Executive Summary
RSCL has produced an Outcomes Management Report each year since 2003. This is our 9th 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 2011 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
2011 was 96.26%.
Total Satisfaction 2006 – 2011 per Program

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
Employment Services and the Richmond HandyCrew Cooperative (19 and older)
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 2011
was 50.5% 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. In 2011, we chose 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 Nine Years
RSCL began formally collecting program outcome information nine 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.
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.
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 2011 Outcomes
Management Report, we are working on the following improvements this year:
Outcome System Modifications:
1. Revise the SCDP indicator which notes the percentage of Child Care Providers who access extra staffing
resources to reflect the reality of limited availability of funds.
2. Distribute surveys to Child Care centre’s which provide “consultant support only”.
3. Collect and report data for twelve months of the calendar year as opposed to a 3 month sample for the
following indicators for day services:
a. % of individuals that participate in volunteer work in the community during the calendar year.
b. Number of different paid and volunteer work opportunities in which individuals are engaged in
the calendar year.
4. Adjust the benchmark for the indicator of percentage of individuals that participate in activities that
contribute to the community from 80% to 55%.
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5. Establish a benchmark of 30 for the indicator number of individuals that participate in activities at more
than 1 RSCL program site location.
6. Develop a satisfaction survey and conduct a random telephone interview with employers that have
hired individuals through the employment services program to solicit feedback on their degree of
satisfaction. The results of these interviews should be formally documented.
7. Establish a new effectiveness outcome/indicator for Residential Services to replace “Individuals will
develop/expand their personal relationships”
8. Re-evaluate the following question posed to Supported Living family members for 2012:
a. To what extent does your family member participate in activities of the caregiver’s family?
b. To what extent is your family member supported to be engaged in outside activities of personal
interests?
9. Return to a mail out system for Respite Satisfaction Surveys.
10. Revise the Respite Outcome/Indicator noting that families will receive respite that meets their needs.
11. Add a clarification statement to the survey question regarding activities suited to the family’s
expectations indicating the mandate of the Respite Program.
Service Delivery Improvements:
12. Follow up on surveys with a less than satisfactory responses in an attempt to resolve issues and
improve service satisfaction.
13. Advocate for additional funding for early intervention supports (i.e. infant development and supported
child development programs).
14. Survey Child Care Providers to determine the type of Lending Library resources that would be useful in
child care centres (e.g. toys, equipment, information).
15. Increase the percentage of adults supported through life services that are engaged in volunteer
experiences in the community.
16. Develop an orientation handbook for individuals and families involved with Employment Service and/or
the HandyCrew Cooperative.
17. Conduct at least one orientation session for families that have a son/daughter enrolled in Employment
Services or participating in the Richmond HandyCrew Cooperative. Specifically review and discuss:
a. Program and service delivery
b. Service expectations
c. Role and responsibilities
d. Solicit feedback
18. Follow up with each individual that indicated a “little bit” on the satisfaction survey to determine the
reason for the response and if or how service satisfaction can be improved.
19. Advocate with the government funding agencies (e.g., CLBC, MCFD) on behalf of families to increase
the amount of respite funds available for families and the compensation rate for respite providers.
20. Explore options to recruit Respite providers from different cultural communities.
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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
 Employment Services and the Richmond HandyCrew Cooperative (19 and older)
 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 2011 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 693 surveys. 350 completed surveys were
returned (response rate of 50.5%). Over the years, RSCL has adopted different techniques in an attempt to
increase the response rate. The most effective technique implemented 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 increased their
response rate. This appears to have had a very positive effect on the overall response rate and consequently
7

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, 2011 showed the highest overall response
rate of 50.5%. It continues to be evident that distributing satisfaction surveys at planning sessions provides
for higher response rates. It also allows for staff to explain to families why we collect this information which
makes the families more inclined to respond.
Despite the high response rate, the survey results must be viewed as possible trends, but not conclusive
results.
Survey Response Rates per Program
Program

Surveys
Given
333
130
29
52

Surveys
Returned
121
61
19
42

Response
Rate 2011
36%
47%
66%
81%

Avenues
RCO/Pendleton
Transitions
Youth Connections

27
6
27
34

21
3
26
27

78%
50%
96%
79%

Day Program Total

107

83

78%

Employment Services

30

14

47%

Residential Homes
Supported Living

5
20

3
13

60%
65%

693

350

50.5%

IDP
SCDP – families
SCDP – care providers
Treehouse

TOTAL

*Day services and employment services combined

The Respite program is not included in the chart as the families were interviewed this year due to continued
low response rate from mailed out surveys.
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. 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 service dissatisfaction.
Consequently, a recommendation is not required. The common reasons for the responses were as follows:
1. The respondent misinterpreted the question.
2. The response did not relate to the service but related to the family’s perception of their adult/child’s
growth/development.
3. The response related to factors that are out of the control of RSCL. Specifically, the amount of service
hours the families was receiving. Although in the short-term, RSCL may not be able to respond to
these concerns; these issues have been noted and may result in further advocacy regarding certain
service areas.
4. The respondent did not include their name and consequently follow up was not possible.
5. 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
8

respondents that were contracted and themes did not arise during these contacts that would prompt a
recommendation for the agency or any specific program.
Another theme which emerged was that “neutral” or “moderate” responses were not indicators for service
dissatisfaction. Rather, in the majority of cases the respondents were very happy with the service.
Therefore a recommendation is to follow up on surveys with a less than satisfactory responses in an
attempt to resolve issues and improve service satisfaction.
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.
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. A sampling of Respite families were also interviewed to increase the
response rate.
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.

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.
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In 2011, RSCL served a total of 1068 individuals. The following charts breakdown the age, diagnosis and
ethnicity for the agency overall. The diagnosis totals do not necessarily add up to the 1068 individuals served
as some individuals may have more than 1 diagnosis.

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 has 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 2011. The population estimate for
Richmond in 2011 was 199,141. This is consistent with an average of 1.7% growth each year.
As well as population increases, consistent with many other Canadian cities, the population in Richmond is
aging. Based on the 2009 Population Age Distribution Data, 18.2% of the population is aged 17 or under.
13% of the population is aged 65 or over.
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):







People’s Republic of China (26.8%)
Hong Kong, Special Administrative Region (23.0%)
Other Eastern Asia (e.g. Japan, Korea) (10.0%)
Philippines (9.3%)
India (5.2%)
United Kingdom (4.1%)

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
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(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 seven years, increasingly the participants in RSCL programs have begun to more accurately
reflect the ethnic breakdown of the community.
Over the years, 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.
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INFANT DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
“I had no idea the level of support that was out there for families like ours! We could not have gotten this far on our
own! Thank you is not enough!” – IDP parent
“I would not change anything.” – IDP parent
“We are very happy with our services from IDP Our family has grown so much since receiving IDP's services, in many
ways that gives us the confidence to move forward. Having a child with a disability is truly unimaginable; knowing that
we have the resources available to help and encourage our child is comforting. Thank you so much.” – 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
244 males
149 females

Diagnosis
110 Prematurity
26 global delay
13 autism
6 hearing impairments
8 mental health
62 mobility issues/physical
disability
5 visual impairments
22 Pre-natal Substance
Exposure
11 Down Syndrome
20 At Risk
94 Speech Delay
12 Feeding Challenges
8 Other Genetic
Abnormalities
5 Medical Conditions
40 other

Ethnicity
97 Caucasian
133 Asian
13 Asian/Caucasian
25 Aboriginal
5 Mixed race
29 South Asian
34 Filipino
57 Other

Total Served in 2011
Total served in any given month (August 2011)
Number of Intakes
Number Discharged from RSCL
Average Consultant Caseload
Provincial Standard Caseload
Number of Family Satisfaction Surveys Delivered
Number of Surveys Returned
Survey Response Rate

393
255
171
168
35
25
333
121
36%
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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
70%
27.5%
2.5%
Strongly
Agree
Agree
Neutral
5
4
3
72.5%

26.7%

0.8%

File Review
Provincial standard caseload:

25

Average Consultant caseload: 393 families / 7
Consultants
# Families that receive services in another language:

56
85
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Dissatisfied
2
0
Satisfied
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

Very
Dissatisfied
1
0
Dissatisfied

# responders
skipped
question
2

7

Disagree
2

Strongly
Disagree
1
0
Strongly
Disagree
1

# responders
skipped
question
3
# responders
skipped
question

0

0

3

Disagree
2
0

Satisfaction
In the 8 years that RSCL has been collecting outcomes information, the Infant Development program has
received extremely high satisfaction. In 2011, of the 121 respondents to the question, 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
It is important to recognize the IDP consultants for these results, especially working above the suggested
Provincial caseload average.

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. 117 families
agreed or strongly agreed that their knowledge had increased. 3 families indicated neutral however no names
or comments were provided to allow for follow up.
Families were also asked if they had an increased awareness of services and resources in the community for
their child. 119 families agreed or strongly agreed that they had an increased awareness of community
services and resources. One family indicated neutral however no names or comments were provided to allow
for follow up.

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. In 2011, IDP supported 393 families, with 7 IDP consultants. The IDP consultant
caseloads for 2011 were 56 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. Of the 7
IDP Consultants, 5 consultants are able to provide services in a language other than English (Mandarin,
Cantonese, Korean, Punjabi). 85 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. IDP continues to be able to respond to the unique multicultural
needs of the community. IDP also continues to be perceived, by its service recipients, as effective.
The number of surveys distributed greatly increased in 2011 since providing them to families during planning
or at the last visit prior to file closure.
The current caseload for IDP Consultants continues to be an issue of concern that has not yet been resolved.
Although not as high as previous years, they continue to be above the recommended provincial total. RSCL
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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:
1. In January 2011, a small delegation of Richmond service providers met with John Yap, MLA for
Steveston. This was another opportunity for RSCL to discuss our growing concern about the waitlists
for early intervention services.
2. In May 2011, the Executive Director and Director of Children’s Services met with the Child and Youth
with Special Needs (CYSN) Manager from the Ministry for Children and Family Development to discuss
our growing concern about the waitlists for early intervention services.
In spite of higher than recommended consultant/family ratio, it appears that the IDP program continues to be
very effective. That said, the large number of families supported by each consultant is very challenging for the
consultants and consequently, RSCL will have to revise its approach to waitlist management over the next
year, if new funding for the Infant Development Program is not forthcoming. Moreover, it is imperative that
RSCL continues to advocate for increase funding for early intervention services.

Recommendations
1. Advocate for additional funding for early intervention supports (i.e. infant development and supported
child development programs).
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SUPPORTED CHILD DEVELOPMENT
“How would we manage without SCDP and their wonderful consultants? [My child] certainly wouldn't.” – SCDP parent
“We have used SCDP for three years- in partnership with the support received at school our daughter no longer needs the
summer program and we are also reducing school support to 50%. This is how the system is supposed to work. My child
WOULD NOT be as successful as she is today without the support of this program the past 3 summers - now our time has
come and we no longer need the program. The continuity of support over the summer and the reinforcing of skills have
led to her being a successful 8 year old with confidence.” – SCDP parent
“Having our consultants available to our programs is amazing. They help us so much! As well as supporting us with their
knowledge, they also provide materials to us” – SCDP Child Care centre

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 2011, the program supported 374 children and
approximately 65 Child Care centers in Richmond.

Demographics
291 males
83 females

Age
48 (0-3)
143 (4-5)
131 (6-12)
52 (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
101 Caucasian
90 Asian
33 Asian/Caucasian
8 Aboriginal
12 Indo Canadian
19 Mixed Race
3 Spanish
35 South Asian
73 Other

Total Served in 2011

374

Total served as at December 31, 2011
Number of Intakes

196
126

Number Discharged from RSCL
Number transferred to other RSCL Programs

66
4

Number on Waitlist as at Dec 31 2011
Average Consultant Caseload

81
64

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

130
61
47%
29
19
66%
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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 providers 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

X

% 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

√

% 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 Child Care providers who access extra staffing
resources.

80%

Survey or
Interview

√

80%

File Review

X
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60%

File Review

X

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
75.4%

Satisfied
4
19.7%

Neutral
3
3.3%

Dissatisfied
2
1.6%

YES

91.8%

NO

8.2%

Satisfied
4
21.4%

Neutral
3
1.8%

Dissatisfied
2
1.8%

Great Extent
4

Small Extent
2

35%

Moderate
Extent
3
10%

YES

79.7%

NO

20.3%

Very
Satisfied
5
63.8%

Satisfied
4
31.9%

Neutral
3
0%

Dissatisfied
2
2.1%

YES

20.4%

NO

79.6%

Satisfied
4
46.7%

Neutral
3
2.2%

Dissatisfied
2
4.4%

Agree
4

Neutral
3

Disagree
2

26.3%

10.5%

1.8%

Agree
4
31.6%

Neutral
3
3.5%

Disagree
2
0

Satisfied
4
21.1%

Neutral
3
0

Dissatisfied
2
0

Satisfied
4
36.8%

Neutral
3
15.8%

Dissatisfied
2
0

Satisfied
4
42.1%

Neutral
3
26.3%

Dissatisfied
2
0

Great Extent
4
31.6%

Moderate
Extent
3
10.5%

Small Extent
2

Very
Satisfied
5
75%
Very
Great
Extent
5
45%

Very
Satisfied
5
40%
Strongly
Agree
5
56.1%
Strongly
Agree
5
64.9%

5%

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

No Extent
1
1.7%
# responders
skipped
question
Very
Dissatisfied
1
2.1%
# responders
skipped
question
Very
Dissatisfied
1
2.2%
Strongly
Disagree
1
0
Strongly
Disagree
1
0

# responders
skipped
question
0
0
# responders
skipped
question
5
# responders
skipped
question
3
2
# responders
skipped
question
14
7
# responders
skipped
question
18
# responders
skipped
question
7
# responders
skipped
question
4

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
78.9%
Very
Satisfied
5
47.4%
Very
Satisfied
5
31.6%
Very
Great
Extent
5
52.6%
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0

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

No Extent
1
5.3%

# 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 2011
Average # days between referral and start of
service: (from 21 family sample)
Most # of days (from 21 family sample)
Least # of days (from 21 family sample)

126
80

Number of goals for all participants that expired in
the 2011 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 2010
Number of above goals that were attempted
Percent

106

Total number of Child Care centers:
Number of Child Care centers who accessed the
lending library in 2010:
Percent
Number of Child Care providers who used extra
staffing resources
Percent

65
26

214
35

97
91.5%
103

97
94%

40%
27
42%

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 61
respondents to this question, 58 were satisfied or very satisfied. Three families indicated neutral or
dissatisfied however their names were not provided so follow up could not be initiated.
When asked if families were satisfied with the help they received to arrange their child care, of the 56
respondents to this question, 54 were satisfied or very satisfied. Two families responded neutral or
dissatisfied however their names were not provided so follow up could not be initiated.
When asked if families were satisfied with the extra staffing support for their child, of the 47 respondents to
the question, 45 were satisfied or very satisfied, and 2 indicated dissatisfied or very dissatisfied. One mother
who was dissatisfied noted financially she isn’t able to supplement the additional hours her child requires and
that the addition of a second week of Spring Break has created even more challenges for her. She does
recognize this is not an RSCL issue but a funding issue. The family that was very dissatisfied did not provide a
name for follow up nor any comments.
Families were also asked to what extent they felt their child is included in their child care program. Of the 58
respondents to the question, 48 reported to a great or very great extent, 6 reported to a moderate extent, 3
to a small extent, and 1 family indicated to no extent. Of the 6 who reported to a moderate extent, 4 surveys
did not note a name therefore follow up could not be initiated, 1 had no comment and 1 comment indicated
their child is quite independent. Of the 3 who reported to a small extent, all had no comments. The family that
indicated her child is included in a child care program to no exent is because they receive In Own Home
support. Her comment was of gratitude to RSCL and especially her consultant and the family resource worker.
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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 19 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 19 child care
providers that responded to the question, 14 were satisfied or very satisfied. 5 indicated neutral. Of those 5,
two noted that they required more funding for extra staffing support and the remaining 3 did not note their
name nor provide any comments.
When asked if satisfied with the training opportunities, of the 19 respondents 16 were satisfied or very
satisfied with 3 reporting neutral. The comments made did not relate to the question but again noted they
required more funding for extra staffing support.
Overall the Child Care providers appear to be very satisfied with the level and type of support provided by the
SCDP Consultants.

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 54 families that responded, 47 agreed or strongly
agreed with 6 families reporting neutral and 1 family who disagreed. Of the 6 families that reported neutral, 4
had no comments, and 2 had no names. The family that disagreed did not note a name or leave any
comments on the survey.
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. 16 of the 19 respondended to a great or very great extent that their
ability to serve the children had increased. 2 indicated to a moderate extent, 1 did not note any comments
and the second did not note a name or any comments on the survey. 1 provider indicated to no extent, but
they did not note a name or provide any comments, thus no follow up could be made.

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 80 days between
referral and first visit (random sampling of the 126 new referrals). RSCL assumed responsibility for the SCDP
in July 2005. At that time the program served 150 families annually. As of December 2011 the program was
serving 196 families. During the entire 2011 year, the SCDP served a total of 374 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 (64 families per consultant) the recommended
Provincial practice standards (25 families per consultant).

Service Access
Families were asked if they received information about the SCDP services in a way that was understandable to
them. Of the 57 respondents, 55 indicated they agreed or strongly agreed. 2 families indicated neutral
however did not provide a name nor any comments on the survey therefore follow up could not be initiated.
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 40% (34% in 2010, 23% in 2009) of the child care providers accessed resources.
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In addition to surveying families, a file audit was conducted to determine the percentage of Child Care
Providers that accessed extra staffing resources. It was determined that 42% (69% in 2010) of the child care
providers accessed 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.
The family survey response rate for SCDP decreased in 2011. More surveys were distributed in 2011 (88 in
2010, 131 in 2011) however less were returned in 2011.
Four areas have been noted that prompted a recommendation.
Firstly, 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:
1. In January 2011, a small delegation of Richmond service providers met with John Yap, MLA for
Steveston. This was another opportunity for RSCL to discuss our growing concern about the
waitlists for early intervention services.
2. In May 2011, the Executive Director and Director of Children’s Services met with the Child and
Youth with Special Needs (CYSN) Manager from the Ministry for Children and Family Development
to discuss our growing concern about the waitlists 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 the 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.
Another area of need is funding to hire extra staffing supports. 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 increase funding for early intervention
services.
The second area requiring attention is the SCDP Lending Library. The access to the library increased this past
year however is not at the level we anticipated or desire. In 2011, the program received a grant through the
City of Richmond to update the library’s resources. The program also held 2 fundraisers which benefitted the
library. The recommendation from last year to survey child care centres regarding the types of resources
desired was not completed therefore the recommendation will remain for this year.
Thirdly, the decrease in Child Care Providers accessing extra staffing resources is related to the numerous
measures the SCDP has had to make in order to support as many children and families as possible with no
increase in funding. For the past 2 years child care centres have been asked to manage with less where it is
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possible which includes providing support to 2 children with 1 staff and reducing the number of noninstructional hours for school age children (professional days were only covered for 3.5 hours rather than 8
hours). Given there is no funding becoming available in the near future it is predicted this indicator will
continue to not be met therefore a recommendation has been cited.
Finally, there were 29 surveys sent to child care providers however there are 65 child care centres that
contract with the SCDP. There are 2 reasons for the discrepiency in numbers here. Firstly, the Community
Centre programs offer more than 1 program therefore 1 person could be reporting on up to 6 programs.
Secondly, surveys were not sent out to programs that provided consultant only support therefore a
recommendation has been cited.

Recommendations
1. Revise the SCDP indicator which notes the percentage of Child Care Providers who access extra staffing
resources to reflect the reality of limited availability of funds.
2. Distribute surveys to Child Care centre’s which provide “consultant support only”.
3. Follow up on surveys (including online surveys) with a less than satisfactory responses in an attempt to
resolve issues and improve service satisfaction.
4. Advocate for additional funding for early intervention supports (i.e. infant development and supported
child development programs).
5. Survey Child Care Providers to determine the type of Lending Library resources that would be useful in
child care centres (e.g. toys, equipment, information).
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TREEHOUSE EARLY LEARNING CENTRE
“We are lucky to have our daughter receive such wonderful care and learning opportunities. She loves Treehouse and
adores the staff. It is evident everyone enjoys being with the children.” – Treehouse parent
“I like Treehouse a lot also because their multicultural friendship environment. I am so appreciative that in a new country
for a 3 yr. old boy, my son can adapt to the new life so quickly. I do think it is attributed a lot that all staff in Treehouse
is professional and full of love to the kids. Also Treehouse multicultural setting helped a little boy gets welcomed feeling.”
– Treehouse parent
“Our sons have grown into confident, social boys in a large part thanks to the Treehouse staff; thank you” – 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 2011 (14 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, 2011, Treehouse
served 36 children.

Males/Females
31 males
24 females

Age
13 (0-3)
42 (4-5)

Diagnosis
2 Developmental
Disability
7 Autism
1 Other
1 Hearing
Impairment

Ethnicity
27 Caucasian
10 Asian
8 Asian/Caucasian
1 Aboriginal
2 Indo Canadian
4 Mixed Race
2 Spanish
1 Other

Total Served in 2011

55

Number of Intakes

20

Number discharged from RSCL
Number on Waitlist

18
81

Number of Family Satisfaction Surveys Delivered

52

Number of Surveys Returned
Survey Response Rate

42
81%
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Outcomes Data Table
Target

Data
Source

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

√

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.

TH1a. % of families that report satisfaction
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

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

Very
Satisfied
5
82.1%

Satisfied
4
17.9%

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%
98%

Very
Dissatisfied
1
0
Dissatisfied

#
responders
skipped
question
3

0
2%

Very Great
Extent
5

Great Extent
4

Moderate Extent
3

Small Extent
2

No Extent
1

#
responders
skipped
question

Social

68%

32%

0

0

0

2

Cognitive

63%

30%

7%

0

0

2

Emotional

68%

32%

0

0

0

2

Physical

60%

35%

5%

0

0

2

File Review
Number of goals for all children that expired in the
2011 year
Number of above goals that were attempted
Percent

32
32
100%

Daycare
Preschool

Monthly Full
Capacity
9
16

Monthly Average
Enrollment
8
15.9

Percent
88%
99%

Satisfaction
The level of satisfaction continues to be very high with the Treehouse program. Of the 42 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. One family indicated they were dissatisfied with communication
however a resolution was mutually agreed upon when follow up was initiated.
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Effectiveness
To determine the program`s effectiveness, families were asked to what extent their child has opportunities for
growth and development in 4 categories. All families felt that their child had opportunities for growth and
development socially to a great or very great extent. 93% of families felt that their child had opportunities for
growth and development cognitively to a great or very great extent. Three families indicated to a moderate
extent. All families felt that their child had opportunities for growth and development emotionally to a great or
very great extent. 95% of families felt that their child had opportunities for growth and development
physically to a great or very great extent. Two families indicated to a moderate extent however their names
were not provided so follow up could not be initiated.

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 88% in the preschool and 99% 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.

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.

Recommendations
No Recommendations
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DAY SERVICES
“All staff here is very nice and care to the members. They provide all possible help to the clients here. We feel very
satisfied to the service in Quantum. My daughter is very happy here with all staff and her English has got some progress.
We want to express our thanks to all staff in Quantum. They help my daughter and our parents a lot.” – Quantum parent
“All the staff at the Youth Connection have been great. The goals that we have set for my child have been achieved one
at a time. My child loves to go to Y.C. and she's learning a lot from your staff. Thank you very much!” – Youth
Connections 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 Richmond Community Options (RCO) – 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
53 males
57 females

Age

Diagnosis

Ethnicity

5
29
35
25
16

50 Developmental
Disability
27 Autism
21 Cerebral Palsy
9 Hearing Impairments
22 Mental Health
31 Mobility
Issues/Physical
Disability
17 Visual Impairments
5 Down Syndrome
33 Other

61 Caucasian
31 Asian
4 Asian/Caucasian
3 Aboriginal
9 Indo Canadian
1 Mixed Race
1 Other

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

# Total Served in ALL DAY PROGRAMS 2011: 110
# Surveys distributed: 107
# Surveys Returned: 83
Survey Response Rate: 78%
# Individuals interviewed:35
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Youth Connections
Males /
Females
18 males
16 females

Age
5 (6-12)
29 (13-19)

Diagnosis

Ethnicity

Total Served in 2011

17 Developmental
Disability
11 Autism
4 Cerebral Palsy
4 Mental Health
9 Mobility
Issues/Physical
Disability
5 Visual Impairments
6 Other

18 Caucasian
10 Asian
1 Asian/Caucasian
1 Aboriginal
4 Indo Canadian

Age

Diagnosis

Ethnicity

24 (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
10 Other

12 Caucasian
11 Asian
2 Asian/Caucasian
3 Indo Canadian

Diagnosis

Ethnicity

Number Discharged from RSCL
Number transferred to other RSCL
Programs

34
9
11
3

Number on Waitlist

39

Number of Family Satisfaction Surveys
Delivered

34

Number of Surveys Returned

27

Survey Response Rate

Transitions
Males /
Females
21 males
7 females

Number of Intakes

79%

Chart 17
Total Served in 2011
Number of Intakes

28
0

Number Discharged from RSCL

0

Number transferred to other RSCL
Programs

0

Number of Family Satisfaction Surveys
Delivered
Number of Surveys Returned
Survey Response Rate

27
26
92%

Avenues
Males /
Females
7 males
20 females

Age
3 (20-29)
17 (30-49)
7 (50-64)

Total Served in 2011

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

18 Caucasian
4 Asian
1 Asian/Caucasian
2 Aboriginal
1 Mixed Race
1 Other

Age

Diagnosis

Ethnicity

7 (20-29)
4 (30-49)
3 (50-64)

10 Developmental
Disability
3 Autism
3 Cerebral Palsy
2 Hearing Impairments
3 Mental Health
4 Mobility
Issues/Physical
Disability
2 Other

7 Caucasian
5 Asian
2 Indo Canadian

Number of Intakes
Number Discharged from RSCL
Number of Family Satisfaction Surveys
Delivered
Number of Surveys Returned

27
0
1
27
21

Survey Response Rate

78%

Total Served in 2011
Number of Intakes

14
1

Quantum
Males /
Females
3 males
11 females

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

30

0
13
6
46%

Richmond Community Options
Males /
Females
4 males
3 females

Age
1 (20-29)
0 (30-49)
6 (50-64)

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

Ethnicity
6 Caucasian
1 Asian

Total Served in 2011

7

Number of Intakes

0

Number Discharged from RSCL
Number of Family Satisfaction Surveys
Delivered

1
6

Number of Surveys Returned
Survey Response Rate

3
50%

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
Effectiveness

% of individuals that report satisfaction

80%

Survey Interview

√

Individuals choices will be honored

% of Personal Planning goals that have documented
evidence that the goal was attempted.
% of families that report that their family members
goals are reflected in the service they receive.

90%

File review

√

90%

Survey

√

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

80%

File Review

x

File review

√

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

10

# of individuals that have been taught to
independently travel amongst activity locations

No
benchmark

File review

# of individuals that participate in activities at more
than 1 RSCL program site location

No
benchmark

File review

Service Access
Programs will accommodate
individuals/families unique needs

% of families/individuals whose unique needs are
accommodated

File review –

√

% of individuals that report their unique needs are
accommodated.

Survey/Interview

√

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

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
75.3%
Very
Great
Extent
5
53.7%
Very
Great
Extent
5
56.8%

Satisfied
4
22.2%

Neutral
3
2.5%

Dissatisfied
2
0

Very
Dissatisfied
1
0

# responders
skipped
question
3

Great Extent
4
37.8%

Moderate
Extent
3
8.5%

Small Extent
2
0

No Extent
1
0

# responders
skipped
question
2

Great Extent
4
35.8%

Moderate
Extent
3
7.4%

Small Extent
2
0

No Extent
1
0

# responders
skipped
question
3
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Participant Interview Results
How do you feel about
your program

Are your needs
being met?

very unhappy
unhappy

1

3%

happy

14

40%

very happy

20

57%

N/A

0
total

Youth
Connections
(34 total
participants)
Transitions
(28 total
participants)

Avenues
(27 total
participants)

RCO
(7 total
participants)
Quantum
(14
participants)

No

2

6%

N/A

4

11%
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List of Accommodations Made:
Number of goals
that expired in 2010
152
90
106

# individuals
engaged in
volunteer or
paid work
5

Number of goals
attempted
151
71
106

Percent

%

List of activities in community

15%











4

12.5%

23

85%











12

86%








Day Program Average

83%
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Youth Connections
99%
Transitions
79%
Avenues
100%
RCO
Quantum – new program, none of the goals expired in 2011 calendar year.
Day Program Avg
93%
Program
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total

File Review
Program

Yes

Volunteer at treehouse
Cleaned toys for idp
Gardening in YC plot
Paper shredding
Salvation Army
HandyCrew
Value Village
Memories Second Hand Store
City of Richmond Parks
Department
Richmond Nature Park
Meals on wheels
Block watch
Salvation army
Women’s Centre
SUCCESS
PosAbilities art sale
Adopt a Trail

Food Bank
RCMP Blockwatch
Shop for Seniors
Salvation Army
Adopt a Block
Misc paid work

Youth Connections:

Transportation of individuals

Staff attend IEP meetings at schools

School program held at YC

Staff attending MCFD meetings

Transportation of individuals on weekends to support
extracurricular activities

Waived fees

Connecting with Occupational Therapist to ensure
activity takes place

Increased # staff with one individual for particular
activity

Arranging for parent to hire staff on PD day

Meeting with parents after hours.
Avenues

Extra Days

Late pick ups

Additional training meetings

Arranged (and hired) for Occupational Therapist

Created a picture symbol book for individuals personal
use

Extra staffing

Staff assisting individuals to attend therapy
appointments

Staff assisted individuals to fill out forms (CAYA, social
assistance)

Provided essential care during program closure

Purchased clothing
RCO
Transitions

Transportation of individuals

Supporting individuals on Saturdays

Supporting individuals on vacations
Quantum

Personalized training for individual to use transit

Physio arranged for at program site to train individual
to use walker at program site

Assisted individual with transportation to/from program

Additional space for non-funded individual

49.6%

Program

# individuals that travel
3- month Average # individuals that left their home program site and
independently to the activity site participated in activities at other RSCL Day program sites per month
Transitions (28)
2
5.67
Avenues (27)
4
16.67
Quantum (14)
4
8.67
Youth Connections and RCO participants don’t travel to other RSCL sites.
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Satisfaction
Both families and individuals were asked if they were satisfied with the services they received. Of the 81
families that responded, 79 were satisfied or very satisfied, 2 familes responded neutral. One survey was not
followed up on due to no name indicated on the survey. The second responder was followed up with and no
unresolvable issues were indicated.
Of the 35 individuals interviewed, 34 indicated as being happy or very happy with their day program, 1
individual said unhappy. This individual was receiving service in his home for life skills and the issue was
resolved by restructuring service delivery to have him attend a site.

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 82 repondents, 75 responded
to a great or very great extent, 7 indicated to a moderate extent. Of the 7, 2 had no name, 3 made no
comments, 1 there were no unresolvable issues indicated and 1 was not related to the indicator.
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 and/or paid work. The results indicated that 49.6% (up
from last year’s 38%) of the participants are contributing to the community through volunteer and/or paid
opportunities. These opportunities include volunteer or paid work at the Thrift store, SPCA, Blockwatch, Adopta-Park, Meals on Wheels, Salvation Army, the Richmond HandyCrew and more.

Efficiency
New indicators were used this year to determine the efficiency of the service. 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 10 individuals travel independently to their activity
sites. 31% 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 81 respondents, 75 responded to a great or to a very great
extent, 6 reported to a moderate extent. Of the 6, 3 had no name on the survey, 1 had no comment, 1
misunderstood the question and is satisfied with the service and 1 there were no unresolvable issues
indicated.
Individuals were also asked if their needs were being met, 33 of the 35 interviewed said yes, 2 indicated no.
One individual was receiving service in his home for life skills and the issue was resolved by restructuring
service delivery to have him attend a site. The other individual misunderstood the question.

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 has developed a greater focus on work opportunities for the people we support (volunteer and/or paid).
Specifically, RSCL has pursued the following initiatives:
 Richmond HandyCrew Cooperative – In 2007, RSCL formed a Cooperative that will employ people with
disabilities to complete yard maintenance, minor home repairs, painting and house cleaning jobs in the
community;
 New Volunteer Opportunities – RCO and Transitions have been exploring new and different volunteer
opportunities for participants attending these programs;
 Employment Services – In 2008 RSCL formed an Employment Services Department. All the staff have
been trained and 2 additional staff have been hired to meet the increased demand of referrals. RSCL
will continue to train line staff in the discovery process.
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. The new direction will continue to become more focused in their daily
planning and place a greater emphasis on learning, life skills and work.
The target indicator for the percentage of individuals participating in activities that contribute to the
community was not met due to circumstances within 2 of the 5 day program services. Contributing factors
were the support needs and choices of the individuals. Programs will continue to explore volunteering
opportunities and offer them to individuals as choices.
The Effectiveness recommendation from last year was not implemented due to time constraints involved in
setting up the revised system. This recommendation is cited below.
The Efficiency outcome and indicators were revised this year therefore no benchmarks were developed and
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. Collect and report data for twelve months of the calendar year as opposed to a 3 month sample for the
following indicators for day services:
a.
b.

% of individuals that participate in volunteer work in the community during the calendar year.
Number of different paid and volunteer work opportunities in which individuals are engaged in the calendar year.

2. Adjust the benchmark for the indicator of percentage of individuals that participate in activities that
contribute to the community from 80% to 55%.
3. Establish a benchmark of 30 for the indicator number of individuals that participate in activities at more
than 1 RSCL program site location.
4. Increase the percentage of adults supported through life services that are engaged in volunteer
experiences in the community.
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EMPLOYMENT SERVICES / HANDYCREW COOPERATIVE
“We are very pleased with the program. Supervisor to staff are very kind, helpful and professional. Thank you” –
Individual supported through Employment Services and her caregiver.

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
5 males
12 females

Age

Diagnosis

Ethnicity

3
4
8
2

8 Developmental Disability
3 Autism
3 Mental Health
1 Mobility Issues/Physical
Disability
2 Other

13 Caucasian
2 Asian
1 Indo Canadian
1 Other

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

Total Served in 2011
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 RHCC customer surveys given out
Number of RHCC customers returned surveys

17
7
0
30

HandyCrew Cooperative
Males
/Females
8 males
15 females

Age

Diagnosis

Ethnicity

7 (20-29)
11 (30-49)
5 (50-64)

11 Developmental
Disability
1 Autism
1 Cerebral Palsy
3 Mental Health
7 Other

11 Caucasian
3 Asian
1 Indo
Canadian
1 Spanish
1 Other

Total Served in 2011
Number of Intakes
Number Discharged from RSCL
* Note: the Employment Services and HandyCrew
given the same survey

14
47%
10
8
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19
3
0
families were

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

Deferred to 2012

# 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

New benchmark

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
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

# responders
skipped
question

64.3%

14.3%

14.3%

7.1%

0

0

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

Very
Great
Extent
5
42.9%

Great Extent
4
21.4%

Moderate
Extent
3
21.4%

Small Extent
2
7.1%

No Extent
1
7.1%

# responders
skipped
question
0

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

4

33%

very happy

8

67%

12
How much do you believe
you've learned about what
jobs are available?

LOTS

9

75%

LITTLE BIT

3

25%

Would you
recommend
the RHCC to a
friend?

NONE
Total

12

Quality of
Service
Courteous
employees
Punctual
employees
Total

Very
satisfied
5
7

4

3

2

Dissatisfied
1

0

1

0

0

6

2

0

0

0

7

0

1

0

0

8

Yes

6

No
Did not
answer
Total

2
8

File Review
# individuals in Employment Services Program

17

# individuals who have a paid job in calendar year

13

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

12

# of new Intakes
Average length of time between intake and first job

3
169

TOTAL HOURS OF SERVICE DELIVERED by HandyCrew Cooperative 2010

1440

TOTAL HOURS OF SERVICE DELIVERED by HandyCrew Cooperative 2011

1440

Percent Increase

# of RHCC Employees

0%

19

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

7

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

7

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 14 families that responded, 11 were satisfied
or very satisfied, 2 responded neutral, and 1 indicated dissatisfied. One of the neutral surveys did not have a
name and the second one has been difficult to contact due to her employment and time zone in which she
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lives. The 1 family that reported they were dissatisfied did not note their name on the survey therefore followup could not be initiated.
Individuals were also asked how they felt about Employment Service or the Richmond HandyCrew
Cooperative. All of the 12 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. Eight customers returned the survey and of those 8, all were satisfied with the services
they received in terms of quality of service, courteous employees and punctual employees. Six of the 8 said
that they would recommend the RHCC to a friend.
Although formal surveys were not distributed to employers, phone interviews were conducted however the
results of the interviews were not documented. Therefore a recommendation has been cited.

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 17 individuals in the program, 13
secured paid employment and 12 were successful in maintaining their employment for more than 6 months.
One individual has worked for the same employer for over 16 years. Another individual has maintained 2 jobs,
one for over 4 years, and one for over 3 years.
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 19 RHCC employees, 7 have training plans in place and all 7
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 was 1440, an average of 5.7 hours per business day.
There were 3 new intakes into the Employment Services program in 2011. The average number of days
between intake and placement in a first job was 169 (82 days, 307 days, 119 days). 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 Services. Nine of the 14 family respondents indicated
to a great or very great extent, 3 families reported to a moderate extent. One family has been difficult to
contact due to her employment and time zone in which she lives in and the other 2 did not note their names
on the survey so follow-up could not be initiated. One family indicated to a small extent with no name or
comments indicated, and 1 family indicated to no extent however the comments were highly complementary.
Nine of the 12 individuals interviewed indicated they learned “lots” about what jobs are available to them.
Three indicated “a little bit”.
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Analysis
This is the second 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 indicated a high degree of service satisfaction with Employment Services and the Richmond
HandyCrew Cooperative. Although many families also indicated satisfaction with the services, some families
did not respond as favorably as expected. Unfortunately, these families did not provide further information or
a contact name so follow up was not possible. In the 2010 report, 30% of families were either neutral or less
with that number decreasing to 21% this year. That said, it has 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). Consequently, two recommendations have been cited to
provide families with a better understanding of the program requirements and to improve their level of service
satisfaction.
The Effectiveness measures for the Employment Services and RHCC produced positive results. The staff in
these programs has exceeded the agencies expectation by assisting 13 people to obtain paid employment in
this reporting year. Moreover, staff provided useful training to 19 people through the RHCC.
The Efficiency outcomes and indicators showed a vast improvement from the 2010 report (328 days to 169
days). 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. Based on the recommendation from
last year, we have clarified the start date so accurate data can be gathered regarding the timeframe between
active involvement in Employment Services and job placement. This also has contributed to the decrease in
days between entering the program and job placement.
The results of questions posed regarding Service Access were different for families than the individuals we
support. Overall individuals seemed to believe that they had become more aware of job opportunities in the
community. The recommendations from last year’s report are in progress and it is the writer’s opinion that the
family’s views will align more with the individuals. Therefore no new recommendations are being cited.

Recommendations
1. Develop a satisfaction survey and conduct a random telephone interview with employers that have
hired individuals through the employment services program to solicit feedback on their degree of
satisfaction. The results of these interviews should be formally documented.
2. Develop an orientation handbook for individuals and families involved with Employment Service and/or
the HandyCrew Cooperative.
3. Conduct at least one orientation session for families that have a son/daughter enrolled in Employment
Services or participating in the Richmond HandyCrew Cooperative. Specifically review and discuss:
a. Program and service delivery
b. Service expectations
c. Role and responsibilities
d. Solicit Feedback
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RESIDENTIAL SERVICES
“Susan, Marg, Carol & I really appreciate the special care you all provide for Brenda's needs, thanks again” – family
member

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
7 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 2010

11

Number of discharged from RSCL

1

Number of Intakes

0

Number of Family Satisfaction Surveys Delivered
Number of Surveys Returned

5
3

Survey Response Rate
Number of Individuals Interviewed

60%
3
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Outcome Data Table
Outcome
Satisfaction
Families will be satisfied with the
residential service

Indicators

Target

Data Source

Achieved

% of families that report satisfaction

80%

Survey

√

Individuals will be satisfied with the
residential service
Effectiveness
Individuals will develop/expand their
personal relationships

% of individuals that report satisfaction

80%

# of individuals that have personal relationships
with people other than roommates and staff
# individuals who spend time with family and
friends other than roommates and staff
% 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

70%

File Review

√

70%

File Review

√

90%

File Review

X

90%

Survey

X

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

90%

Survey

√

No
Benchmark

File review

Individuals will have opportunities to
make choices

√

Efficiency
The residential staff team will be stable

Service Access
Individuals will receive personalized
supports

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…)

Very
Satisfied
5
100%
Very
Great
Extent
5
100%
Very
Great
Extent
5
100%
Very
Great
Extent
5
100%

Satisfied
4
0

Neutral
3
0

Dissatisfied
2
0

Very
Dissatisfied
1
0

# responders
skipped
question
0

Great Extent
4
0

Moderate
Extent
3
0

Small Extent
2
0

No Extent
1
0

# responders
skipped
question
0

Great Extent
4
0

Moderate
Extent
3
0

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

0

0

0

0

0
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Participant Interview Results
How do you feel about your home?

very unhappy
unhappy
happy

1

33%

very happy

2

67%

N/A
3

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
17
17
13

# of goals that were
attempted
16
12
10

5635
2nd Ave
Muscroft/Pendleton
TOTAL

Spent time with
friends/family
outside of
roommates and staff
5
2
4
Percent
94%
71%
77%
81%

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

Temporary lift installed
 Exchanged bedrooms to accommodate
 Wheelchair used, bed

Extra staffing for one-toinability to use stairs.
lift, commode and
 Lift was used on days when higher support
walker due to a broken
one care due to surgery

Renovated bathroom due
needed
femer
to declining mobility
 Additional staff required to assist with
 Raised garden plot to
above ground to
personal care
accommodate easier
access
 Bedroom change to
accommodate health
and safety reasons

7-year Results for Percentage of goals that were attempted.
2011
81%

Residential

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

Avg # Staff Left
2
3
7
6
4
3
1

Avg # Staff Budgeted
22
21
21
21
20
21
21

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

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 3 individuals interviewed, all were happy or very happy.
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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
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 8
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, 81% 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. 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 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 2011, the staff turnover was 5%.
Although recruitment delays continue to be a challenge, the retention trend for staffed residential has steadily
improved 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.
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 two 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 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 steadily
improved 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. Give 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”
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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
18 females

Age
5
9
10
3

(20-29 )
(30-49)
(50-64)
(65-69)

Diagnosis

Ethnicity

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

23 Caucasian
2 Asian
1 Asian Caucasian
1 Indo-Canadian

Total Served in 2011
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

27
1
0
0
0
20
13
65%
10
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Outcomes Data Table
Outcome

Indicators

Target

Data Source

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

√
√

√

√
80%

Effectiveness
Individuals Choices will be honored

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

File review

90%

Survey

90%

Survey

% of families who report that individuals have
opportunities to pursue their personal interests.

90%

Survey

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

90%

Survey

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

√
90%

% of individuals where their Physical
environment reflects the their personal interests
% of Individuals that participate in activities of
the caregivers family

90%

File Review

90%

File Review

% of Individuals that are supported to be
engaged in outside activities

90%

File Review

Supported Living arrangements will
be stable
Service Access

% of all move outs or between home share
placements that are unplanned

TBD

File review

Supported Living needs are modified
to meet changing individual’s
changing needs where required.

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

√
X
√
√
√
√
√

Efficiency
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File Review

√

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
33.3%
Very
Great
Extent
5
50%

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
58.3%

Moderate Extent
3
8.3%

Small Extent
2
0

No Extent
1
0

Great Extent
4
41.7%

Moderate Extent
3
8.3%

Small Extent
2
0
Satisfied
100%
100%
92%
100%

No Extent
1
0
Dissatisfied

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
30.8%
Very
Great
Extent
5
46.2%
Very
Great
Extent
5
33.3%
Very
Great
Extent
5
30.8%

# responders
skipped
question
1
# responders
skipped
question
1

1
8%

Great Extent
4
53.8%

Moderate Extent
3
15.4%

Small Extent
2
0

No Extent
1
0

# responders
skipped
question
0

Great Extent
4
46.2%

Moderate Extent
3
0

Small Extent
2
7.7%

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
1

Great Extent
4
46.2%

Moderate Extent
3
23.1%

Small Extent
2
0

No Extent
1
0

# responders
skipped
question
0

Participant Interview Results
How do you feel about your home?

very unhappy
unhappy
happy
very happy
N/A

How do you like your caregiver?

LOTS
LITTLE BIT
NONE

How do you like the other people
you live with?

LOTS
LITTLE BIT
NONE
N/A

7
2
9
7
1
1
9
7
1
1
9

How much do you like your
time with your Respite
Caregiver

78%
22%

LOTS
LITTLE BIT
NONE
N/A

78%
11%
11%

Do you make choices at your
home?

Yes
No
N/A

78%
11%

Do you get to do the things
that you want to do?

Yes
No

6
2

67%
22%

1

11%

9
8
1

89%
11%

9
9

100%

11%
9
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File Review
Number of goals for all individuals
Number of above goals that were attempted
Percent

40
39
98%

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

27
27

100%

27

100%

27

100%

5.65 years
17 years
4
14.8%

List of modifications or changes to support services made to accommodate changing needs of individuals:
 changed a bathtub to a wheelchair shower
 replaced bathroom sink to accommodate wheelchair height
7-year Results for Percentage of goals that were attempted.
Supported Living

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 13 families, 12 felt that their family member was satisfied to a great or very great
extent. One family indicated to a moderate extent and it was determined through a follow up conversation
that this was due to ongoing challenges however this was rectified by the individual moving. Families were
also asked if they were satisfied. Again, 12 families indicated to a great or very great extent. The same family
that responded to a moderate extent to the previous question indicated to a moderate 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
With the exception of one family that indicated dissatisfied with “opportunities for contact with your family
member”. Follow up was not possible due to no name or comments made on the survey.
Individuals were asked how they felt about their home. The 9 individuals interviewed, all indicated they were
happy or very happy. They were also asked if they liked their caregiver; 9 indicated they liked their caregiver
“lots”, and 1 indicated “none” as she was transitioning from one caregiver to another who was yet
unidentified. Individuals were also asked if they liked the other people that they live with, all 10 indicated
“lots” or “a little bit”.
Often, Supported Living individuals are also supported by a respite caregiver. Individuals were asked if they
were satisfied with their respite caregiver. Of the 9 individuals interviewed, 6 responded “lots”, 2 responded
“little bit” and 1 individual did not have a respite caregiver.
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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. Eleven families
surveyed felt that their family member’s choices were honoured to a great or very great extent. 2
families indicated to a moderate extent; one noting ongoing challenges which were rectified with the
individual moving. The second survey did not indicate a name or any comments therefore follow-up
was not initiated.
2. Please describe the extent to which you feel the physical environment where your family member
resides reflects their personal interests? Of the 13 families surveyed, 12 indicated to a great or very
great extent, and 1 family indicated to a small 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? 8 families
indicated to a great or very great extent, 4 families indicated to a moderate extent, and 1 did not
answer. Of the four families that indicated neutral, we were unable to follow up with 2 families due to
no name or time zone challenges. 1 family member noting ongoing challenges was contacted and the
challenges were addressed by the individual moving. 1 family members comment was not relevant to
the question.
4. To what extent is your family member supported to be engaged in outside activities of personal
interests? Ten families reported to a great or very great extent. Three families to a moderate extent.
Of those three families, 2 could not be followed up with due to no name or time zone challenges, and
the remaining family noting ongoing challenges was contacted and the challenges were addressed by
the individual moving.
Individuals were asked if they made choices in their home. Of the 9 interviewed, 8 said yes, and 1 said no.
The individual who noted she does not make choices in her home is restricted in her food choices due to
health issues.
Individuals were also asked if they get to do the things that they want to do. All 9 interviewed said yes.
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 2011, 98% (83.3% last year) of goals made by individuals in the Supported Living Program
were attempted. This is a significant improvement from the previous few years.

Efficiency
Stable supported living arrangements are an indication of an efficient program. Of the 27 supported living
placements, the average number of years in an existing living arrangement is 5.65 years, with the longest
period being 17 years. The number of placement changes in 2011 were 4 and these were all planned moves.
There was no benchmark set for this outcome, yet these results indicate a highly efficient 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
changing needs of the individuals. In 2011, there were no modifications needed or made.
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Analysis
The Supported Living Program achieved all but one of the targets. The response rate this year for Supported
Living was 100%, however only 48% of the families supported in the program were surveyed. Six supported
individuals have no family member to survey. 7 supported individuals were behind on their personal planning
for 2011 and thus were not provided a survey in the calendar year.
Overall families indicated a high degree of satisfaction regarding the service their son and/or daughter
received. Although 100% of the individuals indicated that they were “happy” with their supported living
arrangement, when further questions regarding satisfaction were asked, the response was not consistent.
Specifically, a number of the individuals indicated a “little bit” to further questions regarding satisfaction.
Therefore, a recommendation was made in 2010 to follow up with each person that indicated a “little bit” to
any of the satisfaction questions is recommended. The results of the surveys were not available in time for
follow up information to be included in this report. This recommendation stands for this year.
It was recommended in the 2010 Outcomes Report that the following questions are asked to families:
 The extent of inclusion of their son/daughter in the caregiver’s family’s activities.
 The extent to which their son/daughter was supported to participate in outside activities.
These questions were re-worded however not completed in time for the survey.
The Efficiency outcome and indicator which notes that supported living placements will be stable indicate that
the turnover of supported living placements is low. It is difficult to determine how this result compares to
other similar programs as this type of data collection is not collated provincially. Consequently, a benchmark
will not be set until further years of data collection is obtained by RSCL or Provincial information is available.
This year, the Supported Living Program has exceeded the target of 90% (98%) regarding follow through on
goals set on behalf of the individuals supported by the program therefore no recommendations are cited.

Recommendations
1. Follow up with each individual that indicated a “little bit” on the satisfaction survey to determine the
reason for the response and if or how service satisfaction can be improved.
2. Re-evaluate the following question posed to family members for 2011:
a. To what extent does your family member participate in activities of the caregiver’s family?
b. To what extent is your family member supported to be engaged in outside activities of personal
interests?
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RESPITE
“I appreciate respite because it gives me a break - thank you.” – Respite program parent
“They (RSCL) are very good and accommodating - they are very nice to me” – Respite program 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
5 Other
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Total Served in 2011
Number of Intakes Adult

58
1

Number of Intakes Children

5

Number Discharged from RSCL Adult
Number Discharged from RSCL Children

2
8

Number transferred to other RSCL
Programs

1

Number of Families Interviewed for
Satisfaction Surveys

14

Number of families responded to survey
on their own

5

Number of Respite Adults interviewed

4

Data Outcomes Table
Outcome
Satisfaction
Families will be satisfied with the respite service
Individuals will be satisfied with the respite
service
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.
Efficiency
Families will receive respite in a timely manner

Service Access
Families are included in the selection of their
caregiver

Indicators

Target

Data
Source

Achieved

% of families that report satisfaction
% of adult individuals that report satisfaction
(adult only)

80%
80%

Survey
Survey

√
√

% of families who report that the respite they
receive meets their needs.
% 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.

70%

Survey

X

80%

Survey

√

80%

Survey

X

Average Days between referral and date of
service

60 days

File review

√

Average Days between Request for Change and
date of service

60 days

File review

X

% of families who report that they were involved
in the selection of their caregiver
# of families who referred caregiver
# of families who were presented with RSCL
recruited caregiver

80%

Survey

X

No
Benchmark

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

84.2%

NO

Very
Satisfied
5
41.2%

Satisfied
4
35.3%

Neutral
3
17.6%

Very
Great Extent
5
52.9%

# responders
skipped
question

0

Great Extent
4
23.5%

Moderate Extent
3
35.3%

Small Extent
2
5.9%

No Extent
1
0

Great Extent
4
17.6%

Moderate Extent
3
5.9%

Small Extent
2
5.9%

No Extent
1
0

Great Extent
4
25%

Moderate Extent
3
18.8%

Small Extent
2
12.5%

No Extent
1
0

# responders
skipped
question
2
# responders
skipped
question
3
2
2
2
# responders
skipped
question
2
# responders
skipped
question
2
# responders
skipped
question
3

Great Extent
4
5.9%

Moderate Extent
3
17.6%

Small Extent
2
11.8%

No Extent
1
11.8%

# responders
skipped
question
2

Access to Coordinator when required
Availability of Caregiver
Caregiver Reliability
Activities your family member is involved in while at Respite
Very
Great Extent
5
35.3%
Very
Great Extent
5
70.6%
Very
Great Extent
5
43.8%

15.8%

54

Dissatisfied
2
5.9%
Satisfied

Very Dissatisfied
1
0
Dissatisfied

100%
82%
88%
94%

0
18%
12%
6%

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

LOTS

2

50%

LIITLE BIT

2

50%

NONE

0
4

File Review
Number of families who referred their own caregiver:

8

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

26

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:
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Average Days between referral and date of service:
# of requests for change
Average Days between Request for Change and date of service:

29
0

32.6 days
17
87 days

Satisfaction
Of the 19 families for which information was gathered (interview or survey), 13 were satisfied or very satisfied
with their respite services that they received. 3 families indicated neutral with comments noting lack of
funding and requesting support it is not set up to do (life skills). 1 family indicated dissatisfied and comments.
Two families did not answer. All 4 of the individuals interviewed said they liked their time at Respite “lots” or
“little bit”.
Satisfaction with the Respite program was broken down further into 4 categories:
 Access to Coordinator when required (16 satisfied, 0 dissatisfied, 3 did not respond)
 Availability of Caregiver (14 satisfied, 3 dissatisfied, 2 did not respond)
 Caregiver Reliability (15 satisfied, 2 dissatisfied, 2 did not respond)
 Activities your family member is involved in while at Respite (15 satisfied, 1 dissatisfied, 3 did not
respond)

Effectiveness
Families were asked if the respite they receive met their needs. Of the 19 families that responded, 10 felt that
the respite they received met their needs to a great or very great extent, and 6 families indicated to a
moderate extent. Those families who noted a moderate extent made comments regarding lack of funding and
requesting support the Respite Program is not set up to do (life skills). One family indicated to a small extent
however did not provide their name or any comments on the survey. 2 families did not answer.
Families were also asked to what extent they felt their family member was safe while in respite. Sixteen of the
19 families that responded felt that their family member was safe to a great or very great extent. One family
indicated to a moderate extent and 1 family indicated to a small extent however did not provide their name or
any comments on the survey. 2 did not provide an answer.
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Families were asked if they felt the range of activities offered in respite met their expectations. Of the 19
families who responded to the survey, 7 indicated to a great or very great extent. 3 families indicated to a
moderate extent and 2 families to a small extent however did not provide their name on the survey. It is
important to note that families did provide comments noting the lack of funding and requesting types of
support the Respite Program is not set up to do (life skills). 3 families did not answer.

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 2011, of the 6 new intakes in the year, it took an average of 32.6 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 17 requests in the year, it took an average
of 87 days. Two requests did not have any service disruption to the family as the previous caregiver was not
let go until the new caregiver began. Six requests took more than 100 days (185 days being the most amount
of time). Eighteen days was the least amount of days between request for change and new caregiver.

Service Access
Families were asked to what extent they were involved with the selection of their caregiver. Of the 19 families
that responded, 10 indicated to a great or very great extent. Three indicated to a moderate extent, 2 families
indicated to a small extent and 2 families to no extent however no names were provided on the surveys. One
comment was noted requesting support the Respite Program is not set up to do (life skills). 2 families did not
answer.

Analysis
As per recommendations from the 2010 outcomes to collect more fulsome information, RSCL hired a
contractor to conduct interviews with the respite families. Fourteen telephone interviews were conducted and
5 families were directed to the survey and responded to the questions on their own. Of the 19 respondents, 3
families did not have a respite care provider at the time of the survey/interview. Upon review it appears the
method of collecting the survey data did not provide the fulsome information as hoped therefore a
recommendation has been cited.
The Respite Program achieved 4 of its 8 targets.
Overall the satisfaction reported by families and individuals was positive. It appears that the less than
favourable responses are related to funding, misunderstanding of activities, the lengthy process between
changing caregivers and the involvement in selection of caregivers. It appears that families are satisfied once
they receive the service. The problem seems to be in receiving an adequate amount of service in a timely
manner. There are many reasons for the timely delivery of respite services. Primarily the limited selection
and delay in timely delivery of Respite Services relates to:
 Some of the individuals have unique needs (e.g. challenging behaviours, complex health care needs)
and require caregivers with specialized skills (e.g. sign language, proficient in a language other than
English).
 Due to the funding allocation, the Respite Program is not able to compensate caregivers according to
industry standards. Although RSCL was able to increase the compensation rate for these caregivers in
2009, it still falls below industry standards.
 Most families would prefer respite support on weekends and evenings. These times make it
particularly challenging to recruit caregivers during times of low unemployment.
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The continued concerns and challenges regarding the recruitment time and selection of Respite providers is an
issue that is not easily solved. That said, three recommendations have been cited to attempt to improve the
results of these outcomes in the next reporting year.

Recommendations
1. Return to a mail out system for Respite Surveys with the changes below.
2. Revise the Outcome/Indicator noting that families will receive respite that meets their needs.
3. Advocate with the government funding agencies (e.g., CLBC, MCFD) on behalf of families to increase
the amount of respite funds available for families and the compensation rate for respite providers.
4. Add a clarification statement to the survey question regarding activities suited to the family’s
expectations indicating the mandate of the Respite Program.
5. Explore options to recruit Respite providers from different cultural communities.
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EXTERNAL STAKEHOLDERS
In February 2012 the Richmond Society for Community Living contracted with Élan Consulting to undertake an
External Stakeholder Review as part of RSCL’s ongoing commitment to continuous quality assurance. A variety
of potential participants were contacted by RSCL via letter or email introducing the stakeholder review process.
The reviewer subsequently followed up with a random sample of those stakeholders either by phone or email
to request their participation in an interview. It was determined that a sample of ten stakeholders would be a
reasonable goal, nineteen people were contacted and in the end 12 were interviewed. Of the nineteen people
who were initially approached about an interview, a number of people indicated their concern about a conflict
in roles; several simply did not respond and a few cited time challenges. Interviews were set up at the
convenience of the participant and they were sent the questions in advance of the interview. Stakeholders who
were chosen to participate were considered with three objectives in mind; 1) to ensure the process included
stakeholders from across the spectrum of supports and services that RSCL provides, 2) to ensure the
stakeholders represented a variety of roles in their interaction with RSCL (consulting professional, funder,
community partner etc. and 3) to ensure that most participants were not repeat interviews from last year’s
process.
Of the 12 participants surveyed, none had been interviewed last year and there was a good sampling of
stakeholders or partners throughout the Society programs and services. Participants were in contact with one
or more of the following programs: Infant Development Program, Supported Child Development, Treehouse,
Youth Connections, Transitions, Avenues, Residential, Supported Living, Respite and RSCL (general).
Participants’ had a variety of roles in relation to their work with RSCL ranging from funders (MCFD, CLBC),
consulting professionals and community partners (other community service organization, school district).
SURVEY QUESTIONS
Participants were asked to consider and comment on the following questions:
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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SURVEY RESPONSES
The interview process is confidential and as such what follows is a report on the general themes and
comments that participants shared with the reviewer. Every effort has been made to ensure that comments
cannot be attributed to one or another of the respondents.
There were overarching and consistent themes from all of the respondents. The strength and quality of the
programs and services, the dedicated and high quality staff, the commitment to advocacy, and the
collaborative and supportive role RSCL plays in the community were all noted and lauded by the respondents.
RSCL is perceived as providing an invaluable service to the community. The respondents see Richmond as a
great place to live for families who have children (and adults) with special needs and they believe that RSCL is,
in large measure, responsible for this.

SERVICE QUALITY, QUALITY ASSURANCE AND INNOVATION
RSCL’s stakeholders perceive the programs and services provided as excellent. They applaud RSCL’s multidisciplinary holistic approach to providing service. They value working collaboratively with staff that they view
as highly trained, committed, creative, flexible and values based. They believe the organization has a “let’s
make it work” attitude from the top management to line staff which leads to better and better services for
children, families and adults. All of the respondents commended RSCL for their approach to staff and
community training. One respondent commented on the zest that staff have to be aware of best practice and
the collaborative way they work to improve services not just in their own organization but in the community as
well.
Many people commented on the family centred or individually focused approach that the organization is
infused with. “It’s not about fitting in, they see each person as an individual” said one respondent and this
sentiment was echoed by many. Whether it is flexible work hours that meet the needs of families, staff
diversity that allows culturally appropriate support to families, personalized planning processes or advocating
for the right supports that will make something work – RSCL is seen as exemplifying person centred or family
centred support.
One respondent referred to a difficult cross boundary issue that was effectively addressed within the
Supported Child Development program, noting that “they can count on RSCL to make things work for families
– they walk the talk of family centred”.
Further, RSCL is seen as willing to change and evolve – open and willing to be critiqued if it means better
services to the people they serve.
ADVOCACY
Of all of the themes that ran through the interviews, advocacy would be the one that ran the deepest. RSCL is
highly appreciated for its work in advocacy – for their work for and on behalf of individuals and families. It is
also seen as a leader in supporting families with their own advocacy through family support and training
initiatives. “RSCL doesn’t shy away from the issues – they are willing to take the lead in advocating for
change whether it is for a single individual or family, the community or a broad policy issue”. RSCL can be
counted on to say what needs to be said and their tenacious approach is respected.
Many wanted to recognize RSCL for their deep commitment to the individuals and families that they serve, one
commented “I am always amazed at RSCL’s diligence in their advocacy for families, they don’t mess around, if
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they can’t find an answer they will find it. They always rise to the occasion no matter how complex the issues
are”.
COMMUNITY RELATIONSHIPS AND PARTNERSHIPS
It seems that RSCL’s partners highly value their positive and open relationship with the organization and staff.
The strength of RSCL’s commitment to collaboration and partnership is referenced through all of the various
stakeholder relationships and they say it best: “This is where RSCL goes above and beyond – they collaborate
all the time – they have many partners – they get out there and they invite others in all the time.” “They are
at all of the tables and create another one if they think it is needed, and all the time they are sharing learning
(workshops, training, and conferences).” “We are always unquestionably willing to partner with RSCL, in any
initiative, we always learn and grow as an organization because of it and the outcome is always positive.” “We
can count on our work with RSCL to be a genuine partnership – it’s wonderful.”
The effectiveness of how RSCL staff communicates with others was noted by many as an organizational
strength, comments that staff keeps in touch regularly, keep their partners informed and follows up
appropriately – “great communicators” sums it up.
The commitment to conflict resolution was also frequently commented on, citing good conflict resolution
processes, and attitudes that reflect solution seeking approaches.
RSCL was also acknowledged for the bridge building role it often plays in community and in particular the work
it has been doing in reaching out to the autism community. This was appreciated by a number of the
stakeholders as a valuable and much needed contribution.
RESPONDING TO DIVERSITY
In large measure most responded to the questions of diversity by noting RSCL’s commitment to serving a
broad range of individuals and families, this was in reference to both the kind of disability but also the level or
perceived severity of the disability. Other stakeholders cited RSCL’s responsiveness to the ethnic diversity in
the community, commenting on the commitment and sensitivity the organization demonstrates in meeting the
needs of a whole variety of families and individuals. The diversity within the staff team was a recognized
asset by many. The community events, fundraisers, and “reach out” activities and communication materials
were also noted.
One respondent noted RSCL’s willingness to learn and grow their capacity to meet the needs of populations
that have not been traditionally served well or in some cases not served at all. RSCL is seen as excelling at
supporting people with highly complex health needs and was encouraged to continue their leadership in this
area of service. RSCL was also encouraged to be ready and able to meet the needs of more diverse and
perhaps complex individuals in particular those people with developmental disabilities that are drug addicted
and or street entrenched.
RSCL AS AN EMPLOYER
Very few of the stakeholders interviewed felt that they could comment on how RSCL was perceived as an
employer. No one reported hearing anything negative about RSCL in this regard. Most respondents did
however share their own general perceptions and assumptions based on their interactions with staff. Many
commented that they thought that RSCL was a fair and flexible employer which tried to balance the needs of
individuals and families with the needs of their own staff. They thought RSCL demonstrated good employment
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equity (wages/benefits), flexibility, excellent opportunities for professional training and growth, and a
demonstrated commitment from senior management to support staff. The majority of the respondents
commented on the longevity of the staff and/or low staff turnover citing this as likely evidence of satisfied,
well supported staff.
One respondent commented that she had had several experiences of a coordinator who was poorly prepared
for meetings which was frustrating for line staff. The respondent was concerned that this may demonstrate a
lack of commitment from senior management to effectively address performance issues, suggesting this was
unfair to those line staff who work so tirelessly for the children and families.
WHAT STANDS OUT /WHAT IS MOST EFFECTIVE
When asked what is most effective about RSCL or what makes RSCL different from other organizations serving
adults, respondents talked first about the staff. The dedication, longevity and quality of the staff seemed to
indicate exemplary human resource practices. RSCL staff was seen as enthusiastic, knowledgeable,
professional, with a strong set of core values and willing to go above and beyond. They noted how well staff
is supported, in particular the effort RSCL makes with regard to staff training. One respondent said that staff is
“amazing” and in particular noted the staff at Treehouse “some of the best ECE staff I have seen”. Training
that RSCL regularly offers to families, partners and the community was also noted as a stand out.
Respondents commented on what makes RSCL programs different noting the personalized nature of the
support and the care and attention that seems evident throughout the programs. With regards to the sites
where people gather – offices and program locations, “They are more inviting, warmer and more welcoming,
they are clean and well cared for, there is lots of color and art – it is more personalized.”
As noted previously, communication was cited numerous times as exemplary. RSCL staff are seen as excellent
communicators that follow up consistently. One noted that in residential services she is kept in the loop every
step of the way, to her delight and surprise, reporting staff go out of their way to keep her informed. The
quality of interactions with families was commented on by many; careful, deliberate, respectful, thoughtful
were some of the adjectives used to describe them.
Strength of leadership was a common stand out theme. Leadership that is willing to lead by example, which is
thoughtful, intelligent and knowledgeable, was an example of what respondents believed sets RSCL apart from
other organizations. Senior management is willing to be hands on when needed and can be counted on to be
there when critical issues are being addressed. Respondents thought that the management is very well
organized, roles and responsibilities are clear, policy and practice is well understood – as are the expected
lines of communication.
The commitment to both person centred and family centred care was universally lauded by respondents.
RSCL is seen to have mastered the art of balancing person centred and family centred care particularly while
working with adults. The fact that family centred training is available for all of the employees, and that RSCL
has developed an extensive array of personal planning processes were both noted.
RSCL provides a range of services throughout the lifetime of individuals with developmental disabilities in
Richmond and this span of services is seen as critically important in serving the community well. Not only
because the services are needed and wanted but because respondents believed this has allowed RSCL to have
a unique role and insight into the needs of people throughout their lifetime.
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CONCERNS
Respondents were asked if they had any concerns about RSCL, their programs or role in the community. Most
had no concerns. One cited concerns with regards to the staff turnover in Youth Connections and while
acknowledging the inherent difficulties in staffing programs like Youth Connections, still wished for greater
continuity for the youth in the program. The respondent believed that RSCL did everything it could to mitigate
this and noted improvement lately as the staffing has been more stable.
Another respondent raised concern about the excessive paper work within the Supported Child Development
program. While acknowledging that this responsibility was not rested solely with RSCL, the respondent
believed the first priority should be to have consultants in the programs with the children and teachers and
everyone should be working together to ensure rules and regulations don’t tie up consultants time.
There was a lone voice raising concern that RSCL needed to be more responsive to families with adults,
suggesting that difficult to serve families might be put on the back burner and commenting that they too often
are left hanging without information – follow though was lacking. This seemed to be specific to those families
in transition who had adults who were on waitlists and slated for new services with RSCL. The respondent
perceived communications with families as a weakness that RSCL should address; though they also
commented that over time families become “very aligned with RSCL” as an organization, suggesting that in the
end families feel well supported by RSCL. This feedback was contrary to other comments made by another
interviewee who had a similar role and interaction with RSCL and does seem out of sync with the general
tenor of responses.
And finally, a number of respondents raised the concern about funding and access to services and supports,
wanting to ensure that RSCL had the capacity to be able to meet the current and emerging needs in their
community. The rising housing prices in Richmond caused concern for some that “homes” for programs or
services would be too expensive for RSCL to manage.
WHAT RSCL COULD DO BETTER
RSCL was acknowledged for the work in expanding employment options and was encouraged to continue the
focus on employment. It was also encouraged to expand and diversify the day supports options.
One respondent noted that Transitions seems to have a significant focus on physical care and could focus
more on meaningful participation and it was also noted that at times the staff are inconsistent with the follow
through and implementation of consultants suggestions. It was also suggested that it might be helpful to
provide more functional skill building training to staff (e.g. literacy training, life skills).
One respondent suggested that housing options could be further explored. And another noted how great it
would be if there was more family support available to families – especially when resources get tight and
families are left on waitlists.
WHAT STAKEHOLDERS WANTED RSCL TO KNOW
Several respondents wanted to ensure RSCL was aware of how much their passion and commitment for the
work is appreciated and how much their partnerships are valued - in the words of one “I would not be able to
do my work without them. I would not be as confident or as competent without their vital contribution and
support – they are like my “IV!”
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Another wanted to acknowledge the commitment to research based practice and the contribution this makes
to the overall field of developmental services.
Several shared supportive comments like “keep it up – awesome to work with you!”
CONCLUSION
“The hallmark of RSCL is their ability to listen.”
It can be safely concluded from the responses that RSCL is highly respected organization that is valued for the
many contributions it makes to the lives of individuals and families, to the greater community services in
Richmond and to the broader community.
RSCL is recognized for their deep commitment to the individuals and families that they serve, as is their
willingness to advocate when needed. “I am always amazed at RSCL’s diligence in their advocacy for families,
they don’t mess around, if they can’t find an answer they will find it. They always rise to the occasion no
matter how complex the issues are.”
All of the respondents had positive and supportive comments about the partnerships and collaboration
experienced in working with RSCL. The stakeholders and partners have a great trust in the organization and
see any opportunity to work together as beneficial.
Simply put - RSCL is seen as responsive and supportive at all levels.
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