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PIONEER VALLEY METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION (PVMPO) 

 TITLE VI PROGRAM UPDATE 

 ENDORSED SEPTEMBER 17, 2009 

 

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and its amendments prohibit discrimination on the basis 
of race, color, or national origin in programs and activities that receive federal financial 
assistance. Two Presidential Executive Orders and related statutes further define populations that 
are protected under the umbrella of Title VI: Executive Order 12898, which is concerned with 
environmental justice (EJ) for minority and low-income persons; and Executive Order 13166, 
which is concerned with providing equal access to services and benefits for those individuals 
with limited English proficiency (LEP). 
 
The purposes of Title VI include preventing the denial, reduction or delay of federally supported 
benefits to minority and low-income persons; ensuring full and fair public participation in the 
transportation planning processes of metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs); and ensuring 
that the policies and programs of MPOs do not have disproportionately adverse effects on 
minority and low-income persons. 
 
This Title VI Program Update of the Pioneer Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(PVMPO) is an update of the “Environmental Justice and Title VI” program presented in 
Appendix A and Appendix B of the PVMPO’s Public Participation Plan endorsed June 17, 2007. 
This Program Update has been prepared consistent with the guidance provided in Federal Transit 
Administration Circular 4702.1A issued May 13, 2007. PVMPO is not a direct recipient of FTA 
funds; therefore, this program update is being submitted to the Massachusetts Executive Office 
of Transportation and Public Works Office of Civil Rights External Operations consistent with 
the reporting procedures of that agency. 
 
The purpose of the PVMPO Title VI Program Update is to verify that: the opportunity and ability 
of persons to participate in transportation planning, programming and implementation is not 
limited on the basis of race, color or national origin; and any necessary corrective, remedial and 
affirmative actions have been taken to eliminate and prevent discriminatory treatment of people 
on the basis of race, color or national origin. 
 
The PVMPO region is composed of the 43 municipalities of Hampden and Hampshire Counties 
shown Figure 1. The estimated population of this region in 2008 was 611,055, which is up 0.1% 
since 2000 and 0.2% since 1990. The region measures 1,179 square miles and includes a mix of 
urban, suburban and rural communities. The majority of the PVMPO region is within the 
Springfield, Massachusetts Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA).  
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Figure 1: Pioneer Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization Region 
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I. General Title VI Reporting Requirements 

This section contains and provides references to the Title VI-related information specified for 
submittal in the general reporting requirements of FTA Circular 4702.1A issued May 13, 2007. 

 

A. Title VI Signed Assurances 

The PVMPO’s current signed assurances are attached as Appendix A. 

 

B. Title VI Complaint Procedure and Tracking System 

PVMPO has updated its Title VI complaint procedure since 2007. The most recently endorsed 
version is included as Appendix B. The Title VI complaint tracking system is also described in 
the updated procedure. 

 

C. Title VI and Related Status Complaints and/or Lawsuits 

There were no complaints or lawsuits related to Title VI filed with the PVMPO during the 
reporting period. 

 

D. Access for Limited English Proficient (LEP) Persons 

A copy of PVMPO’s most recently updated Limited English Proficiency (LEP) Plan is attached 
as Appendix C. The plan demonstrates the PVMPO’s continuing efforts to broaden and improve 
its outreach and coordination with LEP populations. Key elements of the PVMPO’s updated LEP 
Plan include: 

 Demographic analysis of potential LEP residents of the region and their communities. 

 Publication of all MPO legal notices in Spanish. 

 Availability of language translation services at all meetings upon request. 

 Coordination and outreach with other agencies to LEP populations.  

 Reliance on recommendations of community partner organizations to identify the 
needs of LEP persons in the region, such as appropriate locations for public meetings 
that are likely to garner the greatest LEP participation, as well as translation services 
that may be needed. 

 

E. Title VI Public Notice 

A copy of the PVMPO’s Title VI Public Notice is attached as Appendix D. This notice is posted 
on the PVPC website (www.pvpc.org) and at PVPC’s public offices at 60 Congress Street in 
Springfield, Massachusetts, where the notice can be viewed during regular business hours. 
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II. Public Outreach and Involvement Activities 

This section describes the public outreach and involvement activities of the PVMPO for the 
transportation planning process since the last Title VI program update. 

The PVMPO Public Participation Plan is the guide for transportation planning public outreach 
and involvement activities in the region. The PVMPO most recently revised and endorsed this 
plan on June 19, 2007.  

The PVMPO’s Public Participation Plan describes the organization’s ongoing efforts to identify 
and consult LEP and low-income populations.  

PVMPO public outreach and involvement activities performed by the staff of the Pioneer Valley 
Planning Commission during the reporting period for this Title VI Program Update include: 

1. Coordinated outreach with residents of Springfield’s Mason Square and Fort Hill 
neighborhoods to identify transportation issues related to walking and bicycling. 

 
2. Assisted in the coordination of Springfield Walks initiative and an Art Walk project.  

 
3. Conducted public outreach to Springfield residents for the creation of and development of 

a support group for the Connecticut Riverwalk, a grassroots community based effort.  
 

4. Contacted Springfield area colleges regarding transportation needs for minority and low 
income students. PVPC staff coordinated with faculty at Western New England College 
for a presentation on environmental justice and transportation planning. 

 
5. Worked with the administrative staff of Springfield Technical Community College to 

perform updated air quality analysis on the college’s parking expansion and analysis of 
impact to neighboring low income and minority populations.  STCC transportation issues 
included the need for transit service that allows recent graduates access to jobs, on-
campus parking issues, neighborhood access to transit and childcare and trip chaining.  

 
6. PVPC staff participated in a workshop in Springfield on investment equity. 

 
7. PVPC staff continued the ongoing transit customer survey program, as a service to the 

Pioneer Valley Transit Authority. This service facilitates local rider feedback and 
identifies potential equity concerns.  

 
8. Preparation and publication of a regional address database for PVTA paratransit van 

service. This database is used by PVTA staff, along with a web-based GoogleMaps 
graphic interface at http://www.pvpc.org/maps/pvta/pvta_ada_map.htm to assess the 
eligibility of residents for paratransit service (within 3/4 mile of fixed transit routes, 
depending on day part and service frequency).  

 
9. Coordinated 2010 outreach with Bay State Health Systems to identify transportation 

issues for patients and staff.  
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10. Conducted outreach in support of the City of Holyoke Planning Staff to identify 
transportation contributions to local food and fitness programs.  

 
11. Worked with the City of Holyoke and the Holyoke Health Coalition to identify school 

access issues for urban neighborhoods. Researched sidewalk inventory models and 
suitability analysis tools. This effort is part of an ongoing commitment to the Holyoke 
Food and Fitness Collaborative. This partnership of organizations is working toward a 
Kellogg Grant that would incorporate a variety of transportation projects as they relate to 
public health and safety. Nuestras Raíces, a leader in the Collaborative, is a grass-roots 
organization that promotes economic, human and community development in Holyoke.  

 
12. Coordinated with the Rails to Trails Conservancy and the City of Springfield’s Planning 

Department, Parks Department and local citizens on Springfield Grant proposal to study 
access issues low income and minority neighborhoods to bicycle and walking trails. 
Submitted an “Active Living” proposal through a partnership with local community 
organizations. 

 
13. Coordinated with representatives of PVMPO municipalities on Title VI submissions and 

revisions, through the Joint Committee on Transportation.  
 

14. Responded to requests from the Food Bank of Western Massachusetts for mapping 
parking and access to a Springfield Health Fair and participated in Food Bank sponsored 
community lunch meetings. Target Hunger is a community organizing project of The 
Food Bank and two dozen community partners in the Mason Square area of Springfield, 
with the goal of implementing new solutions to the problem of hunger, which affects 9% 
of local residents, and create a sustainable model of community food security.  
Transportation has been identified as a major obstacle in accessing healthy food.  

 
15. Assisted in coordinating outreach to low income and minority populations in and around 

the proposed parking expansion of the Extract Place Parking Lot for Springfield 
Technical Community Collage. This effort involved the bilingual outreach and 
professional interpretation services.  

 
16. Worked with Springfield Public Schools teachers, administrators and Springfield 

Department of Public Works officials to assess the potential for bike rack installations. 
Wrote grants and secured funding the bike rack installations.  

 
17. Participated in Career Day events for the Springfield Public Schools and provided 

information to students on the transportation planning process. 
 

18. Conducted outreach in support of the Knowledge Corridor Passenger Rail Study. Public 
meetings were held in May 2009 in Springfield and Northampton and attended by more 
than 150 citizens. The Northampton meeting was noteworthy as a request was made to 
have the meeting signed for a hearing impaired resident. Three hearing-impaired 
residents were able to participate as a result of this service. 
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III. MPO Process 

In order to integrate into metropolitan planning activities the considerations expressed in the U.S. 
Department of Transportation’s Order on Environmental Justice, PVMPO utilizes an analytic 
basis to certify compliance with Title VI. This section describes how PVMPO’s transportation 
planning process complies with Title VI by providing an analysis of the region’s demographic 
characteristics and trends; identifying the needs of low-income and minority populations; and 
identifying the benefits and burdens of programmed transportation improvements on different 
socioeconomic groups in the region. 

A. Demographic Profiles 

For the purpose of Title VI demographic impact analysis, the PVMPO defines “minority” and 
“low-income” geographic areas as census blocks in which the proportion of minority and/or low-
income residents exceeds the average regional proportion, as approved by FHWA. The full 
method and application is described in the PVMPO Regional Transportation Plan 
(www.pvpc.org/activities/transportation-rtp.shtml).  
 

1. Minority Populations 
The PVMPO method defines “minority” as “the population that is not identified by the census as 
White-Non-Hispanic” in the 2000 US Census. The racial or ethnic groups included are: 
  

 White Non-Hispanic 
 African-American or Black 
 Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 
 Asian (including Native Hawaiian, & other) 
 American Indian (& Alaska Native) 
 Some other race 
 Two or More Races.  

 
Of the PVMPO region’s 608,479 residents (US Census 2000), 132,982 meet this definition of 
minority. When this analysis was applied to the 450 census block groups in the region, the 
finding was that there are 57,217 people living in 162 block groups who can be considered 
minorities. Therefore, 162, or 36%, of the region’s block groups are considered to have 
proportions of minority populations that exceed the regional average. Summary results are 
shown in Figure III-A-1. A detailed breakdown is shown in the following tables. 
 

Table III-A-1-1 Pioneer Valley Population by Race 

Race Population Percent 
White alone 499,593 82.11% 
Black or African American alone 39,915 6.56% 
American Indian and Alaska Native alone 1,493 0.25% 
Asian alone 11,095 1.82% 
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 390 0.06% 
Some other race alone 42,650 7.01% 
Two or more races 13,343 2.19% 
Total 608479 100.00% 
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Table III-A-1-2 Pioneer Valley Non-Hispanic or Latino Population Breakdown 

Race Population Percent 
Not Hispanic or Latino: 534,070 87.77% 
White alone 475,944 78.22% 
Black or African American alone 36,774 6.04% 
American Indian and Alaska Native alone 1009 0.17% 
Asian alone 10,993 1.81% 
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone 210 0.03% 
Some other race alone 797 0.13% 
Two or more races 8,343 1.37% 

 
 

Table III-A-1-3 - Pioneer Valley Hispanic or Latino Population Breakdown 

Race Population Percent 
Hispanic or Latino: 74,409 12.23% 
White alone 23,649 3.89% 
Black or African American alone 3,141 0.52% 
American Indian and Alaska Native alone 484 0.08% 
Asian alone 102 0.02% 
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone 180 0.03% 
Some other race alone 41,853 6.88% 
Two or more races 5,000 0.82% 

 

The PVMPO’s Environmental Justice target population for minorities is defined by using census 
block group data “in which the percentage of minorities is greater than the percentage of 
minorities in the entire region,” as agreed upon by the PVMPO’s Joint Transportation Committee 
in January of 2003.  
 

2. Low-income Populations 
PVMPO relies on a definition of “low income” based on the federal definitions of "poverty." 
Annual household income levels associated with this federal definition are shown below. 
 

Table III-A-2-1 Low-income Definitions 

Household Federal Poverty Level
1 person $8,500
2 persons $10,800 
3 persons $13,290 
4 persons $17,000 
5 persons  $20,000 

 
The PVMPO method defines a “low income” area as one with a proportion of people living at or 
below this federally defined poverty level that exceeds the proportion of people in poverty in the 
region as a whole, which is 13.5%. The definition is inclusive of 57,217 people living in 162 
block groups and represents 73.7% of the low-income population.  The 162 included block 
groups comprise 36% of the region's total (450). This analysis was also applied at the census 
block group geographic level and is shown in Figure III-A-2. 
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Figure III-A-1 

Census Block Groups with Minority Populations Exceeding Regional Average of 21.9% 

 

 

Figure III-A-2 

2000 Census Block Groups with a Poverty Rate Exceeding the Regional Average of 13.5% 
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B. The Needs of Low-income and Minority Populations 

The PVMPO Public Participation Plan includes strategies and techniques geared to help identify 
the mobility and transportation investment needs of low-income and minority populations. The 
PVMPO actively solicits the needs of low income residents of the region through an ongoing and 
expanding consultation with community partners. A list of these partners is attached as 
Appendix E. 

 

C. Benefits and Burdens of Transportation System Investments 

The PVMPO relies on a three-step process to assess the benefits and burdens of transportation 
system investments for low-income populations and minority populations. These steps are: 

1. Identification of transportation investments programmed through the Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP) and Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). 

2. Scoring and prioritization of TIP projects.  

3. Analysis of programmed TIP project locations in relation to census block groups 
defined as environmental justice populations (i.e., a percentage of low-income and/or 
minority residents that exceed the regional average) to determine the relative 
distributional equity of programmed transportation investments. 

 

The following list reports programmed TIP investment projects during the fiscal years covered 
by this Title VI Program Update. Maps are provided to show geographic location of project work 
with respect to minority and low-income populations. However, because of the regional nature of 
many of these transportation investments, as well as the differing nature of the individual 
transportation improvements programmed, the geographic location of all residents who may 
actually use each project is not presented. 
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PIONEER VALLEY METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION (PVMPO)  

TITLE VI DISCRIMINATION COMPLAINT PROCEDURE 

Update Endorsed: September 17, 2009 
 
 

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and its amendments prohibit discrimination on the basis 
of race, color, or national origin in programs and activities that receive federal financial 
assistance. Two Presidential Executive Orders and related statutes further define populations that 
are protected under the umbrella of Title VI: Executive Order 12898, which is concerned with 
environmental justice (EJ) for minority and low-income persons; and Executive Order 13166, 
which is concerned with providing equal access to services and benefits for those individuals 
with limited English proficiency (LEP). 
 
The purposes of Title VI include preventing the denial, reduction or delay of federally supported 
benefits to minority and low-income persons; ensuring full and fair public participation in the 
transportation planning processes of metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs); and ensuring 
that the policies and programs of MPOs do not have disproportionately adverse effects on 
minority and low-income persons. 
 
Therefore, to comply with 49 CFR Section 21.9(b), the Pioneer Valley Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (PVMPO) maintains the following procedure to receive, review, resolve and track 
complaints related to Title VI.  
 
1. How to Submit a Complaint 
 
Any person who believes that he or she or any specific class of persons has been subjected to 
discrimination that is prohibited by Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, its amendments and 
related statutes, by the Pioneer Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization (PVMPO) in its role 
of planning and programming federal funds may submit a written complaint. Complaints may be 
submitted for discrimination on the basis of race, color, national origin or language. Any such 
complaint shall be submitted no later than 180 days after the date the person believes the 
discrimination occurred. Written complaints shall be submitted to: 
  

Massachusetts Secretary of Transportation, Chair 
Pioneer Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization  
c/o Pioneer Valley Planning Commission 
60 Congress Street 
Springfield MA 01104 
   

Complaints shall be in writing and shall set forth as completely as possible the relevant facts and 
circumstances surrounding the alleged discrimination. The following information shall be 
included:  
 

 Name, address, and phone number of the complainant. 
 A statement of the complainant, including:  
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▫ The basis of the alleged discrimination (race, color, national origin, or language).  
▫ A detailed description of the alleged discriminatory act(s).  
▫ What in the nature of the alleged act(s) led the complainant to feel that 

discrimination was involved. 
▫ The date(s) on which the alleged discriminatory act(s) occurred.  
▫ The name(s) of individual(s) alleged to have participated in the act(s).  

 The names of all other agencies or organizations where the complaint is also being 
filed (if applicable). 

 The signature of the complainant and date submitted. 
 
2. Review of Complaints  
 
Upon receipt of the complaint, the PVMPO chair shall direct the PVMPO staff executive director 
to review it. The PVMPO staff executive director shall provide written acknowledgment of 
receipt to the complainant within ten (10) business days.  
 
The review may include the gathering of additional information from the complainant and/or the 
alleged discriminating party(ies).  
 
Upon completion of the review, the PVMPO staff executive director shall submit a report of 
findings to the members of the PVMPO. If the complaint is found to have merit, the report of the 
PVMPO staff executive director shall also include proposed resolutions and/or recommended 
actions, such as:  
 

 Forwarding the complaint to a responsible implementing agency. 
 Identifying remedial actions that are available to offer redress. 
 Identifying possible improvements to the PVMPO’s Title VI processes. 

 
If more time is required for the review, the PVMPO staff executive director shall notify the 
complainant and PVMPO chair of the anticipated additional time needed. 
 
3. Resolution of Complaints 
 
The PVMPO staff executive director shall submit the report of findings to the members of the 
PVMPO for discussion and action. A copy of the report shall also to be provided to the 
complainant. The PVMPO shall issue a written response to the complainant describing any 
action taken. The response shall be issued no later than sixty (60) calendar days after the date on 
which the complaint was received. If more time is required for action, the PVMPO shall notify 
the complainant of the anticipated additional time needed. 
 
4. Concurrent Complaints and Appeal 
 
The procedures described above do not in any way abridge the right of the complainant to file 
concurrent complaints with other state or federal agencies and/or to seek private counsel. The 
procedures above are part of an administrative resolution process that does not include punitive 
damages or compensatory remuneration. The complainant has the right to appeal the PVMPO’s 
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response by submitting the complaint to the Federal Transit Administration, as described in FTA 
Circular 4702.1A (http://www.fta.dot.gov/laws/circulars/publications_4123.html). Notice of this 
right shall be included in the PVMPO’s written response to the complainant. 
 
5. Complaint Tracking 
 
The PVMPO will maintain a log of Title VI complaints received. This log will be available for 
public review at the offices of the Pioneer Valley Planning Commission, 60 Congress Street, 
Springfield MA 01104, during business hours. 
 
 

Updated September 17, 2009 
Pioneer Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This Limited English Proficient (LEP) Plan has been developed by the Pioneer Valley Planning 
Commission (PVPC) in consultation with the FTA publication of April 13, 2007, “Implementing 
the Department of Transportation’s Policy Guidance Concerning Recipients’ Responsibilities to 
Limited English Proficient (LEP) Persons: A Handbook for Public Transportation Providers.” 
 
This plan is a living document; it is continually reviewed, updated and improved by PVPC staff 
to help better meet the needs of the residents of the Pioneer Valley Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (PVMPO) region. 
 
This plan describes the strategic approach that PVPC is pursuing to achieve its program to better 
engage people who are Limited English Proficient (LEP) in metropolitan transportation 
planning activities. PVPC’s goal is to ensure that LEP persons have meaningful access to the 
public involvement process for PVMPO activities. This LEP Plan clarifies PVMPO’s 
responsibilities with respect to LEP requirements as a recipient of federal financial assistance 
from the U.S. Department of Transportation to people who are Limited English Proficient in 
accordance with: 
 

 Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. 2000d, et seq., and its implementing 
regulations, which state that no person shall be subject to discrimination on the basis of 
race, color, or national origin under any program or activity that receives federal assistance. 

 
 Executive Order 13166 “Improving Access to Services for Persons with Limited English 

Proficiency” of August 16, 2000, which directs that Federal agencies subject to the 
requirements of Title VI publish guidance for their recipients clarifying LEP obligations. 
Executive Order 13166 directs that all guidance documents be consistent with the 
compliance standards and framework detailed in the U.S. Department of Justice’s Policy 
Guidance “Enforcement of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964—National Origin 
Discrimination Against Persons With Limited English Proficiency.” This guidance 
advises that different treatment based upon a person’s inability to speak, read, write, or 
understand English may be a type of national origin discrimination. Executive Order 
13166 applies to all federal agencies, programs and operations of entities that receive 
funds from the federal government, which includes the PVMPO. 

 
These federal regulations and guidance define persons with Limited English Proficiency as 
individuals with a primary or home language other than English who must, due to limited 
fluency in English, communicate in that primary or home language if the individuals are to have 
an equal opportunity to participate effectively in or benefit from any aid, service or benefit in 
federally funded programs and activities. 

This plan is being made available to people and organizations for which LEP may be a common 
consideration, including social service, non-profit, and law enforcement agencies. This plan is 
available in electronic PDF format on the PVPC website at www.pvpc.org. Paper copies of this 
LEP Plan will be provided to the community based organizations that have been consulted 
during the development of this plan, as well as the members of the Pioneer Valley Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (PVMPO), the Joint Transportation Committee of the PVMPO, the 
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Massachusetts Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, the Federal 
Transit Administration, the Pioneer Valley Transit Authority, and any other person or agency 
requesting a copy.  
 

 
 
 
 

Figure 1-1: Pioneer Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization Region 
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2.0 PVMPO REGION LEP POPULATION ANALYSIS 

This section presents an analysis of LEP residents of the PVMPO region. This analysis is 
modeled on the four-factor analysis of an individualized assessment described in the FTA 
guidance publication of  April 13, 2007 entitled “Implementing the Department of 
Transportation’s Policy Guidance Concerning Recipients’ Responsibilities to Limited English 
Proficient (LEP) Persons: A Handbook for Public Transportation Providers.” Though the four-
factor analysis is intended primarily for use by transit agencies, its application to the PVMPO is 
also helpful in assessing the needs of LEP persons in the metropolitan transportation planning 
process. 
 

The PVMPO region includes communities with diverse ethnicities, including many people for 
whom English is not their native language. The representatives and residents of these communities 
who participate in the metropolitan planning organization (MPO) process are the most regular and 
significant channels through which PVPC has developed and maintains awareness of the concerns 
of LEP persons. 
 

The following factors were considered to help gauge the level and extent of language assistance 
measures required to sufficiently ensure meaningful participation in the MPO process: 
 

 Factor 1: Proportion, numbers and distribution of LEP persons in the PVMPO region 
 Factor 2: Frequency of contact with LEP persons 
 Factor 3: Nature and importance of metropolitan transportation planning to LEP persons 
 Factor 4: Resources available to PVMPO and cost 

 

 
2.1 Factor 1: Proportion, Numbers and Distribution of LEP Persons 

The U.S. Census Bureau reports a range of 4 classifications of how well people speak English. 
The classifications are ‘very well,’ ‘well,’ ‘not well,’ and ‘not at all.’ Consistent with federal 
guidance, the PVMPO LEP Plan considers people who are reported by the Census to speak 
English ‘not well’ or ‘not at all’ as Limited English Proficient persons.  
 
2.1.1 Service Area Geographic Boundaries 

The PVMPO region consists of the 43 Massachusetts municipalities listed below and displayed 
in Figure 1 on the previous page. 
 

Agawam 
Amherst 
Belchertown 
Blandford 
Brimfield 
Chester 
Chesterfield 
Chicopee 
Cummington 
East Longmeadow 

Easthampton 
Goshen 
Granby 
Granville 
Hadley 
Hampden 
Hatfield 
Holland 
Holyoke 
Huntington 
Longmeadow 

Ludlow 
Middlefield 
Monson 
Montgomery 
Northampton 
Palmer 
Pelham 
Plainfield 
Russell 
South Hadley 
Southampton 

Southwick 
Springfield 
Tolland 
Wales 
Ware 
West Springfield 
Westfield 
Westhampton 
Wilbraham 
Williamsburg 
Worthington 
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2.1.2 Analysis of Language-related U.S. Census Data 

This section presents analysis of demographic data related to the ability to speak English from 
the 2000 U.S. Census and the 2005-2007 American Community Survey. 
  
Analysis of US Census 2000 demographic data for the 43 PVMPO communities presented in 
Figure 2.1-2 shows that the proportion of residents within the PVMPO region who may be 
considered LEP is 1.24%, which is significantly lower than the national average of 4.2% and the 
Massachusetts statewide average of 3.6%.  
 
Figure 2.1-3 shows that the number of LEP persons exceeds 1,000 in at least five PVMPO 
member communities: Chicopee, Holyoke, Springfield, West Springfield and Westfield. This 
threshold is significant with respect to safe harbor provisions of LEP program efforts (see 
Section 3.0 on page 11). 
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Figure 2.1.2-1

Source: US 
Census 2000 SF-3 
QT-P17 
“Population 5 
years and Over by  
Language Spoken 
at Home and 
Ability to Speak 
English” 
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Figure 2.1.2-2
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The most recent data for English proficiency is from the 2005-2007 American Community 
Survey three-year estimates. However, ACS data is only available for Hampden County in the 
2005-2007 timeframe (Hampshire County data is not reported because sampling size is too small 
for reliable estimation). Also, ACS only offers two reporting categories: 1) “Speaks English 
Very Well” and 2) “Speaks English Not Very Well.” These are not the same as the four 2000 
Census categories shown in the preceding figures, so direct comparison is not possible.  
 
The ACS estimate for Hampden County 2005-2007 is that 40,798 people over the age of 5, or 
approximately 9.5% of the County’s 430,328 residents over that age, speak English “less than 
very well.” However, due to the relatively small sample size, the margin of error for this estimate 
is quite large, especially for categories in which there are relatively few numbers of non-native 
English speakers surveyed. 
 
The diversity of languages other than English spoken in Hampden County is presented below. 
This chart reports the number of people over age 5 for who English is not their first language; 
however, it does not indicate that they speak English “less than very well,” as the majority of 
people surveyed for who English was not their first language are also able to speak English “very 
well.” (Languages spoken by 300 or fewer persons are not reported on this chart.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.1.2-3: Hampden County Residents Age 5+ Languages Spoken 

Language Number Percent
Number who speak 
English "Less than 

Very Well"

Percent who speak 
English "Less than 

Very Well"

English only 337,556 78.4%
Spanish/Spanish-Creole 55,177 12.8% 22,882 41%
Russian 6,061 1.4% 3,594 59%
Polish 5,654 1.3% 2,800 50%
Portugese 4,798 1.1% 2,422 50%
French 4,609 1.1% 875 19%
Italian 2,334 0.5% 752 32%
Vietnamese 2,081 0.5% 1,708 82%
African 1,436 0.3% 392 27%
Other Slavic langugages 1,417 0.3% 955 67%
Chinese 1,162 0.3% 839 72%
Other Indo-European 1,006 0.2% 588 58%
German 950 0.2% 108 11%
Other Asian languages 642 0.1% 356 55%
Greek 571 0.1% 176 31%
Arabic 527 0.1% 443 84%
Persian 325 0.1% 161 50%
Hindi 316 0.1% 77 24%

Non-English subtotals 89,066 20.7% 39,128

Hampden County Total 430,328 100.0%
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2.1.3 Involvement of Community Organizations and Committees 

The PVMPO is engaged with community based organizations that serve LEP persons in two 
general ways: 1) participating in meetings of organizations and agencies that deal with LEP 
issues; and 2) the public involvement process. 
 
The staff of the PVMPO participates on an ongoing basis in the meetings and activities of the 
following community and municipal organizations that address in part the needs of LEP persons: 
 

 Directors of Councils on Aging in PVMPO communities. 
 Human service organizations. 
 Emergency management agencies and staff of PVMPO member communities. 
 Homeland Security Councils of Hampden and Hampshire Counties. 

 
PVMPO staff also participate regularly in meetings and activities of municipal and volunteer 
committees in PVMPO member communities, including those of the City of Northampton Public 
Transportation Committee. PVMPO staff also conducts outreach to the Town Amherst Public 
Transportation Committee. Both committees address issues of concern to LEP residents of the 
region. 
 
PVMPO continues to work with other transportation agencies, including the Pioneer Valley 
Transit Authority, Massachusetts Highway Department, Massachusetts Office of Community 
and Economic Development and others to identify other community based organizations not 
traditionally involved in service of LEP persons. Table 2.1.3-1 (next page) lists the 
organizations, meeting dates with PVMPO and transportation concerns identified during 
outreach performed for the most recent update of the PVMPO Regional Transportation Plan. 
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Table 2.1.3-1 

PVMPO Meetings with Community Based Organizations and  
Transportation Concerns Identified for Regional Transportation Plan 2007 

 

Community Organizations Transportation Concerns Identified 

Springfield Education Partners 
Massachusetts Career Development Institute, 
Springfield Technical Community College, 
American International College 

 Transit access to jobs for grads. 
 Late night transit service needs 
 Safety and security at bus stops 
 Issues with transfers to the bus terminal  
 Need to expand park and ride options 

Springfield Health Coalition 
Mass Dept of Public Health, Community Health 
Action Network, New England Farm Workers 
Council, Springfield Dept of Health & Human 
Services, Mason Square Community Health 
Center 
 

 Walking and transit barriers that affect personal 
health 

Holyoke Food & Fitness Collaborative 
Nuestras Raices, Holyoke Health Center, Valley 
Opportunity Council, Center for Healthy 
Communities, Salvation Army 
YMCA, Mass Public Health Association 

 Transportation access issues affecting lifestyle 
decision of Holyoke residents. 

 Safe walking environments 
 Transit efficiencies that impact nutrition and 

exercise.  
 Safety of transit shelters 

Target Hunger 
Food Bank of Western Mass, 
Greater Springfield Senior Services, King Street 
Family Life Center, Martin Luther King Jr. Com. 
Center, Mason Square Senior Center, Mass 
Career Development Institute, Mount Zion Baptist 
Church, Old Hill Neighborhood Council, Open 
Pantry Community Services, Open Pantry Loaves 
and Fishes Kitchen, Partners for a Healthier Com., 
Project Bread, Save Our Kids, Springfield Partners 
for Community Action 
 

 Transit access to local grocery stores (Big Y and 
Stop and Shop) in Springfield. 

 Need for information displays on transit for food 
stamp program. 

 Need for more information on Transit 
 

Springfield Walks 
McKnight Senior Center, Springfield Dept. of 
Health and Human Services, McKnight 
Neighborhood Council ,Springfield Planning Dept, 
Rails to Trails Conservancy 
National Park Service, Mason Square 
Neighborhood Health Center 
 

 Barriers exist to walking in the Bay, McKnight, 
Old Hill neighborhoods. 

 Need for more opportunities for walking. 
 Need for walking programs  
 Need Educational outreach on benefits of 

walking.  
 Reduce pedestrian fatalities/injury 
 Encourage economic development that includes 

pedestrian amenities.   
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2.2 Factor 2: Frequency of Contact with LEP Persons 

PVMPO members and staff are in contact with organizations and individuals representing the 
concerns of LEP persons on a daily basis. The contacts include: 
 

 Planning support to the PVTA, which serves a large number of LEP persons daily. 
 Coordination of public involvement and community outreach activities for the PVTA, 

such as bus rider forums, paratransit rider meetings, public hearings and meetings with 
community groups. 

 Coordination and cooperation with community based organizations. 
 Coordination with social service organizations. 

 

2.3 Factor 3: Nature and Importance of PVMPO Transportation Planning and Service 
to LEP Community 

PVMPO is committed to making the metropolitan transportation planning process as accessible 
as possible to all people who live within the region. This outreach to LEP persons is important 
because PVMPO staff also provide comprehensive planning, surveying and public involvement 
services the Pioneer Valley Transit Authority, which provides fixed route and paratransit service 
to 24 of the most populous PVMPO communities. Significantly, the proportion of LEP people in 
the PVTA service area exceeds that of the PVMPO region; and LEP persons may tend to be 
more dependent on transit service than English speakers in the region. Any denial, delay or 
reduction in access to the public transit services provided by PVTA because of language-related 
barriers is unacceptable to that agency. 
 
The PVMPO staff, as part of contractual services to PVTA, conduct regular surveys of transit 
customers in the region. The chart below reports the principal trip purposes from the 2008 survey 
of 22 routes performed by PVMPO staff in PVTA’s southern service area. The results 
demonstrate that transit is essential to meeting critical mobility needs, such as traveling to 
medical appointments, shopping for food, commuting to work, and getting to school. 
 

Figure 2.3-1: PVTA Onboard Rider Survey 2008 Southern Service Area 
What is the Main Purpose of Your Trip? 
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2.4 Factor 4: Resources Available 

The PVMPO programs transportation projects that utilize federal and state sources of operating 
assistance for transit, as well as and capital assistance for transportation and transit projects. 
Support for LEP outreach and services is integrated with the planning and development of these 
projects. 
 
Going forward, the PVMPO will continue to identify LEP concerns and seek appropriate 
additional funding and strategies for integration with programmed transportation projects in the 
region that may be available and appropriate for LEP programs and services.  
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3.0 SAFE HARBOR STIPULATION FOR WRITTEN TRANSLATIONS 

Federal law provides a “safe harbor” stipulation so that recipients and subrecipients of federal 
funds can ensure with greater certainty that they comply with their obligations to provide written 
translations in languages other than English. A safe harbor means that if a recipient or 
subrecipient provides written translations in certain circumstances, such action will be 
considered strong evidence of compliance with the recipient's or subrecipient’s written-
translation obligations under Title VI. 
 
The failure to provide written translations does not mean there is noncompliance, but rather 
provides a guide for recipients and subrecipients that would like greater certainty of compliance 
than can be provided by a fact-intensive analysis.  
 
For example, even if a safe harbor is not used, if written translation of a certain document(s) 
would be so burdensome as to defeat the legitimate objectives of its program, it is not required. 
Other ways of providing meaningful access, such as effective oral interpretation of certain vital 
documents, could be acceptable or preferable under such circumstances.  
 
Strong evidence of compliance with a recipient’s or subrecipient’s written-translation obligations 
under safe harbor includes providing written translations of vital documents for each eligible 
LEP language group that constitutes 5% or 1,000, whichever is less, of the population of persons 
eligible to be served or likely to be affected or encountered.  
 
This safe harbor provision applies to the translation of written documents only. It does not affect 
the Title VI requirement to provide meaningful access to LEP individuals through competent 
oral interpreters where oral language services are needed and reasonable. 
 
In the case of five PVMPO communities (Chicopee, Holyoke, Springfield, West Springfield and 
Westfield), the size of LEP language groups constitutes the typical 5% or 1,000 persons of 
population threshold for which written translations of key documents only can be provided meet 
the safe harbor standard. 
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4.0 IMPLEMENTATION PLAN FOR LANGUAGE ASSISTANCE 

This section describes PVMPO’s current and future plans for providing language assistance to 
LEP persons in the region. 
 
4.1 Identifying LEP Persons Who Need Language Assistance 

PVMPO identifies LEP persons who need language assistance through the following activities 
and services: 
 

 Coordination with municipal, regional and state agencies engaged in transportation 
planning processes. 

 Outreach to community based organizations and municipal agencies to ask their 
assistance in identifying LEP persons who may need language assistance. 

 Outreach to social service agencies in the region. 
 Planning coordination and public involvement services and activities with the Pioneer 

Valley Transit Authority. 
 Inclusion of instructions on how to request language translation of key written documents 

on public meeting notices. 
 Asking persons attending public hearings if Spanish language translation and/or signing 

interpreter services are desired or needed (services are always available). 
 Demographic assessment of census data to ascertain likely geographic location of 

potential LEP customers. 
 
4.2 Providing Language Assistance 

This section describes the current and future services that the PVMPO provides for 
enhancing the access of its system to LEP persons. 
 
Information regarding PVMPO transportation planning processes is made available through 
multiple means, including translated public meeting notices and providing a bilingual staff 
whenever possible. PVMPO’s future programs and services to enhance accessibility of transit 
services to LEP persons include: 
 

 Partnerships with PVTA and community organizations to develop a list of language 
translation volunteers who are available for public meetings. This option could be used 
where advanced notice is provided that translator services are needed. This option may 
also help increase the number of languages for which translation services are available. 

 Development of written translation and oral interpreter service providers database. This 
would improve the speed and convenience with which written documents can be 
translated for the public, and reduce the need to have public requests for them. 

 Ensuring that PVMPO members are aware of the USDOT LEP guidance and support 
their LEP planning activities, as appropriate. 

 Regular updates to this LEP Plan, as needed by new events, such as the release of 
language-related demographic data from the 2010 decennial census and/or indications of 
increases in LEP population. 

 Identification of community based organizations that are not being contacted through 
existing outreach. 
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4.3 Providing Notice to LEP Persons 

USDOT LEP guidance states: “Once an agency has decided, based on the four factors, that it will 
provide language service, it is important that the recipient notify LEP persons of services 
available free of charge. Recipients should provide this notice in languages LEP persons can 
understand.” 
 
PVMPO provides this notification through the following: 
 

1. Meeting notices in print and on the PVMPO website that include instructions on how to 
request language assistance (with advance notice). 

2. The statement in outreach documents that language services are available from the 
agency. 

3. Working with community-based organizations and other stakeholders to inform LEP 
individual of the recipient’s services, including the availability of language assistance 
services. 

4. Including notices in local newspapers in languages other than English. 
 
Future notification services are expected to include: 

 An inventory of existing public service announcements and community outreach 
opportunities.  

 Improved incorporation of notices of language assistance availability in existing 
outreach. 

 Targeted community outreach to LEP persons, especially via the community based 
organizations that may serve and represent them. 

 

4.4 Monitoring and Updating This LEP Plan  

PVMPO will continue to monitor and update this LEP Plan. Related activities will likely include: 

 
 Establishing and implementing a process to obtain feedback from LEP persons, directly, 

as well as community members and agencies. 
 Conducting internal monitoring and random spot checks of LEP services. 
 Refining and improving the LEP Plan described above consistent with feedback received. 
 Considering new language assistance needs when expanding service. 
 Regularly updating the plan (annual basis) or when significant new language-related 

demographic data becomes available. 
 



PIONEER VALLEY METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
 
 
 
 
 

Notification of Protection Under Title VI   
 

In compliance with 49 CFR Section 21.9 (d), the Pioneer Valley Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (PVMPO) posts information for the public regarding the PVMPO’s Title VI 
obligations and protections against discrimination afforded to the public by Title VI on 
the website.  A copy of the notice is attached. 
 
 
 
 

Title VI Public Notice 
 
The Pioneer Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization (PVMPO) fully complies with 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and related statutes and regulations in all 
programs and activities. The PVMPO operates without regard to race, color, national 
origin, creed, income, gender, age, and disability. Any person who believes him/herself 
or any specific class of persons, to be subjected to discrimination prohibited by Title VI 
may by him/herself or by representative file a written complaint with the MPO. A 
complaint must be filed no later than 180 days after the date of the alleged discrimination.  
 
PVMPO meetings are conducted in accessible locations, and materials can be provided in 
accessible formats and in languages other than English.  If you would like accessibility or 
language accommodation, please contact the MPO at 413-781-6045 (voice), 413-732-
2593 (fax), 413-781-6045 (TTY) or info@pvpc.org  (e-mail).  
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PVMPO Meetings with Community Based Organizations and  
Transportation Concerns Identified for Regional Transportation Plan 2007 

 

Community Organizations Transportation Concerns Identified 

Springfield Education Partners 
Massachusetts Career Development Institute, 
Springfield Technical Community College, 
American International College 

 Transit access to jobs for grads. 
 Late night transit service needs 
 Safety and security at bus stops 
 Issues with transfers to the bus terminal  
 Need to expand park and ride options 

Springfield Health Coalition 
Mass Dept of Public Health, Community Health 
Action Network, New England Farm Workers 
Council, Springfield Dept of Health & Human 
Services, Mason Square Community Health 
Center 
 

 Walking and transit barriers that affect personal 
health 

Holyoke Food & Fitness Collaborative 
Nuestras Raices, Holyoke Health Center, Valley 
Opportunity Council, Center for Healthy 
Communities, Salvation Army 
YMCA, Mass Public Health Association 

 Transportation access issues affecting lifestyle 
decision of Holyoke residents. 

 Safe walking environments 
 Transit efficiencies that impact nutrition and 

exercise.  
 Safety of transit shelters 

Target Hunger 
Food Bank of Western Mass, 
Greater Springfield Senior Services, King Street 
Family Life Center, Martin Luther King Jr. Com. 
Center, Mason Square Senior Center, Mass 
Career Development Institute, Mount Zion Baptist 
Church, Old Hill Neighborhood Council, Open 
Pantry Community Services, Open Pantry Loaves 
and Fishes Kitchen, Partners for a Healthier Com., 
Project Bread, Save Our Kids, Springfield Partners 
for Community Action 
 

 Transit access to local grocery stores (Big Y and 
Stop and Shop) in Springfield. 

 Need for information displays on transit for food 
stamp program. 

 Need for more information on Transit 
 

Springfield Walks 
McKnight Senior Center, Springfield Dept. of 
Health and Human Services, McKnight 
Neighborhood Council ,Springfield Planning Dept, 
Rails to Trails Conservancy 
National Park Service, Mason Square 
Neighborhood Health Center 
 

 Barriers exist to walking in the Bay, McKnight, 
Old Hill neighborhoods. 

 Need for more opportunities for walking. 
 Need for walking programs  
 Need Educational outreach on benefits of 

walking.  
 Reduce pedestrian fatalities/injury 
 Encourage economic development that includes 

pedestrian amenities.   
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