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As we enter this period of challenge and change, the San Francisco Immigrant 
Rights Commission (IRC) remains dedicated to serving the City’s many immigrants 
who live, work or attend school in San Francisco.  Since 1997, the IRC has been a 
champion for the inclusion and integration of San Francisco’s immigrant residents 
and workers. From sanctuary city ordinances to language access rights and 
comprehensive immigration reform, the IRC has fought for fair and dignified 
policies at the local, state and federal levels. 
 
The San Francisco Language Access Ordinance (LAO) was enacted in 2001 to ensure 
equal access to city services for all San Franciscans, including those with limited 
proficiency in English. Since 2009, the Board of Supervisors has continued to 
enhance the LAO, which is clearly now the nation’s strongest local language access 
law. The LAO applies to all city departments that provide information or services to 
the public.  The Office of Civic Engagement & Immigrant Affairs (OCEIA) is charged 
with overseeing citywide compliance and providing a summary report each year to 
the Immigrant Rights Commission (IRC), Board of Supervisors and Mayor indicating 
the progress the city has made in meeting the needs of San Franciscans for whom 
English is not a first language. 
 
The IRC is committed to ensuring that monolingual and limited-English proficient 
individuals have equal access to city services, programs and timely information in 
languages that they speak and understand. As early advocates for language access 
rights, we applaud our community partners and city leaders for their vision and 
continued commitment to meeting the language needs of all San Francisco 
residents.  
 
Together we are moving forward to increasing meaningful participation and quality 
of life for all San Franciscans, especially those who are most vulnerable. 
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A B O U T  T H I S  R E P O R T  
 
This report contains information and data reported for Fiscal Year 2014-15 (ended June 30, 
2015), submitted in October 2015 by the following former Tier 1 departments and analyzed by 
the Office of Civic Engagement & Immigrant Affairs (OCEIA) from October-December 2015.     
 

 

The Language Access Ordinance (LAO) was amended by the Board of Supervisors in March 2015 
(San Francisco Administrative Code § 91.) and now requires all city departments that provide 
information and services to the public to comply with the full extent of the law by October 
2016.   For Fiscal Year 2015-16 and beyond, the format of the annual compliance report will be 
modified to reflect all changes in the LAO and will include annual compliance information for all 
covered departments. 
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I. O V E R V I E W   
  

 

Our demographics and achievements, trials and tribulations, tell a 
compelling story of a people who come together from markedly 
different backgrounds, without a common language or culture.  Many 
have braved unspeakable horrors to join in this multiracial democracy … 
As we overcome adversity and take on new challenges, we have evolved. 
Our special dynamism is our gift to America.  As we transform ourselves, 
so are we transforming America.   

—Helen Zia, Journalist, Scholar and Author, 20001 

 

By focusing on the civic, economic, and linguistic integration of new 
Americans, we can help immigrants and refugees in the United States 
contribute fully to our economy and their Communities. 

—President Barack Obama, 20142 

 

A  G l o b a l  I m m i g r a t i o n  C r i s i s  
The world is in crisis. According to the United Nations Human Rights Council (UNHRC), nearly 60 
million people across the globe have been displaced since 2014, the highest level ever 
recorded.  Worldwide, one in every 122 people on the planet is now either a refugee, internally 
displaced, or seeking asylum due to war, conflict, political instability, persecution and 
unimaginable violence.  Half of the 60 million displaced are children.3  Europe is facing the 
largest crisis since World War II, as migrants and refugees from Africa, South Asia and the 
Middle East are arriving in huge numbers.  
 
Areas hardest hit by the economic crisis are often also the main points of entry.  Warfare has 
destroyed many cities in Syria and resulted in a mass migration of nearly half the population to 
surrounding areas within Syria, neighboring countries, and Western and Northern Europe. In 
Central America, internal migration and migration across borders continues as extreme 
violence, poverty and high unemployment are driving thousands to other Latin American 
countries and the U.S.   

                                            
11 Zia, Helen. Author of Asian American Dreams: the Emergence of an American People (2000) and My Country Verses Me: The 
First-Hand Account by the Los Alamos Scientist Who Was Falsely Accused of Being a Spy (2001). 
2 Obama, Barack. Memorandum for the Heads of Executive Departments and Agencies: Creating Welcoming Communities And 
Fully Integrating Immigrants And Refugees, November  21, 2014.  Retrieved from http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-
office/2014/11/21/presidential-memorandum-creating-welcoming-communities-and-fully-integrating immigrants and refugees 
3 United Nations High Commission for Refugees. (June 2015). A World at War.  Retrieved from http://www.unhcr.org/statistics,  

http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2014/11/21/presidential-memorandum-creating-welcoming-communities-and-fully-integrating
http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2014/11/21/presidential-memorandum-creating-welcoming-communities-and-fully-integrating
http://www.unhcr.org/statistics


CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO: LAO COMPLIANCE REPORT- February 2016                                                           2 | P a g e  

This forced migration and displacement presents great risks and new safety threats for migrants 
and refugees.  Children and vulnerable individuals are falling victim to human traffickers and 
risk exploitation, abuse and murder.  The international response has been mixed, sometimes 
unwelcoming.  Protecting human rights has been trumped by fear, discrimination, and concerns 
about resources and border security. Within the European Union, anti-immigrant sentiment is 
growing, particularly against Muslims. With recent terrorist activities in France, Lebanon and 
other areas, security concerns have overshadowed a coordinated response to the humanitarian 
crisis. The response from Mexico and the U.S. and other countries has been further tightening 
of the borders.   
 
The effects of the global migration crisis will be felt for many years. Although countries have 
taken divergent approaches to responding to the crisis, they face the common challenge of 
meeting basic human needs and integrating large numbers of newcomers. Some progress has 
happened in Europe, for example in Germany, where an investment has been made in 
immigrant support through civics and language classes and integrating immigrants into the 
labor force.4  Whether efforts like this can be expanded on a broader, worldwide scale remains 
to be seen.  
  
The success of integrating immigrants and newcomers depends on whether or not they receive 
basic protections, services, information, and opportunities. Governments play a critical role in 
promoting access to healthcare, education, workforce development and other essential public 
services. Language access is a cornerstone of such immigrant integration policies because it 
removes linguistic barriers and facilitates meaningful communication between newcomers and 
receiving communities.  
 

This is a country where we speak English, not Spanish … The U.S. has become 
a dumping ground for everybody else’s problems … When Mexico sends its 
people, they’re not sending their best … People are getting decimated by 
illegal immigrants … What I won’t do is take in 200,000 Syrians who could be ISIS 
… I don’t want these people coming over here … legal immigrants do not and 
should not enter easily. Our policy to people born elsewhere should be clear … we 
must take care of our own people first … I don’t have a racist bone in my body.  

—Donald Trump, Businessman and 2016 U.S. Presidential candidate, 20155 

 
I t ’ s  2 0 1 6 -  W h y  A r e  W e  S t i l l  D e b a t i n g  L a n g u a g e  A c c e s s  a n d  
I m m i g r a t i o n  i n  t h e  U . S . ?  
Here in the United States, the debate about immigrants and language has intensified.  Fueled 
by the global migration crisis, an increasingly polarized slate of presidential candidates, anti-
                                            
4 Carola Burkert and Annette Hass, Investing in the Future: Labor Market Integration Policies for New Immigrants in Germany, 
Migration Policy Institute, (November 2014).   
5 2015 Presidential Campaign remarks, various media sources 



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO: LAO COMPLIANCE REPORT- February 2016                                                           3 | P a g e  

Muslim sentiment and xenophobia, legislative inaction on immigration policy at the federal 
level, and a local gun-involved killing by an undocumented immigrant, the discussion and 
treatment of immigrant communities has taken on a harsh and divisive tone in recent months.  
 
The U.S. immigrant population is over 40 million or 13 percent of the total population, with 
approximately 11 million undocumented individuals. Over the past year, barriers to immigrant 
integration have increased, along with the devolution of safeguards for the undocumented, 
particularly children and families.  Lost in all the anti-immigrant rhetoric and talk about securing 
the borders is the fair and humane treatment of individuals and families who are building new 
lives in this country and contributing daily to the prosperity and vitality of their schools, 
workplaces, and communities.  

 
As the U.S. Supreme Court prepares to consider Texas vs. United States, a challenge to 
President Obama’s Immigration Executive Actions announced in November 2014, our 
immigration system remains broken and ineffective. With no long-term legislative reform on 
the horizon and continued threats to defund “Sanctuary Cities” and immigrant assistance 
programs, millions of immigrants — many who fled horrific circumstances — remain in the 
shadows living in fear unable to access economic, health, employment and other systems to 
work, and thrive. 
 
Far more support is needed at the national, state, and municipal levels to uphold civic, 
economic, and linguistic integration — the three core pillars of immigrant integration.6  
 

Our nation has drawn great strength from its tradition of welcoming new 
Americans to our shores. It is what makes America exceptional, keeping our 
country young, dynamic, and entrepreneurial. With the exception of Native 
Americans, we are all descended from individuals who came from someplace else. 
Regardless of when and how we arrived, Americans are bound together by fidelity 
to a set of ideas that all are created equal, and that anyone can make it if they 
work hard, regardless of the circumstances of their birth. 

—President Barack Obama, 20147 

 
An April 14, 2015 report by the White House Task Force on New Americans states that linguistic 
integration by immigrants can have similar economic benefits for both immigrants and native 
workers alike — improving the English language skills of immigrants can boost productivity, 
increase job opportunities, close economic gaps, and increase social integration. Lowering 

                                            
6 Presidential Memorandum, November 21, 2014.  Creating Welcoming Communities and Fully Integrating Immigrants and 
Refugees. Washington, DC: Retrieved from  https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2014/11/21/presidential-
memorandum-creating-welcoming-communities-and-fully-integra  
7 The White House Task Force on New Americans (2015).  Strengthening Communities by Welcoming All Americans:   A Federal 
Strategic Action Plan on Immigrant & Refugee Integration.  Washington, D.C. Retrieved from 
https://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/docs/final_tf_newamericans_report_4-14-15_clean.pdf 

https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2014/11/21/presidential-memorandum-creating-welcoming-communities-and-fully-integra
https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2014/11/21/presidential-memorandum-creating-welcoming-communities-and-fully-integra
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linguistic barriers through policies encouraging greater linguistic integration will pay economic 
dividends for both immigrant populations and U.S. society as a whole.8  
 
L a n g u a g e  A c c e s s  a n d  I m m i g r a n t  R i g h t s  i n  S a n  F r a n c i s c o  
San Francisco has been a leader in providing immigrant assistance programs, basic protections, 
and promoting language access and inclusive policies since the 1980s.  With a large immigrant 
and LEP population — over one in every three residents is immigrant and nearly half the 
population speaks a language other than English at home — city leaders have continued to 
affirm their commitment to providing protections and equal access to information and services 
for all residents, regardless of status or language spoken. 
 
The City’s first language access laws were enacted in 2001, with amendments made in 2009 and 
2015, that significantly strengthened the efficacy, scope and relevance of language access.  
Today, all city departments that provide information or services to the public must comply with 
the full extent of the Language Access Ordinance (LAO), the most comprehensive local language 
law in the nation. 
 
Marking the 15th anniversary of the LAO, the purpose of this report is to evaluate citywide 
progress, summarize to what degree departments are currently complying with LAO provisions, 
highlight changes in the law that will affect every city department and more important, the way 
business is conducted in San Francisco.   The 2016 report addresses six main areas: 1) citywide 
progress for 26 departments previously designated as Tier 1; 2) the extent to which 
departments are currently meeting the spirit, intent and legal requirements of the recently 
amended LAO, 3) barriers to compliance, 4) recommendations to further strengthen the 
efficacy of the LAO, ensure ongoing compliance, and better serve and inform LEP residents, 5) 
improvements and innovations initiated by the City, and 6) implementation of amendments. 
 
L i m i t e d  E n g l i s h  P r o f i c i e n t  S p e a k e r s  i n  S a n  F r a n c i s c o  
Approximately 36 percent of the City’s estimated 829,072 residents are immigrants.9  Two-
thirds of the foreign-born population (195,730) arrived in the U.S. before the year 2000; 
however nearly 8 percent (76,132) are newcomers who have arrived since 2010. Of all San 
Franciscans over the age of five, 46 percent speak a language other than English at home, with 
the largest language groups being Chinese, Spanish, Filipino, Vietnamese, and Russian. Thirteen 
percent of San Francisco households remain “linguistically isolated,” with no one over the age 
of 14 speaking English “well” or “very well.”10 
 
As noted in previous LAO compliance reports, navigating the public process and obtaining 
critical, timely information are often difficult, even for longtime city residents. For individuals 
who speak no or limited English, or who live in fear of being deported,  routine activities such as 

                                            
8 Ibid. 
9American Community Survey 2010-2014 five-year estimates. Retrieved from http://factfinder.census.gov.  
10 A “linguistically isolated household” is defined by the U.S. Census Bureau as one in which no member 14 years old and over 
(1) speaks only English or (2) speaks a non-English language and speaks English "very well." In other words, all members 14 
years old and over have at least some difficulty with English. 

file:///C:/Users/APon/Desktop/2016%20LAO%20Report%20Draft%206%201.26.2016/1.Main%20Report_1.262016/Executive%20Summary/American%20Community%20Survey%202010-2014
http://factfinder.census.gov/
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obtaining a driver’s license, seeking services and information, taking public transportation, 
paying taxes, or enrolling children in school can be confusing and extremely challenging. During 
crisis or emergency situations, effective communication between local government agencies 
and residents, regardless of their status or the languages they speak, is absolutely critical to 
ensuring public safety and saving lives.11 
 
C i t y w i d e  P r o g r e s s  
San Francisco has made great strides in ensuring language access and meeting both the spirit 
and intent of the law. While the City is far better prepared today to respond to emergency 
incidents, continuous training and recruitment of culturally and linguistically competent 
bilingual staff are needed to improve the response level, quality of services, and timeliness. 
Increased outreach, education, and notification in languages in addition to English should be 
part of doing daily business and will help to ensure that residents are prepared, informed in a 
timely manner, and engaged to participate in ways that are meaningful and relevant to them. 
 
Each year, the Office of Civic Engagement & Immigrant Affairs (OCEIA) with the assistance of 
the San Francisco Planning Department, analyzes U.S. Census data from the American 
Community Survey. Of the five most commonly spoken languages in San Francisco other than 
English, three currently meet the population thresholds outlined in the LAO: Chinese, Spanish 
and Filipino, which was certified by OCEIA in 2014. In 2015, OCEIA began looking at the 
language access needs of a number of emerging communities in San Francisco, including 
Russian, Arabic, Amharic, Tigrinya, and Mayan. 
 
The annual compliance plans submitted by departments provide valuable information on the 
state of language access in San Francisco, and allow OCEIA to analyze trends in client 
demographics, bilingual staffing, service provisioning, and expenditures over time. Overall, the 
annual number of LEP clients served by former Tier 1 departments has risen 118 percent since 
2011-12. This change could be partly attributed to improved data collection and training. 

 
  

                                            
11 City and County of San Francisco, Office of Civic Engagement & Immigrant Affairs, Language Access: Annual Summary 
Compliance Report. San Francisco 2011, 2012, 2013 and 2014.  
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L a n g u a g e  A c c e s s  I m p r o v e m e n t s  a n d  I n n o v a t i o n s   
Many improvements in language access have been the result of collaborations between OCEIA, 
city departments and community partners. Following are some of the highlights. 
 

Board of Supervisors Language Services Pilot Project- OCEIA has partnered closely with city 
departments to increase public participation and engagement.  In July 2015, the Board of Supervisors, 
led by Supervisor Norman Yee, passed San Francisco Ordinance No. 131-15, calling for the Office of Civic 
Engagement and Immigrant Affairs (OCEIA) to provide interpretation services upon request at every full 
meeting of the Board of Supervisors for an 11-month period (September 1, 2015 to July 31, 2016). 
During this pilot period, OCEIA is also required to translate certain public notices and the public 
document listing all legislation introduced at each Board of Supervisors meeting. 
 

Community Ambassadors Program (CAP)- CAP is a street-smart safety program designed to bridge 
tensions in the community due to cultural or linguistic differences. Developed and operated by OCEIA, 
the program was initiated in 2010 by city and community leaders and advocates concerned about public 
safety and intergroup conflicts. Multiracial, multilingual Ambassador teams speaking a total of eight 
different languages are assigned to “hotspots” along major transit and business corridors in Districts 3, 
6, 9 and 10, and as needed elsewhere. Ambassadors act as a visible safety presence and provide 
residents with safety tips, language assistance, and bilingual information on city services and programs. 
Ambassadors also provide language services and other assistance for public information meetings, 
townhalls, community events and emergencies.   
 

Community Engagement & Outreach- OCEIA has conducted extensive multilingual community outreach 
to service providers and thousands of residents on language access services and city programs and 
services. Since 2012, OCEIA has been conducting consumer education to vulnerable low income, 
immigrant, and LEP residents on fraud prevention and various scams. Through the Community 
Ambassadors Program and Language Services Unit, over 50,000 LEP residents have been reached. 
 

Community Interpreters Training- In 2013, OCEIA launched a Community Interpreters Training (CIT) 
Pilot for community-based service providers and City employees. CIT is an internationally-recognized, 
professional, 40-hour training program. OCEIA offered a Training of Trainers session in 2014 and held a 
third session of CIT in 2015, with a record level of participation from city departments. 
 

Filipino Language Certification & Implementation- In 2014, OCEIA certified Filipino as a third required 
language covered under the LAO.  OCEIA conducted a thorough study (surveys, focus groups and 
discussions with experts). Over the 18-month implementation period, OCEIA provided ongoing technical 
assistance to city departments on how to implement required Filipino language services and assisted 
with the translation of vital documents into Filipino. The deadline for full implementation of Filipino 
language access services was December 31, 2015. 
 

Language Access Community Grants– The Language Access Community Grants Program was created in 
2012 to increase community and city capacity to meet the language access needs of monolingual or 
Limited English Proficient (LEP) individuals who live, work or attend school in San Francisco, and 
underserved immigrant communities. The program emphasizes: 1) building community-based language 
access leadership and capacity, 2) assessing and evaluating language access needs in the community, 3) 
assisting city departments to more effectively communicate with and deliver services to residents who 
speak languages other than English, and 4) planning for language access needs during crisis, emergency 
and public safety situations. In addition to technical and in-kind support, OCEIA has provided over $2.4 
million in grants to community-based organizations. 
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Language Access Ordinance Amendments- Led by District 4 Supervisor Katy Tang and her legislative 
staff, OCEIA joined other city departments and community organizations in providing recommendations 
to clarify and strengthen the efficacy and scope of the LAO.  Key changes adopted by the Board in March 
2015 include the elimination of tiered departments and the addition of a clear complaint process. 
 

Language Services Unit (LSU)- In early 2011, OCEIA established the Language Services Unit 
(LSU). Initiated by the Board of Supervisors and community advocates, the LSU was created to provide 
high quality, 24/7 translation and interpretation services during crisis, emergency and urgent public 
safety situations. The LSU is staffed by a professional team of certified language specialists with 
capability in Cantonese, Mandarin, Spanish, Filipino and Russian. While the LSU was initially created to 
provide assistance to city departments and agencies during emergency situations, the work has evolved 
to include on-demand language translations, technical advice, and on-site interpretations for meetings, 
hearings and  community events.  
 

Mandatory Citywide LAO Training- Since 2009, OCEIA has been implementing LAO requirements and 
training city departments through annual sessions and one-one-one consultations. San Francisco is the 
only local jurisdiction with a mandatory training requirement. Departments have been overwhelmingly 
responsive, attending sessions for the past five years. Over 60 departments and offices attended the 
2015 training, featuring community feedback, survey results, and opportunities for department 
representatives to interact directly with advocates and experts. Annual trainings include the importance 
of language access, changing demographics and general legal requirements, sharing best practices, 
challenges and solutions, general tools and resources, and hands-on, interactive sessions for Tier 1 
departments on how to complete annual compliance plan reports. The trainings allow OCEIA to gather 
direct feedback from departments on compliance challenges and innovations. 
 

Spot Checks- In 2014, OCEIA, in partnership with the San Francisco Language Access Network (LAN), 
developed a simple Spot Check tool to identify best practices and areas of improvement for multilingual 
service provisioning throughout city agencies. Over 129 Spot Checks were conducted by volunteers and 
LAN staff members between July and October 2014, to record the experiences of LEP individuals trying 
to seek services in their native languages. Assistance was requested both in person and over the 
telephone from Tier 1 and other departments with high public contact.  OCEIA and the LAN hope that 
this assessment tool will provide useful feedback to departments and develop opportunities for the City 
to collaborate with community stakeholders. 
 

Technical Assistance to City Departments– Since 2009, OCEIA has increased ongoing technical 
assistance to city departments. In 2015, OCEIA focused on assisting language access liaisons from former 
Tier 2 departments with understanding the recent amendments to the LAO and developing plans for full 
implementation.  OCEIA also developed a variety of new templates and resources for departments, 
including a guidance document that provides a detailed explanation of LAO data collection and reporting 
requirements. OCEIA instituted an open-door policy for departments to schedule one-on-one 
consultations with staff experts and provided customized LAO training for departments. LSU senior staff 
worked closely with Language Line, the largest and most commonly used language services vendor, to 
assist client departments with data collection, tailored reports, and account/billing management. 
 

Technology-Based Innovations for LAO Reporting:  OCEIA piloted a new, web-based LAO Reporting Tool 
developed in partnership with Zero Divide, a San Francisco nonprofit organization that leverages 
technology for the public and nonprofit sectors. The LAO Reporting Tool facilitates the analysis of trends 
over time and across departments. Former Tier 1 departments served as the pilot user group, 
submitting their FY 2014-15 reports using the new platform. 
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T h e  R o l e  o f  C i t i e s  a n d  C o u n t i e s  
San Francisco is among a growing number of cities and municipalities nationwide that are 
focusing on language access as an essential component of a larger immigrant integration 
strategy.  Leveraging the organizing efforts of the New York City Mayor’s Office of Immigrant 
Affairs (NYC-MOIA), Cities for Action and other organizations, OCEIA hosted a National 
Convening of Municipal Immigrant Affairs Offices in June 2015, providing an opportunity for 
cities and counties to share local immigrant assistance program models and best practices, as 
well as develop mutually beneficial partnerships across sectors.  
 
In October 2015, San Francisco joined forces with eight other cities and government officials to 
launch the Municipal Working Group on Language Access Issues, a network focused on 
improving language access for publicly-funded programs and services.   
 
Cities and counties must contribute to an environment that is welcoming and nurturing for 
Limited-English Proficient, immigrant and vulnerable residents. With Comprehensive 
Immigration Reform (CIR) on the back burner and an important presidential election fast 
approaching, it is essential that local governments take innovative steps to ensure immigrant 
integration, engagement and full civic participation without creating deeper divides between 
native-born and new residents.  
 
L o o k i n g  F o r w a r d  
The importance of complying with language access laws is clear; the investment in ensuring 
that all residents and workers have equal access to information, services and opportunities to 
participate in meaningful and relevant ways is critical to our future. Language access should be 
a normal part of doing business with local government. The City’s goal is to communicate 
effectively with all its diverse communities and residents in the languages that they speak and 
understand. 
 
Providing multilingual language services is not only good government, it is also a huge global 
competitive advantage. Local governments and communities must continue to invest resources 
and build human capital to build credibility and trust, engage and involve residents, and 
respond appropriately and competently to diverse and multilingual community needs.  
 
Language Access in San Francisco continues to be part of a broader public engagement vision 
that links access to meeting core community needs, supporting immigrant integration, and 
encouraging civic participation.  By supporting community-based efforts to articulate needs and 
develop relevant, culturally appropriate solutions; providing tools and access for meaningful 
and relevant participation; and leveraging collaborative efforts among city departments, 
officials and community leaders, the City can ensure that every resident and worker benefits 
from and contributes to San Francisco’s overall success and that of our nation and global 
community. 
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II. LANGUAGE CERTIFICATION & FILIPINO IMPLEMENTATION  
  
 
The full provisions of the LAO apply to each language spoken by at least “10,000 Limited English 
Speaking City Residents who speak a shared language other than English.”12 When the LAO was 
originally established in 2001 as the Equal Access to Services Ordinance, and later amended by 
the Board of Supervisors in 2009 as the Language Access Ordinance, only two language groups 
in San Francisco met or exceeded the 10,000 threshold of Limited English Proficient (LEP) 
speakers: Chinese and Spanish.   
 
In April 2014, the San Francisco Planning Department’s analysis of U.S. Census Bureau American 
Community Survey (ACS) five-year data revealed that three language groups met or exceeded 
the threshold: Chinese (94,292 LEP speakers out of 144,602 total speakers), Spanish (39,353 LEP 
speakers out of 89,231) and Filipino (10,177 LEP speakers out of 24,128).13 Although the margin 
of error for ACS estimates was high,14 community leaders urged members of the Board of 
Supervisors for recognition of Filipino as a third language, and OCEIA was asked to quickly 
certify Filipino. As part of the certification process, OCEIA conducted a baseline study to 
examine the language access needs of the Filipino-speaking community. The study included 
interviews with language experts, a survey of community-based organizations, and focus groups 
with front-line city and community workers, as well as Filipino-speaking community members.  
 
In May 2014, the Immigrant Rights Commission (IRC) adopted Rules and Regulations for future 
language certifications and set an 18-month timeline for city departments to implement 
required services for any newly certified language.15 The deadline for full citywide 
implementation of Filipino LAO requirements was set at December 31, 2015. To assess citywide 
progress in meeting Filipino language access requirements by the deadline, OCEIA conducted a 
Post-Implementation Survey of former Tier I departments in December 2015.  
 
Many lessons were learned from the Filipino baseline study as well as the 18-month 
implementation process. Following are highlights of lessons learned and best practices. 
 
B a s e l i n e  S t u d y  H i g h l i g h t s  
The baseline study, which consisted of surveys, focus groups, and expert interviews, identified 
several important considerations for the delivery of Filipino language services. 
 

� Identifying Filipino LEPs- Service providers highlighted a prevailing perception that most 
Filipinos are English speakers and do not need translation or interpretation. While many 

                                            
12 San Francisco Administrative Code, Chapter 91.2. The LAO mandates that OCEIA annually determine which languages meet 
this threshold by “referring to the best available data from the United States Census Bureau or other reliable source.” OCEIA 
uses five-year data from the U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey (ACS) to make this determination. 
13 Filipino is the official language of the Philippines. The certification of Filipino refers to Tagalog, which is the most commonly 

spoken Filipino language in the Bay Area.  
14 The margin of error for Filipino LEP speakers citywide in the 2008-12 Five-Year ACS survey was +/-930. 
15 IRC Resolution No. 14-003 Adopted May 19, 2014. 
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Filipinos may have a basic understanding of conversational English, largely due to the 
unique history of the Philippines as a U.S. colony and the prominent use of English in the 
country today, individuals may have varying levels of oral and written English proficiency 
and may have difficulty understanding complex documents without translation.16  
 

� Preference for Receiving Information in Filipino- Community-based service providers who 
participated in focus groups reported that their clients prefer to speak in Filipino or another 
Philippine language rather than English, and prefer to read documents in Filipino. These 
findings were also reflected in a survey of Filipino-speaking San Francisco residents — 61 
percent stated they prefer to receive information in Filipino; 28 percent prefer bilingual 
(Filipino-English) materials; and 11 percent prefer English only.  

 

� Filipino Translation Challenges- Departments and community-based organizations reported 
challenges related to the quality of written documents translated into Filipino. The field of 
Filipino-English translation is relatively new and Filipino is an evolving language so there 
may be local linguistic differences and cultural nuances that need to be factored into 
translating documents.  A key learning from the study and survey is that that translations 
completed by external vendors should be reviewed by bilingual city staff or community 
partners prior to distribution.  

 
T r a i n i n g ,  T e c h n i c a l  A s s i s t a n c e  &  I m p l e m e n t a t i o n  S u p p o r t  
Over the 18-month implementation period, OCEIA provided ongoing technical assistance to city 
departments on how to navigate the new requirements and address challenges identified by 
the baseline study. Early on, OCEIA provided departments with a checklist of key steps in the 
implementation process, including developing a budget and timeline for translating vital 
documents into Filipino, and conducting training for frontline staff. OCEIA’s in-house Language 
Services Unit (LSU) translated over 60 vital city documents into Filipino. In 2015, OCEIA secured 
a contract with a local expert Filipino linguist to develop a Filipino Translation Style Guide to 
enhance document translation consistency and quality. 
 
K e y  F i n d i n g s  f r o m  P o s t - I m p l e m e n t a t i o n  S u r v e y  
OCEIA’s December 2015 survey of former Tier I departments assessed progress at the end of 
the 18-month implementation period. Fourteen out of 26 former Tier I departments responded 
to the survey. The most common steps taken to implement Filipino language requirements 
include: translating vital documents (78 percent); posting public notices or signs in Filipino (64 
percent) and obtaining telephonic/video interpretation services for Filipino LEP clients (50 
percent).  
  

                                            
16According to the U.S. Department of Justice, “LEP individuals may be competent in English for certain types of communication 
(e.g. speaking and understanding) but still be LEP for other purposes (e.g. reading or writing).”  Limited English Proficiency 
(LEP): A Federal Interagency Website, http://www.lep.gov/faqs/faqs.html#OneQ1.  
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Figure 1: Filipino Language Access Implementation: Actions Taken by Tier I Departments 

 

 The translation of vital 
documents ranked as 
the highest ongoing 
priority. When asked to 
identify the type of 
services considered 
most useful for their 
Filipino LEP clients, 43 
percent of respondents 
ranked “access to 
Filipino bilingual staff” 
the highest. The second 
most common response 
was “access to 
telephonic/video 
interpretation.”  
 

 

 

BEST PRACTICE:   The Department of Elections applied a comprehensive approach 
to Filipino implementation, replacing the prior trilingual single ballot and creating 
three sets of bilingual ballots for the 2015 municipal election in Filipino/ English, 
Spanish/English, and Chinese/English). Prior to implementation, Elections 
conducted a broad outreach campaign, encouraging voters to provide their 
language preference for mailed ballots and voter guides. Elections also hired 
bilingual Filipino-speaking front-desk employees; established a dedicated Filipino 
telephone line; and consulted with expert translators to develop and refine a 
Filipino glossary of election-related terms. 

 
I m p l e m e n t a t i o n  C h a l l e n g e s  
Former Tier I departments identified a number of challenges with implementing Filipino 
language requirements. The most common challenges stated were staffing and certification of 
bilingual employees by the Department of Human Resources (DHR). Compared to other 
threshold languages, DHR began testing and certification for Filipino bilingual employees 
relatively recently and has limited capacity to proctor Filipino exams, resulting in long delays for 
testing. Departments also reported a variety of challenges related to the volume of documents 
requiring translation and ongoing concerns with the quality and consistency of translated 
materials. 
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F l u c t u a t i n g  D e m o g r a p h i c s  a n d  S e r v i c e  U s a g e  L e v e l s    
Shortly before this report was completed, newly released five-year U.S. Census Bureau ACS 
data from 2010 to 2014 indicated that there were 9,213 Filipino-speaking LEP in San Francisco, 
slightly below the threshold set in the LAO.  The margin of error in the 2010 to 2014 estimates 
of Filipino LEPs is +/- 956.  
 
Like all U.S. Census Bureau data, these numbers are estimates — ACS data are based on an 
annual sampling of one in every 40 households.  The relatively small sample size means there is 
a significant margin of error surrounding the estimates produced by the ACS compared to the 
decennial Census, which has a much larger sample size but does not include questions related 
to language access.  
 
Additionally, there are concerns that communities of color and immigrants — particularly those 
who are LEP or undocumented — may be underrepresented in the data.  
 
While it is difficult to anticipate whether the number of Filipino LEPs in San Francisco will  
continue to meet the 10,000 threshold established by the LAO each time that the ACS releases 
new five-year population estimates, it is clear that the size of this LEP population continues to 
remain very close to the threshold. Moving forward, it will be important for departments to 
continue to offer language services to Filipino LEP residents and to assess whether there may 
be other barriers that affect levels of service usage by the population. OCEIA will continue to 
offer technical assistance focused on enhancing language access services for Filipino-speakers 
as well as other emerging language groups.    

 
  



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO: LAO COMPLIANCE REPORT- February 2016                                                           13 | P a g e  

III. C I T Y W I D E  C O M P L I A N C E  R E S U L T S   

  
 
The LAO directs OCEIA to issue an annual Language Access Ordinance Summary Report that 
analyzes compliance plans from all covered departments and provides an assessment of 
citywide progress. This report must also contain updated information on the number of Limited 
English Proficient (LEP) individuals in the city, as well as the number of LEP individuals in each 
Supervisorial District, disaggregated by language spoken.17   
 
S a n  F r a n c i s c o  L E P  P o p u l a t i o n  
According to the most recent American Community Survey (ACS) five-year data (2010-2014), 
there are 352,742 individuals in San Francisco over age five who speak a language other than 
English at home, representing 45 percent of the city’s total population. Within this group, 
176,629 individuals (or 22 percent of all San Francisco residents over age five) are identified as 
LEP because they speak English “less than very well.”  
 
Figure 2: SF Language Population    

 

 The top languages 
spoken by LEP 
individuals in San 
Francisco are Chinese18 
(54 percent), Spanish 
(22 percent),    Filipino 
(5 percent), Vietnamese 
(4 percent), and Russian 
(4 percent). Together, 
these five languages 
account for 88 percent 
of all LEP individuals; 
the remaining 12 
percent speak other 
languages.19  
 

 

                                            
17 Section 91.12 (b). 
18 U.S. Census Bureau ACS data are not disaggregated by specific Chinese languages. In most City and County of San Francisco 
departments, however, data for Chinese speakers are divided into Cantonese and Mandarin language groups; speakers of other 
Chinese languages  (e.g. Toishanese, Fujianese) are often reported in the “other languages” category. 
19 Additional languages spoken by at least 100 LEP individuals in San Francisco include Korean, Japanese, Thai, French, Arabic, 
Italian, Mon Khmer/Cambodian, Hindi, Persian, Serbo-Croatian, Portuguese, German, Laotian, Urdu, Greek,  Armenian, Polish, 
Hebrew, Gujarati, and “other Asian languages,” “other Pacific Island languages,” “other Indic languages,” “other Slavic 
languages,” “African languages,” “other Indo-European languages,” and “other and unspecified languages.” For more 
information on the U.S. Census Bureau’s definitions of these language groups, see 
https://www.census.gov/hhes/socdemo/language/about/02_Primary_list.pdf.  

https://www.census.gov/hhes/socdemo/language/about/02_Primary_list.pdf
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Table 1: San Francisco LEP Population by Supervisorial District and Top Five Languages Spoken   

Source: 2010-2014 American Community Survey 

BOS  
District 

Total 
District 
Population 
Over 5 
Years Old  

Chinese 
LEP  

Spanish 
LEP 

Filipino 
LEP 

Russian 
LEP 

Vietnamese  
LEP 

1 74,503 10,037 1,188 317 1,680 947 
2 63,538 890 487 66 388 47 
3 73,872 17,094 1,055 757 235 432 
4 71,702 15,808 583 567 816 875 
5 78,129 2,793 1,489 222 1,309 597 
6 64,138 5,883 3,836 1,604 579 1,275 
7 69,530 5,431 1,390 380 1,060 200 
8 68,015 588 1,727 150 126 96 
9 79,461 6,250 12,712 1,369 163 650 
10 68,017 12,368 5,099 1,145 42 983 
11 80,733 17,602 8,928 2,636 142 561 
TOTALS 791,638 94,744 38,494 9,213 6,540 6,663 

 Analyzing data by 
Supervisorial District 
provides a more 
detailed picture of 
linguistic diversity. 
There are large 
numbers of LEP 
Chinese speakers in 
several districts, 
including 1, 3, 4, 10, 
and 11.  The greatest 
numbers of LEP 
Spanish-speakers are 
concentrated in 
Districts 9, 10, and 11,  
while LEP Filipino-
speakers are in 6 and 
11. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SAMPLE COMMENTS FROM RANDOM SPOT CHECKS CONDUCTED IN 2015 BY 
MEMBERS OF THE SAN FRANCISCO LANGUAGE ACCESS NETWORK  
 
“The quality of [Spanish] interpretation was not great; the interpreter was hard to understand. Also, the 
building has security staff that do not speak Spanish, so it can be difficult to access the office.” 
 
“There was a really long wait (45 minutes) and the staff person was prioritizing English speakers.  She 
helped other people in line before helping to put me on the phone with an interpreter.” 
 
“The employee I was referred to was very fluent in Filipino. No translated signs nor brochures are 
present in the office however.  Signage and brochures definitely will be helpful while waiting in line.” 
 
“The employee’s tone was respectful each time he/she transferred my call. However, I was transferred a 
total of four times before I could speak to someone in Spanish.” 
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C i t y w i d e  D a t a  S u b m i t t e d  b y  F o r m e r  T i e r  1  D e p a r t m e n t s  
The remainder of this section relies on self-reported FY 2014-15 data from annual compliance 
plans submitted by 26 former Tier 1 departments, which were due on October 1, 2015. Former 
Tier 2 departments will be required to submit their first annual compliance plans on October 1, 
2016 (based on data from FY 2015-16).20 
 
L E P  C l i e n t s  S e r v e d  
One of the most important data points in annual compliance plans is the total number of 
interactions with LEP clients during the fiscal year. This indicator provides valuable information 
about the language needs of clients accessing City services and allows OCEIA to examine trends 
over time.  
 

Figure 3: Client Interactions    

 

 For FY 2014-15, former 
Tier I departments 
reported a total of 
368,609 interactions with 
LEP clients, or 
approximately 9 percent 
of all client interactions.21   
The most common 
languages spoken by LEP 
clients were Cantonese 
(42 percent) and Spanish 
(38 percent), followed by 
Mandarin (5 percent), 
Vietnamese (4 percent), 
Russian (3 percent) and 
Filipino (3 percent).  
 

 

 
LEP Client Interactions over Time- As shown in Figure 4 on the following page, the total 
number of LEP client interactions reported by former Tier 1 departments rose substantially by 
58 percent between FY 2013-14 and FY 2014-15.  This is the sharpest one-year increase in this 
indicator since FY 2011-12.  This change could be attributed, at least in part, to improved data 
collection by departments. The Department of Public Health (DPH), in particular, accounts for a 
substantial share of the increase. DPH submitted partial data in FY 2013-14; in FY 2014-15 their 
reported number of LEP client interactions more than tripled with more complete information 
submitted.  

                                            
20 Section 91.12 (a). 
21 Two departments —SFO and MTA—were excluded from the total data on “non-LEP interactions” because they have an 
exceptionally high volume of public interactions and many of their service users are not San Francisco residents.  
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Figure 4: Total LEP Clients Served Citywide   

 

 Overall, the number of 
LEP clients served 
citywide has risen 118 
percent during the past 
four years. 

 
 
Figure 5: LEP Clients Served by Language Spoken Citywide (Top 2 Languages)    

 

 When examining four-
year trends by langu-
age, it is clear that client 
interactions have in-
creased modestly for 
some language groups 
and more rapidly for 
others. The total 
number of Cantonese-
speaking LEP clients 
rose by 106 percent and 
the total number of 
Spanish-speaking LEP 
clients rose by 127 
percent since FY 2011-
12. 
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Figure 6: LEP Clients Served by Language Spoken Citywide   

 

 The most substantial 
increases in the number 
of LEP clients served were 
seen in smaller language 
groups (e.g., Mandarin, 
Russian, Filipino, Vietna-
mese, and other langu-
ages). In the past year, 
the number of LEP 
speakers of “other” 
languages rose by 151 
percent, and the number 
of Filipino-speaking LEPs 
rose by 137 percent. Over 
the four-year period, 
Filipino LEP client 
interactions increased by 
150 percent, though the 
total number of Filipino 
LEP clients remains lower 
than the other groups. 

 
B i l i n g u a l  S t a f f i n g  
One of the key requirements of the LAO is to utilize sufficient bilingual employees in public 
contact positions, in each certified language (Chinese, Spanish, and Filipino). 22   
 

Figure 7: Citywide Bilingual Staff by Language   

 

 In FY 2014-15, depart- 
ments reported a total 
of 4,876 bilingual public 
contact employees, 
representing 22 percent 
of all public contact 
employees. With regard 
to the city’s certified 
languages, 36 percent 
of bilingual employees 
spoke Spanish, 24 
percent spoke Canto-
nese, 13 percent spoke 
Filipino, and 9 percent 
spoke Mandarin. 

 

                                            
22 Section 91.4. 
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When examining the total number of bilingual employees over time, the number of bilingual 
staff increased across all language groups in FY 2014-15.  
 
Figure 8: Bilingual Public Contact Staff Citywide   

 

 The City’s total number 
of bilingual employees 
has increased 58 
percent since FY 2010-
11.     Most notably, the 
number of Filipino-
speaking bilingual em-
ployees rose by 223 
percent across the four-
year period. 

 
 
B i l i n g u a l  E m p l o y e e  C e r t i f i c a t i o n  
The Department of Human Resources (DHR) conducts bilingual proficiency testing for city 
employees. The current DHR exam assesses only spoken language proficiency, based on the 
ability to conduct basic customer service interactions in the non-English language. Those who 
pass are considered “certified bilingual” and may be eligible for bilingual premium pay in 
accordance with their contract.23 In compliance with the 2015 amendments to the LAO, 
departments must now submit a roster of certified bilingual employees as part of their annual 
compliance reports.24 This group is a subset of the total bilingual staff. Comparisons between 
these two groups reveal significant differences in the rates of bilingual certification by language 
and department. 
 
 
 

                                            
23 Department policies related to bilingual staffing and certification vary widely. Some departments have employees that are 
certified as bilingual without having completed a language proficiency exam. Additionally, a small number of departments —
including the Department of Public Health and Human Services Administration — conduct their own bilingual certification 
exams outside of the DHR process. 
24 Compliance plans must include “A roster of bilingual employees, their titles, office locations, the language(s) other than 
English that the persons speak; excluding those bilingual employees who are self-designated as competent in a second language 
other than English.” Section 91.11 (d). 
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Figure 9: Citywide Bilingual Staff by Language and Certification    

 

 Overall, 47 percent of 
bilingual employees have 
had their language skills 
tested and certified, but 
the rate of certification 
varies substantially by 
language group. While 
the city has just 115 
Russian bilingual em-
ployees, 62 percent are 
certified.   Sixty-one 
percent of Spanish-
speaking employees and 
59 percent of Cantonese-
speaking employees are 
certified.  By contrast, 
just 17 percent of 
Filipino-speaking staff 
and 8 percent of staff 
speaking “other” lan-
guages have been 
certified. 

 
There were wide variations across departments in the share of bilingual employees who have 
been certified. A few departments reported that 100 percent of their bilingual employees are 
certified (including Adult Probation, Assessor-Recorder, Emergency Management, and San 
Francisco Public Library). Meanwhile, some departments that have a substantial number of 
bilingual employees reported that none have been certified (including the Office of Economic 
and Workforce Development and the District Attorney).   It is clear that there are many 
employees who use their bilingual language skills as a regular part of their job responsibilities 
but have not yet been tested or certified.  
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E m p l o y e e  T r a i n i n g  o n  L a n g u a g e  A c c e s s  S e r v i c e s  
As required under the LAO, annual compliance plans must include an update on any training 
and professional development offered by departments for their bilingual employees and those 
providing language services.25  Overall, the FY 2014-15 annual compliance plans contained more 
detailed information on the nature of training on language access services than in previous 
years, although the type and breadth of training opportunities continue to vary widely among 
departments.  
 
Twenty out of 26 departments (77 percent)26 
reported offering employee training focused on 
language access services in FY 2014-15. This 
represents an increase over the prior year, when 58 
percent of departments offered training. For several 
departments, training of public contact staff 
focused on the basic techniques of using telephonic 
or video interpretation services. Some Departments 
have begun implementing language access training 
for all new employees as part of the orientation 
process. For Planning, Juvenile Probation, and the 
Human Services Agency, new hires receive an 
overview of departmental language access policies 
and learn how to access interpretation services such 
as Language Line. As a more advanced option for 
bilingual employees, DPH provides an annual 8-hour 
healthcare interpreter training, offered in 
partnership with City College of San Francisco or 
Berkeley City College. 

 Innovation Spotlight:  A few 
departments offered their 
monolingual English-speaking 
staff opportunities to learn basic 
proficiency in another language: 
the Department of Emergency 
Management provided intro-
ductory Spanish classes through 
City College of San Francisco, 
and the San Francisco 
International Airport purchased 
Rosetta Stone materials for 
employees to study a second 
language.  
 

 
 
  

                                            
25 Section 91.11 (h). 
26 Employee training refers to language access training provided by individual departments to increase knowledge, skills and 
expertise for their respective employees.  Departments that listed only the annual citywide LAO training provided by OCEIA did 
not receive credit for providing their own training, as OCEIA’s training is mandatory for all public-serving departments.   
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L a n g u a g e  A c c e s s  E x p e n d i t u r e s  a n d  B u d g e t i n g  
The LAO mandates that departments track and report information on the funds spent providing 
language access services. The 2015 LAO amendments changed the way this information is to be 
reported— departments are now asked to provide actual language access expenditures from 
the prior fiscal year (rather than listing their prior year’s budgets for language access).27   
Overall, former Tier 1 departments reported spending a very small portion of their combined 
operating budgets on language access services (just 0.11 percent). This was the same share 
reported in FY 2013-14. 
 
Figure 10: Citywide Language Access Expenditures    

 

 Former Tier 1 depart-
ments reported that 
their actual language 
access expenditures in 
FY 14-15 totaled $8.35 
million. This level of 
spending is very close to 
the $8.22 million 
reported last year as 
projected budgets for FY 
14-15. 

 
The largest category of language access spending was bilingual compensatory pay, which 
totaled $4.4 million. The second highest expenditure was telephonic interpretation, at $1.4 
million. Spending across all categories was driven by a handful of large departments. The 
Department of Public Health (DPH) alone accounted for 74 percent of the spending for bilingual 
pay and 88 percent of the spending for telephonic interpretation. The Human Services Agency 
had the highest spending for on-site interpretation services provided by city vendors 
(approximately $421,000), followed closely by DPH ($392,000).  The largest expenditures on 
document translation were from DPH, Elections, District Attorney, Municipal Transportation 
Agency, and Public Utilities Commission.  
 
Departments were also asked to report their projected language access budgets for FY 2015-
16,28 which totaled $7.24 million. This projection is substantially lower than the $8.35 million 
spent on language access services in FY 2014-15. The largest differences between FY 2014-15 
spending and FY 2015-16 projected budgets were reported by the Human Services Agency (57 
percent decline), Department of Elections (55 percent decline) and the Public Defender (52 
percent decline).  

                                            
27 Section 91.11 (n). 
28 Ibid. 
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Comparisons across years should be viewed with caution, however, as the format and 
categories for reporting budgets and expenditures have changed due to the March 2015 
amendments to the LAO.  
 
Figure 11: Citywide Projected Language Access Budgets Five-Year Comparison   

 

 Compared to prior 
years, projected 
spending for language 
access is at its lowest 
level since FY 2011-12.  
The projected language 
access budget for FY 
2014-15 was $8.22 
million, preceded by 
$8.99 million for FY 
2013-14 and $8.35 
million for FY 2012-13. 
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L a n g u a g e  S e r v i c e s  P r o v i s i o n i n g  
Internal Policies- According to the LAO, 
departments must develop an internal language 
access policy and review it annually.29 As of FY 
2014-15, 21 out of 26 former Tier I departments 
reported having a written language access policy. 
The LAO also places a strong emphasis on ensuring 
that departments that serve clients in emergencies 
or crises have protocols in place to serve LEPs 
during these situations.30 Eighteen out of 26 former 
Tier I departments (69 percent) potentially serve 
clients in emergencies or crises, and all of these 
departments reported having a protocol in place to 
serve LEP clients during these situations. However, 
descriptions of these protocols varied considerably 
among departments, with some relying only on 
their general language access policies. 
 
Telephonic Interpretation- Departments must 
report the annual volume of telephonic 
interpretation services provided for LEP clients.31 
For FY 2014-15, departments reported a total call 
volume of 200,142 interpreted calls. This represents 
a substantial increase over the FY 2013-14 total of 
approximately 59,000 calls (although some of this 
increase is likely attributable to improvements in 
data reporting). DPH accounted for approximately 
144,000 interpreted calls in FY 2014-15; Emergency 
Management had the second-highest call volume, 
at 16,612.    Nearly half (49 percent) of interpreted 
phone calls were in Spanish and 32 percent were in 
Cantonese, with the remainder distributed between 
Mandarin (6 percent), Vietnamese (5 percent), 
Russian (3 percent), Filipino (1 percent), and other 
languages (5 percent). 
 
Interpretation Services for Public Meetings-
Departments are required to provide interpretation  
services for public meetings or hearings if requested 

 The Fire Department and 
Department of Emergency 
Management have specific 
protocols for serving LEPs 
during crisis situations. Both of 
these departments described a 
multi-step process for: 
identifying the language of the 
LEP individual and locating a 
bilingual staff member, or 
utilizing telephonic interpreta-
tion services if a bilingual staff 
member cannot be located. 
Both also have a process for 
designating a language access 
liaison during emergencies in 
which multiple LEPs are 
involved, such as apartment 
building fires, multiple casualty 
incidents, or natural disasters. 
The Public Utilities Commis-
sion (PUC) also has a detailed 
protocol for emergency 
situations that involves the use 
of ethnic media and commun-
ity-based organizations to 
disseminate translated mes-
sages. The PUC has created 
templates for different types of 
water emergency public 
notices, and these notices are 
available in multiple languages. 
 

                                            
29 Section 91.14 (b). 
30 Section 91.9; Section 91.11 (h). 
31 Section 91.11 (f). 
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at least 48 hours in advance.32  Fourteen out of 26 departments (54 percent) reported providing 
interpretation for at least one public hearing or meeting. In total, 2,282 LEP attendees received 
interpretation services at 209 meetings. 
 
Translated Materials- The LAO requires departments to translate materials that provide vital 
information to the public about services or programs, including application forms, eligibility 
notices, competency tests, and notices advising LEP individuals of the availability of free 
language access services.33  Translations should be completed in at least the three certified 
languages (Chinese, Spanish and Filipino). Translating all of the relevant documents for a 
department can be a resource and time intensive process, and OCEIA has provided technical 
assistance to help departments develop plans to prioritize translations. 
 
Table 2: Total Number of Translated Materials by Language, FY 2014-15   

Other 104 
Total 1940 

 

Language Number of Translated Materials 

Spanish 751 
Chinese 692 
Filipino 203 
Russian 96 
Vietnamese 94 

 As of FY 2014-15, departments 
reported having a total of 1,940 
translated materials, a 7 percent 
increase over the previous year’s 
total of 1,812. The majority of 
these documents were translated 
into Spanish and Chinese— the 
lower number of Filipino 
translations reflects the more 
recent certification of this 
language.34  Departments also 
produced a substantial volume of 

documents in Russian, Vietnamese, and other languages including, but not limited to: Arabic, Hindi, Farsi, Korean, 
Japanese, and Samoan. The Departments with the highest numbers of translated materials were the Public Utilities 
Commission (332), the Rent Board (283) and Elections (200). 
 
Remaining Challenges-  Departments were asked to describe any barriers that have prevented 
them from achieving their language access goals. Responses revolved around a few main 
themes. 
 

� Staffing: Five departments reported barriers related to hiring and maintaining adequate numbers of bilingual 
employees. In some cases, gaps in bilingual staff capacity occurred when bilingual employees left the 
department. 

 

� Translation Capacity and Quality: Four departments reported difficulties related to the volume of documents 
needing to be translated and/or the quality of translations produced by external vendors. 

 

� Data Collection and Reporting: A few large departments reported ongoing challenges with tracking data on 
their LEP client interactions. In some cases, compiling the annual LAO compliance report requires collecting and 
integrating information from many different public-serving divisions and offices within a Department. Language 
access liaisons need the support of senior management to convene the necessary stakeholders; aggregate 
information; and develop systems to simplify and standardize the data collection process for future years. 

                                            
32 Section 91.7. 
33 Section 91.5. 
34 The implementation deadline for Filipino language access services was December 30, 2015—six months after the end of FY 
2014-15. 
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Innovations and Best Practices 
 

Technology:  A few departments found innovative ways of using technology to 
enhance language access services in FY 2014-15. The Human Services Agency (HSA) 
expanded its use of a software program that manages client waiting rooms and 
assists in matching LEP clients with available bilingual employees. HSA also increased 
access to dual-headset telephones and scaled up the use of video interpretation 
services. 
 
Outreach and Communications: Several departments made a concerted effort to 
enhance their multilingual and multiethnic outreach strategies. In FY 2014-15, the 
Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) formalized a set of Public Outreach 
Notification Standards that include guidelines for assessing the language needs of 
communities and tailoring outreach accordingly. The Department of the 
Environment also implemented culturally competent educational campaigns 
targeting specific language groups, such as campaigns focused on composting in 
Chinatown. 

 

 
 
L o o k i n g  A h e a d :  D e p a r t m e n t a l  L a n g u a g e  A c c e s s  G o a l s  
Every year, departments are asked to describe their language access goals for the upcoming 
fiscal year. During the spring 2015 annual LAO training, OCEIA emphasized the importance of 
goal-setting and encouraged departments to set specific and relevant goals.  
 
For the FY 2014-15 annual compliance report period, some departments stood out for setting 
detailed and achievable goals to improve their language access services. 
 

Language Access Goals for FY 15-16 
 
� Elections- Goals for FY 15-16 relate to expanding multilingual and culturally competent 

voter education, outreach, and polling place assistance for both the November 2015 
municipal election and June 2016 Presidential primary election.  
 

� Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA)- MTA plans to add bilingual staff in the 
Community Outreach Group and Customer Service Center. MTA also plans to enhance its 
language sensitivity training for public contact staff. 

 
� Department of Public Health (DPH)- Goals relate to assessing the quality and 

effectiveness of current language access services, such as telephonic interpretation 
services, and creating a Patient Advisory Council to seek feedback from LEP patients. 
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IV. R E P O R T I N G  R E Q U I R E M E N T S  &  M E T H O D O L O G Y   

  
 
The LAO includes specific requirements related to service delivery, data collection, and annual 
compliance reporting. This section reviews the required service provisions and describes 
notable policy changes in 2015, along with recent efforts to improve citywide data collection 
and compliance reporting. 
 

S e r v i c e  P r o v i s i o n i n g  
The LAO delineates minimum requirements for providing language access services. Minimum 
requirements apply to LEP speakers of any language, while more extensive requirements — 
such as bilingual staffing and the translation of vital documents — apply only to languages that 
meet certain thresholds. 
 

L A O  R E Q U I R E M E N T S  F O R  A L L  P U B L I C - S E R V I N G  C I T Y  D E P A R T M E N T S  
Requirements for Any Language  
� Inform Limited English Speaking Persons who seek services, in their native tongue, of their right to 

request language access services. 
� Create and maintain a language access policy and review it annually. 
� Designate a language access liaison.  
� Provide oral interpretation or translation of any public meeting or hearing in any language that the 

member of the public requests, if requested at least 48 hours in advance. 
� Translate meeting notices, agendas, and minutes (1) upon written request; and (2) within a 

reasonable period of time after the Legislative body adopts the meeting minutes. 
� Forward a copy of any complaints alleging violation of the LAO to OCEIA and cooperate in good faith 

with OCEIA in resolving complaints within 30 days. 
� All Departments involved in disaster-related activities or crisis situations should prioritize language 

access services and, to the extent feasible, ensure bilingual staff members are present to assist 
Limited English Speaking Persons with critical needs.  

 
Requirements for Languages Spoken by a Substantial* or Concentrated** Number of LEPs 
� Utilize sufficient bilingual employees to provide information and services to the public. 

3 Departments must provide the same level of service to Limited English Speaking Persons as they 
provide to English speakers.  

� Translate written materials that provide vital information to the public about the Department’s 
services or programs. 

� Post notices in public areas of facilities indicating that translated written materials and bilingual 
employees are available. 

� Ensure that any recorded telephonic messages about the Department’s operations or services that 
are available in English are also available in each language spoken by a Substantial or Concentrated 
Number of LEPs. 

 
*   A “Substantial Number of Limited English Speaking Persons” is defined as 10,000 LEP City residents who speak a shared 

language other than English. There are currently three languages that have been certified as meeting this threshold for 
coverage: Chinese, Spanish, and Filipino.  

** A “Concentrated Number of Limited English Speaking Persons” is defined as 5% of the population of the District in which a 
covered department facility is located or 5% of those persons who use the services provided by the department facility. 



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO: LAO COMPLIANCE REPORT- February 2016                                                           27 | P a g e  

2 0 1 5  L A O  A m e n d m e n t s  
In March 2015, the Board of Supervisors passed a series of amendments to the LAO that have 
implications for the ordinance’s scope, reporting requirements and timeline. The most 
significant changes are summarized below. 
 

 
� Expanded Scope of Coverage: No More Tiers- Under the previous version of the LAO, 26 city 

departments were designated as “Tier 1 departments” and required to comply with the full scope of 
the law, including the submission of annual compliance plans and data. A less comprehensive set of 
requirements applied to “Tier 2 departments,” which included all other city departments that 
provide services or information to the public. With the March 2015 amendments, the tiers were 
eliminated and the scope of the LAO was expanded to apply equally to all public-serving 
Departments, agencies, and offices.35 

 
� Changes in Compliance Reporting Deadlines: The 2015 amendments changed the annual reporting 

deadline from December 31 to October 1 of each year, and specified the dates for compliance: 
3 Former Tier 1 departments were required to submit annual compliance reports on October 1, 

2015 (based on data from FY 2014-15, year ended June 30, 2015). 
3 Former Tier 2 departments will file their first annual compliance reports on October 1, 2016. 
3 All LAO covered departments will be required to submit annual compliance reports on October 

1, 2016 (based on data from FY 2015-16, year ended June 30, 2016),36 and thereafter, October 1 
of each year. 

 
� Updates from New Covered Departments:   Former Tier 2 departments were required to submit an 

update on their “plans to ensure future compliance” by October 1, 2015.37 OCEIA developed a brief 
reporting form to assess each department’s language access goals for FY 2015-16, as well as related 
data collection plans and any anticipated obstacles.  

 
� Centralized LAO Complaint Process: The 2015 LAO amendments assigned the responsibility for 

accepting, investigating, and resolving complaints regarding potential LAO violations to OCEIA. 
OCEIA must notify the affected department within five days of receiving the complaint, and reach 
resolution within 30 days “unless OCIEA finds good cause to extend the time period resolving the 
complaint.”38 Departments are required to cooperate in good faith with OCEIA in resolving the issue 
and to immediately forward a copy of any language-access related complaints to OCEIA.39  OCEIA 
must provide a summary complaint report to the Immigrant Rights Commission on a quarterly basis. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

                                            
35 Section 91.2. 
36 Section 91.12 (a). 
37 Section 91.12 (e). 
38 Section 91.10 (a). 
39 Section 91.10 (b). 
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C i t y w i d e  C o m p l i a n c e  R e p o r t i n g  M e t h o d o l o g y  
The amended LAO charges OCEIA with collecting departmental compliance reports and 
submitting the annual citywide LAO Summary Report to the Board of Supervisors and the 
Immigrant Rights Commission by February 1 annually.40 The process of producing this report, 
however, involves a full year of training, technical assistance, data collection, analysis, and 
oversight.  
 
Figure 12: OCEIA LAO Compliance Methodology 

 
  

                                            
40 Section 91.12 (b). 
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Following is a brief overview of the LAO compliance reporting process: 

Mandatory 
Training 

OCEIA has conducted mandatory, citywide LAO training sessions for department 
language access liaisons since 2010. Based on the revised reporting timeline 
established by the amended LAO, OCEIA now conducts annual training in late spring 
(May-June).   
9 Training topics include language access history, San Francisco demographics, 

legal requirements, translation and interpretation services, complaint 
procedures, and community feedback.  

9 OCEIA also conducts one-on-one consultations with departments as needed to 
help prepare liaisons for the reporting period. 

Reporting Period Annual compliance plans are due on October 1, based on data from the prior fiscal 
year (July 1- June 30). In many cases, liaisons must work with representatives from 
multiple divisions of their respective departments to obtain the various types of 
information needed to complete the reporting form, such as client data, personnel 
data, and financial records. 

OCEIA Data 
Review & Analysis 

OCEIA conducts a thorough analysis and comparison of all submitted data. OCEIA 
contacts departments as needed to clarify or correct information in their reports, 
and conducts a thorough analysis and comparison of citywide trends. The citywide 
Summary Report is prepared and reviewed internally as well as externally prior to 
the February 1 submission deadline. 

Immigrant Rights 
Commission 
Oversight 

The IRC reviews citywide compliance with the LAO and may conduct a joint hearing 
with the Board of Supervisors. The IRC duties include: reviewing all OCEIA reports; 
reviewing complaints and OCEIA’s resolution of them; recommending policy 
changes; identifying new trends that may prevent challenges for language access; 
and identifying new practices that further the objectives of the LAO.41 

Public Hearings on 
Language Access 

By June 30 each year, OCEIA may request a joint public hearing with the Board of 
Supervisors and the IRC to assess the adequacy of the City’s ability to provide the 
public with access to language services.42 

Regular Review 
and Guidance 

During March and April, OCEIA has the opportunity to review the reporting process 
from the prior year and develop new guidelines, templates, tools and resources as 
needed before the mandatory training cycle. 

 
 
Innovations, Training, Tools, and Resources for Compliance Reporting  
In an effort to improve language access data collection citywide and facilitate the 
implementation of the LAO amendments, OCEIA implemented new workshops, resources and 
technology-based innovations in 2015. The 2015 annual training was divided into two parts. 
Part I was a half-day session that covered law and policy updates; best practices in language 
services provision; and a panel on Emerging Language Needs featuring OCEIA’s Language Access 
Community Grantees. Part II consisted of small-group workshops focused on Data Collection 
and Reporting; these workshops were tailored for former Tier I or Tier II Departments. OCEIA 
developed a variety of templates and resources for the training sessions, including a guidance 
document that explains the various types of information required for each question in the 
annual LAO compliance report.  

                                            
41 Section 91.15. 
42 Section 91.11 (d). 
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OCEIA also introduced a new web-based LAO Reporting Tool developed in partnership with 
Zero Divide, a San Francisco nonprofit organization that leverages technology for the public and 
nonprofit sectors. Since 2009, OCEIA has required departments to submit their compliance 
reports using a standardized compliance reporting form, which has been updated every year.  
By replacing the compliance reporting form with a web-based tool, departments are able to 
save report information from year to year in unique user accounts and to enter data on a more 
frequent basis. The LAO Reporting Tool also facilitates OCEIA’s citywide summary analysis and 
maximizes staff time. Former Tier 1 departments served as the pilot user group, submitting 
their FY 2014-15 reports using the new platform. OCEIA will use feedback from this group to 
further enhance the tool before next year’s reporting deadline for all reporting departments. 
 
O v e r a l l  C o m p l i a n c e  a n d  D a t a  Q u a l i t y  i n  F Y  2 0 1 4 - 1 5  
The mandatory, two-part LAO training offered in June 2015 by OCEIA had strong attendance. 
One hundred percent of former Tier 1 departments, along with an unprecedented number of 
former Tier 2 departments, attended the training or scheduled make-up workshops. In 
partnership with the City Administrator’s Office, OCEIA staff made an effort to identify smaller 
departments and offices that fall under the scope of the amended LAO to ensure that they 
received training and technical assistance. In total, OCEIA provided mandatory LAO training for 
66 departments and offices during 2015.  
 
One hundred percent of former Tier 1 departments met the October 1, 2015 deadline for on-
time submission of their annual compliance reports — an improvement over the 92 percent on-
time reporting rate during the prior two years (FY 2012-13 and FY 2013-14). This report year 
also saw improvements in the completeness of submitted reports and the quality of data 
collection, although OCEIA staff continue to spend significant time working with reporting 
departments after the deadline to correct errors. 
 
Some departments continued to have difficulty reporting the total number of LEP client 
interactions, as well as their share of all client interactions represented by this group, although 
data collection for this indicator has improved significantly over the past four years. In FY 2014-
15, all reporting departments submitted data on actual LEP clients served, instead of using 
Census Bureau estimates for San Francisco’s LEP population.  
 
The LAO allows departments to use one of three methods to determine the number of LEP 
client interactions during the fiscal year: the “intake method” uses information collected during 
the department’s intake process for all clients; the “telephonic interpretation method” 
calculates the total number of requests for telephonic interpretation services; and the “survey 
method” consists of an annual survey of all contacts with the public during a representative 
period of at least two weeks.43 Departments are able to choose the method that best fits their 
mode of interaction with the public.  
 

                                            
43 Section 91.11 (c). 
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During FY 2014-15, 11 out of 26 departments (42 percent) used the intake method. This 
method typically provides the most accurate picture of the number of LEPs served, although it 
may not be practical for all departments to use, as only some have an intake process. Eight 
departments (31 percent) used the telephonic interpretation method, and 7 departments (27 
percent) used the survey method. Some departments attempted to use a hybrid of multiple 
methods, which complicates OCEIA’s efforts to compare citywide data over time. Although the 
LAO as currently written allows departments flexibility, it is difficult to compare results from a 
two-week intake survey with telephonic interpretation or intake records collected during the 
entire year, which affects the overall accuracy of citywide summary data. Several departments 
also had difficulty reporting the total number of individuals (including English speakers and 
LEPs) who used their services, in order to be able to calculate the share of service users who 
were LEPs.  
 
The 2015 LAO amendments also introduced a new requirement that departments must now 
report: the “number of times bilingual employees provided in-person interpretation services.”44  
Several departments did not previously collect data on this indicator, however, and the 
amendments were enacted too late in the fiscal year (March 2015) to implement a tracking 
system for FY 2014-15. Ten Departments (out of 26) did not provide a response to this question 
in the LAO Reporting Tool. OCEIA has alerted departments to the new requirement and will 
analyze progress in tracking this metric in FY 2015-16 and going forward. 
 
In sum, several former Tier 1 departments improved their capacity  to collect and report data 
on LEP interactions in FY 2014-15, and there were high levels of compliance with the basic 
deadlines and training requirements. However, there is an ongoing need for OCEIA’s technical 
assistance and guidance for language access liaisons in order to ensure that data are collected 
throughout the year in a manner consistent with the LAO’s requirements. Liaisons also need the 
support of their directors and intra-departmental teams to be able to provide a comprehensive 
report on their department’s language access services.  
 
C o m p l i a n c e  U p d a t e s  f o r  F o r m e r  T i e r  2  D e p a r t m e n t s  
In total, 30 former Tier 2 departments and offices submitted the required update for future 
compliance plans.  Reporting entities ranged from relatively large departments that have 
attended OCEIA’s annual LAO training over the past five years (e.g., 311, Mayor’s Office on 
Disability, and Department of Children, Youth and Their Families) to smaller offices or divisions 
that have public-serving functions but may not have attended language access training prior to 
2015 (e.g., Arts Commission, Treasure Island Development Authority, and Office of Short Term 
Rentals). Departments listed a range of language access goals for FY 2015-16: several cited 
plans for developing internal language access policies and training staff on these policies and 
procedures; translating vital documents; posting multilingual signage; procuring accounts with 
interpretation and translation vendors; and implementing systems to track required data. 
Departments were also asked to describe their intended method of tracking LEP client 
interactions (intake, survey, or telephonic interpretation method), and to list any anticipated 

                                            
44 Section 91.11 (f). 
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challenges with full LAO implementation. Of the 14 departments that anticipated challenges, 50 
percent (7) mentioned challenges related to bilingual staffing; 43 percent (6) mentioned 
challenges related to budgetary constraints; and 14 percent (2) mentioned challenges related 
to data collection. OCEIA will continue to provide individualized consultations and technical 
assistance to help these departments achieve full compliance.  
 
L o o k i n g  F o r w a r d   
For this current report period, only  26 departments (all former Tier 1) were required to submit 
annual compliance reports. As of October 1, 2016, OCEIA will be responsible for collecting, 
analyzing, and summarizing reports from approximately 60 public-serving departments45 
(including former Tier 1 and Tier 2). In anticipation of the increased demands on staff time and 
resources, OCEIA has piloted the web-based LAO Reporting Tool and will continue to explore 
options for leveraging technology to assist with data collection and analysis. OCEIA will also 
review and modify the Citywide Summary Report format as needed to accommodate the 
increased volume of departmental reports.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
                                            
45 Some small, former Tier 2 departments, divisions and offices will submit their data as part of the compliance report filed by a 
larger department, such as General Services Agency office, divisions or departments under the Office of the City Administrator.   
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V. D E P A R T M E N T  C O M P L I A N C E  D A T A  A N D  P L A N S

This section provides a snapshot of the information submitted by each former Tier 1 
department for FY 2014-15 annual compliance reports. Each department was asked to respond 
to a standardized set of questions based on the compliance reporting requirements in the LAO.  
Following is the key to the individualized department summary charts. 

Figure 13: Department Report Key (Left Side) 
Departmental Language Access Goals- Stated goals for 
the upcoming fiscal year and description of progress 
toward meeting previous year’s goals. 

Compliance Indicators  
Submitted Plan on Time- Report received by October 1 
Attended LAO Training- Participated in OCEIA’s 
mandatory annual LAO training 
Tracks LEP Client Interactions- According to self-
reported data, Department tracks data on LEP client 
interactions 
Written Language Access Policy- Department  has 
developed its own written language access policy 
Annual Goals, Budget & Strategy- Department has 
identified language access goals and a projected 
language access budget for the next fiscal year, as well 
as a strategy to address any challenges 
Recorded messages available in required languages- 
Department has recorded telephonic messages in 
Chinese, Spanish, and Filipino  

Language Services Offered  
Telephonic Interpretation- Indicates the total number 
of interpreted telephone calls 
Translated Documents- Indicates the total number of 
translated documents 

Language Access Expenditures- Departments must list 
their total departmental expenditures for the prior 
fiscal year (2014-15); their total language access 
expenditures for the prior year (2014-15); and their 
projected language access budget for the next fiscal 
year (2015-16) 

Language Access Expenditure Categories- Departments 
are required to list their language access expenditures 
in each of the following categories: 
Compensatory Pay for bilingual employees who 
perform bilingual services, excluding regular salary 
expenditures 
Telephonic interpretation services provided by vendors 
Document translation services provided by vendors 
On-site interpretation services provided by vendors 
Other costs associated with providing language access 
services (E.g., outreach, special programs, etc.) 
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Figure 14:  Department Report Key (Right Side) 
Public Contact Staff- Departments must indicate the 
total number of public contact employees; the total 
number of bilingual employees; and the number of 
bilingual employees that have had their bilingual skills 
tested and certified by the Department of Human 
Resources or another entity. (Note that the number of 
certified bilingual employees is a subset of the total 
number of bilingual employees.) 

Bilingual Staff- Languages Spoken- Departments must 
report the languages spoken by their bilingual public 
contact staff. (Note that the sum of staff speaking 
each language may exceed the total number of 
bilingual staff, because some staff may speak more 
than one non-English language.) 

Client Interactions- Departments must list their total 
number of client interactions, as well as the total 
number and share of LEP client interactions. 

Method of Tracking Interactions- The LAO defines 
three methods that departments are allowed to use to 
track their client interactions. Departments must 
define the method used to determine this 
information. 
Intake method uses information collected during the 
Department’s intake process for all clients 
Telephonic interpretation method calculates the total 
number of requests for telephonic interpretation 
services 
Survey method consists of an annual survey of all 
contacts with the public during a period of at least two 
week that is representative of the Department’s public 
contacts throughout the full year 

LEP Client Interactions by Language- Departments 
must list the primary language spoken by all LEP 
clients. 

Additional Report Elements: Supplemental Documents and Attachments 
The LAO also requires departments to submit supplementary documents as part of their annual 
compliance plans, including: 

3 A list of all the department’s translated written materials, along with the name of the persons who have
reviewed the translations for accuracy and appropriateness

3 A roster of certified bilingual employees 46

3 The full text of the department’s written policies on providing services to LEPs
3 Description and evaluation of  department’s  delivery of language services, including elements such as in-

person interpretation services, translated public notices, bilingual staffing, and employee development and
training

46 The 2015 amendments to the LAO specified that departments should submit a roster of certified bilingual employees. In light 
of the fact that many bilingual employees have not had their language skills tested or certified, OCEIA asked departments to 
report their total number of bilingual employees and to indicate which employees have been certified. 
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I n d i v i d u a l  D e p a r t m e n t  C h a r t s  b y  O r d e r  o f  A p p e a r a n c e :

1. Adult Probation Department

2. Airport, San Francisco International

3. Assessor-Recorder, Office of the

4. Building Inspection, Department of

5. City Hall Building Management

6. District Attorney

7. Economic and Workforce Development, Office of

8. Elections, Department of

9. Emergency Management, Department of

10. Environment, Department of the

11. Fire Department

12. Human Services Agency

13. Juvenile Probation Department

14. Library, San Francisco Public

15. Municipal Transportation Agency

16. Planning Department

17. Police Department

18. Public Defender

19. Public Health, Department of

20. Public Utilities Commission

21. Public Works

22. Recreation and Park Department

23. Rent Board

24. Sheriff’s Department

25. Treasurer/Tax Collector

26. Zoo, San Francisco
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VI. A P P E N D I C E S

A. San Francisco Language Access Ordinance

B. Standardized Annual Compliance Plan Form

C. Glossary
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APPENDIX A: SAN FRANCISCO LANGUAGE ACCESS ORDINANCE 

 1 
San Francisco Administrative Code
CHAPTER 91: LANGUAGE ACCESS 

Sec. 91.1. Purpose and Findings. 
Sec. 91.2. Definitions. 
Sec. 91.3. Scope. 
Sec. 91.4. Utilization of Bilingual Employees. 
Sec. 91.5. Translation of Materials and Signage. 
Sec. 91.6 Dissemination of Translated Materials from the State and Federal Government. 
Sec. 91.7. Public Meetings and Hearings. 
Sec. 91.8. Recorded Telephonic Messages. 
Sec. 91.9. Crisis Situations. 
Sec. 91.10. Complaint Procedure 
Sec. 91.11. Annual Compliance Plan. 
Sec. 91.12. Compliance Plans Submittals, Language Access Ordinance Summary Report, and 

Recommendations for Emerging Language Populations 
Sec. 91.13. Recruitment. 
Sec. 91.14. Department Responsibilities. 
Sec. 91.15. Commission Responsibilities. 
Sec. 91.16. Office of Civic Engagement and Immigrant Affairs' Responsibilities. 
Sec. 91.17. Rules and Regulations. 
Sec. 91.18. Enforcement. 
Sec. 91.19. Disclaimers 

SEC. 91.1. PURPOSE AND FINDINGS.

(a) Title. This Chapter 91 shall be known as the "Language Access Ordinance."

(b) Findings.

(1) The Board of Supervisors finds that San Francisco provides an array of services that can be made
accessible to persons who are not proficient in the English language. The City of San Francisco is committed to 
improving the accessibility of these services and providing equal access to them. 

(2) The Board finds that despite a long history of commitment to language access as embodied in federal, state
and local law, beginning with the landmark Civil Rights Act of 1964, there is a still a significant gap in the 
provision of governmental services to limited-English language speakers. 

(3) In 1973, the California State Legislature adopted the Dymally-Alatorre Bilingual Services Act, which
required state and local agencies to provide language services to non-English speaking people who comprise 5% or 
more of the total state population and to hire a sufficient number of bilingual staff. 

(4) In 1999, the California State Auditor concluded that 80% of state agencies were not in compliance with the
Dymally-Alatorre Act, and many of the audited agencies were not aware of their responsibility to translate 
materials for non-English speakers. 

(5) In 2001, in response to these findings, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors enacted the Equal Access to
Services Ordinance, which required major departments to provide language translation services to limited-English 
proficiency individuals who comprise 5% or more of the total city population. 

(6) The Board enacted a number of significant changes to the Ordinance in 2009 and renamed it the Language
Access Ordinance. Since the Language Access Ordinance was amended in 2009, City Departments have made             
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significant progress in providing improved access to services. The Board finds, however, that significant gaps 
remain in language access consistency, quality, budgeting and implementation across Departments.             
 

(7) The Board finds that gaps in language access can seriously affect San Francisco's ability to serve all of its 
residents. The United States Census Bureau's 2008-2012 American Community Survey reveals that 36% of San 
Franciscans are foreign-born and 45.2% over the age of five speak a language other than English at home. More 
than 112 languages are spoken in the San Francisco Bay Area, with at least 28 different languages spoken in the 
City alone. Three languages currently have at least 10,000 or more Limited English Persons: Chinese, Spanish and 
Tagalog. Among the 21% of the total City population who self-identify as limited-English speakers, 57% are 
Chinese speakers, 23.7% are Spanish speakers, 6% are Tagalog speakers, 5%are Russian speakers, and 3.8% are 
Vietnamese speakers. 
 
(Added by Ord. 126-01, File No. 010409, App. 6/15/2001; amended by Ord. 202-09, File No. 090461, App. 8/28/2009; Ord. 27-15 , File No. 
141149, App. 3/12/2015, Eff. 4/11/2015) 
 
SEC. 91.2. DEFINITIONS. 
As used in this Chapter 91, the following capitalized terms shall have the following meanings: 
 
"Advisory Body" shall mean a body other than a City Board or City Commission that is created by ordinance for 
the purpose of providing policy advice to the Board of Supervisors, the Mayor, or City Departments. 
 
"Annual Compliance Plan" is set forth in Section 91.11 of this Chapter. 
 
"Bilingual Employee" shall mean a City employee who is fluent in both English and a second language and who is 
able to conduct the department's business in both languages. A bilingual employee shall include a City employee 
who (i) is in a classification that provides information or direct services to the public requiring language proficiency 
in English and a second language; or (ii) is either a certified interpreter or translator by the Department of Human 
Resources or accredited training or academic institution; or (iii) receives premium pay and regularly and 
continuously uses the second language in his or her city employment; or (iv) is self-designated as competent in a 
second language for purposes of sporadic translation services. 
 
"City" shall mean the City and County of San Francisco. 
 
"City Boards" shall mean all boards listed in Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 3.1-103(a)(1). 
 
"City Commissions" shall mean all commissions listed in Campaign and Governmental 
Conduct Code Section 3.1-103(a)(1). 
 
"Commission" shall mean the Immigrant Rights Commission. 
 
"Concentrated Number of Limited English Speaking Persons" shall mean either 5% of the population of the District 
in which a Covered Department Facility is located or 5% of those persons who use the services provided by the 
Covered Department Facility. The Office of Civic Engagement and Immigrant Affairs ("OCEIA") shall determine 
annually whether 5% or more of the population of any District in which a Covered Department Facility is located 
are Limited English Speaking Persons who speak a shared language other than English. OCEIA shall make this 
determination by referring to the best available data from the United States Census Bureau or other reliable source 
and shall certify its determination to all City Departments and the Commission no later than January 31st of each 
year. Each Department shall determine annually whether 5% or more of those persons who use the Department's 
services at a Covered Department Facility are Limited English Speaking Persons who speak a shared language 
other than English and report that determination in the Department's Annual Compliance Plan. Departments shall 
make this determination using one of the following methods: 
 

(1) Conducting an annual survey of all contacts with the public made by the Department during a period of at 
least two weeks, at a time of year in which the Department's public contacts are to the extent possible typical or  



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO: LAO COMPLIANCE REPORT- February 2016 Appendix A                                   A3 | P a g e  

 3 

representative of its contacts during the rest of the year, but before developing its Annual Compliance Plan required 
by Section 91.11 of this Chapter; or                                                                                                                            

                                                                         
 (2) Analyzing information collected during the Department's intake process for all clients, including walk-ins 

and scheduled appointments. The information gathered using either method shall also be broken down by Covered 
Department Facility to determine whether 5% or more of those persons who use the Department's services at a 
Covered Department Facility are Limited English Speaking Persons who speak a shared language other than 
English; or 
 

(3) Analyzing and calculating the total annual number of requests for telephonic language translation services 
categorized by language that Limited English Speaking Persons make to the Department based on the Department's 
telephonic translation services monthly bills, official telephone logs, or any other reasonable method used for data 
collection. 
 
"Covered Department Facility" shall mean any Department building, office, or location that provides direct services 
to the public and serves as the workplace for 5 or more full-time City employees. 
 
"Department" shall mean any City Department, agency or office with a service or program that provides 
information or services directly to the public, or interacts with the public. 
 
"Department's Service or Program" shall mean anything a City Department, agency, or office provides that involves 
direct services to the public as part of ongoing operations and those direct services administered by the Department, 
agency, or office for program beneficiaries and participants. Activities include, but are not limited to, information 
provided to or communication with the public, spaces or department facilities used by the public, and programs that 
provide direct services to the public. 
 
"Direct Services to the Public" shall mean any service that requires City employees to provide responses to 
inquiries about official documents, licenses, financial matters, and benefits that are related to the public's health, 
safety, and general welfare. 
 
"Districts" shall refer to the 11 geographical districts by which the people of the City elect the members of the 
City's Board of Supervisors. 
 
"Emerging Language Population" shall mean at least 2.5% but less than 5 % of the population who use a 
Department's services, or at least 5,000 but less than 10,000 City residents, who speak a shared language other than 
English. 
 
"Language Access Services" shall mean translation and interpretation services for both verbal and written 
communication. 
 
"Limited English Speaking Person" shall mean an individual who does not speak English well or is otherwise 
unable to communicate effectively in English because English is not the individual's primary language. 
 
"OCEIA" shall mean the Office of Civic Engagement & Immigrant Affairs or any successor agency. 
 
"Public Contact Position" shall mean a position, a primary job responsibility of which consists of meeting, 
contacting, and dealing with the public in the performance of the duties of that position. 
 
"Substantial Number of Limited English Speaking Persons" shall mean 10,000 Limited English Speaking City 
residents, who speak a shared language other than English. OCEIA shall determine annually whether at least 
10,000 Limited English speaking City residents speak a shared language other than English. OCEIA shall make this 
determination by referring to the best available data from the United States Census Bureau or other reliable source 
and shall certify its determination to Departments and the Commission no later than January 31st of each year. 
Prior to certifying any new language as set forth in this subsection, OCEIA shall comply with the provisions in  
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Chapter 91.16(e). 
 
 (Added by Ord. 126-01, File No. 010409, App. 6/15/2001; amended by Ord. 187-04, File No. 040759, App. 7/22/2004; Ord. 202-09, File No. 
090461, App. 8/28/2009; Ord. 27-15 , File No. 141149, App. 3/12/2015, Eff. 4/11/2015)                                                                       
                                                                                                                                                                                           
SEC. 91.3. SCOPE. 
 

This Chapter 91 shall apply to any Department, agency, or office program or service that provides direct 
services to the public. 
 
(Added by Ord. 27-15, File No. 141149, App. 3/12/2015, Eff. 4/11/2015) 
(Former Sec. 91.3 redesignated as Sec. 91.4 and amended by Ord. 27-15, File No. 141149, App. 3/12/2015, Eff. 4/11/2015) 
 
SEC. 91.4. UTILIZATION OF BILINGUAL EMPLOYEES. 
 

(a) Utilizing sufficient Bilingual Employees in public contact positions, Departments shall provide information 
and services to the public in each language spoken by a Substantial Number of Limited English Speaking Persons 
or to the public served by a Covered Department Facility in each language spoken by a Concentrated Number of 
Limited English Speaking Persons. Departments comply with their obligations under this Section 91.4 if they 
provide the same level of service to Limited English Speaking Persons as they provide English speakers. 
 

(b) Departments may consider hiring Bilingual Employees for public contact positions made available through 
retirement or normal attrition. Nothing herein shall be construed to authorize the dismissal of any City employee in 
order to carry out the Language Access Ordinance. 
 

(c) Prior to July 1, 2016, this Section 91.4 shall not apply to Departments that are required under Section 
91.12(a) to submit their initial Compliance Plans on October 1, 2016. Thereafter, this Section shall apply to all City 
Departments. 
 
(Added as Sec. 91.3 by Ord. 128-01, File No. 011051, App. 6/15/2001; amended by Ord. 202-09, File No. 090461, App. 8/28/2009; 
redesignated and amended by Ord. 27-15, File No. 141149, App. 3/12/2015, Eff. 4/11/2015) 
(Former Sec. 91.4 redesignated as Sec. 91.5 and amended by Ord. 27-15, File No. 141149, App. 3/12/2015, Eff. 4/11/2015) 
 
SEC. 91.5. TRANSLATION OF MATERIALS AND SIGNAGE. 
 

(a) Except as provided in subsection 91.5(g), Departments shall translate the following written materials that 
provide vital information to the public about the Department's services or programs into the language(s) spoken by 
a Substantial Number of Limited English Speaking Persons: applications or forms to participate in a Department's 
program or activity or to receive its benefits or services; written notices of rights to, determination of eligibility for, 
award of, denial of, loss of, or decreases in benefits or services, including the right to appeal any Department's 
decision; written tests that do not assess English language competency, but test competency for a particular license 
or skill for which knowledge of written English is not required; notices advising Limited English Speaking Persons 
of free language assistance; materials, including publicly-posted documents, explaining a Department's services or 
programs; complaint forms; any other written documents related to direct services to the public that could 
impact the community or an individual seeking services from or participating in a program of a Department. 
Notwithstanding the requirements of this subsection 91.5(a), translation of public hearing notices, agendas, and 
minutes shall be governed by Section 91.7 of this Chapter. 
 

(b) Departments that post signage that provides information to the public with respect to the Department's 
Service or Program shall make good faith efforts to translate those materials in the languages as prescribed by a 
Substantial Number of Limited English Speaking Persons. 
 

(c) Departments shall prioritize the translation of written materials by giving highest priority to materials that 
affect public safety and critical services. 
 

(d) Departments shall post notices in the public areas of their facilities in the relevant 
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language(s) indicating that written materials in the language(s) and staff who speak the language 
(s) are available. The notices shall be posted prominently and shall be readily visible to the public. 

 
 (e) Departments shall ensure that their translations are accurate and appropriate for the target audience. 

Translations should match literacy levels of the target audience.                                                                                    
                                                                                                                                                                                    
(f) Each Department shall designate a staff member responsible for ensuring that all translations of the 

Department's written materials meet the accuracy and appropriateness standard set in subsection (e) of this Section 
91.5. Departments are encouraged to have their staff check the quality of written translations, but where a 
Department lacks biliterate personnel, the responsible staff member shall obtain quality checks from external 
translators. Departments may contact OCEIA for assistance in locating a qualified translator or translation 
equipment. 
Departments are also encouraged to solicit feedback on the accuracy and appropriateness of translations from 
bilingual staff at community groups whose clients receive services from the Department. 
 

(g) Prior to July 1, 2016, subsection 91.5(a) shall not apply to Departments that are required under Section 
91.12(a) to submit their initial Compliance Plans on October 1, 2016. Thereafter. Section 91.5(a) shall apply to all 
City Departments. But prior to July 1, 2016, any Department not subject to subsection 91.5(a) shall translate into 
the language(s) spoken by a Substantial Number of Limited English Speaking Persons all publicly-posted 
documents that provide information (1) regarding the Department's services or programs, or (2) affecting a person's 
rights to, determination of eligibility of, award of, denial of, loss of, or decreases in benefits or services. 
 
(Added as Sec. 91.4 by Ord. 126-01, File No. 010409, App. 6/15/2001; amended by Ord. 202-09, File No. 090461, App. 8/28/2009; 
redesignated and amended by Ord. 27-15, File No. 141149, App. 3/12/2015, Eff. 4/11/2015) 
(Former Sec. 91.5 redesignated as 91.6 by Ord. 27-15, File No. 141149, App. 3/12/2015, Eff. 4/11/2015) 
 
SEC. 91.6. DISSEMINATION OF TRANSLATED MATERIALS FROM THE STATE AND FEDERAL 
GOVERNMENT. 
 

If the State or federal government or any agency thereof makes available to a Department written materials in a 
language other than English, the Department shall maintain an adequate stock of the translated materials and shall 
make them readily available to persons who use the Department's services. 
 
(Added as Sec. 91.5 by Ord. 126-01, File No. 010409, App. 6/15/2001; redesignated by Ord. 27-15, File No. 141149, App. 3/12/2015, Eff. 
4/11/2015) 
(Former Sec. 91.6 redesignated as Sec. 91.7 and amended by Ord. 27-15, File No. 141149, App. 3/12/2015, Eff. 4/11/2015) 
 
SEC. 91.7. PUBLIC MEETINGS AND HEARINGS. 
 

(a) City Boards, City Commissions, advisory bodies and Departments shall translate meeting notices, agendas, 
and minutes upon written request. When a City Board, City Commission, and advisory body receives a written 
request for translated meeting minutes, the body shall translate the meeting minutes only after the body adopts them 
and within a reasonable time thereafter. 
 

(b) City Boards, City Commissions, advisory bodies, and Departments shall provide oral 
interpretation or translation services in the language the member of the public requests at any public meeting or 
hearing, if requested at least 48 hours in advance of the meeting or hearing. 
 
(Added as Sec. 91.6 by Ord. 126-01, File No. 010409, App. 6/15/2001; amended by Ord. 202-09, File No. 090461, App. 8/28/2009; 
redesignated and amended by Ord. 27-15, File No. 141149, App. 3/12/2015, Eff. 4/11/2015) 
(Former Sec. 91.7 redesignated as Sec. 91.8 and amended by Ord. 27-15, File No. 141149, App. 3/12/2015, Eff. 4/11/2015) 
 
SEC. 91.7. PUBLIC MEETINGS AND HEARINGS. 
 

(a) City Boards, City Commissions, advisory bodies and Departments shall translate meeting notices, agendas, 
and minutes upon written request. When a City Board, City Commission, and advisory body receives a written 
request for translated meeting minutes, the body shall translate the meeting minutes only after the body adopts them  
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and within a reasonable time thereafter. 

 
(b) City Boards, City Commissions, advisory bodies, and Departments shall provide oral interpretation or 

translation services in the language the member of the public requests at any public meeting or hearing, if requested  
at least 48 hours in advance of the meeting or hearing.                                                                                             

 
 (Added as Sec. 91.6 by Ord. 126-01, File No. 010409, App. 6/15/2001; amended by Ord. 202-09, File No. 090461, App. 8/28/2009; 
redesignated and amended by Ord. 27-15, File No. 141149, App. 3/12/2015, Eff. 4/11/2015) 
(Former Sec. 91.7 redesignated as Sec. 91.8 and amended by Ord. 27-15, File No. 141149, App. 3/12/2015, Eff. 4/11/2015) 
 
SEC. 91.8. RECORDED TELEPHONIC MESSAGES. 
 

All Departments with recorded telephonic messages about the Department's operation or services shall 
maintain such messages in each language spoken by a Substantial Number of Limited English Speaking Persons, or 
where applicable, a Concentrated Number of Limited English Speaking Persons. Such Departments are encouraged 
to include in the telephonic messages information about business hours, office location(s), services offered and the 
means of accessing such services, and the availability of language assistance. The requirements of this Section 91.8 
shall apply only to recordings prepared by a Department to provide general information to the public about the 
Department's operations and services, and shall not apply to voicemail recordings on City employees' telephone 
lines. 
 
(Added as Sec. 91.7 by Ord. 126-01, File No. 010409, App. 6/15/2001; redesignated and amended by Ord. 27-15, File No. 141149, App. 
3/12/2015, Eff. 4/11/2015) 
(Former Sec. 91.8 redesignated as Sec. 91.9 and amended by Ord. 27-15, File No. 141149, App. 3/12/2015, Eff. 4/11/2015) 
 
SEC. 91.9. CRISIS SITUATIONS. 
 

All Departments involved in health-related emergencies, refugee relief, disaster-related activities, and all other 
crisis situations shall work with OCEIA to include language service protocols in the Department's Annual 
Compliance Plan. During crisis, emergency, and public safety situations, all Departments involved shall prioritize 
Language Access Services and to the extent feasible ensure bilingual staff are present and available to assist 
Limited English Speaking Persons with critical needs. If the crisis, emergency or public safety situations require the 
posting of warning signs, the Department shall translate those signs in the required languages. 
 
(Added as Sec. 91.8 by Ord. 202-09, File No. 090461, App. 8/28/2009; redesignated and amended by Ord. 27-15, File No.141149, App. 
3/12/2015, Eff. 4/11/2015) 
(Former Sec. 91.9 redesignated as 91.10 and amended by Ord. 27-15, File No. 141149, App. 3/12/2015, Eff. 4/11/2015) 
 
SEC. 91.10. COMPLAINT PROCEDURE. 
 

(a) Complaint Process. OCEIA shall be responsible for accepting, investigating, and resolving complaints 
from persons alleging violations of this Chapter 91. A person alleging that a Department violated a provision of this 
Chapter may submit a complaint to OCEIA by either: (1) completing and submitting a complaint form; or (2) 
calling OCEIA and speaking with an employee who will document the complaint. Within 5 days of receiving the 
complaint, OCEIA shall notify the Department and commence an investigation. OCEIA shall resolve all complaints 
within 30 days of their receipt unless OCEIA finds good cause to extend the time resolving the complaint. OCEIA 
shall make a record of the resolution of the complaint and what action, if any, was undertaken by the Department in 
response to the complaint to ensure the Department's compliance with this Chapter 91. 
 

(b) Department and City Board, City Commission, and Advisory Body's Complaint Procedure. If a 
Department, a City Board, a City Commission or a Advisory Body receives a complaint from an individual, it shall 
immediately forward a copy of the complaint to OCEIA. In addition, it shall cooperate in good faith with OCEIA in 
resolving the complaint within the applicable time frame. 
 

(c) Annual Tracking of Complaints. OCEIA shall track the number of complaints received each year and 
maintain copies of all complaints and documentation of their resolution for a period of not less than 5 years. 
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(d) Quarterly Reports. On a quarterly basis, OCEIA shall submit a report to the Commission containing the 

following information: (1) the number of complaints filed during that quarter, including an analysis of individual 
cases with departmental trends; (2) the number of complaints filed for the year-to-date; (3) a comparison of those 
numbers with the filings for the previous year; and (4) a brief description of the nature of each complaint filed, 
including the Department named in the complaint, the violation alleged, the proposed intervention, whether the  
complaint was resolved or remains open, and what, if any, measures were implemented by the Department 
in response to the complaint.                                                                                                                                             
                                                                                                                                                                                          
(Added as Sec. 91.8 by Ord. 126-01, File No. 010409, App. 6/15/2001; redesignated as Sec. 91.9 and amended by Ord. 202- 09, File No. 
090461, App. 8/28/2009; redesignated and amended by Ord. 27-15, File No. 141149, App. 3/12/2015, Eff. 4/11/2015) 
(Former Sec. 91.10 redesignated as Sec. 91.11 and amended by Ord. 27-15, File No. 141149, App. 3/12/2015, Eff. 
4/11/2015) 
 
SEC. 91.11. ANNUAL COMPLIANCE PLAN. 
 

Using information collected during the preceding fiscal year beginning July 1 and ending June 30, each 
Department shall draft an Annual Compliance Plan including the following information: 
 

(a) A description of the Department's language access policy; 
 

(b) The language services offered by the Department; 
 

(c) The number and percentage of people who are Limited English Speaking Persons who use 
the Department's services Citywide, listed by language other than English, using a method 
described in the definition of Concentrated Number of Limited English Speaking Persons in 
Section 91.2 of this Chapter. Departments must include a description of the methodology or data 
collection system used to make this determination; 
 

(d) A roster of bilingual employees, their titles, office locations, the language(s) other than 
English that the persons speak; excluding those bilingual employees who are self-designated as 
competent in a second language other than English; 
 

(e) The name and contact information of the Department's language access coordinator; 
 

(f) A description of any use of telephone-based interpretation services, including the number 
of times telephone-based interpretation services were used, the language(s) for which they were 
used, and the number of times bilingual employees provided in-person interpretation services; 
 

(g) An explanatory assessment of the procedures used to facilitate communication with Limited English 
Speaking Persons, which shall include, but is not limited to, an evaluation of the following (1) the content of 
recorded telephonic messages provided to the public and the language of the message; (2) telephone requests for 
translation or interpretation services; (3) in person requests for translation or interpretation services; and (4) public 
notices of the availability of translation or interpretation services upon request; 
 

(h) Ongoing employee development and training strategy to maintain well trained bilingual employees and 
general staff. Employee development and training strategy should include a description of quality control protocols 
for bilingual employees; and a description of language service protocols for Limited English Speaking Persons in 
crisis situations as outlined in Section 91.9; 
 

(i) If the Department determines that additional bilingual employees are needed to meet the requirements of 
Section 91.4 of this Chapter, the Department must provide a description of its plan for meeting those requirements; 
 

(j) The name, title, and language(s) other than English spoken, if any, by the staff member designated with 
responsibility for ensuring the accuracy and appropriateness of translations for each language in which services 
must be provided under this Chapter 91; 
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(k) A list of the Department's written materials that have been translated under this Chapter 91, the language(s) 

into which they have been translated, and the persons who have reviewed the translated material for accuracy and 
appropriateness; 
 

(l) The Department's written policies on providing services to Limited English Speaking Persons; 
 
 (m) A list of goals for the upcoming year and, for all Annual Compliance Plans except the first, an assessment 

of the Department's success at meeting last year's goals;                                                                                                      
                                                                                                                                                                                    
(n) Annual expenditures from the previous fiscal year for services that are related to language access including: 

 
(1) Compensatory pay for bilingual employees who perform bilingual services, excluding 

regular annual salary expenditures; 
 

(2) Telephonic interpretation services provided by City vendors; 
 

(3) Document translation services provided by City vendors; 
 

(4) On-site language interpretation services provided by City vendors; 
 

(5) The total projected budget to support progressive implementation of the Department's language service 
plan; 
 

(o) A summary of changes between the Department's previous Annual Compliance Plan submittal and the 
current submittal, including but not limited to: (1) an explanation of strategies and procedures that have improved 
the Department's language services from the previous year; and (2) an explanation of strategies and procedures that 
did not improve the Department's language services and proposed solutions to achieve the overall goal of this 
Language Access Ordinance; and 
 

(p) Any other information OCEIA deems appropriate for the implementation of this Chapter 91. 
 
(Added as Sec. 91.9 by Ord. 126-01, File No. 010409, App. 6/15/2001; redesignated as Sec. 91.10 and amended by Ord.202-09, File No. 
090461, App. 8/28/2009; redesignated and amended by Ord. 27-15, File No. 141149, App. 3/12/2015, Eff. 4/11/2015) 
(Former Sec. 91.11 redesignated as Sec. 91.12 and amended by Ord. 27-15, File No. 141149, App. 3/12/2015, Eff. 4/11/2015) 
 
SEC. 91.12. COMPLIANCE PLANS SUBMITTALS, LANGUAGE ACCESS ORDINANCE SUMMARY 
REPORT, AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EMERGING LANGUAGE POPULATIONS. 
 

(a) Compliance Plans Submittals. All of the following entities shall submit their 2014-2015 Annual 
Compliance Plan on October 1, 2015, and thereafter October 1st of each year: Adult Probation Department, City 
Hall Building Management, Department of Building Inspection, Department of Elections, Department of the 
Environment, Department of Emergency Management, Department of Human Services, Department of Public 
Health, Department of Public Works, District Attorney's Office, Fire Department, Human Services Agency, 
Juvenile 
Probation Department, Mayor's Office of Economic and Workforce Development, Municipal Transportation 
Agency, Office of the Assessor Recorder, Office of the Treasurer and Tax Collector, Planning Department, Police 
Department, Public Defender's Office, Public Utilities Commission, Recreation and Park Department, Residential 
Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board, San Francisco International Airport, San Francisco Public Library, San 
Francisco Zoo, and Sheriff's Office. All other Departments shall file their initial Compliance Plan on October 1, 
2016, and thereafter October 1st of each year. The Director of each Department or his or her designee shall approve 
and submit an Annual Compliance Plan that includes the required data and budget information with OCEIA. 
 

(b) Language Access Ordinance Summary Report. Beginning on February l, 2016, and annually thereafter, 
OCEIA shall submit to the Commission and the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors a Language Access Ordinance 
Summary Report which compiles and summarizes all departmental Annual Compliance Plans. OCEIA shall also 
include in the Language Access Ordinance Summary Report a current determination of: (1) the total number of  
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Limited English Speaking Persons in the City; (2) the number of Limited English Speaking Persons in the City 
delineated according to language spoken; and (3) the number of Limited English Speaking Persons for each District 
delineated according to language spoken. 
 

(c) OCEIA may include in the Summary Report recommended changes to all departmental Annual Compliance 
Plans in order to meet the needs of Emerging Language Populations. 
 

 (d) By June 30 of each year, OCEIA may request a joint public hearing with the Board of Supervisors and the 
Commission to assess the adequacy of the City's ability to provide the public with access to language services.          

 
                                                                                                                                                                                    
 (e) By October 1, 2015, each Department required under subsection 91.12(a) to file an initial Compliance Plan 

on October 1, 2016 shall provide a written update to OCEIA regarding the Department's plans to ensure future 
compliance with Section 91.4 and Section 91.5(a) of this Chapter. The written update shall be in a format 
prescribed by OCEIA and shall include any information requested by OCEIA regarding the Department's plans. 
 
(Added as Sec. 91.11 by Ord. 202-09, File No. 090461, App. 8/28/2009; redesignated and amended by Ord. 27-15, File No.141149, App. 
3/12/2015, Eff. 4/11/2015) 
(Former Sec. 91.12 redesignated as 91.13 by Ord. 27-15, File No. 141149, App. 3/12/2015, Eff. 4/11/2015) 
 
SEC. 91.13. RECRUITMENT. 
 

It shall be the policy of the City to publicize job openings for Departments' Public Contact Positions as widely 
as possible including, but not limited to, in ethnic and non-English language media. 
 
(Added as Sec. 91.10 by Ord. 126-01, File No. 010409, App. 6/15/2001; redesignated as Sec. 91.12 by Ord. 202-09, File No.090461, App. 
8/28/2009; redesignated by Ord. 27-15, File No. 141149, App. 3/12/2015, Eff. 4/11/2015) 
(Former Sec. 91.13 redesignated as Sec. 91.15 and amended by Ord. 27-15, File No. 141149, App. 3/12/2015, Eff. 4/11/2015) 
 
SEC. 91.14. DEPARTMENT RESPONSIBILITIES. 
 

In addition to the duties and responsibilities provided elsewhere in this Chapter 91, Departments shall: 
 
(a) Inform Limited English Speaking Persons who seek services, in their native tongue, of their right to request 

translation services; 
 

(b) Create and maintain a language access policy and review it annually; 
 

(c) Designate a language access coordinator; and 
 

(d) Use good faith efforts to comply with the provisions of this Chapter 91. Departments shall prioritize 
Language Access Services and comply with the provisions of this Chapter 91 that are readily achievable. Over 
time, Departments shall fully comply with the provisions of this Chapter 91. 
 
(Added by Ord. 27-15, File No. 141149, App. 3/12/2015, Eff. 4/11/2015) 
(Former Sec. 91.14 redesignated as Sec. 91.16 and amended by Ord. 27-15, File No. 141149, App. 3/12/2015, Eff. 4/11/2015) 
 
SEC. 91.15. COMMISSION RESPONSIBILITIES. 
 

The Commission is responsible for evaluating the requirements set forth in this Chapter 91. The Commission's 
duties shall include: (a) reviewing all OCEIA reports; (b) reviewing complaints and OCEIA's resolution of them; 
(c) recommending policy changes, including revisions to this Chapter or to the Rules and Regulations adopted 
under Section 91.16 of this Chapter; (d) identifying new trends that may present new challenges tor language 
access; (e) identifying new practices that further the objectives of this Chapter; and (f) conducting public hearings 
related to items (a) through (e). 
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(Added as Sec. 91.11 by Ord. 126-01, File No. 010409, App. 6/15/2001; redesignated as Sec. 91.13 and amended by Ord.202-09, File No. 
090461, App. 8/28/2009; redesignated and amended by Ord. 27-15, File No. 141149, App. 3/12/2015, Eff. 4/11/2015) 
(Former Sec. 91.15 redesignated as 91.17 by Ord. 27-15, File No. 141149, App. 3/12/2015, Eff. 4/11/2015) 
 
SEC. 91.16. OFFICE OF CIVIC ENGAGEMENT AND IMMIGRANT AFFAIRS' RESPONSIBILITIES. 
 

Subject to the budgetary and fiscal provisions of the Charter, OCEIA may provide a centralized infrastructure 
for the City's language services and monitor and facilitate Departmental compliance with this Chapter 91. OCEIA 
may: 

 
(a) Provide technical assistance for language services for all Departments, including yearly trainings for 

department staff; 
                                                                                                                                                                                         

 (b) Coordinate language services across Departments, including but not limited to maintaining a directory of 
qualified language service providers for Departments to utilize and carry out their responsibilities under this 
Chapter 91, maintaining Language Access Services, translations, and interpretations contracts for all Departments, 
maintaining an inventory of translation equipment, and providing assistance to Departments, the Board of 
Supervisors, and the Mayor's Office in identifying bilingual staff; 
 

(c) Compile and maintain a central repository for all Departments' translated documents; 
 

(d) Provide Departments with model Annual Compliance Plans; 
 

(e) If OCEIA determines that at least 10,000 City residents who are Limited English Speaking Persons share a 
language other than English and makes its determination pursuant to Section 91.2, it shall notify all affected 
Departments and post that determination on its website for 120 days prior to certifying the new language. During 
that time period, OCEIA may conduct a study to confirm that at least 10,000 City residents who are Limited 
English Speaking Persons share a language other than English. If OCEIA conducts such a study, the 120 days shall 
commence the day the study is published. The certification of a new language as a language spoken by a 
Substantial Number of Limited English Speaking Persons shall take effect after the conclusion of the process 
described in this subsection(e). 
 

(f) Maintain a complaint form on OCEIA's website in all certified languages spoken by a Substantial Number 
of Limited English Speaking Persons; and 
 

(g) Investigate potential violations of this Chapter. 
 
(Added as Sec. 91.14 by Ord. 202-09, File No. 090461, App. 8/28/2009; redesignated and amended by Ord. 27-15, File No. 141149, App. 
3/12/2015, Eff. 4/11/2015) 
(Former Sec. 91.16 redesignated as Sec. 91.18 and amended by Ord. 27-15, File No. 141149, App. 3/12/2015, Eff. 4/11/2015) 
 
SEC. 91.17. RULES AND REGULATIONS. 
 

In order to effectuate the terms of this Chapter, the Commission may adopt rules and regulations consistent 
with this Chapter. 
 
(Added as Sec. 91.12 by Ord. 126-01, File No. 010409, App. 6/15/2001; redesignated as Sec. 91.15 and amended by Ord. 202-09, File No. 
090461, App. 8/28/2009; redesignated and amended by Ord. 27-15, File No. 141149, App. 3/12/2015, Eff. 4/11/2015) 
(Former Sec. 91.17 added as Sec. 91.14 by Ord. 126-01, File No. 010409, App. 6/15/2001; redesignated and amended by Ord. 202-09, File No. 
090461, App. 8/28/2009; repealed by Ord. 27-15, File No. 141149, App. 3/12/2015, Eff. 4/11/2015) 
 
SEC. 91.18. ENFORCEMENT. 
 

OCEIA shall be responsible for enforcement of this Chapter. OCEIA may investigate potential violations of 
this Chapter. OCEIA may attempt to resolve noncompliance with this Chapter by any Department through informal 
processes, including mediation and conference and conciliation. If after an investigation and attempt to resolve an 
incidence of Department noncompliance,OCEIA the Commission is unable to resolve the matter, it shall transmit a  
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written finding of non-compliance, specifying the nature of the non-compliance and the recommended corrective 
measures, to the Department, the Department of Human Resources, the Commission, the Mayor, and the Board of 
Supervisors. 
 
(Added as Sec. 91.13 by Ord. 126-01, File No. 010409, App. 6/15/2001; redesignated as Sec. 91.16 by Ord. 202-09, File No. 090461, App. 
8/28/2009; redesignated and amended by Ord. 27-15, File No. 141149, App. 3/12/2015, Eff. 4/11/2015) 
(Former Sec. 91.18 redesignated as 91.19 and amended by Ord. 27-15, File No. 141149, App. 3/12/2015, Eff. 4/11/2015) 
 
 
SEC. 91.19. DISCLAIMERS. 

 
(a) By providing the public with equal access to language services, the City and County of San Francisco is                                                                                                                                                      

assuming an undertaking only to promote the general welfare. It is not assuming, nor is it imposing on its officers 
and employees, an obligation for breach of which it is liable in money damages to any person who claims that such 
breach proximately caused injury. 
 

(b) The obligations set forth in the Language Access Ordinance are directory and the failure of the City to 
comply shall not provide a basis to invalidate any City action. 
 

(c) The Language Access Ordinance shall be interpreted and applied so as to be consistent with Title VI and 
VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, California's Fair Employment and Housing Act, and Article X of the San 
Francisco Charter and so as not to impede or impair the City's obligations to comply with any court order or 
consent decree. 
 
(Added as Sec. 91.18 by Ord. 202-09, File No. 090461, App. 8/28/2009; redesignated by Ord. 27-15, File No. 141149, App.3/12/2015, Eff. 
4/11/2015) 
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OCEIA promotes civic participation and inclusive policies that improve the lives of San Francisco’s residents, particularly 
immigrants, newcomers, underserved and vulnerable communities. OCEIA seeks to bridge cultural, linguistic and economic 
barriers to ensure that San Francisco’s diverse residents have equal access to city services and opportunities to participate and 
contribute in meaningful ways to the success of the community and to the city. 

Program Areas: 
Community Ambassadors Safety Program~ Community Grants: Citizenship, Deferred Action, Day Laborers, Language Access~ 
Community Outreach & Consumer Education ~ Language Access & Services~ Immigrant Integration ~ Immigrant Rights Commission 

Main Office: 
50 Van Ness Avenue | San Francisco, CA 94102 
Telephone: 415.581-2360  | website: www. sfgov.org/OCEIA  |  
Email: civic.engagement@sfgov.org       

Staff: 
Adrienne Pon, Executive Director 
Richard Whipple, Deputy Director of Programs 
Isis Fernandez Sykes, Deputy Director of  Immigration & Legal Affairs 
Sarah Hooker, Associate Director of Policy & Language Access 
Maricela Alvarez,  Administrative Programs Coordinator  
Jesus Castro, Programs & Language Services Assistant 
Melissa Chan, Executive Coordinator/Office Manager 
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Arturo Cosenza, Language Services Specialist (Spanish) 
Felix Fuentes,  Senior Outreach & Education Manager/CAP Supervisor 
Olive Huang, Language Services Specialist (Chinese) 
Agnes Li, Language Services Specialist (Chinese) 
Alena Miakinina, Senior CAP Administrative & Data Coordinator| Russian Language Specialist 
Norman Ospina, Language Services Specialist (Spanish) 
Sandra Panopio, Language Services Unit Supervisor | Filipino Language Specialist 
Jamie Richardson, Communications Specialist 
Elijah Toluao,  DreamSF Senior Fellow 
 

Community Ambassadors Program Team Leads: 
Schevonne Baty,  
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Alton Moore,  
Chinatown 

Edward Munoz,  
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Faapito Sagote,  
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Junior Tovio 
Bayview  
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