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Scenario One – Commu-
nity Literacy Planning is 

Not Yet Taking Place

Scenario Two – Community Literacy 
Planning is at Di!erent Stages  in Com-

munities throughout the District

Scenario "ree – 
Community Literacy 

Planning is Com-
pleted for all Com-
munities/ Neigh-

bourhoods
!e "rst step is to initi-
ate work with communi-
ties or neighbourhoods 
around creating a Com-
munity Literacy Plan:

people at colleges, literacy 
organizations, community 
services, libraries, early 
childhood programs and 
other places.

lead the planning process.

2010 Legacies Now and 

Literacy Planning Guide 

the district’s communities 
or neighbourhoods.

In communities at the implementation 
stage:

processes 

-
eracy task group to address implementation 

and celebrate success.

In communities where community literacy 
planning is in progress:

-
eracy task group to consider current literacy 
programming, discuss assets and challenges, 

In communities that have not yet begun to 
plan:

willing to provide leadership in developing 
a plan.

Now to complete a Community Literacy 
Plan.

In this scenario, the 
community literacy 
task group, including 
school district per-
sonnel, can:

already been accom-
plished.

development includ-
ing coordination, 
resources, sustain-
ability, and imple-
mentation strategies.

and actions that are 

communities/neigh-
bourhoods within the 
district catchment 
area. !ere may be 
potential to imple-
ment some actions 
on a district-wide 
scale.



Scenario One – Commu-
nity Literacy Planning is 

Not Yet Taking Place

Scenario Two – Community Literacy 
Planning is at Di!erent Stages  in Com-

munities throughout the District

Scenario "ree – 
Community Literacy 

Planning is Com-
pleted for all Com-
munities/ Neigh-

bourhoods
-

trict Literacy Plan will be 
a:

district communities and 
neighbourhoods.

and processes taken to 
date to create community 
literacy plans.

district and community 

literacy planning. 

will be a:

-
ning in district communities/neighbour-
hoods. 

complete Community Literacy Plans.

complete.

trends in programming, issues and barriers 
to address. 

In time, all districts 
will be at scenario 
three – reviewing and 
building on the previ-

each community/
neighbourhood and 
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Library 

Vancouver Island University

Literacy Outreach Coordinator
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Chilliwack 2 interviews June 17 10

Library

B.C. Corrections

-

Chilliwack Community Literacy Coordi-
nator

Elk Valley
1 interview 
with school 
district

June 10 10 -

Community Literacy Coordinator

Fort Nelson

2 - one with 
the school 
district and 
one with 
North-
ern Lights 
Community 
College

June 16 6

Northern Lights Community College, 
and

n/a n/a n/a
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Technical  Note  1:  Examples  of  Collaborative  networks  in  British  Columbia    

Child  Poverty:  On  January  6-­‐7,  2010,  First  Nations  and  Aboriginal  organizations  in  B.C.  working  
on  issues  relating  to  children  and  families  gathered  together  in  North  Vancouver  for  a  

First  Nations  Child  and  Family  
Wellness  Council  (FNCFWC).  The  purpose  of  this  gathering  was  to  encourage  collaboration  
among  the  various  organizations,  and  to  draw  upon  their  collective  expertise  to  develop  
recommendations  to  address  a  common  issue.  

http://fnbc.info/ChildAtTheCentre/about/ourwork/PriorityIssues  

  

The  purpose  of  the  Collaborative  Watershed  Governance  Initiative  is  to  establish  and  
implement  a  framework  for  collaborative  watershed  governance  in  B.C.  The  result  would  be  a  
shift  toward  ecosystem  management  in  B.C.  based  on  watersheds,  using  advanced  governance  
arrangements  and  more  local  decision-­‐making. 

http://www.waterbucket.ca/wcp/?type=single&sid=44&id=557  

  

An  objective  of  the  BC  Nursing  Health  Services  Research  Network  (NHSRN)  is  to  bring  together  
the  academic,  practice  and  policy  communities,  providing  leadership,  linkage,  critical  mass  and  
collaboration  to  advance  nursing  health  services  research  in  BC.  

http://www.msfhr.org/special_initiatives/nursing_research_initiative/NHSRN  

  

Need  for  Increased  Partnership/Coordination  Between  Public  Post-­‐Secondary  Institutions,  
Private  Aboriginal  institutions,  Aboriginal  Communities,  Industry  and  Other  Organizations  as  a  

-­‐secondary  
education.    Success  in  Aboriginal  post-­‐secondary  education  is  greatly  influenced  by  the  role  that  
Aboriginal  communities  and  organizations  play  in  the  transitioning  and  bridging  of  students  into  
public  post-­‐secondary  institutions  and  the  workforce.    Collaboration  between  Aboriginal  
institutions,  communities  and  public  post-­‐secondary  institutions  and  industry  will  enhance  
opportunities  for  student  success.  

http://www.aved.gov.bc.ca/aboriginal/documents/strategy.pdf  
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Community Literacy Program: Research Project 

Background Note 

The B.C. Ministry of Education, Columbia Basin Trust, and 2010 Legacies Now Society are 
working jointly with a team from the University of British Columbia to research the community 
development and community literacy processes that form the basis of the Community Literacy 
Program. The Community Literacy Program is a community development process that: 

 supports communities to build community networks, partnerships, and relationships to 
enhance literacy programming; 

 assists communities to pool and build financial and human resources to address literacy 
issues; 

 identifies a network of community leaders across the province who can support communities 
to focus on literacy support; 

 provides a provincial overview of emerging issues, trends, and potential solutions; 
 helps communities to increase and maintain the literacy skills of individual community 

members; 
 incorporates both planning and implementation. 

The goal of the Community Literacy Program is to develop a flexible community-based system that 
builds community capacity to increase and maintain the literacy skills of all community members. 
Using an assets-based approach, the Community Literacy Program focuses on engaging wide 
community representation and thinking about literacy development for all community members. A 
common vision of the partners is for literacy and lifelong learning to be integral to the fabric of the 
community, for all people throughout British Columbia. 

The purpose of the research is to enable the partners to understand the impact of the community 
development and planning process on literacy learning in British Columbia. 

The goal of the research is to generate evidence-based knowledge about the relationship between 
community development and literacy in order to inform strategic planning, policy development, and 
innovative action within the partner organizations. 

The research program will be co-led by Dr. Jim Anderson and Dr. Victor Glickman and will take a 
collaborative and multi-disciplinary approach that is informed by expertise in the field. The project 
will be completed in three phases:   

 In Phase 1 (Development), the research team will work with the partners to prepare the work 
plan, review documents, develop a logic model and conceptual map, finalize the research 
methodology and program plan, and obtain UBC ethics approval. (January – March 2010) 

 In Phase 2 (Field Research) the research team will undertake the field research with selected 
community literacy task groups and will establish an online survey. (March – June 2010) 

 In Phase 3 (Synthesis and Reporting) the research team will analyze the information that has 
been collected and prepare the project’s final reports and documents. (July – August 2010) 
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Technical  Note  3:  Communities  Selection  Methodology  Background  Report  
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1.0    Introduction  
This  document  explains  the  methodology  used  to  select  six  projects  to  be  used  as  case  studies  for  the  
Literacy  Now  evaluation  project.    The  objective  of  the  selection  process  is  to  identify  projects  that  
represent  the  diversity  of  British  Columbia  in  terms  of  population  density,  ethnicity,  and  Aboriginal  
status.    In  addition,  there  is  a  requirement  that  two  of  the  six  projects  be  from  the  Columbia  Basin,  
which  is  situated  in  the  south  eastern  portion  of  the  province.    The  Columbia  Basin  corresponds  roughly  
to  the  Rockies  and  Selkirk  college  regions.  

Figure  1:    Columbia  Basin  Trust  Map  

  

Source:  Columbia  Basin  Trust  at  www.CBT.org  
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1.1    Background  
As  of  2010,  there  were  104  Literacy  Now  task  forces  with  projects  at  various  stages  of  implementation  
throughout  the  province  (Figure  1).    In  order  to  conduct  a  thorough  case  study,  it  is  important  that  the  
selected  projects  are  either  completed  or  in  the  final  stages  of  implementation  so  that  project  leaders  
are  able  to  comment  on  their  experiences  throughout  the  project  life-­‐cycle.    For  this  reason,  only  the  25  
projects  that  are  considered  to  be  “mature”  (i.e.,  either  completed  or  in  the  third  year  of  
implementation),  are  eligible.    

Figure  1    Distribution  of  Literacy  Now  Task  Forces/Projects  by  Stage  of  Completion  

  

1.2    Terminology  
Each  Literacy  Now  project  was  initiated  by  a  task  force  that  is  associated  to  a  single  location  within  the  
province.      The  administrative  data  further  identify  one  or  more  benefactors  for  each  project,  which  are  
towns,  cities,  communities,  and/or  reserves  that  received  benefits  from  the  project.    The  benefactors  
are  categorized  as  either  Aboriginal  or  non-­‐Aboriginal.    For  instance,  Terrace  is  the  location  of  a  Task  
Force  for  a  Literacy  Now  project  that  included  the  following  benefactors:    Terrace  (non-­‐Aboriginal  
benefactor),  and  the  Kitselas  First  Nation  and  the  Kitsumkalum  Nation  (both  Aboriginal  benefactors).      

Each  Task  Force  locale  is  located  within  a  larger  area  called  a  college  region.    Census  data  is  summarized  
at  the  college  region  level  of  geography  to  profile  the  ethnic  and  Aboriginal  composition  of  the  areas  
where  the  projects  were  implemented  and  the  density  of  the  population.    

2.0    Sample  Selection  –  Step-­‐by-­‐Step  

2.1    Step  1:    Identification  of  College  Regions  with  Mature  Projects  
The  first  step  in  sample  selection  involves  identifying  which  of  the  15  college  regions  in  British  Columbia  
have  task  forces  with  “mature”  projects.    The  distribution  of  Literacy  Now  task  forces  by  college  region  is  
shown  in  Table  1.    While  there  are  Literacy  Now  task  forces  in  every  college  region,  six  regions  do  not  
have  any  mature  projects  located  in  them.    These  regions  are  greyed-­‐out  in  the  table  below  because  
projects  located  in  them  are  ineligible  for  inclusion  in  the  sample.  

1

14

36

28

8

17

Not  yet  
started

Planning Year  1 Year  2 Year  3 Completed

Eligible  for  sample  
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Table  1    Distribution  of  Literacy  Now  Task  Forces  by  College  Region  

College  Region   Total  Task  Forces   Total  Task  Forces  
with  Mature  Projects  

01  Camosun   5   0  
02  Capilano   5   0  
03  Cariboo   14   3  
04  Douglas   4   1  
05  Rockies   6   6  
06  Fraser  Valley   4   1  
07  Kwantlen   4   0  
08  Malaspina   4   1  
09  New  Caledonia   8   0  
10  Northern  Lights   7   2  
11  North  Island   15   0  
12  Northwest   8   2  
13  Okanagan   4   1  
14  Selkirk   8   8  
15  Vancouver   8   0  
TOTAL      104   25  

2.2    Step  2:    Selection  of  College  Regions  
Focusing  on  the  9  college  regions  with  task  forces  with  mature  projects,  Step  2  involves  identifying  the  
regions  that  best  satisfy  the  selection  criteria.    Table  2  uses  2006  Census  data  to  profile  each  college  
region.    This  information  is  used  to  ensure  that  selected  college  regions  represent  different  parts  of  the  
province  and  a  range  in  terms  of  ethnic  diversity,  Aboriginal  concentrations,  and  degree  of  urbanization.    
Table  2  uses  shading  to  illustrate  the  quartile  associated  to  each  college  region  score  for  the  following  
Census  variables:    %  Visible  Minority,  %  Aboriginal,  and  Density.    For  instance,  visible  minorities  
comprise  37.6  percent  of  the  Douglas  college  region  population  and  this  figure  is  shaded  dark  purple  
because  it  falls  above  the  75th  percentile  across  all  15  college  regions  (see  Legend).        

The  column  on  the  far  right  in  Table  2  shows  the  six  college  regions  selected  for  the  case  studies.    These  
include  the  two  regions  that  are  part  of  the  Columbia  Basin,  as  well  as  regions  that  represent  a  broad  
range  of  scores  across  the  other  variables.      For  instance,  the  Douglas  region  is  selected  because  it  is  
relatively  urbanized  and  ethnically  diverse,  whereas  the  Northwest  region  is  selected  because  it  is  
relatively  remote  from  major  urban  centres  and  has  a  high  proportion  of  Aboriginal  peoples.      
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Table  2    Summary  of  Selection  Criteria  by  College  Region  

College  Region   %  Visible  
Minority  

%Aboriginal   Density  
(people  
per  km2)  

Columbia  
Basin    

Selected  

03  Cariboo   4.7%   13.0%   1.5        
04  Douglas   37.6%   1.9%   182.8        
05  Rockies   2.0%   5.7%   1.6        
06  Fraser  Valley   15.7%   5.7%   21.1        
08  Malaspina   5.0%   6.6%   21.5        
10  Northern  Lights   2.4%   13.5%   0.2        
12  Northwest   5.2%   29.5%   0.7        
13  Okanagan   4.4%   4.7%   10.0        
14  Selkirk   2.5%   4.1%   2.6        

Note:  Shading  shows  which  quartile  each  data  point  belongs  to.    Quartiles  are  calculated  using  the  distribution  
across  all  15  college  regions.  
Source:  %Visible  Minority,  %  Aboriginal,  and  Density  are  from  BC  Stats,  Background  data  for  Socio-­‐Economic  
Profiles,  by  College  Region  
Legend  

  

2.3    Step  3:    Selection  of  Task  Forces  within  College  Regions  
The  next  step  in  the  sampling  process  is  the  selection  of  a  single  task  force  from  within  each  of  the  six  
college  regions  (see  Table  3).    For  three  of  the  six  college  regions  (Douglas,  Fraser  Valley,  and  
Malaspina),  there  is  only  one  task  force  with  a  mature  project,  so  the  choice  is  clear.      

Task  forces  were  selected  from  the  other  college  regions  as  follows:    

Northwest:    Of  the  two  potential  task  forces  in  the  Northwest  region,  the  Hazelton  task  force  project  
was  selected  because  it  includes  Aboriginal  benefactors.    The  Hazelton  task  force  project  has  14  
benefactors  in  total,  11  of  which  are  Aboriginal.    As  the  Northwest  region  was  included  in  the  sample  
partially  due  to  its  relatively  high  concentration  of  Aboriginal  peoples,  it  follows  that  a  project  involving  
Aboriginal  benefactors  should  be  selected  from  this  region.  

Rockies:    All  else  being  equal,  it  is  preferable  for  case  studies  to  include  Aboriginal  benefactors,  
especially  in  areas  of  High  or  Med-­‐High  Aboriginal  concentrations.    Of  the  six  task  forces  in  the  Rockies  
region  with  mature  projects,  four  included  Aboriginal  benefactors.  The  Elk  Valley  task  force  project  was  
selected  at  random  from  among  these  four.    The  Elk  Valley  task  force  project  involved  eight  benefactors  
in  total,  one  of  which  was  Aboriginal.  

Quartile  1  (25th  percentile  and  below)  
Quartile  2  (26th  to  50th  percentile)  
Quartile  3  (51st  to  75th  percentile)  
Quartile 4 (above 75th percentile)  
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Selkirk:    The  eight  Selkirk  task  forces  were  considered  equally  eligible  from  a  research  perspective.    The  
Castlegar  community  was  selected  at  random.    

Options  to  the  selected  Task  forces  are  provided  in  Appendix  1.  

Table  3    Selected  Task  Forces  

College  Region   %  Visible  
Minority  

%Aboriginal   Density   Total  
Mature  
Projects  

Name  of  Selected  Task  
Force/Project  

04  Douglas   HIGH   LOW   HIGH   1   New  Westminster  
05  Rockies   LOW   MED-­‐HIGH   LOW   6   Elk  Valley  
06  Fraser  Valley   MED-­‐HIGH   MED-­‐HIGH   MED-­‐HIGH   1   Chilliwack  
08  Malaspina   MED-­‐LOW   MED-­‐HIGH   MED-­‐HIGH   1   Powell  River  
12  Northwest   MED-­‐HIGH   HIGH   LOW   2   Hazelton  
14  Selkirk   LOW   MED-­‐LOW   MED-­‐LOW   8   Castlegar  
TOTAL            20     

  

3.0    Profile  of  Selected  Task  Force  Projects  
Table  4  shows  the  breakdown  of  benefactors  by  whether  they  are  non-­‐Aboriginal  or  Aboriginal.    The  
majority  of  Aboriginal  benefactors  are  associated  with  the  Hazelton  task  force.  

Table  4    Number  of  Aboriginal  and  Non-­‐Aboriginal  Benefactors  

College  Region   Name  of  Selected  Task  
Force  

Number  of  Non-­‐
Aboriginal  
Benefactors  

Number  of  
Aboriginal  
Benefactors  

04  Douglas   New  Westminster   1   0  
05  Rockies   Elk  Valley   7   1  
06  Fraser  Valley   Chilliwack   1   1  
08  Malaspina   Powell  River   1   1  
12  Northwest   Havelton   3   11  
14  Selkirk   Castlegar   2   0  
TOTAL      15   14  

  

As  illustrated  in  Table  5,  three  of  the  six  task  forces  are  finished  project  implementation  and  the  other  
three  are  in  Year  3  of  implementation.    Four  of  the  task  forces  started  in  2004,  one  started  in  2005  and  
one  in  2007.    
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Table  5    Distribution  of  Selected  Task  Forces  by  Year  Started  and  Stage  of  Completion  

College  Region   Name  of  Selected  Task  
Force  

Year  Started   Stage  of  
Completion  

04  Douglas   New  Westminster   2005   Year  3  
05  Rockies   Elk  Valley   2004   Finished  
06  Fraser  Valley   Chilliwack   2004   Year  3  
08  Malaspina   Powell  River   2007   Year  3  
12  Northwest   Hazelton   2004   Finished  
14  Selkirk   Castlegar   2004   Finished  
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Appendix  1  
Suggested  options  to  the  selected  Task  Forces  are  as  follows:  

Remove     Replace  with   Rationale  
Hazelton,  Northwest  
college  region  

Smithers,  Northwest  college  
region  

The  Smithers  task  force  is  in  year  3  of  
implementation.    It  was  not  selected  in  
the  first  round  because  it  does  not  have  
any  Aboriginal  benefactors.  

Hazelton,  Northwest  
college  region  

Dawson  Creek  or  Fort  Nelson,  
Northern  Lights  college  region  

The  Northern  Lights  college  region  is  in  
the  extreme  north  of  the  province  and  
has  a  relatively  high  Aboriginal  
concentration,  like  the  Northwest  
region.    The  Dawson  Creek  and  Fort  
Nelson  task  forces  were  not  included  in  
the  first  selection  because  they  do  not  
include  Aboriginal  benefactors.    Both  
task  forces  are  in  their  third  year  of  
implementation.  

Castlegar,  Selkirk  college  
region  

Grand  Forks,  Kaslo,  Nelson,  
Revelstoke,  Salmo,  Trail,  or  Arrow  
and  Slocan  Lakes  –  all  in  the  
Selkirk  college  region  

The  Castlegar  task  force  was  selected  at  
random  from  among  the  eight  
completed  projects  in  the  Selkirk  
college  region.    All  task  forces  in  the  
Selkirk  region  are  considered  to  be  
equal  from  a  research  stand-­‐point.  

Elk  Valley,  Rockies  
college  region  

Cranbrook,  Creston,  or  
Windermere  Valley  –  all  in  the  
Rockies  college  region  

Of  the  six  task  forces  in  the  Rockies  
region  with  mature  projects,  four  
included  Aboriginal  benefactors.    The  
Elk  Valley  task  force  project  was  
selected  at  random  from  among  the  
four.    Any  of  the  other  three  task  forces  
that  include  Aboriginal  benefactors  are  
considered  to  be  equal  from  a  research  
perspective.  

Powell  River,  Malaspina  
college  region  

100  Mile  House,  Kamloops,  or  
Lillooet,  Cariboo  college  region  

The  Cariboo  college  region  has  a  similar  
demographic  profile  to  the  Malaspina  
region.    It  was  not  selected  as  part  of  
the  first  round  because  it  was  
considered  important  to  have  
representation  from  Vancouver  Island.    
If  the  Cariboo  region  was  used  instead,  
any  of  the  three  task  forces  with  
mature  projects  (100  Mile  House,  
Kamloops  and  Lillooet),  would  be  
suitable  replacements  for  Powell  River.  
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Technical  Note  4:  The  University  of  British  Columbia  Behavioural  Research  Ethics  Board  Documentation  
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 Department of Language & Literacy Education 
 2125 Main Mall 
 Vancouver, BC, Canada V6T 1Z4 

 Tel: (604) 822-5788 
 Fax: (604) 822-3154 

 

Project Title: Community Literacy Planning Process Evaluation 

 

The BC Ministry of Education, Literacy Now British Columbia, and the Columbia Basins 

Trust have engaged us, Dr. Jim Anderson and Dr. Victor Glickman, researchers in the Faculty 

of Education at the University of British Columbia, to evaluate the Community Literacy Planning 

Process. As part of the evaluation process, we will work with six task groups across the 

province in order to get feedback from people who have been directly involved in the 

Community Literacy Planning Process. 

We are writing to invite your task group to participate in the evaluation process. If your 

task group agrees to participate, beneficiaries who have taken part in the Community Literacy 

Planning Process will be invited to take part in a focus group session of about 2 hours duration 

at the community centre or similar location. Normal ethical standards of anonymity and 

confidentiality will be maintained and the data will be synthesized as part of the report to the 

funding partnership, and possibly in papers presented at scholarly conferences or published in 

refereed journals 

The information gathered in this study will in no way be used to harm or misrepresent 

participants and they will have the right to refuse to be involved or to withdraw at any time. Such 

withdrawal or refusal to be involved will not jeopardize the participants and they have not 

waived any of their legal rights by signing a consent form. 

If you have any questions concerning any aspect of this project, the procedures to be 

used or the nature of your involvement, please contact Dr. Jim Anderson at 604-822-6853 or 

Dr. Victor Glickman at 604-862-2522.  

If you agree to your task group’s participation, please confirm in writing to either of us at 

the address below.        

 
Version 1-April 4, 2010 
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Community  Literacy  Planning  Process  Evaluation  
Focus  Group  Questions  -­‐  Powell  River  

20  May  2010  
  

1. Introductions  round  table  -­‐    Please  introduce  yourself  and  describe  your  role  and  involvement  in  
the  community  literacy  planning  process  in  Powell  River.    

2. Thinking  back  to  the  time  before  the  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process  started,  what  do  you  
think  were  the  literacy  challenges  in  your  community?  

3. Tell  us  about  the  literacy  planning  process  in  your  community.    (prompts:  How  were  /are  
the  literacy  planning  priorities  established  and  pursued  in  your  advisory  committee?  Who  
participated?  Were  there  gaps  in  participation?    
  

4. How  has  the  Literacy  Now  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process  contributed  to  the  
enhancement  of  literacy  learning  in  your  community?    (prompt,  for  example  with  respect  to  
community  members;    literacy  service  providers;  local  literacy  opportunities.)  

  
5. How  has  the  role  of  the  CLPP  changed  over  time  in  your  community?    

  
6. Have  literacy  levels  and/or  participation  in  literacy  programs  increased  as  a  result  of  CLLP?  

If  so,  give  examples.  If  not,  why  do  you  think  this  is  so?  
  
7. Is  the  planning  guide  provided  by  LegaciesNow  valid  for  the  purpose  of  community  literacy  

planning  today?    (prompts:  how  did  you  use  the  guide;  if  you  did  not  use  it  ,  why  not?  
  

8. Is  there  evidence  that  the  CLPP  is  responsive  to  emerging  needs  and  priorities?  Explain.  

9. Please  describe  the  main  specific  achievements  from  your  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process  
(Prompt:    e.g.,  new  programs,  changes  to  existing  programs,  examples  of  increased  
coordination,  improved  quality  of  life,  etc.)  
  

10. What  barriers  to  the  delivery  of  literacy  services,  if  any,  were  identified  through  the  Community  
Literacy  Planning  process?      
  

11. What  lessons  did  you  learn  from  the  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process?    Is  there  anything  
you  would  do  differently  if  you  were  to  do  this  again?    
  

12. Is  the  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process  still  relevant  in  your  community?  Why/why  not?  
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13. Please  tell  us  about  any  non-­‐traditional  learning  opportunities  or  innovative  learning  models  
that  your  community  has  developed  as  a  result  of  the  Community  Learning  Planning  Process.  

14. To  what  extent  have  CLPP  activities  resulted  in  the  development  of  non-­‐traditional  learning  
opportunities  and  innovative  learning  models?      
  

15. What  other  things  do  you  think  are  valuable  for  the  research  team  to  know  about?    
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   Department  of  Language  &  Literacy  Education  
   2125  Main  Mall  
   Vancouver,  BC,  Canada  V6T  1Z4  

   Tel:  (604)  822-­‐5788  
   Fax:  (604)  822-­‐3154  
  

  
Community  Literacy  Planning  Process  Evaluation    

Focus  Group  Consent  Form  
  
  

Study  Name:  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process  
  

Principal  Investigator  and  Co-­‐Investigators  
Dr.  Jim  Anderson,  Professor,  Faculty  of  Education,  UBC-­‐Vancouver  (604-­‐822-­‐6853)  
Dr.  Victor  Glickman,  Director,  Edudata  Canada,  Faculty  of  Education,  UBC-­‐Vancouver  (604-­‐822-­‐
2338)  
     
  
  
Consent  
Your  participation  in  this  study  is  entirely  voluntary  and  you  may  refuse  to  participate  or  
withdraw  from  the  study  at  any  time  without  jeopardy  to  your  studies.      
  
Your  signature  below  indicates  that  you  have  received  a  copy  of  this  consent  form  for  your  own  
records.  
  
Your  signature  indicates  that  you  consent  to  participate  in  this  study.      
  
I,   ________________________________,  agree   to  participate   in   the   study  as  outlined  above.  
My  participation  in  this  study  is  voluntary  and  I  understand  that  I  may  withdraw  at  any  time.    
  
  
  
____________________________________________________  
Participant’s  Signature                                                                                                          Date  
  
  
  

  
Page  2  of  2  
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 Department of Language & Literacy Education 
 2125 Main Mall 
 Vancouver, BC, Canada V6T 1Z4 

 Tel: (604) 822-5788 
 Fax: (604) 822-3154 

 
I consent /I do not consent to my participation [ name] in the study titled “Community Literacy Planning 
Process Study.” as described above. 
 
Signature: ___________________________________  Date: ____________________________ 
 
                 I would prefer to do an individual interview. 
 
I consent /I do not consent to my home as the setting for the study if I request an interview. 
 
Signature: ___________________________________  Date: ____________________________] 
 
I consent /I do not consent to audio taping during the study.  
 
Signature: ___________________________________  Date: ____________________________] 
 
PLEASE KEEP THIS LETTER FOR YOUR FILES AND RETURN THE ATTACHED 
CONSENT FORM. 
 
PLEASE TEAR AND RETURN THIS CONSENT FORM TO THE RESEARCHER. 
 
I consent /I do not consent to my participation [ name] in the study titled “Community Literacy Planning 
Process Study.” as described above. 
 
Signature: ___________________________________  Date: ____________________________ 
 
                 I would prefer to do an individual interview. 
 
I consent /I do not consent to my home as the setting for the study if I request an interview. 
 
Signature: ___________________________________  Date: ____________________________] 
 
I consent /I do not consent to audio taping during the study.  
 
Signature: ___________________________________  Date: ____________________________] 
 
I acknowledge that I received a copy of the letter and consent form for my own files. 
 
Signature: ___________________________________ 
Version 1-April 4, 2010 (Page 1 of 1) 
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 THE UNIVERSITY OF BRITISH COLUMBIA 

 Department of Educational Studies 
 2125 Main Mall 
 Vancouver, B.C., V6T 1Z4 
 

 

13 April, 2010 

 
 

Consent Form - Questionnaire 
 

Community Literacy Planning Process Evaluation Questionnaire 
 

Study Name:  
Community Literacy Planning Process 

 
Principal Investigator* and Co-Investigators 
Dr. Jim Anderson*, Professor, Faculty of Education, UBC-Vancouver (604-822-
6853) 
Dr. Victor Glickman, Director, Edudata Canada, Faculty of Education, UBC-
Vancouver (604-822-2338) 
 
 
Sponsor  
This study is funded by the BC Ministry of Education, the Columbia Basin Alliance 
for Literacy, and 2010 Legacies Now.  
 
Project Purpose  

The purpose of this study is to evaluate the Community Literacy Planning 
Process. As part of the evaluation process, we are working with six task groups 
across the province in order to get feedback from people who have been directly 
involved in the community literacy planning process. 
 
We invite you to participate in this survey because you have been a beneficiary in 
one of the task groups and have participated in the literacy planning process. The 
questions will ask about your experiences with the planning process in your 
community including your role and level of involvement with the process, the 
achievements, challenges and successes, and your ideas about areas for 
improvement.  
 
Survey Procedures 
You are being asked to complete an online questionnaire that explores your 
experiences as a participant in the community planning process. To access the 
questionnaire, type www.clp.edudata.ca/survey into your web browser, or click 
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on this link:  www.clp.edudata.ca/survey . It will take approximately 20-30 
minutes to complete the questionnaire.  
 
 
 
 
 
Confidentiality 
The identities of all those who participate in the study will be kept confidential. It 
will not be possible to identify any individual from any reports or publications 
resulting from survey data analysis.  
 
The online survey will reside on the secure server located at Edudata Canada in the 
Faculty of Education at the University of British Columbia. During data collection, 
data will be downloaded to the Edudata secure server. Data will be stored on a 
password protected computer and documents will be stored in a locked filing 
cabinet. The information you provide will be used only for the purposes of this 
study and will be accessed only by the researchers and research assistants 
identified above. 
 
Potential Benefits 
The results of this study will be used to used to improve the community literacy 
planning process.  
 
Remuneration/Compensation 
We greatly appreciate your contribution to this study, however, we are not able to 
offer remuneration or compensation for completing this questionnaire.  
 
Contact for Information about this study 
If you have any questions or would like further information about the questionnaire 
or the study, you may contact Dr. Jim Anderson at 604-822-6853 or by email at 
jim.anderson@ubc.ca  . 
 
Contact for concerns about the rights of survey participants 
If you have any concerns about your treatment or rights as a research participant, 
you may contact the Research Subject Information Line in the UBC Office of 
Research Services at 604-822-8598 or if long distance e-mail to RSIL@ors.ubc.ca. 
Consent 
Your participation is entirely voluntary and you may refuse to participate or 
withdraw from the study at any time.  
  
Your consent to participate in this project is assumed once you have completed the 
questionnaire. We recommend that you print a copy of this consent for your 
records.    
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Technical  Note  5:  Online  Questionnaire  
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Literacy Now Community Literacy Planning Process
Questionnaire

Introduction

This survey is part of a larger research project contracted by the BC Ministry of
Education, the Columbia Basin Trust, and 2010 Legacies Now to evaluate the
Community Literacy Planning Process. As part of the evaluation process, we are
working with participants across the province in order to get feedback from people
who have been directly involved in the community literacy planning process. The
survey will take approximately 30 minutes. This information will only be used for
analysis purposes; there will be no identification of individuals in any reports or
publications.

Eligibility

1. To what extent were you involved in the Literacy Now Community Literacy
Planning Process?

 To a great extent
 To a moderate extent
 To a small extent
 Not involved

Background

2. Please enter the name of your community in the space below.

3. Who did you represent in the Community Literacy Planning Process? 
Select one

 Local government
 School district
 Post-secondary institution
 K-12 school
 Church Group
 Library
 Business Community
 Private Literacy service provider (e.g., Read Society)
 Aboriginal community
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 Literacy Outreach Coordinator
 Public Health
 Other, please specify

4. To what extent have you seen the following in your community as a result of
the Community Literacy Planning Process?

With respect to community members...

To a great
extent

To a
moderate

extent
To a small

extent Not at all Do not
know

a. Increased
participation
in literacy
programs

b. Improved
employability
prospects for
program
participants

c. Increased
knowledge
about literacy
programs that
are available
in the
community 

With respect to service providers...

To a great
extent

To a
moderate

extent
To a small

extent Not at all Do not
know

d. Increased
collaboration
and
information
sharing

e. Partnerships
between
agencies that
improve
literacy
opportunities

f. Improved
inter-agency
project
coordination
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With respect to local literacy opportunities...

To a great
extent

To a
moderate

extent
To a small

extent Not at all Do not
know

g. Improved
access to
local literacy
opportunities

h. Improved
quality of
literacy
programming

i. A better
match
between local
needs and
literacy
programming

j. The
development
of non-
traditional
learning
opportunities
and/or
innovative
learning
models

With respect to the overall community...

To a great
extent

To a
moderate

extent
To a small

extent Not at all Do not
know

k. Improved
overall quality
of life

l. A better
appreciation
for the
relationship
between
literacy and
quality of life
(social,
economic and
political)

5. To what extent were the following groups involved in the Community Literacy
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Planning process?

To a great
extent

To a
moderate

extent
To a small

extent
Not

at all
Do not
know

Local government

School district

Post-secondary institutions

K-12 schools

Church groups

Libraries

Business community

Non-profit service providers
(e.g., Read Society)

Aboriginal communities

Public health representatives

Other

If 'Other' selected, please identify:

6. What evidence do you see that the Community Literacy Planning Process is
responsive to emerging needs and priorities of the communities? 

7. To what extent have you seen Community Literacy planning impact the
District Literacy Plan? 
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To a great
extent

To a
moderate

extent
To a small

extent Not at all Do not
know

School
districts
gained a
stronger
understanding
of the various
perspectives
on literacy
throughout
the
community.

School
districts
promote
community
alignment of
literacy
initiatives.

School
districts make
explicit the
inter-
relationships
among
community
members and
the links
between
formal and
informal
learning
systems.

School
districts build
on what has
already been
developed
and identify
each partner’s
contribution

8. Please use the space below to tell us about three specific achievements from
your Community Literacy Planning Process (e.g., new or innovative learning
models, changes to existing programs, examples of increased coordination,
improved quality of life, etc.)

1)

A 27



2)

3)

9. Overall, how satisfied are you with what the Community Literacy Planning
Process has achieved in your community?

 Very satisfied
 Satisfied
 Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
 Dissatisfied
 Very dissatisfied

10. What challenges to the delivery of literacy services, if any, were identified
through the Community Literacy Planning process?

 Lack of continuity in funding
 Achieving broad representation on the Literacy Task Groups from a variety of community

groups
 Not enough supply of literacy opportunities in the community
 Existing programming not relevant to literacy needs
 Lack of coordination among literacy service providers
 Lack of appreciation for the importance of literacy to overall quality of life
 Insufficient funding for the provision of literacy services
 Difficult for community members to access centralized literacy services
 Other, please specify

11. What lessons did you learn from the Community Literacy Planning Process? Is there
anything you would do differently if you were to do this again?
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12. Are you familiar with the Literacy Now planning guide produced by
LegaciesNow?

 Yes
 No
 Don't know
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Exit Survey 

Literacy Now Community Literacy Planning Process
Questionnaire

13. Was the Literacy Now planning guide used in your community for the
purpose of Community Literacy Planning?

 Yes
 No
 Don't know
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Exit Survey 

Literacy Now Community Literacy Planning Process
Questionnaire

14. How well did the Literacy Now planning guide meet your needs?
 Completely met
 Met to a large extent
 Met to a moderate extent
 Met to a small extent
 Not met at all
 Don’t know
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Exit Survey 

Literacy Now Community Literacy Planning Process
Questionnaire

15. Please explain why you did not use the Literacy Now Planning guide in your
Community Literacy Planning Process.

     

A 32

https://survey.edudata.ca/apps/esurvey/cl/czY3/Yzg0/exit/


Exit Survey 

Literacy Now Community Literacy Planning Process
Questionnaire

16. Please use the space below to provide any further comments about the Community
Literacy Planning process that you think would be helpful to the evaluation.
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Appendix  6  List  of  communities  with  one  or  more  CCLP  survey  respondents  
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List  of  communities  with  one  or  more  CCLP  survey  respondents    

Community   Represented  in  Survey  Data  
Bamfield   Yes  
Bella  Coola   Yes  
Dawson  Creek   Yes  
Delta   Yes  
Salt  Spring   Yes  
Gold  River   Yes  
Tri  Cities  -­‐  Adult  Literacy   Yes  
Cariboo  Chilcotin   Yes  
Clearwater   Yes  
Prince  George   Yes  
Sunshine  Coast   Yes  
Westshore   Yes  
Surrey/White  Rock   Yes  
Comox  -­‐  Steering   Yes  
Tri  Cities  -­‐  Family  Literacy   Yes  
Campbell  River   Yes  
Castlegar   Yes  
Chetwynd   Yes  
Cranbrook   Yes  
Fort  St.  Johnn   Yes  
Sooke   Yes  
South  Okanagan-­‐Similkameen   Yes  
Cortes  Island   Yes  
Kaslo   Yes  
Tri  Cities  -­‐  Steering   Yes  
North  Coast   Yes  
Revelstoke   Yes  
Lower  North  Thompson   Yes  
Lillooet   Yes  
Princeton   Yes  
Saanich   Yes  
Tahsis   Yes  
Tri  Cities  -­‐  Essential  Skills   Yes  
Nelson   Yes  
Hazelton   Yes  
Langley   Yes  
Revelstoke  -­‐  Associate  member   Yes  
Cowichan   Yes  
Grandforks/West  Boundary   Yes  
Kamloops   Yes  
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Tri  Cities  -­‐  ESL   Yes  
Valemont   Yes  
Victoria   Yes  
Quadra  Island   Yes  
100  Mile  House   Yes  
Vancouver  -­‐  Kitsilano   Yes  
Central  Okanagan   Yes  
Fort  Nelson   Yes  
Haida  Gwaii   Yes  
Logan  Lake   Yes  
Greater  Trail   Yes  
Chilliwack   Yes  
North  Okanagan-­‐Shuswap   Yes  
Bowen  Island   Yes  
Burnaby   Yes  
Comox  -­‐  Stakeholder   Yes  
Powell  River   Yes  
Vancouver  -­‐  Cedar  Cottage/Kensington   Yes  
Sayward   Yes  
Maple  Ridge   Yes  
Golden   Yes  
Lakes  District  (Burns  Lake)   Yes  
Lytton   Yes  
Ashcroft   Yes  
Fraser  Cascade   Yes  
Vancouver  -­‐  South   Yes  
Vernon   Yes  
Abbotsford   Yes  
Renfrew  Collingwood   Yes  
Richmond   Yes  
Creston   Yes  
Kimberley   Yes  
Mission   Yes  
Oceanside  Participant   Yes  
Vancouver  Downtown  Eastside   Yes  
Terrace   Yes  
Oceanside  Mobilization  Partner   Yes  
Vanderhoof  &  Fraser  Lakes   Yes  
Mount  Waddington  North   Yes  
Oceanside  new  partners   Yes  
Abbotsford  -­‐  Aboriginal  Sub  Committee   No  
Arrow  and  Slocan  Lakes   No  
Atlin   No  

A 36



Bella  Coola  -­‐  Community  Partner   No  
Clinton   No  
Elk  Valley   No  
Houston   No  
Merritt   No  
Rocky  Mountain/Windemere  Zone   No  
Slocan  Valley   No  
Smithers   No  
Smithers  -­‐  Irregular  attendance   No  
Smithers  -­‐  New   No  
Tumbler  Ridge   No  
Valemont  Advisory   No  
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Technical  Note  7:  Online  Survey  Frequency  Tables:  All  Respondents,  engaged  to  a  moderate  or  great  
extent  
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All  those  who  indicated  they  were  engaged  to  a  great  or  moderate  extent

     Count %
To  a  great  extent 127 52.0%
To  a  moderate  extent 117 48.0%
To  a  small  extent 0 0.0%
Not  involved 0 0.0%
Total  Responses:       244 100%

    
Responses
Total  Responses:      

     Count %
Local  government 5 2.2%
School  district 39 17.4%
Post-­‐secondary  institution 8 3.6%
K-­‐12  school 10 4.5%
Church  group 1 0.4%
Library 28 12.5%
Business  community 4 1.8%
Private  Literacy  service  provider  (e.g.,  Read  Society) 8 3.6%
Aboriginal  community 5 2.2%
Literacy  Outreach  Coordinator 40 17.9%
Public  Health 3 1.3%
Other.  Please  specify:  [see  sheet  Q3_other] 73 32.6%
Total  Responses:       224 100%

2.  Please  enter  the  name  of  your  community  in  the  space  below.  

Community  Literacy  Planning  Process  Questionnaire
Frequency  Tables

1.  To  what  extent  were  you  involved  in  the  Literacy  Now  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process?

3.  Who  did  you  represent  in  the  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process?
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With  respect  to  community  members…

Count %
To  a  great  extent 58 24.1%
To  a  moderate  extent 114 47.3%
To  a  small  extent 41 17.0%
Not  at  all 7 2.9%
Do  not  know 21 8.7%
Total  Responses:       241 100%

Count %
To  a  great  extent 10 4.2%
To  a  moderate  extent 53 22.2%
To  a  small  extent 72 30.1%
Not  at  all 22 9.2%
Do  not  know 82 34.3%
Total  Responses:       239 100%

Count %
To  a  great  extent 95 39.1%
To  a  moderate  extent 108 44.4%
To  a  small  extent 31 12.8%
Not  at  all 4 1.6%
Do  not  know 5 2.1%
Total  Responses:       243 100%

4.  To  what  extent  have  you  seen  the  following  in  your  community  as  a  result  of  the  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process?

A.  Increased  participation  in  literacy  programs

B.  Improved  employability  prospects  for  program  participants

C.  Increased  knowledge  about  literacy  programs  that  are  available  in  the  community  
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With  respect  to  service  providers…
    

Count %
To  a  great  extent 141 58.0%
To  a  moderate  extent 70 28.8%
To  a  small  extent 25 10.3%
Not  at  all 2 0.8%
Do  not  know 5 2.1%
Total  Responses:       243 100%

Count %
To  a  great  extent 127 52.5%
To  a  moderate  extent 74 30.6%
To  a  small  extent 34 14.0%
Not  at  all 2 0.8%
Do  not  know 5 2.1%
Total  Responses:       242 100%

Count %
To  a  great  extent 105 43.6%
To  a  moderate  extent 78 32.4%
To  a  small  extent 36 14.9%
Not  at  all 7 2.9%
Do  not  know 15 6.2%
Total  Responses:       241 100%

With  respect  to  local  literacy  opportunities…

E.  Partnerships  between  agencies  that  improve  literacy  opportunities

D.  Increased  collaboration  and  information  sharing

F.  Improved  inter-­‐agency  project  coordination
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Count %
To  a  great  extent 72 29.8%
To  a  moderate  extent 116 47.9%
To  a  small  extent 37 15.3%
Not  at  all 8 3.3%
Do  not  know 9 3.7%
Total  Responses:       242 100%

Count %
To  a  great  extent 64 26.4%
To  a  moderate  extent 99 40.9%
To  a  small  extent 41 16.9%
Not  at  all 12 5.0%
Do  not  know 26 10.7%
Total  Responses:       242 100%

Count %
To  a  great  extent 89 36.9%
To  a  moderate  extent 99 41.1%
To  a  small  extent 33 13.7%
Not  at  all 7 2.9%
Do  not  know 13 5.4%
Total  Responses:       241 100%

I.  A  better  match  between  local  needs  and  literacy  programming

G.  Improved  access  to  local  literacy  opportunities

H.  Improved  quality  of  literacy  programming

A 42



Count %
To  a  great  extent 70 28.8%
To  a  moderate  extent 93 38.3%
To  a  small  extent 42 17.3%
Not  at  all 17 7.0%
Do  not  know 21 8.6%
Total  Responses:       243 100%

With  respect  to  overall  community…

Count %
To  a  great  extent 11 4.6%
To  a  moderate  extent 92 38.3%
To  a  small  extent 61 25.4%
Not  at  all 13 5.4%
Do  not  know 63 26.3%
Total  Responses:       240 100%

Count %
To  a  great  extent 37 15.4%
To  a  moderate  extent 110 45.6%
To  a  small  extent 54 22.4%
Not  at  all 11 4.6%
Do  not  know 29 12.0%
Total  Responses:       241 100%

J.  The  development  of  non-­‐traditional  learning  opportunities  and/or  innovative  learning  models

L.  A  better  appreciation  for  the  relationship  between  literacy  and  quality  of  life  (social,  economic  and  political)

K.  Improved  overall  quality  of  life
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To  a  great  extent
To  a  

moderate  
extent

To  a  small  
extent

Not  at  all Don't  know Count

Local  Government 18  (7.7%) 65  (27.7%) 87  (37.0%) 40  (17.0%) 25  (10.6%) 235  (100%)
School  District 169  (69.3%) 58  (23.8%) 13  (5.3%) 1  (0.4%) 3  (1.2%) 244  (100%)
Post  Secondary  Institutions 89  (37.4%) 87  (36.6%) 33  (13.9%) 18  (7.6%) 11  (4.6%) 238  (100%)
K-­‐12  schools 89  (38.0%) 90  (38.5%) 33  (14.1%) 10  (4.3%) 12  (5.1%) 234  (100%)
Church  groups 4  (1.7%) 16  (6.9%) 74  (31.9%) 95  (40.9%) 43  (18.5%) 232  (100%)
Libraries 134  (55.6%) 78  (32.4%) 22  (9.1%) 4  (1.7%) 3  (1.2%) 241  (100%)
Business  community 15  (6.3%) 49  (20.5%) 113  (47.3%) 37  (15.5%) 25  (10.5%) 239  (100%)
Non-­‐profit  service  provider  (e.g.,  Read  
Society)

132  (55.0%) 53  (22.1%) 24  (10.0%) 9  (3.8%) 22  (9.2%) 240  (100%)

Aboriginal  communities 37  (15.5%) 81  (33.9%) 70  (29.3%) 28  (11.7%) 23  (9.6%) 239  (100%)

Public  Health  representatives
30  (12.4%) 71  (29.5%) 70  (29.0%) 37  (15.4%) 33  (13.7%) 241  (100%)

Other 39  (32.5%) 26  (21.7%) 12  (10.0%) 4  (3.3%) 39  (32.5%) 120  (100%)

     Count
[See  Sheet  Q6_responses  for  a  list  of  responses.]

5.  To  what  extent  were  the  following  groups  involved  in  the  Community  Literacy  Planning  process?

6.  What  evidence  do  you  see  that  the  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process  is  responsive  to  emerging  needs  and  priorities  of  the  
communities?  
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To  a  great  extent
To  a  

moderate  
extent

To  a  small  
extent

Not  at  all Don't  know Count

School  districts  gained  a  stronger  
understanding  of  the  various  perspectives  
on  literacy  throughout  the  community.

114  (47.1%) 77  (31.8%) 22  (9.1%) 5  (2.1%) 24  (9.9%) 242  (100%)

School  districts  promote  community  
alignment  of  literacy  initiatives.

96  (39.7%) 74  (30.6%) 33  (13.6%) 8  (3.3%) 31  (12.8%) 242  (100%)

School  districts  make  explicit  the  inter-­‐
relationships  among  community  members  
and  the  links  between  formal  and  informal  
learning  systems.

74  (30.7%) 77  (32.0%) 43  (17.8%) 10  (4.1%) 37  (15.4%) 241  (100%)

School  districts  build  on  what  has  already  
been  developed  and  identify  each  
partner’s  contribution

81  (33.9%) 72  (30.1%) 42  (17.6%) 8  (3.3%) 36  (15.1%) 239  (100%)

    
[See  Sheet  Q8_responses  for  a  list  of  responses.]
Total  Responses:      

     Count %
Very  satisfied 102 42.1%
Satisfied 103 42.6%
Neither  satisfied  nor  dissatisfied 28 11.6%
Dissatisfied 4 1.7%
Very  dissatisfied 5 2.1%
Total  Responses:       242 100%

8.  Please  use  the  space  below  to  tell  us  about  three  specific  achievements  from  your  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process  (e.g.,  

9.  Overall,  how  satisfied  are  you  with  what  the  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process  has  achieved  in  your  community?

7.  To  what  extent  have  you  seen  Community  Literacy  planning  impact  the  District  Literacy  Plan?  
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     Count %
Lack  of  continuity  in  funding 178 21.9%
Achieving  broad  representation  on  the  Literacy  Task  Groups  from  a  variety  of  community  groups 103 12.7%
Not  enough  supply  of  literacy  opportunities  in  the  community 63 7.7%
Existing  programming  not  relevant  to  literacy  needs 19 2.3%
Lack  of  coordination  among  literacy  service  providers 74 9.1%
Lack  of  appreciation  for  the  importance  of  literacy  to  overall  quality  of  life 81 10.0%
Insufficient  funding  for  the  provision  of  literacy  services 145 17.8%
Difficult  for  community  members  to  access  centralized  literacy  services 97 11.9%
Other,  please  specify:  [View  responses  on  sheet  Q10_responses] 53 6.5%
Total  Responses:       813 100%

    
[View  responses  on  sheet  Q11_responses
Total  Responses:      

     Count %
Yes  (go  to  Q  13) 198 81.5%
No  (go  to  Q  15) 29 11.9%
Don't  know  (go  to  Q  16) 16 6.6%
Total  Responses:       243 100%

10.  What  challenges  to  the  delivery  of  literacy  services,  if  any,  were  identified  through  the  Community  Literacy  Planning  process?  

11.  What  lessons  did  you  learn  from  the  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process?  Is  there  anything  you  would  do  differently  if  you  
were  to  do  this  again?

12.  Are  you  familiar  with  the  Literacy  Now  planning  guide  produced  by  LegaciesNow?
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     Count %
Yes 176 88.9%
No 2 1.0%
Don't  know 20 10.1%
Total  Responses:       198 100%

     Count %
Completely  met  (go  to  q  15) 29 16.6%
Met  to  a  large  extent    (go  to  q  15) 91 52.0%
Met  to  a  moderate  extent    (go  to  q  15) 37 21.1%
Met  to  a  small  extent    (go  to  q  15) 6 3.4%
Not  met  at  all    (go  to  q  15) 1 0.6%
Don't  know    (go  to  q  15) 11 6.3%
Total  Responses:       175 100%

    
Responses  [View  responses  on  sheet  Q15_responses)
Total  Responses:      

    
Responses  (view  responses  on  sheet  Q16_responses)
Total  Responses:      

13.  Was  the  Literacy  Now  planning  guide  used  in  your  community  for  the  purpose  of  Community  Literacy  Planning?

14.  How  well  did  the  Literacy  Now  planning  guide  meet  your  needs?

15.  Please  explain  why  you  did  not  use  the  Literacy  Now  Planning  guide  in  your  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process.

16.  Please  use  the  space  below  to  provide  any  further  comments  about  the  Community  Literacy  Planning  process  that  you  think  
would  be  helpful  to  the  evaluation.

A 47



Technical  Note  8:  Online  Survey  Frequency  Tables:  School  District  Respondents,  engaged  to  a  moderate  
or  great  extent  
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All  those  who  indicated  they  represented  a  school  district,  engaged  to  a  great  or  moderate  extent

     Count %
To  a  great  extent 18 46.2%
To  a  moderate  extent 21 53.8%
To  a  small  extent 0 0.0%
Not  involved 0 0.0%
Total  Responses:       39 100%

    
Responses
Total  Responses:      

     Count %
Local  government 0 0.0%
School  district 39 100.0%
Post-­‐secondary  institution 0 0.0%
K-­‐12  school 0 0.0%
Church  group 0 0.0%
Library 0 0.0%
Business  community 0 0.0%
Private  Literacy  service  provider  (e.g.,  Read  Society) 0 0.0%
Aboriginal  community 0 0.0%
Literacy  Outreach  Coordinator 0 0.0%
Public  Health 0 0.0%
Other.  Please  specify:  [see  sheet  Q3_other] 0 0.0%
Total  Responses:       39 100%

2.  Please  enter  the  name  of  your  community  in  the  space  below.  

3.  Who  did  you  represent  in  the  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process?

Community  Literacy  Planning  Process  Questionnaire
Frequency  Tables

1.  To  what  extent  were  you  involved  in  the  Literacy  Now  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process?
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With  respect  to  community  members…

Count %
To  a  great  extent 10 25.6%
To  a  moderate  extent 19 48.7%
To  a  small  extent 5 12.8%
Not  at  all 2 5.1%
Do  not  know 3 7.7%
Total  Responses:       39 100%

Count %
To  a  great  extent 1 2.6%
To  a  moderate  extent 7 17.9%
To  a  small  extent 15 38.5%
Not  at  all 4 10.3%
Do  not  know 12 30.8%
Total  Responses:       39 100%

Count %
To  a  great  extent 16 41.0%
To  a  moderate  extent 17 43.6%
To  a  small  extent 4 10.3%
Not  at  all 1 2.6%
Do  not  know 1 2.6%
Total  Responses:       39 100%

B.  Improved  employability  prospects  for  program  participants

C.  Increased  knowledge  about  literacy  programs  that  are  available  in  the  community  

4.  To  what  extent  have  you  seen  the  following  in  your  community  as  a  result  of  the  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process?

A.  Increased  participation  in  literacy  programs
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With  respect  to  service  providers…
    

Count %
To  a  great  extent 23 59.0%
To  a  moderate  extent 13 33.3%
To  a  small  extent 2 5.1%
Not  at  all 0 0.0%
Do  not  know 1 2.6%
Total  Responses:       39 100%

Count %
To  a  great  extent 20 51.3%
To  a  moderate  extent 14 35.9%
To  a  small  extent 4 10.3%
Not  at  all 0 0.0%
Do  not  know 1 2.6%
Total  Responses:       39 100%

Count %
To  a  great  extent 11 28.2%
To  a  moderate  extent 20 51.3%
To  a  small  extent 5 12.8%
Not  at  all 1 2.6%
Do  not  know 2 5.1%
Total  Responses:       39 100%

E.  Partnerships  between  agencies  that  improve  literacy  opportunities

F.  Improved  inter-­‐agency  project  coordination

D.  Increased  collaboration  and  information  sharing

A 51



With  respect  to  local  literacy  opportunities…

Count %
To  a  great  extent 8 20.5%
To  a  moderate  extent 23 59.0%
To  a  small  extent 4 10.3%
Not  at  all 1 2.6%
Do  not  know 3 7.7%
Total  Responses:       39 100%

Count %
To  a  great  extent 8 20.5%
To  a  moderate  extent 19 48.7%
To  a  small  extent 8 20.5%
Not  at  all 1 2.6%
Do  not  know 3 7.7%
Total  Responses:       39 100%

Count %
To  a  great  extent 11 28%
To  a  moderate  extent 21 54%
To  a  small  extent 5 13%
Not  at  all 1 3%
Do  not  know 1 3%
Total  Responses:       39 100%

H.  Improved  quality  of  literacy  programming

I.  A  better  match  between  local  needs  and  literacy  programming

G.  Improved  access  to  local  literacy  opportunities
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Count %
To  a  great  extent 6 15.4%
To  a  moderate  extent 19 48.7%
To  a  small  extent 5 12.8%
Not  at  all 3 7.7%
Do  not  know 6 15.4%
Total  Responses:       39 100%

With  respect  to  overall  community…

Count %
To  a  great  extent 1 2.7%
To  a  moderate  extent 16 43.2%
To  a  small  extent 6 16.2%
Not  at  all 2 5.4%
Do  not  know 12 32.4%
Total  Responses:       37 100.0%

Count %
To  a  great  extent 3 8.1%
To  a  moderate  extent 21 56.8%
To  a  small  extent 5 13.5%
Not  at  all 3 8.1%
Do  not  know 5 13.5%
Total  Responses:       37 100%

K.  Improved  overall  quality  of  life

L.  A  better  appreciation  for  the  relationship  between  literacy  and  quality  of  life  (social,  economic  and  political)

J.  The  development  of  non-­‐traditional  learning  opportunities  and/or  innovative  learning  models
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To  a  great  
extent

To  a  moderate  
extent

To  a  small  
extent

Not  at  all Don't  know Count

Local  Government 3  (8.1%) 11  (29.7%) 12  (32.4%) 7  (18.9%) 4  (10.8%) 37  (100%)
School  District 27  (69.2%) 10  (25.6%) 2  (5.1%) 0  (0.0%) 0  (0.0%) 39  (100%)
Post  Secondary  Institutions 11  (28.2%) 18  (46.2%) 6  (15.4%) 1  (2.6%) 3  (7.7%) 39  (100%)
K-­‐12  schools 11  (28.2%) 21  (53.8%) 5  (12.8%) 2  (5.1%) 0  (0.0%) 39  (100%)
Church  groups 0  (0.0%) 2  (5.3%) 11  (28.9%) 19  (50.0%) 6  (15.8%) 38  (100%)
Libraries 23  (59.0%) 12  (30.8%) 3  (7.7%) 1  (2.6%) 0  (0.0%) 39  (100%)
Business  community 2  (5.1%) 10  (25.6%) 18  (46.2%) 5  (12.8%) 4  (10.3%) 39  (100%)
Non-­‐profit  service  provider  (e.g.,  Read  
Society)

22  (56.4%) 10  (25.6%) 5  (12.8%) 0  (0.0%) 2  (5.1%) 39  (100%)

Aboriginal  communities 3  (7.7%) 16  (41.0%) 18  (46.2%) 1  (2.6%) 1  (2.6%) 39  (100%)

Public  Health  representatives
3  (7.7%) 12  (30.8%) 11  (28.2%) 9  (23.1%) 4  (10.3%) 39  (100%)

Other.  :  [see  sheet  Q5_other]
7  (58.3%) 0  (0.0%) 3  (25.0%) 0  (0.0%) 2  (16.7%) 12  (100%)

     Count
[See  Sheet  Q6_responses  for  a  list  of  responses.]

6.  What  evidence  do  you  see  that  the  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process  is  responsive  to  emerging  needs  and  priorities  of  the  communities?  

5.  To  what  extent  were  the  following  groups  involved  in  the  Community  Literacy  Planning  process?
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To  a  great  
extent

To  a  moderate  
extent

To  a  small  
extent

Not  at  all Don't  know Count

School  districts  gained  a  stronger  
understanding  of  the  various  perspectives  
on  literacy  throughout  the  community.

26  (68.4%) 8  (21.1%) 2  (5.3%) 2  (5.3%) 0  (0.0%) 38  (100%)

School  districts  promote  community  
alignment  of  literacy  initiatives.

21  (53.8%) 13  (33.3%) 3  (7.7%) 1  (2.6%) 1  (2.6%) 39  (100%)

School  districts  make  explicit  the  inter-­‐
relationships  among  community  members  
and  the  links  between  formal  and  informal  
learning  systems.

16  (41.0%) 14  (35.9%) 4  (10.3%) 2  (5.1%) 3  (7.7%) 39  (100%)

School  districts  build  on  what  has  already  
been  developed  and  identify  each  
partner’s  contribution

21  (53.8%) 10  (25.6%) 4  (10.3%) 3  (7.7%) 1  (2.6%) 39  (100%)

    
[See  Sheet  Q8_responses  for  a  list  of  responses.]
Total  Responses:      

     Count %
Very  satisfied 13 33.3%
Satisfied 18 46.2%
Neither  satisfied  nor  dissatisfied 7 17.9%
Dissatisfied 0 0.0%
Very  dissatisfied 1 2.6%
Total  Responses:       39 100%

9.  Overall,  how  satisfied  are  you  with  what  the  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process  has  achieved  in  your  community?

7.  To  what  extent  have  you  seen  Community  Literacy  planning  impact  the  District  Literacy  Plan?  

8.  Please  use  the  space  below  to  tell  us  about  three  specific  achievements  from  your  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process  (e.g.,  new  or  
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     Count Count
Lack  of  continuity  in  funding 27 22.7%

17 14.3%

Not  enough  supply  of  literacy  opportunities  in  the  community 6 5.0%
Existing  programming  not  relevant  to  literacy  needs 2 1.7%
Lack  of  coordination  among  literacy  service  providers 12 10.1%
Lack  of  appreciation  for  the  importance  of  literacy  to  overall  quality  of  life 8 6.7%
Insufficient  funding  for  the  provision  of  literacy  services 19 16.0%
Difficult  for  community  members  to  access  centralized  literacy  services 18 15.1%
Other,  please  specify:  [View  responses  on  sheet  Q10_responses] 10 8.4%
Total  Responses:       119 100%

    
[View  responses  on  sheet  Q11_responses
Total  Responses:      

     Count %
Yes  (go  to  Q  13) 38 97.4%
No  (go  to  Q  15) 0 0.0%
Don't  know  (go  to  Q  16) 1 2.6%
Total  Responses:       39 100%

11.  What  lessons  did  you  learn  from  the  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process?  Is  there  anything  you  would  do  differently  if  you  were  to  do  this  
again?

12.  Are  you  familiar  with  the  Literacy  Now  planning  guide  produced  by  LegaciesNow?

10.  What  challenges  to  the  delivery  of  literacy  services,  if  any,  were  identified  through  the  Community  Literacy  Planning  process?  

Achieving  broad  representation  on  the  Literacy  Task  Groups  from  a  variety  of  community  groups
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     Count %
Yes 35 92.1%
No 0 0.0%
Don't  know 3 7.9%
Total  Responses:       38 100%

     Count %
Completely  met  (go  to  q  15) 5 14.3%
Met  to  a  large  extent    (go  to  q  15) 19 54.3%
Met  to  a  moderate  extent    (go  to  q  15) 9 25.7%
Met  to  a  small  extent    (go  to  q  15) 1 2.9%
Not  met  at  all    (go  to  q  15) 0 0.0%
Don't  know    (go  to  q  15) 1 2.9%
Total  Responses:       35 100%

    
Responses  [View  responses  on  sheet  Q15_responses)
Total  Responses:      

    
Responses  (view  responses  on  sheet  Q16_responses)
Total  Responses:      

14.  How  well  did  the  Literacy  Now  planning  guide  meet  your  needs?

15.  Please  explain  why  you  did  not  use  the  Literacy  Now  Planning  guide  in  your  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process.

16.  Please  use  the  space  below  to  provide  any  further  comments  about  the  Community  Literacy  Planning  process  that  you  think  would  be  
helpful  to  the  evaluation.

13.  Was  the  Literacy  Now  planning  guide  used  in  your  community  for  the  purpose  of  Community  Literacy  Planning?
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Technical  Note  9:  Online  Survey  Frequency  Tables:  Other  than  School  District  Respondents,  engaged  to  a  
moderate  or  great  extent  
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All  those  who  indicated  they  represented  a  stakeholder  other  than  a  school  district,  engaged  to  a  great  or  moderate  extent

     Count %
To  a  great  extent 109 53.2%
To  a  moderate  extent 96 46.8%
To  a  small  extent 0 0.0%
Not  involved 0 0.0%
Total  Responses:       205 100%

    
Responses
Total  Responses:      

     Count %
Local  government 5 2.7%
School  district 0 0.0%
Post-­‐secondary  institution 8 4.3%
K-­‐12  school 10 5.4%
Church  group 1 0.5%
Library 28 15.1%
Business  community 4 2.2%
Private  Literacy  service  provider  (e.g.,  Read  Society) 8 4.3%
Aboriginal  community 5 2.7%
Literacy  Outreach  Coordinator 40 21.6%
Public  Health 3 1.6%
Other.  Please  specify:  [see  sheet  Q3_other] 73 39.5%
Total  Responses:       185 100%

2.  Please  enter  the  name  of  your  community  in  the  space  below.  

3.  Who  did  you  represent  in  the  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process?

Community  Literacy  Planning  Process  Questionnaire
Frequency  Tables

1.  To  what  extent  were  you  involved  in  the  Literacy  Now  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process?
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With  respect  to  community  members…

Count %
To  a  great  extent 48 23.8%
To  a  moderate  extent 95 47.0%
To  a  small  extent 36 17.8%
Not  at  all 5 2.5%
Do  not  know 18 8.9%
Total  Responses:       202 100%

Count %
To  a  great  extent 9 4.5%
To  a  moderate  extent 46 23.0%
To  a  small  extent 57 28.5%
Not  at  all 18 9.0%
Do  not  know 70 35.0%
Total  Responses:       200 100%

Count %
To  a  great  extent 79 38.7%
To  a  moderate  extent 91 44.6%
To  a  small  extent 27 13.2%
Not  at  all 3 1.5%
Do  not  know 4 2.0%
Total  Responses:       204 100%

B.  Improved  employability  prospects  for  program  participants

C.  Increased  knowledge  about  literacy  programs  that  are  available  in  the  community  

4.  To  what  extent  have  you  seen  the  following  in  your  community  as  a  result  of  the  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process?

A.  Increased  participation  in  literacy  programs
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With  respect  to  service  providers…
    

Count %
To  a  great  extent 118 57.8%
To  a  moderate  extent 57 27.9%
To  a  small  extent 23 11.3%
Not  at  all 2 1.0%
Do  not  know 4 2.0%
Total  Responses:       204 100%

Count %
To  a  great  extent 107 52.7%
To  a  moderate  extent 60 29.6%
To  a  small  extent 30 14.8%
Not  at  all 2 1.0%
Do  not  know 4 2.0%
Total  Responses:       203 100%

Count %
To  a  great  extent 94 46.5%
To  a  moderate  extent 58 28.7%
To  a  small  extent 31 15.3%
Not  at  all 6 3.0%
Do  not  know 13 6.4%
Total  Responses:       202 100%

E.  Partnerships  between  agencies  that  improve  literacy  opportunities

F.  Improved  inter-­‐agency  project  coordination

D.  Increased  collaboration  and  information  sharing
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With  respect  to  local  literacy  opportunities…

Count %
To  a  great  extent 64 31.5%
To  a  moderate  extent 93 45.8%
To  a  small  extent 33 16.3%
Not  at  all 7 3.4%
Do  not  know 6 3.0%
Total  Responses:       203 100%

Count %
To  a  great  extent 56 27.6%
To  a  moderate  extent 80 39.4%
To  a  small  extent 33 16.3%
Not  at  all 11 5.4%
Do  not  know 23 11.3%
Total  Responses:       203 100%

Count %
To  a  great  extent 78 39%
To  a  moderate  extent 78 39%
To  a  small  extent 28 14%
Not  at  all 6 3%
Do  not  know 12 6%
Total  Responses:       202 100%

H.  Improved  quality  of  literacy  programming

I.  A  better  match  between  local  needs  and  literacy  programming

G.  Improved  access  to  local  literacy  opportunities
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Count %
To  a  great  extent 64 31.4%
To  a  moderate  extent 74 36.3%
To  a  small  extent 37 18.1%
Not  at  all 14 6.9%
Do  not  know 15 7.4%
Total  Responses:       204 100%

With  respect  to  overall  community…

Count %
To  a  great  extent 10 4.9%
To  a  moderate  extent 76 37.4%
To  a  small  extent 55 27.1%
Not  at  all 11 5.4%
Do  not  know 51 25.1%
Total  Responses:       203 100.0%

Count %
To  a  great  extent 34 16.7%
To  a  moderate  extent 89 43.6%
To  a  small  extent 49 24.0%
Not  at  all 8 3.9%
Do  not  know 24 11.8%
Total  Responses:       204 100%

K.  Improved  overall  quality  of  life

L.  A  better  appreciation  for  the  relationship  between  literacy  and  quality  of  life  (social,  economic  and  political)

J.  The  development  of  non-­‐traditional  learning  opportunities  and/or  innovative  learning  models
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To  a  great  
extent

To  a  moderate  
extent

To  a  small  
extent

Not  at  all Don't  know Count

Local  Government 15  (7.6%) 54  (27.3%) 75  (37.9%%) 33  (16.7%) 21  (10.6%) 198  (100%)
School  District 142  (69.3%) 48  (23.4%) 11  (5.4%) 1  (0.5%) 3  (1.5%) 205  (100%)
Post  Secondary  Institutions 78  (39.2%) 69  (34.7%) 27  (13.6%) 17  (8.5%) 8  (4.0%) 199  (100%)
K-­‐12  schools 78  (40.0%) 69  (35.4%) 28  (14.4%) 8  (4.1%) 12  (6.2%) 195  (100%)
Church  groups 4  (2.1%) 14  (7.2%) 63  (32.5%) 76  (39.2%) 37  (19.1%) 194(100%)
Libraries 111  (55.0%) 66  (32.7%) 19  (9.4%) 3  (1.5%) 3  (1.5%) 202  (100%)
Business  community 13  (6.5%) 39  (19.5%) 95  (47.5%) 32  (16.0%) 21  (10.5%) 200  (100%)
Non-­‐profit  service  provider  (e.g.,  Read  
Society)

110  (54.7%) 43  (21.4%) 19  (9.5%) 9  (4.5%) 20  (10.0%) 201  (100%)

Aboriginal  communities 34  (17.0%) 65  (32.5%) 52  (26.0%) 27  (13.5%) 22  (11.0%) 200  (100%)

Public  Health  representatives
27  (13.4%) 59  (29.2%) 59  (29.2%) 28  (13.9%) 29  (14.4%) 202  (100%)

Other.  :  [see  sheet  Q5_other]
32  (29.6%) 26  (24.1%) 9  (8.3%) 4  (3.7%) 37  (34.3%) 108  (100%)

     Count
[See  Sheet  Q6_responses  for  a  list  of  responses.]

6.  What  evidence  do  you  see  that  the  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process  is  responsive  to  emerging  needs  and  priorities  of  the  communities?  

5.  To  what  extent  were  the  following  groups  involved  in  the  Community  Literacy  Planning  process?
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To  a  great  
extent

To  a  moderate  
extent

To  a  small  
extent

Not  at  all Don't  know Count

School  districts  gained  a  stronger  
understanding  of  the  various  perspectives  
on  literacy  throughout  the  community.

88  (43.1%) 69  (33.8%) 20  (9.8%) 3  (1.5%) 24  (11.8%) 204  (100%)

School  districts  promote  community  
alignment  of  literacy  initiatives.

75  (36.9%) 61  (30.0%) 30  (14.8%) 7  (3.4%) 30  (14.8%) 203  (100%)

School  districts  make  explicit  the  inter-­‐
relationships  among  community  members  
and  the  links  between  formal  and  informal  
learning  systems.

58  (28.7%) 63  (31.2%) 39  (19.3%) 8  (4.0%) 34  (16.8%) 202  (100%)

School  districts  build  on  what  has  already  
been  developed  and  identify  each  partner’s  
contribution

60  (30.0%) 62  (31.0%) 38  (19.0%) 5  (2.5%) 35  (17.5%) 200  (100%)

    
[See  Sheet  Q8_responses  for  a  list  of  responses.]
Total  Responses:      

     Count %
Very  satisfied 89 43.8%
Satisfied 85 41.9%
Neither  satisfied  nor  dissatisfied 21 10.3%
Dissatisfied 4 2.0%
Very  dissatisfied 4 2.0%
Total  Responses:       203 100%

9.  Overall,  how  satisfied  are  you  with  what  the  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process  has  achieved  in  your  community?

7.  To  what  extent  have  you  seen  Community  Literacy  planning  impact  the  District  Literacy  Plan?  

8.  Please  use  the  space  below  to  tell  us  about  three  specific  achievements  from  your  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process  (e.g.,  new  or  
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     Count Count
Lack  of  continuity  in  funding 151 21.8%

86 12.4%

Not  enough  supply  of  literacy  opportunities  in  the  community 57 8.2%
Existing  programming  not  relevant  to  literacy  needs 17 2.4%
Lack  of  coordination  among  literacy  service  providers 62 8.9%
Lack  of  appreciation  for  the  importance  of  literacy  to  overall  quality  of  life 73 10.5%
Insufficient  funding  for  the  provision  of  literacy  services 126 18.2%
Difficult  for  community  members  to  access  centralized  literacy  services 79 11.4%
Other,  please  specify:  [View  responses  on  sheet  Q10_responses] 43 6.2%
Total  Responses:       694 100%

    
[View  responses  on  sheet  Q11_responses
Total  Responses:      

     Count %
Yes  (go  to  Q  13) 160 78.4%
No  (go  to  Q  15) 29 14.2%
Don't  know  (go  to  Q  16) 15 7.4%
Total  Responses:       204 100%

11.  What  lessons  did  you  learn  from  the  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process?  Is  there  anything  you  would  do  differently  if  you  were  to  do  this  
again?

12.  Are  you  familiar  with  the  Literacy  Now  planning  guide  produced  by  LegaciesNow?

10.  What  challenges  to  the  delivery  of  literacy  services,  if  any,  were  identified  through  the  Community  Literacy  Planning  process?  

Achieving  broad  representation  on  the  Literacy  Task  Groups  from  a  variety  of  community  groups
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     Count %
Yes 141 88.1%
No 2 1.3%
Don't  know 17 10.6%
Total  Responses:       160 100%

     Count %
Completely  met  (go  to  q  15) 24 17.1%
Met  to  a  large  extent    (go  to  q  15) 72 51.4%
Met  to  a  moderate  extent    (go  to  q  15) 28 20.0%
Met  to  a  small  extent    (go  to  q  15) 5 3.6%
Not  met  at  all    (go  to  q  15) 1 0.7%
Don't  know    (go  to  q  15) 10 7.1%
Total  Responses:       140 100%

    
Responses  [View  responses  on  sheet  Q15_responses)
Total  Responses:      

    
Responses  (view  responses  on  sheet  Q16_responses)
Total  Responses:      

14.  How  well  did  the  Literacy  Now  planning  guide  meet  your  needs?

15.  Please  explain  why  you  did  not  use  the  Literacy  Now  Planning  guide  in  your  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process.

16.  Please  use  the  space  below  to  provide  any  further  comments  about  the  Community  Literacy  Planning  process  that  you  think  would  be  
helpful  to  the  evaluation.

13.  Was  the  Literacy  Now  planning  guide  used  in  your  community  for  the  purpose  of  Community  Literacy  Planning?
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Technical  Note  10:  Online  Survey  Frequency  Tables:  Columbia  Basin  Community  Respondents,  engaged  
to  a  moderate  or  great  extent  

  

A 68



Respondents  from  Columbia  Basin  Communities,  engaged  to  a  great  or  moderate  extent

     Count %
To  a  great  extent 11 42.3%
To  a  moderate  extent 15 57.7%
To  a  small  extent 0 0.0%
Not  involved 0 0.0%
Total  Responses:       26 100%

    
Responses
Total  Responses:      

     Count %
Local  government 0 0.0%
School  district 4 16.7%
Post-­‐secondary  institution 1 4.2%
K-­‐12  school 2 8.3%
Church  group 0 0.0%
Library 7 29.2%
Business  community 0 0.0%
Private  Literacy  service  provider  (e.g.,  Read  Society) 0 0.0%
Aboriginal  community 1 4.2%
Literacy  Outreach  Coordinator 3 12.5%
Public  Health 1 4.2%
Other.  Please  specify:  [see  sheet  Q3_other] 5 20.8%
Total  Responses:       24 100%

Community  Literacy  Planning  Process  Questionnaire
Frequency  Tables

1.  To  what  extent  were  you  involved  in  the  Literacy  Now  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process?

3.  Who  did  you  represent  in  the  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process?

2.  Please  enter  the  name  of  your  community  in  the  space  below.  
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With  respect  to  community  members…

Count %
To  a  great  extent 9 34.6%
To  a  moderate  extent 10 38.5%
To  a  small  extent 3 11.5%
Not  at  all 1 3.8%
Do  not  know 3 11.5%
Total  Responses:       26 100%

Count %
To  a  great  extent 1 3.8%
To  a  moderate  extent 6 23.1%
To  a  small  extent 8 30.8%
Not  at  all 1 3.8%
Do  not  know 10 38.5%
Total  Responses:       26 100%

Count %
To  a  great  extent 10 38.5%
To  a  moderate  extent 15 57.7%
To  a  small  extent 1 3.8%
Not  at  all 0 0.0%
Do  not  know 0 0.0%
Total  Responses:       26 100%

4.  To  what  extent  have  you  seen  the  following  in  your  community  as  a  result  of  the  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process?

A.  Increased  participation  in  literacy  programs

B.  Improved  employability  prospects  for  program  participants

C.  Increased  knowledge  about  literacy  programs  that  are  available  in  the  community  
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With  respect  to  service  providers…
    

Count %
To  a  great  extent 15 57.7%
To  a  moderate  extent 9 34.6%
To  a  small  extent 2 7.7%
Not  at  all 0 0
Do  not  know 0 0
Total  Responses:       26 100%

Count %
To  a  great  extent 16 64.0%
To  a  moderate  extent 4 16.0%
To  a  small  extent 5 20.0%
Not  at  all 0 0.0%
Do  not  know 0 0.0%
Total  Responses:       25 100%

Count %
To  a  great  extent 12 48.0%
To  a  moderate  extent 9 36.0%
To  a  small  extent 2 8.0%
Not  at  all 0 0.0%
Do  not  know 2 8.0%
Total  Responses:       25 100%

D.  Increased  collaboration  and  information  sharing

E.  Partnerships  between  agencies  that  improve  literacy  opportunities

F.  Improved  inter-­‐agency  project  coordination
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With  respect  to  local  literacy  opportunities…

Count %
To  a  great  extent 12 46.2%
To  a  moderate  extent 11 42.3%
To  a  small  extent 3 11.5%
Not  at  all 0 0.0%
Do  not  know 0 0.0%
Total  Responses:       26 100%

Count %
To  a  great  extent 9 34.6%
To  a  moderate  extent 12 46.2%
To  a  small  extent 1 3.8%
Not  at  all 1 3.8%
Do  not  know 3 11.5%
Total  Responses:       26 100%

Count %
To  a  great  extent 15 60%
To  a  moderate  extent 7 28%
To  a  small  extent 0 0%
Not  at  all 0 0%
Do  not  know 3 12%
Total  Responses:       25 100%

G.  Improved  access  to  local  literacy  opportunities

H.  Improved  quality  of  literacy  programming

I.  A  better  match  between  local  needs  and  literacy  programming
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Count %
To  a  great  extent 6 23.1%
To  a  moderate  extent 15 57.7%
To  a  small  extent 2 7.7%
Not  at  all 1 3.8%
Do  not  know 2 7.7%
Total  Responses:       26 100%

Count %
To  a  great  extent 1 3.8%
To  a  moderate  extent 14 53.8%
To  a  small  extent 5 19.2%
Not  at  all 1 3.8%
Do  not  know 5 19.2%
Total  Responses:       26 100.0%

Count %
To  a  great  extent 3 11.5%
To  a  moderate  extent 12 46.2%
To  a  small  extent 6 23.1%
Not  at  all 1 3.8%
Do  not  know 4 15.4%
Total  Responses:       26 100%

J.  The  development  of  non-­‐traditional  learning  opportunities  and/or  innovative  learning  models

K.  Improved  overall  quality  of  life

L.  A  better  appreciation  for  the  relationship  between  literacy  and  quality  of  life  (social,  economic  and  political)

With  respect  to  overall  community…
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To  a  great  extent
To  a  

moderate  
extent

To  a  small  
extent

Not  at  all Don't  know Count

Local  Government 1  (4.3%) 7  (30.4%) 9  (39.1%) 3  (13.0%) 3  (13.0%) 23  (100%)
School  District 16  (61.5%) 7  (26.9%) 3  (11.5%) 0  (0.0%) 0  (0.0%) 26  (100%)
Post  Secondary  Institutions 10  (38.5%) 7  (26.9%) 3  (11.5%) 1  (3.8%) 5  (19.2%) 26  (100%)
K-­‐12  schools 10  (38.5%) 13  (50.0%) 3  (11.5%) 0  (0.0%) 0  (0.0%) 26  (100%)
Church  groups 0  (0.0%) 0  (0.0%) 9  (39.1%) 10  (43.5%) 4  (17.4%) 23  (100%)
Libraries 11  (42.3%) 12  (46.2%) 3  (11.5%) 0  (0.0%) 0  (0.0%) 26  (100%)
Business  community 0  (0.0%) 1  (3.8%) 12  (46.2%) 7  (26.9%) 6  (23.1%) 26  (100%)
Non-­‐profit  service  provider  (e.g.,  Read  
Society)

12  (46.2%) 2  (7.7%) 4  (15.4%) 1  (3.8%) 7  (26.9%) 26  (100%)

Aboriginal  communities 1  (4.0%) 4  (16.0%) 6  (24.0%) 6  (24.0%) 8  (32%) 25  (100%)
Public  Health  representatives 6  (23.1%) 9  (36.4%) 4  (15.4%) 1  (3.8%) 6  (23.1%) 26  (100%)
Other.  :  [see  sheet  Q5_other] 4  (36.4%) 1  (9.1%) 0  (0.0%) 0  (0.0%) 6  (54.5%) 11  (100%)

     Count
[See  Sheet  Q6_responses  for  a  list  of  responses.]

5.  To  what  extent  were  the  following  groups  involved  in  the  Community  Literacy  Planning  process?

6.  What  evidence  do  you  see  that  the  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process  is  responsive  to  emerging  needs  and  priorities  of  the  
communities?  
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To  a  great  extent
To  a  

moderate  
extent

To  a  small  
extent

Not  at  all Don't  know Count

School  districts  gained  a  stronger  
understanding  of  the  various  perspectives  on  
literacy  throughout  the  community.

13  (50.0%) 9  (34.6%) 2  (7.7%) 0  (0.0%) 2  (7.7%) 26  (100%)

School  districts  promote  community  
alignment  of  literacy  initiatives.

12  (46.2%) 9  (34.6%) 2  (7.7%) 0  (0.0%) 3  (11.5%) 26  (100%)

School  districts  make  explicit  the  inter-­‐
relationships  among  community  members  and  
the  links  between  formal  and  informal  
learning  systems.

11  (42.3%) 10  (38.5%) 2  (7.7%) 0  (0.0%) 3  (11.5%) 26  (100%)

School  districts  build  on  what  has  already  
been  developed  and  identify  each  partner’s  
contribution

12  (46.2%) 7  (26.9%) 3  (11.5%) 1  (3.8%) 3  (11.5%) 26  (100%)

    
[See  Sheet  Q8_responses  for  a  list  of  responses.]
Total  Responses:      

     Count %
Very  satisfied 14 53.8%
Satisfied 8 30.8%
Neither  satisfied  nor  dissatisfied 4 15.4%
Dissatisfied 0 0.0%
Very  dissatisfied 0 0.0%
Total  Responses:       26 100%

8.  Please  use  the  space  below  to  tell  us  about  three  specific  achievements  from  your  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process  (e.g.,  new  
or  innovative  learning  models,  changes  to  existing  programs,  examples  of  increased  coordination,  improved  quality  of  life,  etc.)

9.  Overall,  how  satisfied  are  you  with  what  the  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process  has  achieved  in  your  community?

7.  To  what  extent  have  you  seen  Community  Literacy  planning  impact  the  District  Literacy  Plan?  
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     Count Count
Lack  of  continuity  in  funding 19 25.7%

13 17.6%

Not  enough  supply  of  literacy  opportunities  in  the  community 4 5.4%
Existing  programming  not  relevant  to  literacy  needs 0 0.0%
Lack  of  coordination  among  literacy  service  providers 6 8.1%
Lack  of  appreciation  for  the  importance  of  literacy  to  overall  quality  of  life 8 10.8%
Insufficient  funding  for  the  provision  of  literacy  services 14 18.9%
Difficult  for  community  members  to  access  centralized  literacy  services 7 9.5%
Other,  please  specify:  [View  responses  on  sheet  Q10_responses] 3 4.1%
Total  Responses:       74 100%

    
[View  responses  on  sheet  Q11_responses
Total  Responses:      

     Count %
Yes  (go  to  Q  13) 15 57.7%
No  (go  to  Q  15) 5 19.2%
Don't  know  (go  to  Q  16) 6 23.1%
Total  Responses:       26 100%

11.  What  lessons  did  you  learn  from  the  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process?  Is  there  anything  you  would  do  differently  if  you  
were  to  do  this  again?

12.  Are  you  familiar  with  the  Literacy  Now  planning  guide  produced  by  LegaciesNow?

10.  What  challenges  to  the  delivery  of  literacy  services,  if  any,  were  identified  through  the  Community  Literacy  Planning  process?  

Achieving  broad  representation  on  the  Literacy  Task  Groups  from  a  variety  of  community  groups
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     Count %
Yes 13 86.7%
No 0 0.0%
Don't  know 2 13.3%
Total  Responses:       15 100%

     Count %
Completely  met  (go  to  q  15) 1 7.7%
Met  to  a  large  extent    (go  to  q  15) 5 38.5%
Met  to  a  moderate  extent    (go  to  q  15) 4 30.8%
Met  to  a  small  extent    (go  to  q  15) 0 0.0%
Not  met  at  all    (go  to  q  15) 0 0.0%
Don't  know    (go  to  q  15) 3 23.1%
Total  Responses:       13 100%

    
Responses  [View  responses  on  sheet  Q15_responses)
Total  Responses:      

    
Responses  (view  responses  on  sheet  Q16_responses)
Total  Responses:      

15.  Please  explain  why  you  did  not  use  the  Literacy  Now  Planning  guide  in  your  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process.

16.  Please  use  the  space  below  to  provide  any  further  comments  about  the  Community  Literacy  Planning  process  that  you  think  
would  be  helpful  to  the  evaluation.

13.  Was  the  Literacy  Now  planning  guide  used  in  your  community  for  the  purpose  of  Community  Literacy  Planning?

14.  How  well  did  the  Literacy  Now  planning  guide  meet  your  needs?
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Technical  Note  11:  Online  Survey  Frequency  Tables:  Other  than  Columbia  Basin  Community  
Respondents,  engaged  to  a  moderate  or  great  extent  
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Respondents  from  Other  than  Columbia  Basin  Communities,  engaged  to  a  great  or  moderate  extent

     Count %
To  a  great  extent 116 53.2%
To  a  moderate  extent 102 46.8%
To  a  small  extent 0 0.0%
Not  involved 0 0.0%
Total  Responses:       218 100%

    
Responses
Total  Responses:      

     Count %
Local  government 5 2.5%
School  district 35 17.3%
Post-­‐secondary  institution 7 3.5%
K-­‐12  school 8 4.0%
Church  group 1 0.5%
Library 23 11.4%
Business  community 4 2.0%
Private  Literacy  service  provider  (e.g.,  Read  Society) 8 4.0%
Aboriginal  community 4 2.0%
Literacy  Outreach  Coordinator 37 18.3%
Public  Health 2 1.0%
Other.  Please  specify:  [see  sheet  Q3_other] 68 33.7%
Total  Responses:       202 100%

Community  Literacy  Planning  Process  Questionnaire
Frequency  Tables

1.  To  what  extent  were  you  involved  in  the  Literacy  Now  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process?

3.  Who  did  you  represent  in  the  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process?

2.  Please  enter  the  name  of  your  community  in  the  space  below.  
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With  respect  to  community  members…

Count %
To  a  great  extent 49 22.8%
To  a  moderate  extent 104 48.4%
To  a  small  extent 38 17.7%
Not  at  all 6 2.8%
Do  not  know 18 8.4%
Total  Responses:       215 100%

Count %
To  a  great  extent 9 4.2%
To  a  moderate  extent 47 22.1%
To  a  small  extent 64 30.0%
Not  at  all 21 9.9%
Do  not  know 72 33.8%
Total  Responses:       213 100%

Count %
To  a  great  extent 85 39.2%
To  a  moderate  extent 93 42.9%
To  a  small  extent 30 13.8%
Not  at  all 4 1.8%
Do  not  know 5 2.3%
Total  Responses:       217 100%

4.  To  what  extent  have  you  seen  the  following  in  your  community  as  a  result  of  the  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process?

A.  Increased  participation  in  literacy  programs

B.  Improved  employability  prospects  for  program  participants

C.  Increased  knowledge  about  literacy  programs  that  are  available  in  the  community  

A 80



With  respect  to  service  providers…
    

Count %
To  a  great  extent 126 58.1%
To  a  moderate  extent 61 28.1%
To  a  small  extent 23 10.6%
Not  at  all 2 0.9%
Do  not  know 5 2.3%
Total  Responses:       217 100%

Count %
To  a  great  extent 111 51.2%
To  a  moderate  extent 70 32.3%
To  a  small  extent 29 13.4%
Not  at  all 2 0.9%
Do  not  know 5 2.3%
Total  Responses:       217 100%

Count %
To  a  great  extent 93 43.1%
To  a  moderate  extent 69 31.9%
To  a  small  extent 34 15.7%
Not  at  all 7 3.2%
Do  not  know 13 6.0%
Total  Responses:       216 100%

D.  Increased  collaboration  and  information  sharing

E.  Partnerships  between  agencies  that  improve  literacy  opportunities

F.  Improved  inter-­‐agency  project  coordination
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With  respect  to  local  literacy  opportunities…

Count %
To  a  great  extent 60 27.8%
To  a  moderate  extent 105 48.6%
To  a  small  extent 34 15.7%
Not  at  all 8 3.7%
Do  not  know 9 4.2%
Total  Responses:       216 100%

Count %
To  a  great  extent 55 25.5%
To  a  moderate  extent 87 40.3%
To  a  small  extent 40 18.5%
Not  at  all 11 5.1%
Do  not  know 23 10.6%
Total  Responses:       216 100%

Count %
To  a  great  extent 74 34.3%
To  a  moderate  extent 92 42.6%
To  a  small  extent 33 15.3%
Not  at  all 7 3.2%
Do  not  know 10 4.6%
Total  Responses:       216 100%

G.  Improved  access  to  local  literacy  opportunities

H.  Improved  quality  of  literacy  programming

I.  A  better  match  between  local  needs  and  literacy  programming
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Count %
To  a  great  extent 64 29.5%
To  a  moderate  extent 78 35.9%
To  a  small  extent 40 18.4%
Not  at  all 16 7.4%
Do  not  know 19 8.8%
Total  Responses:       217 100%

Count %
To  a  great  extent 10 4.7%
To  a  moderate  extent 78 36.4%
To  a  small  extent 56 26.2%
Not  at  all 12 5.6%
Do  not  know 58 27.1%
Total  Responses:       214 100.0%

Count %
To  a  great  extent 34 15.8%
To  a  moderate  extent 98 45.6%
To  a  small  extent 48 22.3%
Not  at  all 10 4.7%
Do  not  know 25 11.6%
Total  Responses:       215 100%

J.  The  development  of  non-­‐traditional  learning  opportunities  and/or  innovative  learning  models

K.  Improved  overall  quality  of  life

L.  A  better  appreciation  for  the  relationship  between  literacy  and  quality  of  life  (social,  economic  and  political)

With  respect  to  overall  community…
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To  a  great  extent
To  a  

moderate  
extent

To  a  small  
extent

Not  at  all Don't  know Count

Local  Government 17  (8.0%) 58  (27.4%) 78  (36.8%) 37  (17.5%) 22  (10.4%) 212  (100%)
School  District 153  (70.2%) 51  (23.4%) 10  (4.6%) 1  (0.5%) 3  (1.4%) 218  (100%)
Post  Secondary  Institutions 79  (37.3%) 80  (37.7%) 30  (14.2%) 17  (8.0%) 6  (2.8%) 212  (100%)
K-­‐12  schools 79  (38.0%) 77  (37.0%) 30  (14.4%) 10  (4.8%) 12  (5.8%) 208  (100%)
Church  groups 4  (1.9%) 16  (7.7%) 65  (31.1%) 85  (40.7%) 39  (18.7%) 209  (100%)
Libraries 123  (57.2%) 66  (30.7%) 19  (8.8%) 4  (1.9%) 3  (1.4%) 215  (100%)
Business  community 15  (7.0%) 48  (22.5%) 101  (47.4%) 30  (14.1%) 19  (8.9%) 213  (100%)

Non-­‐profit  service  provider  (e.g.,  Read  Society)
120  (56.1%) 51  (23.8%) 20  (9.3%) 8  (3.7%) 15  (7.0%) 214  (100%)

Aboriginal  communities 36  (16.8%) 77  (36.0%) 64  (29.9%) 22  (10.3%) 15  (7.0%) 214  (100%)
Public  Health  representatives 24  (11.2%) 62  (28.8%) 66  (30.7%) 36  (16.7%) 27  (12.6%) 215  (100%)
Other.  :  [see  sheet  Q5_other] 35  (32.1%) 25  (22.9%) 12  (11.0%) 4  (3.7%) 33  (30.3%) 109  (100%)

     Count
[See  Sheet  Q6_responses  for  a  list  of  responses.]

5.  To  what  extent  were  the  following  groups  involved  in  the  Community  Literacy  Planning  process?

6.  What  evidence  do  you  see  that  the  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process  is  responsive  to  emerging  needs  and  priorities  of  the  
communities?  
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To  a  great  extent
To  a  

moderate  
extent

To  a  small  
extent

Not  at  all Don't  know Count

School  districts  gained  a  stronger  understanding  
of  the  various  perspectives  on  literacy  throughout  
the  community.

101  (46.8%) 68  (31.5%) 20  (9.3%) 5  (2.3%) 22  (10.2%) 216  (100%)

School  districts  promote  community  alignment  of  
literacy  initiatives.

84  (38.9%) 65  (30.1%) 31  (14.4%) 8  (3.7%) 28  (13.0%) 216  (100%)

School  districts  make  explicit  the  inter-­‐
relationships  among  community  members  and  
the  links  between  formal  and  informal  learning  
systems.

63  (29.3%) 67  (31.2%) 41  (19.1%) 10  (4.7%) 34  (15.8%) 215  (100%)

School  districts  build  on  what  has  already  been  
developed  and  identify  each  partner’s  
contribution

69  (32.4%) 65  (30.5%) 39  (18.3%) 7  (3.3%) 33  (15.5%) 213  (100%)

    
[See  Sheet  Q8_responses  for  a  list  of  responses.]
Total  Responses:      

     Count %
Very  satisfied 88 40.7%
Satisfied 95 44.0%
Neither  satisfied  nor  dissatisfied 24 11.1%
Dissatisfied 4 1.9%
Very  dissatisfied 5 2.3%
Total  Responses:       216 100%

8.  Please  use  the  space  below  to  tell  us  about  three  specific  achievements  from  your  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process  (e.g.,  new  or  
innovative  learning  models,  changes  to  existing  programs,  examples  of  increased  coordination,  improved  quality  of  life,  etc.)

9.  Overall,  how  satisfied  are  you  with  what  the  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process  has  achieved  in  your  community?

7.  To  what  extent  have  you  seen  Community  Literacy  planning  impact  the  District  Literacy  Plan?  
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     Count Count
Lack  of  continuity  in  funding 159 21.5%

90 12.2%

Not  enough  supply  of  literacy  opportunities  in  the  community 59 8.0%
Existing  programming  not  relevant  to  literacy  needs 19 2.6%
Lack  of  coordination  among  literacy  service  providers 68 9.2%
Lack  of  appreciation  for  the  importance  of  literacy  to  overall  quality  of  life 73 9.9%
Insufficient  funding  for  the  provision  of  literacy  services 131 17.7%
Difficult  for  community  members  to  access  centralized  literacy  services 90 12.2%
Other,  please  specify:  [View  responses  on  sheet  Q10_responses] 50 6.8%
Total  Responses:       739 100%

    
[View  responses  on  sheet  Q11_responses
Total  Responses:      

     Count %
Yes  (go  to  Q  13) 183 84.3%
No  (go  to  Q  15) 24 11.1%
Don't  know  (go  to  Q  16) 10 4.6%
Total  Responses:       217 100%

11.  What  lessons  did  you  learn  from  the  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process?  Is  there  anything  you  would  do  differently  if  you  were  to  
do  this  again?

12.  Are  you  familiar  with  the  Literacy  Now  planning  guide  produced  by  LegaciesNow?

10.  What  challenges  to  the  delivery  of  literacy  services,  if  any,  were  identified  through  the  Community  Literacy  Planning  process?  
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     Count %
Yes 163 89.1%
No 2 1.1%
Don't  know 18 9.8%
Total  Responses:       183 100%

     Count %
Completely  met  (go  to  q  15) 28 17.3%
Met  to  a  large  extent    (go  to  q  15) 86 53.1%
Met  to  a  moderate  extent    (go  to  q  15) 33 20.4%
Met  to  a  small  extent    (go  to  q  15) 6 3.7%
Not  met  at  all    (go  to  q  15) 1 0.6%
Don't  know    (go  to  q  15) 8 4.9%
Total  Responses:       162 100%

    
Responses  [View  responses  on  sheet  Q15_responses)
Total  Responses:      

    
Responses  (view  responses  on  sheet  Q16_responses)
Total  Responses:      

15.  Please  explain  why  you  did  not  use  the  Literacy  Now  Planning  guide  in  your  Community  Literacy  Planning  Process.

16.  Please  use  the  space  below  to  provide  any  further  comments  about  the  Community  Literacy  Planning  process  that  you  think  would  
be  helpful  to  the  evaluation.

13.  Was  the  Literacy  Now  planning  guide  used  in  your  community  for  the  purpose  of  Community  Literacy  Planning?

14.  How  well  did  the  Literacy  Now  planning  guide  meet  your  needs?
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