 0 13 0 20 18 0 16 8 99 

Japanese 0 0 0 0 8 56 0 7 15 0 8 0 94 

Russian 41 32 0 0 0 0 7 6 0 0 0 0 86 

Korean 7 0 24 8 4 18 18 0 5 0 0 0 84 

Punjabi 0 0 0 0 5 5 0 12 0 20 15 14 71 

Tagalog 23 5 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 6 13 0 52 

Arabic 6 0 0 0 10 5 0 4 0 0 0 0 25 

Gujarati 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 0 0 0 0 20 

Hindi 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 8 0 14 

Telugu 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 6 0 0 0 13 

Turkish 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 

Fuzhou 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 9 

Tigrinya 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 

Urdu 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 

Total 645 860 870 657 633 746 902 1,074 910 796 730 937 9760 
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Language Line Data Analysis 2015 – Percentage of Total Minute Usage 

                                                                    Figure 25             Table 14 

 
 

 

 

Language 
% of Total 

Minute 
Usage 

Spanish 48.4% 

Mandarin 27.9% 

Vietnamese  14.8% 

Cantonese   2.8% 

Farsi   1.0% 

Japanese 1.0% 

Russian   0.9% 

Korean 0.9% 

Punjabi  0.7% 

Tagalog 0.5% 

Arabic  0.3% 

Gujarati 0.2% 

Hindi   0.1% 

Telugu 0.1% 

Turkish   0.1% 

Fuzhou 0.1% 

Tigrinya   0.1% 

Urdu 0.0% 

Total   100% 
Spanish, 48.4%

Vietnamese, 27.9%

Mandarin, 14.8%

Cantonese, 2.8%

Russian, 1.0%

Korean, 
1.0%

Farsi, 0.9%

Punjabi, 0.9%

Hindi, 0.7%

Arabic, 
0.5%

Portuguese, 
0.3%

Amharic, 
0.2%

Tagalog, 0.1%

Japanese, 
0.1%

Cambodian, 
0.1%

Bosnian, 0.1%

French, 0.1%

Turkish, 0.0%

Percentage of Total Minute Usage (2015)
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Language Line Data Analysis 2015 – Total Calls Received 

Table 15 

Calendar 
Year 2015 

January February March April May June July August September October November December 

 2015 
Total 
Calls 

Received 

Spanish 26 56 56 60 41 52 64 79 65 62 57 46 664 

Mandarin 13 18 23 23 17 19 27 31 21 22 23 32 269 

Vietnamese 13 11 9 5 12 12 21 11 18 14 6 26 158 

Cantonese 2 2 3 1 2 2 4 1 2 2 1 2 24 

Farsi 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 3 0 1 1 10 

Japanese 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 0 7 

Russian 4 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 7 

Korean 1 0 1 1 1 4 2 0 1 0 0 0 11 

Punjabi 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 0 2 2 1 9 

Tagalog 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 6 

Arabic 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 4 

Gujarati 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 

Hindi 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 

Telugu 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 

Turkish 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Fuzhou 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Tigrinya 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Urdu 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Total 64 90 93 90 77 96 120 130 113 104 93 108 1178 
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Language Line Data Analysis 2015 – Percentage of Total Calls Received 

     Figure 26  Table 16 

  

 

 

 

 

Spanish, 56.4%

Mandarin, 22.8% Vietnamese, 
13.4%

Cantonese, 
2.0%

Korean, 0.9%

Punjabi, 0.8%

Farsi, 
0.8%

Japanese, 
0.6%

Russian, 0.6%

Tagalog, 
0.5%

Arabic, 
0.3%

Hindi, 
0.2%

Telugu, 0.2%

Turkish, 0.1%

Fuzhou, 0.1%

Tigrinya, 0.1%

Urdu, 0.1%

Gujarati, 0.1%

Percentage of Calls Total Calls Received (2015)
Language 

% of Total Calls 
Received 

Spanish 56.4% 

Mandarin 22.8% 

Vietnamese 13.4% 

Cantonese 2.0% 

Farsi 0.8% 

Japanese 0.6% 

Russian 0.6% 

Korean 0.9% 

Punjabi 0.8% 

Tagalog 0.5% 

Arabic 0.3% 

Gujarati 0.1% 

Hindi 0.2% 

Telugu 0.2% 

Turkish 0.1% 

Fuzhou 0.1% 

Tigrinya 0.1% 

Urdu 0.1% 

Total 100% 
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Language Line Data Analysis 2015 – Average Length of Call (Minutes) 

Table 17 

Calendar 
Year 2015 

January February March April May June July August September October November December 

2015 
Yearly 

Average 
(Minutes) 

Spanish 7.2 8.1 7.7 6.5 7.0 7.4 6.4 7.3 7.4 6.8 7.1 6.4 7.1 

Mandarin 14.8 12.3 12.1 10.3 8.7 8.5 9.0 10.3 10.2 9.5 7.9 10.0 10.3 

Vietnamese 7.0 12.3 10.1 8.0 10.4 6.8 7.3 8.0 8.8 8.6 13.3 10.9 9.3 

Cantonese 37.5 4.0 13.3 2.0 12.0 6.0 15.3 13.0 5.5 5.0 2.0 9.5 10.4 

Farsi 12.0 7.0 5.0   13.0  20.0 6.0  16.0 8.0 10.9 

Japanese     8.0 28.0  7.0 7.5  8.0  11.7 

Russian 10.3 32.0     7.0 6.0     13.8 

Korean 7.0  24.0 8.0 4.0 4.5 9.0  5.0    8.8 

Punjabi     5.0 5.0  6.0  10.0 7.5 14.0 7.9 

Tagalog 11.5 5.0    5.0    6.0 13.0  8.1 

Arabic 6.0    10.0 5.0  4.0     6.3 

Gujarati        20.0     20.0 

Hindi          6.0 8.0  7.0 

Telugu        7.0 6.0    6.5 

Turkish 11.0            11.0 

Fuzhou       9.0      9.0 

Tigrinya      5.0       5.0 

Urdu     2.0        2.0 

All 
Languages 

12.4 
 

11.5 
 

12.0 
 

7.0 
 

7.5 
 

8.6 
 

9.0 
 

9.9 
 

7.1 
 

7.4 
 

9.2 
 

9.8 
 

9.2 
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Language Line Data Analysis 2015 – Average Length of Call (Minutes) 

          Figure 27                                                                          Table 18 

 

 

 

Language 

Yearly 
Average 
(Minutes) 

Spanish 7.1 

Vietnamese 10.3 

Mandarin 9.3 

Cantonese 10.4 

Russian 10.9 

Korean 11.7 

Farsi 13.8 

Punjabi 8.8 

Hindi 7.9 

Arabic 8.1 

Portuguese 6.3 

Amharic 20.0 

Tagalog 7.0 

Japanese 6.5 

Cambodian 11.0 

Bosnian 9.0 

French 5.0 

Turkish 2.0 

All 
Languages 

9.2 

7.1

10.3
9.3

10.4
10.9

11.7

13.8

8.8
7.9 8.1

6.3

20.0

7.0
6.5

11.0

9.0

5.0

2.0

0

5

10

15

20

25

Average Length of Call (Minutes) (2015)



A–8 
 

Language Line Data Analysis 2014 – Total Minute Usage 

Table 19 

Calendar 
Year 2014 

January February March April May June July August September October November December 

2014 
Total 

Minutes 
Used 

Spanish 584 584 394 384 343 290 257 393 554 342 218 395 4738 

Mandarin 449 268 160 147 144 181 189 103 249 113 145 135 2283 

Vietnamese 187 63 36 77 94 67 85 122 64 62 131 205 1193 

Cantonese 19 0 14 4 15 0 21 0 34 26 12 12 157 

Korean 13 0 30 0 37 13 13 0 4 0 0 18 128 

Russian 0 55 0 0 0 0 0 30 0 22 4 9 120 

Farsi 7 0 20 0 0 0 0 21 0 0 7 0 55 

Amharic 0 0 20 0 0 17 0 0 15 0 0 0 52 

Tagalog 5 0 0 6 22 0 0 0 13 0 2 0 48 

French 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 24 0 0 32 

Taiwanese 13 0 0 0 0 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 30 

Cambodian 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 12 0 0 27 

Hindi 5 0 6 3 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 21 

Japanese 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 11 

Punjabi 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 8 

Somali 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 7 

Italian 0 0 0 0 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 

Arabic 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 

Samoan 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 

Armenian 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 

Urdu 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 

Total 1282 981 680 626 666 570 593 681 940 601 526 782 8928 
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Language Line Data Analysis 2014 – Percentage of Total Minute Usage 

       Figure 28                                                                   Table 20 

 

 

 

 

 

Spanish, 53.1%

Mandarin, 25.6%

Vietnamese, 
13.4%

Cantonese, 1.8%

Korean, 1.4%

Russian, 1.3%

Farsi, 
0.6%

Amharic, 
0.6%

Tagalog, 
0.5%

French, 
0.4%

Taiwanese, 
0.3%

Cambodian, 0.3%

Hindi, 0.2%

Japanese, 0.1%

Punjabi, 0.1%

Somali, 0.1%

Italian, 0.1%

Arabic, 0.1%

Samoan, 
0.0%

Armenian, 
0.0%

Urdu, 0.0%

Percentage of Total Minute Usage (2014) Language 
% of Total 
Minutes 

Used 

Spanish 53.1% 

Mandarin 25.6% 

Vietnamese 13.4% 

Cantonese 1.8% 

Korean 1.4% 

Russian 1.3% 

Farsi 0.6% 

Amharic 0.6% 

Tagalog 0.5% 

French 0.4% 

Taiwanese 0.3% 

Cambodian 0.3% 

Hindi 0.2% 

Japanese 0.1% 

Punjabi 0.1% 

Somali 0.1% 

Italian 0.1% 

Arabic 0.1% 

Samoan 0.0% 

Armenian 0.0% 

Urdu 0.0% 

Total 100% 
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Language Line Data Analysis 2014 – Total Calls Received 

Table 21 

Calendar 
Year 2014 

January February March April May June July August September October November December 

2014 
Total 
Calls 

Received 

Spanish 72 67 46 64 46 38 36 51 63 48 28 52 611 

Mandarin 46 27 20 16 21 19 22 13 20 12 14 15 245 

Vietnamese 21 13 4 12 11 10 9 15 7 4 16 17 139 

Cantonese 3 0 3 1 2 0 1 0 3 5 2 2 22 

Korean 1 0 3 0 3 1 2 0 1 0 0 2 13 

Russian 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 1 1 11 

Farsi 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 5 

Amharic 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 

Tagalog 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 5 

French 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 3 

Taiwanese 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 

Cambodian 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 4 

Hindi 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 4 

Japanese 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 

Punjabi 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

Somali 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 

Italian 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 

Arabic 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Samoan 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Armenian 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 

Urdu 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 

Total 147 114 79 96 86 70 73 87 97 74 65 90 1078 
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Language Line Data Analysis 2014 – Percentage of Total Calls Received 

       Figure 29                                                                    Table 22 

 

 

Spanish, 56.7%

Mandarin, 22.7%

Vietnamese, 12.9%

Cantonese, 2.0%

Korean, 1.2%

Russian, 1.0%

Farsi, 0.5%

Amharic, 0.3%

Tagalog, 
0.5%

French, 
0.3%

Taiwanese, 0.2%

Cambodian, 0.4%

Hindi, 0.4%

Japanese, 
0.2%

Punjabi, 0.1%

Somali, 0.2%

Italian, 0.2%

Arabic, 0.1%

Samoan, 0.1%

Armenian, 0.1%

Urdu, 0.1%

Percentage of Calls Total Calls Received (2014) Language 
% of Total 

Calls 
Received 

Spanish 56.7% 

Mandarin 22.7% 

Vietnamese 12.9% 

Cantonese 2.0% 

Korean 1.2% 

Russian 1.0% 

Farsi 0.5% 

Amharic 0.3% 

Tagalog 0.5% 

French 0.3% 

Taiwanese 0.2% 

Cambodian 0.4% 

Hindi 0.4% 

Japanese 0.2% 

Punjabi 0.1% 

Somali 0.2% 

Italian 0.2% 

Arabic 0.1% 

Samoan 0.1% 

Armenian 0.1% 

Urdu 0.1% 

Total 100% 
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Language Line Data Analysis 2014 – Average Length of Call (Minutes) 

Table 23 

Calendar 
Year 2014 

January February March April May June July August September October November December 

2015 
Yearly 

Average 
(Minutes) 

Spanish 8.1 8.7 8.6 6.0 7.5 7.6 7.1 7.7 8.8 7.1 7.8 7.6 7.7 

Mandarin 9.8 9.9 8.0 9.2 6.9 9.5 8.6 7.9 12.5 9.4 10.4 9.0 9.3 

Vietnamese 8.9 4.8 9.0 6.4 8.5 6.7 9.4 8.1 9.1 15.5 8.2 12.1 8.9 

Cantonese 6.3  4.7 4.0 7.5  21.0  11.3 5.2 6.0 6.0 8.0 

Korean 13.0  10.0  12.3 13.0 6.5  4.0   9.0 9.7 

Russian  9.2      15.0  22.0 4.0 9.0 11.8 

Farsi 7.0  20.0     10.5   7.0  11.1 

Amharic   20.0   17.0   15.0    17.3 

Tagalog 5.0   6.0 22.0    13.0  2.0  9.6 

French       8.0   12.0   10.0 

Taiwanese 13.0      17.0      15.0 

Cambodian  11.0      4.0  6.0   7.0 

Hindi 5.0  6.0 3.0     7.0    5.3 

Japanese     7.0   4.0     5.5 

Punjabi            8.0 8.0 

Somali           3.5  3.5 

Italian     4.0 2.0       3.0 

Arabic    5.0         5.0 

Samoan       3.0      3.0 

Armenian        2.0     2.0 

Urdu        2.0     2.0 

All 
Languages 

8.5 
 

8.7 
 

10.8 
 

5.7 
 

9.5 
 

9.3 
 

10.1 
 

6.8 
 

10.1 
 

11.0 
 

6.1 
 

8.7 
 

7.7 
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Language Line Data Analysis 2014 – Average Length of Call (Minutes) 

       Figure 30                                                                   Table 24 
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 B–2   Amharic 

Figure 31A – Title VI Survey 



 B–3   Arabic 

Figure 31B – Title VI Survey 



 B–4   Armenian 

Figure 31C – Title VI Survey 



 B–5   Cantonese 

Figure 31D – Title VI Survey 



 B–6   Farsi 

Figure 31E – Title VI Survey 



 B–7   Korean 

Figure 31F – Title VI Survey 



 B–8   Mandarin 

Figure 31G – Title VI Survey 

 



 B–9   Russian 

Figure 31H – Title VI Survey 



 B–10   Spanish 

Figure 31I – Title VI Survey 

 



 B–11   Tagalog 

Figure 31J – Title VI Survey 

 



 B–12   Tigrinya 

Figure 31K – Title VI Survey 



 B–13   Vietnamese 

Figure 31L – Title VI Survey 
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 C–2     

Figure 32 – VTA Main Web Page 



 C–3    (1 of 2) 

Figure 33A – VTA Title VI Survey Web Page 



 C–4    (2 of 2) 

Figure 33B – VTA Title VI Survey Web Page 



 C–5     

Figure 34 – VTA Headways Blog Post Email 
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VTA Title VI Survey - Question 1: 

Which of the following do you ride on a regular 

basis? (Check all that apply) 

Table 25: Survey Question 1 

Which of the following do you ride on a regular basis? (Check all that apply) 

Answer Options 
Response 

Percent 
Response Count 

VTA Bus Route(s) 89.7% 166 

VTA Light Rail Route(s) 49.1% 91 

Neither. Why not? 3.7% 7 

answered question 182 

skipped question 3 

Note: Response percent may total more than 100% due to participants being allowed to 

choose more than one response. 

Figure 35 – Survey Question 1 (Graph) 
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VTA Title VI Survey - Question 2: 

If you do ride VTA on a regular basis, what do you 

typically use it for? (Check all that apply) 

Table 26: Survey Question 2 

If you do ride VTA on a regular basis, what do you typically use it for? 

Answer Options 
Response 

Percent 
Response Count 

Work 45.9% 85 

School 29.7% 55 

Medical Appointments 48.6% 90 

Recreational Use 32.4% 60 

Other (please specify) 27.0% 50 

answered question 181 

skipped question 4 

Note: Response percent may total more than 100% due to participants being allowed to 

choose more than one response. 

Figure 36 – Survey Question 2 (Graph) 
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VTA Title VI Survey - Question 3: 

How important is VTA bus service to you? 

Table 27: Survey Question 3 

How important is VTA bus service to you? 

Answer Options 
Response 

Percent 
Response Count 

Very Important 90.2% 167 

Somewhat Important 4.8% 9 

Don’t use it/ No opinion 2.7% 5 

Somewhat Unimportant 0.5% 1 

Very Unimportant 0.5% 1 

answered question 183 

skipped question 2 

 

Figure 37 – Survey Question 3 (Graph) 
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VTA Title VI Survey – Question 4: 

How important is VTA light rail service to you? 

Table 28: Survey Question 4 

How important is VTA light rail service to you? 

Answer Options 
Response 

Percent 
Response Count 

Very Important 68.1% 126 

Somewhat Important 12.4% 23 

Don’t use it/ No opinion 10.8% 20 

Somewhat Unimportant 1.0% 2 

Very Unimportant 1.6% 3 

answered question 174 

skipped question 11 

 

Figure 38 – Survey Question 4 (Graph) 
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VTA Title VI Survey - Question 5: 

Are you limited or prevented from any of the 

following because of language? (Check all that are 

“yes”) 

Table 29: Survey Question 5 

Are you limited or prevented from any of the following because of language? (Check all 
that are “yes”) 

Answer Options 
Response 

Percent 
Response Count 

Buying tickets for services provided by VTA. 26.4% 49 

Using services provided by VTA. 12.4% 23 

Getting information about VTA services, projects, or 
activities. 

17.2% 32 

Attending public meetings provided by VTA. 7.0% 13 

answered question 79 

skipped question 106 

 

Figure 39 – Survey Question 5 (Graph) 
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VTA Title VI Survey - Question 6: 

Please identify how frequently you use the following means of obtaining 

information on public transit and/or construction projects.  (Check one 

box for each row). 

Table 30: Survey Question 6 

Please identify how frequently you use the following means of obtaining information on public transit and/or construction 
projects.  (Check one box for each row) 

Answer Options 0 - Not At All 1 - Rarely 
2 - 

Sometimes 
3 - Often 4 - Daily 

Rating 
Average 

Response 
Count 

Facebook 50 14 17 7 20 1.38 108 

Instagram 69 3 6 3 8 0.63 89 

LinkedIn 65 6 10 4 4 0.61 89 

Newspaper 50 7 19 9 12 1.24 97 

Radio 50 6 13 13 10 1.21 92 

Community Group/Center 50 10 13 12 4 0.99 89 

TV 45 14 13 10 13 1.28 95 

Twitter 66 9 3 1 4 0.41 83 

VTA Website 33 6 26 18 14 1.73 97 

VTA Customer Service Call Center 33 13 29 18 7 1.53 100 

511.org 51 12 7 9 3 0.79 82 

Gov Delivery 64 8 6 0 1 0.30 79 

Email 47 8 8 8 15 1.26 86 

answered question 149 

skipped question 36 
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VTA Title VI Survey - Question 6: 

Please identify how frequently you use the following means of obtaining 

information on public transit and/or construction projects.  (Check one 

box for each row) continued. 

Table 31: Survey Question 6 
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VTA Title VI Survey - Question 7: 

How do you usually access the internet? (Check one 

only) 

Table 32: Survey Question 7 

How do you usually access the internet? (Check one only) 

Answer Options 
Response 

Percent 
Response Count 

Mobile Device (Smartphone/ Tablet) 55.6% 103 

Laptop 14.0% 26 

Desktop 5.9% 11 

Other (please specify) 12.4% 23 

answered question 163 

skipped question 22 

Note: A majority of the participants who selected “Other” left the field blank, which 

appears to be an attempt to indicate that they do not regularly use the internet. 

Figure 40 – Survey Question 7 (Graph) 
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VTA Title VI Survey - Question 8, Part 1: 

Which language do you most prefer to communicate 

in speaking? 

Table 33: Survey Question 8, Part 1 

Which language do you most prefer to communicate in speaking? 

Answer Options 
Response 

Percent 
Response Count 

English 49.7% 92 

Spanish 18.9% 35 

Farsi 5.4% 10 

Chinese   2.7% 5 

Persian   2.1% 4 

Tagalog   1.0% 2 

Tigrinya   1.0% 2 

Vietnamese   1.0% 2 

French   1.0% 2 

Hindi   1.0% 2 

Mandarin   1.0% 2 

Punjabi   1.0% 2 

Korean 1.0% 2 

answered question 149 

skipped question 36 

 

Figure 41A – Survey Question 8, Part 1 (Graph) 
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VTA Title VI Survey - Question 8, Part 2: 

Which language do you most prefer to communicate 

in reading? 

Table 34: Survey Question 8, Part 2 

Which language do you most prefer to communicate in reading? 

Answer Options 
Response 

Percent 
Response Count 

English 44.8% 83 

Spanish 17.8% 33 

Farsi 4.8% 9 

Chinese   2.7% 5 

Persian   2.1% 4 

Mandarin   1.0% 2 

Tagalog   1.0% 2 

Vietnamese   1.0% 2 

answered question 136 

skipped question 49 

 

Figure 41B – Survey Question 8, Part 2 (Graph) 
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VTA Title VI Survey - Question 8, Part 3: 

Which language do you most prefer to communicate 

in writing? 

Table 35: Survey Question 8, Part 3 

Which language do you most prefer to communicate in writing? 

Answer Options Response Percent Response Count 

English 47.0% 87 

Spanish 17.2% 32 

Farsi 4.3% 8 

Chinese   2.7% 5 

Persian   2.1% 4 

Mandarin   1.0% 2 

Vietnamese   1.0% 2 

    answered question 136 

    skipped question 49 

 

Figure 41C – Survey Question 8, Part 3 (Graph) 
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VTA Title VI Survey - Question 8, Part 4: 

Which language do you most prefer to communicate 

in understanding? 

Table 36: Survey Question 8, Part 4 

Which language do you most prefer to communicate in understanding? 

Answer Options 
Response 

Percent 
Response Count 

English 45.9% 85 

Spanish 17.8% 33 

Farsi 4.3% 8 

Chinese   2.7% 5 

Persian   2.1% 4 

French   1.0% 2 

Mandarin   1.0% 2 

Vietnamese   1.0% 2 

    
Answered 

question 135 

    skipped question 50 

 

Figure 41D – Survey Question 8, Part 4 (Graph) 
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VTA Title VI Survey - Question 9: 

How well do you speak, read, write, and understand English? 

Table 37: Survey Question 9 

How well do you speak, read, write, and understand English? 

Answer 
Options 

0 - Not At All 1 - Not Very Well 
2 - Fairly 

Well 
3 - Well 4 - Very Well Rating Average Response Count 

Speak 10 44 25 13 79 2.63 171 

Read 9 33 23 18 78 2.76 161 

Write 12 38 20 15 73 2.63 158 

Understand 11 30 27 14 77 2.73 159 

answered question 177 

skipped question 8 

 

Figure 42 – Survey Question 9 (Graph) 
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VTA Title VI Survey - Question 10: 

Did you know VTA can provide free assistance in 

your primary language?  

Table 38: Survey Question 10 

Did you know VTA can provide free assistance in your primary language?  

Answer Options 
Response 

Percent 
Response Count 

Yes 51.8% 96 

No 42.1% 78 

answered question 174 

skipped question 11 

 

Figure 43 – Survey Question 10 (Graph) 
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VTA Title VI Survey - Question 11: 

What is your current age? 

Table 39: Survey Question 11 

What is your current age? 

Answer Options 
Response 

Percent 
Response Count 

12 or younger 0.5% 1 

13 -17 3.2% 6 

18 - 24 5.9% 11 

25 - 34 12.4% 23 

35 - 44 11.8% 22 

45 - 54 17.8% 33 

55 - 64 17.8% 33 

65 - 74 18.9% 35 

75 or older 7.0% 13 

answered question 177 

skipped question 8 

 

Figure 44 – Survey Question 11 (Graph) 
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VTA Title VI Survey - Question 12: 

How many people regularly live in your household? 

Table 40: Survey Question 12 

How many people regularly live in your household? 

Answer Options 
Response 

Percent 
Response Count 

1 23.2% 43 

2 17.2% 32 

3 18.3% 34 

4 15.1% 28 

5 11.3% 21 

6 3.2% 6 

7 2.1% 4 

8 1.0% 2 

9 0.5% 1 

10 + 2.1% 4 

answered question 175 

skipped question 10 

 

Figure 45 – Survey Question 12 (Graph) 
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VTA Title VI Survey - Question 13: 

How many vehicles do members of your household 

use? 

Table 41: Survey Question 13 

How many vehicles do members of your household use? 

Answer Options 
Response 

Percent 
Response Count 

None 37.8% 70 

1 - 2 49.1% 91 

3 or more 8.1% 15 

answered question 176 

skipped question 9 

 

Figure 46 – Survey Question 13 (Graph) 
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VTA Title VI Survey - Question 14: 

Which ethnicities (cultural/national origin) and/or 

races do you identify with? (Check all that apply) 

Table 42: Survey Question 14 

Which ethnicities (cultural/national origin) and/or races do you identify with? (Check all 
that apply) 

Answer Options 
Response 

Percent 
Response Count 

Hispanic or Latino 34.0% 63 

American Indian or Alaska Native 3.7% 7 

Asian 24.8% 46 

Black or African American 10.2% 19 

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 0.5% 1 

White 25.9% 48 

Two or More Races 3.2% 6 

Decline to state/No Answer 2.7% 5 

answered question 175 

skipped question 10 

 

Figure 47 – Survey Question 14 (Graph) 

 

Hispanic or Latino, 
34.0%

American Indian or 
Alaska Native, 3.7%

Asian, 24.8%

Black or African 
American, 10.2%

Native Hawaiian or 
Other Pacific 

Islander, 0.5%

White, 25.9%

Two or More 
Races, 3.2%

Decline to state/No 
Answer, 2.7%

Which ethnicities (cultural/national origin) and/or races do you 
identify with? (Check all that apply)



D–20 

 

VTA Title VI Survey - Question 15: 

What is your total annual household income? 

Table 43: Survey Question 15 

What is your total annual household income? 

Answer Options 
Response 

Percent 
Response Count 

0 - $24,999 63.2% 117 

$25,000 - $49,999 12.4% 23 

$50,000 - $74,999 3.7% 7 

$75,000 - $99,999 2.7% 5 

$100,000 - $149,999 3.7% 7 

$150,000 - $199,999 0.5% 1 

$200,000 - $249,999 1.0% 2 

Over $250,000 2.1% 4 

answered question 166 

skipped question 19 

 

Figure 48 – Survey Question 15 (Graph) 
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Day Worker Center of Mountain View 

 
 
Date and Time:  August 18, 2016  
Organization: Day Worker Center of Mountain View 113 Escuela Avenue, Mountain 
View, CA 94040. 
Contact: Maria Marroquin, Executive Director, (650) 903-4102, 
maria@dayworkercentermv.org 
New Organization: No, the organization has been around for 20 years. 
Purpose/Mission Statement:  The Day Worker Center of Mountain View’s mission is to 
provide a safe and supportive environment to connect day workers and employers with 
dignity and compassion. In addition, the Center strives to empower day workers and 
improve their socio-economic condition through fair employment, education, job skills 
training and community services. The Center also supports advocacy efforts on issues 
that affect day workers. 
Meeting Attendees: 23 clients of the Day Worker Center of Mountain View. 
Demographic: Spanish-speaking persons. 
Language(s):  Spanish and English 
Report Completed By:  Sommer Goecke 
 
Background: Sommer Goecke contacted Maria Marroquin in regard to potentially 
assisting VTA with administering LEP surveys to her clients. Maria stated that her 
organization held short meetings every Monday morning, but these meetings would not 
be long enough for VTA to give a full presentation or to lead a guided discussion. Maria 
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offered to administer the survey to her clients herself and then mail the completed 
surveys back to VTA. 
 
Ibraheem Fakira and Sommer Goecke mailed the surveys out to the Day Worker Center 
of Mountain View along with a prepaid envelope so that there would be no cost for 
return postage. Approximately two weeks later VTA received 23 completed surveys 
from the Day Worker Center on August 17, 2016. 
 

Discussion Questions and Responses 
 

1. Which of the following do you ride on a regular basis? (check all that apply) 
 

Reponses: 
87% of participants indicated that they use VTA bus service. 
39% of participants use VTA light rail service. 
4% of participants did not provide a response to this question. 
 

2. If you do ride VTA on a regular basis, what do you typically use it for? 
 
 Responses: 

96% of participants ride VTA in order to get to work. 
39% ride VTA to get to school. 
35% ride VTA to get to medical appointments. 
13% ride VTA to travel to recreational activities. 
4% ride VTA for other purposes. 
4% of participants did not provide a response to this question. 

 
3. How important is VTA bus service to you? 

 
 Responses: 

96% of participants indicated that VTA bus service was “very important” to them. 
4% do not use it, or have no opinion. 

 
4. How important is VTA light rail service to you? 

 
Responses: 
74% of participants indicated that VTA light rail service was “very important” to 
them. 
13% indicated that it was “somewhat important.” 
4% do not use it, or have no opinion. 
4% consider it to be “somewhat unimportant.” 
4% of participants did not provide a response to this question. 
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5. Are you limited or prevented from any of the following because of language? 
(Check all that are “yes”) 
 
Responses: 
35% of participants indicated that they experience language difficulties when 
buying tickets for VTA services. 
17% of participants indicated language difficulties in getting information about 
VTA services. 
13% of participants indicated language difficulties in using services provided by 
VTA. 
9% of participants indicated language difficulties in attending public VTA 
meetings. 
48% of participants did not provide a response to this question. 
 

6. Please identify how frequently you use the following means of obtaining 
information on public transit and/or construction projects. 

 
Responses: 
Email was the most frequently used source of information overall. Other common 
sources in order of frequency of use were the newspaper, followed by community 
group/center, radio, the VTA website, television, Facebook, 511.org, and the VTA 
customer service call center. 
  

7. How do you usually access the internet? 
 
Responses: 
96% of participants use a mobile device most frequently to access the internet. 
4% use a laptop most frequently. 

 
8. Which language do you most prefer to communicate in speaking, reading, 

writing, and understanding? 
 
Reponses: 
A majority of participants prefer to speak Spanish, followed by English. 
A majority of participants prefer to read Spanish, followed by English. 
A majority of participants prefer to write in Spanish, followed by English. 
A majority of participants prefer to understand Spanish, followed by English. 
 

9. How well do you speak, read, write, and understand English? 
 
Responses: 
48% of participants speak English “very well,” while 5% speak English “well,” 
10% fairly well, 29% “not very well,” and 10% “not at all.” 
53% of participants read English “very well,” while 6% read English “well,” 12% 
fairly well, and 29% “not very well.”  
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41% of participants write English “very well,” while 12% write English “well,” 6% 
fairly well, and 41% “not very well.” 
56% of participants understand English “very well,” while 6% understand English 
“well,” 6% fairly well, and 31% “not very well.” 

 
10. Did you know VTA can provide free assistance in your primary language? 

 
Responses: 
70% of participants indicated “yes” that they are aware of VTA’s free language 
assistance. 
30% indicated “no” they are not aware of VTA’s free language assistance. 

 
11. What is your current age? 

 
Responses: 

 39% of participants were in the age range of 45-54. 
17% of participants were in the age range of 25-34. 
17% of participants were in the age range of 65-74. 
9% of participants were in the age range of 18-24. 
9% of participants were between the ages of 55-64. 
4% of participants were age 12 or younger. 
4% of participants were in the age range of 35-44. 
 

12. How many people regularly live in your household? 
 

Responses: 
17% of participants live alone. 
17% of participants live in a household of four people. 
17% of participants live in a household of five people. 
13% of participants live in a household of two people. 
13% of participants live in a household of three people. 
9% of participants live in a household of six people. 
9% of participants live in a household of 10 or more people. 
4% of participants live in a household of seven people 
 

13. How many vehicles do members of your household use? 
 

Responses: 
57% have one or two vehicles in their household. 
22% of participants have no vehicles in their household. 
22% have three or more vehicles in their household. 
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14. Which ethnicities (cultural/national origin) and/or races do you identify with? 
(Check all that apply) 

 
Responses: 
70% of participants identified as “Hispanic or Latino.” 
17% of participants identified as “White.” 
17% of participants identified as “Black or African American” 
4% of participants identified as “Asian.” 
4% of participants declined to answer the question. 
 

15. What is your annual household income? 
 

Responses: 
83% of participants make less than $25,000 per year. 
9% of participants make $25,000 - $49,999 per year. 
4% of participants make $200,000 - $249,999 per year. 
4% of participants did not provide a response to this question. 

 
OTHER CUSTOMER COMMENTS/GENERAL FEEDBACK: 

 
1. There was no general feedback given, but it is interesting to note that one of the 

respondents indicated that they do not attend VTA public meetings because “the 
meetings seem very selfish and driven by the contractors.” 

 
Follow-Up: 
Sommer Goecke has been in contact with Maria to determine whether she would want 
clipper cards or tokens for her clients in appreciation of her assistance in administering 
surveys. 
 
 
Comments/Notes/Lessons Learned: 
 

1. It is interesting to note that this group is one of only two where a majority of the 
members were aware that VTA offered language assistance in their primary 
language. This may be due to the fact that Spanish is a common language which 
is generally offered more frequently as an option for customer service assistance. 
 

2. It is interesting to note that a vast majority of these participants ride the bus to 
work, and that most of them assigned a very high level of importance to this 
service. 
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Downtown Customer Service Center 

 
Date and Time:  August 1st and 2nd, 2016 9:00 AM – 5:00 PM. 
Organization: Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) Downtown Customer 
Service Center, 55-A West Santa Clara Street San Jose, CA 95113. 
Contact: (408) 321-2300. 
Meeting Attendees: Customers of the VTA Downtown Customer Service Center. 
Demographic:  Individuals of various racial and ethnic backgrounds. 
Language(s):  English, Spanish, Vietnamese, Mandarin, Cantonese, Tagalog, and 
Tigrinya. 
VTA Staff Present: Ibraheem Fakira, Sommer Goecke, Camille Williams, Carmen 
Trejo, Harriet John, Rosa Barreiro, and Tiffany Ton. 
Report Completed By:  Sommer Goecke. 
 
Background: Over the course of two separate days, VTA staff visited the Downtown 
Customer Service Center and administered surveys to VTA customers. We selected the 
first and second days of August because we believed that these days would be the 
busiest with customers purchasing new passes for the month of August. At the VTA 
staff table, water bottles, candy, and other small prizes were available to entice people 
to participate in the survey. Translation services were offered to anyone who needed 
assistance, and some participants received personalized assistance from VTA staff on 
English surveys. 
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On day one, Sommer Goecke and Ibraheem Fakira were present all day along with 
Carmen Trejo to assist with Spanish language interpretation and Harriet John to assist 
with Cantonese language interpretation. During the first day, 69 surveys in total were 
completed and returned. 
 
On day two, Sommer Goecke and Ibraheem Fakira were joined by Rosa Barreiro to 
assist with Spanish language interpretation and Tiffany Ton to assist with Vietnamese 
language interpretation. Camille Williams stepped in for Ibraheem Fakira in the 
afternoon of day two. On the second day, 47 surveys were completed and returned. 
 
Overall VTA staff collected 116 total surveys over the course of both days. Although all 
surveys handed out were returned to VTA staff, many were not fully completed. The 
individuals selected to participate in the survey were those who entered the VTA 
Downtown Customer Service Center. 
 

Discussion Questions and Responses 
 

1. Which of the following do you ride on a regular basis? (check all that apply) 
 

Reponses: 
94% of participants indicated that they use VTA bus service. 
53% of participants use VTA light rail service. 
1% of participants use neither bus nor light rail. 
2% of participants did not provide a response to this question. 
 

2. If you do ride VTA on a regular basis, what do you typically use it for? 
 
 Responses: 

55% of participants ride VTA in order to get to medical appointments. 
41% ride VTA to get to work. 
35% ride VTA to travel to recreational activities. 
33% ride VTA for other purposes. 
15% ride VTA to get to school. 
1% of participants did not provide a response to this question. 

 
3. How important is VTA bus service to you? 

 
 Responses: 

91% of participants indicated that VTA bus service was “very important” to them. 
6% indicated that it was “somewhat important.” 
1% do not use it, or have no opinion. 
2% of participants did not provide a response to this question. 
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4. How important is VTA light rail service to you? 
 
Responses: 
70% of participants indicated that VTA light rail service was “very important” to 
them. 
12% indicated that it was “somewhat important.” 
9% do not use it, or have no opinion. 
3% consider it to be “very unimportant.” 
7% of participants did not provide a response to this question. 

 
5. Are you limited or prevented from any of the following because of language? 

(Check all that are “yes”) 
 
Responses: 
21% of participants indicated that they experience language difficulties when 
buying tickets for VTA services. 
13% of participants indicated language difficulties in getting information about 
VTA services. 
8% of participants indicated language difficulties in using services provided by 
VTA. 
4% of participants indicated language difficulties in attending public VTA 
meetings. 
64% of participants did not provide a response to this question. 
 

6. Please identify how frequently you use the following means of obtaining 
information on public transit and/or construction projects. 

 
Responses: 
The VTA Customer Service Call Center was the most frequently used source of 
information overall. Other common sources in order of frequency of use were the 
VTA website, followed by television, Facebook, the newspaper, and email. 
  

7. How do you usually access the internet? 
 
Responses: 
45% of participants use a mobile device most frequently to access the internet. 
20% use some “other” device most frequently. 
12% use a laptop most frequently. 
8% use a desktop most frequently. 
16% of participants did not provide a response to this question. 
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8. Which language do you most prefer to communicate in speaking, reading, 
writing, and understanding? 
 
Reponses: 
A majority of participants prefer to speak English, followed by Spanish, Chinese, 
Hindi, Korean, Mandarin, and Vietnamese. 
A majority of participants prefer to read English, followed by Spanish, Chinese, 
Mandarin, and Vietnamese. 
A majority of participants prefer to write in English, followed by Spanish, Chinese, 
Mandarin, and Vietnamese. 
A majority of participants prefer to understand English, followed by Spanish, 
Chinese, Mandarin, and Vietnamese. 

 
9. How well do you speak, read, write, and understand English? 

 
Responses: 
53% of participants speak English “very well,” while 7% speak English “well,” 9% 
fairly well, 16% “not very well,” and 6% “not at all.” 
53% of participants read English “very well,” while 8% read English “well,” 8% 
fairly well, 12% “not very well,” and 7% “not at all.” 
52% of participants write English “very well,” while 7% write English “well,” 7% 
fairly well, 12% “not very well,” and 7% “not at all.” 
53% of participants understand English “very well,” while 8% understand English 
“well,” 7% fairly well, 11% “not very well,” and 7% “not at all.” 

 
10. Did you know VTA can provide free assistance in your primary language? 

 
Responses: 
59% of participants indicated “yes” that they are aware of VTA’s free language 
assistance. 
32% indicated “no” they are not aware of VTA’s free language assistance. 
9% of participants did not provide a response to this question. 

 
11. What is your current age? 

 
Responses: 

 23% of participants were between the ages of 55-64. 
 22% of participants were in the age range of 65-74. 
 15% of participants were in the age range of 45-54. 

11% of participants were in the age range of 25-34. 
10% of participants were in the age range of 35-44. 
8% of participants were 75 or older. 
3% of participants were in the age range of 13-17. 
3% of participants were in the age range of 18-24. 
3% of participants did not provide a response to this question. 
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12. How many people regularly live in your household? 
 

Responses: 
26% of participants live alone. 
18% of participants live in a household of four people. 
17% of participants live in a household of two people. 
14% of participants live in a household of three people. 
9% of participants live in a household of five people. 
3% of participants live in a household of six people. 
2% of participants live in a household of seven people. 
2% of participants live in a household of 10 or more people. 
1% of participants live in a household of eight people. 
1% of participants live in a household of nine people. 
7% of participants did not provide a response to this question. 
 

13. How many vehicles do members of your household use? 
 

Responses: 
49% of participants have no vehicles in their household. 
41% have one or two vehicles in their household. 
5% have three or more vehicles in their household. 
5% of participants did not provide a response to this question. 

14. Which ethnicities (cultural/national origin) and/or races do you identify with? 
(Check all that apply) 

 
Responses: 
36% of participants identified as “Hispanic or Latino.” 
32% of participants identified as “Asian.” 
15% of participants identified as “White.” 
11% of participants identified as “Black or African American” 
5% of participants identified as “American Indian or Alaskan Native.” 
3% of participants identified as “Two or More Races.” 
1% of participants identified as “Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander.” 
1% of participants declined to answer the question. 
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15. What is your annual household income? 
 

Responses: 
63% of participants make less than $25,000 per year. 
12% of participants make $25,000 - $49,999 per year. 
6% of participants make $50,000 - $74,999 per year. 
3% of participants make $75,000 - $99,999 per year. 
3% of participants make $100,000 - $149,999 per year. 
2% of participants make over $250,000 per year. 
1% of participants make $150,000 - $199,999 per year. 
1% of participants make $200,000 - $249,999 per year. 
9% of participants did not provide a response to this question. 

 
OTHER CUSTOMER COMMENTS/GENERAL FEEDBACK: 

 
1. Participants suggested increased bus frequency, with buses arriving 

approximately every 10 minutes. They also requested that buses run later into 
the early morning, until 4:00 or 5:00 am. 
 

2. One participant specifically suggested that more 168 express buses should 
be available during the middle of the day for South Bay commuters. She also 
suggested that an additional 168 bus should run for students in addition to the 
current route scheduled for 7:42 am. 

 
3. One participant commented that previously she was very unhappy with VTA 

customer service, but later when a new supervisor was hired the service 
improved greatly. She indicated she was very happy with the change and 
encouraged VTA to keep up the good job. 

 
4. In obtaining information about public transportation, many people said they 

use the downtown customer service center for assistance in learning about 
public transit and/or construction projects. Several Spanish speaking 
customers indicated they ask their bus drivers for information. 

 
5. One woman explained that people in her community (which is largely 

Chinese) have issues with Outreach, VTA’s current paratransit contractor, 
translations over the phone and during their rides. They say that the phone 
operators only speak English and sometimes Spanish. She said that during 
rides people often have trouble getting to their destinations due to language 
barriers. 

 
6. As with Jewish Family Services, customers indicated that more bus shelters 

are needed because of the hot weather. 
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Follow-Up: 
As a result of feedback that was given, VTA staff will follow up on comments relating to 
requested changes to the bus routes and bus stops including shelters, increased 
frequency, longer service hours, etc. 
 
 
Comments/Notes/Lessons Learned: 
 

1. We received six customers whose primary language was Vietnamese, and 
although the survey was translated into Vietnamese, these customers said they 
could not read the language and wanted someone to read it to them. This is 
something to take into consideration for VTA’s next outreach efforts. 

 
2. Question five related to whether the participant experienced any difficulties due 

to language barriers, but 74 people in total left this question blank, with only 42 
submitting some form of response. It is unclear whether participants did not 
understand the question or left it blank because they do not experience language 
difficulties. In the future it would be helpful to modify the question to include an 
option along the lines of “no difficulties due to language barriers” so that the 
intended response is clearer. 

 
3. A vast majority of the individuals who participated in this survey were between 

the ages of 55 and 74. We hypothesize that this result may be due to the fact that 
younger customers are less likely to visit the Downtown Customer Service 
Center. 

 
4. 63% of survey participants make less than $25,000 per year, including two 

individuals who live in households of 10 or more people. At least one survey 
participant indicated that they were currently homeless. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Title VI / LEP Outreach Event 
Day After Report 

 

D–33 

 

International Rescue Committee 

 
Date and Time:  August 15, 2016 at 1:00 pm. 
Organization: International Rescue Committee, 1210 S. Bascom Ave #227, San Jose, 
CA 95128. 
Contact: Sead Eminovic, sead.eminovic@rescue.org, (408) 277-0255 ext.15. 
New Organization: No, the organization has been around for 83 years. 
Purpose/Mission Statement: The International Rescue Committee helps people 
whose lives and livelihoods are shattered by conflict and disaster to survive, recover 
and regain control of their future. 
Meeting Attendees: Those surveyed were clients of IRC. 
Demographic: Individuals of various racial and ethnic backgrounds. 
Language(s):  English, Spanish, Tigrinya, and Farsi. 
VTA Staff Present: Ibraheem Fakira and Sommer Goecke. 
Facilitator: Sead Eminovic, Site Manager for IRC. 
Report Completed By:  Sommer Goecke. 
 
Background: Ibraheem Fakira connected with Sead Eminovic during the July 2016 
Refugee and Immigrant Forum meeting, and inquired as to whether IRC could assist in 
administering VTA LEP surveys. Sead requested that our survey be translated into 
several additional languages such as Farsi, Amharic, Arabic, and Tigrinya. 
 
Once the surveys were translated, Sommer and Ibraheem personally brought copies of 
the survey to IRC’s office, and provided soft copy PDFs by email in case additional 
surveys were needed. Ibraheem then connected with IRC staff and scheduled an 
appointment to pick up the completed surveys on August 15th at 1:00 pm. Sommer and 
Ibraheem collected six surveys that had been completed and met with staff to obtain 
answers to various follow up questions relating to the services provided by IRC. 
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Discussion Questions and Responses 
 

1. Which of the following do you ride on a regular basis? (check all that apply) 
 

Reponses: 
100% of participants indicated that they use VTA bus services. 
50% of participants indicated that they also use light rail. 
 

2. If you do ride VTA on a regular basis, what do you typically use it for? 
 
 Responses: 
 100% of participants use VTA to travel to school. 
 50% of participants also use it to get to medical appointments. 

33% of participants also indicated that they use it to travel to work. 
 

3. How important is VTA bus service to you? 
 
 Responses: 

100% of participants indicated that VTA bus service is “very important” to them. 
 

4. How important is VTA light rail service to you? 
 
Responses: 
50% of participants indicated that light rail service is “very important” to them. 
17% of participants indicated that light rail service is “somewhat important” to 
them. 
17% of participants indicated that they do not use light rail services and/or have 
no opinion. 
17% of participants did not provide a response to this question. 
 

5. Are you limited or prevented from any of the following because of language? 
(Check all that are “yes”) 
 
Responses: 
33% of participants indicated language difficulties when purchasing tickets. 
33% of participants indicated language difficulties in getting access to information 
about services, projects, or activities. 
17% of participants indicated language difficulties when using VTA transportation 
services. 
67% of participants did not provide a response to this question. 
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6. Please identify how frequently you use the following means of obtaining 
information on public transit and/or construction projects. 

 
Responses: 
The VTA Website was the most frequently used source of information overall. 
Other sources in order of frequency of use were: LinkedIn, VTA Customer 
Service Call Center, Email, Facebook, Community Group/Center, Instagram, and 
Gov Delivery. 
 

7. How do you usually access the internet? 
 
Responses: 
67% of participants use a mobile device to access the internet. 
17% of participants use a laptop to access the internet. 
17% of participants did not provide a response to this question. 

 
8. Which language do you most prefer to communicate in speaking, reading, 

writing, and understanding? 
 
Reponses:  
An equal number of participants indicated that they prefer to speak Spanish, 
Turkish, and Tigrinya. 
An equal number of participants indicated that they prefer to read Spanish, 
Turkish, and Tigrinya. 
An equal number of participants indicated that they prefer to write Spanish, 
Turkish, and Tigrinya. 
An equal number of participants indicated that they prefer to understand Spanish, 
Turkish, and Tigrinya. 
50% of participants did not provide a response to this question. 
 

9. How well do you speak, read, write, and understand English? 
 
Responses: 
50% of participants indicated that they speak, read, write, and understand 
English “not very well.” 
17% of participants indicated that they speak, read, write, and understand 
English “fairly well.” 
17% of participants indicated that they speak, read, write, and understand 
English “not at all.” 

 
 
 
 
 
 



Title VI / LEP Outreach Event 
Day After Report 

 

D–36 

 

10. Did you know VTA can provide free assistance in your primary language? 
 

Responses: 
33% of participants indicated that they did know about the free language 
assistance services. 
67% of participants indicated that they did not know about these services. 
 

11. What is your current age? 
 
Responses: 
50% of participants were in the age range of 35-44. 
33% of participants were in the age range of 45-54. 
17% of participants were in the age range of 18-24. 
 

12. How many people regularly live in your household? 
 

Responses: 
50% of participants indicated that one person lives in their household. 
50% of participants indicated that three people live in their household. 

 
13. How many vehicles do members of your household use? 

 
Responses: 
50% of participants indicated that they have no vehicles in their household. 
50% of participants indicated that they have one or two vehicles in their 
household. 
 

14. Which ethnicities (cultural/national origin) and/or races do you identify with? 
(Check all that apply) 

 
Responses: 
33% of participants consider themselves to be “White.” 
33% of participants consider themselves to be “Hispanic or Latino.” 
17% if participants consider themselves to be “Asian.” 
17% if participants consider themselves to be “Black or African American.” 

 
15. What is your annual household income? 

 
Responses: 
67% of participants had incomes under $25,000 per year. 
33% of participants did not provide a response to this question. 
 
 
 
 



Title VI / LEP Outreach Event 
Day After Report 

 

D–37 

 

OTHER CUSTOMER COMMENTS/GENERAL FEEDBACK: 
 
1. IRC staff informed us that their clients would like increased bus coverage. 

 
2. Staff also stated that some clients have concerns about the long travel times 

when riding the bus. 
 
3. IRC staff wanted to learn more about Eco Passes and whether they could 

potentially sign up for these for use by their clients. 
 
4. IRC staff mentioned that they were in the process of scheduling a “cultural 

orientation” for clients which would contain workshops to educate them on a 
variety of topics. They expressed interest in having VTA staff participate by 
teaching clients how to use bus and light rail service, as well as answer any 
other questions they may have about transportation. 

 
 

Follow-Up: 
Sommer and Ibraheem are going to look into whether VTA staff would be available to 
participate in IRC’s cultural orientation. Ibraheem also told Sead that he would send an 
email with additional information relating to Eco Passes. 
 
Comments/Notes/Lessons Learned: 
It is interesting to note that IRC serves a particularly wide geographical area including 
Santa Clara, Santa Cruz, Monterey, San Mateo, and Alameda counties. IRC also 
receives a lot of their client referrals from various other local agencies, serving 
approximately 500 people in total. 
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Jewish Family Services of Silicon Valley 

 

 

Date and Time:  July 28, 2016 11:00 AM – 12:20 PM. 
Organization: Jewish Family Services of Silicon Valley, 14855 Oka Road, Suite 202, 
Los Gatos, CA 95032. 
Contact: Chad Lama, Job Developer, (408) 357-7459, ChadL@jfssv.org. 
New Organization: No, the organization has been around since 1978 (38 years). 
Purpose/Mission Statement:  Jewish Family Services of Silicon Valley empowers 
individuals and families facing life’s challenges by providing quality human services 
inspired by Jewish values. Jewish Family Services will ensure that children, adults, and 
families in our community have access to affordable and meaningful 
professional services. Everyone will be treated with dignity and respect. The agency’s 
programs will be available without regard to race, religion, ethnicity, sexual orientation, 
or ability to pay. 
Meeting Attendees: The discussion participants were 11 clients of Jewish Family 
Services. 
Demographic: Individuals of various racial and ethnic backgrounds. 
Language(s):  Arabic, English, Farsi, and Russian. 
VTA Staff Present: Ibraheem Fakira and Sommer Goecke. 
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Facilitator: Volunteer serving as multi-language interpreter. 
Report Completed By:  Sommer Goecke and Ibraheem Fakira. 
 
Background: Ibraheem Fakira connected with Chad Lama and arranged for VTA to 
visit Jewish Family Services to meet with a small group of clients to administer our LEP 
survey. Ibraheem Fakira and Sommer Goecke met with 11 clients of Jewish Family 
Services who were participating in the organization’s life skills course, in addition to 
Chad Lama and one other woman who was multilingual and assisted with translation 
services.   
 
Sommer and Ibraheem handed out surveys and pens to all participants, then gave them 
approximately fifteen minutes to fill out the surveys with the assistance of the 
interpreter. Following completion of the survey, there was a small group discussion 
about the survey questions. Participants were also eager to submit a variety of other 
comments related to VTA services. 
 
After this open discussion, Chad Lama suggested VTA staff do a short demonstration of 
the VTAlerts mobile app since each of the participants had a smart phone and could 
benefit from using the app to get real time information on VTA bus and light rail 
schedules. 
 

Discussion Questions and Responses 
 

1. Which of the following do you ride on a regular basis? (check all that apply) 
 

Reponses: 
64% of participants indicated that they use the bus. 
9% of participants indicated that they use light rail. 
36% of participants use neither bus nor light rail. 
 

2. If you do ride VTA on a regular basis, what do you typically use it for? 
 
 Responses: 
 64% of participants indicated that they use VTA to travel to school. 
 27% of participants use it to get to medical appointments. 

18% of participants use it to travel to work. 
 9% of participants use it to get to recreational activities. 

9% of participants indicated that they use it to travel to a “resettlement agency.” 
 18% of participants did not provide a response to this question. 
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3. How important is VTA bus service to you? 
 
 Responses: 

91% of participants indicated that VTA bus service is “very important” to them. 
9% of participants indicated that VTA bus service is “somewhat important” to 
them. 
 

4. How important is VTA light rail service to you? 
 
Responses: 
45% of participants indicated that light rail service is “very important” to them. 
18% of participants indicated that light rail service is “somewhat important” to 
them. 
36% of participants indicated that they do not use VTA services and/or have no 
opinion. 
 

5. Are you limited or prevented from any of the following because of language? 
(Check all that are “yes”) 
 
Responses: 
36% of participants indicated language difficulties when purchasing tickets. 
36% of participants indicated language difficulties when using VTA transportation 
services. 
18% of participants indicated language difficulties in getting access to information 
about VTA services, projects, or activities. 
18% of participants indicated that language barriers made it difficult for them to 
attend VTA public meetings. 
45% of participants did not provide a response to this question. 
 

6. Please identify how frequently you use the following means of obtaining 
information on public transit and/or construction projects. 

 
Responses: 
Facebook was the most frequently used source of information overall. Other 
common sources in order of frequency of use were the VTA website, followed by 
511.org, email, Linkedin, Gov Delivery, Radio, and Newspaper. 

 
7. How do you usually access the internet? 

 
Responses: 
82% of participants use a mobile device to access the internet. 
9% of participants uses a laptop to access the internet. 
9% of participants uses a desktop computer to access the internet. 
9% of participants did not respond to this question. 
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8. Which language do you most prefer to communicate in speaking, reading, 
writing, and understanding? 
 
Reponses:  
9% of participants prefer to speak English. 
9% of participants prefer to speak Russian. 
9% of participants prefer to speak Farsi. 
18% of participants prefer to read in English. 
9% of participants prefer to read in Farsi. 
27% of participants indicated that they prefer writing and understanding in 
English. 
64% of participants did not respond to this question. 
 

9. How well do you speak, read, write, and understand English? 
 
Responses: 
9% of participants speak English “very well,” 36% fairly well, and 45% “not very 
well. 
9% of participants read English “very well,” 36% read English “well,” 27% fairly 
well, and 9% “not very well.” 
9% participants write English “very well,” 36% fairly well, and 36% “not very well.” 
9% participants understand English “very well,” 9% understand English “well,” 
45% fairly well, 27% “not very well,” and 9% “not at all.” 

 
10. Did you know VTA can provide free assistance in your primary language? 

 
Responses: 
18% of participants indicated that they did know about the free language 
assistance services. 
82% of participants indicated that they did not know about these services. 
 

11. What is your current age? 
 
Responses: 
27% of participants were in the age range of 18-24. 
27% of participants were in the age range of 25-34. 
27% of participants were in the age range of 45-54. 
18% of participants were in the age range of 35-44. 
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12. How many people regularly live in your household? 
 

Responses: 
45% of participants indicated that three people live in their household. 
27% of participants indicated that five people live in their household. 
9% of participants indicated that they live alone. 
9% of participants indicated that two people live in their household. 
9% of participants indicated that four people live in their household. 

 
13. How many vehicles do members of your household use? 

 
Responses: 
55% of participants indicated that they have one or two vehicles in their 
household. 
27% of participants indicated that they have three or more vehicles in their 
household. 
18% of participants indicated that they have no vehicles in their household. 
 

14. Which ethnicities (cultural/national origin) and/or races do you identify with? 
(check all that apply) 

 
Responses: 
64% of participants consider themselves to be “White.” 

 27% of participants consider themselves to be “Asian.” 
18% of participants consider themselves to be “Two or more Races” 
18% of participants chose the option “Declined to State/No Answer.” 
 

15. What is your annual household income? 
 

Responses: 
91% of participants had incomes under $25,000 per year. 
9% of participants had an income that was within the range of $25,000-$49,999. 
 
 

OTHER CUSTOMER COMMENTS/GENERAL FEEDBACK: 
 
 
1. Participants suggested increased bus frequency, with buses arriving 

approximately every 15 minutes. One man remarked that the bus stop at 
Williams and San Tomas was particularly problematic. A few others remarked 
that the #48 bus arrives too infrequently. 
 

2. Participants coming from Santa Clara and Sunnyvale and travelling to the 
Jewish Family Services office commented that there was no direct bus route 
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available, and that they would need to use several different bus lines to reach 
their destination. 
 

3. Participants also suggested naming each bus stop and displaying this name 
on the bus stop sign so that each stop is more easily identifiable. 
 

4. Participants wanted updates on whether buses were running late, and 
requested that all bus stops have Real Time Information, similar to the stop at 
West Valley College. 

 
5. Many participants commented that they did not like waiting for the bus in the 

hot sun or in the rain. They requested that more bus stops have shelters, 
specifically the bus stop at Los Gatos and Lark near the organization. 

 
6. A participant commented that many people come to Jewish Family Services 

from Good Samaritan Hospital, so they need to walk a long distance in order 
to reach Jewish Family Services because there are no direct bus routes. 

 
7. Participants commented that they preferred the bus over the light rail because 

it is easier for them to get to the bus stops than the light rail stations. 
 
8. Participants stated that they had no issues buying tickets for the bus, using 

clipper cards to pay for fare, or loading additional money onto their clipper 
cards. 

9. Most participants felt that the price of the monthly pass was far too high, and 
they wanted to know whether they could get a refugee or immigrant discount, 
even if the pass would only last for two to four months. 

 
10. Participants wanted to learn more about Eco Passes. 
 
11. Participants enjoyed using the VTAlerts App to get travel information. 

Everyone in attendance had a smart phone and either already had the app, or 
expressed interest in downloading it. 

 
Follow-Up: 
As a result of feedback that was given during the small group discussion, VTA staff will 
follow up with the comments relating to requested changes to the bus routes and bus 
stops including shelters, names, Real Time Information, increased frequency, etc. Some 
participants also expressed interest in having discounted passes based on refugee 
status which would last two to four months, VTA staff will look into this. 
 
VTA staff also explored initiating a request for a bus shelter at the Los Gatos and Lark 
stop as requested by the participants. 
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Comments/Notes/Lessons Learned: 
By participating in this group discussion, we were able to determine if there were any 
language barriers to using VTA transportation services and immediately respond to 
some of their concerns. Participants were all given the customer service phone number, 
and informed that they could receive assistance in their primary language, because 
many were unaware that VTA offered this service. We explained that any customer 
could contact customer service and receive free assistance in planning a trip, filing a 
complaint, or receiving answers to any questions they may have. We also explained 
that it is possible to call the number to arrange an interpreter service for assistance at 
VTA public meetings, which they were not aware of. Most participants in attendance 
used VTA bus service, very few used light rail. 
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PARS Equality Center 

 
Date and Time: Emailed surveys to PARS on July 29, 2016, picked up completed 
surveys on August 5, 2016. 
Organization: PARS Equality Center, 1635 The Alameda, San Jose, CA 95126. 
Contact: Ellie Clelland, Director of Social Services, eclelland@parsequalitycenter.org, 
(408) 261-6400. 
New Organization: The organization has been around for six years. 
Purpose/Mission Statement:  PARS' mission is to act as a catalyst for social, cultural 
and economic integration of Iranian-Americans, and other Persian speaking 
communities, into mainstream American society. 
Meeting Attendees: 19 PARS clients. 
Demographic:  Iranian Americans and Persians. 
Language(s):  Farsi and English. 
VTA Staff Present: Ibraheem Fakira and Sommer Goecke. 
Facilitator: Ellie Clelland. 
Report Completed By:  Sommer Goecke. 
 
 
 
 
 
Background: Ibraheem Fakira connected with Ellie Clelland during the July 2016 
Refugee and Immigrant Forum meeting. She requested that our survey be translated 
into Farsi since many PARS clients speak Farsi as their primary language. She also 
said that once the survey was ready it could be sent to her via email to be printed by 
PARS and distributed to clients. After the survey translation was completed, Ibraheem 
emailed the survey to Ellie in both English and Farsi. 
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Ellie contacted Ibraheem on Thursday, August 4th to let him know that 19 surveys in 
total had been completed. Ibraheem and Sommer retrieved the completed surveys the 
following day, and they provided PARS with 10 clipper cards, five VTA tote bags, and 
one bag of five day tokens for their efforts. 

 

Discussion Questions and Responses 
 

1. Which of the following do you ride on a regular basis? (check all that apply) 
 

Reponses: 
89% of participants indicated that they use VTA bus service. 
58% of participants use VTA light rail service. 
5% of participants use neither bus nor light rail. 
 

2. If you do ride VTA on a regular basis, what do you typically use it for? 
 
 Responses: 

68% of participants ride VTA to get to school. 
53% of participants ride VTA to get to medical appointments. 
53% of participants ride VTA to recreational activities. 
32% of participants ride VTA to get to work. 
32% of participants ride VTA for other purposes. 

 
3. How important is VTA bus service to you? 

 
 Responses: 

84% of participants indicated that VTA bus service was “very important” to them. 
5% indicated that it was “somewhat important.” 
11% do not use it, or have no opinion. 

 
4. How important is VTA light rail service to you? 

 
Responses: 
58% of participants indicated that VTA light rail service was “very important” to 
them. 
16% indicated that it was “somewhat important.” 
16% do not use it, or have no opinion. 
5% considered it to be “somewhat unimportant.” 
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5. Are you limited or prevented from any of the following because of language? 
(Check all that are “yes”) 
 
Responses: 
42% of participants indicated language difficulties in buying tickets for VTA 
services. 
42% indicated language difficulties in getting information about VTA services. 
11% indicated language difficulties in using services provided by VTA. 
11% indicated language difficulties in attending public VTA meetings. 

 
6. Please identify how frequently you use the following means of obtaining 

information on public transit and/or construction projects. 
 

Responses: 
The VTA Website was the most frequently used source of information overall. 
Other common sources in order of frequency of use were Community 
Group/Center, TV, VTA Customer Service Call Center, Radio, Email, Instagram, 
the newspaper, and Facebook. 
 

7. How do you usually access the internet? 
 
Responses: 
58% of participants use a mobile device most frequently to access the internet. 
26% of participants use a laptop most frequently. 
16% of participants did not provide a response to this question. 

 
8. Which language do you most prefer to communicate in speaking, reading, 

writing, and understanding? 
 
Reponses: 
A majority of participants prefer to speak Farsi, followed by English. 
A majority of participants prefer to read Farsi, followed by English. 
A majority of participants prefer to write in Farsi, followed by English. 
A majority of participants prefer to understand Farsi, followed by English. 
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9. How well do you speak, read, write, and understand English? 
 
Responses: 
6% participants speak English “very well,” while 11% speak English “well,” 33% 
fairly well, and 50% “not very well.” 
6% participants read English “very well,” while 11% read English “well,”44% fairly 
well, and 39% “not very well.” 
6% participants write English “very well,” while 11% write English “well,” 28% 
fairly well, 44% “not very well,” and 11% “not at all.” 
6% participants understand English “very well,” while 6% understand English 
“well,” 47% fairly well, 35% “not very well,” and 6% “not at all.” 

 
10. Did you know VTA can provide free assistance in your primary language? 

 
Responses: 
94% of participants indicated “yes” that they are aware of VTA’s free language 
assistance. 
6% indicated “no” they are not aware of VTA’s free language assistance. 

 
11. What is your current age? 

 
Responses: 
26% of participants were in the age range of 65-74. 
16% of participants were in the age range of 35-44. 
16% of participants were in the age range of 55-64. 

 16% of participants were 75 or older. 
5% of participants were in the age range of 25-34. 
21% of participants did not provide a response to this question. 

 
12. How many people regularly live in your household? 

 
Responses: 
36% of participants live in a household of two people. 
26% of participants live in a household of three people. 
16% of participants live alone. 
11% of participants live in a household of five people. 
11% of participants did not provide a response to this question. 

 
13. How many vehicles do members of your household use? 

 
Responses: 
74% of participants have one or two vehicles in their household. 
11% of participants have no vehicles in their household. 
16% of participants did not provide a response to this question. 
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14. Which ethnicities (cultural/national origin) and/or races do you identify with? 
(Check all that apply) 

 
Responses: 
68% of participants identified as “White.” 
11% of participants identified as “Asian.” 
21% of participants did not provide a response to this question. 

 
15. What is your annual household income? 

 
Responses: 
53% of participants have a household income of less than $25,000 per year. 
21% of participants have a household income of $25,000 - $49,999 per year. 
26% of participants did not provide a response to this question. 
 

 
OTHER CUSTOMER COMMENTS/GENERAL FEEDBACK: 

 
1. These participants did not provide any additional comments on their surveys. No 

other feedback was given on behalf of PARS or anyone who participated in the 
survey. 

 
Comments/Notes/Lessons Learned: 
 

1. This particular group of participants appeared hesitant to elaborate on questions 
which requested additional information. For example, 68% of participants 
indicated language difficulties in question five (are you limited or prevented from 
any of the following because of language?) but no one provided any details on 
the nature of their obstacles. 
 

2. Due to the formatting change with the Farsi translation, there was only a single 
box next to the negative answer in question ten (did you know VTA can provide 
free assistance in your primary language?) which may have caused more people 
to select “no.” Only a single participant chose to circle “yes” which did not have a 
corresponding box next to it. 
 

3. This group, more so than any other surveys were collected from, use VTA 
services to get to school. Although nearly everyone in this group is over the age 
of 35, the fact that they use it for school can probably be explained by the fact 
that many of them do not consider English as their primary language. As a result, 
as with many similar agencies, LEP classes are probably quite common with 
clients at this agency. 
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Figure 49A – American Public Transportation Association Award 



 E–3  (2 of 2) 

Figure 49B – American Public Transportation Association Award 
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 F–2  English (1 of 2) 

Figure 50A – VTA NEXT Network Fact Sheet 



 F–3   English (2 of 2) 

Figure 50B – VTA NEXT Network Fact Sheet  

 



 F–4  Spanish (1 of 2) 

Figure 50C –VTA NEXT Network Fact Sheet  



 F–5  Spanish (2 of 2) 

Figure 50D – VTA NEXT Network Fact Sheet 



 F–6  Vietnamese (1 of 2) 

Figure 50E – VTA NEXT Network Fact Sheet 



 F–7  Vietnamese (2 of 2) 

Figure 50F – VTA NEXT Network Fact Sheet 



 F–8  Chinese (1 of 2) 

Figure 50G – VTA NEXT Network Fact Sheet 



 F–9  Chinese (2 of 2) 

Figure 50H – VTA NEXT Network Fact Sheet 

 



 F–10  Tagalog (1 of 2) 

Figure 50I – VTA NEXT Network Fact Sheet 



 F–11  Tagalog (2 of 2) 

Figure 50J – VTA NEXT Network Fact Sheet 

 



 F–12  Korean (1 of 2) 

Figure 50K – VTA NEXT Network Fact Sheet 

 



 F–13  Korean (2 of 2) 

Figure 50L – VTA NEXT Network Fact Sheet 
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