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Foreword

As President of the Treasury Board, I am
pleased to submit to Parliament a report on the
implementation of the Official Languages
Program in federal institutions as required by
section 48 of the Official Languages Act. This
seventh Annual Report which I am submitting
today to both houses of Parliament covers the
period from April 1, 1994 to March 31, 1995.

I am particularly pleased to submit this report
because, of the three which I have tabled since
my appointment, it is the first to cover a period
of 12 consecutive months during which I have
been President of the Treasury Board. The
report gives an account of our achievements in
the area of official languages and demonstrates
the positive results of the Program as well as
the government’s interest in ensuring its
efficient and effective implementation in
federal institutions.

During the fiscal year covered in this report,
the final set of provisions of the Official
Languages (Communications with and Services
to the Public) Regulations came into effect. The
government was more concerned than ever
that federal institutions should continue to
serve Canadians in the official language of their
choice, wherever the law requires if.

The goal of the Quality Services initiative, for
which I am responsible, is to improve the deliv-
ery of quality services to Canadians. Under this
initiative, service standards will be drafted and
public satisfaction measured to assure
Canadians that their government is attentive to
their needs and is using every dollar spent on
their behalf as effectively as possible. To be of
real quality, services must also be provided to
clients in the official language of their choice




without their having to request it and
must be of comparable quality in both
official languages.

That is why I have personally asked my fellow
ministers to report on the action they have
taken to inform the public about the location
of offices required to provide services in both
official languages. I also made a commitment to
the Standing Joint Committee on Official
Languages that I would submit a report on all
federal offices with an obligation to serve
the public in both official languages and to put
forward an action plan compendium for those
offices whose performance is found to
be inadequate.

In the same spirit, the Treasury Board
Secretariat has set about strengthening its col-
laboration with federal institutions to make it
possible for the various components of the
Official Languages Program to be audited as an
integral part of the audit cycle of federal institu-
tions, taking into account the particular circum-
stances under which each institution operates.
Given that the audit cycle is dictated by the
institution’s responsibilities, frequency of audits
would vary, depending among other things, on
the problems and complaints identified.
I'intend to be kept informed about the results
of these audits, which should bring about
necessary improvements in areas such as the
language of work.

At this time of budgetary restraint and downsiz-
ing of the public service, I am pleased to note
that the participation rates of Anglophones and
Francophones in federal institutions have been
maintained. In addition, program costs have
remained reasonable even with an increase in
the total cost of the bilingualism bonus follow-
ing the payment of the bonus to eligible mem-
bers of the Royal Canadian Mounted Police.

Over the past fiscal year, which marked the
25th anniversary of the first Official Languages
Act, it has seemed to me more important than
ever to be watchful that federal institutions fulfil
their language obligations and demonstrate the
government’s commitment to official lan-
guages. This is the mandate that Parliament
has entrusted to the Treasury Board. It is also
the personal challenge which I accepted on
my appointment.

The country that we have built over the
decades draws its strength and individuality
from the respect it has always shown for the
distinctive characteristics of the two official lan-
guage communities. It is up to our federal insti-
tutions to reflect through their daily activities
the will and vitality to maintain the tightly
woven fabric of our society by serving
Canadians in the official language of their
choice, wherever required by law.

English and French are the official languages
of Canada, and the 1982 Canadian Charter of
Rights and Freedoms enshrines in the
Constitution their equality of status and equal
rights and privileges in Canadian parliamentary
and governmental institutions. The government
has an obligation to ensure that this equality is
maintained in the interest and on behalf of all
citizens of this country. Throughout the past fis-
cal year, its commitment to do precisely that
has never wavered, as witnessed by the
achievements set out in the seventh Annual
Report on the status of official languages in
federal institutions, which I have the pleasure
to table today.



Introduction

The Canadian approach to official languages
is based on the principle of institutional bilin-
gualism. This means that the obligations of the
Act apply first and foremost to federal institu-
tions. It is not individual Canadians that have
to be bilingual, the responsibility is on
federal institutions.

The purpose of the Official Languages Act is to
make the equality of status and equal rights
and privileges of English and French a reality
within federal institutions. To this end, it
defines the three basic components of
Canadian institutional bilingualism:

e service to the public, namely the obligation
of federal institutions to provide services to
the public in both official languages and the
corresponding right of the public to commu-
nicate with federal institutions and to
receive services in the official language of
their choice where provided for by the law;

e language of work, namely the obligation of
federal institutions to create work environ-
ments conducive to the effective use of both
official languages in hilingual regions desig-
nated for this purpose and the correspond-
ing right of their employees to be able to
work in the official language of their choice
in these regions; and

e equitable participation, or the commitment
to see that English- and French-speaking
Canadians have equal employment
and advancement opportunities within
federal institutions.

The year 1994-95 has been a productive one in
all these areas.
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First of all, the Treasury Board Secretariat
(TBS) launched a series of regional consulta-
tions to help the managers of some 700 federal
offices across Canada apply the provisions of
the Regulations on service to the public.

In accordance with the intention expressed last
year to strengthen its monitoring activities, the
Secretariat has begun planning the audit of vari-
ous components of the Official Languages
Program and has launched the first phase with
audits of service to the public and the use of
translation services. It is also developing an
Audit Guide on Official Languages, preparing a
grid intended to make the language require-
ments of positions easier to identify and design-
ing questionnaires on language of work and
satisfaction of the public.

Following the decision to make the use of the
services of the Translation Bureau by depart-
ments and agencies for translations in official,
foreign and Aboriginal languages optional, the
Secretariat published a User’s Guide for
Translation Services to assist federal institu-
tions concerned in adapting to the new system.

As part of its information to the public mandate,
the TBS has published, in official language
minority community newspapers, a list of feder-
al offices and service points required
by law to provide their services in both
official languages.

The President of the Treasury Board has
appeared twice before the Standing Joint
Committee on Official Languages in fiscal year
1994-95 to respond to questions from members
of Parliament on his last two annual reports as
well as on various aspects of the Program. On
these occasions, he has reaffirmed his inten-
tion to cooperate with the Committee and to
work more closely with the Commissioner of
Official Languages. He has also committed
himself to ensure that federal institutions
comply with their language obligations
to Canadians.

As a result of deficiencies identified in audits
and special studies carried out by the
Secretariat and the Office of the Commissioner
of Official Languages, the President has
promised to report on all offices that have an
obligation to serve the public in both official
languages and to table a compendium of action
plans for those offices whose performance is
less than satisfactory.

During the next fiscal year, the Treasury Board
plans to step up its initiatives for monitoring
and coordinating the three Program compo-
nents. The fiscal year 199596 has been desig-
nated “language-of-work year,” and federal insti-
tutions will be asked throughout the year to
increase their vigilance and efforts to create
work environments truly conducive to the use
of both official languages by their employees.

For its part, the TBS will strengthen its role as
the implementation facilitator of the Program
by making the required tools available to feder-
al institutions to enable them to meet the gov-
ernment’s official languages objectives.

The Board will continue to see to the effective
implementation of the Official Languages
Program by providing advice and assistance to
institutions and by facilitating the sharing of
sound Official Languages Program manage-
ment practices in federal institutions. These
management practices take on special impor-
tance in the context of the financial restraint
that the public service will continue to undergo
in the coming years, which will require federal
institutions to demonstrate initiative to ensure
that Canadians can continue to receive afford-
able services in both official languages and fur-
ther ensure the equality of status and rights and
privileges of Canada’s two official languages.
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The Official Languages (Communications with
and Services to the Public) Regulations are the
instrument by which some key provisions of
Part IV of the Official Languages Act regarding
service to the public are applied. While the Act
sets out the service-to-the-public obligations of
federal institutions and of their offices, in the
National Capital Region (NCR), the Regulations
define in detail the specific circumstances
under which federal institutions are required to
provide services in both official languages to
the Canadian public in all other regions.

The Regulations provide that implementation
would be phased in over a period of three years
to enable federal institutions to take the
hecessary steps to apply the provisions within
a reasonable timeframe. The 1994-95 fiscal year
is thus the one in which the last series of
regulatory provisions came into effect on
December 16, 1994.

Approach

The approach adopted in the Regulations
allows virtually all Canadians to receive ser-
vices from their federal institutions in the offi-
cial language of their choice outside the NCR.
The rules are a result of giving due considera-
tion not only to the diverse distribution of offi-
cial language minority communities and net-
works of federal offices throughout Canada but
also of the kinds of federal services provided to
the public.

The Regulations cover three types of provi-
sions: those based on significant demand,
those related to the nature of the office, and
those dealing with services provided to the
travelling public by contract.

The Regulations do not give only one definition
of “significant demand.” Indeed the determin-
ing factors of significant demand are the

relative and absolute size of official language
minority communities and their distribution.
This enables both official language communi-
ties to receive the federal services they need in
the official language of their choice, whether
they live in large cities, small towns or
rural areas.

The Regulations also take account of the num-
ber of offices of a given institution and the
nature of their services in areas where an offi-
cial language minority community is concen-
trated, so that not all of these offices are
required to provide bilingual services.

The approach envisioned in the Regulations
also recognizes that for certain kinds of federal
services, the significance of the demand may
depend on factors other than demographics
alone. The approach also guarantees that the
travelling public can obtain services provided
by contractors in places like airports and
railway stations in the official language of
their choice.

The rules regarding the nature of the office rec-
ognize that some services must be provided in
both official languages, whatever the level of
demand. This is the case, for example, for
health and safety and security of the public in
certain situations, for services provided in
locations like national parks or embassies and
consulates or for events of national or
international scope.

This approach guarantees English- and French-
speaking Canadians fair and ready access to
services from federal institutions. It is realistic,
comprehensive and balanced, and it takes into
account the particular characteristics of the
Canadian context. Because it is not applied as a
single and universal rule, which would
inevitably be reductionist, this approach is a fair
and measured one.



Application

The Regulations apply to all federal institutions
subject to the Official Languages Act as well as
to all other organizations such as Air Canada!
and designated airport authorities,”? which have
official languages obligations under other
federal legislation.

Provisions in effect on
December 16, 1994

On December 16, 1994, the provisions relating
to maritime communication services, to search
and rescue services, and to services provided
under contract to the travelling public came
into effect. All the provisions of the Regulations
now apply, and all federal offices that have an
obligation under the Regulations are responsi-
ble for complying with them.

Chart 1 below shows the percentage break-
down of federal offices required to provide ser-
vices in both official languages by type of
applicable rule, as of December 31, 1994. The
majority of these offices (66 per cent) are

Chart 1

Distribution! of bilingual federal offices and points of
service in Canada by type of regulatory provisions
applicable as of December 31, 1994

— Nature of
T the office
e 16%

Significant demand
specific rules
18%

Signiticant demand
general rules
66%

Tasa proportion af all bilingual effices in Canada subject to
the Official Languages Aegulations (NRC exciuded).

! Under the Air Canada Public Participation Act.

2 Under the Act to amend the Airport Transfer
(Miscellaneous Matters) Act.

subject to the general rules relating to signifi-
cant demand, while 18 per cent of them are sub-
ject to particular rules and 16 per cent to those
rules concerning the nature of the office. As
the chart shows, the majority of these offices
are covered either by the general rules or those
related to the nature of the office.

The Regulations apply only to offices located
outside the NCR because offices in the NCR
are subject to the Official Languages Act.
Chart 2 below illustrates the breakdown of fed-
eral offices in Canada (including the NCR)
which have a mandate to serve the public,
according to whether or not they have official
language obligations.

Chart 2

Federal offices and service points with
official languages obligations as a proportion
of all federal offices and service points
(including NCR), as of March 31, 1995

_0_ .
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This chapter reviews the activities undertaken
by the Treasury Board under its mandate for
the general direction and coordination of the
Official Languages Program in federal institu-
tions during the 1994-95 fiscal year.

Roles and responsibilities

The Treasury Board, a Cabinet Committee, is
responsible for the general direction and coor-
dination of federal policies and programs relat-
ing to the implementation of the provisions of
the Official Languages Act on language of ser-
vice, language of work and the equitable partic-
ipation of English- and French-speaking
Canadians in all federal institutions, with the
exception of the Senate, the House of
Commons and the Library of Parliament.

Under this mandate, the Treasury Board must
ensure that federal institutions fulfil their offi-
cial languages obligations, assess the effective-
ness of programs and policies, and provide fed-
eral institutions with policies and guidelines for
the implementation and monitoring of official
languages programs.

The Treasury Board meets its official lan-
guages responsibilities with the support of the
Treasury Board Secretariat, and more particu-
larly, the Official Languages and Employment
Equity Branch (OLEEB).

Although it is the President of the Treasury
Board who is responsible for the implementa-
tion of those parts of the Act concerning
service to the public, language of work and
equitable participation, each federal institution
must ensure that each of these three Program
components is implemented within its own
realm of responsibilities.

Federal institutions are thus required to
account to the Treasury Board for their perfor-
mance with regard to their official languages
program, to ensure that policies and guidelines
issued by the Treasury Board are observed
and to establish internal accountability

mechanisms that will produce the desired
results. They must also plan and conduct audits
covering various aspects of the program.

Accountability framework

The efficient and effective attainment of the
objectives of the Official Languages Program in
federal institutions requires the establishment
of a frame of reference against which the insti-
tutions subject to the Official Languages Act can
measure their performance. This framework is
defined by the Act and Official Languages
Regulations as well as by the official languages
policies approved by the Treasury Board in
order to set out and specify the requirements
which federal institutions must meet, The
framework is supplemented by guidelines
which suggest concrete measures to help
federal institutions meet their official
languages obligations.

During the fiscal year under report, the TBS
undertook to streamline its policies, including
those relating to official languages, in order to
make federal institutions more accountable and
to reduce administrative costs. As a conse-
quence, the official languages policy frame-
work, which had already been consolidated in
1993 with all policies compiled in a single vol-
ume of the Treasury Board Manual," will give
more flexibility to federal institutions and will
clarify responsibilities while emphasizing
results and cutting down on paperwork.

While it is important to articulate and define in
concrete terms the obligations set out by
Parliament, it is no less necessary to ensure
that federal institutions meet them. It is for this
reason that the TBS has set up an official lan-
guages accountability framework correspond-
ing to the three program components,
which sets out the results to be achieved in
each area, the indicators used to measure these
results, and the sources of information for
the indicators.

! Treasury Board Manual, volume on “Official Languages,”
June 1993.
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The accountability framework was revised and
reoriented in 1993 to emphasize the results to
be achieved rather than the means to achieve
them or the infrastructure to be put in place.
Federal institutions thus have the freedom
to choose and implement the means and
mechanisms that they deem appropriate, with
due regard to their specific circumstances,
and to essentially report the results to the
Treasury Board.

The official languages accountability frame-
work consists of two components: the account-
ability instruments through which federal insti-
tutions, together with the TBS, agree on the
results they expect to achieve; and the audits
with which institutions can assess the official
languages situation and identify areas where
there are shortcomings or weaknesses.

The main accountability instruments are
Official Languages Letters of Understanding
(LOU), for departments and agencies, and
Official Languages Agreements (Agreement)
for Crown corporations. A LOU or an Agree-
ment is required for all federal institutions.

The LOU is an agreement between a depart-
ment or agency and the Treasury Board on the
way in which the institution intends to meet its
official languages obligations. On the one hand,
it allows the institution to take stock of its per-
formance with respect to each obligation, par-
ticularly its strengths and weaknesses, and on
the other hand, to decide, within the framework
of an action plan, on priorities and objectives for
the duration of the agreement. The department
or agency submits an Annual Management
Report to the TBS which gives an account of
the progress made and which can be used to
make possible amendments to the agreement.

For Crown corporations, Agreements
are the counterpart of LOUs. Agreements and
LOUs normally cover a period of three years.
Both must be approved by Treasury
Board ministers.

94/95

Federal institutions with 100 or fewer employ-
ees which are able to demonstrate a good offi-
cial languages performance may choose to sign
a simplified agreement consisting of a letter in
which the deputy head promises to maintain
the institution’s level of performance and to
submit a brief annual progress report on
their program.

Upon their expiry, the TBS may decide to
extend the LOUs or the Agreements which
focus on maintaining past achievements and on
areas of improvement, and which are also the
subject of an Annual Management Report. The
Secretariat may also suggest a simplified agree-
ment if the size and performance of the institu-
tion justify it or may decide to grant an exemp-
tion if the institution can demonstrate an excel-
lent performance which it is committed to
maintain and on which it will report annually.
These options very much depend on the official
languages situation within the institution and
can be reconsidered if performance declines.

Agreements are reached through a process of
consultation and negotiation in which the par-
ties, namely federal institutions and the TBS,
work together to try to reconcile obligations,
priorities, and constraints.

The purpose of the “audit” component of the
accountability framework is to encourage feder-
al institutions to audit the implementation of
their official languages program. This compo-
nent is also intended to help the TBS monitor
the overall progress and results of program
implementation, to ensure institutions comply
with their obligations and to identify areas
where improvements are needed.

The TBS facilitates the carrying out of audits
by providing federal institutions with a number
of helpful tools and instruments, by coordinat-
ing audits, and by analysing the conclusions
and findings of audit reports.
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The Secretariat also conducts its own program
implementation audits which, along with the
internal audits of departments and agencies,
allows it not only to report to Parliament on the
status of official languages in federal institu-
tions, but also to set priorities, identify gaps and
recommend measures or action plans to
address them.

Including audits and accountability instruments
within the same accountability framework
allows federal institutions as well as the
Treasury Board to track and monitor the imple-
mentation and progress of the Official
Languages Program on an ongoing basis.
LOUs and Agreements are negotiated, and
Annual Management reports prepared, partly
on the basis of these audit findings and conclu-
sions. Audits also can serve as the basis for tak-
ing specific actions, where necessary,

The structure of this accountability framework
thus focuses on the results of the implementa-
tion of the Official Languages Program, identi-
fies the areas where improvements are needed
and clearly defines the responsibilities of the
parties while ensuring ongoing communica-
tions and discussion between the Treasury
Board, federal institutions and Parliament.

Activities carried out by
the Treasury Board in
support of its role

One of the events of note for the year under
report was certainly the decision taken by the
President of the Treasury Board to ask all fed-
eral institutions to submit detailed action plans
for any offices responsible for providing service
to the public in both official languages whose
performance was unsatisfactory.

Every federal institution is required to evaluate
the performance of every one of its offices that
has an obligation to provide service to the
public in either official language and must

present a report to the Secretary of the
Treasury Board outlining the results of these
evaluations as well as a detailed plan on mea-
sures to be taken for offices whose perfor-
mance is unsatisfactory. Moreover, institutions
must report on the implementation of these
action plans before the end of the next fiscal
year. As a follow-up to his commitment to the
Standing Joint Committee on Official
Languages, the President of the Treasury
Board will submit a report on the status of all
concerned offices of each of the institutions.

The implementation of these action plans
should improve the official languages situation
in offices and service points whose perfor-
mance is weak or inadequate and ensure that
Canadians can count on their federal institu-
tions for quality services in the official language
of their choice.

In 1994-95, the OLEEB continued to rely on
three divisions to support the Treasury Board’s
official languages responsibilities within
federal institutions:

* the Policy Division, for the interpretation
of the Act and pursuant regulations, for
the development and communication
of policies as well as for review and analysis
functions, and for work related to parlia-
mentary activities;

* the Program Division, for daily activities
related to the implementation of the
Program, the negotiation of LOUs and
Agreements and the monitoring of the
accountability framework; and

* the Consultation and Client Services
Division, for liaison with official language
minority communities, federal managers
and employees and other levels of govern-
ment, as well as for information activities
and regional consultations.



In 1994-95, the Branch had 39 full-time equiva-
lents? to carry out its official languages activi-
ties. The Treasury Board allotted $3.7 million
to the carrying out of its official languages man-
date. A description of the Treasury Board’s
major activities in support of its role during the
year under report follows.

Audit and monitoring

In 1994, just before the final provisions of the
Official Languages (Communications with and
Services to the Public) Regulations came into
effect, the OLEEB held a number of regional
consultations across Canada to find out about
the situations in offices required to serve the
public in both official languages. While it could
not be compared to an audit because of its
objectives and approach, this series of visits
nonetheless fits into the Treasury Board moni-
toring mandate. Visits were made to 725 offices
of all sizes in urban and rural areas outside the
NCR to make office managers more aware of
their obligations and of ways of meeting them,
to identify the strengths and weaknesses of
their implementation of the Regulations and to
help managers find the most appropriate
solutions to the problems identified.

The visits not only provided information and
support to managers in the implementation of
the Regulations, but also gathered useful infor-
mation. The Secretariat thus found that tele-
phone services are available in both official lan-
guages in 83 per cent of the offices visited, and
in-person services in 82 per cent of these
offices. A study carried out by the Office of the
Commissioner of Official Languages® during
the same period came to similar conclusions.

The Branch is currently finalizing the compila-
tion of the results of its findings. It will release
an analysis of its findings during the next fiscal
year along ‘with a number of recommendations
applicable to the offices visited as well as to all
other offices required to serve the public in
both official languages.

e
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During the year under report and following a
reorganization of its auditing and evaluation
activities, the Secretariat launched two official
languages audit projects. The first, undertaken
between January and March 1995, concerned
in an initial phase, key services provided to the
public in the Census Metropolitan Areas* of
Toronto and Halifax. In addition to a sampling
of offices required to serve the public in both
official languages, the audit examined commer-
cial services provided to the travelling public by
contractors in airports in these two cities. It was
also designed to determine to what extent and
how offices and contractors audited meet their
obligations and to measure public satisfaction
with the availability of services in their official
language of choice. The next phases will be
spread over the following two fiscal years and
will cover all the major urban centres
in Canada.

The second audit, on the use of translation ser-
vices, was carried out between February and
March 1995 and covered a sample of federal
institutions in the NCR, in Halifax, and in
Winnipeg. Its objective was to confirm whether
internal policies concerning the production of
documents in both official languages and exist-
ing management control measures made it pos-
sible to avoid the unnecessary translation of
documents by federal institutions for which the
Treasury Board is the employer.

2 The expression “full-time equivalent” is a unit to measure
human resources use. It indicates the number of hours
worked by employees during the year divided by the number
of regular work hours (as defined by the relevant collective
agreement) in the same year. One full-ime employee thus
represents one fulltime equivalent unit whereas a part-time
employee represents a fraction of the fullime equivalent. It
should be noted that the number of full-time equivalents
used does not necessarily correspond to the total number
of employees.

3 The Commissioner’s study, which covered some 1 200
offices, found that in 79 per cent of the time, service was
obtained in the requested language.

¢ As defined by Statistics Canada for Census purposes.
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Audit reports on these two projects should be
completed in 1995-96 and their results will be
made available to the public.

The TBS also undertook during this period to
develop a set of tools for federal institutions to
help them implement the Official Languages
Program and evaluate its results. In March
1995, the OLEEB distributed for comments a
questionnaire on the use of official languages at
work for departments and agencies based on a
similar questionnaire developed by a group of
Crown corporations. The questionnaire is
intended to be used by employees. Once adapt-
ed to the particular situation and needs of
departments and agencies, it should help them
determine whether they are meeting their lan-
guage of work obligations.

Following the decision to make the services of
the Translation Bureau for translation in offi-
cial, foreign and aboriginal languages optional
as of April 1, 1995, the OLEEB published, in
March 1995, a User’s Guide for Translation
Services to help departments and agencies
adapt to the new system. The objective of
the Guide, which is intended for those respon-
sible for official languages and all managers
who must make translation decisions, is to pro-
vide information on the translation market
and profession and advice on the various
aspects of translation management in the
federal government.

During the fiscal year under review, the
OLEEB launched a project to develop a ques-
tionnaire on satisfaction of the public with
regard to the offer and delivery of services in
both official languages. The questionnaire, to
be published in 1995-96, will be accompanied
by a user’s guide. It has been designed for use
by offices that provide services on-site to the
public, and is aimed at helping federal institu-
tions evaluate client satisfaction. The guide sets
out four methods for administering the ques-
tionnaire, along with detailed notes on the
advantages and disadvantages of each method
and its procedure.

The Secretariat initiated the development of
two other guides during the year under report,
one on auditing the entire Official Languages
Program and the other on the identification of
the language requirements of positions. The
first is intended for the audit community and is
designed to measure concrete progress and
results of the implementation of the Program,
as well as to ensure compliance with existing
policies and to evaluate the effectiveness of
measures taken by federal institutions to meet
their legal obligations. The second guide con-
sists of two components, one intended for audi-
tors and the other for managers who must iden-
tify the language requirements of positions for
which they are responsible. Both guides will be
available before the end of the next fiscal year.

These audit support activities have moved in
the direction set out by the OLEEB and the
Secretariat in the last few years to strengthen
collaboration with the audit community in order
to ensure a better follow-up of Program
implementation and to make institutions
more accountable.

At the same time, as part of regular program
monitoring activities and the negotiation of
Official Languages Letters of Understanding
and Agreements, the OLEEB has analysed
audits conducted by federal institutions.
Overall, these tend to reflect a satisfactory situ-
ation with no widespread problems of major
proportions. The Branch ensures, however,
that recommendations are followed up and
steps taken to provide lasting solutions to any
difficulties encountered. It provides ongoing
help and advice to institutions to find and imple-
ment the most effective solutions.

During the year under report, the Secretariat
received several audit reports focused entirely
or in part on official languages, which were for-
warded to the Standing Joint Committee on
Official Languages and to the Office of the
Commissioner of Official Languages, as
promised by the President of the Treasury
Board when he appeared before the Committee
on April 27, 1994. A number of specific
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problems were mentioned in these internal
audits, in particular, with regard to the active
offer of service, communications, and various
aspects of language of work.

For example, in some offices, clients were not
informed that they could be served in their pre-
ferred official language, by telephone or in per-
son. With regard to communications, the local-
ly produced notices were sometimes posted in
the language of the majority of the population
or were of poor linguistic quality. In some loca-
tions, there were no posters informing the pub-
lic that services were available in both official
languages. As for language of work, at some
offices, employees did not receive all the infor-
mation required on their rights, and ongoing
communications with supervisors at all levels
were too frequently carried out in the majority
language. Recommendations were made on the
gaps and weaknesses identified in these
reports, and the Secretariat is closely monitor-
ing their follow-up.

The OLEEB has also started meeting with
those responsible for internal audits in a num-
ber of institutions in order to request that they
conduct audits on relevant aspects of the pro-
gram and report to the Secretariat thereafter on
action taken.

This part of the OLEEB’s activities relating to
auditing and monitoring the implementation of
the Official Languages Program are within the
mandate of the Treasury Board. They also fol-
low-up on the commitments made by the
President and the Secretary to the Standing
Joint Committee on Official Languages and to
the Commissioner of Official Languages in
order to improve service to the public in both
official languages in federal institutions, to
strengthen cooperation efforts with the
Commissioner of Official Languages and to
take the necessary steps to make federal insti-
tutions more accountable.

As previously noted, Official Languages Letters
of Understanding and Agreements are one
of the accountability instruments preferred
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by the TBS for official languages. Since the
introduction of the process of negotiating
Letters of Understanding and the signing of the
first such letter in 1989, approximately 100
Official Languages Letters of Understanding
and Agreements have been signed with federal
institutions subject to the Official Languages Act.

The Annual Management reports® submitted by
federal institutions as a follow-up to their letter
or agreement are a useful complement to audit
reports since they make it possible to chart the
progress made by each institution, to analyse
follow-up action taken on commitments made
by senior management and, if necessary, to
amend Letters and Agreements.

Information

As set out in paragraph 46(1) (f) of the Official
Languages Act, the Treasury Board is mandat-
ed to provide information to the public and to
officers and employees of federal institutions
relating to official languages policies and
programs. This essential activity requires the
Secretariat to maintain efficient and ongoing
communication networks with official language
minority communities and employees of
federal institutions.

The Treasury Board is very much aware of the
significance of this role. After the second series
of regulatory provisions came into effect, the
President wrote, in May 1994, to his colleagues
in federal institutions to remind them how
important it was to inform the public about the
location of offices required to provide services
in both official languages and to ask them
to report on the steps they had taken in
this regard.

In June 1994, the Secretariat published a list of
federal offices and service points which must
provide services in both official languages.
During the summer of 1994, it also arranged for
the publication of some 445 000 inserts in most

5 In 1994-95, some 50 reports were submitted by federal
institutions.
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official languages minority community newspa-
pers with details on the location of these offices
and service points.

At the same time, the TBS has continued to
meet and consult with official language minori-
ty communities on a regular basis by attending
annual general meetings of their associations to
ensure that the delivery of various elements of
the Program respond to their needs and to
keep informed of their concerns. Moreover, in
1994-95, the Branch held several information
meetings with official language minority com-
munities in British Columbia, the Yukon,
Alberta, Saskatchewan, Manitoba, and Prince
Edward Island. It also replied to a number of
requests for information from university
researchers, secondary schools and individuals
wishing to obtain details and clarification on
official languages in federal institutions,

In November 1994, the TBS published a
brochure for the public and for federal employ-
ees entitled Official Languages in Federal
Institutions/Les langues officielles dans les insti-
tutions fédérales, which describes the main fea-
tures of the Program.

The Treasury Board President’s appearances
before the Standing Joint Committee on Official
Languages on April 27, 1994 and March 1, 1995
were also occasions to examine several aspects
of the management of the Program, particularly
with regard to costs and the accountability
framework. On these occasions, the President
reiterated his commitment to.transparency,
agreeing to submit audit reports of federal insti-
tutions.

The Secretariat has also kept up its information
activities for federal employees. Besides the
1994 regional meetings with managers of some
725 offices required to provide services in both
official languages, the OLEEB staff met groups
of federal employees in Victoria, Edmonton,
Vancouver and the NCR. In March 1995, the
Branch organized a theme day on language
of work for those responsible for official
languages in federal institutions. The day’s
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discussion centred on legal aspects of language
of work, the information highway, language
training, work instruments, computer-assisted
translation, audits, and the new operating mode
of the Translation Bureau. '

Finally, the Branch continued to offer, with the
collaboration of Training and Development
Canada, the “Orientation to Official Languages”
course which describes the Official Languages
Program, with an emphasis on the rights of the
public and employees and the obligations of
federal institutions. The course has been given
five times, in Moncton, the NCR, Regina
and Charlottetown.

Support, consultation and
cooperation

The Treasury Board’s support, consultation
and cooperation activities and those of its
Secretariat and the OLEEB are indispensable to
the effective implementation of the Program.

During the past fiscal year, the President and
the Secretary of the Treasury Board met the
Commissioner of Official Languages and
agreed to strengthen cooperation efforts
between the two organizations. A joint
brochure on language of work entitled English
and French in the workplace — What federal
employees need to know/Le francais et langlais
au travail — Ce que les employés fédéraux doivent
savoir was thus published in March 1995 to bet-
ter inform employees about their rights and
responsibilities, particularly those in regions
designated bilingual for language-of-work pur-
poses. Collaboration on audits and enquiries in
order to avoid having to submit similar
requests to the same institutions and offices
was also discussed.

Under its mandate to provide overall coordina-
tion of the implementation of the Official
Languages Program, the Treasury Board relies
on two advisory committees. These committees
also serve as forums for discussions on major
official languages questions and for the
exchange of information.



The first of these committees, the
Departments and Agencies Advisory
Committee on Official Languages, consists
of representatives of a dozen departments and
agencies and meets regularly to discuss issues
related to Program implementation. Issues dis-
cussed by the Committee during the year
under report include service to the public,
translation, language training, audits and evalu-
ations, the bilingualism bonus, data bases, and
the use of the Internet. Various subcommittees
have been given the task of exploring certain
subjects in greater depth, notably those con-
cerning computerized translation.

The second committee, the Crown Corpora-
tions Advisory Committee, represents all
Crown corporations and has a mandate to
encourage consultation and exchanges of infor-
mation on the Program’s implementation.
Among the major issues explored during the
year were service to the public, audits, imple-
mentation statistics, and training on the active
offer of service,

B

Throughout the year, the OLEEB replied to
requests from federal institutions on official lan-
guage policy interpretations and maintained
ongoing liaison with those responsible for offi-
cial languages in federal institutions. It also
advised federal institutions on how to resolve
specific implementation difficulties and find
satisfactory solutions to specific problems. The
Branch also met regularly with its contacts in
federal institutions to take stock of progress in
Program implementation and to discuss com-
mon concerns. Through these ongoing activi-
ties, the Secretariat has continued to maintain
effective and timely communications with feder-
al institutions and to respond to their needs.

Finally, the Official Languages Information
Network (OLIN) has continued to fulfil its role
as a communication and consultation mecha-
nism with departments and agencies. All publi-
cations, drafts and reference texts were posted
on the network, and ideas were exchanged and
initiatives shared through electronic mail.






Chapter 3

The situation in

federal institutions
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As set out in the Official Languages Act, the
President of the Treasury Board must report to
Parliament on the implementation of official
language programs in federal institutions with
the exception of the Senate, the House of
Commons and the Library of Parliament. This
third and final chapter of the Annual Report
describes the official languages situation in fed-
eral institutions regarding service to the public,
language of work, equitable participation and
support measures, as well as an overview of
Program management.

Overview

The various audit reports, studies and consulta-
tions reports prepared or produced in the year
under review by the TBS, federal institutions
and the Office of the Commissioner of Official
Languages, as well as the Annual Management
reports submitted by federal institutions as part
of the follow-up to their Official Languages
Letters of Understanding and Agreements,
tend to show that the overall situation is satis-
factory. Some specific problems exist in certain
places as the regional visits of the OLEEB and
the studies of the Commissioner of Official
Languages have pointed out. Some of the prob-
lems are due to the kind of transition engen-
dered by any large-scale initiative like the
recent government restructuring or program
review. For example, this may be the case when
a specific department is restructured or a par-
ticular program is transferred or eliminated.
This could result in a reduction of the number
of offices serving the public, the transfer of
employees or the modification of their responsi-
bilities. A review of the language obligations of
specific offices may also be required in some
instances. The affected institution may then
have some difficulties in meeting its official lan-
guages obligations during the transition period.
The fact remains, however, that it is the
responsibility of federal institutions to find ways
of meeting their obligations in the area of
official languages.

In the Public Service, the breakdown of posi-
tions according to language requirements has
remained stable, the number of bilingual
positions remaining at 29 per cent (Table 1), in
spite of minor differences between regions
compared to the previous fiscal year (Table 3).
As a proportion of the total number of bilingual
positions, the number of bilingual positions
requiring superior second-language profi-
ciency (level “C”) increased by one per cent to
18 per cent in 1994-95 (Table 5).

As one indicator of the bilingual capacity of the
Public Service, the pool of bilingual employees
also remained unchanged and exceeds by more
than 19 per cent the number of bilingual posi-
tions (Table 2). In all likelihood, the overall
reduction in the number of positions in the
Public Service has not had a negative impact on
this pool. It should also be noted that the major-
ity of bilingual employees (54.6 per cent)
demonstrated superior proficiency in their sec-
ond language, which shows the quality of this
pool in terms of second-language proficiency.

As Table 4 shows, 91 per cent of the incum-
bents of bilingual positions in the Public
Service met the language requirements of their
positions. This is an increase of one per cent
over the previous year. The number of employ-
ees who have yet to meet the language require-
ments of their positions continued to decrease
in both absolute and relative terms. They repre-
sented only 3 per cent of all incumbents of hilin-
gual positions as of March 31, 1995, while the
proportion of incumbents of bilingual positions
exempted from meeting the language require-
ments of their positions remained at 6 per cent.

For the three components of the Program,
steady improvements were noted in the Public
Service in terms of service to the public and
internal services, while achievements were con-
solidated in the areas of supervision and equi-
table participation. Thus, the number of incum-
bents of bilingual positions in service to the
public and internal services positions who meet
the language requirements of their positions
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continued to increase as a proportion of the
overall number of bilingual positions having
these functions.

The participation rates of Anglophones and
Francophones for all organizations subject to
the Official Languages Act remained at more or
less the same level as the preceding year,
despite a significant decrease in numbers on
staff as of March 31, 1995 (Table 19).

All in all, the status of the Program continued to
improve in a number of areas throughout the
past fiscal year in spite of the difficult context
faced by government organizations.

Service to the public

All of the provisions of the Official Languages
Regulations were in effect as of December 16,
1994 and federal institutions had to comply with
them. As indicated in the following paragraphs,
this seems to generally be the case within the
Public Service.

For example, 36 313 of the 39 865 incumbents
of bilingual positions for service to the public
(91 per cent) met the language requirements of
their positions as of March 31, 1995 (Table 6).
Moreover, the number of exempted incum-
bents of bilingual positions continued to
decrease in real and absolute terms.

The breakdown by required language proficien-
cy level for bilingual positions allocated to ser-
vice to the public has remained the same, with
the vast majority of positions requiring
second-language proficiency in the intermedi-
ate to superior range (Table 7). However, the
total number of these positions has decreased
by close to 7 per cent as a result of downsizing.
It is worth noting that the decline has been
more pronounced (10 per cent) for positions
requiring minimum second-language proficien-
cy (evel “A”), while it has only been 5 per cent
and 7 per cent respectively for positions requir-
ing superior proficiency (level “C”) and inter-
mediate proficiency (level “B”).
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These results support the findings of the Office
of the Commissioner of Official Languages in
its study on federal offices designated to
respond to the public in English and French,
published in February 1995, according to
which... “the administrative structures neces-
sary to provide two-language service exist
nearly everywhere...”.!

With regard to the actual provision of services,
the series of regional consultations carried out
in 1994 by the TBS with 725 federal offices
required to serve the public in both official
languages (representing 17 per cent of all
offices and service points with these obliga-
tions) allowed the drawing of similar conclu-
sions to those in the Commissioner’s study. In
83 per cent of the offices visited, telephone ser-
vice in both official languages was provided and
in 82 per cent of the offices, service in person
was available in both official languages.

In his study, the Commissioner of Official
Languages notes that service may be obtained
in the minority language 79 per cent of the time
— 80 per cent by telephone and 77 per cent in
person. He adds that, 92 per cent of the time,
where service was obtained in the preferred
official language, the quality of the service was
rated very good or satisfactory.

Data gathered by the TBS as well as the Office
of the Commissioner of Official Languages tend
to show that although the situation is generally
satisfactory, it is still far from being the same
everywhere. Certain locations continue to have
problems, and improvements must be made.
Performance evaluations of all offices required
to serve the public in the official language of its
choice and the action plans requested by the
President of the Treasury Board for offices
whose performance is judged unsatisfactory
should not only provide a picture of the situa-
tion across Canada, but should also produce
improvements where they are needed.

1 Service to the public — A study of federal offices designated to
respond to the public in both English and French, Office of the
Commissioner of Official Languages, February 1995.
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In 1994-95, Crown corporations, like depart-
ments and agencies, were hard hit by fiscal
restraints. Even so, they continued to update
their list of offices required to serve the public
in both official languages and also launched
a number of projects to better inform the public
of the locations of these offices, They also
undertook to follow up on the recom-
mendations of the Commissioner of Official
Languages on service to the public.

During the past fiscal year, federal institutions
have, nevertheless, undertaken some initiatives
in the area of service to the public in both offi-
cial languages. Increased use of technology to
communicate information to the public by
means of, for example, Infocentres or the
Internet, and holding meetings to make
employees more aware of active offer of service
are only two examples. Some institutions have
also taken specific initiatives to inform the pub-
lic about the location of their offices required to
provide services in both official languages. For
example, they have sent letters to clients who
are members of an official language minority
community or added their bilingual offices
to the directories of official language
minority associations.

Language of work

Language of work is a fundamental component
of the Official Languages Program in federal
institutions. The Official Langnages Act stipu-
lates that federal institutions must provide per-
sonal and central services in both official lan-
guages to employees in the NCR and in desig-
nated bilingual regions in order to create work
environments conducive to the effective use of
both official languages, so that employees can
work in the official language of their choice.

The Act also provides that, in these regions,
employees should be supervised in the lan-
guage in which they must work, where appro-
priate or necessary to create conducive work
environments. Within these circumstances,
supervisors who manage employees of both
language groups should be bilingual. The Act
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also stipulates that, in the NCR and bilingual
regions, regularly and widely used work instru-
ments and automated systems should be avail-
able in both official languages. Elsewhere in
Canada, federal institutions must also make
sure that the treatment of both official lan-
guages is comparable from one “unilingual”
region to another.

With respect to the ability of the Public Service
to offer internal services, for example, personal
services, like payroll and benefits, as well as
central services, like legal and computer ser-
vices, in both official languages, the situation
continues to improve. The percentage of incum-
bents of bilingual positions providing internal
services who meet the language requirements
of their positions increased by one percentage
point to 89 per cent (Table 8). As in service to
the public, a significant decrease of approxi-
mately 19 per cent in the number of exempted
employees was noted,

The breakdown of these positions by level of
required language proficiency shows an
increase to 15 per cent for positions requiring
superior second-language proficiency (Table 9).
While the situation seems to have changed
slightly at the intermediate level, with 71 per
cent of positions requiring this level of profi-
ciency compared to 73 per cent the previous
year, there has also been a decrease in the total
number of such positions. In real terms, the
drop has been less pronounced for positions
requiring intermediate proficiency (11 per cent)
than positions requiring minimum proficiency
(14 per cent).

The ability of the Public Service to supervise
employees in both official languages (Table 10)
has not varied despite the decrease in the total
number of bilingual supervisory positions, with
86 per cent of incumbents continuing to meet
the language requirements of their positions. In
other respects, the breakdown of these posi-
tions by level of required proficiency shows an
improvement of one per cent at the superior
level and indicates that a quarter of bilingual
supervisory positions require superior



second-language proficiency and that
98 per cent of these require a proficiency level
of intermediate to superior (Table 11).

Senior management’s commitment and leader-
ship, and its ability to function in both official
languages, are essential conditions for the
establishment and maintenance of work
environments conducive to the effective use of
both official languages. It is for this reason that
the Treasury Board asked federal institutions
in March 1987 to take action to ensure that
members of the Executive Group in bilingual
positions in bilingual regions attained the
second-language proficiency level of CBC,
that is, level “C” for reading, level “B” for
writing and level “C” for oral interaction, by
March 31, 1998.2

On March 31, 1995, 57 per cent of the members
of the Executive Group holding bilingual posi-
tions in bilingual regions had reached level
CBC.:# This is a slight increase in comparison
to the preceding year. It should be noted, how-
ever, that this group is one of the most mobile
and that more than 90 per cent of members of
this group in bilingual regions meet the current
requirements of the policy, i.e., at least level “B”
in each skill.

A more detailed analysis of the way in which
members of the Executive Group in bilingual
positions in bilingual regions meet the CBC
profile shows that in reading 94 per cent have
at least level “C”, in writing 95 per cent at least
level “B”, and in oral interaction 57 per cent at
least level “C”.4 Among incumbents of unilin-
gual positions, there is also a pool of bilingual
employees who, on March 31, 1995, attained at
least level “C” in reading and in oral interaction
(79 per cent and 42 per cent respectively) and
level “B” in writing (86 per cent).

These figures show that federal institutions
should concentrate their language training on
the oral interaction aspect® so that all members
of the Executive Group having to move up to
level “C” can do so. Some measures have
already been taken in this regard. In 1994-95,

111 members of the Executive Group were
enrolled in courses that focussed on oral
interaction. The TBS will closely monitor the
situation to ensure that the 1998 objective
is reached.

A number of surveys on language of work were
carried out by the Office of the Commissioner
of Official Languages in 1993 and 1994 in the
NCR involving a dozen federal institutions.t In
these, the Commissioner of Official Languages
pointed out a number of problems, most that
can be solved through simple administrative
action. Overall, the situation varies from one
institution to another but the following trends
can be noted: the situation seems to be better in
the areas of training and development, central
and personal services, and performance evalua-
tions, than in those of supervision, internal
meetings, work instruments and information on
official languages. In his report, the
Commissioner stresses the important role
played by supervisors and senior management
in establishing and maintaining work environ-
ments conducive to the effective use of both
official languages.

The Secretariat has already undertaken follow-
up action with the institutions concerned. It
intends not only to ensure that all federal insti-
tutions, as well as the departments and agen-
cies surveyed, follow up on the Commissioner’s
recommendations, but also to strengthen its
collaboration with the Commissioner in order
to resolve identified problems. It will also con-
duct audits on language of work and on the
extent of bilingualization of computer systems
next year.

2 See technical notes and definitions given after the tables for
the definition of second-language proficiency levels.

3 This excludes members of the Executive Group who were
granted an exemption.

4 Excluding those who were granted an exemption.

s It should be noted that more than 92 per cent of EX
incumbents of bilingual positions have at least level B in
oral interaction.

6 Audit Report on Language of Work in the National Capital
Region, Office of the Commissioner of Official Languages,
May 1995.
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Crown corporations have continued to empha-
size language training for managers and super-
visors as part of the measures they have adopt-
ed to contribute to the creation of work envi-
ronments conducive to the effective use of both
official languages.

Other noteworthy language of work initiatives
taken by federal institutions this year include
the creation of informal groups where partici-
pants have the opportunity to practice their sec-
ond language, the use of computer-aided trans-
lation of some documents intended for internal
use, the publication of internal bulletins and
other innovative approaches to maintain
second-language proficiency.

Equitable participation

The Official Languages Act stipulates that the
federal government must ensure that English-
and French-speaking Canadians have equal
employment and advancement opportunities in
federal institutions, and that the composition of
their workforce should tend to reflect the pres-
ence in Canada of the two official language
communities, while taking into account the
mandates of federal institutions, the public they
serve and the location of their offices.

In the Public Service, the participation rates
were 72 per cent for Anglophones and 28 per
cent for Francophones as of March 31, 1995,
the same level as in previous years (Table 12).
By region, participation has remained more or
less the same, the only noteworthy changes
being in New Brunswick and abroad where the
participation rate of Francophones increased
by one percentage point (Table 13). The 5 per
cent participation rate of Anglophones in
Quebec (excluding the NCR) remains unsatis-
factory, however, and the Secretariat will con-
tinue to remind departments and agencies in
Quebec that it is important to take action to
redress the situation.

Participation by professional category in the
Public Service has hardly changed, except in
the administrative and foreign service

categories in which Francophone participation
has declined 1 per cent to 29 per cent. This is
comparable, however, to their presence in the
labour force (Table 14).

In Crown corporétions, the Royal Canadian
Mounted Police, agencies for which the
Treasury Board is not the employer and other
organizations subject to the Official Languages
Act, the participation rates of Anglophones and
Francophones has remained practically
unchanged at 73 per cent and 25 per cent
respectively (2 per cent being unknown) as of
March 31, 1995 (Table 15). Although minor
variations in participation rates compared to the
previous fiscal year may be noted by region as
well as by professional category, these rates
remain at levels which reflect the presence
of official language minority communities
(Tables 15 and 16).

In the Canadian Regular Forces,” Anglophone
and Francophone participation remained at
levels comparable to previous years with minor
variations from one region to another
(Table 17). A new table, Table 18, provides data
for 1994-95 on the participation rates of
Anglophones and Francophones by rank
indicating that these generally reflect the
presence in Canada of the two official
language communities.

Support measures

Departments and agencies may turn to various
support mechanisms to help them meet their
official languages obligations effectively. Two of
these mechanisms, translation and language
training, which are in part managed centrally
by common service organizations, contribute
directly to the implementation of the Program
in departments and agencies. The third mecha-
nism, the bilingualism bonus, is managed by
institutions themselves in accordance with the
parameters set out by the Treasury Board.

7 This year, numbers for the Reserve were excluded from
Armed Forces data.
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Language training

The goal of language training is to enable
employees of federal institutions to acquire the
second-language training they need to meet the
language requirements of positions designated
bilingual and thus provide service to the public
and to employees in the official language of
their choice, where the legislation so requires.

Currently, departments and agencies may
obtain the language training services they need
from Language Training Canada (LTC) or from
suppliers listed in the Public Works and
Government Services Canada directory.
LTC has the necessary funds to provide
required language training services to meet the
statutory requirements?® of departments and
agencies as well as the government’s general
official languages needs. Departments and
agencies, however, must cover the cost of all
other language training.

In 1994-95, a total of 1.5 million hours of lan-
guage training was given, representing a
decrease of approximately 300 000 hours com-
pared to the previous year (Table 20). This dif-
ference can be explained, on the one hand, by
downsizing and a decrease in the number of
enrolments and, on the other, by the existence
of a relatively large pool of bilingual employees.

Translation

Translation is one of the means used by federal
institutions to communicate information to the
public and their employees. It represents, how-
ever, only one of the ways by which documents
are produced in both official languages. Federal
institutions are responsible for choosing the
most efficient means based on the purpose and
the end use of each document.

In 1994-95, departments and agencies called on
the Translation Bureau for the translation ser-
vices they needed. The Bureau translated some
278.5 million words on their behalf during the
last fiscal year compared to 256 million words
in the previous year (Table 21). This increase in
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translation volume is attributable to various pro-
jects that were carried out, such as work relat-
ing to NAFTA and GATT, and the “fish war.”

The Translation Bureau has become a special
operating agency working on a cost-recovery
basis since April 1, 1995, on which date depart-
ments and agencies could choose their transla-
tion providers and thus purchase the services
they needed either from the Bureau or from the
private sector. As a consequence, the envelope
system, used up to April 1, 1995 to manage
translation demand was eliminated and the
corresponding funds were transferred to
departments and agencies.

As a result of this change in status, the official
languages translation services that the
Translation Bureau provided to departments
and agencies became optional.® However, the
Bureau remains the only federal agency autho-
rized to provide translation services to federal
organizations and the sole employer of transla-
tors within the Public Service.

Bilingualism bonus

The bilingualism bonus is a fixed annual sum of
$800, spread over 12 months, paid only to eligi-
ble employees who are in a designated bilingual
position and meet its language requirements.
Members of the Executive Group and other
clearly identified groups like translators and
employees hired for terms of less than three
months are not eligible for the bonus.

On March 31, 1995, 62,342 federal employees
were receiving the bilingualism bonus. The
total cost to departments and agencies for
which the Treasury Board is the employer

& This refers to language training which enables employees to
reach the second-language proficiency levels for positions
designated bilingual by federal institutions to meet
their obligations.

9 Official languages, foreign languages and Aboriginal lan-
guages translation services became optional and provided on
a costrecovery basis, but the other services of the Bureau,
for example, interpretation and terminology, remained
mandatory common services.
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amounted to $86.6 million. This is an increase
of $33.7 million over the previous year and is
largely the result of the ongoing bonus pay-
ment to eligible members of the Royal
Canadian Mounted Police as well as retroactive
payments to eligible members and former
members following the Federal Court of Appeal
decision in the Gingras case.

Program management

The management of the Official Languages
Program in federal institutions is carried out
mainly through persons responsible for official
languages who act as contact points between
the Secretariat and the organizations to which
they belong. These persons provide informa-
tion to managers about their official languages
responsibilities. Through them, the Secretariat
staff conducts consultations and forwards
requests for information and clarification, This
network for ongoing information exchanges
and communications makes up what is called
the official languages community.

The Official Languages Information System
(OLIS) collects mainly quantitative data provid-
ed by federal institutions on various aspects of
official languages. Information requested by
the Secretariat to describe the status of official
languages in federal institutions, such as the
number of bilingual positions, the language
requirements of positions or participation rates
of Anglophones and Francophones, may be
obtained from it. Most of the data presented in
the annexed tables comes from information col-
lected through OLIS. With regard to organiza-
tions for which the Treasury Board is not the
employer, the TBS finalized the development of
an information system that will enable it to pro-
vide more detailed data on these organizations
next year.

In 1992, in order to avoid duplication and to
reduce data collection efforts, the Treasury
Board Secretariat decided to combine into a

single system all its systems for collecting and
reporting of data on human resources, includ-
ing official languages. This led to the creation
of the Positions and Classification Information
System (PCIS) which, for official languages
purposes, will gradually replace OLIS begin-
ning April 1, 1995 until all departments and
agencies have made the transition from OLIS
to PCIS.

In 1994-95, the costs of the Official Languages
Program in departments and agencies, Crown
corporations, parliamentary institutions
and the Canadian Regular Forces totalled
$318.7 million, compared to $282 million in the
previous year. This represents an increase of
nearly 13 per cent. In constant 1981-82 dollars,
the increase is 12 per cent (Table 22). Table 23
provides a breakdown of program costs in
1994-95. These are the clearly identifiable and
significant costs, directly attributable to
the implementation of the Program in
federal institutions.

This increase in program costs, the first record-
ed since 1990-91, is due to a number of factors
which are not expected to have any effect in
future years. To begin with, the increase in
translation costs was due mainly to the increase
in the volume of translation and the accounting
changes required by conversion of the
Translation Bureau to a special operating
agency. The costs of language training also
increased, in the order of $3 4 million, primarily
owing to changes in the method of accounting.

Payment of the bilingualism bonus to eligible
members of the RCMP following the decision
by the Federal Court of Appeal in the Gingras
Case accounts for the increased cost of the
bonus, up $33.7 million over the previous fiscal
year. It should be noted that this amount
includes a retroactive payment which would not
be made again next year. Finally, the costs of
administering and implementing the Program
dropped by $16.7 million.
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Conclusion

In 1994-95, the status of official languages in
federal institutions continued to improve. While
progress has admittedly been modest, this is
understandable for a program like Official
Languages, for once the necessary infrastruc-
ture is in place, changes are less obvious and
take a somewhat longer time to materialize.
However, federal institutions will have to pay
even greater attention to the “official lan-
guages” dimension of their activities and
ensure that they continue to meet their
obligations efficiently despite the often difficult
circumstances in which they fulfil their
public mandate.

I

The President of the Treasury Board took
action in 1994-95 to give the Program
a direction which should result in more
accountable federal institutions and which
should strengthen the monitoring of the
implementation of the Official Languages Act
and Regulations. The initiatives launched this
year should result in new improvements and
ensure that official languages are better inte-
grated into the federal government’s ongoing
activities. In this way, the Official Languages
Program will contribute to the embodiment of
the equality of status of the two official lan-
guages in the daily operations of federal institu-
tions which is a fundamental characteristic of
the Canadian approach.



Statistical annex

The following pages contain a series of tables
that provide a quantitative overview of the situa-
tion in federal institutions as well as a descrip-
tion of the data and their sources.

Some notes and definitions appear at the end
of this section to make it easier to understand
the tables.

List of tables
Public Service
1. Language requirements of positions

2. Bilingual positions and the pool of bilingual
employees

3. Language requirements of positions by
region

4. Bilingual positions: linguistic status of
incumbents

5. Bilingual positions: second-language level
requirements

6. Service to the public: bilingual positions —
linguistic status of incumbents

7. Service to the public: bilingual positions —
second-language level requirements

8. Internal services: bilingual positions —
linguistic status of incumbents

9. Internal services: bilingual positions —
second-language level requirements

10. Supervision: bilingual positions —
linguistic status of incumbents

11. Supervision: bilingual positions —
second-language level requirements

12. Participation of Anglophones and Franco-
phones

13. Participation by region

14. Participation by occupational category

Crown corporations, Royal
Canadian Mounted Police,

- separate employers, and

other organizations subject
to the Official Languages Act

15. Participation by region of Anglophones and
Francophones

16. Participation of Anglophones and Franco-
phones by occupational category

National Defence

17. Participation by region of Anglophone
and Francophone Canadian Regular Forces
personnel

18. Participation by rank of Anglophone
and Francophone Canadian Regular Forces
personnel

Employees of all
organizations subject to the
Official Languages Act

19. Participation of Anglophones and Franco-
phones

Training and translation

20. Language training (all suppliers)

21. Official languages translation (departments
and agencies)

All federal institutions

22. Official Languages Program costs

23. Official Languages Program costs by subject




Iinformation sources

Most of the data in the following tables have
been drawn from the Official Languages
Information System (OLIS). Federal institu-
tions supply the data in OLIS. The system has
two components. The first contains data on fed-
eral institutions for which the Treasury Board
is the employer — that is, the departments and
agencies listed in Schedule 1, Part 1 of the
Public Service Staff Relations Act (PSSRA). As
of April 1, 1995, this component of OLIS will be
gradually replaced by the Positions and
Classification Information System (PCIS),
which will gather all TBS information systems
on human resources. The Canadian Forces
(military personnel) and members of the Royal
Canadian Mounted Police are not covered by
the PSSRA.

The second component of the system includes
data from Crown corporations, military staff of
the Canadian Forces and other federal institu-
tions for which the Treasury Board is not the
employer. OLIS does not contain information
on persons hired for periods of less than
three months.

In general, the reference year for the data in
the statistical tables corresponds to the govern-
ment’s fiscal year which runs from April 1 of
one calendar year to March 31 of the following
calendar year. The notes accompanying each
table provide clarification on sources, dates,
and the like.

Interpretation and validity
of the data

The interpretation of data presented in the
tables is subject to some qualifications. While
the data give an overview of all federal institu-
tions, they should not be considered in isola-
tion. The impact on the data of a number of
variables, such as the diversity of the mandates
of each institution, the clientele served and the
location of various offices, must all be taken
into account. For example, although the

e

94/95

participation of Francophones in Western and
Northern Canada represent only 2 per cent of
employees in this region, it does not mean that
Francophones are underrepresented in the
Public Service in this region. Their participa-
tion depends, among other things, on the
location of the offices and the public they are
serving. Moreover, because of the diversity of
federal government activities, it is difficult to
isolate each variable and to weigh it to make it
valid for all institutions.

The departments and agencies that supply the
OLIS data are also responsible for updating it.
These data have been modified over the years
for the following reasons:

e the creation or elimination of departments
and agencies;

e the transformation of some departments’

into Crown corporations (such as the
Canada Post Corporation);

¢ the change of data sources; since 1987, data
on employees have been drawn from the
Pay/Incumbents systems;

e changes made to the population included in
the OLIS data; and

e changes made by the Public Service
Commission to the language proficiency
evaluation tests.

|



Table 1

Language requirements of
positions in the Public Service

1974 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Bilingual 219% |n————— 33 164
English essential 60% R SR N (Y] ] c=x=—= {{() 117
French essential 10% SN 18 533

English or French ess. 9% W 15 975
total: 182 789

1978 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
-

Bilingual 25%  |EE— . 52 300
English essential 60% | EE_—_—_-I ] R N S 128 196
French essential 8% N 17 260

English or French ess. 7% W 14 129
total: 211 885

1984 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Bilingual 28% | S NS 63 163
English essential 59% I—_— N SN R S 134 916
French essential 7% EEEE 16 688
English or French ess. 6% MM 13 175

N

total: 227 942

1994 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Bilingual 29% [EEN— N 64 080
English essential 59% NN I NN " S 129 376
French essential 7% EEE14 230

English or French ess. 5% B8 10 314
total: 218 500

1995 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
r Bilingual 29% N MRS BN 59 014

English essential 60% /IS N NN D I 123 §94

French essential 6% WM 13 702
English or French ess. 5% Wl 10 120

total: 206 730

OLIS data
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Table 2

Bilingual positions
and pool of bilingual employees
in the Public Service

1978 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%
BILINGUAL POSITIONS 25%
ool of superior proficiency NN 6% ]
00i 0 .
billingual E intermediate proficiency [ i M) 1%
employees
minimum proficiency | N 4%
1984 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%
BILINGUAL POSITIONS 28%
superior proficiency SN 6% ]

Pool of | . .
bilingual {— intermediate proficiency
emplayees

m— | | | KV

minimum proficiency [— BN 4%
1994 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%
BILINGUAL POSITIONS 29%
Pool of superior proficiency I NN I —19% ]
en%lligﬂeu;sl Eintermediate proficiency [ ]| | EviA
minimum proficiency | " 4%
1995 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%
BILINGUAL POSITIONS 29%
Pool of superior proficiency NN NN —— " 19% ]
e"lla‘gllgv}geu;sl Eintermediate proficiency | 2%
minimum proficiency [ 4%

OLIS data




Table 3

Language requirements of
positions in the Public Service

by region
March 31, 1995

— Western Provinces 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
and Northern Canada

Bilingual Positions 3% 8 1735

Unilingual Positions 97% (E=NE (TP (Wi (eSS e ovess Ea ) e Sy T 48 349
total: 50 084

,—Ontario 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% B80% 90% 100%
(excl. NCR)

Bilingual Positions 8% W 2826

Unilingual Positions 92% =l ) N (SRR | ST NS e e e 30 759
total: 35 585

National Capital 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% B80% 90% 100%

’—- Region

Bilingual Positions 55%  INEEG_—_N NN D S N 35 818
Unilingual Positions 45% | M NN B I 25 575

total: 64 693
uebec 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
[ ? 1. NCR)
excl.
Bilingual Positions 52% [N NN DN W SN 14 652
Unilingual Positions 48% (i I SN D s 13 712
total: 28 394
— New Brunswick 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% B80% 900% 100%
Bilingual Positions 389% | EEEEN I W 2 638
Unilingual Positions 629% NN IS I e e S N 4 260 i
total: 6 898 |
Other Atlantic 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% I
’7 Provinces t’l
i

Bilingual Positions 6% ==l 1 291
Unilingual Positions 94% NN S Iy N R S D [ S I 1§ 824

total: 20 115 |‘
|
— Outside Canada 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% !
Linguistic [~ Bilingual 78% S ——— N I — N 75
Capacity L ynjiingual 22% e memm——n 216
total: 961
OLIS data



Table 4

Bilingual positions in
the Public Service

Linguistic status of incumbents

1978 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
MEET 70% 36 446
[exempted 27% N W 14 462
Donotmeet | st meet 3% MM 1392
total: 52 300
1984 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
MEET 86% 54 266
exempted 10% [N 6 050
Do ""””ee’[must meet 4% W 2847
{otal: 63 163
1993 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
MEET 88% 56 498
[exempted 7% WA 4670
Do not meet must meet 5% HEE 2918
total: 64 086
1994 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
MEET 90% 57 462
[exempted 6% Wl 4170
Do not meel | 1, st meet 4% mW 2448
total: 64 080
1995 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
MEET 91% 153 458
[exempted 6% [ 3473
Do not meet must meet 3% W 2083
total:59 014
QLIS data




Table 5

Bilingual positions in
the Public Service

Second-language level requirements

r1978 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
“C” level 7% mmm 3 771
"B level 59% NN S N —— — 0 9;3
“A” level 27% NEE—_N_N—— 13 316
other 7% mmmm 3730
total: 52 300
|R1984 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 909 100%
“C” level 8% MM 4 938
“B” level 76% SIS I S— ——— —— 7 o5
“A" fevel 13% WSS 5 {79
other 3% M 2016
total: 63 163
1993 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% g0% 100%
B “C” level 16%  — = 10 384
“B” level 76% VN S S N S A —— i 51
“A” level 4% B 2613
other 4% ™ 2275
total: 64 086
1994 10% 20%  30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 9p% 100%
“C” level 17%  mmm——— 11 179
“B” level 76% N N S N — — — — G 515
“A"level 3% mm 2177
other 4% mm 2 209
total: 64 080
1995 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
“C”level 18%  E—_—lm—— 10 533
“B” level 75% S I SN SN S— — — . 4 04
“A” level 3% Wm 1909
other 4% 1 2 123
total:59014_
OLIS data




Table 6

Bilingual positions
Linguistic status of incumbents

Service to the public — Public Service

1978 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
MEET 70% 20 888
[ exempted 27% [N 1 8 016
Donotmeet | 1 st meet 3% M 756
B total: 29 660
1984 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% B80% 90% 100%
MEET 86% 34 077
exempted 9% [EEE 3 551
Do normeet[must meet 5% N 1811
total; 39 439
1993 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
MEET 89% 37 927
exempted 6% W 2752
Do not meet [musl meet 5% WM 1946
total: 42 625
1994 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
MEET 90% 38 646
exempled 6% S 2552
Donotmeer[must meet 4% Bl 1616
| . total: 42 814
1995 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
MEET 91% 136313
exempted 5% N 2164
Donormeet[mustmeet 4% 1388
total: 39 865
OLIS data




Table 7

Service to the public — Public Service

Bilingual positions

Second-language level requirements

1978 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
“C"level 9% N 2 491
“B” level 65% NN N N N —— | 353
“A” level 24% NN IR 7 201
other 2% M 615
total: 29 660
1984 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
-
“C”level 9% W 3 582
“B” level 80% S R W M SR e e s 1 496
“A” level 10% (NN 3 872
other 1% I 489
total: 39 439
1993 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
_
“C” level 18% NN 7 563
“B" level 78% SIS S— WP S ) v ) (et ] 33 359
“A” level 2% W 1040
other 2% M 663
total: 42 625
1994 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
“C” level 19% [ § 152
“B" level 77% NN M N S— S 33 112
“A” level 2% M g97
other 2% M 51
total: 42 814
1995 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
“C" level 19% EEE———E— 7 737
“B” level 777 NN N S I N N N 30 75|
“A” level 2% H go7
other 2% M 570
total: 39 865
OLIS data




Table 8

Internal services — Public Service

Bilingual positions
Linguistic status of incumbents

1978 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

MEET 65°% (NN ) NI N S— S 11 591
exempted 32% NN NN BN 5 626

Do not meet [must meet 3% ¥ 565

total; 17 782

1984 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

MEET 5% NS A s N S SN S I = 20 050
exempted 11% (=] 2 472
Do not meet [must meet 4% WM 1032

total: 23 554

1993 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% B80% 90% 100%

MEET 879% (S S S S S I A I . 15 490
exempted 9% NN 1 905

. Do not meet [must meet 4% 965

total: 21 360

1994 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
MEET 589 NN I I I I E— I E— 13 732

exempted 8% NEEEE 1 609

Do not meet [must meet 4% WEg29

total: 21 170

1995 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
MEET g9°% NN S S R I I— I 7 074

exempted 7% NN 1303

D"”"’mee'[mustmeet 4% EEE91

total: 19 068

OLIS data




Table 9

Internal services — Public Service

Bilingual positions
Second-language level requirements

— 1978 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
“C”level 7% wmmm 1225
“B" level 53% | M M S N O 365
“A” level 31% EEG—_—-——— 5 43
other 9% WM 1546
total: 17 782
/
1984 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
r “C"level 6% W 1402
“B” level 70%  NEE— N—_— I N — G 301
“A” level 18% T 4 254
other 6% WM 1507
total: 23 554
1993 10%  20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
“C" level 139 EEEE=EE 23513
(B level 729, N — — — — —— — | 409
“A" level 79 1552
other go, [ 1 581
total: 21 360
r 1994 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
“C” level 149%  —m™mm 3023
"B” level 73% N S ———— — 1 3
“A” level 69, WM 1257
other 79, mmm 1 529
total: 21 170
— 1995 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
“C” level 15% W——_u 2 799
“BY level 710 NN N I — — 13 663
“A” level go, mEmm 1080
other go, M 1 526
total: 19 068
QLIS data




Table 10

Supervision — Public Service

Bilingual positions
Linguistic status of incumbents

1978 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
MEET 64% 9639
E exempted 329 [N IS EENNNQE 4 804
Donotmeel | o\t meet 4% mm 567
iotal: 15 010
_ 1984 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
k
MEET 80% 14 922
: exempted 15% NN 2 763
Do ”"’mee’[must meet 5% WM 1021
total: 18 706
1993 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
MEET 84% ! 14 354
l: exempted 10% (NEENEN 1818
Donotmeel | 1 st meet 6% mmmm 998
total: 17 170
1994 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
MEET 86% 14 204
[ exempted 9% |EEESSE { 541
Donotmeet’| 1 st meet 5% WM 806
total: 16 551
- 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
1995
MEET 86% 12776
[exempted 9% N 1 234
Do not meet must meet 5% NN 677
total: 14 687
OLIS data




Table 11

Supervision — Public Service

Bilingual positions
Second-language level requirements

1978 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

“C”" level 12% NN 1865
“B” level 66% NN I I I . O 555
“A” level 21% E—— I 3 151

other 1% B 139
total; 15 010

1984 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

“C” level 11% ] 2 101
“B” level 79% NN N I S S - 14 551
“A” level 9% N 1631

other 1% 1 123
total: 18 706

1993 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

’7 "C” level 22% NN 3810
“B” level 75% NN N I S N E— 12 91(
“A” level 2% W 364

other 1% W86

total: 17 170
,_1994 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
“C” level 24% N NN 3 943
“B" level 74% - E— E— — E— {2 269
“A” level 1% § 252
other 1% 1087
total: 16 551
1995 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

“C” level 25% NN NN N 3 505
“B” level 74% | I N S S . 1) 505
“A” level 1% 0205

other 0% 66

total; 14 687

OLIS data




Table 12

Participation of Anglophones and
Francophones in the Public Service

1974 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Anglophones 779% (NN NN ENN [N O — —— 140 723
Francophones 23% [N SN= 42 066
fotal: 182 789
1978 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Anglophones 75% [N I SIS I E— — . 158 479
Francophones 25% [N NN NN 53 406
total; 211 885
1984 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Anglophones 72% | E— IS S S — 164 616
Francophones 28% | NN N 63 326
total: 227 942
1993 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Anglophones 72% [ E I S D— — 155 904
Francophones 28% NN BN N 60 751
total: 216 655
1994 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% B0% 90% 100%
Anglophones 72% NS I NN EEN—U_— N 157 667
Francophones 28% [N NN NN 60 833
total: 218 500
1995 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Anglophones 729 |, S NN S I W 149 611
Francophones 28% NN MMM NN 57 119

total: 206 730

OLIS data
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Table 13

Participation by region

in the Public Service

Western Provinces 1978 —_ 1984 1994 — 1995
[ and Northern Canada |—
Anglophones 99% NREARENEEE 98% NERNNENDNE 98% MHNNDNEDNED | o3y HANNNNBENE
Francophones 1% | 2% | 2% | 2% |
total: 49 395 total: 52 651 total: 52 132 1 total: 50 084
Ontario 1978 1984 — 1994 1995
| (excl. NCR) B [
Anglophones 97% nEEEENREER 95% NENNNERERI 95% HEINEEEEE! 95% NENEENNEN)
Francophones 3% 1 5% 1 5% |1 5% 1
total: 34 524 total: 36 673 total: 37 644 total: 35 585
National Capital 1978 1984 1994 — 1995
[ Region [ r |
Anglophones 68% ENENENR 64% NEERERI 62% HIENEN 62% NENEEE
Francophones 32% EEN| 36% mmmI 38% MuEm 38% WUENR
total: 70 340 total: 75 427 total: 69 184 fotai: 64 693
Quebec 1978 1984 — 1994 — 1995
[‘ (excl. NCR) ’—
Angiophones 8% NI 6% 1 5% 1 5% 1
Francophones 92% HEBRENNEE 94% NENERENEE] 95% NERNNENENI 95% HNNARREEEN
total: 29 922 total: 32 114 total: 29 857 total: 28 394
New Brunswick 1978 1984 1994 1995
B [ B
Anglophones 84% HNRNERNNR] 73% HENEERE] 69% NiNEEm 68% NERENEI
Francophones 16% i 27% am 31% NER 32% NEm
total: 6 763 total; 7 698 total; 7 293 total: 6 898
Other Atlantic 1978 1984 1994 1995
i~ Provinces [ ’7 ,_
Anglophones 98% UNENENNENN | 969 ERERERNEm 97% SUENEEREEN 97% NERNNENEN]
Francophones 2% | 4% 1 3% 1 3% I
total: 19 212 total: 21 802 total; 21 371 total: 20 115
[—_ Qutside Canada 1978 ’7 1984 |—- 1994 — 1995
Anglophones 76% HEEANREN 74% ENEREEEI 73% NEENNEN 72% NENNEEN
Francophaones 24% Nl 26% ENI 27% HE 28% WNN
total: 1 729 total: 1 577 total: 1 019 total; 961
OLIS data




Table 14

Participation by occupational
category in the Public Service

__ Management 1978 — 1984 — 1994 — 1995
Anglophones 82% HRENEEEN 80% HENIENNEE 77% HEIRNEEED 77% RENNEEED
Francophones 18% Hll 20% HEN 23% Wm 23% WM
total: 1 119 total: 4 023 total: 3 454 total: 2 997
___ Scientific and 1978 - 1984 - 1994 = 1995
Professional
Anglophones 81% HEREEREE 78% HENEREER 77% HNEEREEEN 77% HREEEENN
Francophones 19% N 22% Em 23% il 23% Wil
total: 22 633 total: 22 826 total: 25 025 total: 24 364
_ Administrative and 1978 — 1984 — 1994 — 1995
H Foreign Service
Anglophones 74% HENENENI 71% NANEENE 70% HEEENEER 71% RAGENENER
Francophones 26% ENI 29% HER 30% HER 29% WiN
total: 47 710 total: 56 513 total: 67 542 total: 65 495
— Technical 1978 — 1984 — 1994 = 1995
Anglophones 82% HEERNEEN 79% HEANNERER 79% HINNBERE 79% HEENEEED
Francophones 18% Wi 21% HN 21% HE 21% HR
total: 25 595 total: 27 824 total: 26 029 total: 25 019
— Administrative 1978 s 1984 —— 1994 - 1995
Support
Anglophones 70% NENNNEE 67% NEENRER 67% HEEENENL 67% NEERENN
Francophones 30% NIl 33% WA 33% HEN 33% HEm
total: 65 931 total: 72 057 total: 64 697 total: 59 853
— Operational 1978 — 1984 == 1994 — 1995
Anglophones 76% NANEENRI 75% NIREREE] 78% HABNEREN 78% MNNNRNEE
Francophones 24% Nl 25% W 22% HEi 22% N
total: 48 897 total: 44 699 total: 31 753 total; 29 002
OLIS data




Table

15

Participation by region in Crown corporations,
the RCMP, separate employers, and other organizations
subject to the Official Languages Act

1994
— Canada
0% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%  70%  80%  90%  100%
Anglophones 73%  nu—" —— — — — —
Francophones 25% omss s
Unknown 2% = . total:161 474
— Western Provinces 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%  90%  100%
and Northern Canada
Anglophones 93% \m— ——. N N — — E— —
Francophones 3% m
Unknown 49 total: 47 258
Ontario 0% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%  80%  90%  100%
| (excl. NCR)
Anglophones 93% = e e e e e 1 ey e
Francophones 4% mm
Unknown 3% = total: 41 936
— National Capital 0% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% B0%  90%  100%
Region
Anglophones 61% ey e—— — —— —
Francophones 39% s mes s—" ——
Unknown 0% total: 20 038
— Quebec 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%  90%  100%
(excl. NCR)
Anglophones 20% sy m——
Francophones 78% S ——" — — —— — —
Unknown 2% = total: 35 745
__ New Brunswick 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%  90%  100%
Anglophones 67% " ———— — —— —
Francophones 29% i me—m" m——
Unknown 4% mm total: 4 460
Other 0% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%  80%  90%  100%
’7 Atlantic Provinces
Anglophones 97% S = el (AN L S =g e e e
Francophones 3% m
Unknown 0% total: 11 933
— Qutside Canada 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% BO0%  90%  100%
Anglophones 74%  pm ee——— —— — — —
Francophones 26%  memmm s mem
Unknown 0% total: 106
OLIS Il data

—o
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Table 16

Participation by occupational category in Crown corporations,
the RCMP, separate employers, and other organizations
subject to the Official Languages Act

1994

— Management 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Anglophones 72% " S—— — E— — —
Francophones 27% [N NN S

Unknown 1% 1§ total: 16 270

— Professionals 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Anglophones 72%  umm—— SE—— — I N E—
Francophones 28% [N S ——

Unknown 0% total: 11 444

— Specialists 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
and Technicians

Anglophones 72% " Ee— — I —
Francophones 27% I s

Unknown 1% 1 total: 15 164

_ Administrative 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Support

Anglophones 74% s s s—— E— E— —
Francophones 26% e mm—"

Unknown 0% total: 67 821

— Operational 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Anglophones 72% " — — —— — — —
Francophones 229% NN M— N

Unknown 69 = total: 50 775

OLIS f data




Table 17

Participation by region of

Anglophone and Francophone
Canadian Regular Forces personnel

1994

Canada

Anglophones
Francophones

72%
28%

10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

[T I S
total: 70 863

Western Provinces

10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

[ and Northern Canada
Anglophones 879 (S NS IS S I S S R R
Francophones 13% mmmm
total: 20 678
?ntalriKTCR) 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% B80% 90% 100%
excl.
’7 Anglophones 81% m—_— E - N I
Francophones 19% I
total: 14 675
_gational Capital 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
egion
Anglophones 69% | NN IR P N .
Francophones 31% [ IS I/
total: 7 451
r?ue})e&CR) 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% B80% 90% 100%
exci.
Anglophones 11%
Francophones 89% B =ik ——— =l ]
total: 9 896
__ New Brunswick 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Anglophones 82% |EEEE_N I N S N R —
Francophones 18% NN
total: 3 860
Other 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
’7 Atlantic Provinces
Anglophones 84% ST (S R S e e = v e i)
Francophones 16% [N N
total: 12 694
__ Qutside Canada 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Anglophones 77%  m— " IE— I N
Francophones 23% s =
| P 0 total: 1 609
OLIS Il data
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Table 18

Participation by rank of
Anglophone and Francophone
Canadian Regular Forces personnel

1994
__ Generals 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Anglophones 74% | S I ] S E— E—
Francophones 26% [N NN N
total: 96
__ Officers 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Anglophones 76% |— S E— R
Francophones 24% [ B N
total: 16 051
__ Other Ranks 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Anglophones 71% [ I I R N W —
Francophones 29% [ N Em—
total: 54 716
__ Total 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% ©80% 90% 100%
Anglophones 72% [N I RN SR S N R
Francophones 289% [ENESS N
total: 70 863
OLIS 1l data
Table 19
Participation of Anglophones and Francophones
employed in all organizations subject to the
Official Languages Act
1994-1995 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Anglophones 72% [N IS I S 318 074
Francophones 279% NN NN N 117 102

Unknown 1% §3 891
total: 439 067

OLIS and OLIS Il data
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) Table 20

Language training (in hours)

All suppliers

1984-85
1985-86
1986-87
1987-88
1988-89
1989-90
1990-91
1991-92
1992-93
1993-94

1994-95

0.2 04 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2 14 1.6 1.8 2.0 22

[ [ Y Y N N . ciion
A I N NN N N N N N o
A N I N N 1 o

[ O i : ciion

A (N N I N A - ivion
(N Y N N N i irion

L ] | [ [ [ [ [ EErme
V) (e o] e ) | [ o e
NN N Y Y Y I ) Oy 21 i'ion
1 [ [ [ [ [ RERY

L [ | [ | [ [ e

1.9 million

Language Training Module/Language Training System data




Table 21

Official languages translation (in words)

Departments and agencies

1984-85

1985-86

1986-87

1987-88

1988-89

1989-90

1990-91

1991-92

1992-93

1993-94

1994-95

25 50 75 100 125 150 175 200 225 250 275 300

B o2 milion
B e :2s mittion
R oo ition
R o:o ition

(R () [ N -:: mittion

[N (N (Y () (N N N N MM ::7 miliion
A I N (N N N N N oso mition
[ I O T R 252 minion
N ) N e oss minion

b oy ) ), ) AR e [ | R || 256 miion
A (N (N (N N O OO M| :75.5 mitiion

Public Works and Government Services Canada



Table 22

Official Languages Program costs
within federal institutions

350

300

250

200

150

100

50

-+— millions §

7 in 1981-1982 constant dollars
. current dollars

1983-84 1984-85 1985-86 1986-87

1981-82 196283

1987-88  1988-89

1989-90  1990-91

F o

" 1991-92

1992-93

1993-94

1994-95




Table 23

Official Languages Program
costs within federal
institutions by subject

1994-1995

Subjects Actual Expenditures

(millions $)

— Translation
Translation Bureau (1) 94.7
Departments and agencies 15.6
Crown corporations, parliamentary institutions (2),
Canadian Forces and other departments and agencies (3) 17.3
Total _ 127.6

— Language training

Public Service Commission 26.2
Departments and agencies (4) 10.2
Crown corporations, parliamentary institutions,
Canadian Forces and other departments and agencies (3),(4) 34.9
Total 72.0

— Bilingualism bonus

Departments and agencies (5) 84.6
Other departments and agencies (3) 2.0
Total 86.6

—— Administration and implementation (§)

Treasury Board Secretariat 4.2

Public Service Commission (7) 1.4

Departments and agencies 15.5

Crown corporations, parliamentary institutions,

Canadian Forces and other departments and agencies (3) 11.4
___Total - 32.5 -

GRAND TOTAL 318.7

NOTES

1. The Translation Bureau's costs include the transtation and interpretation of official languages for departments and agencies,
parliamentary institutions and the Canadian Forces, but not for multilingual and sign-language. Receipts and amounts recov
ered have been deducted. Costs incurred by departments and agencies, parliamentary institutions, the Canadian Forces and
Crown corporations are not included in the Translation Bureau’s costs.

2. Includes the House of Commons, Senate and Library of Parliament.

3. Includes departments and agencies listed in Schedule 1, Part 2 of the Public Service Staff Relations Act.

4. Includes the costs of language training given or paid for by federal institutions and purchased from the Public Service
Commission and private and parapublic suppliers. Included as well are travel expenses related to training and the reimburse-
ment of tuition fees,

5. Includes the annual costs and the retroactive payment of the bonus to RCMP members.

6. Includes the salaries of employees who work 50 per cent or more of their time on the administration of the program and other
expenses such as information services, rent, and professional and special services.

7. Includes Public Service Commission costs for the application of the Official Languages Exclusion Order of the Public Service

Employment Act and the administration of second language evaluation.
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Technical notes
and definitions

Table 1

Language requirements of positions in the
Public Service

All positions in the Public Service are designat-
ed as bilingual or unilingual, depending on the
specific requirements of each position and
according to the following categories:

o English-Essential: a position in which all the
duties can be performed in English.

e French-Essential: a position in which all the
duties can be performed in French.

o FEither English- or French-Essential (“Either/
or”): a position in which all the duties can
be performed in English or French.

® Bilingual: a position in which all, or part, of
the duties must be performed in both
English and French.

Positions include those staffed for an indetermi-
nate period and for a determinate period of
three months or more as of March 31, 1995.

Table 2

Bilingual positions and the pool of
bilingual employees in the Public Service

Establishment of the language profiles of
positions and linguistic’' assessment of
federal employees is based on three levels of
proficiency:

¢ Level A: minimum proficiency;
* [evel B: intermediate proficiency;
¢ Level C: superior proficiency.

Proficiency is based on an assessment of three
skills: reading, writing and oral interaction. The
results shown in this table, as well as in tables
5,7, 9 and 11, are based on test results for oral
interaction skills (understanding and speaking).

K

Before 1990, the number of employees having
a superior second-language proficiency level
was underestimated because the tests only
determined if an employee met the language
requirements of the position being staffed. The
current test assesses the actual level an
employee attains.

Table 3

Language requirements of positions in the
Public Service by region

This table gives the breakdown of bilingual and
unilingual positions by region. Figures for
unilingual positions were obtained by adding
the English-Essential, French-Essential and the
Either English- or French-Essential categories.

Since all rotational positions abroad, which
belong primarily to the Department of Foreign
Affairs, are identified as “Either/or”, the lan-
guage requirements have been described in
terms of the linguistic proficiency of the incum-
bents, rather than by reference to position
requirements.

Table 4

Bilingual positions - Status
of incumbents

Table 4, along with tables 6, 8 and 10, deal with
the linguistic status of incumbents who fall into
one of three categories:

1. meet the language requirements of their
positions;

2. are exempted from meeting the language
requirements of their positions. Govern-
ment policy allows that, under specific cir-
cumstances, an employee may:

— apply for a bilingual position staffed on a
non-imperative basis without making a
commitment to meet the language
requirements of the position. This nor-
mally applies to employees with long
records of service, employees with a




disability preventing them from learning
a second language, and employees affect-
ed by a reorganization or lay-off;

- remain in a bilingual position without hav-
ing to meet the new language require-
ments of the position. This includes
incumbents of unilingual positions reclas-
sified as bilingual, or incumbents of bilin-
gual positions where the language
requirements have been raised;

3. must meet the language requirements of
their positions, in accordance with the
Exclusion Order on Official Languages
under the Public Service Employment Act,
which grants employees a period of time to
acquire the language proficiency required
for their positions.

The number of exemptions has declined steadi-
ly, falling from 27 per cent in 1978 to 10 per cent
in 1984 and 6 per cent in 1995. The number of
employees who meet the requirements of their
positions has risen from 70 per cent in 1978 to
91 per cent in 1995.

Table 5

Bilingual positions — Second-
language level requirements

As was mentioned in the notes for Table 2,
bilingual positions are identified according to
three levels of second-language proficiency.

The “Other” category refers to positions either
requiring code “P” or not requiring any sec-
ond-language oral interaction skills. Code “P”
is used for a specialized proficiency in one or
both official languages that cannot be acquired
through language training (e.g., stenographers,
translators).

&

Table 6

Service to the public — Status
of incumbents

While Table 4 covers all positions in the federal
Public Service, Table 6 focuses on the linguistic
status of incumbents in positions where there is
a requirement for service to the public in both
official languages. The three categories are
defined in the notes for Table 4.

Table 7

Service to the public — Second-
language level requirements

Table 7 indicates the level of proficiency
required in the second language for bilingual
service to the public positions.

Table 8

Internal services — Status
of incumbents

Table 8 shows the linguistic status of incum-
bents of bilingual positions providing internal
services, i.e., positions where there is a require-
ment to provide personal (e.g., pay) or central
services (e.g., libraries) in both official lan-
guages in the designated bilingual regions for
the purposes of language of work as set out in
the Official Languages Act. The three cate-
gories are defined in the notes for Table 4.

Table 9

Internal services — Second-
language level requirements

This table looks at the second-language level
requirements for bilingual positions in the inter-
nal services sector. See the note for Table 8.
The definition of levels of language proficiency
are shown in the notes for Table 2.
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Table 10

Supervision — Status of incumbents

This table shows the linguistic status of the
incumbents of bilingual positions with bilingual
supervisory responsibilities in those regions
designated as bilingual for the purpose of lan-
guage of work in the Official Languages Act.

Table 11

Supervision — Second-language level
requirements

Table 11 shows the second-language level
requirements for positions described in the
note for Table 10. It is further to tables 5, 7 and
9. However, since a position may be identified
bilingual for more than one requirement (e.g.,
service to the public and supervision), the total
of positions in tables 7, 9 and 11 does not nec-
essarily match the number of bilingual posi-
tions in Table 5.

Tables 12, 13, 14, 15 and 16

Participation of Anglophones
and Francophones

The terms “Anglophones” and “Francophones”
refer to the first official language of employees.
The first official language is that language
declared by employees as the one with which
they have a primary personal identification —
that is, the official language in which they are
generally more proficient. Data on civilian
employees of the Royal Canadian Mounted
Police are contained in the statistics on the
Public Service.

Tables 17 and 18

Participation of Anglophone
and Francophone Canadian Regular
Forces personnel

Data on civilian Canadian Forces personnel are
included in the statistics on the Public Service.
Reserve personnel have been excluded from
the data.

— 9

Table 19

Participation of Anglophones and
Francophones employed in all organiza-
tions subject to the Official Languages Act

While tables 12 to 18 cover the Public Service,
Crown corporations, the RCMP, separate
employers and other organizations, and
Canadian Regular Forces, this table shows the
participation of Anglophones and Franco-
phones in all organizations subject to the
Official Languages Act, that is, federal institu-
tions and all other organizations that are sub-
ject to the Act or parts of it when another legal
instrument stipulates it, for example, Air
Canada or designated airport authorities.

Table 20
Language training

The data in this table comes from the Language
Training Module of the Treasury Board and
indicates the number of hours of language
training given.

Table 21
Official languages translation

The data in this table comes from Public Works
and Government Services Canada and indicates
the number of words which departments and
agencies have had translated.

Tables 22 and 23

Official Languages Program costs
within federal institutions, overall costs
and by subject

These costs include simultaneous translation
and the translation of parliamentary and gov-
ernment documents, language training (Public
Service employees and military personnel),
bilingualism bonus and administration of poli-
cies and programs by central agencies, depart-
ments, Crown corporations and Canadian
Forces personnel.




