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Executive Summary
RSCL has produced an Outcomes Management Report each year since 2003. This is our 10th report which
tracks the results of our programs and services. The information and analysis derived from the Outcome
Management process is used to highlight areas of strengths and identify areas requiring improvement. The
Annual Outcomes Management Report is part of Richmond Society for Community Living’s continuous Quality
Improvement Program. The 2012 report is consistent with previous years in that it shows very positive results
and high levels of satisfaction with our programs. The average level of satisfaction across the organization for
2012 was 100%.
For this report, we gathered information in eight different programs:






Infant Development Program for families with babies and toddlers (0-3 years)
Supported Child Development for families with children and youth using Child Care (0-19 years)
Preschool & Daycare (3 - 5 years)
Day Programs for adults, children and young adults with extra support needs (6 and older)
Employment Services and the Richmond HandyCrew Cooperative (19 and older)- an addendum will

be added to this report at a later date due to challenges with the collection of information
 Residential Services for adults with developmental disabilities (19 and older)
 Supported Living for adults with developmental disabilities (19 and older)
 Respite for adults with developmental disabilities and children/youth with special needs (all ages)
For each of these program areas, we set goals and collected information about:
Satisfaction – what the people using our programs think about the services they receive and RSCL
Effectiveness – how well things work compared to the results we expect
Efficiency – how well we make use of the resources we have
Service Accessibility – how easy it is for people to get the services they need
RSCL gathered information by sending out surveys, interviewing people and reviewing files. The surveys were
available in both English and Chinese (where needed). Self-Advocates that were able to indicate their
preference or satisfaction were also interviewed. Our overall family satisfaction survey response rate in 2012
was 40.69% for the agency.
We also solicited input from external stakeholders about their satisfaction with RSCL programs and services.
Stakeholders included agencies that provide funding to RSCL, other service providers, professionals, and
organizations that refer individuals or families to RSCL. We chose again this year to solely interview External
Stakeholders due to low response rates from mailed out surveys in years past. Overall, the results of the
interviews this year were very positive.
What We Have Learned Over the Past Ten Years
RSCL began formally collecting program outcome information ten years ago. Since that time, we have refined
our surveys, and determined other ways to collect information and feedback about our programs and services
(e.g. online surveys, surveys delivered during annual planning, individual interviews with a random sample
etc.). During the 2009 and 2010 calendar years we reviewed and revised our Outcome Management System
while in 2011 we further refined the system. Many of our goals (Outcomes and Indicators) have been refined
and adjusted to further challenge and promote service excellence.
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As a result of the information gathered and analyzed, we have:
1. Improved personal planning processes and followed through on established goals set by individuals and
their families;
2. Established an Employment Service Department, including Supported/Customized Employment and the
Richmond HandyCrew Cooperative;
3. Advocated for the expansion of early intervention supports for families, and explored alternative
funding sources for children’s services;
4. Modified programs to accommodate the unique and changing needs of the people we support, e.g.
renovations, extra staffing, hours of service, etc.;
5. Created and sustained regular communication with families and stakeholders, e.g. RSCL Newsletter,
Program Specific Newsletters, RSCL website, e-zines, Facebook, etc.;
6. Developed a better understanding of the demographics of the people who access our services. This has
helped us reach out to different ethnic and cultural groups, e.g. translated material, changes in hiring
practices, etc.
7. Shifted the priority within residential services towards developing and maintaining relationships for the
individuals outside of paid support.
8. Offered a variety of assistance and support in the areas of life-skills, leisure and recreation,
volunteerism and job placements, with a focus on community and social inclusion.
9. Redeveloped Day Services and created LIFE Services where individuals have a home site and will
participate in varying activities moving from program site to site and/or community locations depending
on their personal goal based schedule.
10. Created the Youth Employment Program in partnership with the Richmond School District.
What We Are Working on This Year
At RSCL, we are very proud of our accomplishments this past year, and we believe we are making a positive
difference in the lives of many people in the Richmond community. Based on the results of the 2012 Outcomes
Management Report, we are working on the following improvements this year:
Outcome System Modifications:
RSCL will contract with Warren Helfrich commencing in the summer of 2013 to review the performance
measures for each of the adult services programs. Warren was contracted by a group of organizations in the
Lower Mainland and Vancouver Island to complete the following:
 To align organizational performance measurement with CLBC’s Quality of Life measurement
framework;
 To update measures so that they provided more meaningful feedback on the services that were being
delivered, and;
 To ensure that the measures chosen were aligned with accreditation requirements.
RSCL will use the performance measurement plans which were developed in the effort to review our
performance measurement systems and to ensure alignment with the Quality of Life Framework and CARF
standards. Once the Adult Services programs are completed, Warren will focus on a review of our Children’s
Services programs performance measures.
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INTRODUCTION
The Outcome Management System is designed to provide essential information to the Richmond Society for
Community Living’s Management and Board of Directors in order to monitor and make improvements to
service delivery. It is expected that the outcome results will assist the staff at RSCL to be more responsive to
the needs of the children, youth and adults with a disability and their families who are served by the Society.
The Outcome Management System was developed using a self-assessment process which identified areas of
strength, weakness, opportunities and possible threats to the services provided by the Society.
This Outcome Management Report addresses eight program areas:
 Infant Development Program for families with babies and toddlers (0-3 years)
 Supported Child Development for families with children and youth using Child Care (0-19 years)
 Preschool & Daycare (3 - 5 years)
 Day Programs for adults, children and young adults with extra support needs (6 and older)
 Employment Services and the Richmond HandyCrew Cooperative (19 and older) – an addendum will

be added to this report at a later date due to challenges with the collection of information
 Residential Services for adults with developmental disabilities (19 and older)
 Supported Living for adults with developmental disabilities (19 and older)
 Respite for adults with developmental disabilities and children/youth with special needs (all ages)
Each program area has identified measures for effectiveness, efficiency, accessibility and satisfaction.
Stakeholders are defined as the organizations and professionals that interface with RSCL programs and staff
on a regular basis.
Each year, the Board of Directors reviews the outcome results and approves the recommendations that arise
from the analysis and results. The outcome results are reported to the Society membership and, included in
the agency’s newsletter. Finally, the recommendations from the Outcome Management process will be
compiled with the recommendations from several other reports completed by Society staff, to form the
Business Improvement Plan for the year.

Method
Three different methods were employed to gather information regarding supports and services provided by the
Richmond Society for Community Living: Surveys, Interviews, and File Reviews.
Survey
Surveys were developed to solicit the opinions and perspectives of parents, relatives and/or long-term
caregivers who were involved in the life of a child, youth or adult with a developmental disability who received
service from the Society within the 2012 calendar year. In order to solicit the input from as many people as
possible, surveys for the Infant Development Program, and Supported Child Development Program were
available in two languages (English and Chinese).
The Richmond Society for Community Living sent out a total of 666 surveys. 271 completed surveys were
returned (response rate of 40.69%). Over the years, RSCL has adopted different techniques in an attempt to
increase the response rate. The most effective technique implemented to date was to hand deliver
satisfaction surveys to families/caregivers during the planning process/meeting (except Respite). The Infant
Development Program began providing surveys at their planning sessions and upon file closure which has
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increased their response rate. This appears to have had a very positive effect on the overall response rate and
consequently RSCL will continue this process for most programs. The Supported Child Development Program
also made use of an online survey tool.
Although the return rates vary from year to year for each program, 2012 showed a response rate of 40.69%,
down from last year’s 50.5%. We believe that distributing satisfaction surveys at planning sessions provides
for higher response rates and also allows for staff to explain to families why we collect this information which
makes the families more inclined to respond. Many of the families that RSCL supports are involved with more
than one accredited agency and therefore would be tasked with completing multiple surveys which could be
one of the reasons for the decline. Another reason could be related to the format and content of our surveys
as there is a lot of explanations and information on them which could be daunting for some families. Two
recommendations have been cited with the intent to increase the response rate.
It is also important to note that not all individuals served have family members to respond to the survey.
Therefore it is imperative that the number of surveys distributed to families reflects the actual number of
families available to respond to the surveys, not the actual number of individuals served, when we are
inputting this information into this report. This has prompted a recommendation.
Despite the higher than industry standard response rate, the survey results must be viewed as possible trends,
but not conclusive results.
Survey Response Rates per Program
Program

Surveys
Given
184
187
43
54

Surveys
Returned
87
44
17
43

Response
Rate 2012
47.28%
23.53%
39.53%
79.63%

Response
Rate 2011
36%
47%
66%
81%

Response
Rate 2010
21%
71%
31%
90%

Response
Rate 2009
38%
39%
46%
69%

Response
Rate 2008
40%
47%
58%
64%

Avenues
RCO/Pendleton
Transitions
Quantum

26
7
27
23

9
0
9
19

34.62%
0%
33.33%
83%

78%
50%
96%

50%
42%
59%

68%
85%
91%

23%
36%
48%

Youth Connections

27

19

70.37%

79%

70%

83%

58%

Day Program Total

110

56

50.91%

78%

62%

81%

52%

47%

30%

n/a

n/a

IDP
SCDP – families
SCDP – care providers
Treehouse

Employment Services
Residential Homes
Respite
Supported Living
TOTAL

See Addendum
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59
21

3
16
5

37.5%
27.12%
23.81%

60%
n/a
65%

75%
38%
29%

71%
15%
67%

12.5%
29%
56%

666

271

40.69%

50.5%

41%

43.6%

41%

For the last 3 years, RSCL staff have contacted any respondents that indicated “neutral”, “moderate” or below
on their survey. The purpose of the contact is to determine the reason for the response and explore options
to improve the respondent’s service experience, if possible. The timeline set for follow up was 30 days for
“dissatisfied” responses and 60 days for “neutral” or “moderate extent” responses. A recommendation was
cited in the 2011 report to discontinue the follow up for “neutral” or “moderate” as these responses were not
indicators for service dissatisfaction. Rather, in the majority of cases, the respondents were very happy with
the service.
Overall, agency staff met these targets for most respondents. During the follow up contacts, common trends
did emerge regarding the reason for the rating. That said, themes did not emerge regarding reasons for
7

service dissatisfaction that would lead to overall service changes. Consequently, a recommendation is not
required. The common reasons for the responses were as follows:

1. The response did not relate to the service but related to the family’s perception of their adult/child’s
growth/development.
2. The respondent did not include their name and consequently follow up was not possible.
3. The respondent was concerned about some aspect of the service. Follow up was conducted and
options were explored to improve service satisfaction. This response was a small percentage of the
respondents that were contacted and themes did not arise during these contacts that would prompt a
recommendation for the agency or any specific program.
It is important to recognize the hard work and dedication of RSCL staff members. Without their dedication and
support for the persons the agency serves the Richmond Society for Community Living would not receive the
high levels of satisfaction it does.

Recommendations
1. Request that surveys be completed at the time in which they are presented to families/caregivers;
yearly planning, at time of file closure etc.
2. Review the format of the surveys and the content of the questions with the intent to simplify the
process for families/caregivers (to be completed in 2013 in preparation for the 2014 reporting year).
3. Ensure that the number of surveys distributed to families reflects the actual number of families
available to respond to the surveys, not the actual number of individuals served.
Interviews
All Self-Advocates that were able to indicate their preference, verbally or by using any other communication
system (e.g. pictorial symbols) were interviewed. Through follow up conversations with individuals about their
responses to the survey a few trends emerged:
1. They did not remember completing the survey and/or why they answered the way they did.
2. They responded about a previous caregiver
Three recommendations have been cited.
In order to increase the response rates, a random sample of External Stakeholders were sent a letter and then
followed up with a telephone interview.

Recommendations
1. The surveyor explore further with the individual being surveyed the reason for their unhappy/little bit
response.
2. Review and revise the survey questions for individuals for clarity.
3. Complete surveys for individuals in the fall of 2013 to allow more time for follow up if necessary.

File Review
Existing documentation within the organization was used in some situations as the sole measure and in other
cases as an additional measure in conjunction with a survey question.
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Parameters and Omissions
Although the process was designed to solicit input from a broad range of people in order to capture the
opinions of a representative group, it is important to mention that some people may not be well represented in
the final report. Specifically, individuals who are not able to speak or communicate in ways that can be clearly
understood by others do not have a strong voice in the final report. In order to help mitigate this difficulty,
the opinions of their families and caregivers have been solicited.
A second group of people that are not well represented in the final report are those individuals that do not
have family involvement - especially if the individual is also unable to communicate in ways that can be clearly
understood.
Lastly, although the process adopted methods and practices consistent with empirical research, the process
and report do not conform to the stringent guidelines of empirical research practices. The final conclusions
contained in the report are based largely on information and opinions gathered from the surveys, interviews
and a review of specific documentation. That said, given that three stakeholder groups where consulted by
way of survey or interview and three methods were used to obtain information, the writer is confident that the
results and conclusions do represent many commonly held beliefs and opinions of self-advocates, families and
other stakeholders regarding services provided by the Richmond Society for Community Living and, therefore
can be used to inform the Society of practices that successfully respond to the needs of the people we support
and highlight areas that require some improvement.

Demographic Summary
The Outcomes Management Report includes demographic information such as age, ethnicity, and diagnosis of
all the individuals served throughout the organization. This information helps to identify areas where perhaps
more focus should be made as well as to ensure that we are meeting the needs of the cultural diversity of the
city in which we provide service.
In 2012, RSCL served a total of 982 individuals. The following charts breakdown the age, diagnosis and
ethnicity for the agency overall. The diagnosis totals do not necessarily add up to the 982 individuals served
as some individuals may have more than 1 diagnosis.
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To compare these numbers to the City of Richmond demographic information, we used the Census information
available on the City of Richmond website. The last Census year was 2011; however most of the data had not
yet been released at the time of this report. Consequently, the data available for the City of Richmond is either
census data from 2006 or estimates from the City of Richmond for 2012. The population estimate for
Richmond in 2012 was 199,302. This is consistent with an average of 1.5% growth each year.
As well as population increases, consistent with many other Canadian cities, the population in Richmond is
aging.
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Today, Richmond is a dynamic, multi-ethnic community. 57.4% of the Richmond population is immigrants.
This is consistent with RSCL’s broad range of ethnicities of those we serve. The 2006 Census reports the top
specific areas of origin are (with percent of all immigrants):

The mother-tongue languages most represented are: English 40.6%; Cantonese 16.4%, Mandarin 7.7% and
Chinese not otherwise specified 13.4% (the Chinese languages together representing 37.6%); Punjabi
(Punjabi) 3.9%; and Tagalog (Pilipino, Filipino) 3.5%. The next most common mother tongue languages are
German, Spanish, Japanese and Russian.
Over the last eight years, increasingly the participants in RSCL programs have begun to more accurately reflect
the ethnic breakdown of the community.
RSCL’s Accessibility Plan has addressed the need to reach out to the different ethnic groups in our community.
RSCL has translated brochures and orientation materials, translated materials are available on the RSCL
website, focus groups have been conducted with people from the Chinese community, as well RSCL has
employed staff of different ethnic communities.
Based on the changes observed over the last several years, continued effort to reach out to different ethnic
communities should be a priority for RSCL.
Source: http://www.richmond.ca/discover/about/demographics/Census2006.htm
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INFANT DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
“Very thankful for IDP's help, made us more confident for our child's growth.” – IDP Parent
“We are very thankful for being in such a great program. Our child was born premature and at times there was a lot of
concern. By joining the IDP program, not only did I get professional consultation, I also had a person to talk to just
about everything on my child’s development. As a result of that , I can rest assured my child is doing alright … makes
me appreciate more how much I already have and I constantly remind myself to give more and I am very happy we have
these support programs and will like to see them continue their great work!” – IDP Parent
“On behalf of our family I would like to thank the IDP Program for helping our son with his speech development. I and
my husband are now more knowledgeable on how to address our son's speech development.” – IDP Parent

Program Overview
Infant Development (age’s birth to three years) provides support for families with infants and toddlers who
have extra support needs, a delay in their development, or who may be at risk of a delay.

Demographics
Males/Females
196 males
134 females

Diagnosis
103 Prematurity
19 autism
1 Cerebral Palsy
4 hearing impairments
6 mental health
8 mobility issues/physical
disability
3 visual impairments
8 Down Syndrome
68 Speech Delay
43 Gross Motor Delay
34 Medical & Genetic
conditions
18 global delay
28 Pre-natal Substance
Exposure
16 other

Ethnicity
90 Caucasian
115 Asian
21 Asian/Caucasian
25 Aboriginal
11 Mixed race
26 South Asian
25 Filipino
17 Other

Total Served in 2012
Total served in any given month (12 month average)
Number of Intakes
Number Discharged from RSCL
Average Consultant Caseload
Provincial Standard Caseload
Number on waitlist as at December 31
Number of Family Satisfaction Surveys Delivered*
Number of Surveys Returned
Survey Response Rate

330
206
155
106
66
25
30
184
87
47.3%

* surveys were not given to
-Families that left IDP early in the 2012 year as they would have
been surveyed in 2011.
-Families with 2+ children in IDP – family received only 1 survey
-New families recently added, thus too early to survey
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Outcomes Data Table
Outcome
Satisfaction
Families will be satisfied with the service
Effectiveness
Families will have increased knowledge of their
child’s development as a result of participating in
IDP.
Families will have increased awareness of
services and resources within the community.

Efficiency
Infant Development Program will achieve full
capacity
Service Access
Families will receive services in their spoken
language

Indicators

Target

Data
Source

Achieved

% of families that report satisfaction

80%

Survey

√

% of families who report increased knowledge
of their child's development

80%

Survey

% of families who report increased awareness
of services and resources within the
community.

80%

Numbers served in the reporting period

Contract
requirement

File review

# of families that receive services in their
spoken language

80%

File Review

√
Survey
√

√

√

Survey Results
Please describe your satisfaction
with the service your child
receives.
If you are satisfied, or
dissatisfied, please indicate the
areas with which you are most
satisfied or most dissatisfied.

My knowledge of my child’s
development has increased as a
result of participating in the IDP.
I have an increased awareness of
services and resources in my
community for my child and
family as a result of participating
in IDP.

Very
Satisfied
5
86%

Satisfied
4
14%

Neutral
3
0

Consultant skill and knowledge
Consultant sensitivity to families
Privacy
Communication between Consultant and parent/caregiver
Interaction between child and Consultant
Strongly
Agree
Agree
Neutral
5
4
3
75%
23.8%
1.2%
Strongly
Agree
Agree
Neutral
5
4
3
76.5%

22.4%

1.2%

File Review
Provincial standard caseload:

25

Average Consultant caseload: 330 families / 5 Full Time
Consultants + 1 Coordinator
# languages spoken by IDP consultants

66

# Families that receive services in another language:

75

3
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Dissatisfied
2
0
Satisfied
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

Very
Dissatisfied
1
0
Dissatisfied

# responders
skipped
question
1

2

Disagree
2

Strongly
Disagree
1
0
Strongly
Disagree
1

# responders
skipped
question
3
# responders
skipped
question

0

0

2

Disagree
2
0

Satisfaction
In the 10 years that RSCL has been collecting outcomes information, the Infant Development program has
received extremely high satisfaction. In 2012, of the 87 respondents, all were satisfied or very satisfied with
the service their child receives. Satisfaction was broken down further to determine the areas of greater or
lesser satisfaction. 100% of the respondents were satisfied with:
 Consultant skill and knowledge
 Consultant sensitivity to families
 Privacy
 Communication between consultant and family
 Interaction between child and consultant

Effectiveness
To determine the effectiveness of the program, two indicators were used to measure. Families were asked if
they had an increase in knowledge of their child’s development as a result of the IDP program. 83 families
agreed or strongly agreed that their knowledge had increased. 1 family indicated neutral. 3 families did not
respond.
Families were also asked if they had an increased awareness of services and resources in the community for
their child. 84 families agreed or strongly agreed that they had an increased awareness of community services
and resources. 1 family indicated neutral. 2 families did not respond.

Efficiency
The Infant Development Program exceeds the expectations of the contract with the Ministry for Children and
Family Development. The provincial practice guidelines regarding consultant/family ratio is 25 families
per/fulltime consultant. Typically the IDP operates with 7 Consultants (6 consultants, one Coordinator),
however 2012 saw extended medical leaves and staff resignations, thus the program operated an average of 5
full time IDP Consultants and 1 Coordinator. Serving a total of 330 families in 2012, The IDP consultant
caseloads for 2012 were 66 families per fulltime IDP consultant.

Service Access
Given that Richmond is a multicultural community, it was determined that, if families were able to receive
service in their first language, it would increase the accessibility and effectiveness of the program. The IDP
offers services in 3 different languages other than English; Mandarin, Cantonese, and Sign. 75 families
received services in a language other than English.

Analysis
The Infant Development Program successfully achieved all of its targets. Overall, the level of satisfaction with
the Infant Development Program is very high. The IDP continues to be able to respond to the unique
multicultural needs of the community. It also continues to be perceived by its service recipients, as effective.
Consistently, year after year, consultant case loads are far above the recommended provincial average and
this has come at a cost; extended staff medical leave, little time to attend professional development
opportunities and networking and research for most recent and up to date practice in the field. The Infant
Development Program began a waitlist in 2012 for the first time due to staff shortages and the desire to
redevelop the program to better support families. Although families have overwhelmingly expressed their
satisfaction with the program, internally it is clear that some changes have been necessary to support the staff
in their continued dedication to their profession, the children and families and RSCL as a whole.
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It is also important to note that even with the changes the IDP is making internally to be more effective, it
remains clear there is a need for increased funding. It is important that advocacy efforts continue with the
Ministry for Children and Family Development to make further investments in early intervention services.
In 2012 a small delegation of Richmond service providers met with the 3 local MLA’s to bring forward concerns
about the waitlists for early intervention services
We know that advocacy efforts of families is more effective than that of an organization, however, we also
recognize that not all families are interested in, are capable of - due to everyday life challenges, or are
comfortable with advocacy. Given this information, a recommendation has been cited to hold a focus group for
families to provide and gather information in order to continue RSCL’s advocacy efforts.

Recommendations
1. Advocate for additional funding for early intervention supports (i.e. Infant Development and Supported
Child Development Programs);
2. Hold a family focus group to provide and gather information which will help RSCL to better support
families in such areas as service provision, advocacy etc.
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SUPPORTED CHILD DEVELOPMENT
I found the SCDP is a very good program in supporting my child to increase her social skills and abilities. – SCDP Parent
I couldn't do without the support given to me by SCDP. It is not just the financial, but the mental relief to know I have
some options rather than none. I do not exaggerate to say SCDP is a lifeline. – SCDP Parent

Program Overview
Supported Child Development is a community based, early intervention program that provides practical
information and resources about community Child Care services, strategies for inclusion and specific disabilities
to child care providers and families. SCDP Consultants assist families to access child care of their choice. The
SCDP program is based on the philosophy of inclusion. In 2012, the program supported 329 children and
approximately 70 Child Care centers in Richmond.

Demographics
251 males
78 females

Age
40 (0-3)
122 (4-5)
134 (6-12)
33 (13-19)

Diagnosis
10 Prematurity
106 Developmental Delay
125 Autism
2 Cerebral Palsy
9 Hearing Impairments
40 Mental Health
12 Mobility Issues/Physical
Disability
3 Visual Impairments
67 Other

Ethnicity
91 Caucasian
147 Asian
25 Asian/Caucasian
3 Aboriginal
12 Indo Canadian
20 Mixed Race
4 Spanish
27 Other

Total Served in 2012
Total served as at December 31, 2012

329
178

Number of Intakes

115

Number Discharged from RSCL

72

Number on Waitlist for intake as at Dec 31 2011
Number on Waitlist for funding

47
77

Average Consultant Caseload

69

Provincial Standard Caseload

25

Number of Family Satisfaction Surveys Delivered
Number of Family Surveys Returned
Family Survey Response Rate
Child Care Centre Surveys Distributed
Child Care Centre Surveys Returned
Child Care Centre Survey Response Rate

187
44
23.5%
43
17
39.5%
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Outcome Data Table
Outcome
Satisfaction
Families will be satisfied with
their level of involvement in
planning for their child.

Child Care providers will be
satisfied with Consultant
support.

Families will be satisfied with
Child Care program / direct
staff.
Effectiveness
Child Care provider’s capacity
to include children requiring
extra support will be increased.

Skills and abilities of the child
will be increased as a result
their involvement with the
SCDP program.

Efficiency
Wait time between initial
referral and first visit from SCD
to family and/or Child Care
program will be decreased.
Participation of children in
typical Child Care activities and
routines will be increased.
Service Access
Family understanding of the
service they are accessing will
be increased.
Child Care provider’s access to
requested / needed resources
as appropriate to the child’s
needs will be increased.

Indicators

Target

Data Source

Achieved

% of families who express satisfaction with their
involvement in planning for their child.

80%

Survey

√

% of families who express satisfaction with the
assistance they received to find their Child Care
provider/ program.

80%

Survey

√

% of Child Care providers who express satisfaction with
the consultation services provided by SCD Consultant /
enhancement worker.

80%

Survey

√

% of Child Care providers who express satisfaction with
training opportunities provided by SCDP (e.g. on site
training, workshops, coordination of professional
training).

80%

Survey

√

% of Child Care providers who express satisfaction with
the availability of physical resources provided by SCDP
(e.g. lending library materials, equipment, learning
materials).

80%

Survey

√

% of families who report satisfaction with the inclusion
of their child in the Child Care program.
% of families who report satisfaction with support
provided to their child.

80%

Survey

√

80%

Survey

√

% of Child Care providers who report that they have
increased ability to serve children requiring extra
support.

80%

Survey

√

% of goals for which there has been progress toward
achievement.

90%

File Review

X

% of families who report that their child has increased
their skills and abilities as a result of their involvement
with SCDP.

80%

Survey

√

Length of time between initial referral and first visit
from SCD to family or Child Care program.

60 Days

MCFD
Indicators

X

% of children demonstrating progress toward goals
related to participation in typical Child Care activities
and routines.

80%

File Review

√

% of families who report that they received information
about the service in a format that was understandable
to them.
% of Child Care providers who access resources
including toys, equipment, information.
% of children who access extra staffing resources.

80%

Survey or
Interview

√

80%

File Audit

X

100%

File Review

X
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Survey Results - Families
Were you satisfied with your involvement in
planning for your child?

Did you receive help from your SCDP
Consultant to arrange your Child Care?
If yes, were you satisfied with the help you
received to arrange your Child Care?

To what extent is your child included in a
Child Care program?

Does your Child Care program receive extra
staff support for your child?
If yes, are you satisfied with the extra
support provided to your child?

Do you receive funding to hire support for
your child?
If yes, are you satisfied with the support
provided to your child?

My child’s skills and abilities have increased
as a result of their involvement with SCDP?

I received information about the SCDP
service in a way that was understandable to
me.

Very
Satisfied
5
68.2%

Satisfied
4
27.3%

Neutral
3
4.5%

Dissatisfied
2
0

YES

88.4%

NO

11.6%

Satisfied
4
25.6%

Neutral
3
2.6%

Dissatisfied
2
0%

Great Extent
4

Small Extent
2

40.9%

Moderate
Extent
3
13.6%

2.3% (1 person)

YES

81.8%

NO

18.2%

Very
Satisfied
5
69.4%

Satisfied
4
25%

Neutral
3
5.6%

Dissatisfied
2
0

YES

13.6%

NO

86.4%

Satisfied
4
25%

Neutral
3
25%

Dissatisfied
2
4.2% (1 person)

Agree
4

Neutral
3

Disagree
2

38.6%

13.6%

0

Agree
4
43.2%

Neutral
3
4.5%

Disagree
2
0

Very
Satisfied
5
71.8%
Very
Great
Extent
5
40.9%

Very
Satisfied
5
45.8%
Strongly
Agree
5
47.7%
Strongly
Agree
5
52.3%

Very Dissatisfied
1
0
# responders
skipped question
Very Dissatisfied
1
0

No Extent
1
2.3% (1 person)
# responders
skipped question
Very Dissatisfied
1
0
# responders
skipped question
Very Dissatisfied
1
0
Strongly
Disagree
1
0
Strongly
Disagree
1
0

# responders
skipped
question
0
1
# responders
skipped
question
5
# responders
skipped
question
0
0
# responders
skipped
question
8
0
# responders
skipped
question
20
# responders
skipped
question
0
# responders
skipped
question
0

Survey Results – Child Care Centers
Are you satisfied with the consultation
services provided by the Supported Child
Development Program?
Are you satisfied with the training
opportunities provided by the Supported
Child Development Program?
Are you satisfied with the physical resources
(i.e. Lending library, equipment, learning
materials, etc…) provided by the Supported
Child Development Program?
To what extent has your ability to serve
children that require extra support
increased as a result of your involvement
with the Supported Child Development
Program?

Very
Satisfied
5
88.2%
Very
Satisfied
5
64.7%
Very
Satisfied
5
47.1%
Very
Great
Extent
5
47.1%

Satisfied
4
11.8%

Neutral
3
0

Dissatisfied
2
0

Satisfied
4
29.4%

Neutral
3
5.9%

Dissatisfied
2
0

Satisfied
4
47.1%

Neutral
3
5.9%

Dissatisfied
2
0

Great Extent
4
52.9%

Moderate
Extent
3
0

Small Extent
2
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0

Very
Dissatisfied
1
0
Very
Dissatisfied
1
0
Very
Dissatisfied
1
0

No Extent
1
0

# responders
skipped
question
0
# responders
skipped
question
0
# responders
skipped
question
0
# responders
skipped
question
0

File Review
A random sample was used to calculate the following numbers:
New referrals in 2012
Average # days between referral and start of
service: (from 30 family sample)

115
104.5

Number of goals for all participants that expired in
the 2012 year:
Number of above goals that have evidence of
progress:
Percent:
Number of goals relating to participation in typical
Child Care activities for all participants that expired
in 2012
Number of above goals that were attempted
Percent

126
97

Total number of Child Care centers:
Number of Child Care centers who accessed the
lending library in 2012:
Percent
Number of children who access extra staffing
resources
Percent

70
37
53%
138
81%

77%
98

92
93%

Satisfaction
Families were asked several questions regarding their satisfaction with the Supported Child Development
Program. When asked if they were satisfied with their involvement in planning for their child, of the 44
respondents to this question, all were satisfied or very satisfied.
When asked if families were satisfied with the help they received to arrange their child care, of the 39
respondents to this question, 38 were satisfied or very satisfied. One family responded neutral.
When asked if families were satisfied with the extra staffing support for their child, of the 36 respondents to
the question, 34 were satisfied or very satisfied, and 2 indicated neutral.
Families were also asked to what extent they felt their child is included in their child care program. Of the 44
respondents to the question, 36 reported to a great or very great extent, 6 reported to a moderate extent, 2
families indicated to no extent however no names were indicated on the survey therefore follow up could not
be conducted.
In general, families appear to be satisfied with the level and type of support provided by the SCDP
Consultants.
The Child Care providers were also surveyed. Of the 17 child care providers that responded to the survey, all
were satisfied or very satisfied with the consultation services from SCDP. When asked if they were satisfied
with the physical resources available (lending library, equipment, learning materials etc..) of the 17 child care
providers that responded to the question, 16 were satisfied or very satisfied. 1 indicated neutral.
When asked if satisfied with the training opportunities, of the 17 respondents 16 were satisfied or very
satisfied with 1 reporting neutral.
Overall the Child Care providers appear to be very satisfied with the level and type of support provided by the
SCDP Consultants.
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Effectiveness
To determine the effectiveness of the program, families were asked if their child’s skills and abilities had
increased as a result of their involvement with SCDP. Of the 44 families that responded, 38 agreed or strongly
agreed with 6 families reporting neutral.
Child Care providers were asked if their ability to serve children who require extra support had increased as a
result of their involvement with SCDP. All of the 17 respondants indicated to a great or very great extent that
their ability to serve the children had increased.
A random sampling (26) file review was conducted to determine the percentage of goals for which there has
been progress toward achievement of a skill or ability with an outcome of 77% (91.5% in 2011, 91% in 2010).

Efficiency
Efficiency was determined by calculating the number of days between initial referral and the first visit by a
SCDP Consultant. The target for this indicator was 60 days, however it took an average of 104.5 days
between referral and first visit (random sampling of the 115 new referrals). RSCL assumed responsibility for
the SCDP in July 2005. At that time the program served 150 families annually. As of December 2012 the
program was serving 178 families. During the entire 2012 year, the SCDP served a total of 329 families. In
spite of the significant increase in the demand for service, the program has not received any increase in
funding since 2005. Currently the consultant caseloads are more than double (69 families per consultant) the
recommended Provincial practice standards (25 families per consultant).
A random sample of 26 files was used to determine 93% of children demonstrated progress towards goals
related to participation in typical child care activities and routines was 93% (benchmark of 80% was set).

Service Access
Families were asked if they received information about the SCDP services in a way that was understandable to
them. Of the 44 respondents, 42 indicated they agreed or strongly agreed. 2 families indicated neutral.
In addition to surveying families, a file audit was conducted to determine the percentage of Child Care
providers that accessed resources including toys, equipment, and information from the SCDP Lending Library.
It was determined that 53% (40% in 2011, 34% in 2010, 23% in 2009) of the child care providers accessed
resources.
A file audit was also conducted to determine the percentage of children who accessed extra staffing resources.
It was determined that 81 % of children accessed extra staffing resources.

Analysis
The Supported Child Development Program successfully achieved all but 4 of its targets. Overall, the level of
satisfaction with the Supported Child Development Program by families and Child Care Providers is very high.
SCDP also continues to be perceived, by its service recipients and stakeholders, as effective.
Three areas have been noted that prompted recommendations.
Firstly, there was a significant decrease in percentage of goals for which there has been progress toward
achievement with an outcome of 77% (91.5% in 2011, 91% in 2010). Follow up was completed with the
Coordinator of the program who reported the following reasons for the decline:
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1. There are several children with complex needs who had not been making the gains originally hoped for
in the short term outcomes therefore therapists have opted to discontinue or reword the outcome to
better reflect the child’s developmental level and abilities.
2. The CFSP’s had not been updated at the time of the data collection process.
3. Goals were set too high to be completed within a 6 month period.
Secondly, an area of concern is regarding program funding where there are 2 distinct areas in need of
attention.
1. The current caseload for SCDP Consultants continues to be an issue of concern that has not been
resolved. RSCL has participated in and initiated advocacy efforts over the last year aimed at
encouraging the Provincial Government to make further investments in early intervention services.
These efforts include:
a. Met with the 3 local MLA’s to bring forward concerns about the waitlists for early
intervention services;
b. Presented to the Standing Committee on Finance regarding our concern of the growing
waitlist within the Richmond SCD program;
c. Met with local and regional representatives from the MCFD regarding our concern of the
growing waitlist within the Richmond SCD program and the inequity of funds amongst SCD
programs in this region;
d. RSCL Board of Directors met with Linda Reid, MLA for Richmond East, to discuss their
concern of the growing waitlist within the Richmond SCD program and the inequity of funds
amongst SCD programs in this region.
2. Another area of need is funding to hire extra staffing supports. 19% of children who are currently
attending child care centres are not receiving extra staffing support due to the funding waitlist. It is
important to stress that this number does not include children that are on the waitlist for intake
where many of these children would require extra staffing support as well. For the past 4 years
child care centres have been asked to manage with less where it is possible which includes
providing support to 2 children with 1 staff and reducing the number of non-instructional hours for
school age children (professional days were only covered for 3.5 hours rather than 8 hours).
When funds are not accessible, children are placed on a lengthy waitlist therefore excluding them
from participation in a child care centre which their typically developing peers are enrolled in. This
is moving the system backwards and does not align itself with the Provincial Supported Child
Development Program mandate or the Community Living movement. Consequently, it is imperative
that RSCL continues to advocate for increased funding for early intervention services.
In spite of higher than recommended consultant/family ratio, it appears that the SCD Program continues to be
very effective for those families that receive their services. However, given the demand for SCDP service and
the limited resources, many families have been placed on the waitlist and do not receive services in a timely
manner.
The third and final area requiring attention is the SCDP Lending Library. The access to the library increased
over the past few years however is not at the level we anticipated or desire. In 2012, the program received a
grant through Green Shield to update the library’s resources and held a fundraiser which benefitted the library.
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The recommendation to survey child care centres regarding the library was completed however out of 43
surveys (representing 70 centres) only 1 responded with suggestions for items which would benefit their
program which they did not have the resources to purchase themselves. The SCDP was able to purchase over
half of the items which were identified and the program is now utilizing these resources. A recommendation
has been cited to increase awareness and usage of the lending library.

Recommendations
1. Advocate for additional funding for early intervention supports (i.e. Infant Development and Supported
Child Development Programs).
2. Increase marketing strategies regarding the lending library:
a. RSCL newsletter article
b. Host an Open House to view the library
c. Include a list of lending library items in the parent/program package
d. Create an inventory with a photo catalogue and email to all child care programs (regularly
updated with new inventory added)
3. Hold a family focus group to provide and gather the following information which will help RSCL to
better support families in such areas as service provision, advocacy etc.
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TREEHOUSE EARLY LEARNING CENTRE
Thank you, you make a valuable contribution to my daughter's life. Treehouse helps in optimizing my child's early
childhood experience and mine as her parent at this stage in her life. – Treehouse parent
The Treehouse staff are very experienced in dealing with day to day to the complex needs of children & families - they
just get it! Keep up the great work! – Treehouse parent

Program Overview
Treehouse early Learning Centre (ages 3 – 5 years) is an inclusive Child Care centre that offers a diverse
curriculum for children of varying abilities focusing on the whole child and learning through play.

Demographics
Treehouse is licensed for 25 full time children. 55 children were served at Treehouse during 2012 (16 with
special needs). The total number of children served accounts for those children in part and full time
placements as well as placements that turned over during the year. As at December 31, 2012, Treehouse
served 36 children.

Males/Females
30 males
25 females

Age
30 (0-3)
25 (4-5)

Diagnosis
5 Developmental
Disability
9 Autism
1 Mobility Issues
1 Hearing
Impairment

Ethnicity
24 Caucasian
13 Asian
7 Asian/Caucasian
2 Indo Canadian
5 Mixed Race
4 Other

Total Served in 2012

55

Number of Intakes

25

Number discharged from RSCL

20

Number on Waitlist
Number of Family Satisfaction Surveys Delivered

76
54

Number of Surveys Returned

43

Survey Response Rate

79.6%
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Outcomes Data Table
Outcome

Indicators

Satisfaction
Families will be satisfied with the service
Effectiveness
Children will have opportunities for growth and
development
Children who require extra support will receive
personalized supports as identified in their CFSP.

Target

TH1a. % of families that report satisfaction

Achieved

80%

Survey

√

80%

Survey

√

80%

File Review

√

TH3a. % of enrollment for the year (Jan - Dec)

95%

File review

√

% of children that require extra support that are
enrolled in the Program

16%

File review

√

TH2a. % of families who report their child has
experienced growth and development
% of goals identified in the CFSP that have
documented evidence of efforts to support goal
achievement.

Efficiency
Treehouse will maintain full capacity
Service Access
Children who require extra support will be included
in the Program

Data
Source

Survey Results
Please describe your
satisfaction with the service
your child receives.

Very
Satisfied
5
86%

Satisfied
4
14%

If you are satisfied, or
dissatisfied, please indicate the
areas with which you are most
satisfied or most dissatisfied.

Please describe the extent that
your child has opportunities for
personal growth and
development in the following
areas:

Neutral
3
0
Staffing
Activities
Environments
Safety
Communication

Dissatisfied
2
0
Satisfied
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

Very
Dissatisfied
1
0
Dissatisfied

#
responders
skipped
question
0

1

Very Great
Extent
5

Great Extent
4

Moderate Extent
3

Small Extent
2

No Extent
1

#
responders
skipped
question

Social

70%

23%

4.5% (2 people)

2.3% (1 person)

0

1

Cognitive

51%

41.8%

4.5% (2 people)

2.3% (1 person)

0

1

Emotional

60.5%

32.6%

6.9% (3 people)

0

0

1

Physical

53.5%

41.2%

4.5% (2 people)

0

0

1

File Review
Number of goals for all children that expired in the
2012 year
Number of above goals that were attempted
Percent

30
30
100%

Preschool
Daycare

Monthly Full
Capacity
9
16

Monthly Average
Enrollment
8.5
16

Percent
94%
100%

Satisfaction
The level of satisfaction continues to be very high with the Treehouse program. Of the 44 families that
responded, all were satisfied or very satisfied with the services provided at Treehouse. This question was
further broken down into satisfaction for specific areas. All families were satisfied with staffing, activities,
environment, and safety at Treehouse.

Effectiveness
To determine the program`s effectiveness, families were asked to what extent their child has opportunities for
growth and development in 4 categories. 40 families felt that their child had opportunities for growth and
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development socially to a great or very great extent. 2 families indicated to a moderate extent and 1 family
indicted to a small extent however they did not indicate a name therefore follow up was not possible. 40
families felt that their child had opportunities for growth and development cognitively to a great or very great
extent. 2 families indicated to a moderate extent and 1 family indicated to a small extent. The information
that was gathered from following up with the family indicated that their response was not because of
Treehouse but rather her child’s recent health decline. The Supervisor of the program informed the mother
that strategies for supporting this would be discussed at the upcoming goal planning session. All families felt
that their child had opportunities for growth and development emotionally to a moderate, great, or very great
extent. All families felt that their child had opportunities for growth and development physically to a
moderate, great, or very great extent.

Efficiency
Treehouse early Learning Centre is a program that operates on a fee for service basis. In order to maintain
current and optimal staffing levels, it is important that the program maintains close to full enrollment.
Therefore, the target set for the efficiency outcome was 95% of full enrollment. This year, Treehouse
operated at near full capacity with 94% in the preschool and 100% in the daycare.

Service Access
Treehouse early Learning Centre provides support to typically developing children and children with special
needs. In order for the children with special needs to fully access, participate and benefit from the program,
their support must be personalized. Therefore, the outcome/indicator reflects the importance of responding to
unique requirements of those children in order to facilitate their inclusion in the program. A file review was
conducted to determine if the centre staff attempted to achieve the personalized supports and goals that were
identified with the child’s parent through the Child Family Support Planning process. The results indicate that
100% of the identified goals for each child were attempted with staff support. This result exceeds the target
that was set for this indicator and has done so for the last several years. It is important to note the dedication
and determination of the staff that have supported the children in attempting these goals.

Analysis
Treehouse early Learning Centre successfully achieved all of its targets. Families continue to be very satisfied
with the service provided at Treehouse. Moreover, families perceive the program as being highly effective for
their child. While this is very encouraging and to be commended, these performance measures have been met
for several years therefore do not provide the information as to where improvements to service delivery can be
made, therefore a recommendation has been cited.

Recommendations
1. Revise the Treehouse performance measures in order to gather information to improve service delivery
(to be developed summer 2013 for the following reporting year).
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DAY SERVICES
My husband and I are both very happy with the progress our son has made over the years. We know how difficult he can
be at times. You have made such a difference in his life. We thank you. – Quantum Parent
Our daughter has commented that she is happier in Transitions now then she was in the past. She feels she gets to do
interesting activities. I feel that the programming has improved and am appreciative of the kinds of activities that our
daughter is involved in at Transitions to encourage overall development of the individual’s physical, social, emotional,
intellectual. Keep up the great work! Thank you – Transitions Parent

Program Overview
Youth Connections (ages 5 – 19 years) – Youth Connections provides after-school and summer activities
for children and youth with special needs. Participants are provided assistance and support to participate in
community-based recreation opportunities with other children/youth.
Avenues Day Program, Quantum, and Pendleton – These day programs provide opportunities for adults
to learn new skills, gain work and volunteer experience, develop friendships and participate in community
activities.
Transitions (ages 19 – 25 years) – Transitions is a day program for young adults that provides life-skills
training, pre-employment, social development, recreation and leisure support.

Demographics
Males /
Females
57 males
59 females

Age

Diagnosis

Ethnicity

8
26
41
24
17

59 Developmental
Disability
23 Autism
21 Cerebral Palsy
10 Hearing Impairments
23 Mental Health
33 Mobility
Issues/Physical Disability
15 Visual Impairments
5 Down Syndrome
54 Other

62 Caucasian
29 Asian
4 Asian/Caucasian
3 Aboriginal
10 Indo Canadian
2 Mixed Race
6 Other

(6–12)
(13-19)
(20-29)
(30-49)
(50-64)

# Total Served in ALL DAY PROGRAMS 2012: 116
# Surveys distributed: 110
# Surveys Returned: 56
Survey Response Rate: 50.1%
# Individuals interviewed: 45
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Youth Connections
Males /
Females
18 males
13 females

Age
8 (6-12)
23 (13-19)

Diagnosis

Ethnicity

Total Served in 2012

22 Developmental
Disability
10 Autism
4 Cerebral Palsy
4 Mental Health
10 Mobility
Issues/Physical
Disability
3 Visual Impairments
7 Other

15 Caucasian
9 Asian
3 Indo Canadian
4 Other

Males /
Females
21 males
8 females

Age

Diagnosis

Ethnicity

25 (20-29)
4 (30-49)

13 Developmental
Disability
5 Autism
8 Cerebral Palsy
4 Hearing Impairments
6 Mental Health
10 Mobility
Issues/Physical
Disability
10 Visual Impairments
5 Down Syndrome
12 Other

12 Caucasian
10 Asian
2 Asian/Caucasian
3 Indo Canadian
2 Mixed Race

Age

Diagnosis

Ethnicity

3 (20-29)
15 (30-49)
8 (50-64)

11 Developmental
Disability
5 Autism
6 Cerebral Palsy
2 Hearing Impairments
8 Mental Health
6 Mobility
Issues/Physical
Disability
2 Visual Impairments
22 Other

18 Caucasian
3 Asian
1 Asian/Caucasian
2 Aboriginal
2 Other

Diagnosis

Ethnicity

7

Number Discharged from RSCL

6

Number of Family Satisfaction Surveys
Delivered

27

Number of Surveys Returned

19

Survey Response Rate

Transitions

31

Number of Intakes

70.4%

Chart 17
Total Served in 2012
Number of Intakes

29
2

Number Discharged from RSCL

0

Number of Family Satisfaction Surveys
Delivered

27

Number of Surveys Returned

9

Survey Response Rate

33%

Avenues
Males /
Females
7 males
19 females

Total Served in 2012
Number of Intakes
Number Discharged from RSCL
Number of Family Satisfaction Surveys
Delivered
Number of Surveys Returned

26
0
1
26
9

Survey Response Rate

34.6%

Total Served in 2012

23

Quantum
Males /
Females
7 males
16 females

Age
3
13
4
3

(13-19)
(20-29)
(30-49)
(50-64)

13 Developmental
Disability
8 Autism
3 Cerebral Palsy
4 Hearing Impairments
4 Mental Health
5 Mobility
Issues/Physical
Disability
13 Other

12 Caucasian
6 Asian
1 Aboriginal
4 Indo Canadian

29

Number of Intakes
Number Discharged from RSCL
Number of Family Satisfaction Surveys
Delivered
Number of Surveys Returned
Survey Response Rate

9
0
23
19
83%

Pendleton Day Program
Males /
Females
4 males
3 females

Age
1 (30-49)
6 (50-64)

Diagnosis
3 Autism
1 Mental Health
2 Mobility Issues/Physical
Disability

Ethnicity
5 Caucasian
1 Asian
1 Asian/Caucasian

Total Served in 2012

7

Number of Intakes

0

Number Discharged from RSCL
Number of Family Satisfaction Surveys
Delivered

0
7

Number of Surveys Returned
Survey Response Rate

0
0%

Outcomes Data Table
Outcome

Indicators

Target

Data Source

Achieved

Satisfaction
Families/member of support network will
be satisfied with the service

% of families that report satisfaction

80%

Survey

√

Individuals will be satisfied with the
service

% of individuals that report satisfaction

80%

Survey Interview

√

% of Personal Planning goals that have documented
evidence that the goal was attempted.

90%

File review

√

% of families that report that their family members
goals are reflected in the service they receive.

90%

Survey

√

% of individuals that participate in activities that
contribute to the community

55%

File Review

x

File review

√

Effectiveness
Individuals choices will be honored

Individuals will have opportunities to
contribute to the community

# of different volunteer work opportunities in which
individuals are engaged.
Efficiency
Programs will increase the use of
available resources at various program
and community sites

# of individuals that have been taught to
independently travel amongst activity locations
# of individuals that participate in activities at more
than 1 RSCL program site location

10

No
benchmark

File review

30

File review

√

Service Access
Programs will accommodate
individuals/families unique needs

% of families/individuals whose unique needs are
accommodated

80%

File review –

√

% of individuals that report their unique needs are
accommodated.

80%

Survey/Interview

√

% families that report that their family members
unique needs are accommodated.

80%

Survey

√

Survey Results
Please describe your satisfaction with
the service your family member
receives.
Please describe the extent to which
you believe staff follow through,
where possible, on the goals that
were made by your family member.
Please describe the extent to which
your family member’s unique needs
are accommodated by RSCL.

Very
Satisfied
5
67.9%
Very
Great
Extent
5
62.5%
Very
Great
Extent
5
64.3%

Satisfied
4
30.4%

Neutral
3
1.8%

Dissatisfied
2
0

Very
Dissatisfied
1
0

# responders
skipped
question
0

Great Extent
4
28.6%

Moderate
Extent
3
8.9%

Small Extent
2
0

No Extent
1
0

# responders
skipped
question
0

Great Extent
4
23.2%

Moderate
Extent
3
12.5%

Small Extent
2
0

No Extent
1
0

# responders
skipped
question
0
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Participant Interview Results
How do you feel about
your program?

very unhappy

0

unhappy

1

2%

happy

14

31%

very happy

27

60%

N/A

3

7%

total

Are your needs
being met?

45

Yes

36

80%

No

4

9%

N/A
Mixed
yes/no

4

9%

1

2%

total

45

List of Accommodations Made:

File Review

Youth Connections:

Transport Individual to Riding Lessons

Pick up from school
Youth Connections
98%

Staff attend IEP meetings
Transitions
82%

Drive child home when HandyDart can’t come
Avenues
100%

Early Dismissals
Pendleton
85%

School programs at YC
Quantum
100%

Drive child home when parent couldn’t pick up
Day Program Avg
93%

Adjusted timing for a PLLAY

Accommodating extra days when parent was sick
Program
# individuals
%
List of activities in community

Waived fees
engaged in

Staff stayed at hospital with a child
volunteer or

Going to school to observe child and talk to
paid work
teachers
Youth
3
9.7%
 Volunteer at treehouse

Filling out forms for HandyDart on behalf of
Connections
parents and mailing them in
(31 total
Avenues
participants)

Support to meet family member at lunch
Transitions
8
27.5%
 Meals on Wheels

Created pic/symbol book for at home use
(29 total
 Salvation Army

Early arrivals / extra days
participants)
 Treehouse

Attend mental health/CLBC meetings
Avenues
25
96%
 Richmond Nature Park

Change dates/times or program participation to
(26 total
 Meals on wheels Delivery
encourage attendance
participants)
 Salvation army

Staff assist individual at therapy sessions
 Women’s Centre

Morning pickups from residential home
 Adopt a Trail

Built additional step stools for individual access to
 Senior Centre
vehicles
 Treehouse

Staff assisted individual to complete social
 Youth Connections
assistance forms
 Transitions

Staff met with speech therapists
 CLBC Recycling

Supported swim activity on Saturday
Pendleton (7 total participants)

Provide essential service during staff training day
Quantum
18
78.3%
 Meals on Wheels
Transitions
(23 total
 Minoru Senior Centre

Home pick up and drop off
participants)
 Adopt a Block

Individual supported on Saturdays
 Salvation Army

Transitions facility used for respite
 Food Bank
Quantum
 Shop for Seniors
 Richmond Animal Protection

Training individual to use walker
Society

Picking up individual when parent couldn’t
 IDP Toy Cleaning

Participant attended prior to officially being in the
Day Program Average
46.6%
program
Day Program average with YC and Pendleton removed: 60%

Supporting individuals outside of program hours

Driving individuals home

Allowing
to come
Program
# individuals that travel
3- month Average # individuals that left their
homeindividuals
program site
and to program early
independently to the activity site participated in activities at other RSCL Day program sites per month
Transitions
3
16.6
Avenues
5
20.5
Quantum
5
16.5
Youth Connections and RCO participants don’t travel to other RSCL sites.
Program

Number of goals
that expired in 2012
121
39
85
20
34

Number of goals
attempted
119
32
85
17
34

Percent
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Satisfaction
Both families and individuals were asked if they were satisfied with the services they received. Of the 56
families that responded, 55 were satisfied or very satisfied, 1 family responded neutral.
Of the 45 individuals interviewed, 41 indicated as being happy or very happy with their day program, 1
individual said unhappy. We have been aware of this indivudals concerns and are working with the family to
allow RSCL to support her in expanding opportunities. 3 individuals did not answer the question.

Effectiveness
To determine effectiveness in the day programs, families were asked to what extent they felt the staff
followed through on the goals that were made by their family member. Of the 56 repondents, 51 responded
to a great or very great extent, 5 indicated to a moderate extent.
In addition, a file review was conducted that indicated that at least 93% of the goals were attempted with the
individual.
Another measure of effectiveness of the Day Programs is the amount to which individuals have opportunities
to contribute to the community. A file review was conducted to determine what percentage of the individuals
we support in Day Services are engaged in volunteer opportunities. The results indicated that 46.6% (49.6%
in 2011, 38% in 2010) of the participants are contributing to the community through volunteer opportunities.
These opportunities include volunteering at the Adopt-a-Park, Meals on Wheels, Salvation Army, other RSCL
programs and more. We did not meet the benchmark of 55% however there has consistently been an increase
over the past 3 years therefore the benchmark will remain the same for the upcoming year. Also, if we
remove Youth Connections, a recreation based program, then the average increases to 60%.

Efficiency
RSCL has transformed its Day Services to encourage more inter-site use by participants and more independent
travel. To determine the efficiency, a file review was conducted to determine that 13 individuals (10 in 2011)
travel independently to their activity sites. 46.2% (up from 31% in 2011) of individuals from all day services
are accessing activities from RSCL program sites outside of their home program.

Service Access
To determine the level of service access, families were asked to what extent their family member’s unique
needs were accommodated by RSCL. Of the 56 respondents, 49 responded to a great or to a very great
extent, 7 reported to a moderate extent.
Individuals were also asked if their needs were being met, 36 of the 45 interviewed said yes, 4 indicated no.
One individual would like the opportunity to work and we are in the process of exploring that with her. One
would like more help communicating when she is in the community and just recently acquired a communiction
device which her programs will support her in becoming comfortable utilizing this device. One individual would
like more knitting and painting time therefore this will be reviewed at her next annual planning session. One
individual indicated that the extent to which his needs are being accomodated can fluctuate from day to day
depending on which staff is supporting him. 4 did not answer.

Analysis
Day Services successfully achieved all but one of its targets.
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Overall individuals and families indicated a high degree of service satisfaction. Although consistent themes
regarding improvements did not emerge from the survey results, we believe, based on anecdotal evidence
(written and verbal comments), participants and families continue to appreciate the significant shifts RSCL has
made in service delivery.
RSCL LIFE Services transformation has been completed which allows and promotes a greater variety of
learning opportunities for participants. Participants are able to access an increased number of activities within
the community and at RSCL sites and employment opportunities. The new direction will continue to become
more focused in their daily planning and place a greater emphasis on learning, life skills and work.
A recommendation was made last year to lower the target for the number of individuals involved in volunteer
opportunities in the community from 80% to 55%. The Youth Connections is a recreational program,
therefore this indicator does not apply. Of the 116 individuals in Day Services, 54 (46.6%) are out
volunteering in the community. If we remove Youth Connections then the average increases to 60% which
then meets the target.
The Effectiveness recommendation from last year was implemented and is reflected in this report.
The Efficiency outcome and indicators were revised last year and data indicates the benchmark was met.
Given that the Youth Connections supports children and youth, and is a recreation based program, it has been
determined that in order to compile the most relevant information and to better analyze the data, that the
program have their own set of outcomes and indicators. Therefore a recommendation has been cited.
The list of accommodations cited for the Day Service verifies that RSCL staff and programs continue to
respond to the unique needs of the people we support. Although, staff resources are not always available to
be as flexible as we would prefer, RSCL staff continue to go beyond the call of duty to support the individuals
and families we service.
Recommendations
1. Change the Efficiency indicator “# of individuals that participate in activities at more than 1 RSCL
program site location to “% of individuals that participate in activities at more than 1 RSCL site” and
change the target to 50%.
2. Youth Connections be separated from Day Services to develop performance measures specific to the
program (to be developed summer 2013 for the following reporting year).
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RESIDENTIAL SERVICES
We are so pleased and thankful for Pendleton staff. Our son is so happy there. When we take him back from a home
visit he smiles and laughs when he enters the front door. The staff interact with him and he loves them. He is so cared
for. Thank you! – Pendleton Parent.

Program Overview
Residential Services is shared living for adults with 24-hour community support staff in three different homes
at Second Avenue, Steveston Highway (5635) and Muscroft House. Individuals receive residential support,
home skills and personal development. There are 11 individuals being supported through Staffed Residential
Group Home Services.
Prior to 2009, Residential Services included Supported Living Services. For the 2009 year, it was determined
that Residential Services and Supported Living Services should be separated in the Outcome Management
System.
Note: Given the small number of individuals that are supported through this Residential Service, the small number of
individuals that are able to respond to an interview in ways that we can understand and, the number of individuals that
do not have family members involved in their lives, the percentage data can be somewhat misleading (one response can
significantly skew the results).

Demographics
Males
/Females
4 males
8 females

Age

Diagnosis

Ethnicity

1 (20-29)
3 (30-49)
7 (50-64)

6
4
2
1
1

8 Caucasian
2 Asian
1 Aboriginal

developmental disability
Autism
Mental Health
Mobility Issues
Visual Impairments
Total Served in 2012

12

Number of discharged from RSCL

1

Number of Intakes

2

Number of Family Satisfaction Surveys Delivered
Number of Surveys Returned

8
3

Survey Response Rate
Number of Individuals Interviewed

37.5%
4
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Outcome Data Table
Outcome

Indicators

Target

Data Source

Achieved

Satisfaction
Families will be satisfied with the
residential service

% of families that report satisfaction

80%

Survey

√

Individuals will be satisfied with the
residential service

% of individuals that report satisfaction

80%

Interview

√

The necessary safeguards are in place
for the individuals.

% of families that report that the necessary safeguards
are in place for their family member

100%

Survey

√

Individuals will have opportunities to
make choices

% personal planning goals that have documented
evidence that the goal was attempted
% of families that report that the choices of their
family members are honored

90%

File Review

X

90%

Survey

√

Total number of staff that left the program compared
to the maximum number of staff budgeted

25%
turnover

File review

√

% of families that report that the service the individual
receives is personalized

90%

Survey

√

% of families that report that services have been
modified to respond to the individuals changing needs,
e.g. aging, deteriorating health

90%

Survey

√

Effectiveness

Efficiency
The residential staff team will be stable

Service Access
Individuals will receive personalized
supports

RS6c. Modifications or changes that have been made
to accommodate changing needs of individuals

File review

Survey Results
Please describe your satisfaction with
the service your family member
receives.
Please describe the extent to which
you feel your family member’s
choices are honored.

Please describe the extent to which
you think your family member’s
services are personalized.

Please describe the extent to which
you feel the residential services to
your family member have been
modified to meet his/her changing
needs (ie. Aging, health etc…)
Please describe the extent to which
you feel your family member is safe
while in their home.

Very
Satisfied
5
66.7%
Very
Great
Extent
5
33.33%
Very
Great
Extent
5
33.3%
Very
Great
Extent
5

Satisfied
4
33.30

Neutral
3
0

Dissatisfied
2
0

Very
Dissatisfied
1
0

# responders
skipped
question
0

Great Extent
4
33.3%

Moderate
Extent
3
33.3%

Small Extent
2
0

No Extent
1
0

# responders
skipped
question
0

Great Extent
4
33.3%

Moderate
Extent
3
33.3%

Small Extent
2
0

No Extent
1
0

# responders
skipped
question
0

Great Extent
4

Moderate
Extent
3

Small Extent
2

No Extent
1

# responders
skipped
question

33.3%

33.3%

033.3%

0

0

0

Very
Great
Extent
5
66.7%

Great Extent
4
33.3%

Moderate
Extent
3
0

Small Extent
2
0

No Extent
1
0

# responders
skipped
question
0
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Participant Interview Results
How do you feel about your home?

very unhappy
unhappy
happy

1

25%

very happy

3

75%

N/A
Total

4

File Review
Home

# individuals supported

# individuals that have
relationships outside of
roommates and staff

5635
2nd Ave
Muscroft/Pendleton

5
2
4

5
2
4

Home

# Goals for all
participants
27
17
11

# of goals that were
attempted
22
12
9

5635
2nd Ave
Muscroft/Pendleton
TOTAL

Spent time with
friends/family
outside of
roommates and staff
5
2
4
Percent
82%
71%
82%
78%

List of Modifications that have been made to accommodate changing needs of individuals:
2nd Ave
Muscroft/Pendleton
5635

Temporary lift installed in
 Extra staff on outings for safety
 Ceiling mobile lift
bedroom
 Additional staffing for special
implemented

Extra staffing due to
 Customized wheelchair
circumstances.
surgery
& commode provided

Renovated bathroom
 Gate installed in
because of declining
hallway
mobility

8-year Results for Percentage of goals that were attempted.
2012
78%

Residential

2011
81%

2010
84%

2009
89%

2008
84%

2007
77%

2006
83%

2005
90.32%

Residential Staff Turnover Rates:
Year
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012

Avg # Staff Left
2
3
7
6
4
3
1
4

Avg # Staff Budgeted
22
21
21
21
20
21
21
21

Turnover Rate
9%
14%
30%
29%
20%
14%
5%
19%

Satisfaction
Of the 3 families that responded to the survey, all were satisfied or very satisfied with the residential services
their family member receives. Of the 4 individuals interviewed, all were happy or very happy.

Effectiveness
RSCL recognizes the importance of families and friends in the lives of the people we support. Staff in
residential services makes an extra effort to promote and maintain these unpaid relations. It was determined
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that the effectiveness of the residential programs could be measured by the number of personal relationships
that the individuals have with people other than staff or roommates. A file review was conducted to determine
the number of individuals having contact with people other than staff and roommates as well as the number of
visits/contacts with people that were not paid to support the person. 100% of all the individuals have
relationships with people other than staff and roommates. Moreover, all of the individuals made physical
contact with their friends/family at least 5 times during the course of the year. The numbers varied between 5
and 100.
Another measure used to determine the effectiveness of the program was to determine the number of
personal planning goals that were attempted during the year. Of the three homes, 78% (82% in 2011) of the
individuals had attempted one or more of their personal planning goals for the year. This result is less than
the target of 90%. Upon further review, it appears that this result relates to the changing needs of an
individual (e.g. health issues). The last several years have been difficult ones for some of the people that
reside in Residential Services. Many of the individuals supported in this program were hospitalized at least
once throughout the year and one individual passed away. The health issues of individuals did interfere with
the ability of staff to assist each person to fulfill their goals. Consequently, a recommendation has not been
cited at this time.
Families were also asked if they felt that the choices of their family member were honoured. All families who
responded to the survey indicated to a very great extent, great extent or moderate extent that the choices of
their family member are honoured.

Efficiency
Low staff turnover provides a consistent and stable environment for the people being served as well as
reduces costs by reducing expenditures that are related to staff recruitment and orientation. Therefore, the
efficiency outcome set for Residential Services was to achieve a target of 25% staff/caregiver turnover in the
Residential Program. In 2012, the staff turnover was 19%.
Although recruitment delays continue to be a challenge, the average retention trend for staffed residential has
remained less than the 25% target since 2007/08.

Service Access
The accessibility outcome reflects the belief that if residential services are personalized, the program will
appeal to and be accessible to a greater number of individuals. In order to determine whether services were
personalized, families were surveyed. All 3 of the families that responded to the survey indicated that the
services were personalized to a very great extent.
Families were also asked to identify to what extent services have been modified to respond to the individuals
changing needs, e.g. aging, deteriorating health, etc. Again, all 3 families surveyed indicated that services
have been modified to meet the growing needs of their family members to a very great extent, great extent or
moderate extent.
A file review was also conducted to determine the types of modifications that were done in order to meet the
changing needs of the individuals. These included physical modifications to the homes and, extra staffing to
support special outings, holidays, hospitalizations and other medical needs.
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Analysis
Residential Services achieved all but one of its targets. Overall families and individuals are satisfied with the
services and support they receive. Given the aging population and the needs of the people supported in
staffed Residential Services, RSCL appears to continue to respond and make the necessary accommodations to
support this unique group of people. Although, improvement is required regarding the follow through on goals
identified with and on behalf of the individuals, it is acknowledged that health issues and a death have
influenced this result. Consequently, a recommendation has not been cited.
Two positive results are worth noting. The staff retention rate in staffed Residential Services has consistently
remained below the 25% target since 2007/08. As low staff turnover provides a consistent and stable
environment for the people being served, as well as reduces costs by reducing expenditures that are related to
staff recruitment and orientation, this is a very positive trend.
Secondly, the residential staff have worked hard to ensure that each of the individuals have maintained
contact with relationships outside of the home. Given the associated indicators have exceeded the 90%
(100%) since 2009, a recommendation has been cited.

Recommendations
1. Establish a new effectiveness outcome/indicator for Residential Services to replace “Individuals will
develop/expand their personal relationships” in the Performance Measurement review process in the
summer of 2013.
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SUPPORTED LIVING
Program Overview
The Supported Living Program consists of individualized living options with trained and screened “roommates”,
families or partners. RSCL employs 2 Supported Living Coordinators to assist families in finding the right match
as well as to support the roommates and individuals to achieve their goals.

Demographics
Males
/Females
9
males
20 females

Age

Diagnosis

Ethnicity

5 (20-29 )
11 (30-49)
9 (50-64)
4 (65-69)

17 developmental
disability
3 autism
2 Cerebral Palsy
2 Hearing Impairments
8 Mental Health
2 Mobility Issues

24 Caucasian
2 Asian
2 Asian Caucasian
1 Indo-Canadian

Total Served in 2012
Number of Intakes
Number Discharged from RSCL
Number transferred to other RSCL Programs
Number on Waitlist
Number of Family Satisfaction Surveys Delivered
Number of Surveys Returned
Survey Response Rate
Number of Individuals Interviewed

29
2
0
0
0
21
5
24%
11
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Outcomes Data Table
Outcome

Indicators

Target

Data Source

80%

Survey

80%

Survey

80%

Survey

80%

Survey

Achieved

Satisfaction
Families report that their family
members are satisfied

% of families who report that their family members
are satisfied

Families will be satisfied with the
supported living service

% of families that report satisfaction

Individuals will be satisfied with the
residential service

% of individuals that report satisfaction

Individuals are satisfied with their
respite caregiver

% of individuals that report satisfaction with respite
caregiver

Individuals Supported in the home
sharing with experience their home
as a shared living environment

% of individuals reporting inclusion in family decision
making

Effectiveness
Individuals Choices will be honored

Individuals will have opportunities
to pursue their personal interests.

√

√

√

90%

File review

% of individuals that report that their choices are
honored

90%

Survey

90%

Survey

90%

Survey

% of individuals that report they have opportunities to
pursue their personal interests

90%

Survey

% of individuals where their Physical environment
reflects their personal interests

90%

% of families that report that the choices of their
family members are honored
% of families who report that individuals have
opportunities to pursue their personal interests.

X

Survey

% of Personal Planning goals that have documented
evidence that the goal was attempted

% of Individuals that participate in activities of the
caregivers family
% of Individuals that are supported to be engaged in
outside activities
Efficiency
Individuals will experience stability
in their living arrangement.

√

File Review

90%

File Review

90%

File Review

√
√
√
√
X
√
√
√

# of placement changes in reporting year
File review

Maintain balance of staff time spent
with individuals, family members
and care providers in relation to
other activities
Maintain appropriate/adequate
caseload levels
Service Access
Supported Living needs are
modified to meet individual’s
changing needs where required.

% of staff time spent with individuals, family
members, and care providers

Average caseload per FTE.

25

% of home sharing arrangements that are modified to
meet individuals changing needs when required.
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File review

X

File Review

No modifications
made

Survey Results
Please indicate the extent to which
you believe your family member is
satisfied with their living
arrangement.
Please indicate the extent to which
you are satisfied with the service
your family member receives.

Very
Great
Extent
5
60%
Very
Great
Extent
5
80%

If satisfied or dissatisfied, please
indicate the areas with which you
are most satisfied, or most
dissatisfied.
Please describe the extent to which
your family member’s choices are
honored.

Please describe the extent to which
you feel the physical environment
where your family member resides
reflects their personal interests?
To what extent does your family
member participate in activities of
the caregiver’s family?

To what extent is your family
member supported to be engaged in
outside activities of personal
interests?

Great Extent
4
40%

Moderate Extent
3
0

Small Extent
2
0

No Extent
1
0

Great Extent
4
20%

Moderate Extent
3
0

Small Extent
2
0
Satisfied
100%
100%
100%
100%

No Extent
1
0
Dissatisfied
0
0
0
0

Caregiver meets family member needs
Caregivers communication with you
Opportunities for contact with your family member
Access to the Supported Living Coordinator
Very
Great
Extent
5
100%
Very
Great
Extent
5
80%
Very
Great
Extent
5
0
Very
Great
Extent
5
60%

# responders
skipped
question
0
# responders
skipped
question
0

0

Great Extent
4
0

Moderate Extent
3
0

Small Extent
2
0

No Extent
1
0

# responders
skipped
question
0

Great Extent
4
20%

Moderate Extent
3
0

Small Extent
2
0

No Extent
1
0

# responders
skipped
question
0

Great Extent
4
40%

Moderate Extent
3
60%

Small Extent
2
0

No Extent
1
0

# responders
skipped
question
0

Great Extent
4
40%

Moderate Extent
3
0

Small Extent
2
0

No Extent
1
0

# responders
skipped
question
0

Participant Interview Results
How do you feel about
your home?

How do you like your
caregiver?

How do you like the other
people you live with?

Are you included in
decisions about what
happens in your home?

very unhappy
unhappy
happy
very happy

2
3
4

18%
27%
36%

N/A or didn’t answer
TOTAL
LOTS
LITTLE BIT

2
11
9
2

18%

NONE
TOTAL
LOTS
LITTLE BIT
NONE

11
4
2

N/A or didn’t answer
TOTAL
very unhappy
unhappy
happy
very happy
N/A or didn’t answer
TOTAL

How much do you
like your time with
your Respite
Caregiver

82%
18%

Do you make
choices at your
home?

36%
18%

5
11

46%

6
4
1
11

55%
36%
9%

Do you get to do the
things that you want
to do?
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LOTS
LITTLE BIT
NONE

5
1
2

46%
9%
18%

N/A or didn’t answer
TOTAL
Yes
No

3
11
10

27%

N/A or didn’t answer
TOTAL
Yes
No

1
11
8
2

9%

N/A or didn’t answer
TOTAL

1
11

9%

91%

73%
18%

File Review
Number of goals for all individuals
Number of above goals that were attempted
Percent

48
44
92%

Avg Length of time in placement
Longest placement
Number of placement changes in year
% of placement changes

# individuals in program
# individuals where their physical environment
reflects their personal interests
# individuals that participate in activities of
the caregivers family
# individuals that are supported to be
engaged in outside activities

29
27

93%

28

97%

29

100%

5.065 years
18 years
4
13.8%

List of modifications or changes to support services made to accommodate changing needs of individuals:
 There were no physical modifications made during the year as none were required.
8-year Results for Percentage of goals that were attempted.
Supported Living

2012
92%

2011
98%

2010
83%

2009
86%

2008
75%

2007
92%

2006
89%

2005
88.37%

Satisfaction.
Families were asked to what extent they believed their family member was satisfied with their living
arrangement. Of the 5 families, all felt that their family member was satisfied to a great or very great extent.
Families were also asked if they were satisfied. Again, all families indicated to a great or very great extent.
When asked which areas families were most satisfied or dissatisfied, families indicated 100% satisfaction in all
of the following areas:
 Caregiver meets family members needs
 Caregiver communication with family
 Opportunities for contact with family member
 Access to Supported Living Coordinator
Individuals were asked how they felt about their home. Of the 11 individuals interviewed, 7 indicated they
were happy or very happy. 2 indicated unhappy. One individual recently moved and is happier in that
situation, and the other noted that they don’t get to do as much as they would like with their staff such as
walks and swimming. She also said she would like to have a party. 2 did not answer. They were also asked if
they liked their caregiver; 9 indicated they liked their caregiver “lots”, and 2 indicated “little bit”. One of the
individuals noted upon follow up that she is happy for now and is not sure why she said she only liked her a
little bit. The second individual noted upon follow up that she didn’t remember the survey and is not sure why
she said only a little bit as she likes her caregiver. Individuals were also asked if they liked the other people
that they live with, 4 indicated “lots”, 2 indicated “a little bit”. One of the individuals has moved recently and is
settling in her new home and the other individual likes the kids that are in the home because they are fun to
be with. 5 individuals did not answer.
Often, Supported Living individuals are also supported by a respite caregiver. Individuals were asked if they
were satisfied with their respite caregiver. Of the 11 individuals interviewed, 5 responded “lots”, 1 responded
“little bit” and when follow up was completed this individual did not remember doing the survey or why she
would have answered “a little bit”. She did say that she like having more than one respite caregiver. 2
indicated “none”. One of the individuals received respite from her family and friends in an informal situation
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(i.e. natural supports) and she was referring to a previous respite provider. The other individual noted it was
her previous caregiver, and 3 did not answer.

Effectiveness
Families were asked 4 questions relating to the effectiveness of the Supported Living Program.
1. Please describe the extent to which your family member’s choices are honoured. All 5 families who
responded felt that their family member’s choices were honoured to a very great extent.
2. Please describe the extent to which you feel the physical environment where your family member
resides reflects their personal interests? Of the 5 families surveyed, 2 indicated to a great extent, and 3
families indicated to a moderate extent due to ongoing challenges which were rectified with the
individual moving.
3. To what extent does your family member participate in activities of the caregiver’s family? 2 families
indicated to a great extent, 3 families indicated to a moderate extent.
4. To what extent is your family member supported to be engaged in outside activities of personal
interests? All 5 families reported to a very great or great extent.
Individuals were asked if they made choices in their home. Of the 11 interviewed, 10 said yes, and 1 did not
answer.
Individuals were also asked if they get to do the things that they want to do. 9 interviewed said yes. 2 said
no. Upon follow up one of the individuals noted, as mentioned above, that they would like to do more things
such as swimming, going for walks, and having a party. The second individual has recently moved and is
happier at this time. This resulted in the target not being met.
An important measure of effectiveness of the programs is the percentage of goals that were attempted. A file
review was conducted to determine the number of goals set during the Personal Planning process that were
attempted. In 2012, 92% (98% last year) of goals made by individuals in the Supported Living Program were
attempted. Although it decreased minimally the result is still within target and no specific reason could be
identified for the difference.

Efficiency
Stable supported living arrangements are an indication of an efficient program. Of the 29 supported living
placements, the average number of years in an existing living arrangement is 5.065 years, with the longest
period being 18 years. The number of placement changes in 2012 were 4 and these were all planned moves.
A recommendation has been cited to change the indicator and to develop a benchmark for this outcome which
will enable us to collect more relevant data.
It proved difficult to determine a tool for collecting the necessary data for the indicator “% of staff time spent
with individuals, family members, and care providers” that was efficient and effective. The result of this was
that no data was collected for this outcome and indicator and therefore a recommendation has been cited.
There was one FTE for the program in 2012 therefore the average caseload was 29 which is 14% above the
provincial average. Consequently RSCL hired another staff person. There are now 2 staff, both working 25
hours per week in the Supported Living Program.

Service Access
The needs of supported individuals are constantly changing. The outcome identified to determine accessibility
for the Supported Living Program was to identify the number of modifications made to accommodate the
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changing needs of the individuals. In 2012, there were no modifications needed or made therefore a
recommendation has been cited to change the indicator to enable us to collect more relevant information.

Analysis
The Supported Living Program achieved all but three of the targets.
Overall families indicated a high degree of satisfaction regarding the service their son and/or daughter
received. Although the majority of the individuals indicated that they were “happy” with their supported living
arrangement, 2 were “unhappy”, resulting in 18% dissatisfaction. When further questions regarding
satisfaction were asked, the information that was given had not been provided to the Supported Living
Coordinator before. Now that we have the information, follow up can take place to address any dissatisfaction.
A similar response was indicated regarding individuals being happy with their Respite caregiver and given 3
individuals did not answer the questions resulted in the target not being met. Although RSCL has attempted to
survey individuals in a manner that is understandable to them, upon follow up it appears the process is flawed.
When the follow up is completed with the individuals, their answers are sometimes different and they don’t
remember why they gave them. Therefore a recommendation has been cited in the Introduction section of this
report for the surveyor to glean more information at the time the survey takes place.
The target was not met regarding individuals not getting to do the things they want to do. Although every
attempt has been made, and will continue to be made, to help individuals meet their goals and pursue
activities in their life, we cannot account for variables such as the human factor (i.e. a person changing their
mind). Further follow up will be completed with the individuals to address any dissatisfaction.
An important measure of effectiveness of the programs is the percentage of goals that were attempted. In
2012, 92% (98% last year) of goals made by individuals in the Supported Living Program were attempted.
Although it decreased minimally the result is still within target and no specific reason could be identified for
the difference.

Recommendations
1. Change the indicator under “individuals will experience stability in their living environment” from # of
placement changes in reporting year to % of all moves out of or between placements that are
unplanned.
2. Change the indicator for the following outcome “Supported Living needs are modified to meet
individual’s changing needs where required” from the “% of home sharing arrangements that are
modified to meet individuals changing needs when required” to “# of modifications to meet individuals
changing needs when required” and “% of requests/required modifications that were completed” with
a benchmark of 80%.
3. Remove the outcome “Maintain balance of staff time spent with individuals, family members and care
providers in relation to other activities” for the 2013 reporting year and revisit this during the revision
of the outcomes system in the summer of 2013.
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RESPITE
I am very thankful for my/our caregiver. We can go out and not be stressed. We really need that break! – Respite Parent

Program Overview
Qualified and screened caregivers give parents of children and adults with developmental disabilities a break
by offering care in their own homes or in the community.

Demographics
Males/Females
30 males
28 females

Age
19 (6-12)
23 (13-19)
10 (20-29)
5 (30-49)
1 (50-64)

Diagnosis
35 developmental
disability
22 autism
2 Cerebral Palsy
6 Hearing Impairments
14 Mental Health
10 Mobility Issues
2 Visual Impairments
24 Other

Ethnicity
15 Caucasian
5 Asian/Caucasian
19 Asian
1 Aboriginal
1 Italian
9 Indo-Canadian
1 South Asian
2 Mixed Race
6 Other
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Total Served in 2012

59

Number of Intakes Adult

3

Number of Intakes Children
Number Discharged from RSCL

7
5

Number transferred to other RSCL
Programs
Number of Families given Satisfaction
Surveys

2

Number of families responded to survey
Response rate

16
27%

Number of Respite Adults interviewed

12
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Data Outcomes Table
Outcome

Indicators

Target

Data Source

Achieved

Satisfaction
Families will be satisfied with the
respite service

% of families that report satisfaction

80%

Survey

√

Individuals will be satisfied with the
respite service

% of adult individuals that report satisfaction
(adult only)

80%

Survey

√

% of families who report that they receive
adequate hours/days of respite service to meet
their needs.

70%

Survey

√

% of families that use 100% of their allocated
respite funding.

100%

File Review

√

Survey

√

Survey

√

Effectiveness
Families will receive respite that
meets their needs.

Children/Family members will be safe
in during their respite experience
Children/Family members receiving
respite will be offered a range of
activities suited to the family’s
expectations.

% of families who report that their family
member is safe while in respite.
% of families who report that the range of
activities offered in respite met their
expectations.

Efficiency
Families will receive respite in a
timely manner

Time between need for caregiver and matched
with a caregiver

60 days

File review

√

Service Access
Families are included in the selection
of their caregiver

% of families who report that they were
involved in the selection of their caregiver

80%

survey

√

# of families who referred caregiver
# of families who were presented with RSCL
recruited caregiver
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File review

Survey Results
Do you currently have a
caregiver?
Please describe your satisfaction
with your respite service.

If satisfied or dissatisfied, please
indicate the areas with which you
are most satisfied or most
dissatisfied.

To what extent is the respite you
receive meeting your needs?

To what extent do you feel your
family member is safe while in
respite?
To what extent is your family
member offered a range of
activities suited to your
expectations?
To what extent were you involved
with the selection of your
caregiver?

YES

100%

NO

Very
Satisfied
5
60%

Satisfied
4
40%

Neutral
3
0%

Very
Great Extent
5
53.3%

Moderate Extent
3
53.3%

Small Extent
2
0%

No Extent
1
0

Great Extent
4
66.7%

Moderate Extent
3
6.7%

Small Extent
2
0%

No Extent
1
0

Great Extent
4
53.3%

Moderate Extent
3
20%

Small Extent
2
0%

No Extent
1
0

Great Extent
4
40%

Moderate Extent
3
6.7%

Small Extent
2
0%

No Extent
1
0%

# responders
skipped
question
1

LOTS

9

75%

LIITLE BIT

2

17%

NONE

1

8%

TOTAL

0

Great Extent
4
40%

Participant Interview Results
How much do you like your time at
Respite?

# responders
skipped
question

# responders
skipped
question
1
# responders
skipped
question
5
5
4
7
# responders
skipped
question
1
# responders
skipped
question
1
# responders
skipped
question
1

Access to Coordinator when required
Availability of Caregiver
Caregiver Reliability
Activities your family member is involved in while at Respite
Very
Great Extent
5
6.7%
Very
Great Extent
5
26.7%
Very
Great Extent
5
26.7%

0%
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File Review
Number of families who referred their own caregiver:

8

Number of families who were presented
with an RSCL recruited caregiver:

18

Number of Caregiver Applicants processed
up to interview process in calendar year:
Number of Caregiver Recruitments
Screened in Calendar Year:
Number of Caregiver Home Studies
in Calendar Year:

28

Average Days between referral and date of service:
# of requests for change
Average Days between Request for Change and date of service:
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20 (10 were
hired)
1

29.67 days
21
35.19 days

Dissatisfied
2
0%
Satisfied

Very Dissatisfied
1
0
Dissatisfied

91%
91%
92%
100%

9%
9%
8%
0%

Amount of respite used:
Families who had used up their respite funds by December 31, 2012

5

Approximate Allocated Funds
Amount of Respite Dollars Used
Percent of Respite Funds Used

$8820.00
$16,525.00
187%

Satisfaction
Of the 16 families which responded to the survey, 15 were satisfied or very satisfied with their respite services
that they received. 1 family did not answer.
Satisfaction with the Respite program was broken down further into 4 categories:
 Access to Coordinator when required (10 satisfied, 3 dissatisfied, 5 did not respond)
 Availability of Caregiver (10 satisfied, 2 dissatisfied, 5 did not respond)
 Caregiver Reliability (11 satisfied, 1 dissatisfied, 4 did not respond)
 Activities your family member is involved in while at Respite (9 satisfied, 0 dissatisfied, 9 did not
respond)
Upon follow up regarding access to the Respite Coordinator, one person noted that he is very satisfied with
her however he misunderstood the question. The following 2 people noted that although they really like the
coordinator and think she does a good job, when they have been in a crisis she has been difficult to access.
Two specific situations were followed up on as there was dissatisfaction indicated regarding the availability of
the caregiver. In one situation it is related to finding qualified caregivers to support an individual with
challenging behaviours for the limited number of hours that a family has access to for the respite. In the
second situation, the caregiver resigned as she was going back to school and it took a long time to find
another caregiver.
Follow up was conducted regarding the reliability of the caregiver and this is also related to finding qualified
caregivers to support an individual with challenging behaviours for the limited number of hours that a family
has access to for the respite.

Effectiveness
Families were asked if the respite they receive met their needs. Of the 16 families that responded, all felt that
the respite they received met their needs to a great, very great or moderate extent.
One of the indicators was that 100% of the Respite funding would be used. It was determined that only the
number of families which used 100% or more of their allocated funding would be tracked for the following
reasons:
1) The statistical year (Jan – Dec) and the fiscal year for which the money is allocated (April – March) don’t
match. This means in Dec the families are only half way into their funding therefore we are unable to
accurately determine usage;
2) Caregivers don’t hand in their invoices often enough for us to have an accurate measure of usage in
December.
3) Actual usage does not necessarily reflect respite need. Many families would use 100% of their amount,
and more, but different circumstances prevent them from doing so. For example:
a) They did not have a caregiver available;
b) Their child was in hospital for a long period;
c) They traveled a lot this year;
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d) Or, although they may have utilized 100% of their funding our records do not reflect this as not all
invoices have been submitted.
Families were also asked to what extent they felt their family member was safe while in respite. All of the 16
families that responded felt that their family member was safe to a great, very great or moderate extent.
Families were asked if they felt the range of activities offered in respite met their expectations. Of the 16
families who responded to the survey, all indicated to a great, very great or moderate extent.

Efficiency
To determine if the Respite Program is efficient, the time between the referral of a family and being matched
with a caregiver was calculated. In 2012, of the 6 new intakes in the year, it took an average of 29.67 days
(39 days in 2010 for 17 new intakes). We also tracked the time between a request for a respite change from
existing families and being matched with a new caregiver. Of the 21 requests in the year, it took an average
of 35.19 days. Several requests did not have any service disruption to the family as the previous caregiver
was not let go until the new caregiver began. 5 requests took more than 50 days.

Service Access
Families were asked to what extent they were involved with the selection of their caregiver. Of the 16 families
that responded, all indicated to a very great, great or moderate extent. One person did not answer.

Analysis
The Respite Program achieved all of its targets.
This year, it was determined to return to a mail out survey to families. An incentive was added (complete the
survey and enter for a chance to win a prize), however, the response rate for Respite still continues to be low.
Overall the satisfaction reported by families and individuals was positive however it is clear that families of
children with challenging behaviours continue to struggle with finding qualified, consistent caregivers to
provide respite services. We have also been aware that the workload of the coordinator has been problematic
and this has been confirmed by 2 families noting in their survey that she is difficult to access when there is a
crisis situation. Two recommendations have been cited.
An additional indicator for effectiveness was added this year. A file review was conducted to calculate the
percentage of respite funds used throughout the year. This indicator proved difficult to track as the respite
funds are allocated to the fiscal year (April – March) and the outcomes are tracked as per the calendar year.
It was decided to calculate this indicator based only on those families who had used all their funding by
December 2012. This does not reflect the information we were seeking therefore a recommendation is cited.

Recommendations
1. Develop a new indicator for the outcome “Families will receive respite that meets their needs” which
will replace “% of families that use 100% of their allocated respite funding.”
2. Advocate with the government funding agencies (e.g. MCFD, CLBC) on behalf of families to increase
the amount of respite funds available to families.
3. Review workload issues and develop options for the Respite Coordinator position.
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EXTERNAL STAKEHOLDERS

– written by Laney Bryenton

As part of Richmond Society for Community Living’s (RSCL) continuing commitment to service quality Élan
Consulting was contracted to undertake a review with external stakeholders to determine their perspectives on
the organization, it programs and services, it’s board and staff and it’s general role in the community. To that
end, RSCL created a list of fifty eight (58) potential stakeholders that interacted with the organization in a
variety of ways, including funders, related professionals, community partners, contractors, etc. The goal was
to interview fifteen (15) people; a 25% sample of the stakeholders. All of the stakeholders were first
contacted by letter by RSCL and a somewhat random sample of twenty nine (29) were contacted by Élan
Consulting either through email or phone, or both, with a request to participate in a telephone interview.
Individuals who had been interviewed last year were not approached and attempts were made to ensure that
the interviewees were representative of a variety of contacts in the larger spectrum of the organization. As in
years past, there were a few people who indicated they either felt they were in a conflict of interest or they
did not believe they had enough contact with the organization to warrant being interviewed and thus there
were several people who declined. In all, thirteen (13) interviews were conducted, though in total sixteen (16)
people participated as one interview was with two (2) people and another was with a group of three (3).
The respondents were quite evenly representative of three key stakeholder groups; funders, professional/
medical/health partners and community partners. The funders were weighted with CLBC (and thus adult
service) as only one MCFD representative responded to the requests for interviews.
The rate of response to the request was lower than usual this year (16 out of 29 requests = 55%) and this, in
large measure, may be attributable to the timing of the requests as they coincided both with the approaching
fiscal year end and with the two weeks spring break for school.
The questions were made available to the respondents ahead of time so they were able to consider them prior
to the interview should they wish. The following questions guided the interview process:
1. What do you think is most effective about RSCL?
2. In what ways do you think RSCL responds to the diverse needs of the community?
3. What makes RSCL effective and responsive in listening to and meeting the needs of individuals and
families?
4. How well does RSCL engage in community relationships and partnerships?
5. Can you comment on RSCL’s commitment to person and family centered care?
6. With respect to serving adults and their families;
a) What if anything makes RSCL different from other service providing organizations?
b) Are there other things that you know of that RSCL should or could be doing to better
meet the needs of the adults they serve?
7. Do you have any concerns about RSCL, their programs, or their role in the community?
8. Can you comment on RSCL’s efforts to continuously improve their services and supports to the
individuals and families that they serve?
9. What are the strengths (or weaknesses) of RSCL’s governance and leadership?
10. Can you comment on how RSCL is perceived as an employer?
11. Is there anything you would like to tell the either the board or the senior management of RSCL?
12. Is there anything else you would like to share or comment on?
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Key Themes
The interviews were confidential and as such this report attempts to highlight the perspectives and feedback in
a way that honors the confidentiality of the respondents. That said there are times that from the feedback it
will seem obvious where the comments come from but not which particular person it is attributable to.
As was true in past reviews the feedback from all of the respondents is enormously positive. The organization
and its staff and governing leaders are held in high regard and respondents were more than willing to
contribute to an initiative that exemplifies the organizations commitment to service quality and were happy to
be able contribute to the learning’s for RSCL.
Almost all of the comments/feedback could be captured under the broad heading of “Leadership” – clearly the
organization and in particular the Executive Director, the senior staff team and board are seen as both
visionary and principled in their leadership. The emerging themes of “Relationships”, “Generosity and
Sharing”, “Trust and Respect”, “Creativity and Flexibility”, “Responsiveness”, Commitment to
Quality” can in many ways be considered sub themes that embody leadership excellence. For the purposes of
this report these themes warrant their own section of the report as the comments from stakeholders reinforce
each of them.
Leadership
Every respondent in some way noted the leadership role of the organization. The senior management team
led by example and they are considered sincere and deeply committed to the principles of Community Living.
These principles and values are evident in all of their work, throughout the organization, “in every program”.
One person noted that RSCL “gets the difference between in the community and of the community”, that they
know the people they serve well and it is evident that they want to do well by them. Another noted “They
worry, they share their worry, they respond to it and they push us (the sector/movement) to increase our
capacity to do better – they make us all better”. “They are systematic, thoughtful and persistent and they are
articulate”. “They take the time to do things right, and they won’t do something if they don’t think it is right”.
“They are flexible and adaptable when needed and yet respectfully firm when it is necessary – they uphold
their values”. These comments and many more like them demonstrate the stakeholder’s faith in RSCL’s
leadership.
While the management team as a whole is well recognized for their strength and commitment, it is the
Executive Director, Janice Barr that is singled out time and again by the respondents. Many wanted to
specifically note her generous and multiple contributions. She is universally liked and respected. Her
involvement, her generosity and her willingness to share with the larger movement/sector is widely lauded – in
the words of one respondent; “I trust her completely”. She is known and appreciated for her strong ethical
leadership within the movement.
Relationships
It seemed clear from most of the respondents that RSCL gets the notion of reciprocity – they get relationships.
Relationships are the foundation from which all of their work is done. Whether it is with the people served,
their families, the supporting community partners, the larger community of Richmond or the community living
sector – good relationships are abundant.
RSCL is seen as the most connected organization “by far”. The stakeholders believe that RSCL offers
unconditional support to families, and that they get the balance between self-determination and supporting
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families, which is too often troubling for other organizations, yet RSCL seems to manage this delicate balance
well.
“Family focus is what they do and they do it well” – they work closely and collaboratively with partnering
professionals and model the ethos of “family centered”.
At the same time as the organization is working to be so family focused it also is recognized for the
commitment to engaging self-advocates.
The value of shared relationships amongst partners was a common theme, most if not all of the respondents
noted how much they enjoyed and benefitted from their engagement with RSCL and their staff. One
community partner commented that in the Infant Development Program (IDP) the staff is considered
“extended family” with the related professionals – we work so well together that “we are an extension of each
other’s teams”.
Generosity/Sharing
Time and again the respondents cited examples of how RSCL and the Executive Director go the extra mile in
working with others, on behalf of the larger community and the community living movement. They are valued
partners who generously share their knowledge and expertise, who are willing to take the time needed for
effective partnerships, who are committed to the larger health and well being of the sector/ movement and
contribute actively to it.
“They contribute to everyone’s learning - they willingly share – they do so much work, make such a huge
contribution to the whole – and they are not the least bit territorial!” The work and contribution that RSCL
made to the development of the Personal Assistance Guidelines was lauded by many as was their work on
Home Share, Employment and Supported Child Development. These are seen as great examples of how RSCL
generously and effectively contributes to the larger movement.
One respondent noted that the senior residential managers have been missed at the Residential Networking
meetings in Richmond and because the respondent viewed the meeting as an opportunity for the community
to learn together they hoped that RSCL will take the opportunity to participate more regularly in the future.
Creativity/ Flexibility
RSCL is seen as being very responsive to the changing needs of the people they support, noting that “they can
be counted on to make things work for people”. They keep trying until they get it right – they are “inventive”.
Several respondents noted RSCL’s efforts on behalf of senior people whose needs are increasing and changing,
noting the changes and modifications made to both the residential approaches at Pendleton House as well as
the day supports have been very positive and innovative.
The support to youth in transition was also noted, recognizing that youth needed a more thoughtful approach
in their early adult years. “They excel at transitions – whether it is young adults or elders”. The fact that RSCL
has a variety of personal planning processes was identified as yet another way that RSCL excels in service. It
is not a one size fits all but they use the planning process that will work best for an individual or family.
Responsiveness/Commitment to Quality
Respondents noted that RSCL asks for feedback in a variety of ways; they ask – “How are we doing?” and
then they listen. They demonstrate their desire to hear and learn from the people they serve, their families,
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their funders, their community partners – and this quality assurance process (stakeholder review) is just one
of many ways that they are seen to solicit feedback. “They obviously take pride in what they do and they are
interested in how they can do better”. The organization is seen as always willing to learn and explore new
ways to serve well and many respondents thought that this was one of the things that set them apart. It was
noted by one respondent that RSCL will often call after a meeting and ask for feedback.
It was notable that this openness was perceived as inherent to the culture of the organization, it wasn’t just
about formal mechanisms to receive feedback; the management was seen to be personally open to feedback
and demonstrated this to the rest of the organization. A “we learn to get better” attitude is part of who they
are as an organization.
The organization is also seen a very responsive to the diverse ethic/cultural needs in the community. The
availability of written resources and the website in multiple languages was a noted strength. Respondents also
thought that the staff in the programs are more and more representative of the community. “RSCL’s work to
be culturally responsive sets the bar for all of us – it is good to remind us all of this responsibility” said one
partner.
The focus that RSCL puts on staff training was also noted as strength and partners in other organizations
believe RSCL sets a high standard that should be met by others. The strength of the Human Resources
department was seen as a contributing factor in the recruitment and retention of high caliber staff; “they hire
really well”. Overall, the staff are seen as kind, caring, cooperative and collaborative – RSCL is considered a
“very professional organization”.
The staff at Treehouse was said to be “really impressive – always enthusiastic with fresh ideas”. Another
respondent noted that he referred to a number of different IDP programs and “they don’t hold a candle“to the
RSCL program. In fact he noted he had had several patients who had moved to Richmond so they could be
assured of being served by RSCL.
The organization was also complimented for being “fully on board” with the capacity building program for
Positive Behavior Supports and Safety plans – the respondent was optimistic that this will go a long way to
help RSCL become even more skilled in this area.
Community Focus/ Outreach
RSCL is recognized for their events; Community Living month, the employers breakfast, the fundraising and
other community events, exemplify the commitment the organization makes to the community they serve.
The public awareness and public relation/media approaches are “really well done” and are acknowledged by
many. “Really great work is done in public relations- such wonderful stories are shared with our community,
well done!”
The intentional focus of serving a distinct community (Richmond) was seen as a powerful strategy that
influences the success of the organization in multiple ways. RSCL is seen as making the most of being a single
community organization and respondents believed that this has contributed to their success.
Some of those same individuals that extolled the organizations’ success in this regard also expressed their wish
that RSCL would broaden the service area, arguing that the boundaries of the city are artificial in many ways.
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They wanted to encourage RSCL to consider expanding their service area citing that the sector as a whole
benefits from RSCL’s leadership – “you do such a good job, why not serve more widely”?
Trust/Respect
The organization and its leadership are deeply respected and are highly trusted to do the right thing. In the
words of one respondent, that was echoed by many others, “they exemplify excellence”.
What was also a recurring sentiment was how respectful the services are. The organization demonstrates a
respect for the people they serve and for their families and it was evident from all of the interviews conducted
in the review that this perspective about the organization is universally shared.
What makes RSCL most effective or sets them apart
Many of the comments about what sets RSCL apart or what makes them most effective have been captured
above and even so some of the comments bear repeating.
Relationships, relationships, relationships - whether it is with families, funders, partners or civic and provincial
dignitaries – they are deeply valued at all levels of the organization. The end result is that children and adults
and their families are served better because of the commitment to working in respectful partnership and
collaboration. RSCL is well connected, active and contributes to a “multitude of tables” within the community,
the provincial federation/networks and the movement and all of this is highly appreciated by their partners.
The organization is open and responsive and there is a strong sense of welcome wherever you go.
RSCL is committed to being the best they can be. They seek out of the box approaches/solutions and willingly
keep trying to serve people well. They are proactive, not reactive; they are forward thinking, have a “do
better” attitude and are excellent communicators. Respondents noted that RSCL always starts with the
individual, (and/or their family), they meet them where they are at and they don’t fit people into programs.
RSCL is considered a model and a mentor to and for their many partners.
As an employer
Few respondents could comment in this area but those who did suggested that the staff seem genuinely
happy to work for the organization and seem to feel listened to. One respondent noted RSCL has enviable
staff retention, another noted they are really good at hiring – they have got good people. Another noted “No
news is good news – because you never hear anything negative”.
What people wanted you to know:
Most of the respondents wanted to acknowledge and recognize the Executive Director – noting she is widely
respected for her excellent and very strategic leadership citing both her clarity of vision and her focus. Several
respondents commented on “ the way she presents herself and the organization, is excellent”,” she is a real
asset to the movement”, “she is a wonderful peer” and how pleased they were to work in partnership with
RSCL.
Another said “as a contractor they always meet our expectations and beyond – they have been fabulous”.
In terms of governance, only a few respondents were able to comment about the boards’ role. The board was
acknowledged for their role within the organization and in the community by one respondent who commented
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how impressed she was with the board; that they regularly attend events, are involved in the community and
know what is happening on the ground. They were complemented on their ‘incredible commitment”.
Feedback for consideration
Respondents were directly asked about any concerns they might have about RSCL or the programs or if there
was anything that RSCL could or should be doing to better serve people. There were very few responses to
these questions.
While the staff at Treehouse was noted for their fresh ideas and carefully individualized programming, RSCL
was encouraged to ensure newly hired staff in the program has better training or orientation – especially in
positive behavioral support and Non Violent Crisis Intervention.
One respondent noted that RSCL has deep connections to families they serve. However, when it comes time
for them to transition their children into adulthood services, they are not going to get the same services that
they have had in the past and it is important for RSCL to be on the same page as CLBC in how they “package
the information” to families. There was a quiet reference that RSCL is not an advocate for families, or at least
shouldn’t be, as it’s not their role. It was important to them that families got consistent messaging from both
organizations. That said, several other respondents lauded the organization for their advocacy and wanted to
ensure that this was explicitly acknowledged and supported and wanted to send their thanks for this
continuing role - “thanks for your ongoing championship of the clients”.
As in years past some of the respondents worry about diminishing resources to fund programs for young
children, especially the IDP and one encouraged RSCL to consider more group programs to address the
waitlists in IDP to ensure that families got seen quickly.
One respondent commented that they thought that the board was perhaps too “hands on” and wondered if
they got too caught up in the day to day activities of the organization, they were not able to give any concrete
examples of this concern and it seems more of a question than a statement.
Another respondent noted that with excellent leadership comes the worry about the loss of that same
leadership and asked the question of the board – what kind of succession planning is in place? While during
an extended medical absence of the ED this past year the organization did well, it did the raise the concern for
future planning for a couple of respondents. One person noted that the ED is often the only face of RSCL and
wondered whether this was a good thing.
Conclusion
Clearly RSCL can take pride in the work that they do for the people they serve, for their community and on
behalf of the larger movement. RSCL is the “agency of choice” for families and is considered the “flagship
community organization” – they are well known, well connected, and well respected. “RSCL is held in high
regard by everyone”.
A final comment from one respondent sums it up quite nicely: “Compliments to you!”
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OUTCOMES REPORT 2012 - Addendum
EMPLOYMENT SERVICES / HANDYCREW COOPERATIVE
“[The RSCL staff person] was not afraid to get her hands dirty. She went over and above what was expected.” ~ Employer
“We are very happy and grateful for the services and supports we receive from the Employment Services. We know that
the entire team works very hard to find the [individuals] suitable and supportive jobs which encourage their growth even
though jobs are difficult to come by.” ~ family member

Program Overview
Employment Services - Employment Services assists participants to obtain paid work with various
businesses and employers in the community. Employment Services provide a range of services including but
not limited to job development and on-site job coaching, etc.
Richmond HandyCrew Cooperative – The Richmond HandyCrew Cooperative (RHCC) is a business venture
that was developed and, operates with the support and assistance of the Richmond Society for Community
Living. RHCC serves the Richmond community by providing garden maintenance, catering and cleaning
services, painting, moving services and more. The Cooperative provides individuals with a disability an
opportunity to develop work skills and participate in paid work within the community.

Demographics – Employment Services
Males
/Females
12 males
13 females

Age

Diagnosis

Ethnicity

7 (13-19)
11 (20-29)
6 (30-49)
1 (50-64)

10 Developmental
Disability
6 Autism
3 Cerebral Palsy
1 Mental Health
2 Mobility
Issues/Physical
Disability
1 Visual Impairment
11 Other

14 Caucasian
4 Asian
2 Asian/Caucasian
3 Indo Canadian
1 Aboriginal
1 Other

Total Served in 2012

25

Number of Intakes
Number Discharged from RSCL
Number of Family Satisfaction Surveys Delivered
(combined with HandyCrew)
Number of Surveys Returned
Survey Response Rate
Number of Individuals Interviewed
Number of Employers Interviewed

11
0
50

HandyCrew Cooperative
Males
/Females
13 males
14 females

Age

Diagnosis

Ethnicity

1 (13-19)
8 (20-29)
13 (30-49)
5 (50-64)

21 Developmental
Disability
6 Autism
2 Cerebral Palsy
1 Hearing
Impairment
1 Visual
Impairment
6 Mental Health
2 Mobility Issues
3 Other

19 Caucasian
4 Asian
1 Indo Canadian
1 Asian/Caucasian
1 Aboriginal
1 Other

Total Served in 2012
27
5 inactive, 22 active
Number of Intakes
5
Number Discharged from RSCL
0
* Note: the Employment Services and HandyCrew families
were given the same survey

19
38%
10
20

Number of RHCC customer surveys given out
Number of RHCC customers returned
surveys

58

10
1

Outcomes Data Table – Employment Services
Outcome
Satisfaction
Individuals are satisfied with
employment service

% of individuals who report they are happy
with the service

80%

Survey
Interview

√

Families/Caregivers are satisfied
with employment services

% of Family/Caregivers who report
satisfaction with service

80%

Survey

√

Employers are satisfied with
employment services
Effectiveness
The number of individuals who are
employed will be increased.

% of employers who report satisfaction with
service

80%

Interview

√

# of individuals who secure employment

8 people

File Review

√

% of individuals of the total employed who
have maintained their employment for more
than 6 months
Total # of hours in which individuals are
employed in a given time period. (2 months
of data January and December)

75%

File Review

√

980

File Review

√

Average time between completion of the
employment plan and date of first job.

No current
benchmark data

File Review

Total number of new intakes in a year

5 people

File Review

Efficiency
The time between intake and first
job will be decreased
Service Access
The number of individuals
transitioning to Employment
Services will be increased

Indicators

Target

Data Source

Achieved

√

Outcomes Data Table – HandyCrew Cooperative
Outcome
Satisfaction
Individuals are satisfied with RHCC
Families/Caregivers are satisfied
with RHHC
Customers are satisfied with RHCC

Effectiveness
RHCC member/employees will learn
new job skills
Efficiency
The number of employee members
of RHCC will be increased
Service Access
Individuals will have a greater
awareness of their future job
choices

Indicator

Target

% of individuals who report happy with RHCC

80%

% of Family/Caregivers who report
satisfaction with RHCC
% of customers who report satisfaction with
RHCC

80%

Data Source

Achieved

Survey
Interview
Survey

√

80%

Random
Sample
Interview

√

% of RHCC member employees with training
plans who demonstrate progress towards
achieving goals related to employment

100%

File Review

√

# of annual hours of service delivered to
customers by RHCC

1440

File Review

√

# of individuals who report that they have a
greater awareness of their future job choices.

80%

Survey
Interview

√

% of families/caregivers who report that their
family members had a greater awareness of
their future job choices

80%

Survey

√
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√

Survey Results – Families (19 families)
Please describe your satisfaction
with the service your family
member receives from
Employment Services or the
HandyCrew Cooperative.

Very
Satisfied
5

Satisfied
4

Neutral
3

Dissatisfied
2

Very
Dissatisfied
1

68.4%

26.3%

0%

0%

5.2%

Please describe the extent to
which you feel your family
member has a greater awareness
of their future job choices.

Very
Great
Extent
5
36.8%

Great Extent
4
36.8%

Moderate
Extent
3
21%

Small Extent
2
0%

No Extent
1
5.2%

Participant Interview Results
How do you feel about
Employment
Services/HandyCrew?

HandyCrew Customers Survey Results
Please rate
the services
you received
from the
RHCC.

very unhappy
unhappy
happy

5

50%

very happy

5

50%

10
How much do you believe
you've learned about what
jobs are available?

LOTS

5

50%

LITTLE BIT

5

50%

Would you
recommend
the RHCC to a
friend?

NONE
Total

10

Quality of
Service
Courteous
employees
Punctual
employees
Total

Very
satisfied
5
1

4

3

2

Dissatisfied
1

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

1

Yes

1

Unfortunately only 1
customer survey returned

No
Did not
answer
Total

1

Survey Results – Employers (20 employers interviewed)
Please describe your satisfaction with
your involvement with the
Employment Services staff team
Please describe your satisfaction with
the employee that you hired through
the Employment Services program
To what extent was the employee
trained by the RSCL team to meet
your job expectations?
To what extent did the RSCL team
assist your business in bridging the
gap between your existing staff and
the employee hired through the
Employment Services program?
To what extent did the RSCL team
respond to any questions or requests
in a timely manner?

Very
Satisfied
5
80%
Very
Satisfied
5
55%
Very
Great Extent
5
50%
Very
Great Extent
5
40%
Very
Great Extent
5
80%

Satisfied
4
20%

Neutral
3
0

Dissatisfied
2
0

Satisfied
4
40%

Dissatisfied
2
0

Great Extent
4
40%

Neutral
3
5%
Moderate
Extent
3
5%

Very
Dissatisfied
1
0
Very
Dissatisfied
1
0

Small Extent
2
0

No Extent
1
0

Great Extent
4

Moderate
Extent
3

Small Extent
2

No Extent
1

0

0

50%

0
Moderate
Extent
3
0

Great Extent
4
15%
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Didn’t answer

0
Didn’t answer

0
Didn’t answer

5%
Didn’t answer

10%
Didn’t answer

Small Extent
2
0

No Extent
1
0

5%

File Review – Employment Services
# individuals in Employment Services Program

25

# of new Intakes in 2012

11

Average length of time between intake and first job

110 days

# individuals who have a paid job in calendar year

19

# individuals who maintained their employment status for 6 months or longer

14

Total Number of Hours all employed Individuals worked in January 2012

537

Total Number of Hours all employed Individuals worked in December 2012

674

Total number of Employers

13

File Review – HandyCrew Cooperative
TOTAL HOURS OF SERVICE DELIVERED by HandyCrew Cooperative 2011

1440

TOTAL HOURS OF SERVICE DELIVERED by HandyCrew Cooperative 2012

1560

# of RHCC Employees

% increase = 108%

27

# of RHCC Employees with Training Plans (remaining employees no longer need a training plan and receive
minimum wage)

4

# of RHCC Employees with Training Plans who demonstrate progress towards achieving goals related to
employment

4

Total number of individuals served in BOTH HandyCrew Cooperative and Employment Services

8

100%

Satisfaction
Both families of Employment Services and the Richmond HandyCrew Cooperative were asked if they were
satisfied with the service their family member received. Of the 19 families that responded, 18 were satisfied
or very satisfied, 1 responded very dissatisfied. The 1 family that reported they were very dissatisfied did not
note their name on the survey therefore follow-up could not be initiated.
Individuals were also asked how they felt about Employment Service or the Richmond HandyCrew
Cooperative. All of the 10 participants interviewed indicated they were happy or very happy.
Surveys were developed for the Richmond HandyCrew Cooperative customers and were hand delivered
throughout the year. Unfortunately only 1 survey was returned, therefore difficult to pull any relevant
information. The one survey that was returned indicated very satisfied in all areas.
Phone interviews were conducted with current employers. Of the 20 employers interviewed, all were very
satisfied or satisfied with their involvement with the Employment Services program. 19 of the 20 were very
satisfied or satisfied with their employee hired through the Employment Services program. 1 indicated neutral.
This situation has been followed up by Employment Services staff and appropriate support was provided.

Effectiveness
To determine the effectiveness of the Employment Services program, a file review was conducted to
determine the percent of individuals who secured employment. Of the 25 individuals in the program, 19
secured paid employment and 14 were successful in maintaining their employment for more than 6 months.
The remaining 6 individuals are involved in the Discovery process to determine their employment plan.
The Richmond HandyCrew Cooperative is often used to provide an introduction to work and training on the job
skills. Therefore, the effectiveness outcome and indicator for RHCC focused on the number of individuals that
had developed new job skills. Of the 27 RHCC employees, 4 have training plans in place and all 4
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demonstrated progresses towards achieving goals related to employment. The remaining employees no longer
require a training plan and receive minimum wage.

Efficiency
The Richmond HandyCrew Cooperative offers services in a number of categories such as catering, cleaning,
landscaping and more. This year, the total number of hours of service delivered by the Richmond HandyCrew
Cooperative increased from 1440 to 1560.
There were 11 new intakes into the Employment Services program in 2012 (3 intakes in 2011). The average
number of days between intake and placement in a first job was 110. In 2011, the average number of days
was 169. In 2010 the average number of days was 328.

Service Access
Families and individuals were both asked if they had a greater awareness of their future job choices as a result
of being involved with the HandyCrew and Employment Service. 14 of the 19 family respondents indicated to
a great or very great extent, 4 families reported to a moderate extent. 1 family indicated to no extent
however they did not note their name therefore follow up could not be initiated. 5 of the 10 individuals
interviewed indicated they learned “lots” about what jobs are available to them. 5 indicated “a little bit”.

Analysis
This is the third year that the Employment Services and Handycrew Cooperative have been included in this
report. Consequently, it will take a few years to develop and refine the outcomes and indicators required to
ensure that the information we are gathering will assist the agency to set reasonable targets and use the
information to influence service quality.
Overall, individuals, families and employers indicated a high degree of service satisfaction with Employment
Services and the Richmond HandyCrew Cooperative. In previous years, it had been noted by program staff
that although employment provides a new opportunity for individuals, it also presents new challenges,
requirements and expectations with which a family must contend. These expectations and requirements (e.g.
vacation time, hours of work, etc.) are often different than those present in other settings in which their
son/daughter may have been involved (e.g. school, day program). Two recommendations were made to
provide families with a better understanding of the program requirements and to improve their level of service
satisfaction. These recommendations were completed.
The Effectiveness measures for the Employment Services and RHCC produced positive results. The staff in
these programs has exceeded the agencies expectation by assisting 19 people to obtain paid employment in
this reporting year. Moreover, staff provided useful training to 27 people through the RHCC.
The Efficiency outcomes and indicators noting the average time between completion of the employment plan
and date of first job showed a vast improvement from previous years (328 days in 2010 and 169 days in 2011
to 110 days in 2012). This substantial decrease is due in part to staff being more experienced in using the
tools and utilizing the employment training they were given. As well, they have developed relationships with
more employers in the community thus providing more employment options for individuals. Although this
information is interesting it is important to note that the goal of the program is not to move people through
the Discovery process quickly rather is designed to respond to each individual’s needs.
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The results of questions posed regarding Service Access were very similar for individuals – 100%, families
94.8%. The difference is based on the survey from 1 family who was very dissatisfied however did not provide
their name to allow for follow up.
The majority of surveys received from Employers indicate very satisfied/satisfied with just 1 indicating neutral.
Although not outcome based, additional information was gathered from Employers to glean information to
improve service delivery. Overall Employers indicated the individuals were well trained by the Employment
Services team, the team was responsive in a timely manner to concerns and were successful in bridging the
gap between the existing staff and the individual supported by RSCL.
The Outcomes and Indicators for this area will be reviewed in the Performance Measurement review process in
the summer of 2013

Recommendations
1. Explore options on how to increase the response rate for the HandyCrew Customer Surveys
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