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THE STANDING COMMITTEE ON  
OFFICIAL LANGUAGES 

has the honour to present its 

FIFTH REPORT 

 

Pursuant to its mandate under Standing Order 108(2), the Committee has studied 
the Canada-Community Agreements and has agreed to report the following: 
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THE COLLABORATION ACCORDS BETWEEN 
CANADIAN HERITAGE AND THE COMMUNITY 

ORGANIZATIONS — AN EVOLVING PARTNERSHIP 

INTRODUCTION 

What were traditionally called the "Canada-Community Agreements" are a series of 
collaboration accords between the Department of Canadian Heritage and the community 
organizations that support the development of the official language minority communities. 
These accords represent an annual investment of approximately $30 million, and are 
based on the principle that the community organizations are often in the best position to 
deliver, in the field, the programs and services through which the federal government 
intends to meet its commitment to enhancing the vitality of the official language minority 
communities. For most of the provinces and territories, these accords were improved for 
the period from 2005-2006 to 2008-2009. 

In its May 2007 report on the vitality of the official language minority communities, 
the Committee addressed the agreements in the broader context of the community 
organizations' role in supporting that vitality. A number of concerns were raised at the time 
over the lack of resources that a number of organizations were suffering, particularly as a 
result of the excessively "piecemeal" allocation of resources of each provincial and 
territorial envelope which prevented every recipient organization from adequately doing its 
job. Another source of frustration was the burdensome administrative process that the 
organizations had to follow in order to obtain federal government grants and contributions. 
The frequent consequence of these two sources of frustration was trouble in recruiting and 
especially retaining staff, as well as the critical level of exhaustion among volunteers, most 
of whom were seniors. To take a closer look at these issues, the Committee decided to 
conduct a study specifically on the agreements so as to be able to answer the following 
questions, among others: 

• Do the agreements adequately meet the needs of the communities in 
terms of funding, accountability and management of priorities? 

• What main advantages do the communities derive from the way in which 
the agreements are currently administered? 

• What are the main disadvantages of the agreements? 
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• Knowing that the accords must soon be re-evaluated, either in the context 
of the renewal of the Action Plan for Official Languages or when the 
current accords expire, what recommendations would you make to the 
federal government to increase the effectiveness of its support to the 
organizations devoted to promoting the development of the official 
language minority communities? 

The Committee heard 19 witnesses at five meetings held between April 1 and 
May 15. The principal findings of the following report indicate that: 

• basic funding under the collaboration accords must be significantly 
increased; 

• the administrative burden associated with the collaboration accords must 
be lightened; 

• the community organizations wish to take greater responsibility for their 
development in order to manage funding on the basis of priorities 
established by the communities; 

• the community organizations want the government to promote 
interdepartmental collaboration on community development sufficiently, so 
that it will be there for the official language minority communities in all 
spheres of development that come under federal jurisdiction. 

CONTENT OF THE AGREEMENTS 

The collaboration accords are based on the fundamental principles that are set out 
in the introduction to each agreement: 

As a community development architect, Canada’s community sector is one of three 
pillars of Canadian society, along with the public and private sectors. Our quality of life, 
our economic strength, and the vitality of our democratic institutions depend on the 
vibrancy of these interdependent sectors and the support they provide to one another. 
Volunteers and staff working in Saskatchewan’s Francophone community sector 
organizations are actively involved in making a difference and improving their 
communities. They deliver services critical to Canadians, advocate for common causes, 
and support economic and community development in Canada. […] Volunteers are 
involved in all three sectors, but it is the community sector that was developed by 
volunteers and continues to do the most to mobilize their efforts. The community benefits 
enormously from the efforts contributed by volunteers, who provide people with access to 
a range of services, in particular services for women, youth and seniors, in a number of 
areas including healthcare and 
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early childhood education. The rich network of organizations known as the community 
sector helps make Canada the humane, caring, and prosperous nation it is, and is one of 
the strengths for which Canada is known around the world.1 

The agreements specify that they are not legal documents, and rather that they are 
designed "to guide the evolution of this relationship by identifying the common values, 
principles and commitments that will shape future practices."2 They specify that the 
underlying values of the agreements are linguistic duality, democracy, active citizenship, 
equality, diversity, inclusion and social justice, and set out the six guiding principles: 

• the independence of the community sector, including "right…to challenge 
public policies, programs and legislation and to advocate for change," and 
recognition that "advocacy is inherent to debate and change in a 
democratic society and … should not affect any funding relationship that 
might exist"3; 

• the interdependence of the community sector and Canadian Heritage 
when they jointly undertake activities to achieve common goals; 

• dialogue, which must be facilitated, including by implementing appropriate 
processes and governance structures; 

• cooperation and collaboration, which essentially means that "working 
relationships should be flexible"4; 

• accounting to Canadians, meaning "ensuring transparency, high 
standards of conduct and sound management in their work together" and 
"monitoring and reporting on the results" by the partners5; 

• transparency, meaning that the partners "agree that Acadian and 
Francophone organizations and the Department must communicate 
information on their functioning, practices, intentions, objectives and 
results in a timely manner."6 

                                            
1 Collaboration Accord Between the Department of Canadian Heritage and the Fransaskois Community Sector, 

Introduction, http://www.pch.gc.ca/progs/lo-ol/accords_collaboration/SK/index_e.cfm. 

2 Ibid., Part I. 

3 Ibid., Part III. 

4 Ibid. 

5 Ibid. 

6 Ibid. 
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Commitments are made based on these principles, including the commitment by the 
community sector to "serve as a means for the voices and views of" as many components 
as possible "of the Acadian and Francophone community sector to be represented and be 
heard by Canadian Heritage and the Government of Canada, ensuring the mobilization 
and engagement of the various elements of the community."7 

The rest of the text of the agreements (Part V) is specific to each community. It sets 
out the key issues of which the community must take note, and the results in terms of a 
development plan that is specific to each community. 

In section 2 of Part V, each agreement specifies the provincial organization that will 
be responsible for "community cooperation and cohesion" among the various organizations 
in the community sector in each province and territory. Those organizations are recognized 
by the federal government as key interlocutors in advocacy and dialogue on public policy. 
The provincial and territorial organizations are also responsible for establishing, 
coordinating and convening a Community Forum that brings together the community 
sector. The extent of the responsibilities assigned to those umbrella organizations may 
vary from one agreement to another. The agreements also provide for the creation of 
"Collaborative Circles," which have a very flexible structure and which are essentially 
designed to bring in other provincial or municipal organizations or sectors of the 
community, where necessary, that have an interest in the implementation of the 
collaboration accords. 

The Community Forums must establish a funding evaluation and recommendations 
committee to be mandated to: 

[M]ake proposals to the Department of Canadian Heritage regarding the distribution of 
funds available via the provincial Cooperation with the Community Sector budget 
envelope. […] The Minister is responsible for making the final decision on the specific 
allocation of funding in accordance to terms and conditions in force at the Department. In 
order to maintain transparency, the final decision regarding allocation of funds will be 
communicated to the Committee and to the public, following the Minister’s approval.8 

The Department agrees to promote collaboration with other federal departments 
and better knowledge on the part of other departments of issues affecting official language 
minority communities in each province and territory. One of the tools available for that 
purpose is the Interdepartmental Partnership with the Official-Language Communities 
(IPOLC), which Canadian Heritage uses to transfer funds to other departments for creating 
programs that promote the vitality of official language minority communities. The 
government had planned to spend $3.7 million under IPOLC in 2006-2007. 

                                            
7 Ibid. 

8 Ibid. 
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The same principle applies for the provincial and territorial governments with which 
the Department of Canadian Heritage signs agreements to help them improve their offer of 
services in the minority official language. The total figure for those agreements was 
$14.3 million in 2005-2006. They are separate from the education agreements. The funds 
paid under the federal-provincial-territorial agreements on minority language education 
totalled $175.1 million in 2005-2006. 

The budget envelopes made available to the community sector in each province 
and territory are divided into two activity categories: support for action (programming), 
which relates to recurring programs that ordinarily involve multi-year planning and support 
for innovation (projects), in which the priority is activities that do not require permanent 
funding. At least 20% of the annual budget envelopes must be devoted to activities that do 
not require permanent funding. 

As to reporting, each funded organization must report annually on the use of funds 
as linked to its contribution to the advancement of the Global Development Plan prepared 
by the community sector. The government’s responsibility is stated as follows: "At term end 
in 2008-2009, the Department of Canadian Heritage must provide the Treasury Board with 
a summative evaluation of the Development of Official-Language Communities Program. 
The Corporate Review Branch, a third party independent of the Official Languages 
Support Branch, is responsible for conducting this evaluation."9 

FINANCIAL DATA 

There are, in principle, 13 collaboration accords, most of which were renewed in the 
fall of 2005 (one with each province and territory), with the exception of the Quebec 
agreement which was renewed in June 2006. The agreements cover the 2005-2006 to 
2008-2009 fiscal years. There are no agreements with organizations in the Yukon, but the 
Department of Canadian Heritage funds them under the Community Life component of its 
Development of Official Languages Communities Program. 

Under the agreements, the government makes a specific budget envelope available 
to the "community sector" in each province and territory, and that envelope is divided 
among the various organizations based on the priorities set by each community. Each of 
the provincial and territorial community sectors is represented by a provincial organization 
which coordinates negotiations with the federal government. 

                                            
9 Ibid. 
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In 2005-2006, the budget envelopes made available to community organizations 
totalled $30.5 million. The collaboration accords do not specify the envelopes allocated for 
subsequent fiscal years, but documents from the Fédération des communautés 
francophones et acadiennes du Canada suggest that the amounts will be recurring until 
2008-2009. 

Since 2003-2004, the annual reports of the Department of Canadian Heritage have 
not indicated what proportion of the envelopes has actually been disbursed during a 
particular fiscal year for the Cooperation with the Community Sector sub-component. 
However, a relatively accurate estimate can be made based on the figures in the proactive 
disclosure of grants and contributions by the Department of Canadian Heritage and from 
data from the Public Accounts of Canada.10 One estimate is that for fiscal 2006-2007 
excluding all grants and contributions under $25, 000, about $28 million was paid out under 
these agreements, to more than 260 community organizations. For the purposes of this 
study, the Department of Canadian Heritage provided the Committee with the relevant 
figures for fiscal years 2002-2003 to 2006-2007. These figures are shown in Appendix B. 

In addition to the Canada-Community Agreements are the Strategic Funds. This is a 
discretionary envelope of the Minister of Canadian Heritage, with an annual value of about 
five million dollars, that the federal government uses to fund major projects and even 
interregional and national ones. The Canada-Community Agreements and the Strategic 
Funds form the Cooperation with the Community Sector subcomponent of the Community 
Life component of the Official Languages Support Programs of the Department of 
Canadian Heritage. 

The information provided by Canadian Heritage shows that, for the entire 
Cooperation with the Community Sector subcomponent, expenditures in the 2006-2007 
fiscal year totalled $34.5 million, as compared to $34.7 million in 2002-2003. Investments 
increased in 2005-2006, but that rise was not maintained in 2006-2007. 

Expenditures under this subcomponent have thus remained unchanged overall 
since 2002-2003. By comparison, total expenditures for all Canadian Heritage official 
languages support programs for fiscal year 2006-2007 were $340,194,966, as compared 
to $341,478,897 in 2005-2006, and $267,474,698 in 2002-2003.11 

                                            
10 The funds actually disbursed for contributions where the total was $100,000 or over are found in Section 6 of 

Volume III of the Public Accounts of Canada. Proactive disclosure requires that the Department of Canadian 
Heritage post all grant or contribution agreements for over $25,000 on its website. 

11 Public Accounts of Canada, 2002-2003 to 2006-2007. 
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The significant variations in expenditures under the Cooperation with the 

Community Sector subcomponent can be explained by two main factors: the negotiation of 
Canada-Community Agreements which, starting in 2005-2006, increased expenditures 
under these agreements, as well as a decrease, starting in 2003-2004, in Strategic Funds 
expenditures, as the next two tables illustrate. 
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Expenditures under the Canada-Community agreements and the Strategic Funds 

include those pursuant to the Action Plan for Official Languages. Under its Community Life 
component, the Action Plan included $19 million in funding over five years to fund projects 
submitted to Canadian Heritage that would assist the communities, in particular for 
community centres, culture and the media. This additional funding was not intended to 
build the capacity of the organizations themselves since no funding was allocated for the 
operating budgets of these organizations. It is therefore similar to Strategic Funds funding, 
which supports structuring projects for the communities that do not necessarily 
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meet the criteria of current programs or where the infrastructure needs are significant, or 
are interprovincial or national. For the first four fiscal years of the Action Plan, the 
community life expenditures were as follows: 

 
Based on all the financial data provided in the attached table, one can conclude the 

following: 

• While expenditures under the Cooperation with the Community Sector 
subcomponent in 2002-2003 accounted for 13% of all expenditures under 
Canadian Heritage official languages support programs, that proportion 
fell to 10% in 2006-2007. 

• The Cooperation with the Community Sector subcomponent is the only 
one for which funding was not increased from 2002-2003 to 2006-2007, as 
compared to a 27% increase for Canadian Heritage official languages 
support programs overall. 

• The renegotiation of Canada-Community agreements starting in 2005-
2006 restored spending to 2002-2003 levels, after significant and 
consecutive decreases in 2003-2004 and 2004-2005. 

• The investments under the Action Plan under its Community Life 
component offset the drop in spending under Canada-Community 
agreements for 2003-2004 and 2004-2005. 
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• Moreover, the investments under the Action Plan for the Community Life 
component were funded by an equivalent decrease in Strategic Funds 
expenditures, which fell considerably in the last four fiscal years.  

• In Ontario, the investments under the Cooperation with the Community 
Sector subcomponent fell by 18%, while they increased slightly 
everywhere else. 

• The decrease in Strategic Funds expenditures was most detrimental to 
Ontario since in 2002-2003, $1.5 million was spent in Ontario from the 
Strategic Funds, representing close to 60% of Strategic Funds 
expenditures in the provinces; whereas in 2006-2007, those expenditures 
fell to just $92,500 dollars. 

 
In conclusion, the financial analysis showed that expenditures under the 

Cooperation with the Community Sector subcomponent remained stable from 2002-2003 
to 2006-2007, despite the Action Plan investments which were offset by a reduction in 
Strategic Funds expenditures, which was felt most strongly by Franco-Ontarian 
organizations. 
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EVIDENCE AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Francophone and Acadian communities of Canada admittedly have a number 
of points in common, but their situations are also quite different in demographic, 
geographic, historical and legal terms, and in the relations they maintain with the Canadian 
government and their respective provincial and territorial governments. Furthermore, not all 
the communities are at the same stage in their development. These factors influence the 
development of each community. The needs and priorities of the communities are thus 
very different. The collaboration accords must be developed, signed and administered 
taking this fact into account. The following observations and recommendations do not claim 
to address all the problems specific to each group that came to testify before us. Instead 
the Committee intends to focus on the points that came up most frequently and that 
revealed certain systemic problems, such as the funding of the organizations, the 
administrative burden and governance of the accords. 

A.  FUNDING OF THE ORGANIZATIONS 

1.  Inadequate Funding 

Solid community networks are one of the main conditions for the communities' 
vitality. That solidity is directly affected by the financial resources available to the 
organizations that contribute most to maintaining that vitality. 

The community associations that appeared before us stated that the funding 
granted to them was inadequate and that increases were essential to enable them to do 
their community development work: 

I think that organizations feel a little bit like the air is being squeezed out of them. 
Currently, due to a lack of funding, we don't have the capacity to innovate, to expand or 
keep our staff. We know that this is a very significant issue. As you know, we feel that 
we're doing important work for Canada and for our communities. We are present in each 
of our communities, which is very important for our provinces and territories. To this end, 
we need financial support.12 

As the financial data presented above show, expenditures under the Collaboration 
with the Community Sector subcomponent have not increased since 2002-2003; whereas 
Canadian Heritage's Official Languages Support Programs as a whole have increased in 
the order of 27% since 2002-2003. The community groups have criticized the fact that the 
investments are not indexed. According to the Fédération des francophones de la 
Colombie-Britannique: 

                                            
12  Daniel Boucher, Société franco-manitobaine, Evidence, May 1, 2008, 0905. 
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The annual budget granted by Canadian Heritage, which now fluctuates between $2.6 
million and $3 million a year, is inadequate. Taking inflation into account, that budget has 
not increased since 1999. The Bank of Canada website shows the amount of funding 
granted by Canadian Heritage for francophone affairs in 1999. The current amount is 
lower than that. And obviously the community has vastly evolved since that time.13 

The significant gains made by the communities, particularly in education, and more 
recently in health, have made the work that the community movement must now do on a 
day-to-day basis significantly more complex. A number of community associations noted 
the changes that have taken place in their community since the last round of negotiations 
on the collaboration accords. However, the budget associated with the collaboration 
accords has not followed those developments. For example, the Acadian community in 
Prince Edward Island has made considerable progress in the past decade: 

Is funding adequate for us? We have a fixed budget envelope over five years. However, 
in five years, many things can occur to change the situation. In Prince Edward Island, in 
1999, there were only two French schools, whereas in 2003, there were six. This change 
occurred very rapidly, but the budget envelope has not increased. We must thus provide 
services to four more schools and four more communities with the same amount of 
funding.14 

Some provinces, such as Saskatchewan and Manitoba, are taking in more and 
more new Francophones from other regions of Canada and elsewhere in the world. This 
new dynamic is not only changing the face of the Francophone community, but is inevitably 
affecting the funding allocation. Intake structures must be put in place, which requires 
funding: 

Immigration in our neck of the woods is going very well: 100 new families have arrived. 
This is something new in Saskatchewan, 100 new families settling there last year. The 
problem is that this leads to other difficulties and other priorities in terms of needs. Often, 
the immigrants are picked through a candidate selection program, but there are also 
refugees with challenges, and we then need to find solutions to those challenges if we 
want to ensure real integration. Here again, resources are needed to really help these 
people.15 

Thus, the funding allocated in 2004-2005 no longer meets the communities' 
changing needs. The communities must address this challenge by making the funding they 
do have go further. Money must therefore be taken away from one group and given to 
another: 

                                            
13  Stéphane Audet, Fédération des francophones de la Colombie-Britannique, Evidence, May 15, 2008, 0925. 

14  Lizanne Torne, Société Saint-Thomas-d’Aquin, Evidence, May 1, 2008, 0940. 

15  Denis Desgagné, Assemblée communautaire fransaskoise, Evidence, April 1, 2008, 1030. 
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Since budgets have already been exhausted, for both action and innovation, many 
groups do not file applications, knowing there is no money to fund them. When funding is 
granted for support for action to an organization that has not yet received any or for a 
new project, the funding granted to other organizations is reduced because the budget 
remains the same.16 

The challenges raised by this under-funding of course have a significant impact on 
the community groups, on both the human side and in the areas of infrastructure, 
programming and projects. Ultimately, they say they are unable to carry out the mandate 
conferred on them by the collaboration accord: 

Due to a lack of financial, technical and human resources, most groups are already 
unable to engage in development or to deliver the required services to the community 
and to their members. Without enough skilled and well-paid professional resources, the 
organizations cannot design, plan, deliver and evaluate the services they provide. The 
first services that have already been cut are the regular updating of websites, 
information-sharing and the creation of tools to develop community skills.17 

The community organizations argue that the collaboration accords provide that they 
are to act as providers of community development services, which are ultimately the 
responsibility of the Government of Canada. It must therefore offer the service itself or, in 
the alternative, delegate that responsibility to a third party and provide it with adequate 
resources to carry out that mandate. The director general of the Fédération des 
francophones de Terre-Neuve et du Labrador stated the problem clearly: 

Let's not forget that the government has ultimate responsibility for official languages. The 
obligation to provide services falls to it. For decades, the government has shirked that 
obligation by simply handing it over to the volunteer sector and non-profit organizations, 
without however giving them, or giving us, the necessary financial resources to do the 
job. We have never been greedy in our demands. We simply want reasonable financial 
resources to enable us to carry out our mandate as a "provider of services."18 

In the context of a reinforcement of Part VII of the Official Languages Act, the 
Committee is of the view that increasing the resources allocated to the community 
organizations is a necessary and urgent priority. The development of services, projects and 
investments has resulted in strong demand for community resources, whereas funding 
allocated to the community resources has not increased and administering it is an 
increasingly complex matter. 

In its May 2007 report on the vitality of the official language minority communities, 
the Committee recommended: 
                                            
16  Marie-Pierre Simard, Société des acadiens et acadiennes du Nouveau-Brunswick, Evidence, May 1, 2008, 

0910. 

17  Ibid., 0910. 

18  Cyrilda Poirier, Fédération des francophones de Terre-Neuve et du Labrador, Evidence, May 15, 2008, 0915. 
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That the regular program funding of the Cooperation with the Community Sector 
subcomponent of the Community Life component, Development of Official Language 
Communities Program, be increased by 50% for fiscal year 2007-2008 compared to 
current levels of financing, and then be increased proportionally with the overall budgets 
for Canadian Heritage’s Official Languages Support Programs, in order to reflect the 
additional effort required of organizations once projects are in place. 
(Recommendation 18) 

In its response to that report, the government wrote: "Additional funding of  
$30 million over two years announced in the last federal budget will allow community 
organizations to increase the activities that they contribute and deliver in several areas as 
well as enrich community life in minority communities."19 The Committee is of the view that 
that is an inadequate response in the circumstances, and that a significant increase in 
basic funding for the budgets associated with the collaboration accords is necessary to 
enable the community organizations to carry out their delegated mandate. 

The community would therefore like to reiterate Recommendation 18 of its report on 
the vitality of the official language minority communities, which states: 

Recommendation 1 

That the regular program funding of the Cooperation with the 
Community Sector subcomponent of the Community Life component, 
Development of Official Language Communities Program, be increased 
by 50% for fiscal year 2008-2009 compared to current levels of 
financing, and then be increased proportionally with the overall 
budgets for Canadian Heritage’s Official Languages Support Programs, 
in order to reflect the growing and changing needs of the official 
language minority communities and the general rise in the cost of 
living. 

2.  Multi-year Funding 

Apart from an increase in the basic funding allocated under the collaboration 
accords, the community associations would like to receive multi-year funding enabling 
them to manage their development with a longer-term vision: 

Ideally, we should have multi-year agreements providing for one single fund, and one 
lump sum payment. This way, we would be able to better manage our affairs. There 
would not be a payment five times per year, but rather one plan for the next five years. 
That would make our work easier. 

                                            
19  Government response: 

http://cmte.parl.gc.ca/cmte/CommitteePublication.aspx?COM=10472&SourceId=214800&SwitchLanguage=1. 
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Also, the community governance structure must be respected, and it must be given the 
power to require accountability. We need the necessary tools to make organizations 
bound to produce results; ask federal authorities to ensure accountability with respect to 
development priorities, and make investments accordingly.20 

The Committee was pleased to hear the representatives of the Department of 
Canadian Heritage testify that the department has been granting multi-year funding for 
two years now: 

The multi-year agreements were implemented two years ago. As the agreements this 
year expire on March 31, 2009, the maximum it is possible to get is a multi-year 
agreement of three years. Five groups in New Brunswick and seven in Newfoundland 
obtained multi-year agreements of two or three years, which simplifies the process. They 
don't have to submit a request every year, since the agreement extends over three years. 
If they submit their activity report and it is consistent with the terms of the contribution 
agreement, they will receive their money much sooner and much more regularly. In 
addition, there are fewer reports to submit. They receive 50%, rather than 25%, of their 
funding in April because the multi-year agreement mechanisms pay out funding faster.21 

The Committee wishes to encourage the Department of Canadian Heritage to 
continue this practice, by enabling the organizations to obtain multi-year funding, and 
recommends: 

Recommendation 2 

That the Government of Canada favour multi-year funding over a five-
year period and assess the possibility of further accelerating the 
allocation of funding. 

3.  Calculating the Funding Allocated to the Community Movement in 
Each Province and Territory 

Funding granted under the collaboration accords varies from one province and 
territory to another without any justification. For example, Alberta, which has 
61,225 Francophones, according to Census 2006 data, received funding of $2,966,732 in 
2006-2007; whereas New Brunswick, which has 232,975 Francophones, received the 
barely larger amount of $3,051,209. When asked what factors are considered in allocating 
funding, Canadian Heritage representatives said they looked at the following criteria: 

                                            
20  Denis Desgagné, Assemblée communautaire fransaskoise, Evidence, April 1, 2008, 0920. 

21  Jean-Bernard Lafontaine, Canadian Heritage, Evidence, May 13, 2008, 1040. 
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There are a number of types of criteria. If it were simply a pro-rated distribution based on 
population, we wouldn't have the figures we currently have. There's a whole cocktail of 
factors, including demographics. There are also issues relating to geographic dispersion. 
A small, widely dispersed community will score points: we realize that there are density 
problems, as a result of which they have to be given more support. There are factors 
such as the community's institutional maturity. A community that lives in a province that 
has a strong institutional apparatus that supports it in the area of health at the provincial 
and municipal level won't have the same needs as another community that is still at a 
much earlier stage in its development. We weigh factors.22 

Community groups agree that there should be a formula that takes into account a 
number of factors, that those factors should be clearly identified and that the calculation 
formula should be more transparent, ultimately to ensure that the funding allocation is 
justified. What criteria should be included in that formula? Some criteria were mentioned on 
more than one occasion: 

• the number of Francophones living in the province or territory; 

• the dispersion of the Francophone community in the province or territory; 

• the existing organizational structure and institutions of the Francophone 
community in that province or territory; 

• the various factors affecting the economy of a province or territory such as 
the economic development of a region, rises in the cost of living, 
competition for labour, and others. 

For communities such as the Francophones of Nunavut, a formula reflecting only 
the number of Francophones would be harmful: 

We are not in favour of per capita calculations. We are the smallest of the French-
Canadian communities. We comprise some 700 to 800 people distributed over two 
million square kilometres. In Nunavut, the average is one person per 70 square 
kilometres. So we are not in favour of per capita calculations.23 

Other communities such as those in Ontario and New Brunswick, which are the two 
least funded provinces on a per capita basis, believe that a formula based on the number 
of Francophones is essential: 

                                            
22  Hubert Lussier, Canadian Heritage, Evidence, May 13, 2008, 1020. 

23  Daniel Lamoureux, Association des francophones du Nunavut, Evidence, May 1, 2008, 1020. 
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The number of Francophones, their distribution over an immense territory and the 
constantly increasing presence and potential of Francophone immigrants cannot be 
disregarded in Ontario. Per capita figures are not the only indicator that must guide us 
but they nevertheless cannot be excluded from the overall equation. Some basic 
statistics will illustrate this point. A quick analysis of the funding for each of the provinces 
and territories under the collaboration agreement, based on the number of French 
speakers residing there according to the recent census, clearly illustrates the gap 
between those amounts. For example, one of the provinces receives $113 per capita, 
whereas Ontario receives only $16. Can that discrepancy be justified?24 

The organizations especially want the overall picture of the community to be taken 
into consideration: 

If the only criterion used in calculating the distribution of resources is based on the size of 
the population, the analysis will really be rather rudimentary. I think we must take into 
account the adequacy of the community's institutions. What we need is a type of 
equalization formula. 

If there are services in French in Ontario and New Brunswick—and New Brunswick is 
after all a bilingual province—the issues are nevertheless very different. In 
Saskatchewan, we have no government services, no health care services and no 
communication services in French.25 

In short, the communities agree that a formula should be established so that the 
resource allocation process is fair and less arbitrary. The Committee therefore 
recommends: 

Recommendation 3 

That the Government of Canada develop, in cooperation with the 
community organizations, a clear and transparent formula including 
various factors to be considered in allocating funding under the 
collaboration accords in a fair and equitable manner reflecting the 
unique needs of each community, including adequate qualification-
based compensation for people working for community organizations. 

                                            
24  Brief of the Assemblée de la francophonie de l’Ontario, May 15, 2008, page 4. 

25  Denis Desgagné, Assemblée communautaire fransaskoise, Evidence, April 1, 2008, 1035. 
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B.  ADMINISTRATIVE BURDEN OF THE AGREEMENTS 

1.  Reporting Requirements 

The community associations that testified before us all criticized the administrative 
burden associated with the collaboration accords. More particularly, since the Policy on 
Transfer Payments was adopted in 2000, a very large number of organizations have had to 
switch from conditional grant applications to contribution agreements, which involves more 
reports and instalment payments. The increasingly demanding requirements cause many 
headaches for the community organizations, which sometimes do not have the necessary 
funding to hire full-time staff. 

For example, the organizations singled out Schedule F of the agreements, which 
requires extensive report preparation: 

At home, there is a bad word and it is "Schedule F." That is the schedule in the 
agreements where we have to fill out our reports. It requires qualified resources. Finding 
the people and paying them adequately is a problem. It is becoming increasingly difficult 
because we are always competing with the others, as you know. The smaller 
organizations come to us for help in this area.26 

The communities observed that accountability requirements had increased 
significantly, but that the overtime associated with them has not been recognized or paid 
for, which has the tangible effect of reducing the organizations' ability to act in the field and 
carry out their development mandate.27 The community organizations do not have 
adequate resources to spend that much time on administering the agreements. The 
remarks of the representative of the Société des Acadiens et Acadiennes du Nouveau-
Brunswick (SAANB) clearly illustrate this problem: 

When we devote 25% of our time to applications and filling out reports, we are unable to 
do anything else during that 25% of the time. If an organization has 50 people, it is a 
minor issue, as five of them will look after the work. But when there are two or three 
people in an organization and they must devote 25% of their time to filling out those 
documents, many things in the field are not done.28 

                                            
26  Daniel Boucher, Société franco-manitobaine, May 1, 2008, 1040. 

27  Brief of the Fédération des communautés francophones et acadienne du Canada, page 6. 

28  Bruno Godin, Société des Acadiens et Acadiennes du Nouveau-Brunswick, Evidence, May 1, 2008, 1035. 
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And the Quebec Community Groups Network added: 

[A]ccessing funds from these envelopes must be simplified. The government can play an 
important role by lightening the administrative load and simplifying the process. When an 
organization spends half its money filling out application forms and report forms and the 
staff can only have time for that, it hinders the ability to work and do well.29 

The community organizations are proud to be responsible and want to be 
accountable. They simply wish that accountability were not an obstacle to their 
development activities. The representative of the Fédération des francophones de Terre-
Neuve et Labrador drew the Committee's attention to a paragraph in the collaboration 
accord providing that: 

Canadian Heritage is responsible for determining procedures and tools relating to the 
presentation and analysis of requests. The Department recognizes the consequences 
that its policies and funding practices may have on the evolution of the relationship and 
on the strengthening of the community sector’s capacity for action, and takes them into 
consideration. Tools will be developed with due attention to simplifying the administrative 
requirements, while respecting the terms and conditions of the Program and the 
Department’s accountability framework, which may be modified from time to time. 
(emphasis added) 

However, the collaboration accord was signed in 2004, and the funding application 
forms have not changed since then. As stated in its May 2007 report on the vitality of the 
official language minority communities, the Committee vigorously supports everything that 
can reinforce the financial responsibility of organizations receiving the support of public 
funds. However, it has become more than obvious that many organizations do not have the 
resources to carry out that responsibility and, consequently, too much of the time that 
volunteers spend on the activities of their organizations is devoted to completing activity 
reports justifying the funding that those organizations have received. The Committee 
therefore recommends: 

Recommendation 4 

That Canadian Heritage, in cooperation with the community 
organizations, review accountability measures to reduce the burden 
they impose so that they do not impede the community organizations' 
ability to carry out their development mandate but still guarantee 
adequate accountability. 

                                            
29  Robert Donnelly, Quebec Community Groups Network, Evidence, May 15, 2008, 0910. 
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2.  Reporting Content 

The communities would also like the reporting to be based more on results than on 
the activities themselves: 

Accountability is still based far too much on activities rather than results. Reports must 
focus on the achievement of medium and long-term results. We need to focus more on 
the strategic effects, transformation and impact of our actions on citizens, not just 
evaluate how many citizens have taken part in a given activity.30 

The Fédération des communautés francophones et acadiennes (FCFA) shares that 
view and suggests that Canadian Heritage determine whether a results-based evaluation 
approach is appropriate. The FCFA further suggests that Canadian Heritage undertake, as 
provided in the collaboration accord, to develop common tools and indicators for evaluating 
and measuring those results. The Committee therefore recommends: 

Recommendation 5 

That the Department of Canadian Heritage assess the possibility of 
developing, in cooperation with the community organizations, a list of 
performance indicators to facilitate more results-based reporting. 

3.  Funding Received Late 

The community organizations also raised the important issue of instalment 
payments and funding received late. The community organizations submit their funding 
requests in December for the fiscal year commencing the following April 1. On April 1, 
Canadian Heritage pays 25% of the previous year's funding to enable them to operate in 
the first few months. Most organizations receive the rest of their basic funding around 
August or September, as a result of which they are unable to plan their annual 
programming before that time. In addition, some organizations close during the summer for 
lack of funding, thus often losing their employees: 

As we stated earlier, the fiscal year began on April 1. With a little luck, we will know by 
July how much we will be receiving. Last year, we were told in August. That means that 
we are already four or five months into the fiscal year. We are given an advance 
representing a meagre 25% of the previous year's funding on April 1, so that we can 
continue to operate. We make do with very little. Often, we lay people off for the summer 
while waiting to see what will happen. The current year's funding is provided to us in 
August. That is five months after the year has begun. […] We often receive funding in 
February for individual projects. The money arrives in February for a project that was 
supposed to begin the previous September, and which must end by March 31. We let 
everybody go because we have no money to pay them, then suddenly the funding 

                                            
30  Stéphane Audet, Fédération des francophones de la Colombie-Britannique, Evidence, May 15, 2008, 0930. 
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arrives. We scramble to find our employees, and many are no longer available because 
they have found other employment.31 

In addition to managing the consequences of significant staff turnover, the 
community organizations must do their development work over seven months rather than a 
full fiscal year. This situation is very stressful for employees and volunteers who operate 
the organizations. The situation is the same for single projects. The applications are filed, 
but the department provides no indication as to the time the organizations must wait to 
know whether funding will be granted. This situation causes major logistical problems. For 
example: 

[T]he projects are viable when we submit them, but they become difficult to carry out 
once we receive confirmation of their acceptance. That is the case, for example, if a 
project must begin on October 1, 2007, but I receive a response in March 2008. I then 
have to prepare my project retroactively and change all the budgets. That is not always 
easy to do. In some cases, the Association franco-yukonnaise has had to turn down 
funds.32 

Funding delays have significant monetary consequences for the community 
organizations and their managers. The organizations must draw down lines of credit to 
survive, which means they must pay significant interest charges. For example, the 
representative of the Fédération des francophones de la Colombie-Britannique stated that 
the Francophone organizations in his province had paid a total of nearly $60,000 in interest 
charges for 2005-2006. Those charges are not reimbursed by Canadian Heritage, and thus 
must be paid out of funding allocated for community development. The representative of 
the Fédération des francophones de Terre-Neuve et du Labrador added that she had had 
to advance funds from her personal line of credit to enable the federation to pay its 
employees. This situation is unacceptable. The Committee therefore recommends: 

Recommendation 6 

That Canadian Heritage commit to delivering funding responses by the 
deadline. 

Recommendation 7 

That Canadian Heritage commit to delivering funding within 30 days 
following the date of the funding response and that, in the event 
funding is not paid within this time limit, the department be required to 
reimburse interest charges incurred as a result of the delay. 

                                            
31  Bruno Godin, Société des Acadiens et Acadiennes du Nouveau-Brunswick, Evidence, May 1, 2008, 1035. 

32  Régis St-Pierre, Association franco-yukonnaise, Evidence, April 3, 2008, 0940. 
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C.  GOVERNANCE OF THE ACCORDS AND PARTNERSHIP WITH THE 
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 

1.  Partnership with the Government of Canada 

The Canada-Community Agreements became “collaboration accords with the 
community sector” when the agreements were renegotiated in 2004. In the communities' 
view, it was more than a name change; the relationship between the communities and the 
government also underwent a significant transformation. 

First of all, some view this as a legal change: 

We cannot remain silent about the fact that, in 2004, we switched from the term 
"Canada-Community Agreement" to "Collaboration Accord", which, according to the 
opinions we have received, is a legal step down with respect to the value and weight of 
the instrument.33 

Second, the communities emphasized that the collaboration accords are signed 
with Canadian Heritage, whereas the Canada-Community Agreements were signed with 
the Government of Canada, represented by Canadian Heritage. In this, the communities 
see a withdrawal on the part of the Government of Canada.34 Responsibility for community 
development does not fall solely to the Department of Canadian Heritage, but to the 
Government of Canada and its institutions. Under the present collaboration accords, only 
one department appears to have responsibilities toward the communities. The 
representative of the Société Saint-Thomas-d'Aquin accurately summed up the 
communities' wishes in this regard: 

The cooperation agreements have allowed the community of Prince Edward Island to 
maintain an ongoing dialogue with Canadian Heritage. We would have liked to negotiate 
an agreement that included the Canadian government, and not only Canadian Heritage. 
All the departments have an obligation, and it would be a way for us to simplify the 
approach and set things straight for all sectors and all departments.35 

Under Part VII of the Official Languages Act, the Government of Canada and all 
federal institutions are responsible for taking positive measures to promote the 
development of the official language minority communities. The collaboration accords must 
reflect that fact. 

                                            
33  Brief of the Assemblée de la francophonie de l’Ontario, May 15, 2008, page 2. 

34  Jean Léger, Fédération des Acadiens de la Nouvelle-Écosse, Evidence, May 15, 2008, 0940. 

35  Lizanne Thorne, Société Saint-Thomas-d’Aquin, Evidence, May 1, 2008, 0945. 
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Recommendation 8 

That the collaboration accords be signed with the Government of 
Canada, represented by the Department of Canadian Heritage, to reflect 
the federal government's obligations under Part VII of the Official 
Languages Act. 

2.  Community Responsibility 

The community organizations noted that, in the switch from the Canada-Community 
Agreements to the collaboration accords, their relationship with the Department of 
Canadian Heritage changed from a partnership relationship to a client relationship. The 
communities would like to restore a respectful partnership.36 To do that, the community 
organizations must have the opportunity to assume full responsibility for their community 
development. 

At the time of the Canada-Community Agreements, the allocation of funding was 
done jointly with Canadian Heritage through a joint committee. Those committees were 
abolished and replaced by recommendation committees: 

One of the biggest changes brought about by the collaboration agreements was the 
elimination of joint committees. Under the Canada-community agreements, the 
community and the department discussed and jointly decided on funding 
recommendations, but the collaboration agreements call for the creation of a community 
recommendation committee.37 

These committees have no decision-making power and they can only submit 
proposals to the minister. The communities thus feel excluded from the decision-making 
process and view this as a step backward in their assuming of responsibility: 

The communities view this change from a decision-making body to a purely advisory 
body as a major step backward that gives the department the freedom to independently 
review applications and make funding decisions that could ultimately be at odds with the 
communities’ recommendations. The communities fully understand ministerial 
prerogative, but some also go so far as to question the role and the real importance of 
funding recommendation committees because their impression is that the Department of 
Canadian Heritage will act alone regardless.38 

                                            
36  Fernand Deneault, Fédération franco-ténoise, Evidence, April 1, 2008, 0925. 

37  Diane Côté, Fédération des communautés francophones et acadiennes, Evidence, May 15, 2008, 0940. 

38  Ibid. 
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These observations were confirmed by the representative of the Association 
communautaire des Francophones de l’Alberta: 

In the past, under the former system of agreements, the next step was to reach joint 
decisions with the department. So what actually came out of our committee meetings 
was a series of recommendations for the department on funding issues. 

Currently, under section 157 of our accord, it is left up to Canadian Heritage to focus on 
that. So, this is a far cry from the communities being responsible for their own 
development, and I think that this frustration is at the heart of the communities' current 
dissatisfaction. The amount of funding is also very important, and I don't want to minimize 
that. But our main source of frustration is not having our communities' top priorities 
adequately funded.39 

Thus, in the view of the community organizations, funding should be granted on the 
basis of the priorities they themselves have set in their global development plans, so as to 
respect the specific characteristics of their community, but also the principle of community 
governance. The communities thus wish to see a match between their priorities and the 
funding granted. The Committee recommends: 

Recommendation 9 

That, while working with the existing decision-making process, the 
Department of Canadian Heritage place greater emphasis on 
community perspectives and priorities, as identified by the 
communities themselves. 

The Committee further recommends: 

Recommendation 10 

That the Department of Canadian Heritage clearly communicate its 
rules and criteria for evaluating funding requests, comply with its own 
procedures and substantiate its funding choices to the communities. 

CONCLUSION 

The purpose of this study was essentially to determine whether the collaboration 
accords adequately meet the communities' needs in the areas of funding, reporting and 
management of priorities. With respect to basic funding, the communities were unanimous 
in their view that funding must be increased to take into account both developments in the 
communities and various economic factors such as the rising cost of living. The legal 

                                            
39  Denis Perreaux, Assemblée communautaire des francophones de l’Alberta, Evidence, May 1, 2008, 0930. 
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obligation to ensure the development of the official language minority communities falls to 
the Government of Canada and its institutions. The Government of Canada chooses to 
fund community organizations instead of providing those services itself. The Committee is 
of the view that this operating method is eminently more effective in performing those 
obligations than increasing the ranks of the public service in an attempt to achieve the 
same objectives. However, the government must ensure that it grants adequate funding to 
enable the organizations to carry out the mandate delegated to them. 

The above findings on the financial difficulties the community organizations are 
encountering are valid for all the official language minority communities in Canada, both 
Francophone and Anglophone. However, the situation is particularly critical in Ontario, 
where half of minority Francophones live. Investments under the Cooperation with the 
Community Sector subcomponent have declined 18% in that province, while they 
increased slightly everywhere else. 

It is also very hard for Anglophone communities living outside Montreal, which are 
under the same pressures as other community organizations, but must also combat the 
prejudice that Quebec Anglophones are necessarily privileged. With a population equal to 
that of minority Francophones, Anglophone organizations receive only about 10% of total 
overall funding from Canadian Heritage's Cooperation with the Community Sector 
program. 

As to the administrative burden associated with the collaboration accords, the 
Committee believes it is essential that the Department of Canadian Heritage find ways to 
lessen its administrative requirements so that the communities can use the resources 
provided to them for community development rather than for administering the accords. 
The idea is not to lower reporting criteria, but rather to acknowledge that a community 
organization that relies on volunteer work does not have the same resources as an 
organization with a number of employees that can afford to assign staff to the 
administrative duties that the management of these agreements requires. 

It is the Committee's fervent wish that the Department of Canadian Heritage place 
more importance on the development priorities identified by the communities. The 
community organizations are in the best position to know the needs of their communities 
and to identify priority sectors. Furthermore, collaboration of this kind between community 
organizations and Canadian Heritage presupposes a more balanced and ultimately more 
respectful partnership. 

The communities called as well for greater involvement by all government 
departments in supporting their development efforts.  The Committee would therefore like 
to encourage the Government of Canada to place greater emphasis on interdepartmental 
collaboration to ensure that, in carrying out its commitment to promote the development of 
official language minority communities, it plays a role in all spheres of their development. 
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Some community organizations also expressed the wish that the provincial and 
territorial governments be involved in implementing collaboration accords, in order to 
establish a partnership between the different levels of government. Given that this report 
deals with reaching accords between the communities and the Government of Canada, the 
Committee preferred not to comment on this possibility in the context of its current study. 

The Committee also wants to take this opportunity to express the wish that the 
Assistance for Community Life component of the Action Plan for Official Languages be 
renewed in the next version of the plan. 
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LIST OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

Recommendation 1 

That the regular program funding of the Cooperation with the 
Community Sector subcomponent of the Community Life 
Component, Development of Official Language Communities 
Program, be increased by 50% for fiscal year 2008-2009 compared to 
current levels of financing, and then be increased proportionally with 
the overall budgets for Canadian Heritage’s Official Languages 
Support Programs, in order to reflect the growing and changing 
needs of the official language minority communities and the general 
rise in the cost of living. 

Recommendation 2 

That the Government of Canada favour multi-year funding over a 
five-year period and assess the possibility of further accelerating the 
allocation of funding. 

Recommendation 3 

That the Government of Canada develop, in cooperation with the 
community organizations, a clear and transparent formula including 
various factors to be considered in allocating funding under the 
collaboration accords in a fair and equitable manner reflecting the 
unique needs of each community, including adequate qualification-
based compensation for people working for community 
organizations. 

Recommendation 4 

That Canadian Heritage, in cooperation with the community 
organizations, review accountability measures to reduce the burden 
they impose so that they do not impede the community 
organizations' ability to carry out their development mandate but still 
guarantee adequate accountability. 
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Recommendation 5 

That the Department of Canadian Heritage assess the possibility of 
developing, in cooperation with the community organizations, a list 
of performance indicators to facilitate more results-based reporting. 

Recommendation 6 

That Canadian Heritage commit to delivering funding responses by 
the deadline. 

Recommendation 7 

That Canadian Heritage commit to delivering funding within 30 days 
following the date of the funding response and that, in the event 
funding is not paid within this time limit, the department be required 
to reimburse interest charges incurred as a result of the delay. 

Recommendation 8 

That the collaboration accords be signed with the Government of 
Canada, represented by the Department of Canadian Heritage, to 
reflect the federal government's obligations under Part VII of the 
Official Languages Act. 

Recommendation 9 

That, while working with the existing decision-making process, the 
Department of Canadian Heritage place greater emphasis on 
community perspectives and priorities, as identified by the 
communities themselves. 

Recommendation 10 

That the Department of Canadian Heritage clearly communicate its 
rules and criteria for evaluating funding requests, comply with its 
own procedures and substantiate its funding choices to the 
communities. 
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APPENDIX A 
GRANTS AND CONTRIBUTIONS OVER $25,000 

AWARDED TO OFFICIAL-LANGUAGE MINORITY 
COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS UNDER THE 

COMMUNITY LIFE PROGRAM BETWEEN  
1 APRIL 2006 AND 31 MARCH 2007 

Note: Does not include amounts awarded in March 2007 if they apply explicitly to 
fiscal year 2007-2008. Amounts between $25,000 and $100,000 are budget allowances 
from Canadian Heritage’s Proactive Disclosure, while amounts over $100,000 are the 
actual amounts paid according to the Public Accounts of Canada. A portion of the total for 
each organization may come from a program other than Community Life if the data is from 
Public Accounts. The organizations may also have been awarded grants and contributions 
under other Canadian Heritage or federal department programs. Those amounts are not 
indicated here. 

 
Available 
Budget 

Estimated Real 
Spending 

Newfoundland and Labrador $1,038,960 $867,062
Prince Edward Island $846,930 $622,040

Nova Scotia 
$1,771,560
(no accord) $1,623,650

New Brunswick $2,439,780 $2,410,561
Quebec $3,375,510 $3,094,057
Ontario $4,911,750 $4,354,558
Manitoba $2,622,930 $2,338,918
Saskatchewan $2,380,950 $2,105,330
Alberta $2,970,360 $2,797,375
British Columbia $2,677,320 $2,365,548
Northwest Territories $576,090 $513,042

Yukon 
$404,040

(no accord) $582,788
Nunavut $271,950 $228,852
National (including pan-Canadian 
and inter-regional projects) $4,252,410 $3,455,355
TOTAL CANADA $30,540,540 $27,359,136
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DETAILED BREAKDOWN BY PROVINCE AND TERRITORY 2006-2007 

Newfoundland and Labrador 
Fédération des francophones de T.N.-L. $242,055
Fédération des parents francophones de T.N.-L. $129,652
Association régionale de la Côte-Ouest $124,875
Association francophone du Labrador $114,480
Association communautaire francophone de St-Jean $101,000
Franco-jeunes de T.N.-L. $85,000
Journal le Gaboteur $70,000
TOTAL $867,062

 

Prince Edward Island 
Société Saint-Thomas-d’Aquin $389,340
Fédération des parents de l’Î.-P.-É. $110,700
Jeunesse acadienne de l’Î.-P.-É. $55,000
Fédération culturelle de l’Î.-P.-É. $35,000
Association des femmes acadiennes de l’Î.-P.-É. $32,000
TOTAL $622,040

 

Nova Scotia 
FANÉ $360,000
Coopérative Radio-Halifax $127,100
Fédération culturelle acadienne de la Nouvelle-Écosse $105,000
Société acadienne de Clare $100,550
Conseil Jeunesse provincial de la Nouvelle-Écosse $95,000
Société acadienne Sainte-Croix $95,000
Fédération des parents acadiens de la Nouvelle-Écosse $94,000
Centre culturel la Picasse $85,000
Société Saint-Pierre $85,000
Conseil acadien de par-en-bas $80,000
Conseil communautaire du Grand-Havre $80,000
Fédération des femmes acadiennes de la Nouvelle-Écosse $74,000
Conseil communautaire Étoile de l’Acadie $67,000
Regroupement des aîné-e-s de la Nouvelle-Écosse $60,000
Centre provincial des ressources préscolaires $45,000
Jeux de l’Acadie $44,000
Association francophone de la Vallée $27,000
TOTAL $1,623,650
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New Brunswick 
SAANB $426,960
Conseil provincial des sociétés culturelles $262,730
Fédération des jeunes francophones du N.-B. $196,722
Radio Miracadie $182,271
Mouvement acadien des communautés en santé $163,200
Forum de concertation des organismes acadiens du N.-B. $152,960
Association acadienne des artistes professionnels du N.-B. $137,429
Association francophone des parents du N.-B. $114,345
Congrès mondial acadien 2009 $110,000
Société des Jeux de l’Acadie $105,354
Association francophone des municipalités du N.-B. $103,860
Fédération des femmes acadiennes et franco. du N.-B. $102,400
Production de l’étoile $89,400
Association des radios communautaires acadiennes du N.-B. $59,400
Association acadienne et francophone des aînés du N.-B. $54,400
Coopérative de théâtre l’Escaouette $49,900
Fédération des jeunes francophones du N.-B. $35,430
Gala de la chanson de Caraquet $34,400
Conseil économique du N.-B. $29,400
TOTAL $2,410,561

 

Quebec 
Quebec Community Groups Network $749,867
Townshippers Association $225,995
Coasters Association of the Lower North Shore $216,990
Committee for Anglophone Social Action (N Carlisle) $206,275
Voice of English-Speaking Quebec $135,868
Réseau national des galas de la chanson $117,000
Quebec Anglophone Heritage Network $115,440
Regional Association of West-Quebecers (Gatineau) $111,510
Quebec Community Newspapers Association $108,108
Quebec Association for Anglophone Community Radio $106,764
Quebec Drama Federation $87,417
Quebec Farmers Association $84,500
English-Language Arts Network $81,745
Community Health and Social Services Network $80,000
Council for Magdalen Islanders $73,500
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Quebec 
Quebec Association for Adult Learning $68,250
English-Speaking Catholic Council $60,000
Quebec Federation of Home and School Associations $60,000
Quebec 4-H Association $57,750
Community Association for Saguenay Lac Saint Jean $55,000
Heritage Lower St. Lawrence $49,999
Megantic Community Development Corporation $49,695
Quebec-Labrador Foundation $37,385
Corporation of St. James Church $32,050
Family Ties New Carlisle $31,569
Centre for Community Organizations $31,480
North Shore Community Association $30,000
The Learning Exchange (Laval) $29,900
TOTAL $3,094,057

 

Ontario 
AFO+ACFO $888,870
RDÉE Ontario $198,000
Centre francophone de Toronto $143,542
Théâtre du Nouvel Ontario $135,340
Association culturelle Penetanguishene (Clé d’la Baie) $124,005
Conseil des organismes francophones de la région de Durham $118,422
Mouvement des intervenants en communication radio $105,900
Théâtre Action $104,847
Association des francophones du nord-ouest de l’Ontario $101,966
Parents partenaires en éducation $100,767
Fédération de la jeunesse franco-ontarienne $100,694
Association de la chanson et de la musique franco-ontarienne $96,518
Conseil de la coopération de l’Ontario $91,113
Table féministe francophone de concertation provinciale $86,265
Centre français Hamilton $80,759
Conseil des arts de Hearst $76,899
Carrefour francophone de Sudbury $76,898
Centre de loisirs culturels Kapuskasing $72,284
Théâtre français de Toronto $68,000
Les Éditions l’interligne $60,000
Centre culturel la Ronde $58,442



 33

Ontario 
Centre de théâtre francophone d’Ottawa-Carleton $55,000
Passerelle Intégration et développement économique (Toronto) $54,341
Union culturelle des franco-ontariennes $50,000
Centre communautaire Windsor-Essex-Kent $49,214
Fédération des aînés francophones de l’Ontario $44,088
Chambre économique de l’Ontario $42,000
ACFO – Grand Sudbury $41,012
Conseil économique et social d’Ottawa-Carleton $39,987
ACFO – London-Sarnia $37,936
ACFO – Ottawa $37,936
Alliance de la francophonie de Timmins $37,218
ACFO – Temiskaming $36,396
Centre communautaire Franc-Ouest Ottawa-Carleton $35,886
Société artistique Rythm’n’Zouk $35,886
Compagnons des Francs-Loisirs (North Bay) $35,783
Centre communautaire le Cercle de l’amitié $35,000
Réseau Ontario des arts de la scène $34,860
ACFO – Nipissing $34,000
ACFO – Mille-Îles $33,835
Fédération des guides franco-ontariennes $32,000
Association française des municipalités de l’Ontario $30,759
Centre culturel d’Orléans $30,759
Centre d’intégration de formation et dév. écon. d’Ottawa-C $30,759
Centre franco-ontarien de folklore $30,759
Centre social et culturel Frontenac $30,759
Théâtre la Catapulte $30,759
Alliance française d’Ottawa $30,000
Festival franco-ontarien $30,000
ACFO – Renfrew $30,000
Concerts la Nuit sur l’étang (Sudbury) $30,000
Société franco-ontarienne d’histoire et de généalogie $30,000
ACFO – Rive-Nord $30,000
Centre francophone de Sault-Sainte-Marie $28,196
Centre culturel Artem $27,683
Centre culturel Jolliet $27,683
Contact interculturel francophone de Sudbury $27,683
La Sainte-Famille (Rockland) $27,683
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Ontario 
Action ontarienne contre la violence faite aux femmes $27,500
Centre culturel Louis-Hémon de Chapleau $27,376
Centre communautaire de London $26,658
ACFO – Cochrane Iroquois Falls $26,000
Regroupement des organismes du patrimoine franco-ontarien $26,000
Centre communautaire le Griffon $25,633
TOTAL $4,354,558

 

Manitoba 
Société franco-manitobaine $893,043
Fédération provinciale des comités de parents $171,000
Conseil de dév. écon. des munic. bilingues du Manitoba $165,000
Conseil Jeunesse provincial $157,500
Radio communautaire du Manitoba $128,000
Cercle Molière de Winnipeg $120,250
Association des municipalités bilingues du Manitoba $110,000
Centre culturel franco-manitobain $100,750
Association culturelle franco-manitobaine $100,000
Les 100 nons $85,000
Maison des artistes visuels francophones $80,000
Fédération des aînés franco-manitobains $65,000
Réseau action-femmes Manitoba $60,000
Société historique de Lourdes $39,375
Maison Gabrielle-Roy $34,000
Société historique Saint-Boniface $30,000
TOTAL $2,338,918

 

Saskatchewan 
Assemblée comm. fransaskoise $553,830
Association jeunesse fransaskoise $131,200
Conseil culturel fransaskois $105,000
Fédération des francophones de Saskatoon $105,000
ACF – Regina $103,000
Association des parents fransaskois $101,700
Société canadienne-française de Prince Albert $101,000
Coopérative des publications fransaskoises $88,000
ACF – Gravelbourg $77,700
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Saskatchewan 
Association culturelle de Bellevue $70,000
ACF – Bellegarde $64,500
Les Auvergnois de Ponteix $64,500
ACF – Trinité $60,000
Association fransaskoise de Zenon Park $59,500
Centre francophone de Battleford $55,000
Francophones de Talle de Saules $55,000
La Troupe du jour (Saskatoon) $50,000
Comité culturel de Debden $49,900
Fédération des aînés fransaskois $48,000
Société historique de la Saskatchewan $39,500
Corporation du Collège Mathieu (Gravelbourg) $34,000
Centre communautaire Domremy $31,000
Association culturelle Cœur-Franc $30,000
Les Éditions de la nouvelle plume $28,000
TOTAL $2,105,330

 

Alberta 
Association can.-fr. de l’Alberta $463,500
Centre de développement musical $241,500
Francophonie Jeunesse de l’Alberta $139,500
Regroupement artistique francophone de l’Alberta $138,375
Fédération des parents francophones de l’Alberta $121,500
Association franco-albertaine de l’Unithéâtre $110,000
ACFA – Calgary $107,000
ACFA – Rivière-la-paix $100,000
ACFA – Edmonton $99,000
Fédération du sport francophone de l’Alberta $85,000
ACFA – Lethbridge $80,000
ACFA – Wood Buffalo $75,500
ACFA – Centralta $70,000
ACFA – Bonnyville Cold Lake $70,000
Institut Guy-Lacombe de la famille $70,000
Société du Centre scolaire communautaire de Calgary $70,000
ACFA – Plamondon Lac La Biche $67,000
ACFA – Grande Prairie $65,000
ACFA – Saint-Paul $64,000
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Alberta 
Société des arts visuels de l’Alberta $63,000
ACFA – Red Deer $57,500
Alliance jeunesse-famille de l’Alberta Society $55,000
Association multiculturelle francophone de l’Alberta $55,000
Société de théâtre de Calgary $55,000
Association la Girandole $50,000
Société Cinémagine de l’Alberta $45,000
ACFA – Jasper $40,000
Coalition des femmes de l’Alberta $40,000
Fédération des aînés franco-albertains $40,000
Fête franco-albertaine $30,000
Société les Blés d’or $30,000
TOTAL $2,797,375

 

British Columbia 
Fédération des francophones de C.-B. $561,624
Centre culturel francophone de Vancouver $188,381
Conseil culturel et artistique francophone de la C.-B. $160,932
Fédération des parents francophones de la C.-B. $149,333
Société francophone de Victoria $147,111
Théâtre la Seizième $132,226
Société francophone de Maillardville $128,474
Association des francophones de Nanaimo $100,584
Conseil jeunesse francophone de la C.-B. $93,988
Réseau Femmes C.-B. $93,884
Association des francophones de Kootenays-Ouest $90,584
Centre communautaire La Boussole $77,234
Association francophone de Campbell River $60,584
Cercle des Canadiens français de Prince-George $60,584
Centre culturel français de l’Okanagan $59,988
Association francophone de la vallée de Comox $49,484
Club Bon Accueil $49,484
Association des francophones du Nord-Ouest $46,871
Association francophone de Kamloops $43,934
Radio communautaire Victoria $35,276
Association francophone de Surrey $34,988
TOTAL $2,365,548
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Northwest Territories 

Fédération franco-ténoise $264,698
AFC – Yellowknife $117,364
Garderie Plein soleil $39,960
Les Éditions franco-ténoises $33,300
Association des francophones de Fort Smith $28,860
Association franco-culturelle de Hay River $28,860
TOTAL $513,042

 

Yukon 
Association franco-yukonnaise $442,667
Les Essentielles $140,121
TOTAL $582,788

 

Nunavut 
Association des francophones du Nunavut $228,852
TOTAL $228,852

 

National (including pan-Canadian and inter-regional projects) 
Fédération des communautés francophones et acadienne $694,000
Fédération culturelle canadienne-française $477,500
Alliance des radios communautaires du Canada $337,500
Société nationale de l’Acadie $237,191
Commission nationale des parents francophones $199,800
Fondation canadienne pour le dialogue des cultures $175,000
Fédération de la jeunesse canadienne-française $155,400
Alliance des femmes de la francophonie canadienne $146,000
Association des théâtres francophones du Canada $142,722
Fédération canadienne pour l’alphabétisation en français $130,500
Association des universités de la francophonie canadienne $125,000
Association de la presse francophone $111,000
Fédération des aînés et aînées francophones $108,000
Alliance nationale de l’industrie musicale $107,700
Regroupement des éditeurs canadiens-français $107,600
Francofête en Acadie $100,000
Association canadienne d’éducation de langue française $45,000
Institut canadien de recherche sur les min. linguistiques $30,000
Association des compagnies de théâtre de l’ouest $25,442
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National (including pan-Canadian and inter-regional projects) 
TOTAL $3,455,355
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APPENDIX B 

 2002-2003 2003-2004 2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007 
Cooperation with the 
Community Sector $34,746,648 $37,031,435 $33,383,847 $37,437,226 $34,517,771

Regular 
Programming $28,032,151 $27,483,863 $27,254,170 $29,565,465 $27,646,570

Action Plan $0 $0 $0 $3,025,952 $3,025,952
TOTAL $28,032,151 $27,483,863 $27,254,170 $32,591,417 $30,672,522

Strategic Fund $6,714,497 $7,411,074 $3,311,300 $3,821,761 $2,908,766
Action Plan $0 $2,136,498 $2,818,377 $1,024,048 $936,483

TOTAL $6,714,497 $9,547,572 $6,129,677 $4,845,809 $3,845,249
NATIONAL $7,857,088 $10,693,618 $6,942,775 $7,784,825 $6,438,729

Regular 
Programming $3,686,688 $3,634,141 $3,433,933 $3,862,540 $3,541,578

Action Plan $0 $0 $0 $400,952 $400,952
TOTAL $3,686,688 $3,634,141 $3,433,933 $4,263,492 $3,942,530

Strategic Fund $4,170,400 $5,634,562 $2,092,300 $2,862,895 $2,007,699
Action Plan $0 $1,424,915 $1,416,542 $658,438 $488,500

TOTAL $4,170,400 $7,059,477 $3,508,842 $3,521,333 $2,496,199
REGIONAL $26,889,560 $26,337,817 $26,441,072 $29,652,401 $28,079,042

Regular 
Programming $24,345,463 $23,849,722 $23,820,237 $25,702,925 $24,104,992

Action Plan $0 $0 $0 $2,625,000 $2,625,000
TOTAL $24,345,463 $23,849,722 $23,820,237 $28,327,925 $26,729,992

Strategic Fund $2,544,097 $1,776,512 $1,219,000 $958,866 $901,067
Action Plan $0 $711,583 $1,401,835 $365,610 $447,983

TOTAL $2,544,097 $2,488,095 $2,620,835 $1,324,476 $1,349,050
NEWFOUNDLAND 
AND LABRADOR $955,500 $1,002,133 $960,509 $1,045,275 $998,337

Regular 
Programming $955,500 $977,133 $935,509 $942,275 $895,337

Action Plan $0 $0 $0 $103,000 $103,000
TOTAL $955,500 $977,133 $935,509 $1,045,275 $998,337

Strategic Fund $0 $0 $25,000 $0 $0
Action Plan $0 $25,000 $0 $0 $0

TOTAL $0 $25,000 $25,000 $0 $0
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PRINCE EDWARD 
ISLAND $755,000 $754,000 $741,900 $985,414 $847,766

Regular 
Programming $755,000 $754,000 $741,900 $901,414 $763,766

Action Plan $0 $0 $0 $84,000 $84,000
TOTAL $755,000 $754,000 $741,900 $985,414 $847,766

Strategic Fund $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Action Plan $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

TOTAL $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
NOVA SCOTIA $1,794,255 $1,549,137 $2,204,689 $1,860,435 $1,790,678

Regular 
Programming $1,769,255 $1,549,137 $1,576,350 $1,641,875 $1,536,160

Action Plan $0 $0 $0 $176,000 $176,000
TOTAL $1,769,255 $1,549,137 $1,576,350 $1,817,875 $1,712,160

Strategic Fund $25,000 $0 $0 $0 $78,518
Action Plan $0 $0 $628,339 $42,560 $0

TOTAL $25,000 $0 $628,339 $42,560 $78,518
NEW BRUNSWICK $2,767,071 $3,231,195 $2,724,558 $3,208,090 $3,051,209

Regular 
Programming $2,388,110 $2,367,380 $2,433,288 $2,616,005 $2,422,660

Action Plan $0 $0 $0 $259,000 $259,000
TOTAL $2,388,110 $2,367,380 $2,433,288 $2,875,005 $2,681,660

Strategic Fund $378,961 $400,000 $70,000 $140,835 $260,549
Action Plan $0 $463,815 $221,270 $192,250 $109,000

TOTAL $378,961 $863,815 $291,270 $333,085 $369,549
QUEBEC $3,482,576 $3,323,040 $3,649,146 $3,710,684 $3,783,236

Regular 
Programming $2,979,526 $2,993,402 $2,965,180 $3,159,134 $2,981,609

Action Plan $0 $0 $0 $335,000 $335,000
TOTAL $2,979,526 $2,993,402 $2,965,180 $3,494,134 $3,316,609

Strategic Fund $503,050 $300,000 $313,000 $216,550 $348,000
Action Plan $0 $29,638 $370,966 $0 $118,627

TOTAL $503,050 $329,638 $683,966 $216,550 $466,627
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ONTARIO $6,202,175 $5,591,552 $5,282,500 $5,911,412 $5,070,660

Regular 
Programming $4,712,164 $4,420,650 $4,425,000 $4,782,931 $4,491,160

Action Plan $0 $0 $0 $487,000 $487,000
TOTAL $4,712,164 $4,420,650 $4,425,000 $5,269,931 $4,978,160

Strategic Fund $1,490,011 $1,011,512 $811,000 $592,481 $20,000
Action Plan $0 $159,390 $46,500 $49,000 $72,500

TOTAL $1,490,011 $1,170,902 $857,500 $641,481 $92,500
MANITOBA $2,365,120 $2,389,370 $2,339,370 $2,763,130 $2,834,070

Regular 
Programming $2,365,120 $2,339,370 $2,339,370 $2,463,130 $2,517,258

Action Plan $0 $0 $0 $260,000 $260,000
TOTAL $2,365,120 $2,339,370 $2,339,370 $2,723,130 $2,777,258

Strategic Fund $0 $50,000 $0 $0 $36,812
Action Plan $0 $0 $0 $40,000 $20,000

TOTAL $0 $50,000 $0 $40,000 $56,812
SASKATCHEWAN $2,200,265 $2,160,714 $2,194,180 $2,560,934 $2,436,275

Regular 
Programming $2,133,190 $2,155,474 $2,149,420 $2,307,934 $2,145,000

Action Plan $0 $0 $0 $236,000 $236,000
TOTAL $2,133,190 $2,155,474 $2,149,420 $2,543,934 $2,381,000

Strategic Fund $67,075 $0 $0 $0 $50,490
Action Plan $0 $5,240 $44,760 $17,000 $4,785

TOTAL $67,075 $5,240 $44,760 $17,000 $55,275
ALBERTA $2,784,401 $2,755,753 $2,665,000 $3,191,527 $2,966,732

Regular 
Programming $2,769,401 $2,742,253 $2,665,000 $2,876,727 $2,671,732

Action Plan $0 $0 $0 $295,000 $295,000
TOTAL $2,769,401 $2,742,253 $2,665,000 $3,171,727 $2,966,732

Strategic Fund $15,000 $0 $0 $0 $0
Action Plan $0 $13,500 $0 $19,800 $0

TOTAL $15,000 $13,500 $0 $19,800 $0
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BRITISH COLUMBIA $2,466,860 $2,459,013 $2,437,880 $2,872,880 $2,779,396
Regular 
Programming $2,401,860 $2,429,013 $2,437,880 $2,597,880 $2,407,470

Action Plan $0 $0 $0 $266,000 $266,000
TOTAL $2,401,860 $2,429,013 $2,437,880 $2,863,880 $2,673,470

Strategic Fund $65,000 $15,000 $0 $9,000 $40,000
Action Plan $0 $15,000 $0 $0 $65,926

TOTAL $65,000 $30,000 $0 $9,000 $105,926
NORTHWEST 
TERRITORIES $513,427 $519,000 $520,810 $645,810 $683,843

Regular 
Programming $513,427 $519,000 $520,810 $588,810 $532,000

Action Plan $0 $0 $0 $57,000 $57,000
TOTAL $513,427 $519,000 $520,810 $645,810 $589,000

Strategic Fund $0 $0 $0 $0 $37,698
Action Plan $0 $0 $0 $0 $57,145

TOTAL $0 $0 $0 $0 $94,843
YUKON $360,360 $360,360 $484,980 $562,160 $567,560

Regular 
Programming $360,360 $360,360 $394,980 $522,160 $498,560

Action Plan $0 $0 $0 $40,000 $40,000
TOTAL $360,360 $360,360 $394,980 $562,160 $538,560

Strategic Fund $0 $0 $0 $0 $29,000
Action Plan $0 $0 $90,000 $0 $0

TOTAL $0 $0 $90,000 $0 $29,000
NUNAVUT $242,550 $242,550 $235,550 $334,650 $269,280

Regular 
Programming $242,550 $242,550 $235,550 $302,650 $242,280

Action Plan $0 $0 $0 $27,000 $27,000
TOTAL $242,550 $242,550 $235,550 $329,650 $269,280

Strategic Fund $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Action Plan $0 $0 $0 $5,000 $0

TOTAL $0 $0 $0 $5,000 $0
Action Plan 

Regular 
Programming $0 $0 $0 $3,025,952 $3,025,952

Strategic Fund $0 $2,848,081 $4,220,212 $1,389,658 $1,384,466
TOTAL $0 $2,848,081 $4,220,212 $4,415,610 $4,410,418
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APPENDIX C 
LIST OF WITNESSES 

Associations and Individuals Date Meeting 

Assemblée communautaire fransaskoise 
Denis Desgagné, Director General 
 

2008/04/01 22 

Assemblée de la francophonie de l'Ontario 
Jean Comtois, Vice-President 
 

2008/05/15 33 

Association canadienne-française de l'Alberta 
Denis Perreaux, Director General 
 

2008/05/01 29 

Association des francophones du Nunavut 
Daniel Lamoureux, Assistant Director General 
  

2008/05/01 29 

Association franco-yukonnaise 
Régis St-Pierre, Acting Director General 

2008/04/03 23 

Marlynn Bourque, Director, 
Education Sector 

 

  

Department of Canadian Heritage 
Hubert Lussier, Director General, 

Official Languages Support Programs 

2008/05/13 32 

Jean-Bernard Lafontaine, Regional Executive Director, 
Atlantic Region 

 

  

Fédération acadienne de la Nouvelle-Écosse 
Jean Léger, Executive Director 
 

2008/05/15 33 

Fédération des communautés francophones et 
acadienne du Canada 

Diane Côté, Director, 
Community and Government Liaison 

 

2008/05/15 33 

Fédération des francophones de la Colombie-
Britannique 

Stéphane Audet, Executive Director 
 

2008/05/15 33 
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Associations and Individuals Date Meeting 

Fédération des francophones de Terre-Neuve et du 
Labrador 

Cyrilda Poirier, Director General 
 

2008/05/15 33 

Fédération Franco-TéNOise 
Fernand Denault, President 
 

2008/04/01 22 

Quebec Community Groups Network 
Robert Donnelly, President 

2008/05/15 33 

Sylvia Martin-Laforge, Director General 
 

  

Société des Acadiens et Acadiennes du Nouveau-
Brunswick 

Marie-Pierre Simard, President 

2008/05/01 29 

Bruno Godin, Executive Director 
 

  

Société franco-manitobaine 
Daniel Boucher, President and Executive Director 
 

2008/05/01 29 

Société Saint-Thomas-d'Aquin (Société acadienne de 
l'Île-du-Prince-Édouard) 

Lizanne Thorne, Director General 

2008/05/01 29 
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APPENDIX D 
LIST OF BRIEFS 

Assemblée communautaire fransaskoise 

Association franco-yukonnaise 

Department of Canadian Heritage 

Fédération des communautés francophones et acadienne du Canada 

Fédération Franco-TéNOise 

Société des Acadiens et Acadiennes du Nouveau-Brunswick 
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REQUEST FOR GOVERNMENT RESPONSE 

 

Pursuant to Standing Order 109, the Committee requests that the government table a 
comprehensive response to this Report. 
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS 

A copy of the relevant Minutes of Proceedings (Meetings Nos. 22, 23, 29, 32, 33, 36 
and 38 to 40) is tabled. 

    

Respectfully submitted, 

Steven Blaney, MP 
Chair 
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COMPLEMENTARY OPINION 

CONSERVATIVE PARTY OF CANADA 

 

INTRODUCTION 
 
 
This paper aims to clarify the position of Conservative MPs sitting on the Standing 
Committee on Official Languages regarding some of the recommendations included in the 
report on the study of the Collaboration Accords between the Department of Canadian 
Heritage and the representatives of the community groups working in Official Language 
Minority Communities. 
 
 
I. AVAILABLE FUNDING FOR THE COMMUNITY SECTOR 
 
The first recommendation of the report – which is actually a reiteration of Recommendation 
18 of the report on the vitality of Official Language Minority Communities – poses a first 
problem insofar as the overall support of the government to the community sector does not 
seem to be taken into account. In its response to the first report, the government referred to the 
diversification of initiatives and programs through which it supports this sector. Without 
further evaluation, the committee rejects this response as inadequate and merely reiterates its 
proposal for improvement of the "Cooperation with the Community Sector" subcomponent – 
a proposal that appears, therefore, very arbitrary. 
 
The government's response, however, pointed to a reality that our study of the Collaboration 
Accords has enabled us to acknowledge. 
 
As we have seen during our meetings with the communities’ representatives, the community 
sector is highly diversified and it overlaps with different spheres of activities. Thus, several 
community groups provide essential support in areas like health, education or assistance to 
immigrants, while others are working in the field of arts and culture. 
 
These are all areas supported by the federal government in many different ways – through 
both Canadian Heritage and other departments. Far from underestimating the critical role of 
the funding allocated under the "Cooperation with the Community Sector" subcomponent, we 
need to recognize that the government's support for the community sector exceeds the 
amounts allocated through this program. 
 
In fact, some witnesses also stressed that their sources of funding were far from being limited 
to the amounts awarded by the Department of Canadian Heritage. 
 
Whether it be by giving money through other regular programs from Canadian Heritage or 
other departments, or by granting additional funds like the $30 million announced in 2007, the 
Government of Canada remains firmly committed to supporting communities, and it is 
important to recognize its ability to modulate its support in different ways. 
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In this context, and considering that the committee has requested more information from the 
Minister of Canadian Heritage on how the $30 million was spent, we believe it is premature to 
state boldly – as the report does – that the government's response is insufficient and that a 
substantial raise of 50% of available money under the "Cooperation with the Community 
Sector" subcomponent remains the only appropriate answer, regardless of the budget leeway 
of the government. 
 
 
II. DELAYS IN FUNDING DELIVERY BY CANADIAN HERITAGE 
 
Although we are aware of the negative impact that the lack of liquidity caused by the delay in 
the release of funds can have on community groups, it still seems to us that Recommendation 
6.1 is clearly inappropriate to solve this problem. 
 
There is no doubt that this recommendation is trying to address a difficult situation that 
requires concrete improvements. 
 
Even if it is well inspired, Recommendation 6.1 is still the result of a hasty attempt to find a 
definitive solution to a complex matter. In proposing to impose the payment of interests to the 
government whenever there is a delay in the release of money, the committee members fail to 
understand the reasons behind those delays and, even worse, they are asking the government 
to take a dangerous road in regard to the management of public funds and accountability. 
 
To justify this recommendation, the members rely on the testimony of certain witnesses who 
claimed to have had recourse to their personal line of credit to offset the lack of liquidity of 
their organization. As deplorable as this situation can be, one can easily understand how the 
federal government would find itself in an even more problematic situation if it was forced to 
pay for interests incurred on personal debts. Should we point out that organizations that 
receive government funding are held accountable for their use of public funds, and that to 
require that the government be a guarantor of personal lines of credit opens the door to 
dubious practices, marked by a lack of transparency. 
 
Given an awkward situation – of which the magnitude and frequency remains difficult to 
assess so far – the committee members have a duty not to propose a solution that is worse 
than the problem. For this reason, we reject this poorly tied punitive approach. . 
 
On the other side, we take good note of the improvements made to the process of delivery of 
funding. Quoting the words of Canadian Heritage official Jean-Bernard Lafontaine, the report 
mentions that the government has put in place over the past two years a process of allocating 
funds on a multi-year basis and the possibility of a cash advance equivalent to 25% of the 
amount granted the previous year. This advance could also reach 50% in the case of multi-
year funding. 
 
Compatible with the rules of sound management, cash advances and multi-year agreements 
are promising avenues for solutions. We think that other mechanisms of this kind can be put 
in place to ensure greater financial security for community groups. 
 
Of course, we also encourage the Department of Canadian Heritage to reconsider its ways to 
expedite the processing of submissions – with respect to both the response to submissions and 
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the delivery of funds. 
 
 
III. THE AGREEMENT BETWEEN CANADIAN HERITAGE AND THE 
COMMUNITY SECTOR  
 
The analysis leading to the seventh recommendation is also problematic, and leads us to reject 
the recommendation altogether. 
 
If we do recognize that some witnesses expressed the desire to sign a partnership with the 
federal government – and not only with the Department of Canadian Heritage – we continue 
to believe that the reasons provided are not conclusive. Because the government of Canada as 
a whole has obligations toward the communities – as specified in Part VII of the Official 
Languages Act – this does not mean that all departments must be involved in every agreement 
aimed at supporting a specific sector. 
 
Without discussing it further, let us say that the diversity of positive actions taken by various 
departments in order to support linguistic minority communities clearly demonstrates that the 
Government of Canada takes its obligations seriously. 
 
Because there is no clear evidence that the signing of Collaboration Accords with the sole 
Department of Canadian Heritage causes any disengagement on the part of other departments 
and of the federal government as a whole, we conclude that there is no reason to support the 
change prescribed by the seventh recommendation. 
 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
In conclusion, the Conservative MPs of the Standing Committee on Official Languages wish 
to thank all the witnesses who participated in our study of the Collaboration Accords – and 
also want to reaffirm their willingness to find concrete ways to support those working in the 
community sector. 
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