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INTRODUCTION 

“Linking Literacy Service Plans to Language” is a research and development project organized by the 
Literacy Network Northeast.  The Literacy Network Northeast supports LSB programs from 
Temiskaming Shores to Wawa.  This project, funded by the Ministry of Training, Colleges and 
Universities (MTCU), is spread over several months from June 2008 to March 2009.  Ms. Peggy 
Morin, Project Coordinator from Morin Services, works under an advisory team comprised of five 
field experts:   

Lilianne St-Martin, FormationPLUS, Chapleau 

Evelyne Daoust, MTCU, North Region, Employment and Training Division 

Raymonde Rivard, Ontario March of Dimes, Timmins 

Nathalie Carrière, ABC Communautaire, Welland 

Normand Savoie, ABC Communautaire, Welland 

With many thanks to all the people who have contributed to this report.   

 

OBJECTIVES 

PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The research and development project “Linking Literacy Services Plans to Language” has the 

following objectives:  

1. conduct a needs analysis of francophone LBS programs; 

2. understand their participation or lack of participation in the literacy 

service planning process; 

3. encourage dialogue and networking amongst partners/stakeholders; 

4. translate literacy service plans in French and all other material related to 

literacy service planning; 

5. develop a model to improve literacy service planning; 

6. test the model. 



. . . . . . .. . . 
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CONSULTATIONS’ OBJECTIVES 

This report contains the first three project objectives listed on the preceding page.  This interim 
report also summarizes the comments, questions, concerns, and discussions brought forth by the 
consultations.   

The consultations’ objectives are the following: 

1 report and analyse needs from francophone LBS programs; and 

2. explain,  promote, and hand out surveys.   

 

THE COALITIONS, NETWORKS AND LBS AGENCIES IN ONTARIO 

Four umbrella organizations support literacy initiatives in Ontario
1
 :  

 Coalition ontarienne de formation des adultes 

 Ontario Literacy Coalition 

 GOLD (Goal : Ontario Literacy for Deaf People) 

 Ontario Native Literacy Coalition   

To learn more about these organizations, please refer to Appendix A.   

Literacy and Basic Skills (LBS) programs support literacy upgrading for Anglophones, 
Francophones, Natives and deaf persons.  Most of these LBS programs are assisted by one of 
the sixteen regional networks of the Ontario Literacy Coalition.  Some networks don’t have 
Francophone agencies in their catchment area and others have numerous.  Please note that the 
networks’ mandate is to support Anglophone LBS agencies and to work with other groups to 
respond to the needs of the communities they serve. 

                                                                 

1
 http://www.edu.gov.on.ca/eng/training/literacy/ontliteracy/ont_lit.html  

http://www.edu.gov.on.ca/eng/training/literacy/ontliteracy/ont_lit.html
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FIGURE A : REGIONAL NETWORKS     FIGURE B : FRANCOPHONE LBS AGENCIES
2
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                                 

2
 http://www.coalition.on.ca/notre_organisation/carte.html  
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METHODOLOGY USED DURING CONSULTATIONS 

CONSULTED REGIONS 

Consultations were completed between October 2, 2008 and November 13, 2008 in twelve 
different communities in Ontario.  In order to accommodate as many participants as possible, 
some consultations were done in person, others by videoconferencing or teleconferencing.   
Refer to Table A.  Note: centres, access points, are all identified as “agencies” in this report.    

Dates Régions Participating Communities Number of 
Agencies 

Number of 
Participants 

Monday, October 6 Temiskaming Shores New Liskeard 3 4 

Wednesday, October 8 Cochrane Cochrane, Iroquois Falls 1 2 

Wednesday, October 8 Chapleau Chapleau 1 3 

Thursday, October 9 Timmins Timmins 3 3 

Wednesday, October 15 Mississauga Brampton, Toronto, Welland 3 6 

Thursday, October 16 Nipissing Sturgeon Falls, Sudbury 

Videoconferencing 

2 3 

Friday, October 24 Kirkland Lake Kirkland Lake 1 3 

Monday, October 27 Nipissing North Bay, Sturgeon Falls 

Teleconferencing 

2 1 

Friday, November 7 Windsor Windsor                       

Teleconferencing 

1 1 

Friday, November 7 Ottawa Ottawa, Rockland        

Teleconferencing 

2 1 

Monday, November 10 Alexandria Alexandria                   

Teleconferencing 

1 1 

Thursday, November 13 Sault Ste-Marie Sault Ste-Marie             

Teleconferencing 

1 1 

 
12 18 21 29 

Table A : Participating Communities 
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Twenty of thirty-seven Francophone LBS agencies in Ontario have participated in the 
consultations.  This is a 57 % rate of participation.  See Appendix B for a list of participating 
agencies.  For a complete list of Francophone LBS agencies in Ontario, please consult the 
Coalition ontarienne de formation des adultes website or click on the following link.  
http://www.coalition.on.ca/notre_organisation/membres.html  

The three sectorial bodies were represented during the consultations (colleges, school boards, 
and community agencies).  Twenty-nine people participated – five from colleges, two from school 
boards, twenty-one from community agencies, and one from another organization.  Please note 

that many community agencies have 
partnerships with colleges and school 
boards.  In certain communities, the ACE 
program is subcontracted to community 
agencies.  Thus, during the consultations, 
a few participants were representing more 
than one sectorial body.   

Here is the distribution by sector:  five out of 
seven agencies in the college sector; two out 
or four agencies from the school boards; and 
fourteen out of a possible twenty-six from the 
community agencies.   

Refer to Appendix A for a complete list of participating agencies. 

 

PROCESS USED DURING CONSULTATIONS 

Whether the consultations were done in person, by videoconferencing or by teleconferencing, 
every session had similar steps:   

1. brief description of research and development project; 

2. explanation, then prioritization of challenges identified by the Coalition ontarienne de 

formation aux adultes (with the exception of teleconference consultations); 

3. open discussions controlled with specific questions; 

4. closing remarks. 

Here are a few examples of specific questions asked by the project coordinator during the 
consultations:  

Figure A : Participants

6.8%17.2%

72.4%
school boards

colleges

community
agencies

Figure B : Participants by sector

50.0%

71.4% 53.8%

school boards

collegs

community
agencies

http://www.coalition.on.ca/notre_organisation/membres.html
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What do you do to attract new students?   

How many employees and volunteers do you have at your agency? 

Do you get a lot of referrals from other agencies?   

How can we improve the LSP process? 

 

CONSULTATIONS’ WEAKNESSES  

The consultations could have been divided by sectors rather than by regions; i.e. colleges, school 
boards, and community agencies.  In certain discussions, the differences between the three 
sectors were very apparent (e.g. funding, hiring qualifications, tech support,).  Moreover, 
agencies who experienced fewer challenges often remained silent, and neither agreed or 
disagreed with comments from other agencies.  Since there were more participants from 
community agencies, many of the comments and solutions listed in this report were provided from 
those agencies.   

CHALLENGE VS. NEED 

In this report, each theme will be labelled as a challenge or a need, with an explanatory note as 

well as a possible solution.   

WHAT IS A CHALLENGE ?  

The Grand dictionnaire terminologique de l’Office québécois de la langue française3 defines the 

word  challenge  as: 

1. a provocation to fight, an effort to surpass oneself.  (Field:  education); 

2. an activity, an undertaking, or a situation which presents itself as a test 

to succeed.  (Field: psychology) 

 

                                                                 

3
 http://www.granddictionnaire.com/btml/fra/r_motclef/index800_1.asp  

http://www.granddictionnaire.com/btml/fra/r_motclef/index800_1.asp
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WHAT IS A NEED ? 

The Grand dictionnaire terminologique de l’Office québécois de la langue française4 defines the 

word need  as: 

1. feeling of lack that pushes an individual or a collectivity to desire 

material goods or social belongings at the level of given society and 

where satisfaction is indispensable to its well-being (field: sociology); 

2. need of belonging -  One of six needs defined in Maslow’s research: A 

person’s worriment to be part of a group in which he or she feels totally 

accepted and therefore satisfies to his or her relational needs -  (Field: 

psychology) ; 

3. psychological needs -Tendency for sufficient satisfaction contributes to 

the equilibrium of the personality, e.g. the need to express, to contact, to 

change, for material or emotional security.  Frustration from lack of 

psychological needs often leads to aggressive, regressive or criminal 

behaviour - (Field: psychology); 

4. need felt in a business or organization that involves the development of 

its business process, so as to improve its situation or facilitate the 

realisation of its mission  (Field: business). 

 

CONSULTATIONS 

 

CHALLENGES IDENTIFIED BY THE COALITION ONTARIENNE DE FORMATION DES 

ADULTES 

In June of 2007, the Coalition ontarienne de formation des adultes identified eight challenges that 
Francophone LBS agencies faced at the present time (see Appendix B).  These challenges 
served as a guide to begin the face-to-face and videoconferencing consultations.  Every 
participant had to prioritize the eight challenges from one to eight (1 being the most important 
and, 8, the least).  Twenty-two people participated in the consultation.   

                                                                 

4
 http://www.granddictionnaire.com/btml/fra/r_motclef/index800_1.asp  

http://www.granddictionnaire.com/btml/fra/r_motclef/index800_1.asp
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Challenges Priority 

Improve essential skills and basic training compulsory.  1 

Ensure adequate funding.  2 

Promote and integrate language management in standard practices.   3 

Introduce effective family literacy programs.  4 

Hire, manage, and encourage qualified staff in agencies.   5 

Introduce a continuum of French training services.  6 

Reach out to diverse sectors of the population, and meet their needs.   7 

Create employability programs in partnership with employers.  8 

Table B.  Prioritization of Challenges 

Please note that many of these challenges are addressed in the present report.  

 

CONSULTATION THEMES 

The comments in this report are grouped under six themes:  

1. learners 

2. employees and volunteers 

3. partners and stakeholders 

4. funding 

5. LSP process 

6. language 

Each theme includes comments from the consulted participants as well as their suggestions.  
Possible solutions are found in tables following the cited comments.  
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LEARNERS 

LEARNERS’ NEEDS 

Our learners want credited courses. They want a high school diploma. 

Not having credited courses is a handicap. 

They need more time… a year here and then back in the workplace is not 

enough to meet the demands. 

Learners are getting jobs too fast.  Then, they jump from one job to the other 

because they don’t have the essential skills.  The system doesn’t help them.  

Training should be a priority, not work.  

Francophones who are born and raised in Ontario have to study in English 

and newcomers are allowed to study in French. 

I offer free workshops because I understand the needs of my community.  

We need to get more training on how to help our learners.  We have drop-

outs, learners with learning disabilities like dyslexia, students with no 

motivation; we are not equipped to respond to all of their needs. 

The LBS agencies need to justify, to learners, the credibility of their non-credit programs. 

Agencies that offer credit courses seem to have more success at attracting learners as opposed 
to agencies that don’t offer a high school diploma.  The latter have to double their marketing 
efforts in order to promote, explain services and programs to potential clients.  Participants 
consulted testify that adults want to receive their high school diploma.  The cumulative data from 
the 2004-2005 exercise

5
 from LBS programs in Ontario indicate: that school boards counted 

15,791 learners with only 62 sites, while community agencies, which ranked second in number of 
learners with a respected 15,622, had almost three times the number of sites than school boards 
(165 sites).  Colleges ranked third with 13,926 learners in 65 sites.    

The little or lack of referrals from Anglophone agencies cause Francophone agencies’ LBS 
programs to be neglected; for example, Ontario Works is very selective in referral decisions to 
Francophone agencies.  While Anglophone referrals are almost automatic, Francophone 
agencies are at the mercy of these case managers who have discretionary powers.  As 
mentioned previously, not offering credit courses (with the exception of school boards) causes a 

                                                                 

5
 http://www.coalition.on.ca/statistiques/Donnes_cumulatives_AFB.pdf   

http://www.coalition.on.ca/statistiques/Donnes_cumulatives_AFB.pdf
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loss of clientele to Anglophone agencies.   

Possible solution: offer a recognized certificate to learners upon completion of the LBS 
program.     

 

LBS agencies are challenged by not being able to help subsidized learners.   

Many consulted agencies expressed frustration toward the duration of assistance programs.  
Some learners are entering the job market too quickly without having mastered or even improved 
their essential skills.    

Possible solution: adapt or extend training or upgrading duration based on learner needs.   

 

ATTRACTING LEARNERS 

We do a bit of everything in the hopes of filling our centre! 

We have a marketing agent but our employees still get involved in promoting 

our agency’s services. 

Learners are afraid of being judged and stereotyped.  “Ah, ah, you’re 

illiterate!”  That’s why we changed the name of our centre. 

We don’t call it literacy anymore.  We refer to it as academic upgrading. 

I do a little bit of marketing, but I don’t have enough funding to do more.  So, 

I now rely on word of mouth. 

Since we have moved in our new location, we have more store-front visibility 

which has led to more walk-in clients. 

Our pamphlets, business cards,  and posters, are all printed in both French 

and English.  Anglophones (employers, agencies, etc. ) are very grateful. 

   

  LBS agencies need to promote their services and programs. 
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Some of the LBS services and programs are not known to the general public.  The word 
“literacy” seems to carry a negative connotation.   A province-wide campaign would serve as an 
image booster for LBS agencies.  

Possible solution: organize a province-wide campaign.  

 

  LBS agencies need to promote their services and programs. 

LBS agencies seem to be doing a lot of marketing.  See Appendix E for a list of recruiting 
initiatives done by consulted agencies.  All the agencies mentioned that they did not have 
sufficient funds to successfully promote their programs and services.  Most agency 
directors/managers spent a lot of time on marketing initiatives, and often those initiatives were 
done as volunteer work (e.g. booth at fairs or shows, etc).   

Possible solution: increase funding to support marketing initiatives.   

EMPLOYEES AND VOLUNTEERS 

In general, LBS agencies have between 2 and 7 employees.  The number of part-time staff varies 
from region to region, to the number of learners, and to available funding.   

EMPLOYEE TRAINING 

I felt thrown in the LSP process with no clue what to do. 

I wasn’t trained when I started. 

All new employees get a minimum of two days of training. 

LBS agency employees need to get trained and be coached or managed.  

It is obvious that some agency directors or managers did not receive the proper training in order 
to understand the LSP process.   

Possible solution: offer training sessions during meetings or conferences (e.g. during the 
annual conference organized by the Coalition ontarienne de formation des adultes).  

 



. . . . . . .. . . 
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SALARIES AND BASIC QUALIFICATIONS 

When I worked for the school boards, I was making twice this salary.  And 

yet, it’s the same kind of job. 

How can we hire qualified people if we can’t pay them? 

We can’t compete with the colleges and the school boards, so we have a 

hard time attracting and retaining good employees.   

LBS agency employees need to be paid fairly.   

Depending on the sector and the funding available, the basic qualifications vary between a high 
school diploma, a college diploma, and a university diploma.  It’s obvious that an agency that 
does not have a lot of funding will have to adjust its hiring expectations.  Two community agency 
directors mentioned that they had previously worked for another sector (college or school board), 
and expressed that the wage disparity between the two sectors is unfair and unjust.     

Possible solution: distribute fairly and equitably funding amongst sectors.   

Possible solution:  increase funding to hire, manage, and retain qualified personnel.   

 

VOLUNTEERS 

Thankfully we have volunteers who are computer savvy; we don’t have the 

funds to pay someone to service them.   

My son helps us when he’s in town.   

I deal with a Quebec business because they are cheaper.   

We don’t have any challenges with tech support.   

Yes, I have a few volunteers. At first, matters work out well; but then, they 

want to get paid.   

I have two volunteer teachers but not on a regular basis.   
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LBS agencies are faced with a technological challenge.   

The majority of the consulted agencies admit not having sufficient funds to service their 
computers.  Many rely on volunteers for this task.  This will only get worse, for technology is 
rapidly evolving.  Soon, only licensed technicians will be able to service our computers. 

Possible solution: increase funding to assist LBS agencies with technical support.   

Possible solution:  hire a technician to offer technical support to LBS agencies.  This 
technician may travel from one agency to another to service computers.   

Possible solution:  hire a technician to offer over-the-phone technical support to LBS 
agencies.   

 

PARTNERS AND STAKEHOLDERS 

We have partnerships with everyone; it’s the only way to survive.   

We are the only Francophone LBS agency in our area, and so, we have 

partnerships with the college and the local school board; therefore, we offer 

all the levels.   

GOUVERNMENT AGENCIES 

 Anglophone agencies are not very convincing.  I don’t think they see the 

importance of learning in French.   

How come Francophones can learn English in Anglophone agencies when 

Anglophones can’t learn French in Francophone agencies?   

When we visit Anglophone centres, there are Francophones everywhere.   

The Ministry says nothing. 

We have a nice partnership with the employment centre.   

I have never received a referral from an agency. Never!   

We are starting to get referrals.  But it took a lot of time and effort.   



. . . . . . .. . . 
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I’d like to know when Newcomers arrive in my community.  I’d like to explain 

my services to them.  But, who’s going to tell me when Newcomers arrive?   

It’d be nice to have a one-stop shop with all the services and programs 

under one roof.  If a learner needs to go from one service to another during 

the admission process, usually he or she gets discouraged, and we lose 

them.  It’s complicated for the learner.    

We always invite stakeholders and government agencies to come, but they 

never do.  (e.g. open house, information session, …)   

 

  LBS agencies need to promote their services and programs. 

The majority of the LBS agencies feel they are not getting the referrals which they deserve.  Many 
have expressed frustration regarding Francophones receiving services from Anglophone 
agencies.  Based on the consulted participants, some Francophones admit going to Anglophone 
agencies to learn English.  Others say they were not informed of services for Francophones from 
government agencies.  Since “communication” is one of the essential skills, Francophone 
agencies question whether or not they should, also, welcome Anglophones in their agencies in 
order to teach them French.  

Possible solution: offer yearly information sessions to referral agencies to inform them of 
Francophone programs and services.   

Possible solution:  sign a Referral and Information Protocol Agreement amongst referral 
agencies and LBS agencies.   

Possible solution:   let Francophone LBS agencies offer services to Anglophones.   

 

MTCU 

The learner is forgotten because of all the demands from the ministry.   

The ministry has lost touch with the reality of small and isolated centres.   

We’re going to get burnt.  We are doing too much.   

When we call the ministry, we get French at the reception level, and that’s it.   
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The people at the ministry should learn the realities faced by Francophones 

in Ontario.   

It’s been two years since the consultant in my area has paid us a visit.   

 

LBS agencies need to be understood and served in French.   

Many consulted agencies expressed a frustration toward the ministry because of a lack of 
services in French.   

Solution:   hire Francophone consultants.   

 

EMPLOYERS 

We’re only two people in the centre, so we don’t have time to meet with 

employers and do all of our other tasks.   

Employers are important to us, but we don’t have the time or the means to 

meet with them.   

 

  LBS agencies need to promote their services and programs. 

The consulted participants know the importance of an open communication with employers; 
however, they don’t have the time or the funds to develop and keep ties with employers in their 
area.   

Possible solution: offer adequate funding to hire a minimum of two full-time employees 
per LBS agency.   

Possible solution:  combine meetings with the training boards, LBS agencies, and 
employers to inform them of literacy services and programs.   

Possible solution: distribute literacy information packages to employers.   



. . . . . . .. . . 
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LBS AGENCY FUNDING 

We offer a translation service to businesses to raise funds for our centre.   

I never have a lot of money for travelling expenses.  So, I have to choose my 

trips wisely.  This causes me to miss out on some meetings or conferences.   

In the past, I have received funding for books.  Since then, things are going 

well.  I feel that my centre is well equipped.   

My teacher’s computer doesn’t even have a CD player.   

How can we increase our time spent with learners when the budget doesn’t 

increase.  The rent increases, the electricity increases, everything is more 

expensive... 

We need funding to hire qualified employees.   

When a college receives funding from MTCU to develop material, the 

material should be shared with other sectors.   

The networks don’t have enough money.  Their reason for existing has 

always been questioned.  They’re in the same boat as we are...   

The funding is status quo, so why should I do a literacy service plan? 

LBS agencies need funding that is fair and adequate.   

Numerous LBS agencies have expressed frustration regarding inadequate and poor funding.   

Possible solution: offer adequate funding. 

 

LITERACY SERVICE PLANS 

One of the LSP’s purposes is to determine which agency offers which program or service; but 
when there is only one existing Francophone agency, it defeats the purpose.  See Appendix F for 
a description of LSP process. 

Is it the same document as what we call in English an LSP?  I’m the only 

Francophone at our meetings, so all of my documents are in English.   

Copy!  Paste!   
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There are so many similarities in our documentation that I get confused 

between them.   

Does the ministry read it? 

What’s its purpose?  

It’s always the same thing, so it’s not difficult.  I send my stats to the 

network, and they add them in our documentation. Then,months later, the 

end result is printed out only in a beautiful document...   

We don’t have a literacy service plan.  We do have an activity plan because 

we are the only Francophone agency in the area; and we offer all the levels. 

The narrative part of the LSP is very well done.  However, there is no 

information on Francophones. Anglophone and Francophone must be 

separated when a statistical study is presented.   

I really don’t have time to do the literacy service plan.   

The LSP is not a priority; it’s a burden.   

Am I doing it right?  I don’t know.  There’s no feedback after we submit it.  

There’s no feedback from the ministry.   

With the entire turnover at the ministry, I doubt anyone will notice my little 

document.   

It’s the same thing every year.  We should do it every 5 years, not every 

year.   

LBS agency employees need to be informed.   

Some consulted agencies find the LSPs simple and easy to do.  Others question its purpose and 
its frequency.  Why “copy” and “paste” every year if there are no changes?   

For a majority of agencies, the LSP document is not complicated.  The challenge seems to lie in 
the lack of time.  This lack of time is caused by the many responsibilities that directors/managers 
have; this was especially mentioned from the college and school board sectors.  The job of filling 
out the LSP rests on directors/managers who are responsible to gather and send all the data from 
their sites and centres.     

Many people consulted don’t participate in the desk topping of the LSP.  They receive the 
document once it is completed by the regional network.  For the most part, the “Service Delivery 
Chart” is copied and pasted.  Most send this table in French.   

Possible solution:  explain the purpose and objectives of the LSP.   

Possible solution:  delegate to staff in charge of sites and centres the task of LSP (mostly 



. . . . . . .. . . 
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for college and school board sectors that have many sites and centres).  

Possible solution:  revaluate the frequency of LSPs (e.g. every three years instead of every 
year).   

Possible solution: the MTCU should offer some feedback to LSPs.  

 

LBS agencies need to be served in French. 

The majority of consulted agencies mentioned that they would like to receive the LSP in French.  
They would appreciate finding pertinent information about Francophones in the LSP (e.g. 
timelines, trends and opportunities, statistics on Francophone demographics in their region, …).  

Possible solution:  translate LSPs and all other pertinent documentation related to the LSP 
process.   

 

LANGUAGE 

I’m the only one who can get by in English in my centre.   

I have to do everything twice – once in French with my Francophone 

colleagues and once in English with my Anglophone colleagues.  It’s a lot of 

work. 

I have many sites and access centres spread out in more than one network.  

I can’t be everywhere at once.   

Meetings are usually by telephone and in English.  I can’t understand a 

thing.   

I can’t ask the network for support; everything’s in English.   

Why have an Anglophone network when the French Coalition supports us?   

Thank goodness the French Coalition sends us e-mails.  

I’d like to have a Francophone regional coordination system.  The French 

Coalition helps us, but they are so far away.   
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The good folks at the network understand that my reality is different from 

theirs.  They try to support me, but I’m the only Francophone; so I usually 

get forgotten.   

I don’t have any problem with my network.  I have a good relationship with 

them.   

We don’t go to the network’s annual conference.  It’s often scheduled at the 

same time as our annual conference with the French Coalition.   

My consultant doesn’t speak a word of French, and I won’t translate all the 

documents that I have in my filing cabinet.   

The ministry should hire Francophone consultants.   

LBS agencies need to be served in French. 

Many consulted participants mentioned the language barrier during meetings with Anglophone 
agencies.  Meetings with the network are conducted in English, either by phone or in person, and 
certain people don’t feel comfortable participating in English.  Others participate but feel lost and 
don’t seem to grasp the items being discussed.  Others participate actively and have no 
difficulties whatsoever.  Many Francophone agencies meet on their own in order to discuss the 
LSP process.  When the regional network’s director is bilingual, some meetings do take place in 
French with Francophone agencies and, in English, with Anglophone agencies.     

A particular region has not had a visit from an MTCU consultant in the past two years (mostly 
because the consultant does not speak French).  

Possible solution: hire Francophone consultants.  

Possible solution: hire Francophone directors in the regional networks. 

Possible solution:  separate Francophone from Anglophone meetings during the LSP 
process. 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

This report concludes that many challenges and needs exist in Francophone LBS agencies in 
Ontario.  Because there were more participants consulted from community agencies, the majority 
of the challenges and needs identified in this report were provided from the community agencies.  
Three needs/challenges were often repeated throughout this report: 

 need for adequate and fair funding; 
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 need to promote LBS programs;  

   and the need to be served in French.  

In fact, these needs/challenges have already been identified by the Coalition ontarienne de 
formation des adultes.   

CONCLUSIONS FROM THE COALITION ONTARIENNE DE FORMATION DES ADULTES 

In its 2007-2012 service plan, the Coalition ontarienne de formation des adultes with reference to 
Francophone LBS agencies in Ontario, made the following comments: 

The Ministry (of Training, Colleges and Universities) has created quality 

standards that promote and support actions.  Consultants aim to support 

LBS agencies to ensure good management and a high quality service to 

learners. 

However, the implementation of the Ministry’s program delays to realise 

itself everywhere in Ontario, especially in French.  We conclude that offered 

services are unrewarding and unpublicized in the general population, that 

many regions don’t have a continuum of French services, that funding 

stagnate and that recruiting learners and qualified personnel seems difficult.  

And, in order to reach its goals, it is important that the Ministry implement 

and support family literacy programs and that it integrates language 

management policies.6 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

RECOMMENDATIONS FROM CONSULTATIONS 

                                                                 

6
 Plan de services 2007-2012, Coalition ontarienne de formation des adultes, June 2007, 

http://www.bdaa.ca/biblio/recherche/CFAFBO/services/services.pdf . 

http://www.bdaa.ca/biblio/recherche/CFAFBO/services/services.pdf
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Because of disparities amongst LBS agencies in the province, because of geographical distances 
between agencies, because of different clients and many other differences, many needs and 
challenges exist amongst Francophone LBS agencies in Ontario.  Many suggestions and 
recommendations originated from the consultations.  Here are several:   

1. have Francophone consultants at the Ministry; 

2. the Ministry should explain the importance of literacy service planning to 

LBS agencies;  

3. the Ministry must validate the need to receive LSPs every year - maybe the 

documentation would have more importance if it were done every 3 years - ;  

4. offer Francophone agencies the choice to work together before having to 

work with Anglophones - separate both groups during the literacy service 

planning or / and community planning - ;   

5. translate the literacy service plan and add Francophone related information;   

6.  increase funding to include expenses for travelling, marketing, technology, 

… ; 

7. offer training to agency directors and managers, especially those who have 

only been in position for the past couple of years or so;   

8.  and the Ministry should encourage, support and facilitate meetings between 

partners and stakeholders (e.g. agencies, referral agencies, employers, …).  

 

RECOMMENDATIONS TO LITERACY SERVICE PLANNING 

On top of numerous possible solutions and recommendations suggested in this report, four 
recommendations support the research and development project’s objective “Linking Literacy 
Service Plans to Language” and, therefore, the following recommendations attempt to improve 
the literacy service planning amongst Francophone LBS agencies.     

Note:  The following recommendations offer a choice to the MTCU.  Any one of the following 
recommendations would bring improvement to the LSP process.     

RECOMMENDATION ONE:  THE CREATION OF A FRANCOPHONE REGIONAL 

NETWORK IN NORTHERN ONTARIO 

It is obvious that Francophone LBS agencies need to work together in French, especially those in 

rural and distanced areas where the French language is a minority.  A French regional network 

for Northern Ontario that would cover an important territory (from Sault-Ste-Marie, Thunder Bay, 

Nipissing, Sudbury, Temiskaming, Cochrane, Timmins to Wawa) would work in partnership with 

the Coalition ontarienne de formation des adultes and other regional networks. Presently, Hearst 
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does not belong to any network because it is not included in the current network’s mandate; it 

does not have to support and assist Francophone LBS agencies.  With a new Francophone 

regional network in Northern Ontario, Francophone communities such as Hearst would be 

welcomed and supported.  This network would, therefore, meet the needs of Francophones.   

or 

RECOMMENDATION TWO:  PRODUCE REGIONAL REPORTS AND NOT COMMUNITY 

REPORTS 

In certain communities, only one Francophone LBS agency offers the full suite of services to 

Francophone clients.  Often, in these communities, change seems slow or nonexistent year after 

year.  While the literacy service plan primarily has the following objective, it does not respond to 

the needs of these Francophone agencies:   

The Literacy Service Plan reflects a general overview of literacy needs in a 
community.  It enumerates the essential activities that funded LBS 
agencies will undertake as well as the gaps and duplication in services.

7
  

It is therefore suggested to create a literacy service plan by region or district (e.g. District of 

Temiskaming-Cochrane, District of Timmins-James Bay, District of Algoma, etc.) instead of 

creating LSPs for each community.  Often, demographic and geographic similarities are found in 

districts that make the needs and challenges of these communities similar.     

or 

RECOMMENDATION THREE:  ADD LITERACY SERVICE PLANNING TO THE 

FRANCOPHONE COALITION’S MANDATE  

The Coalition ontarienne de formation aux adultes continually gains respect from Francophone 

LBS agencies in Ontario.  It offers support services to its members while succeeding at playing a 

leadership role for Francophones.   

                                                                 

7
 Programme d’alphabétisation et de formation de base (AFB), Directives, 1998, 

http://www.edu.gov.on.ca/fre/training/literacy/basic/basicf.pdf  

http://www.edu.gov.on.ca/fre/training/literacy/basic/basicf.pdf
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  Support is offered in the form of coordinated activities, 
communication, networking, training and information.

8
 

With funding from MTCU, the Francophone Coalition could hire four (4) staff members to 

represent four territories:  East, West, South, and North.  These representatives’ primary 

mandate, under the supervision of the Coalition ontarienne de formation des adultes, would be to 

coordinate literacy service planning for Francophone LBS agencies in Ontario.   

or 

RECOMMENDATION FOUR: DESIGNATE A BILINGUAL REGIONAL NETWORK  

In order to better serve Francophones, it would be important to designate an existing regional 

network as bilingual.  This designation of a bilingual network would include the need for additional 

resources (e.g. a Francophone resource person); however, start up costs would be reduced 

because the new service would be attached to an existing service.  This bilingual regional 

network would complement the services offered by the Coalition ontarienne de formation des 

adultes.  Its primary mandate would be to assist and support Francophone LBS agencies in the 

literacy service planning process.  This short-term recommendation would include the designation 

of one network; however, as a long-term solution, four networks should have the bilingual 

designation in order to better serve Francophones:  East, West, South, and North. 

 

 

 

                                                                 

8
 http://www.coalition.on.ca/ 

http://www.coalition.on.ca/
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APPENDIX A: FOUR UMBRELLA ORGANIZATIONS IN ONTARIO 

La Coalition ontarienne de formation des adultes 

La Coalition ontarienne de formation des adultes est une organisation sans 

but lucratif, incorporée en 1999, qui offre des services de soutien aux 

fournisseurs de langue française de services d'alphabétisation et de 

formation de base oeuvrant dans les secteurs communautaire, scolaire et 

collégial en Ontario. 

 

Le soutien prend la forme d'activités de coordination, de communication, de 

réseautage, de formation et d'information 

Vision : 

La Coalition ontarienne contribue à créer, avec ses membres, les conditions 

qui permettent aux adultes francophones de l'Ontario d’acquérir les 

compétences nécessaires pour atteindre leurs objectifs de formation et est 

reconnue comme chef de file auprès de tous les détenteurs d’intérêt. 

Mission : 

La Coalition ontarienne représente, guide et appuie ses membres.  Elle 

contribue au développement des savoirs en formation des adultes.  Elle fait 

valoir l’importance de la formation des adultes en français en Ontario et la 

nécessité pour eux d’avoir accès à un choix complet de programmes.  Avec 

ses membres, elle crée un contexte qui favorise la construction identitaire 

des francophones.
 9
 

 

Ontario literacy Coalition  

Ontario Literacy Coalition’s (OLC) Mission 

To build leadership, support and capacity towards a more literate Ontario. 

Ontario Literacy Coalition’s (OLC) Goals: 

                                                                 

9
 http://www.coalition.on.ca/  

http://www.coalition.on.ca/
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- To understand the state of literacy in Ontario and provide insights to 

governments, the literacy field and other organizations to enable them 

to shape policy and guide program development. 

- To foster innovation in literacy solutions. 

- To lead collaboration among stakeholders on issues of a province-wide 

or fundamental nature and initiate partnerships and alliances so as to 

broaden the support for literacy efforts in the province. 

The OLC supports over 250 members, maintains strong stakeholder 

relations with 16 regional literacy networks and four sector councils. More 

than 46,000 adult learners are served by the 200 adult literacy programs 

supported by the OLC. Working closely with our partners from the 

Francophone, Deaf and Aboriginal Literacy Coalitions, we establish common 

practices around common issues. Key partnerships are also held with the 

business and labour communities as well as second-language and 

immigrant settlement services.
 10

 

 

GOLD (Goal : Ontario Literacy for Deaf People) 

Vision 

- A world leader providing professional expertise and innovations in 

specialized literacy services to the Deaf and Deaf-Blind community and 

other coalitions  

Mission 

Deaf Literacy Initiative leads in: 

- Developing accessible and accredited training for practitioners and 

learners in the Deaf and Deaf-Blind literacy agencies 

- Undertaking consultation, research and technology initiatives that 

advance the Deaf and Deaf-Blind field 

- Producing accessible and culturally relevant learning resources 

                                                                 

10
 http://www.on.literacy.ca/whoweare   

http://www.on.literacy.ca/whoweare
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- Promoting and supporting the needs of Deaf and Deaf-Blind literacy 

communities globally
11

 

 

Ontario Native Literacy Coalition 

The Ontario Native Literacy Coalition (ONLC) is a non-profit, charitable 

organization, one of four provincial umbrella organizations funded by the 

Ministry of Training, Colleges and Universities. Incorporated since 1988, and 

operating under the guidance of an elected Board of Directors, the ONLC is 

a provincial networking and field development organization supporting and 

serving Native literacy practitioners and learners in Ontario. 

Mission – To provide information, support and training to Native literacy 

practitioners in the Province of Ontario; enhancing ability and awareness of 

literacy issues. 

Vision – The ONLC will be the leader of Native literacy in the Province of 

Ontario. 

Values Statement – Founded on the principles of the Seven Grandfather 

Teachings, the ONLC will respect the individual as a whole person - part of a 

family, community, and a Nation.
12

 

 

 

                                                                 

11
 http://www.deafliteracy.ca/Public/Default.aspx?I=220&n=About+DLI  

12
 http://www.onlc.ca/main.php?PageID=2  

http://www.deafliteracy.ca/Public/Default.aspx?I=220&n=About+DLI
http://www.onlc.ca/main.php?PageID=2
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APPENDIX B:  LIST OF CONSULTED AGENCIES 

The following is a list of all the agencies that have participated in the consultations: 

ABC Communautaire 

Alpha-Toronto, Centre d’apprentissage en alphabétisation, calcul et informatique 

Au Centre des mots 

Centre À LA P.A.G.E. 

Centre Alpha Mot de Passe 

Centre d’alphabétisation ALEC du Nipissing (North Bay and Sturgeon Falls) 

Centre d’alpha Au pied de la lettre de Cochrane-Iroquois Falls 

Centre d’éducation des adultes du Conseil scolaire catholique de district des Grandes 

Rivières 

Centre de formation pour adultes francophones (CFAF) 

Centre Moi j’apprends Inc. (Ottawa and Rockland) 

Collège Boréal (New Liskeard, Sudbury and Nipissing) 

Formation PLUS 

La Clé à Mots-Lettres 

LA CLEF du Conseil scolaire catholique de district des Grandes Rivières 

Le Collège du Savoir 

Le Coin des Mots 
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APPENDIX C: REGIONAL NETWORKS IN ONTARIO 

Network LSP’s Counties Covered 

LLEO 
 Tri-County & Prescott Russell 

 Lanark County 

 Frontenac 

 Frontenac-North 

 Leeds & Grenville 

 Hastings/Prince Edward-Bancroft 

 Hastings/Prince-Edward-Belleville, Trenton, 
Madoc 

 Hastings/Prince Edward-Picton 

 Hastings/Prince Edward-Kingston 

 

 Dundas County 

 Frontenac County 

 Glengarry County 

 Grenville County 

 Hastings Coounty 

 Lanark County 

 Leeds County 

 Lennox and Addington County 

 Prescott County 

 Prince  Edward County 

 Russell County 

 Stormont County 

OCCL 
 Ottawa  Carleton County 

LOCS 
 Lindsay 

 Haliburton 

 Peterborough 

 Cobourg 

 Pembroke 

 Haliburton County 

 Northumberland County 

 Peterborough County 

 Renfrew County 

 Victoria County 

LiNDR 
 Durham Region  Durham County 

MTML 
 York Region 

 Deaf/Deaf & Blind 

 East York/Scarborough 

 Etobicoke-York/North York 

 Toronto 

 York County 

PHDALN 
 Orangeville 

 Brampton 

 Caledon 

 Mississauga 

 North Halton 

 South Halton 

 Dufferin County 

 Halton County 

 Peel County 

PROREAD 
 Cambridge 

 Kitchener-Waterloo 

 Waterloo-Rural 

 Guelph 

 Wellington-Rural 

 Waterloo County 

 Wellington County 

ABEA 
 Hamilton  Wentworth County 

LLN 
 Fort Erie 

 Niagara Falls/Niagara on the Lake 

 Niagara West 

 Port Colborne/Wainfleet 

 St. Catharines/Thorold 

 Welland/Pelham 

 Lincoln County 

 Welland County 

LLSC 
 Haldimand-Norfolk 

 Brant 

 London 

 Middlesex 

 Brant County 

 Elgin County 

 Haldimand County 

 Middlesex County 
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 Oxford 

 Elgin 

 Norfolk County 

 Oxford County 

TCLN 
 Chatham Kent 

 Windsor Essex 

 Lambton County 

 Essex County 

 Kent County 

 Lambton County 

QUILL 
 Huron-Perth 

 Grey-Bruce 

 Georgian Triangle 

 Bruce County 

 Grey County 

 Huron County 

 Perth County 

 North-west Simcoe County 

SCLN 
 South Simcoe (Alliston) 

 Barrie 

 Midland (North Simcoe) 

 Orillia & District 

 South Muskoka 

 Bracebridge, Gravenhurst & Huntsville 

 Parry Sound 

 South River 

 Muskoka County 

 Parry Sound District 

 Simcoe County 

Mid North 
 North Bay 

 Sturgeon Falls 

 Sudbury 

 Espanola 

 Manitoulin Island 

 Blind River 

 Desbarats 

 Elliot Lake 

 Sault Ste. Marie 

 Algoma District 

 Manitoulin District 

 Nipissing District 

 Sudbury District 

LNNE 
 Wawa 

 Kirkland Lake 

 Cochrane 

 South Temiskaming 

 Timmins 

 Moosonee 

 Iroquois Falls 

 Chapleau 

 Kapuskasing 

 Cochrane District 

 Timiskaming District 

NWOLN 
 Thunder Bay 

 Kenora 

 Fort Frances 

 Kenora District 

 Rainy River District 

 Thunder Bay District 
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APPENDIX D: DÉFIS ACTUELS DES PROGRAMMES DE FORMATION DES ADULTES 

Source : http://www.bdaa.ca/biblio/recherche/CFAFBO/services/services.pdf 

Plan de services 2007-2012, Coalition ontarienne de formation des adultes 

 

1.6. Défis actuels des programmes de formation des adultes en Ontario français 

Dans cette section, nous allons décrire les principaux besoins des francophones en matière de développement des compétences 

essentielles et de formation de base de même que les défis auxquels se trouvent confrontées les organismes en Ontario (ou 

centres) qui offrent des services d’AFB en français. Ce portrait permettra de mettre en évidence la nécessité d’exercer des 

actions concertées en Ontario français.  

DÉFI 1 :  Rendre l’amélioration des compétences essentielles et de la formation de base indispensable et incontournable. 

En 2004-2005, 3 111 personnes ont profité des services provenant des organismes qui offrent des services d’AFB en français, soit 

l’équivalent de 1 % de la population franco-ontarienne qui pourrait profiter de services. Si l’on se rappelle que 55 % de la 

population franco-ontarienne se situe au niveau 1 ou 2 de compétences en lecture, il est clair que ces services, bien 

qu’essentiels, sont sous utilisés.  

Diverses explications sont envisageables. D’abord, l’alphabétisation et la formation de base sont peu valorisées dans la 

population, de sorte que les gens reconnaissent peu leur utilité et leur nécessité sur les plans tant économique et social que 

culturel. Ensuite, bien que les documents gouvernementaux  

présentent le projet de société de l’apprentissage tout au long de la vie, le gouvernement attribue peu de ressources à sa 

mise en valeur et à sa promotion.  

En conséquence, ces mots n’ont de sens que pour les initiés. La population ciblée n’est pas touchée. Dans un contexte 

d’apprentissage, non seulement il importe de répondre à la demande explicite, mais il faut aussi aller au-delà et chercher, 

par des mécanismes pertinents, à l’éveiller. Il est par conséquent  

indispensable d’investir les énergies et les sommes qui feront une différence dans la perception de leur valeur ajoutée.  

Les mots utilisés actuellement pour décrire les services d’AFB posent problème. En effet, la population en général et même les 

apprenants potentiels voient l’alphabétisation et la formation de base comme un service qui s’adresse aux gens incapables 

de lire et d’écrire. Ainsi, la majorité ne se reconnaît pas dans ces termes et ne se sent pas concernée. Elle ne reconnaît pas la 

nature des services  

offerts, leur pertinence et leurs bénéfices potentiels. Une image défavorable de l’alphabétisation émerge. À cet égard, un 

virage important s’amorce dans ce milieu afin d’adopter un langage plus juste qui reflète la richesse et l’apport essentiel des 

services. La transition vers l’utilisation de termes comme « amélioration des compétences » et « formation de base » 

obtient de plus en  

plus d’appuis. Ce sont ces expressions que nous avons choisi d’utiliser lors de l’élaboration du plan de services présenté plus 

loin dans ce document. 

DÉFI 2 :  Mettre en place un continuum de services de formation en français 

Encourager l’expression de la demande et y répondre sont des actions garantes d’une plus grande sensibilisation à l’importance 

d’une formation qui se poursuit tout au long de la vie. L’accessibilité des services devrait répondre aux besoins des 

francophones qui, par goût, par intérêt, par exigence personnelle ou par obligation, voudraient acquérir des connaissances 

http://www.bdaa.ca/biblio/recherche/CFAFBO/services/services.pdf


 

 35 

et développer des  

compétences en français.  

Un défi de taille pour les francophones de l’Ontario réside dans le manque de continuum de services de formation en français 

pour préparer les adultes à l’emploi. Par exemple, à Toronto et à Kingston, il est encore impossible pour un adulte de suivre 

des cours en français en vue d’obtenir son diplôme d’études secondaires (DÉSO) autrement que par correspondance. Il 

existe un programme  

d’AFB et le programme Accès Carrière Emploi (ACE) y est offert, mais ce n’est pas suffisant. Les employeurs exigent le DÉSO. 

Plusieurs collectivités même n’ont aucun service de formation aux adultes en français. C’est le cas de Pembroke dont la 

demande au MFCU de mettre sur pied un programme d’AFB a été refusée.  

DÉFI 3 :  Assurer un financement adéquat 

Les subventions de base versées aux centres se révèlent insuffisantes pour leur permettre d’assurer une gestion efficace et de se 

développer. Les centres tendent à offrir un programme de qualité, qui répond à la demande dans les communautés et qui 

respecte les normes de qualité du MFCU. Ils font de leur mieux avec les faibles moyens dont ils disposent.  

La Coalition, quant à elle, reçoit 105 000 $ en subvention de base annuellement.  Elle est donc très limitée dans ses actions. 

Elle doit présenter des projets pour assurer sa survie. Plusieurs fournisseurs de services reçoivent une subvention de base de 

l’ordre de 50 000 $ par année, et ce, depuis 10 ans. Bien que d’autres en reçoivent plus, aucun ne dispose des fonds 

nécessaires pour rémunérer  

équitablement son personnel, avoir des infrastructures adéquates, développer des outils de gestion efficaces et offrir la 

gamme de services requis pour assurer la qualité des programmes. Ils doivent trouver des moyens de combler leurs besoins 

financiers de diverses manières.  

De plus, le gouvernement fédéral s’est récemment désinvesti du secteur de l’alphabétisation des adultes; il a amputé de 

plus de 17,7 millions de dollars les programmes fédéraux-provinciaux, amplifiant ainsi la situation déplorable de sous-

financement.  

DÉFI 4 :  Joindre des populations variées et répondre à leurs besoins 

Un défi additionnel pour les centres et les membres de la Coalition consiste à recruter et à répondre aux besoins d’une variété de 

segments de la population avec des moyens limités. En effet, il peut être complexe de fournir des services adéquats et de 

qualité aux jeunes qui désirent obtenir leur diplôme d’études secondaires, aux adultes en emploi qui veulent pouvoir 

développer les compétences essentielles pour persévérer et réussir dans leur milieu de travail, aux familles qui veulent être 

en mesure de bien accompagner leur enfant dans son parcours scolaire, aux aînés qui veulent maintenir et développer leur 

autonomie, ainsi qu’aux gens des communautés culturelles qui veulent réussir leur  

intégration. À l’heure actuelle, il devient urgent d’évaluer les besoins réels et précis de ces divers segments de la population 

afin de pouvoir jauger la pertinence et la qualité de l’offre et rajuster les services, s’il y a lieu.   

De plus, il n’existe aucune démarche concertée de publicité et de recrutement de ces diverses populations. Il sera donc essentiel 

de mettre au point les méthodes et les outils de recrutement les plus efficaces, à la lumière des résultats de l’analyse. Pour 

ce faire, il faudra d’abord revoir l’image de marque et le vocabulaire utilisés afin d’adopter des mots qui reflètent la nature 

des services  

offerts et qui font ressortir leur valeur distincte.  

DÉFI 5 :  Embaucher du personnel qualifié dans les centres, l’encadrer et le retenir 

Des données recueillies en 2000 lors d’une étude menée par la Coalition auprès des formateurs mettent en relief leur situation 

précaire. Bien que 71 % d’entre eux aient un baccalauréat, ils travaillent en moyenne 12 heures par semaine durant environ 

33 semaines dans l’année, ce qui leur assure un salaire moyen de 10 274 $. Cinquante-sept pour cent d’entre eux travaillent 

sur une base  
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contractuelle et n’ont pas droit à des avantages sociaux. Il n’est donc pas surprenant que plus de 30 % disent qu’ils souffrent 

d’un fort sentiment d’insécurité.  

Dans ces conditions, il peut être extrêmement difficile d’attirer, de mobiliser et de maintenir la main-d’œuvre, ce qui engendre 

des répercussions importantes tant pour les formateurs que pour les gestionnaires des centres et la qualité des services 

offerts.  

DÉFI 6 :  Mettre en place des programmes de littératie familiale efficaces 

Actuellement, douze membres de la Coalition offrent un programme de littératie familiale; six d’entre eux le font depuis au moins 

10 ans. Neuf membres ont mis sur pied un programme au cours des trois dernières années, et six d’entre eux se sont 

engagés à le poursuivre au cours des trois prochaines années grâce à des fonds qu’a obtenus la Coalition du gouvernement 

fédéral.  

La Coalition a entrepris, en 2003, une étude visant à mesurer l’impact de la littératie familiale sur les familles vivant en milieu 

minoritaire en partenariat avec l’Université d’Ottawa. Les résultats sont concluants : la participation à un programme de 

littératie familiale offre de grands avantages autant pour les parents que pour les enfants. Toutefois, il reste encore le 

même défi à relever :  

trouver des fonds pour démarrer et soutenir des programmes de littératie familiale de qualité de façon continue, et ce, dans 

toutes les localités qui pourraient profiter de tels programmes. À cela s’ajoute l’importance de créer des partenariats avec 

les divers organismes éducatifs afin de bien joindre le public que ciblent ces programmes.  

DÉFI 7 :  Concevoir des programmes d’employabilité de concert avec les Employeurs 

De nos jours, les emplois nécessitent de meilleures capacités de lecture et d’écriture que dans le passé : on utilise des ordinateurs 

et on demande de comprendre des processus complexes tant dans la réalisation des tâches que dans la planification du 

travail. En outre, on assiste à une augmentation de la population immigrante; cette population éprouve des difficultés à 

interpréter les codes écrits tout autant que les codes culturels.  

Des comparaisons effectuées à l’échelle mondiale ont démontré que les pays ayant une population active alphabétisée ont un 

meilleur rendement économique. Ainsi, avec des défis majeurs en matière de recrutement, de formation et de rétention 

d’une main-d’œuvre qualifiée, il sera primordial que  

les membres de la Coalition conçoivent des programmes de concert avec les employeurs afin d’assurer le développement 

des compétences essentielles au bon fonctionnement des organismes. Or, les tentatives d’intéresser les employeurs à 

travailler avec les fournisseurs de services d’AFB  

pour offrir de la formation à leurs employés peu alphabétisés n’ont pas eu de succès jusqu’à présent. Il conviendra de 

chercher des moyens d’y arriver.  

Le type et le niveau de littératie d’un individu se définissent par sa capacité à maîtriser l’écrit pour penser, communiquer, 

acquérir des connaissances, résoudre des problèmes, réfléchir sur son existence, partager sa culture et se divertir. En ce qui 

concerne la société, le concept de littératie est lié au concept de culture. Le concept de littératie tient compte de toutes les 

activités qui mènent à apprendre à lire et à écrire, y compris celles qui ont lieu en dehors du cadre scolaire. 

DÉFI 8 :  Mettre en valeur et intégrer l’aménagement linguistique dans les pratiques 

Dans notre entente, l’aménagement linguistique désigne un ensemble de moyens favorisant l’appropriation d’une langue et 



 

 37 

d’une culture. Il englobe un ensemble de mesures prises pour aider les adultes à acquérir les habiletés en lecture, en 

écriture et en communication orale nécessaires pour entreprendre et réussir des études, travailler en français et 

communiquer adéquatement en  

français dans différentes situations de la vie courante. Ces mesures visent aussi le développement de la construction 

culturelle et identitaire des adultes en formation.  

Ainsi, les membres de la Coalition ont comme défi de créer des espaces francophones propices à l’amélioration des littératies 

culturelle, scolaire, communautaire et critique des apprenants francophones de l’Ontario, afin d’assurer la protection, 

l’amélioration et la transmission de la langue et de la culture françaises. Pour ce faire, ils devront établir des partenariats 

solides afin  

de faire la promotion de la francophonie ontarienne, canadienne et internationale. Les bailleurs de fonds et les décideurs 

devront aussi être davantage sensibilisés aux réalités particulières des francophones de l’Ontario.  

 



. . . . . . .. . . 
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 APPENDIX E: MARKETING 

 

Marketing initiatives done by consulted LBS agencies 

Word of mouth Radio and newspaper ads  

Leaflet sent out in schools Posters (handed out in stores, at banks, …) 

Family activities Workshops 

Some workshops were offered to the general public. 

Learners who brought a guest had an extra ticket for 

a draw (e.g. digital camera).   

Leaflet at church Ads on community TV 

Table in shopping centres Fairs / open houses / information sessions  

Meetings with stakeholders and partners Bulletins sent electronically to employers, partners, 
stakeholders   

Meetings with employers Bake sales 

Christmas cards / Thank you cards sent out to 
employers, partners, and stakeholders  
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APPENDIX F: LITERACY SERVICE PLANS13 

What is a literacy service plan? 

 The LSP is produced every year by partners / stakeholders who are responsible of planning and 
coordinating local services.   

 The Literacy Service Plan reflects a general overview of literacy needs in a community.  It 
enumerates the essential activities that funded LBS agencies will undertake as well as the gaps 
and duplication in services.   

 Every funded LBS agency explains its contribution to the literacy service planning in the plan it 
sends to MTCU once a year.   

 All LBS agencies have to present their LSP on prescribed forms (e.g. Service Delivery Charts).   

 An agency’s Service Action Plan identifies services that will be taken in regards to the local 
planning and coordinating group.   

 

Who participates in literacy service planning? 

 All funded LBS agencies participate under one of the following four groups (Anglophones, 
Francophones, Natives or Hearing or Impaired Learners; 

 the regional network; and 

 the MTCU consultant. 

 

What are the joint responsibilities of agencies and community stakeholders who elaborate the plan? 

 Decide the area which is covered by the local planning; 

 choose a targeted clientele (social assistance recipients, youth, learners with special needs, 
subsidized learners); 

 determine the level of deliver for all direct services (information and referral, evaluation, preparation 
of training plan, training, and finally, evaluation and follow up); 

 decide how delivery of LBS will be provided throughout year; 

 decide on training LBS level that each agency will propose to learners; 

 decide on the different delivery modes that each agency will propose to learners (individual 
learning, small groups or classroom setting); 

                                                                 

13
 Programme d’alphabétisation et de formation de base (AFB), Directives, 1998, 

http://www.edu.gov.on.ca/fre/training/literacy/basic/basicf.pdf  

http://www.edu.gov.on.ca/fre/training/literacy/basic/basicf.pdf


. . . . . . .. . . 
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 decide which agency will offer which service, which level, which delivery mode, where, and to 
which group of learners; 

 describe weaknesses or duplication of services and the means that will be used to control or 
eliminate these weaknesses or repetitions; 

 in order to improve quality and coordination of services, choose the activities that the LSP agency 
members will perform themselves and others that the regional network will perform; and 

 give reasoned justification on every decision. 

 

Every agency shares with others: 

 the number of learners that they intend to welcome with the frequency and the time duration; and 

 the number of contact hours in all the MTCU funded sites.   

 

The following tasks will be given to regional networks:     

 convene meetings, hand out agendas and minutes; 

 participate at the planning and local coordination meetings, chair meetings, or at least plan for 
necessary support staff to hold meetings; 

 compile LSPs for the entire region and send them to the consultant responsible for the LBS 
program; 

 inform funded agencies and stakeholders in regards to LSP process; and 

 summarize entire LSPs to present a global regional picture. 

 

The following tasks are the responsibility of consultants:  

 make sure that a literacy service plan is developed for each community; 

 participate in meetings convened by regional networks to offer advice and information and 
contribute, when needed, to the elaboration of the LSP; and 

 collect finished LSPs, negotiate modifications and recommend their approval, when needed.   

 

 


