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THE CITY OF NEW YORK 
OFFICE OF THE COMPTROLLER 

AUDITS & SPECIAL REPORTS 
  

Audit Report of the New York City Department for the 
Aging’s Oversight of Senior Citizen Centers’ 

Compliance with Their Agreements Regarding  
Limited English Proficiency 

SZ16-109A   
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This audit of the New York City Department for the Aging (DFTA) was conducted to determine 
whether the contracted senior citizen centers (the Centers) funded by DFTA complied with their 
contractual requirements to provide meaningful language access services to clients who are 
limited English proficient (LEP) and whether DFTA provided oversight to ensure that the 
Centers are in compliance.  This audit focuses on both DFTA and its 260 contracted Centers. 

DFTA’s mission is to work for the empowerment, independence, dignity, and quality-of-life of New York 
City’s older adults and for the support of their families through advocacy, education, and the 
coordination and delivery of services.  In Fiscal Year 2016, over 90 percent of DFTA’s $310 million 
budget was used to ensure that the Centers were in compliance and to community partners to deliver 
services to the aging population.  Over 60 percent of DFTA’s budget was used to fund the 
Centers.1  The Centers provide social and physical activities for their participants and most 
provide meals and snacks.  According to DFTA, the average daily attendance at the Centers was 
27,812 for Fiscal Year 2015 and 28,416 for the first four months of Fiscal Year 2016.2 

Audit Findings and Conclusion 
This audit found that DFTA did not effectively oversee the Centers to ensure that they were in 
compliance with contract requirements mandating access to services by the LEP community.  
Moreover, although DFTA as an agency has had a Language Access Plan in place since 2009, 
contrary to contract requirements, most of the Centers did not have individual Language Access 
Plans as recently as March 2016, the date of our last visit to the Centers.  Further, the Centers 
were not in compliance with additional contract requirements related to services for the LEP 
community.  In particular, we found that neither Language Line nor any other telephonic 
interpretation service was available at 27 (84 percent) of the 32 Centers we visited.  Officials at 

1 Approximately 25 percent of DFTA’s budget is federally funded. 
2 Preliminary Mayor’s Management Report Fiscal 2016. 
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the other five Centers told us that they had recently initiated some aspects of language access 
services.   

We also found that the Centers generally did not have a mechanism in place to accommodate 
residents who do not speak the predominant languages in those communities.  Despite their 
contracts requiring them to “inform persons with limited English proficiency . . . of the availability 
of language assistance, free of charge, by providing written notice of such assistance in a manner 
designed to be understandable,” we found that 75 percent of the Centers sampled did not have 
the required multi-language signs posted indicating that free interpretation services were 
available.  

Audit Recommendations 
Based on the audit findings, we make the following three recommendations: 

• DFTA should ensure that all Centers adhere to their contracts and provide meaningful 
access to their services to the LEP population.  At a minimum, DFTA should ensure that 
each Center:  

o Develops and submits a Language Access Plan to DFTA; 
o Contracts with a language interpretation service provider such as Language Line; 

and 
o Provides the necessary training to their staff on the use of this service. 

 
• DFTA should ensure that signs notifying seniors of the availability of free language 

assistance are prominently displayed at the entrance to each Center.  This would minimize 
the chances of seniors visiting a Center and leaving without receiving needed services 
because of a lack of communication. 
 

• DFTA should monitor the providers of all DFTA-funded programs to ensure that they are 
adhering to the provisions of their contract regarding LEP requirements. 

 

Agency Response 
In its written response, DFTA agreed with the recommendations and stated, “Thank you for the 
opportunity to respond to your September 16, 2016 ‘Audit Report of the New York City Department 
for the Aging’s (DFTA) Oversight of Senior Citizen Centers’ with Their Agreements Regarding 
Limited English Proficiency (LEP).’  We would like to thank the Comptroller’s auditors for their 
recommendations: all of which have been fully implemented.” 
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AUDIT REPORT 

Background 
With more than four million foreign-born residents from more than 200 different countries, New 
York is home to one of the most diverse populations in the world.  New Yorkers come from every 
corner of the globe and speak over 200 different languages.  Over 75 percent of all New Yorkers 
speak a language other than English at home, and almost 46 percent, or 1.8 million people, are 
limited in English proficiency.  For these New Yorkers, interacting with City government can often 
be a challenge.  

In an effort to improve government services for persons living in the United States with limited 
English proficiency, the President, in August 2000, signed Federal Executive Order 13166: 
Improving Access to Services for Persons with Limited English Proficiency, which states that 
“Federal agencies shall examine the services [they] provide, and develop and implement a system 
by which LEP persons can meaningfully access those services.”  This Federal Executive Order 
also requires that the Federal agencies “work to ensure that recipients of Federal financial 
assistance provide meaningful access to their LEP applicants and beneficiaries.”  In addition, 
Executive Order 13166 requires agencies to follow the LEP Guidance issued by the U.S. 
Department of Justice in 2002 as the “compliance standards that recipients [of Federal financial 
assistance] must follow to ensure that the programs and activities they normally provide in English 
are accessible to LEP persons.”3    

In 2003, New York City enacted Local Law 73 for the purpose of enhancing the ability of City 
residents with LEP to interact with City government and more specifically to obtain needed social 
services.  The local law applies to four social service agencies: the Human Resources 
Administration; the Department of Homeless Services; the Administration for Children’s Services; 
and the Department of Health and Mental Hygiene, and requires them to “provide free language 
assistance services . . . to limited English proficient individuals.”  

Building on Local Law 73, in July 2008, Mayor Bloomberg signed Mayoral Executive Order 120 
(EO 120), which requires all City agencies to provide opportunities for limited English speakers to 
communicate with City agencies and receive public services.  Further, City agencies providing 
direct public services must ensure meaningful access to those services to LEP persons.  EO 120 
is based in large part on Federal Executive Order 13166 and the LEP Guidance issued by the 
U.S. Department of Justice and expressly relies on these for certain of its requirements. 

This audit focuses on DFTA and its 260 contracted senior citizen Centers.  DFTA’s mission is to work 
for the empowerment, independence, dignity, and quality-of-life of New York City’s older adults and for 
the support of their families through advocacy, education, and the coordination and delivery of 
services.  Over 90 percent of DFTA’s $310 million budget in Fiscal Year 2016 was used to contract with 
community partners to deliver services to the aging population; 60 percent of the budget was used 
to fund the Centers and for meals.4  The Centers provide social and physical activities for their 
participants and most provide meals and snacks.  According to DFTA, the average daily 

3 U.S. Department of Justice’s Policy Guidance Document entitled Enforcement of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 – National 
Origin Discrimination Against Persons With Limited English Proficiency (LEP Guidance). 
4 Approximately 25 percent of DFTA’s budget is federally funded. 
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attendance at the Centers was 27,812 for Fiscal Year 2015 and 28,416 for the first four months 
of Fiscal Year 2016.5  

The aging population utilizing these Centers reflect the diverse population of New York City and 
as a result, DFTA’s services must be available to those with limited English proficiency.  
Accordingly, among other requirements, DFTA’s contracts with the Centers require the Centers 
to,  

inform persons with limited English proficiency . . . of the availability of language 
assistance, free of charge, by providing written notice of such assistance in a 
manner designed to be understandable by LEP persons at service locations and, 
at a minimum, have a telephonic interpretation service contract or similar 
community arrangement with a language interpretation services provider of their 
choice.  The Contractor shall train staff that have contact with the public in the 
timely and appropriate use of these and other available language services.6  

The DFTA contracts further specifically require the Centers to follow Federal Executive Order 
13166 and provide meaningful language access to their services to the LEP persons.  According 
to LEP Guidance governing compliance with Federal Executive Order 13166 (that is substantially 
similar to the requirements of New York City’s Executive Order 120), the programs and activities 
normally provided in English should be made accessible to LEP persons.  To do so, the Centers 
should, among other things: 

• Develop a written language access policy and implementation plan; 

• Designate personnel responsible for the development and implementation of LEP policies 
and procedures; 

• Provide services in languages that have been determined to be most dominant by the 
local government;7   

• Ensure that the language access policy and implementation plan includes: identification 
and translation of essential public documents; interpretive services; training of frontline 
workers on language access policies; posting of signage in conspicuous locations about 
the availability of free interpretation services; and the establishment of an appropriate 
monitoring and measurement system regarding the provision of agency language 
services. 

Objectives 
The objectives of this audit were to determine whether the Centers funded by DFTA complied with 
aspects of EO 120 embodied in their contracts with DFTA that require the Centers to ensure 
meaningful language access to their services for the LEP population and whether DFTA provided 
oversight to ensure that the Centers are in compliance.  

 

5 Preliminary Mayor’s Management Report Fiscal 2016. 
6 A copy of Appendix B of DFTA’s contract with the Centers is contained in Appendix II to this report. 
7 The New York City Department of City Planning, based on United States Census Data, has determined that the top six LEP 
languages spoken by the population in New York City are Spanish, Chinese (Mandarin and Cantonese), Russian, Korean, Italian, and 
Haitian Creole. 
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Scope and Methodology Statement  
We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally accepted government auditing 
standards.  Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, 
appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our 
audit objectives.  We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our 
findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives.  This audit was conducted in accordance 
with the audit responsibilities of the City Comptroller as set forth in Chapter 5, §93, of the New 
York City Charter. 

To achieve our audit objectives, we reviewed DFTA’s Language Access Plan, its contracts with 
the Centers, and other pertinent documents; interviewed key DFTA personnel; and conducted site 
visits at 32 Centers located throughout the 5 boroughs of New York City between February 25 
and March 16, 2016.  Please refer to the Detailed Scope and Methodology at the end of this report 
for the specific procedures and tests that were conducted. 

Discussion of Audit Results 
The matters covered in this report were discussed with officials from DFTA and the Mayor’s Office 
of Operations during and at the conclusion of this audit.  DFTA officials were notified of our 
findings during the course of the audit.  On May 24, 2016, we submitted a draft report to DFTA 
officials with a request for written comments.  We received a written response from DFTA on June 
10, 2016.  In their written response, DFTA officials stated, 
 

DFTA was audited recently and separately by the Comptroller’s Office on the 
Department’s adherence to EO120 relating to direct public service provided by 
DFTA.  . . . However, EO120 does not extend to City funded non-profits, including 
DFTA’s senior centers.  While EO120 and its goals make sense from a citywide 
perspective for direct Agency services, EO120 does not apply to City funded non-
profits serving communities with their respective local contexts.  Language access 
plans and needs on a community level are unique to the communities the non-
profits are serving.  Hence, LEP accessibility plans and strategies will have to be 
grassroots and community-born and not government imposed (e.g. services 
delivered in 6 languages, having a designated language assistance coordinator 
etc.).  

 
We understand DFTA’s position that the language of EO 120 makes it directly applicable only to 
City agencies that provide direct services to the public.8  However, we take issue with DFTA’s 
contention that EO 120’s requirements should not be applicable to the service providers that DFTA 
contracts with to carry out its mission.  To the contrary, that is exactly to whom EO 120’s 
requirements should apply since it is these not-for-profit vendors that provide direct services to 
the City’s seniors, which is the core of DFTA’s mission.  Indeed, DFTA, through its contracts with 
these service providers and its oversight of the Centers appears to implicitly agree.  Although 
DFTA does not specifically require the service providers to comply with EO 120 in its contracts, it 
does require them to comply with the substantially similar requirements of Federal Executive 
Order 13166.   

8 We have separately audited DFTA’s compliance with EO 120 with regard to its provision of direct services in our Audit Report on the 
Compliance of the New York City Department for the Aging with Executive Order 120 Regarding Limited English Proficiency, SZ16-
072A, issued on May 9, 2016 and found DFTA to be generally in compliance with EO 120.   
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Based on DFTA’s comments, we have revised our draft report to clarify the criteria we utilized to 
audit the Centers’ provision of language access to the LEP community.  As noted, key aspects of 
EO 120 are embodied in DFTA’s contracts with the Centers and pursuant to those contract 
requirements, the Centers are required to ensure meaningful language access to their services 
for the LEP population.  Thus, we have audited the Centers’ compliance with these contract 
requirements that are also embodied in EO 120.   

These contracts, reinforced by DFTA in several memoranda sent to the Centers, reflect DFTA’s 
intention to require the Centers to comply with essential elements of EO 120.  Thus, while DFTA 
in its response maintains that EO 120 does not apply to the Centers, it has by contract made 
many of EO 120’s requirements apply. 
 
The full text of DFTA’s response to the original draft is included as an addendum to this report. 
On September 16, 2016, we submitted a revised draft report to DFTA officials with a request for 
written comments.  We received a written response from DFTA on September 29, 2016.  In their 
written response, DFTA officials agreed with the recommendations and stated, “Thank you for the 
opportunity to respond to your September 16, 2016 ’Audit Report of the New York City Department 
for the Aging’s (DFTA) Oversight of Senior Citizen Centers’ with Their Agreements Regarding 
Limited English Proficiency (LEP).’ We would like to thank the Comptroller’s auditors for their 
recommendations; all of which have been fully implemented.” 
   
DFTA’s written comments are included as an addendum to this report.   
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

DFTA Did Not Provide Effective Oversight to Ensure LEP 
Populations Received Services in Centers 
DFTA did not effectively oversee the Centers to ensure that they were in compliance with contract 
requirements that address the needs of the LEP community.  DFTA’s contracts with the Centers 
require them to comply with Federal Executive Order 13166.  In furtherance of that Federal 
Executive Order, the U.S. Department of Justice has issued LEP Guidance that requires that 
services be offered in the languages that have been determined by the local government to be 
most prevalent.  In New York City, it has been determined that the top six LEP languages spoken 
by the population of New York City are Spanish, Chinese (Mandarin and Cantonese), Russian, 
Korean, Italian, and Haitian Creole.  We found that the Centers did not generally offer services in 
the top six languages spoken by the population of New York City, but rather offered services in 
the predominant languages spoken in their individual communities.   

Moreover, although DFTA, as an agency, has had a Language Access Plan in place since 2009, 
as recently as March 2016, the date of our last visit to the Centers, most of the Centers did not 
themselves have a Language Access Plan.  However, Federal LEP Guidance, made applicable 
to the Centers pursuant to their contracts with DFTA, requires that each Center have a Language 
Access Plan, and states that the “goal of all language access planning and implementation is to 
ensure that your agency communicates effectively with limited English proficient (LEP) 
individuals.”  A Language Access Plan “describes how the agency will meet the service delivery 
standards . . . a roadmap” of how services will be delivered to the LEP community.  

Further, the Centers were not in compliance with other contract requirements regarding the LEP 
community.  In particular, we found that neither Language Line nor any other telephonic 
interpretation service was available at 27 of the 32 Centers we visited (84 percent).  Officials at 
the other five Centers told us that they had recently initiated some aspects of language access 
services.   

It is DFTA’s responsibility to ensure that these Centers meet the obligations within their contracts, 
including providing meaningful language access to their services to the LEP community.  On 
January 13, 2016, four months after this audit was announced, DFTA’s Deputy Commissioner 
sent a memo to “All DFTA Providers” reminding them that their contract with DFTA required them 
to develop a Language Access Plan.  The memo further stated that each DFTA-funded program 
must “at a minimum, have a telephonic interpretation service contract or similar community 
arrangement with a language interpretation services provider of their choice[,] and [t]he Contractor 
shall train staff that have contact with the public in the timely and appropriate use of these and 
other available language services.”  A second reminder was sent to all DFTA providers on 
February 4, 2016.  However, it appears that beyond sending these notifications to the Centers 
reminding them of their obligation to ensure meaningful language access to services to all LEP 
individuals, DFTA did not proactively take any action to ensure that the Centers were in 
compliance.  DFTA should develop a plan to facilitate full compliance among all of the Centers. 
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Access to Services Was Not Available to the LEP Community 
in the Senior Citizen Centers 
As noted above, we found that the Centers did not generally make any accommodations for 
languages other than the predominant languages spoken in their respective communities and so, 
the Centers generally did not have a mechanism in place to accommodate residents who do not 
speak the predominant languages in those communities.  For example, we visited three Centers 
in lower Manhattan where the predominant language was Chinese.  However, in a NYCHA 
housing development located less than one mile from these three Centers, Chinese was not the 
only language spoken.  The demographics of the housing development are 35 percent 
Asian/Pacific Islanders, 28 percent non-Hispanic, 27 percent Hispanic, and the remaining 10 
percent of the residents were from other countries.9  We found that these Centers did not have a 
plan to accommodate other LEP persons in the community besides the Chinese population.  As 
a result, non-Chinese speakers could potentially be discouraged from utilizing the Centers and 
from receiving necessary services.  

Further, despite the providers’ contract requirement that they “inform persons with limited English 
proficiency (LEP) of the availability of language assistance, free of charge, by providing written 
notice of such assistance in a manner designed to be understandable,” we found that 75 percent 
of the Centers sampled did not have the required signs posted indicating that free interpretation 
services were available.  In addition, we found that 19 of the 32 Centers (59 percent) did not have 
a Language Access Plan and 19 of the 32 (59 percent) Centers did not have a contract with 
Language Line or any other telephonic interpretation services.  Even though DFTA’s contracts 
with the Centers required them to have Language Access Plans and provide interpretative 
services, DFTA did not ensure that the Centers were in compliance. 

During the period January 25, 2016, through March 16, 2016, we conducted observations at 32 
of the 260 Centers located throughout the 5 boroughs of New York City.  The results of our testing 
are shown in Table I below.  (See Appendix I for the 32 Centers sampled.) 

Table I 

 Results of Observations of Senior 
Citizens Centers’ LEP Access 

  Number of Centers Visited 

  
Manhattan Brooklyn Bronx SI Queens 

Total 
Centers 
Visited 

% 

 8 9 6 3 6 32  

                
Free Interpretation 
Services Signage 
Not Posted 

6 8 4 2 4 24 75% 

         

9 New York City Community Board No. 3 – District Needs. 
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Language Line or Any 
Other Telephonic 
Interpretation Services 
Not Available 

7 9 5 1 5 27 84% 

        

Language Access 
Plan Not Available 

5 6 4 1 3 19 59% 

         

No Language Line 
or Any Other 
Telephonic 
Interpretation 
Services Training 
Provided 

7 9 6 1 4 27 84% 

         

Did Not Have a 
Contract with a 
Language Line 

5 6 5 1 2 19 59% 

 
 

Recommendations 

DFTA should: 
1. Ensure that all Centers adhere to their contracts and provide meaningful access 

to their services to the LEP population.  At a minimum, DFTA should ensure that 
each Center:  

a. Develops and submits a Language Access Plan to DFTA; 
b. Contracts with a language interpretation service provider such as 

Language Line; and 
c. Provides the necessary training to their staff on the use of this service. 

 
DFTA Response: “All DFTA funded senior centers now have Language 
Access Plans.  In a February 4, 2016 memo, DFTA shared with providers 
the various translation resources available.  Appropriate training for senior 
center staff on how to use these language services is part of the language 
access plan.” 
 

2. Ensure that signs notifying seniors of the availability of free language assistance 
are prominently displayed at the entrance to each Center.  This would minimize 
the chances of seniors visiting a Center and leaving without receiving needed 
services because of a lack of communication. 
 
DFTA Response: “DFTA agrees with this recommendation, and this 
recommendation has been fully implemented.” 
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3. Monitor the providers of all DFTA-funded programs to ensure that they are 

adhering to the provisions of their contract regarding LEP requirements. 
DFTA Response: “DFTA agrees and have already included additional 
assessment questions which will become part of the annual program 
assessment and performance evaluation.” 

 
  

Office of New York City Comptroller Scott M. Stringer SZ16-109A 10 
 



 

DETAILED SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 

We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally accepted government auditing 
standards.  Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, 
appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our 
audit objectives.  We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our 
findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives.  This audit was conducted in accordance 
with the audit responsibilities of the City Comptroller as set forth in Chapter 5, § 93, of the New 
York City Charter. 

We reviewed EO 120 and Local Law 73; Federal Executive Order 13166 (Improving Access to 
Services for Persons with Limited English Proficiency); U.S. Department of Justice’s Policy 
Guidance entitled Enforcement of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act–National Original Discrimination 
Against Persons With Limited English Proficiency (LEP Guidance); Language Access Obligations 
under Executive Order 13166 Memorandum to Heads and Department Components from 
Attorney General Eric Holder, June 28, 2010; Memorandum to Federal Agencies from Attorney 
General Eric Holder Reaffirming the Mandates of Executive Order 13166, February 17, 2011; 
U.S. Department of Justice’s Guidance entitled Language Access Assessment and Planning Tool 
for Federally Conducted and Federally Assisted Programs . . . Federal Register, Vol. 67, No. 117; 
U.S. Department of Justice’s Report Common Language Access Questions, Technical 
Assistance Guidance for Federally Conducted and Federal Assisted Programs issued, August 
2011;  Federal Memorandum for Heads of Federal Agencies, Counsels and Civil Rights Heads, 
dated February 17, 2011; and NYS Equal Access to Service and Target Policy (12PI-08); DFTA’s 
Language Access Policy and Implementation Plan; and other pertinent documents.  We also 
interviewed key DFTA personnel, and conducted site visits at Centers located in throughout the 
five boroughs of New York City between February 25 and March 16, 2016. 
 
Of the 260 Centers funded by DFTA, we randomly sampled 32 Centers throughout the 5 boroughs 
for testing.  We visited each center, interviewed the director or person in charge at the time of our 
visit, and observed whether signs were prominently displayed indicating that free interpretation 
services were available.  We also inquired whether each Center had a language access plan, 
whether Language Line or other telephonic interpretation services were available and, where 
applicable, whether employees had been trained in the use of the telephonic interpretation 
service.   
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DETAILS OF CONDITIONS FOUND AT THE 32 CENTERS SAMPLED 

SENIOR 
CENTER 

NAME 

Free 
Interpretation 
Service 
Signage 

 

 
Language 
Line 
Interpretation 
Services 
Available 

 
 
 
 

Language 
Access 
Plan 

 

Language 
Line 
Training 
Provided 

 

Contract 
with 
Language 
Line 

 

 
BROOKLYN 

CCNS ST 
Charles 
Neighborhood 
Center 
 

No No No No No 

Bay Ridge 
Neighborhood 
Senior Center 
 

Yes No Yes No Yes 

Independence 
Neighborhood 
Senior Center 

 
No No Yes No No 

Remsen 
Neighborhood 
Senior Center 
 

No No No No No 

House Of 
Jacob 
 

No No No No No 

Stuyvesant 
Gardens 
Social Club 
 

No No Yes No Yes 

Williamsburg 
Satmar 
Neighborhood 
Senior Center 
 

No No No No No 

Penn 
Wortman 
Neighborhood 
Senior Center 
 

No No No No Yes 

Albany 
Neighborhood 
Senior Center 
 

No No No No No 
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DETAILS OF CONDITIONS FOUND AT THE 32 CENTERS SAMPLED 
 

SENIOR 
CENTER 

NAME 

Free 
Interpretation 
Service 
Signage 

 

 
Language 
Line 
Interpretation 
Services 
Available 

 
 
 
 

Language 
Access 
Plan 

 

Language 
Line 
Training 
Provided 

 

Contract 
with 
Language 
Line 

 

 
BRONX 

PSS City 
Island 
 

Yes Yes No No Yes 

Rain 
Middletown 
Neighborhood 
Senior Center 
 

No No Yes No No 

Bay Eden 
Neighborhood 
Senior Center 

 
Yes No Yes No No 

Kips Bay 
Castle Hill 
Neighborhood 
Senior Center 
 

No No No No No 

East 
Concourse 
Neighborhood 
Senior Center 
 

No No No No No 

Betances 
Neighborhood 
Senior Center 
 

No No No No No 
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DETAILS OF CONDITIONS FOUND AT THE 32 CENTERS SAMPLED 

SENIOR 
CENTER NAME 

Free 
Interpretation 
Service 
Signage 

 

 
Language 
Line 
Interpretation 
Services 
Available 

 
 
 
 

Language 
Access 
Plan 

 

Language 
Line 
Training 
Provided 

 

Contract 
with 
Language 
Line 

 

 
MANHATTAN 

Stein 
Neighborhood 
Senior Center 
 

No No No No No 

Mott Street 
Neighborhood 
Senior Center 
 

No No No No No 

Our Lady of 
Pompeii Senior 
Center 

 
No No Yes No No 

CPC Project 
Open Door 
Neighborhood 
SC 
 

No No No No No 

Douglass 
Annex Social 
Club 
 

Yes No No No Yes 

City Hall 
Neighborhood 
Senior 
Center/Hamilton 
House 
 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Corsi House 
Neighborhood 
Senior Center 
 

No No No No Yes 

East Harlem 
Neighborhood 
Senior Center 
 

No No Yes No No 
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DETAILS OF CONDITIONS FOUND AT THE 32 CENTERS SAMPLED 
 

SENIOR 
CENTER 

NAME 

Free 
Interpretation 
Service 
Signage 

 

 
Language 
Line 
Interpretation 
Services 
Available 

 
 
 
 

Language 
Access 
Plan 

 

Language 
Line 
Training 
Provided 

 

Contract 
with 
Language 
Line 

 

 
STATEN ISLAND 

Great Kills 
Neighborhood 
Senior Center 
 

Yes Yes Yes Yes No 

Todt Hill 
Neighborhood 
Senior Center 
 

No Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Anderson 
Neighborhood 
Senior Center 

 
No No No No Yes 
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DETAILS OF CONDITIONS FOUND AT THE 32 CENTERS SAMPLED 

SENIOR 
CENTER 

NAME 

Free 
Interpretation 
Service 
Signage 

 

 
Language 
Line 
Interpretation 
Services 
Available 

 
 
 
 

Language 
Access 
Plan 

 

Language 
Line 
Training 
Provided 

 

Contract 
with 
Language 
Line 

 

 
QUEENS 

CCNS Howard 
Beach 
Neighborhood 
SC 
 

No No No No Yes 

Brookville 
Neighborhood 
Senior Center 
 

No No No No No 

Brooks 
Memorial 
Neighborhood 
Senior Center 

 

No No Yes Yes Yes 

Selfhelp 
Maspeth 
Neighborhood 
Senior Center 
 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

JSPOA 
Theodora 
Jackson 
Neighborhood 
Senior Center 
 

No No No No No 

Woodside 
Neighborhood 
Senior Center 
 

Yes No Yes No Yes 
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