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PART 3

40% of survey respondents
received interpretation service

56% of survey respondents did

not know they had the right to
an interpreter

Being “Free and Fast” was the
top motivation for accessing
language services
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Increase the number of Asian language
bilingual employees

Market and publicize interpretation
services based on the motivation of “Free
and Fast” services from AAPI survey
respondents

Improve data collection on the District AAPI
population and the resources and services
available to the AAPI population
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Language Access Act was groundbreaking legislation passed in 2004 to provide greater access and participation
in public services, programs, and activities for residents of the District of Columbia with limited or no-English
proficiency (LEP/NEP). Its origins in the District can be traced back to the 1970s and 1980s with the creation of the
Office on Latino Affairs and the Office on Asian and Pacific Islander Affairs. One of the main reasons for the creation
of these offices was to serve as a linkage between the District government and their respective community;
inherently this meant language access. This report will look at the past, present and future of language access in
the District of Columbia and how it’s affected the Asian American and Pacific Islander (AAPI) community.

This report pulls data from multiple sources and is intended to continue and expand the conversation around
language access in the AAPI community. The Mayor’s Office on Asian and Pacific Islander Affairs (OAPIA)
conducted its own research using in-language surveys and pulled data from various U.S. Census surveys.

The report will present four major areas of interest in an effort to paint a picture of the progress of language access
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in the AAPI community and inform and educate policymakers, government employees, and advocates the effect the
Act has had on the AAPI community. There four areas include:

e Demographic overview of the AAPI population focusing on the changes in the community, particularly
looking at language to inform a conversation on who is the population being served.

e An exploration of the success of the Act using a proxy measure of bilingual documents and bilingual
employees to gauge the trends since 2000 when language access first became an official policy in the
District.

e A look at the perceptions of the AAPI community’s motivations on using language access services to
inform education and marketing campaigns in the future.

e Recommendations on areas of focus on the AAPI community and language access.

The purpose of this report is to highlight the issues affecting the AAPI community in the District around language
access and bring to the forefront the effects on the AAPI population. This is a starting point for the next 10 years to
learn from the past and to make improvement in the future to further ensure equal access for the AAPI community
and all LEP/NEP populations in the District.

The external data in this report comes from the U.S. Census Bureau’s decennial census survey and American
Community Survey. Both of these surveys are products of the Bureau and provide the largest sample size of data
for the AAPI District population. Although the limits are the result of the survey implementation which is conducted
solely in English for Asian language speakers; In the case of the American Community Survey, the results are
estimates over time. The data collected and synthesized by OAPIA is limited in its robust scientific testing from
survey design to implementation. Furthermore, the time frame of the survey due to limited resources in staff
results in non-seamless data collection timeframe.

The standard term used in this report to describe the targeted population is Asian American and Pacific Islander
(AAPI), which for the purposes of data collection only includes Asian American groups from 200 to present date; the
Pacific Islander population was not reported due to small sample size.

OAPIA was for extremely fortunate to have multi-talented team to support this report. The individuals who
conducted the survey were Frank Huynh, KangEung Jung, and Hillary Lee, Chau Ngo, . The individuals who helped
with data collection were: Yiyang Guo, Hillary Lee, and Issac Wang.
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PORTRAIT OF
ASIAN AMERICANS
AND PACIFIC
ISLANDERS  IN' THE
DISTRICT



Asian Americans and Pacific Islanders are the most diverse and the fastest growing racial group in the
United States, making up six percent of the population. In the District of Columbia, this trend holds
true, as the AAPI population grew by 44% over a twelve year period from 2000 to 2012. This section will
highlight the changing population going all the way back to the 1980s when OAPIA was created to looking
at how the District is today for AAPIs.

The AAPI population remains the most diverse population in the District, representing over 25 countries
and island nations and over 1000 languages. The most recent data from the 2012 American Community
Survey puts the AAPI population at 4.5% of the entire District’s population, with the largest ethnic groups
being Asian Indian, Chinese, Filipino, Korean, and Vietnamese. Just over 50% of AAPIs are foreign born and
16% are considered LEP. The District’s AAPI population is nearly 60% female and over the age of 18, with
most being working age adults. AAPIs in the District have an income of a little under $50,000,and
experience a poverty rate of 13.1%. Nearly three quarters of the population are in the labor force, 90%
have beyond a college education, and 8% do not have health insurance.

This data provides a high level perspective of the population, however, in order to truly understand the
AAPI population, it is important to look at the ethnic groups to get a full portrait of AAPIs in the District and
the trends to see where the population has been and where it is going. In following pages there are year by
year profiles of the population, and the changes and trends are outlined after the individual years are
highlighted.

The trend from 1980 to 2012 indicate extraordinary increases to the population at a rate of 323%. The time
period where there was the fastest growth was the twenty year period between 1980 and 2000. The LEP
population also grew at a similarly fast rate. The major ethnic groups at the top remained the same with
Chinese and Asian Indian representing the largest groups for most years. Some, like the Vietnamese, saw
great fluctuations in the population with a rise from the 1980s to 2000s to a decrease rate of growth
towards the early part of the 21st century. The Chinese and Vietnamese population consistently had the
highest percentages of LEP individuals with the highest percentages of LEPs coming with the most recent
2012 data. The Thai population also had the highest percentage of LEPs, however, the small size of the
population correlates to number of individuals.

The data provides a high level of context to the data collected by OAPIA. This secondary data is an excellent
starting point in the conversation about the AAPI LEP community. The data concerning the AAPI
population’s rate of growth indicated great lasting effects on the District, especially the equivalent growth
rate of AAPI LEPs, which necessitates the continue need for and potential expansion of language services to
the AAPI community..
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2010 District AAPI Population
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The AAPI population in the District is the fastest growing population and the figures below will provide some trends
for this population over the past 45 years. The following pages will illustrate trends within the population.

Population of AAPI District Residents from 1980 to 2012
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AAP| LEP District Residents fromn 1980 to 2012
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2000 o 2004
ASIAN PACIFIC ISLANDER INITIATIVE
]

The Language Access Act of 2004 was a groundbreaking legislation that changed the way District
government communicated and interacted with limited- and non-English proficient populations. Prior to
the passage of the Act, there was a Mayoral order that established the Asian Pacific Islander (API) initiative. In
2000, Mayor Anthony Williams requested the Office of Personnel to conduct a survey on 14 District government
agencies on their ability to provide services to the Asian American and Pacific Islander (AAPI) community in the
District and to gauge the capacity of these agencies to serve diverse populations. The agencies who
participated in the survey included:

Office of Aging Department of Consumer and Regulatory Affairs
Department of Employment Services Fire & Emergency Management Services
Department of Human Services Department of Motor Vehicles
Department of Parks & Recreation Office of Personnel
DC Metropolitan Police Department of Public Works
DC Public Library Office of Tax & Revenue
Department of Health Department of Housing and Community Development

The results of the survey showed that many of these agencies failed to provide equal access to LEP residents
and merchants. Most agencies had built their Spanish language capacity with information through Spanish and
Spanish-speaking bilingual staff. This did not hold true for Asian language speakers; their needs were not being
adequately met. Some detailed results of the survey included: less than 2% of District’s workforce was AAPI;
most basic information about the District’s services was not available in Asian languages; and there were few
bilingual frontline AAPI employees. The survey also identified Chinese, Korean, and Vietnamese as the most
requested languages for information after English and Spanish. Due to the lack of capacity of District agencies to
provide these language accommodations, Asian language speaking residents and merchants were not able to
access or participate in government services and programs. In addition to this survey, the Mayor’s Office on
Asian and Pacific Islander Affairs hosted a community town hall and the Mayor’s Citizen Summit that further
demonstrated the need for equal access by AAPI LEP residents and merchants. The results were a wake up call
to the District as the residents were becoming more culturally, economically, and racially diverse, and there was
a need to increase their capacity to ensure equal access. The API initiative mandated that agencies develop
action plans on how they would meet the needs of the Asian American and Pacific Islander community.
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Agency Action plan o include a plon..

Translate information into Outreach to the AAPI community
Vietnamese and Chinese for in the District to provide
residents and businesses and information on relevant programs
safety information into Korean. and services.

Engage in partnerships with

Develop and implement cultural community-based  organizations
awareness trainings for frontline which the agency may subgrant
employees. funds to work together and to

provide services to LEP individuals

Diversify the agenc orkforce
verstty gency w Send a contact person from the

agency to work with OAPIA on LEP
issues and report progress to the

with targeted recruiting and
increasing bilingual abilities of

frontline staff. .
community.

OAPIA spearheaded the Mayor’s APl initiative and coordinated with those agencies in developing and
implementing each agency’s action plans which covered five objectives as areas for improvement: information
translation, diversifying workforce, employee multicultural training, community outreach, and community
partnerships. Implementation status was reported to the Mayor and then to the community periodically. The first
meeting found agencies seeking guidance and support on how to develop their plans and identify the roles the
coordinators would be playing in the initiative. The major community concerns that came out of that first quarterly
meeting were: the lack of targeted outreach; lack of data, especially in the areas of health and human services
programs; and lack of visible progress in the AAPI community. Additionally, in that first quarterly meeting the
template for reporting was created which would require agencies to provide measurable results to each of the
objectives outlined in their Agency Action Plan.

For the next four years, OAPIA continued to work with agencies until the passage of the Act in 2004. In 2000 there
were 14 agencies who participated in the program and in 2004, there were a total of 17 agencies OAPIA worked
with on the APl initiative. In the final report submitted to the Mayor, OAPIA indicated 89% of the agencies were in
compliance, a great improvement from 2000.
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2004

LANGUAGE ACCESS ACT
]

O n April 21, 2004 Mayor Williams signed the Language Access Act and thus codified a groundbreaking piece
of legislation in the District, one of only a handful in the country at the time. The law was a result of the
commitment by the District government to ensure full participation of the diverse populations and efforts from
the community and the constituent offices, OAPIA and the Office on Latino Affairs, to ensure equal access to
government programs and services by LEP/NEP residents and merchants. The first to pass such a law was
Oakland, CA, followed by San Francisco, and a few years later Philadelphia and Minneapolis followed suit. The
District’s law was unique compared to those other jurisdictions, as it named the Language Access Coalition, a
diverse group of community organizations who advocated on behalf of and provided direct services to LEP/NEP
residents and merchants, in the Act. The legal momentum for language

access at the federal level was already building as the District’s population

was changing. Federally, the two major legal documents to support the Act

were Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act and Executive Order 13166 that

provided the legal background and a push in passing the act:

Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act

No person in the United States shall, on the ground of race, color or national
origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of , or be
activity receiving federal financial assistance.

- DC Language Access Act

Executive Order 13166
On August 2000, this order “Improving Access to Services for Persons with Limited English Proficiency” was
issued and directed federal agencies to:

e Publish guidance on how their recipients can provide access to LEP persons.
e Improve the language accessibility of their own programs.

e Break down language barriers by implementing consistent standards of language assistance across federal
agencies and amongst all recipients of federal financial assistance.

Judicially, the Supreme Court’s decision of Lau v. Nichols said one type of national origin discrimination is
discrimination based on one’s inability to speak, read, write or understand English, which was the contributing
factor in making Title VI relevant to language access. With this legal backing, the District government’s
commitment, and the advocacy from community groups, the passage of language access legislation was
inevitable. The passage not only signified a statutory change to District law but also a programmatic change on
how language access would be implemented with District agencies. The implementation of the Act and
language access was centralized and now falls under the purview of the Office of Human Rights (OHR), which
was responsible to coordination and supervision of District government programs, departments, and services in
complying with the provisions of the Act:

1. That District government programs, departments, and services assess the need for, and offer, oral language

services;
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2. Agencies provide written translations of documents into any non-English language spoken by a limited or no-
English proficient population that constitutes 3% or 500 individuals, whichever is less, of the population served
or encountered, or likely to be served or encountered; and

3. That District government programs, departments, and services with major public contact establish and
implement a language access plan and designate a language access coordinator;

The Act listed 26 District agencies who had major public contact and thus were required to develop a plan and
were phased in compliance with the Act. The Act, rooted heavily in data collection, provided guidance on oral and
written language services and additional requirements for the 26 named agencies. The requirements for reporting
under the Act were similar to the ones developed by OAPIA for the API Initiative.

API Initiative Reporting Objectives Language Access Act Reporting Objectives
Translated Materials The types of oral language services that the entity will provide and how the determination was
reached;

Personnel activities for bilingual hires The titles of translated documents that the entity will provide and how the determination was
reached;

Bilingual Capabilities of frontline staff The number of public contact positions in the entity and the number of bilingual employees in
public contact positions;

Cultural Awareness Trainings An evaluation and assessment of the adequacy of the services to be provided; and
Community Based Organization A description of the funding and budgetary sources upon which the covered entity intends to rely
partnerships to implement its language access plan.

With the centralization of oversight of the Act, the role of OAPIA changed to a consultative body and was
formalized through a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the Office of Human Rights. The MOU was set
up to assist in the transition from the API Initiative to the implementation of the Act. This included helping to
evaluate the baseline assessments; language access plans; planning and monitoring meetings; and reviewing
quarterly and annual reports. Once the transition was complete, the focus of the MOU also changed and set the
groundwork for how OAPIA built its language access program (LAP). The mission of the LAP in OAPIA is to help
ensure District agencies provide programs and services to Asian language speaking limited- and non-English
proficient individuals at a high level through technical assistance, advocacy, and education. OAPIA also set forth
five objectives it strives to meet:

Increase information and data on AAPI populations to contribute to District agencies’ understanding of limited- and
non-English proficient Asian language speaking populations:
e Increase community understanding of District services through expanded outreach efforts on language access;

e Increase capacity of District Agencies to provide culturally and linguistically competent services to AAPI
community with cultural competency resources;

e Increase the number of bilingual candidates and/or employees speaking Asian languages in District government
through information dissemination; and

e Improve capacity of District customer service centers to better serve AAPI populations through assessments
and recommendations.
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2004 to 2014
LANGUAGE ACCESS ACT AND DISTRICT AAPIS
]

At OAPIA the effect the Language Access Act had on the District’s AAPIs is noticeable on a daily basis; the Act
allows them to understand many documents clearer and interact with the District agencies more effectively.
Measuring this effect on the AAPI population is difficult to quantify through one measure, but would need a
whole host of measures both quantitative and qualitative. This report will look at the effect of language access
on AAPIs though the lens of efforts by the District government with the assumptions that these efforts were
accomplished and have an impact on the AAPI population. This will be accomplished by looking at trends to see
where the District started and where the District is going. This section is intended to be a starting point to
inform future research to get a true sense of the effect the Act is having on the AAPI population.

Two proxy measures are used to look at the Act’s effect on the AAPI population: the number of bilingual
employees and translated documents. OAPIA used data self-reported by District agencies to illustrate where
language access began and where it is today. OAPIA first looked at the percentage of Asian language translated
documents by Agencies from FY2004 to FY2014. The data suggests that the percentage of Asian language
documents is on the rise over the past few fiscal years. Although, there is no consistent trend over the past 10
years, there was a steady increase in the beginning period and oscillation in the middle, followed by a steady
increase over the past few fiscal years. According to the available data, Asian language documents represent
about 45% of the total number of documents translated by District agencies. The highest share of Asian
language translated documents was in FY2005 where Asian language translations accounted for 75% of all
translations that fiscal year. This trend greatly differs from the trends in the percentage of Asian language
bilingual employees. This percentage has remained around 10 percent with only slight fluctuations up or down.

Percentage of Asian Language Documents and Bilingual Staff from FY2004 to FY2014
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In looking at Agency data we see a few District agencies that stand out with the highest percentage of Asian
language staff including; DC Lottery had half of its bilingual staff speaking an Asian language. Many of the District
agencies hover around the 30% mark for Asian language bilingual staff.

Percentage of Biingual Asian Language Staff out of all Agency Bilingual Staff
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The data here indicates two agencies whose translated documents are only in Asian languages: Lottery and
Alcoholic Beverage Regulation Administration (ABRA). All District government agencies have translated at least a
few documents in the Asian languages, which demonstrates a commitment to language access.

Percentage of Asian Language Translated Documents out of Total Translated Documents
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In looking at the District in 2000 and now the data from the initial survey conducted in 2000 on translated and
bilingual employees was compared to the most recent data. OAPIA looked at the Asian language statistics to see
if there were any changes over time. It was immediately noticeable that both the percentage of translated
documents and employees doubled from the API Initiative in 2000 to the present day in 2014.
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LANGUAGE ACCESS SURVEY
]

The Language Access survey (LAS) was an OAPIA initiative started in 2009 to obtain information from the AAPI
LEP community. The goals of the survey were to: gauge the level of language services provided to AAPI LEP
persons; understand the motivations of the AAPI LEP community in accessing language services; and promote
these same services. The survey in 2009 eventually became a pilot program due to the complexities in designing
and implementing in-language surveys.

The LAS focused on Asian language groups in the District of Columbia and was intended to be a multilingual
survey. In the planning process of the questions and survey delivery, OAPIA leaned on years of outreach
experience to decide the best method of implementation of such a survey. The face-to-face survey mode on and
individual level with a minimal number of questions was the best suited method. In 2009, the duration from
designing the survey to completing the data collection was three months. Two staff from OAPIA worked on the
survey implementation on a daily basis and the three volunteers worked approximately two days per week on
average.

The LAS in 2009 collected 118 samples from the targeted AAPI LEP population in the District of Columbia.
Approximately 40 percent of the surveys were administered at three venues: the Asian Senior Center in
Chinatown, the Chinatown Community Service Center and the Chinatown Cultural Center. All three locations held
activities such as free lunches, free immigration service classes and English classes, or seasonal celebrations. The
remaining 60 percent of the surveys were completed individually, with one respondent a time. During the
collection process, surveyors also promoted the District’s Language Access Act. If the respondent indicated he or
she did not know about the law, the surveyors would provide the respondent an in-language Know Your Rights
card with simple facts of the law and how they could seek help. Each respondent received a pen as a token for
taking the survey. For added assistance, OAPIA’s address and phone number were printed on each pen. The
results from the survey did not prove fruitful however, OAPIA learned many lessons when conducting the survey
in the District, some of the challenges faced included:

e Translation to target language (Asian language) from source language (English) would technically be accurate
on paper but not be understood when delivered orally;

e The availability of bilingual individuals with a high level of language sophistication was difficult to access
without budgetary impacts; and

e Sample size and sampling needed to be collected during a broader timeframe due to unfunded nature of the
project.

Understanding the limitations of the survey mechanism and methodology, OAPIA sought to implement the
survey in a targeted manner by conducting a language focused survey, starting with the Chinese community in
2011. The survey contained two parts: baseline demographic questions and output questions. These same
qguestions were applied to the Korean and Viethamese community from 2011 to 2014. Once the questions were
finalized and using lessons learned from 2009, the surveys were all conducted one-on-one. The demographics of
the respondents would serve as a comparison to other surveys conducted on the District’s AAPI population.
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The demographics showed a different story when compared to the U.S. Census data, this can be explained due to
sample size and other data related factors, but the underlying themes can be extracted to provide as a base image
with characteristics. The two other areas the survey looked at was experiences with and information on language
access and how to increase or improve that interaction. The Vietnamese survey was the latest to be conducted.
The overall experience with District agencies was that they did not receive any interpretation; this closely matched
to the percentage of people who did not know they had the right to an interpreter. A majority of individuals relied
on family members to provide interpretation. When a follow up was required, District agencies provided in-
language support for a majority of the follow up cases. Finally, the main motivation for the Vietnamese was that
the services were free.

The Korean survey had differing results in a few areas and many of the respondents choose not to answer the
detailed questions about the District agencies. The Viethamese most neither received any type of interpretation
nor did they know about the right to an interpreter. What differed the most in the findings, from the Vietnamese
population, is that the Korean community learned about the Act through government employees. Another
difference was the motivation to use services heavily leaned to the service being fast.

The Chinese population unlike the Vietnamese and Korean communities yielded data with a lower percentage of
not receiving interpretation. From the interviews, it was noted that most Chinese speaking residents indicated
OAPIA facilitated the interpretation services, which is why the percentage of not receiving services is lower than the
other two language groups. Most who received these services did so through telephonic methods. Similar to other
groups many of the Chinese language speaking residents did not know about the Act.

Overall the main points that can be pulled out are: 4 out of 10 Asian language speakers received interpretation,
however most did not know about their right to an interpreter. Furthermore, while the Asian language
communities have similar motivations to use the services, they do not know that it’s available and free.
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contacted a District agency in the last two years

received type of interpretation service from that District agency
indicated a relative or friend assisted in providing the interpretation
indicated the service they received was helpful

indicated they had a follow up to the initial inquiry

indicated that follow up was done in their language

did not know they had the right to an interoreter when they visited an
District agency

who did know they had the right to an interpreter , learned through
word of mouth or flyers and brochures
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contacted a District agency in the last two years
received interpretation service from that District agency

did not know they had the right to an interoreter when they visited a
District agency

who did know they had the right to an interpreter, learned from a District
government employee
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contacted a District agency in the last two years
received interpretation service from that District agency
indicated they received telephonic interpretation
indicated the service they received was heloful

did not know they have the right to an interpreter when they visited a

District agency
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Asian Americans and Pacific Islanders continue to migrate domestically and from abroad into the
District at a high rate of arrival. The diversity of this population is often celebrated, and achievements
in numerous industries have been made throughout the years. Just recently the District government had its
highest number of District AAPI appointees in the cabinet. There has been much success from the days of
the APl initiative and over the past ten years. It is important that this momentum and success continue and
the research conducted and information gathered continue to guide and shape the way the District
government develops policy and programming. The following are suggestions based on the information
contained in this report as well as OAPIA’s 30 years experience in language access:

e Increase the number of Asian language bilingual employees hired to conduct work in the frontline.

e Market and publicize the Language Access Act based on the intended population target. A one size fits
all approach to the Asian community and other language groups may result in some efficiencies but
does not equally result in effectiveness. After 10 years of marketing tactics and utilizing similar
messaging, it is important to examine the methods in order to expand the messaging and explore new
strategies to inform and educate the AAPI population about language services.

e Improve data collection on the AAPI
population and the resources and
services available to the AAPI
population. One of the limitations of
this report was the lack of quality data
about the community to provide the
best portrait of AAPIs in the District
and incomplete or poorly tracked
data on the AAPI population. Re-
focusing the efforts around data
collection is important to the future
success of language access in the
District as the AAPl population
continues to grow.

e Improve the consistency of translation and interpretation in AAPI languages by increasing the quality
control requirements and testing for AAPI translated documents and interpretation. OAPIA conducts
many efforts of quality review every year for District agencies and finds extremely inconsistent quality,
with the most egregious error being the use of machine translation for documents.
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e Increase availability of trainings through technology to District employees. The various trainings that are given
in person should be supplemented with online training or webinar modes as refreshers to initial trainings to
allow District employees to receive training in an regular interval or as needed basis.

e Simplify reporting mechanism to reduce time in creating reports and improve ability to monitor the reports.
Currently the reports contain significant amounts of text; the recommendation would be to move to an
electronic format for reporting that relies on setting and meeting quantitative targets.

OAPIA is excited for the next ten
years and will continue to improve
the lives of AAPIs in the District by
advocating for increased and
improved language services. OAPIA
will continue to provide District
agencies the tools and information
needed to engage the AAPI
community and support the District
government in providing policy and
program guidance to ensure equal
access for all. This report is the start
of a conversation about where the District has been and where the District will go; OAPIA will work towards
expanding this conversation to how the District will get there by looking at unique and new solutions to existing

issues.

If You talk to a4 man in a language
he understands, that goes to his
nead. If you talk to hive in his

language, that goes to his heart.

Nelson Mandela
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1. English Language
Survey

2. Viethamese
Longuage Survey

3.Korean Language
Survey

4. Chinese Language
Survey



Office on Asian & Pacific Islander Affairs

441 4th Street NW, Suite 721N
Washington, DC 20001

1. Are you a Washington, DC resident?

] Yes [J No

2. What language are you most comfortable speaking, writing, and listening to?

3. How would you assess your English abilities?

[1 Very Good [] Good [] Average [] Poor [] Very Poor

4. When were you born?
[] Before 1950 [] 1951-1960 0 1961-1970
[1 1971-1980 [] After 1980

5. What is your annual income?

[1 Less than 10,000 [1 10,000 - 24,000 [] 24,001 -50,000
[0 More than 50,000 [] N/A

6. What is your educational background?
[1 Less than high school [] High school or equivalent

[] College [0 Graduate school / Professional training (eg. Medical school)

7. How many years have you been in the United States?

Language Access Survey 2014

[J Less than 3 years [13-10years [J 10-20years [] More than 20 years
8. Have you ever contacted a DC government Agency in the last two years?

] Yes [0 No

9. Did you receive any type of interpretation service from that Agency?

[0 Yes O No
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10. Who helped you interpret at that agency? Pick more than one if applicable

[0 By phone [0 By a staff working there ] By text on paper
[0 Byyourrelative [] Other:

11. Was the service you received helpful?

[0 Very helpful [J Somewhat helpful [1 Not helpful atall [] Don’t know

12. If the transaction required a follow up by the agency, was the follow up successfully
conducted?

0 Yes [ No

13. If so, was it in your language?

O Yes [ No

14. Do you know the law in DC gives you the right to an interpreter when you visit an Agency?

O Yes [] No

15. If so, from where did you hear about this information?
[1 Family & friends / Word of mouth O Internet
[0 Flyers & brochures from the government [] Knew it when you visited the agency

[0 Other:

16. What would motivate you to use this service?

[] Free [] Good Quality [] Efficient / Fast

[] If the service was offered by phone, text, and/or staff

[1 Other:

17. What would make the service better?
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Ngon Ngur

an

N

Ban Tham Do Y Kién ve Tiep C

Van Phong Sy Vu Chau A & Thai Binh Dwong

441 4th Street NW, Suite 721N

1. Ong/Ba c6 s6ng hay lam viéc tai Washington, D.C. khéng?
[0 c6 0O Khoéng

2. Ngbn ngit nao la ngdn ngit 6ng ba dung nhiéu nhat?

3. Trinh d6 tiéng Anh cla 6ng/ba nhu thé nao?
[0 Rattét [0 T8t [ Trungbinh I Kém [ R4t kém
4. Ong/Ba sinh nam nao?

O Trudcnam 1950 [] Twnam 1951-1960 [] TU& nam 1961-1970
O Twnadm 1971-1980 [] Sau nam 1980

5. Téng cong tién lwong ca gia dinh dng/ba kiém dwoc mbi ndm khoang bao nhiéu?

O fthon 10,000 [0 Tir 10,000 —24,000 [] Tir 24,001 — 50,000

O Hons0,000 [ Khéng dng dung
6. Trinh d6 hoc van cao nhét cla 6ng/ba la gi?
O pusilép12 O Trunghoc [ Paihoc/Clrnhan [ Cao hoc
7. Ong/Ba d3a & Hoa Ky khodng bao 1au roi?
O fthon3ndm [0 T3 ndm—10n3m [J T 10 ndm —20ndm [J Nhidu hon 20 n3m
8. Trong 2 ndm qua, 6ng/ba da lién lac vdi van phong hay té chirc nao cta chinh ph DC chua?
[J c6 0O Khéng

9a. Néu co, 6ng/ba d3 tirng st dung dich vu théng dich tir cac co quan chinh phd chwa?

Xin bo cau 9b va ti€p tuc trad 1o ciu 10.

O c6 [ Khong

9b. Né&u khéng, ai la ngudi théng dich cho 6ng/ba . Xin bo cdu 10-13 va tiép tuc tra |&i cau 14.
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10. Ong/Ba duoc théng dich bang cach nao:
O Qua dién thoai [0 Qua mét nhan vién lam viéc & van phong [J Bang viéc viét ra gidy

[1 Qua nguoithan [J Qua cach khac. Xin ndi ré:

11. Ong/Ba cdm thay dich vu théng dich trén cé hitu ich khong?

[0 Rathtruich O Hiruich [ Khonghituich [0 Khong biét

12. Néu can tiép tuc lién lac va l1am viéc thém véi 6ng/ba, van phong hay co quan dé cd lién
lac v&i 6ng/ba mot cach thanh céng khong?

[J c6 O Khoéng

13. Néu cd, ho cé lién lac véi 6ng/ba bang tiéng Viét khong?
[1 €6 [ Khong
14. Ong/Ba c6 biét rang luat phat DC bat budc cac co quan chinh phd phai cung cap dich vu
théng dich néu 6ng/ba can khdng?
O C6 [ Khéng
15. Ong/Ba biét d&n diéu luat nay bang cach nao?

[0 Tl gia dinh va ban bé/truyén miéng [J Tl mang ludi internet
[0 Tl to roido chinh phd phdt [1 Quy vi dwoc nghe biét khi dén co quan dé
O Qua mot phuwong tién khac. Xin ndi ro:

16. Né&u dich vu nay duoc phd bién, xin cho biét diéu nao éng/ba quan tdm nhat?

[0 Miénphi O Chatlugng dich vutdt [J Hiéu qua/Nhanh chdng
[0 Dich vu bang telephone, chit viét, hodc nhan vién co s&

[J Qua mot phuong tién khac. Xin ndi ro:

17. Diéu gi s& lam dich vu nay t6t hon?
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