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	Was the project completed within the original timeframe, as outlined in the project proposal?
	YES
	(
	NO
	

	If not, please provide evidence that the change to the timeframe was approved (i.e. email from funder).

	ONLC worked closely with Jeremy Fortier to amend the timelines for this project and received permission to carry this funding forward to the end of March 2009.  The original project was scheduled to begin April 1st and end January 15, 2009 but a short delay in funding made this impossible.   Under the amended timelines this project began June 1, 2008 and ended  March 31, 2009.

	Did the focus of the project or any deliverables change from the original proposal?
	YES
	
	NO
	 (

	If yes, please outline in the space below the nature of these changes and provide evidence that they were approved?

	 


	What were the deliverables of your project?

The deliverables for this project were:
1)
A 2 ½ day professional development training event will be held in 2008 and literacy practitioners from all Native LBS programs will be invited to attend.

2)  Quality professional development sessions will be designed to address a variety of topics related to the needs of Native practitioners as articulated in the 2007 PTAP and issues related to MTCU priorities.
3)  A comprehensive evaluation plan will be developed, in conjunction with an outside evaluator, which will create a clear set of outcomes and success indicators prior to the event and evaluate the training content, process, delivery, and outcomes of the training after the event.

4)  An interim report outlining deliverables achieved, process and outcomes to date will be produced and will be distributed to the project funder.

5)  A final report outlining objectives, evaluation results, process & outcomes will be produced and distributed to the project funder.  It will also be made available to other interested parties via electronic messaging and the ONLC website. 



	Please provide the following information:

a. How successful were you in achieving each deliverable?
All deliverables were fully achieved. 

1) The professional development training event was held at Elmhirst Lodge, just outside of Peterborough, between November 20-23 with sessions taking place the evening of the 20th, all day the 21st & 22nd and ending at noon on November 23rd.

2) Three concurrent streams of relevant, quality training sessions were delivered at this conference.  Stream One was based on the Practitioner Training Action Plan, Stream Two was designed for newer or less experienced practitioners and offered some basic training topics, and Stream Three contained sessions reporting on project work, specific training on ONLC resources and other sessions designed to be of interest to both literacy practitioners and the many guest delegates who joined us from outside agencies.

3) The outside evaluator created the evaluation plan in consultation with the project’s Advisory Group and did an excellent job of articulating outcomes and success indicators prior to the event and evaluating the training content, process, delivery, and outcomes of the actual conference itself.  A full and comprehensive evaluation report was prepared and submitted to ONLC at the end of the project.  A copy of that report will accompany this final report.

4) An interim report was written on October 15th.  Due to an oversight it did not go out immediately but was submitted to TCU on December 5, 2008 once the oversight was discovered.

5) The final deliverable is this final report.  

b. How did you evaluate your success for each?
ONLC hired a qualified outside evaluator who also had experience working with the ONLC on previous projects.  The evaluator sat as an unofficial member of the Advisory Group so they were part of the conference planning process from the very beginning.  They developed a comprehensive evaluation plan early in the project.  This was implemented at the beginning of the planning process and ran throughout the training conference itself with individually designed evaluation surveys for each session, and ending with follow-up evaluation surveys.  Its purpose was to assess the success and effectiveness of the training. Advisory Group members were asked to evaluate the planning and development process and participants were asked to evaluate the value of the training to them as Aboriginal practitioners, the planning and coordination of the event, the materials they received, the quality of the presenters and speakers, and the communication that took place before and during the conference.  Speakers and presenters were also asked to complete evaluation forms commenting on the organization of the event, communication with and support from the ONLC and were asked if they would be interested in being part of other ONLC training events in the future.
A full report on all these evaluations is included in the formal Evaluation Report that accompanies this report and they showed a high degree of satisfaction with the content, the value of the training, and the relevance and applicability of the training.  

c. What activities did your organization do in order to achieve the deliverables?

ONLC posted job calls for project staff and after due process hired an outside evaluator, decided on a project manager and selected members for the volunteer Advisory Group that included ONLC staff, the project coordinator, project manager, the project evaluator, a TCU field consultant, and a board member and experienced Aboriginal literacy practitioner. The Advisory Committee was then actively involved with establishing the content and location of the conference, deciding on the best presenters, key note speakers, etc., and most of the members attended the full conference as well.  One member left her position in the literacy field unexpectedly during the summer preceding the conference and decided that circumstances precluded their remaining on the Advisory Group.  This member reluctantly withdrew herself a few months before the conference took place and the Advisory Group decided not to bring in a new member at that point.
Much time and thought went into the selection of training session topics and how to offer the most balanced and complete training program within the timeframe of the conference.  This lead to offering three concurrent streams, each with its own selection of sessions for people to choose from.  This is the first time ONLC had tried to offer so many options and while participants really appreciated the variety, it did increase the overall cost of the event in additional presenter fees, material costs and so on.  In all 17 sessions were offered, some being double sessions.  In addition to these there was a Keynote Address by Robert Lovelace, a plenary session co-presented by the Assembly of First Nations and the Canadian Council on Learning, a second plenary related to the new Self-Management/Self-Direction resource, the Annual General Meeting and a final Round Table and Talking Circle evaluation sessions. 

Most presenters and speakers were in place early in the planning process although, as is inevitably the case, a couple of changes had to be made in the last few months.  The majority of the presenters were Aboriginal and many of the participants commented on the depth and feeling of reality that this brought to the conference.
Once the training agenda was established, a full colour, multi-page conference flyer and registration package was created which was used to advertise the conference and encourage participation.  In addition to inviting all the literacy practitioners working in the Native Stream, an open invitation in the form of the conference package was sent to all non-Aboriginal literacy programs in Ontario and to all the provincial and territorial literacy organizations across Canada.  ONLC posted the information, including an on-line registration form, on its website and a number of other organizations did the same thing on their websites and/or passed the information along to their members.  This included Community Literacy Ontario (CLO), the College Sector, CESBA (the Ontario Association of Adult and Continuing Education School Board Administrators), the National Adult Literacy Database (NALD), the Ontario Literacy Coalition (OLC), the Movement for Canadian Literacy (MCL), the Saskatchewan Aboriginal Literacy Network (SALN), and the National Indigenous Literacy Association (NILA).   Through partner Employment Ontario agencies the word went out to employment training and support agencies across Ontario and Aboriginal organizations such as the Aboriginal Human Resource Development Agreement (AHRDA) holders and their Local Delivery Mechanism (LDM) organizations through the Aboriginal Peoples Directorate of Service Canada.  ONLC would like to note here that outside delegates paid their own way to attend and were not subsidized by project funding.

d. What factors positively and/or negatively affected the success of your project?

On the positive side the support and active participation of the Advisory Group was instrumental in making the conference the success it was.  The participation of so many professionals from outside our Native literacy stream was somewhat unexpected but most gratifying.  They added a depth and variety of experience and a perspective that really enriched the event for the literacy practitioners who were the primary delegate group.  This was reflected in comments from participants especially related to the value and extent of the networking that took place at this conference. 
Basing the content on the Practitioner Training Action Plan kept the sessions true to the needs of the field and the use of Aboriginal presenters lent another element of credibility and positive energy to the training.  The keynote speaker, Robert Lovelace, set just the right note for the conference and participants commented on the feeling that developed from that point on, with each session and speaker building on the momentum of the one before.  Conference coordinators try very hard to bring together exactly the right blend of presenters, participants and content because the people and the messages are so key to the success of any training event.  When it ‘works’ the results are very special and for whatever reasons, this event really ‘worked’.  Throughout the event people commented on the underlying feeling of excitement, solidarity, mutual support and community that rippled through the days and nights they spent together.  It is hard to describe or quantify that intangible presence but it was there and it lifted a good conference to a great experience for everyone involved.  One element that lead to such a successful event can, however, be documented was the attendance and open sharing and participation of several TCU staff members.  Evaluations and verbal feedback during the event confirmed how welcome their presence was and how much practitioners appreciated their input and supportive comments.  There is no better way to build bridges and dispel fear and anxiety than to let people live, laugh, eat and learn together as individuals.  Our personal thanks to each and every one of these busy people who made the effort not only to attend but to become such a dynamic part of the conference.

On a more practical front, Elmhirst Resort was an excellent venue and the beautiful lake, natural setting, friendly accommodating staff and wonderful food definitely added to the experience for participants. While ONLC can not take credit for the weather it turned out to be almost perfect which, for that time of year, is most unusual and much appreciated by staff and participants alike.  This was really brought home by the fact that two delegates who were scheduled to attend were unable to be present because of road closures due to heavy snow and whiteout conditions.

On the negative side ONLC was approached by quite a few individuals from literacy programs outside of Ontario who very much wanted to be part of the conference but who could not afford the costs involved.  Two areas that were repeatedly mentioned were travel, especially where air flights were involved, and the cost of accommodation and meals at the resort. They called to ask if ONLC had any funds to help subsidize them but nothing was available.  ONLC was able to find additional funding for two Anglophone literacy practitioners from northern Ontario to subsidize their travel and accommodation/meals.  They were able to make the case that they needed the type of culturally relevant training being offered at this conference because there was a large Aboriginal population in their community and no Aboriginal LBS program to serve their needs.  It is truly unfortunate that more of these potential delegates could not have been accommodated because it would have been an even richer learning experience with their presence and input.  The only other negative note was that the resort did not have an elevator and moving between sessions often involved going up and down stairs which was difficult for some delegates with health and mobility issues.  
e. What has been the impact of your project?  Where there major changes in your organization as a result of this project?

This training provided Native LBS programs with a wide variety of professional development training for their practitioners.  This is the only provincial Aboriginal PD training most of them are able to participate in during the year and it also serves as a time of renewal and reconnection for program personnel who are scattered across a huge geographic area and operate in isolation most of the year.  The training offered on IMS data entry, business plan development, CIPMS and other topics related to program capacity and accountability was very beneficial, especially for newer practitioners and certainly would help programs meet ministry expectations.
This year the participation of so many outside delegates gave ONLC an opportunity to provide information and first hand knowledge of the Aboriginal literacy and essential skills activities in Ontario to people from many areas, many fields and several other provinces and territories. Their participation also helped the literacy practitioners in the Native stream to realize how well they are doing and how much of an impact they are making.  This kind of revelation can only come when you sit with someone who does not have access to what you might take for granted and Ontario is unique in the level of provincial support and funding it provides to Aboriginal literacy programs and the people they serve.
f. What recommendations would you make to another organization seeking to undertake a similar project?

Providing this type of concentrated and in-depth, culturally relevant training to Aboriginal practitioners is absolutely essential if the field is to continue to move forward and be better able to meet the needs of its Aboriginal adult clients.  ONLC would actively encourage other Native groups or organizations to provide similar training for their staff and ONLC would be prepared to offer any support that would help that take place.  To hold an conference such as this one, especially with the number of concurrent sessions offered, takes a great deal of organization prior to the event and ONLC would encourage others to make sure they allow sufficient time to both plan the event and to advertise it.  

Despite having information out months in advance of the conference ONLC was still receiving requests from would-be participants (outside delegates) who had ‘just heard about this conference this morning’ up to the day before the event, long past the technical cut-off date for registrations.  ONLC believes this was due to the information trickling down through the hierarchy of outside organizations more slowly than anticipated - chiefly within school boards from the board to the schools and then to the teachers and principals.  This would indicate that advertising needs to begin even earlier that ONLC did for this event if outside delegates are to be reached well in advance of the event.


	Additional information / comments: 

ONLC would like to thank the funder for the opportunity to provide this valuable training for Native literacy practitioners across Ontario. ONLC would also like to thank the TCU staff members who attended the conference as both presenters and participants.  We know that the many outside delegates who paid for the privilege of taking part and learning from our expertise were thrilled to have such a conference to attend and the opportunity would not have been possible without the support and financial contribution of the Ministry.
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