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INTRODUCTION
Richmond Society for Community Living (RSCL) has produced an Outcomes Management Report each year since
2003. This is our 12th report which tracks the identified outcomes 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 improvements. The annual Outcomes Management Report is part of RSCL’s continuous Quality
Improvement and Performance Management System.
The Outcome Management System is designed to provide essential information to RSCL’s Management and Board
of Directors in order to monitor and make improvements to service delivery. The results reported through the
Outcomes process supports RSCL’s Mission, Values and Vision Statements. 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 who live with a
disability and their families who are served by the Society.
Throughout the years, the Outcome Management System has been refined: outcomes changed; survey questions
updated; indicators adjusted; processes for collection revised. In 2013, RSCL moved all of its documentation to a
new electronic system called Sharevision. This system is referenced many times throughout this report as it serves
as the main source for file reviews and data collection from daily documentation.
The Outcome Management System was re-developed for 2014 using a self-assessment process which identified
areas of strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and possible threats to the services provided by the Society. As
well the internationally validated Quality of Life framework, developed by Dr Robert Schalock, was referenced
when developing the new outcomes and indicators for RSCL. This framework measures quality of life in 3 areas:




Independence
Social participation
Well-being

These are further broken down into 8 domain areas of quality of life:









Emotional well-being – contentment, self-concept, lack of stress;
Interpersonal relations – interactions, relationships, supports;
Material well-being – financial status, employment, housing;
Personal development – education, personal competence, performance;
Physical well-being – health and health care, activities of daily living, leisure;
Self-determination – autonomy/personal control, personal goals, choices;
Social inclusion – community integration and participation, roles, supports;
Rights – legal, human (respect, dignity, equality).

RSCL’s vision is “a welcoming and connected community where everyone belongs. Each person is confident
sharing their gifts and contributions; living rich and fulfilled lives”. This vision is represented in the outcomes for
each of our 9 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);
Treehouse early Learning Centre – Preschool & Daycare (3 - 5 years);
Youth Connections – recreational program for school-aged children with special needs (6-19 years);
Respite for adults with developmental disabilities and children/youth with special needs (all ages).
LIFE Day Services for adults with developmental disabilities (19 years and older) ;
Employment Services and the Richmond HandyCrew Cooperative (19 years and older);
Residential Services for adults with developmental disabilities (19 years and older);
Supported Living for adults with developmental disabilities (19 years and older);

RSCL has developed two new programs: Independent living and Networks. It is recommended to develop
outcomes and indicators for these 2 new program areas.
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For each of these program areas, outcomes were identified and information collected about:





Satisfaction – what the people using RSCL programs think about the services they receive
Effectiveness – how well things work compared to the results expected
Efficiency – how well RSCL makes use of the resources available
Service Accessibility – how easy it is for people to get the services they need

RSCL gathered information from all stakeholders (families, individuals, caregivers, funders, employers, customers,
professionals) by sending out surveys, interviewing people and reviewing documentation.
Each year, the Board of Directors reviews the outcome results and approves all recommendations that arise from
the analysis and results. The outcome results are reported to the Society membership and included in the RSCL
Views (the Society’s newsletter) and in RSCL’s Annual Report. Recommendations from the Outcome Management
process are included in the Business Improvement Plan and addressed throughout the year by Society staff.
As a result of information gathered and analyzed over the years through the outcomes system, we have made the
following improvements to RSCL Services:









Improved personal planning processes;
Established an Employment Service Department, including Supported/Customized Employment, the
Richmond HandyCrew Cooperative, and the Richmond Youth Employment Project;
Advocated for the expansion of early intervention supports for families, and explored alternative funding
sources for children’s services;
Modified programs to accommodate the unique and changing needs of the people we support;
Created and sustained regular communication with families and stakeholders, e.g. RSCL Newsletter,
Program Specific Newsletters, RSCL website, Facebook, etc.;
Developed a better understanding of the demographics of the people who access our services;
Offered a variety of assistance and support in the areas of life-skills, leisure and recreation, volunteerism
and job placements, with a focus on community and social inclusion;
Redeveloped Day Services and created LIFE Services where individuals have more flexibility in the
activities they engage in and the support they receive.

The report for 2014 was a challenging one to write for multiple reasons:






New indicators for all program areas. Often once data is collected for new indicators, weaknesses in the
indicators are revealed. Also, since the indicators are new, many did not have benchmarks. It is difficult
to know whether the results are meaningful or require improvement, when there is nothing to compare
the data to.
New system for collecting and analyzing documentation review. Although Sharevision allows for more
accurate data collection and ease for analysis, comparing results from two different methods of data
collection does not provide meaningful comparison. Once the improved and more accurate system was
being used, weaknesses in previous data collection and ways to improve Sharevision records emerged.
New survey questions for families. Often, it takes multiple years to iron out kinks in a survey. There were
multiple new questions, that once we received responses, weaknesses in the questions along with
weaknesses in the format of the survey were revealed.

METHOD
Three different methods were employed to gather information regarding supports and services provided by RSCL:
Surveys, Interviews and Documentation Reviews.

SURVEYS
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 who received services from the Society within the 2014
calendar year. In order to solicit the input from as many people as possible, surveys for applicable program areas
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were available in two languages (English and Chinese). Over the years, RSCL has adopted different techniques in
an attempt to increase the response rate. These include hand delivering, emailing, mailing, and on-line surveys.
Child care centres involved with RSCL through the Supported child care Program are also surveyed.
New for 2014 was a survey for Supported Living Caregivers to seek their feedback regarding the services of the
program. Although we did not receive a high response rate, given it was the first year sending surveys to
Caregivers, feedback from Caregivers is valued and it is recommended to extend this survey to Respite Caregivers.
In 2014, the RSCL sent out a total of 678 surveys, with 280 returned. Although the response rates vary from year
to year for each program, the agency wide response rate in 2014 was 41.6%, down from 2013, but consistent with
previous years results.
The survey results must be viewed as possible trends, but not conclusive results.
Survey Response Rates per Program:
Program
IDP
SCDP – families
SCDP – child care providers
Treehouse
Youth Connections
LIFE Day Services
Employment Services/ RHCC
Residential Homes
Respite
Supported Living
Supported Living Caregivers
TOTAL

Surveys
Given
156
189
42
45
24
69
45
12
50
22
24
678

Surveys
Returned
43
45
20
45
23
58
12
8
13
7
8
282

Response
Rate 2014
27.5%
23.9%
23.3%
100%
95.8%
84%
26.7%
66.7%
26%
31.8%
33%
41.6%

Response
Rate 2013
48%
32.9%
35%
89.8%
100%
65%
interviewed

50%
26.7%
47%
n/a
47.7%

Response
Rate 2012
47.28%
23.53%
39.53%
79.63%
70.37%
50.91%
38%
37.5%
27.12%
23.81%
n/a
40.69%

Response
Rate 2011
36%
47%
66%
81%
79%
78%
47%
60%
n/a
65%
n/a
50.5%

Response
Rate 2010
21%
71%
31%
90%
70%
62%
30%
75%
38%
29%
n/a
41%

Surveys are submitted either in paper form or online. Paper submissions are reviewed as they come in throughout
the year, however it is difficult to know when online surveys are completed. RSCL staff follow up with all surveys
that return less than favourable responses (below neutral). 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. Overall, the agency staff have met these targets. However, not all surveys can be
followed up on, as many are returned anonymously.
The recommendation to establish a system to regularly check online surveys for responses that require follow up
was not completed in 2014, therefore is deferred to 2015.
The time required to complete the Outcomes Management Report each year can take several months (collecting
and analyzing data). Surveys for the new calendar year are not available until the report is complete in order to
accommodate any recommendations for changes to the surveys. Therefore, there is a period of time at the
beginning of the year when surveys are not available and this can lead to not all families receiving surveys.

INTERVIEWS
All adult individuals that were able to indicate their preference, verbally or by using any other communication
system (e.g. pictorial symbols) were interviewed. In the 2013 Outcome Management Report it was recommended
to conduct the participant interviews in the fall so that more time is allowed for follow up. Although interviews
were not conducted in the fall of 2014, the format in which they were conducted was improved and therefore
follow up was able to be conducted during the interview process. Instead of just one interviewer, a scribe was
included providing the opportunity for the interviewer to spend more time asking questions and delving deeper
into the responses. The comments and feedback received through this improved method allowed for a better
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understanding of the responses to the specific questions. Both interviewers and participants enjoyed the new
format and the individuals expressed their comfort and ability to be at ease during the process.
For the first time, youth in the Youth Connections program were also interviewed in the same manner as the adult
individuals. The youth were excited to participate and results from the interviews proved to be useful.
Employers who employed participants through the Employment Services Program, as well as customers of the
Richmond HandyCrew Cooperative were telephone interviewed.
As well, a random sampling of external stakeholders were telephone interviewed. The results from the external
stakeholder interviews were summarized by the interviewer and included at the end of this report. The
interviewer suggested that external stakeholders are over-surveyed and it is becoming more challenging to reach
willing participants, therefore it is recommended to explore alternative options for collecting feedback from
external stakeholders.

DOCUMENTATION REVIEWS
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/interview question.
2014 was the first complete calendar year in which the new electronic information system, Sharevision, was used
as the primary source for documentation review. Developments to the system are ongoing and staff continue to
adjust to the new documentation expectations. Thus, there are several recommendations in this report regarding
the use of and training in Sharevision.

SUMMARY OF RESULTS
The RSCL Outcome Management System for 2014 included 72 outcomes with 91 indicators. Given the fact that
the system was re-developed, there were 40 indicators with no benchmarks, therefore comparison data could
not be completed. Of the remaining 51 indicators, 47 were successfully met and 4 did not reach their targets.
Analysis and recommendations for improvements to the system are included for each program area, including
targets for indicators with no benchmarks. Consistent with previous years, RSCL proves to be an efficient,
effective, and accessible organization with whom all stakeholders are highly satisfied.

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. 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, RSCL 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 RSCL 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.
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2013 RECOMMENDATIONS RESULTS
The following chart summarizes the recommendations from the 2013 Outcome Management Report.
RECOMMENDATION
1. Establish a system to regularly check online survey responses for less than favourable responses so
that staff can follow up in a timely manner.
2. Complete surveys/interviews for individuals in the fall of 2014 to allow more time for follow up if
necessary.
3. Map family utilization of RSCL services by postal codes.
4. Update translated printed materials (brochure, handbook).
5. Hold a family focus group to provide and gather information which will help RSCL to better support
families in such areas as service provision, advocacy etc…
6. Develop an effectiveness measurement tool for the new 2014 IDP Effectiveness indicators.
7. Advocate for additional funding for Early Intervention Supports.
8. Increase marketing strategies regarding the IDP and SCDP lending library.
9. Revise the SCDP Service Access indicator regarding percentage of child care providers who access
extra staffing resources.
10. Change target from the “percentage of individuals participating in activities that contribute to the
community” to “total number of individuals participating in activities that contribute to the
community”.
11. Determine a more effective way to calculate number of hours delivered by the Richmond
HandyCrew Cooperative.
12. Create a tracking system in Sharevision to monitor the development of specific skills for individuals
in the HandyCrew program.
13. Determine a benchmark for number of Supported Living placement changes in the reporting year.

RESULT
Deferred.
Completed.
Completed.
Deferred.
Completed.
Discontinued.
Completed.
Completed.
Completed.
Completed.

Completed.
Deferred.
Completed.

DEMOGRAPHIC SUMMARY
Gathering demographic information such as age, ethnicity, and medical diagnosis of all the individuals served
throughout the organization provides valuable information which 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.
A recommendation from the 2013 Outcomes Management Report was to map family utilization of RSCL services
by postal code. Since over 1000 individuals and families are served, mapping of family utilization of RSCL services
was broken down into two categories: Adult Services and Children Services.
ADULT SERVICES (148 postal codes)
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CHILDREN’s SERVICES (random sampling of 150 postal codes)

Richmond is not a geographically large city, however
these maps indicate that families from all over the city are
accessing services from RSCL. RSCL provides services in 9
different locations throughout the city, therefore
mapping family utilization per location may provide for
better analysis. Therefore, it is recommended to map
family utilization per program area.

Richmond has a diverse ethnic population. According to the Statistics Canada 2011 National Household Survey,
Chinese is still the prevalent ethnic origin.

The ethnicity and first language breakdown for RSCL individuals is in line with the city’s statistics.

RSCL Ethnicities
12%

Caucasian
Asian
Asian/Caucasian
Aboriginal
Indo-Canadian
Chinese
Filipino
Other
Unknown

6%

34%

13%

6%
3%
6%
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RSCL First Languages

1%

19%

Arabic
Cantonese
Chinese
English
Mandarin
Punjabi
Tagalog
Non-Verbal
Other
Unknown

7%
3%
3%
1%

2% 1%

10%
1%

11%

61%
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A recommendation from the 2013 Outcome Management Report was to update translated program handbooks
and society rack cards to accommodate the high Asian culture in Richmond. This was deferred to 2015 in order
to make revisions to the materials prior to sending for translation.

RSCL Program Areas
7%

IDP
SCDP

1% 3%
29%

11%

TH
YC

2%
3%

Respite Children

2%

Respite Adult

The variety of medical diagnosis of the individuals
supported at RSCL is broad. Autism (24% of the 1016
individuals) and Developmental Disabilities (23%) continue
to be the most common diagnosis for individuals supported
through RSCL services.

5%

LIFE
Employment Services/ HandyCrew

RSCL served 1063 individuals in 2014. This is the total of
individuals served per program area; some individuals
attend more than one RSCL program, therefore the total
number of individuals served by the agency is 1016, 76%
children and 24% adult as outlined in the adjacent program
breakdown.

37%

Residential
Supported Living

Medical Diagnosis
Prematurity
Autism
Cerebral Palsy
3% 8%
Challenging Behavious
Hearing Impairments
29%
24%
Vision Impairments
Developmental Disability
Mental Health
1%
3%
Mobility Issues/Physical Disability 3%
6%
4%
Down Syndrome
4%
4%
Speech and Language Delays
5%
Epilepsy
17%
Gross Motor Delay
Prenatal Substance Abuse
23%
5%
Global Delay
7% 7%
Other
Unknown

*Note: Some individuals have
multiple diagnosis, percentage is
based on number of individuals,
not total number of diagnosis

RECOMMENDATIONS – Outcomes System
1. Deferred from 2013 - Establish a system to regularly check online survey responses for less than
favourable responses so that staff can follow up in a timely manner.
2. Develop a Caregiver Survey for the Respite Program.
3. Explore alternative options for collecting feedback from external stakeholders
4. Map family utilization by program area.
5. Update translated promotional materials (handbooks and rack cards).
6. Develop outcomes and indicators for Independent living and Networks program.
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QUALITY OF LIFE DOMAINS
The following outcomes and indicators are related to the internationally validated Quality of Life domains:
Quality of Life
Domain
Emotional
Well-Being

Outcome
Area
Effectiveness

Effectiveness

Efficiency
Effectiveness

Interpersonal
Relations

Number of moves to a new
caregiver

Respite

16 requests for new or additional
caregivers

Percent of all moves

Supported
Living

Percent of sick utilization

Residential

Percent of individuals employed
who have maintained their
employment for more than 6
months
Average time from referral to start
of service

Employment
Services

27%
9 of 33 individuals required a change
in caregiver
2.71% of total hours paid
9.89 days per employee
36 jobs in 2014
90% maintained for over 6 months
28% maintained for over 5 years

Efficiency

Maintain appropriate
caseload levels/ Families
will have adequate access
to their consultant
Families will be satisfied
with communication

Consultant Caseloads

IDP, SCDP,
Supported
Living

Percent of families who report
satisfaction with communication

ALL

Individuals will be satisfied
with their caregiver/staff
Individuals will be satisfied
with the people they live
with
Individuals will have
opportunities for positive
social/peer interaction
Individuals will secure and
maintain employment

Percent of individuals who like the
staff they work with
Percent of individuals who like the
people they live with

LIFE,
Residential
Residential
Supported
Living
YC

LIFE = 93.2%
Residential = 100%
Residential = 75%
Supported Living = 91%

Percent of employed individuals
placed in employment in the first 6
months
Percent of employed individuals
that exceed minimum wage

Employment
Services

100%

Employment
Services

13.9%

Percent of individuals that report
satisfaction with their living
situation
Percent of individuals who report
that they have a greater awareness
of their future job choices
Percent of families who report an
increased understanding of their
child’s development

Residential,
Supported
Living
HandyCrew

Residential = 90%
Supported Living = 79%

Percent of families who report
increased awareness of services
and resources available to them

IDP

41% Strongly agreed
53% agreed
3% neither agreed nor disagreed
3% strongly disagreed

Percent of families who report that
RSCL services have had a positive
effect on their loved ones lives

ALL

Percent of children that maintain
of experience improvement in
their level of development

Treehouse

70% Strongly agreed
19% Agreed
1% neither agreed nor disagreed
9% Strongly disagreed
Social Development
84% Very Great Extent
16% Great Extent
Cognitive Development
59% Very Great Extent

Satisfaction

Effectiveness

Effectiveness

Effectiveness

Satisfaction

Service
Access
Effectiveness

Effectiveness

Satisfaction

Effectiveness
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Results

Minimize the time
between referral and
service delivery

Satisfaction

Personal
Development

Individuals will experience
stability in their respite
arrangements
Individuals will experience
stability in their living
arrangement
Minimize need to backfill
shifts due to staff illness
Individuals will secure and
maintain employment

Programs

Service
Access

Satisfaction

Material WellBeing

Outcome

Maximize career
enhancements for all
employed individuals
Individuals will be satisfied
with their home/living
situation
Individuals will have a
greater awareness of their
future job choices
Families will gain
knowledge of their child’s
development, strengths
and areas where support is
needed
Families will gain
knowledge of activities
and community resources
that will promote their
child’s development
Families will be satisfied
with the service

Children will have
opportunities for growth
and development

Percent of youth that indicate
having friends

IDP, SCDP,
Treehouse,
Supported
Living, Respite

IDP

IDP = 27.7 days
SCDP = 213 days
Treehouse = 284.4 days
Respite = 65 days
Supported Living = 34.8 days
IDP = 31.6
SCDP = 35.71
Respite = 37
Supported Living = 22
1% Some of the time
19% Most of the time
80% All of the time

100% Yes

63% lots
27% little bit
10% none
50% Strongly agreed
47% Agreed
3% Strongly disagreed
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Physical WellBeing

Service
Access

Accessibility needs related
to health, mobility or
transportation issues will
be successfully
accommodated
Families will be satisfied
with the safety of the
program

Percent of accessibility issues
successfully accommodated

LIFE, YC,
Residential,
Supported
Living

Percent of families that report
satisfaction with the safety of the
program

Treehouse,
Respite

Effectiveness

Self-determination will be
encouraged and supported

Percent of planning goals that have
documented evidence the goal was
attempted

LIFE,
Residential,
Supported
Living, Youth
Connections

Effectiveness

Self-determination will be
encouraged and supported

Life

Effectiveness

Self-determination will be
encouraged and supported

Percent of families that report that
their family member’s goals are
reflected in the service they
receive
Percent of individuals that report
that their choices are honoured

Effectiveness

Self-determination will be
encouraged and supported

Effectiveness

Individuals will experience
inclusion in the community

Effectiveness

Individuals will experience
inclusion in the community

Percent of activities that
individuals engage in that are
related to their likes

Effectiveness

Individuals will experience
inclusion in the community

Percent of activities that
individuals engage in that are
related to their goals

Effectiveness

child care providers
capacity to include
children requiring extra
support will be increased
Families will be satisfied
with worker skill and
knowledge and worker
sensitivity
Individuals will be satisfied
with the activities in the
program

Percent of child care providers who
report that SCDP’s involvement
impacted their ability to serve
children requiring extra support
Percent of families that indicate
satisfaction with worker skill and
knowledge

Satisfaction

Self
Determination

Social Inclusion

Rights

Satisfaction

Satisfaction
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32% Great Extent
9% Moderate Extent
Emotional Development
77.5% Very Great Extent
20.5% Great Extent
2% Moderate Extent
Physical Development
61% Very Great Extent
37% Great Extent
2% Moderate Extent
100%

TH - 80% Strongly Agreed
TH - 20% Agreed
Respite – 79% very great extent
Respite – 14% great extent
Respite – 7% moderate extent
65% Achieved
10.5% partially achieved
9.5% attempted – not completed
9% in progress
3.5% discontinued
2% not started yet
7% Moderate Extent
33% Great Extent
60% Very Great Extent

Residential
Supported
Living
Residential
Supported
Living
LIFE,
Residential,
Youth
Connections
LIFE,
Residential,
Youth
Connections
LIFE,
Residential,
Youth
Connections
SCDP

91% Yes
9% Don’t Know

ALL

16% most of the time
84% all of the time

Percent of individuals that report
that they like the activities in the
program

LIFE, YC

90% Yes
5% Sometimes
5% No

Treehouse

73% Strongly Agree
27% Agree

Employment
Services
Employment
Services

59% Very Happy
37% Happy
4% Very Unhappy
79% yes
7% sometimes
14% no

Percent of families that report that
their family member’s choices are
honoured
Percent of activities that
individuals indicate a high level of
enjoyment

Satisfaction

Individuals will report that
they like their job

Percent of families that report that
they are satisfied with the
activities offered at Treehouse
Percent of employed individuals
who like their job

Satisfaction

Individuals will be satisfied
with the assistance they
receive from the program

Percent of employed individuals
who report that they received help
from the program

14% Moderate Extent
86% Very Great Extent
70.72%

59.55%

20.22%

16% Moderate extent
42% Great extent
42% Very great extent
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PROGRAM SPECIFIC OUTCOME DATA RESULTS and ANALYSIS
CHILDREN’S SERVICES

INFANT DEVELOPMENT
Infant Development 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.
In 2014, the Infant Development Program served 309 children age’s birth to three years. The program has a high
turnover rate of children served, as many only need services for brief periods of time. On average, the program
served 183 children in a given month. There were 143 intakes in 2014 (241 intakes in 2013, 155 in 2012) and 141
discharges from the program in 2014. IDP has an open referral policy where referrals can come from doctors,
hospitals, and parents etc… However, the majority of referrals have been historically from the public health nurses
from the Healthy Babies and Families Team. 2014 saw a decline in the number of intakes into the program from
2013, however it was more in line with previous years, as shown in the graph:




Infant Development Program
9-year intake comparison
Number of Intakes

According to the birth rate statistics from Vancouver Coastal
Health, the birth rate from Richmond Hospital saw a
significant increase in 2012 and 2013 which would account
for the increase in referrals for 2013, but does not account
for the reduced number of referrals in 2014. Given these
findings, it has prompted the following recommendations to
further investigate referral trends:

300
200
100
0
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Track referral sources;
Research other IDP programs in the region to
compare the difference in referral numbers over time;
Track the age of referrals.



Year

Demographic information for the Infant Development Program:

Medical Diagnosis

Gender

Females
177 (57%)

Ethnicity

Prematurity 79 (26%)

Caucasian 74 (24%)

Autism 5 (2%)

Asian/ Caucasian 16 (5%)

Challenging Behaviours 9 (3%)

Asian 54 (17%)

Hearing Impairments 3 (1%)
Mental Health 2 (1%)

Aboriginal 15 (5%)
Indo-Canadian 14 (5%)
Chinese 57 (18%)

Mobility Issues 5 (2%)

Filipino 25 (8%)

Visual Impairments 3 (1%)

Other 54 (17%)

First Language
Arabic 5 (2%)
Cantonese 38 (12%)
Chinese 9 (3%)
English 162 (52%)
Japanese 4 (1%)
Mandarin 38 (12%)
Punjabi 6 (2%)
Tagalog 13 (4%)
Other 21 (4%)
Unknown 13 (4%)

Down Syndrome 6 (2%)
Speech Delay 42 (14%)
Males
130 (42%)

Gross Motor Delay 37 (12%)
Unspecified
2 (1%)

Prenatal Substance Abuse 30 (10%)
Global Delay 14 (5%)
Other 74 (24%)

*Note: Some individuals have multiple diagnosis, percentage is based on number of individuals, not total number of diagnosis
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Surveys were mailed to 156 families (active in the program at the end of the calendar year). 43 responded giving
a response rate of 27.5%. Typically, surveys are given to families throughout the year at the time of exiting the
program, however this did not happen in 2014 as the survey was still in development until the end of the year due
to changes in the outcomes and indicators. This affected the response rate and for the 2015 year, surveys will
again be distributed at the time a family exits the program as well as active families throughout the year.
The Infant Development Program successfully achieved all of its outcome targets.
Summary of the Infant Development Program Outcome Results:
Quality of Life
Domain
SATISFACTION
Rights

OUTCOME

INDICATOR(S)

TARGET

DATA SOURCE

RESULTS

The program will deliver services
consistent with a family centered
practice approach

% of families that report
satisfaction

80%

Family Survey

100%

Families will gain knowledge of
their child’s development,
strengths and areas where
support is needed
Families will gain knowledge of
activities and community
resources that will promote their
child’s development

% of families who report
increased understanding
of their child’s
development
% of families who report
increased awareness of
services and resources
available to them.

80%

Family Survey

97%

80%

Family Survey

94%

Maintain direct service hours

Number of total time
(minutes) that is direct
service.

No
benchmark

Sharevision
Family Contact
Record

1221.52
hours

Emotional well
being

Families will have adequate
access to their consultant

Caseload
25-35

Sharevision
Consultant
Report

31.6

Emotional well
being

Minimize wait time for accessing
the program

Full time consultants
maintain a caseload of
25-35 families at any
given time.
Average time from
referral to start date

No
benchmark

Sharevision
Consultant
Report

27.68 days
for 2014 new
referrals.

EFFECTIVENESS
Personal
development

Personal
Development

EFFICIENCY
N/A

SERVICE ACCESS

SATISFACTION
The identified outcome for Satisfaction is: the program will deliver services consistent with a family centered
practice approach. A family centered approach means the consultant:








Recognizes my child and family strengths;
Really listens to me when I have concerns or make requests;
Is flexible when my family situation changes;
Is responsive to my requests for assistance in a timely manner;
Provides me with information I need to be able to make good decisions;
Helps me learn how to get the resources I need/want for my child;
Seems to have the skills and knowledge to do the job well.

100% of the families responded favourably to the above statements.
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Families were also asked if the services they received from IDP made a positive difference in their lives. 78% of
the families that responded to the question agreed or strongly agreed. 19% (7 families) strongly disagreed with
this statement. Upon follow up, it was determined they all misinterpreted the question and said that they should
have indicated that they agreed with the statement. Those same 7 families indicated that they would recommend
the program to someone close to them.
Families continue to be satisfied with the Infant Development Services.
“We have an amazing IDP consultant. Without her, we would not have been able to receive the
resources and help needed to help our child.” – IDP Parent

EFFECTIVENESS
The recommendation from the 2013 Outcome Management Report regarding developing a measurement tool
was not completed. After reviewing the indicators for the new 2014 Outcomes System, a decision was made to
revert back to the 2013 indicators as they were more relevant to the effectiveness of the program.
Often, families in the Infant Development Program are new to the Community Living community. They are often
new parents overwhelmed with the knowledge that their child has or may have a disability. The role of the
Consultant plays an important part for the family, in that they are able to provide the necessary comfort and
knowledge to the families to better support their child. To determine the effectiveness of the program, two
outcomes were identified:



Families will gain knowledge of their child’s development, strengths and areas where support is needed.
Families will gain knowledge of activities and community resources that will promote their child’s
development.

31 families (97%) reported an increased understanding of their child’s development and 30 families (94%)
reported an increased awareness of services and resources available to them.
1 family strongly disagreed with the two statements. Follow up was attempted with the family, however they did
not respond.

EFFICIENCY
A recommendation from the 2013 Outcomes Management Report was to hold a Family Focus Group to provide
and gather information which would help RSCL to better support families in such areas as service provision and
advocacy. This event was scheduled, however there were no registrants therefore the focus group was cancelled.
The wait time for IDP services is less than 1 month (see IDP Service Access) therefore the families invited were
already receiving services and most likely felt that additional advocacy efforts were not needed.
The new outcome for efficiency in 2014 was to maintain direct service hours. The Infant Development Program
is contracted to provide support to 150 children annually. This year it exceeded the expectations of the contract
with the Ministry for Children and Family Development by serving a total of 309 children.
The Infant Development Program provides a variety of services to families and each family requires different
amounts of a varying services. IDP makes use of features in Sharevision to record direct service time. Direct
service time includes: face to face and telephone conversations with the families. For 2014, 1221.52 hours of
direct service was provided to families. Direct Service does not include emails with families, administrative and
research time, collaboration with other professionals nor playgroup. When all of these services are included, IDP
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provided over 2100 service hours in 2014. To distinguish the varying service
requirements for families, IDP categorizes the level of service hours as the
following:




Program Status
Follow up
129 (42%)

Active – contact (email, visit, telephone) with families at minimum
once per month;
Follow Up – contact with families every two to six months;
On Hold – families away from Richmond for over 6 months, but would
still like IDP services when they return.

On-Hold
28 (9%)

Active 152
(49%)

There is no benchmark for an appropriate amount of direct service time. Given the varying needs of the families,
and since this is the first year for tracking these hours, reporting of these numbers will continue to determine if
any trends can be found. It is recommended however, to adjust the Sharevision data entry to differentiate the
category of service (program status) received by each child.

SERVICE ACCESS
The identified outcomes for Service Access are:
1. Families will have adequate access to their consultant
The provincial average for consultant caseload is 25 children/families per consultant. The IDP average
consultant caseload for 2014 was 31.6. This is within the identified target of 25-35 children per consultant.
The intake processes and administrative procedures have been revised over the last few years which has
improved the ability for consultants to be available to all families on their caseloads. According to the
family surveys, 100% of the families that responded indicated that consultants are responsive to the
requests for assistance in a timely manner most or all of the time. Therefore, despite the higher than
provincial standard caseload, consultants consistently make themselves available to families.
2. Minimize wait time for accessing the program
The wait time is calculated based on referral dates and start of service for all intakes in 2014. The average
wait time was 27.68 days for those who began service in 2014. Some begin receiving services immediately
yet some can take several months due to a variety of reasons including family schedules. That being said,
an average wait time of less than one month for early intervention services is to be commended. Given
that this is a new indicator, it is recommended to set a target of 30 days.

RECOMMENDATIONS - IDP
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Track IDP referrals sources.
Research other IDP programs in the region to compare the difference in referral numbers over time.
Track the age of children being referred to IDP.
Set a target of 30 days for the wait time service access indicator
Adjust the Family Contact Record in Sharevision to differentiate the category of service received by each
child (program status).
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SUPPORTED CHILD DEVELOPMENT
Supported Child Development Program (SCDP) 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 2014, the program supported 386 children and approximately 79 child care programs in Richmond. Input from
both families and child care centres was solicited to report on the outcomes.
As at December 31, 2014 there were 250 children being served.
When a referral to the program is received, an initial intake is done to determine the need. SCDP received 113
new referrals in 2014, of which 83 started the program in the year (150 in 2013). At the end of the year, 76
children were waiting for intake and 124 children were waiting for funding. In 2014, 135 children (54 in 2013)
children were discharged from SCDP. The increase in discharges is due in part to a review of all on-hold files to
assess the need of on-going services, which resulted in several files being closed in 2014.
Demographic information for the Supported Child Development Program:

Gender

Age
Age 6-19, 206,
53%

Females,
103, 27%

Age 0-3,
28, 7%

Males,
283, 73%

Age 4-5, 152,
40%

Ethnicity

Autism 142 (37%)
Cerebral Palsy 3 (1%)
Challenging Behaviours 25 (6%)
Developmental Disability 48 (12%)
Down Syndrome 16 (4%)
Epilepsy 5 (1%)
Hearing Impairments 12 (3%)
Mental Health 21 (5%)
Waiting for Diagnosis 15 (4%)
Speech and Language Delay 121 (31%)
Visual Impairments 17 (4%)
Mobility Issues/Physical Disability 26 (7%)
Other 89 (23%)
Unknown 16 (4%)

First Language

Aboriginal 6 (2%)

Arabic 9 (2%)

Arabic 6 (2%)

Cantonese 52 (13%)

Asian 71 (18%)

Asian/ Caucasian 17 (4%)

Chinese 2 (1%)

English 212 (55%)

Caucasian 109 (28%)

Chinese 76 (20%)

Mandarin 63 (16%)

Punjabi 4 (1%)

Filipino 36 (9%)

Indo-Canadian 13 (3%)

Tagalog 19 (5%)

Other 28 (7%)

Other 38 (10%)

Unknown 11 (3%)

Medical Diagnosis

*Note: Some individuals have
multiple diagnosis, percentage is
based on number of individuals,
not total number of diagnosis

189 families were given the survey, and 45 responded giving a response rate of just under 24%. Families that left
SCDP early in the year did not receive a survey as they would have received one for the previous year. Families
new to the program late in the year, did not receive a survey as it was too early to survey. Also, families with more
than one child in the program would have received only one survey. Efforts were made throughout the year to
reach all families to ensure they had the opportunity to provide feedback.
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SCDP met all identified targets with the exception of one as summarized below.
Summary of the Supported Child Development Program outcome Results:
Quality of
OUTCOME
Life Domain
SATISFACTION
Rights
Child care providers will be
satisfied with consultant
support.

Rights

Rights

Rights

Family served will be
satisfied with;
 Worker skill &
knowledge
 Worker Sensitivity
(privacy)
 Level/quality of
Communication
Families will be satisfied
with their level of
involvement in planning for
their child.

EFFECTIVENESS
Social
Child care provider’s
inclusion
capacity to include children
requiring extra support will
be increased.

Personal
development

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

Social
inclusion

Children will experience
inclusion in their childcare
setting

EFFICIENCY
N/A

Maintain adequate service
levels

SERVICE ACCESS
Emotional
Minimize time to enter
Well-bring
program
N/A
Child care providers access
to requested / needed
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INDICATORS

TARGET

DATA
SOURCE

RESULTS

% of child care providers
who express satisfaction
with the consultation
services provided by SCD
consultant.
% of child care providers
who express satisfaction
with training opportunities
provided by SCDP.
% of families who report
satisfaction with
 Worker skill &
knowledge
 Sensitivity
(privacy)
 Communication

80%

child care
Survey

100%

80%

child care
Survey

100%

80%

Family
Survey

99%

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

80%

Family
Survey

100%

% of child care providers
who report that SCDP’s
involvement has positively
impacted their ability to
serve children requiring
extra support
% of families who report
that their child has
increased their skills and
abilities as a result of their
involvement with SCDP.
% of children that
experience an increased
level of inclusion in their
childcare setting

80%

child care
Provider
Survey

100%

80%

Family
Survey

100%

No
benchmark

Monitoring
checklist

To be
developed

Average number of
hours/family served

No
benchmark

Sharevision
Family
Record

1718.40
hours

Wait time between referral
and start date
% of child care providers
who access resources

No
benchmark
80%

Sharevision

213 days

File Review

50.1%
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resources as appropriate to
the child’s needs will be
increased.
N/A

including toys, equipment,
information.
% of child care providers
who access
training/workshops
% of child care providers
that request extra staffing
resources.
% of child care providers
who requested extra
staffing that receive extra
staffing resources

N/A

N/A

No
benchmark

File Review

No
benchmark

File Review

115 people
attended 4
workshops
67%

90%

File Review

100%

SATISFACTION
Overall, the level of satisfaction with the program by families and child care providers is very high. Satisfaction
was broken down into the following outcomes:
1. Child care providers will be satisfied with consultant support.
100% of the child care providers that responded to the survey were satisfied with the consultation
services, training opportunities and the physical resources provided by SCDP.
2. Families will be satisfied with worker skill and knowledge, worker sensitivity, level/quality of
communication. The following questions were asked:
 My SCDP Consultant really listens to me when I have concerns or make requests
 My SCDP Consultant responds in a timely manner
 My SCDP Consultant provides me with the information I need to be able to make good choices
 My SCDP Consultant is respectful and professional during interactions with my family
 My SCDP Consultant seems to have the skills and knowledge to do the job.
All the families that responded to the survey indicated most or all of the time to the above 5 points with
the exception of one family that indicated very little to the consultant responding in a timely manner.
Unfortunately they did not provide a name therefore follow up could not be completed.
3. Families will be satisfied with their level of involvement in planning for their child.
95% of the families that responded to the survey were very satisfied or satisfied with their level of
involvement in planning for their child. 2 families indicated neutral.
“Our consultant is really a great help to us, she guided us in every step and is very supportive to
parents like us and to our son. Without her help it would be hard for us to know where to go or
what to do.” – SCDP Parent
“As a centre, we are appreciative of the support we receive from SCDP. Support, information and
resources are available to us when requested. Thank you!” – SCDP child care provider
“…with the extra teacher in both rooms, it provides a greater opportunity for the classroom
teacher to work on goals for the children with extra support needs... having this extra teacher
she is able to spend time with the students in a productive way.” – SCDP child care provider
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EFFECTIVENESS
To determine the effectiveness of the program, two outcomes were identified:
1. Child care provider’s capacity to include children requiring extra support will be increased. 100% of the
13 child care providers that answered the question felt that their ability to serve children with extra
support had increased to a moderate, great or very great extent.
2. Skills and abilities of the child will be increased as a result of their involvement with SCDP.
Families were asked if being a part of SCDP has made a difference in their child’s life. 98% of the families
that responded agreed or strongly agreed to this statement. 1 family indicated neutral.
A third outcome was also developed for the new 2014 Outcomes System: Children will experience inclusion in
their childcare setting. A measurement tool was not yet developed for 2014, therefore it is recommended to
develop a monitoring checklist for consultants to use when they visit child care centres in order to effectively
measure this outcome.

EFFICIENCY
A recommendation from the 2013 Outcomes Management Report was to hold a Family Focus Group to provide
and gather information which would help RSCL to better support families in such areas as service provision and
advocacy. This event was held in February 2015 and valuable feedback was provided by the families attending. It
is recommended to follow up on the suggestions made by the facilitator.
The Supported Child Development Program is contracted to
serve 270 children annually. This year it exceeded the
expectations of the contract with the Ministry for Children
and Family Development by serving a total of 386 children.
The outcome identified to measure efficiency is to maintain
adequate service levels. Direct Service could include contact
with families, professionals, or a combination of both and
could be any of the following types of contact:
 Centre visits
 First Contact
 Phone calls

 Home Visit
 Initial Visit

 Email
 Meetings

Number of children served by SCDP
500
400
300
200
100
0
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

In some cases, SCDP is simply the funding source and direct service is not provided by the program, for example
children attending the RSCL Youth Connections program are funded through SCDP yet receive the direct service
through Youth Connections.
The total hours of direct service provided to families in 2014 by SCDP was 1718.40 hours. Given every child
requires a different level of service, SCDP categorizes the level of service hours (Program Status) as the following:



Active – a child and family who is currently receiving services from the program on a regular basis
Monitoring/follow up –a child and family who is currently receiving services or consultation from the
program on an occasional basis usually initiated by a consultant.
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On-Hold – children who are currently not accessing child care, are
waitlisted for funding and/or a child care space, or the family is
taking an extended break from child care and/or who only need
transitional support.
Summer/School Breaks Only – children who access services only
during school breaks

Program Status
Active 122 (32%)

Follow Up 3 (1%)

Monitoring 28 (7%)

On Hold 62 (16%)

School breaks only 9 (2%)

Summer only 23 (6%)

Not Specified 139 (36%)

Direct service time is also recorded for children waiting for SCDP services
(waiting for a child care centre placement and/or waiting for funding) as
communication with the family and some documentation is still being
completed.
Over the years, the administrative tasks (documentation requirements
from funding sources) and caseloads for SCDP Consultants has increased
which reduces the time available for direct service to families.

Note: Tracking Program Status in Sharevision
was implemented in the latter half of the year,
therefore not all children had data recorded as
at the end of the year (139 not specified).

There is no benchmark for an appropriate amount of direct service time.
Given the varying needs of the families, and since this is the first year for tracking these hours, reporting of these
numbers will continue to determine if any trends can be found. However, it is recommended to adjust the
recording in Sharevision of direct service to differentiate the category of service received by each child.

SERVICE ACCESS
The Supported Child Development Program serves both families and child care centres, therefore 2 outcomes
have been identified to measure the accessibility of the program:
1. Minimize time to enter the program.
The wait time between referral and receipt of services is an average of 213 days. The following are possible
reasons for wait times:
 Referral dates recorded can sometimes be cross-boundary referrals and/or a request for the
Youth Connections program (low participant turn-over), therefore when compared to SCDP start
dates, wait time can be more than 1000 days.
 Some children waiting for child care placements are not yet age eligible.
 Funding limitations can often prevent placements in a timely manner. There may be spaces
available in a child care program yet no funding to provide the extra support therefore the child
remains on a waitlist.
“The Consultants are willing to help but the waitlist too long” – SCDP Parent
“Hope the funding for kids with very special needs could increase. 2 days a week is not
sufficient.” – SCDP Parent
2. Child care providers access to requested/needed resources as appropriate to the child’s needs will be
increased.
 The percent of child care providers who accessed resources, including toys and equipment, in
2014 was 50.1% (40 out of 79 child care providers).
Despite not meeting the target of 80%, the following promotional efforts took place in 2014 (as
per the 2013 Outcome Report recommendation) and will continue to take place in 2015:
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o newsletter articles,
o word of mouth,
o shared an inventory list with centres,
o an open house
The percent of child care providers who accessed training workshops.
In 2014, 115 people attended 4 workshops presented by the SCDP. Information is not collected
on which child care centres the attendees are coming from, therefore a percentage of child care
providers accessing training cannot be calculated. It is recommended to implement training
workshop evaluation forms in order to collect this information.
Child care providers were asked if they were satisfied with the training opportunities, 100%
indicated neutral, satisfied or very satisfied.
The percent of child care providers that requested extra staffing resources and the percent that
received extra staffing resources.
53 of the 79 child care providers requested extra staffing resources (67%). All 53 received the
extra staffing resources.
In recent years, the process for requesting extra staffing resources changed as funding is not
readily available. It is only when funding is available that an SCDP consultant will instruct the child
care provider to make the official request. This reduces the amount of administrative paperwork.
In 2014, there were 161 contracts with child care centres for extra staffing resources to provide
support to children with special needs.

As indicated previously, a recommendation has been cited to follow up on suggestions from the facilitator of the
SCDP Family Focus group to support advocacy efforts for additional funding for early intervention services.
A majority of the comments provided by child care providers on the survey were regarding lack of funding.
“It is much harder to get extra support for the children who do require support due to lack of
funding. At times families have been given the option to go to another centre outside of their
neighbourhood because that centre has funding and we don’t. This is so far away from the
model we had known and loved (children belonging in their home community). It is extremely
stressful for a family to be asked to go elsewhere for a program after having chosen what they
thought was the best fit for their child.” – SCDP child care provider

RECOMMENDATIONS - SCDP
1. Develop a monitoring checklist to measure inclusion in child care settings.
2. Follow up on suggestions made by the facilitator of the 2014 SCDP Family Focus Group.
3. Adjust the Sharevision Family Contact Record to differentiate the category (program status) of service
received by each child.
4. Implement SCDP training/workshop evaluation forms.
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TREEHOUSE EARLY LEARNING CENTRE
Treehouse early Learning Centre (ages 3-5) is an inclusive child care centre that offers a diverse curriculum for
children with varying abilities focusing on the whole child and learning through play. Treehouse is licensed for 25
full time children with a maximum 25% children requiring extra support at any given time. 51 children were served
at Treehouse during 2014 (11 with extra support 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. Treehouse is
both a daycare and a preschool. In 2014, there were 20 new intakes and 21 discharges, this was mostly due to the
preschool being September to June, and therefore many new intakes in September and several discharges in June
as children graduate from the program. As at December 31, 2014, Treehouse served 30 children with a waitlist of
46 children.
Demographic Information for Treehouse early Learning Centre:

Gender
Males, 22,
43%

Age 4-5, 41,
80%

Age

Medical Diagnosis
Autism 3 (27%)
Challenging Behaviours 2 (18%)
Developmental Disability 3 (27%)
Down Syndrome 3 (27%)
Mobility Issues 4 (36%)
Speech and Language Delay 2 (18%)

Females, 29,
57%

Age 0-3, 9,
18%

Ethnicity
Asian 11 (22%)
Asian/ Caucasian 10 (20%)
Caucasian 24 (47%)
Chinese 1 (2%)
Other 5 (10%)

Age 619, 1,
2%

First Language
Cantonese 2 (4%)
Chinese 1 (2%)

Visual Impairments 1 (9%)
Other 2 (18%)
Unknown 2 (18%)

*Note: Some individuals have
multiple diagnosis, percentage is
based on number of individuals, not
total number of diagnosis

English 39 (76%)
German 2 (4%)
Mandarin 5 (10%)
Spanish 2 (4%)

45 families were surveyed in 2014 with 45 responding giving a response rate of 100% which is the highest in the
Society.
Treehouse met all identified targets as summarized in the following outcome results:
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Quality of Life
Domain
SATISFACTION
Rights

EFFECTIVENESS
Personal
development

EFFICIENCY
N/A
SERVICE ACCESS
Emotional well
being

OUTCOME

INDICATORS

TARGET

DATA
SOURCE

RESULTS

Families will be satisfied with;
 Worker skill &
knowledge
 Sensitivity (privacy)
 Communication
 Interaction with their
child

% of families that
report satisfaction

80%

Family
Survey

100%

Children will have
opportunities for growth and
development

% of children that
maintain or
experience
improvement in
their level of
development

80%

Family
Survey

100%

Treehouse will maintain full
capacity

% of enrollment for
the year (Jan - Dec)

95%

File review

Daycare 99%
Preschool 94.0%

Minimize wait time for entry
into the program

Time from referral
to program entry

No
benchmark

Waitlist
forms

282.4 days

SATISFACTION
The level of satisfaction continues to be very high with the Treehouse program.
The following questions were asked to measure the level of satisfaction with the program:






Staff at Treehouse
o Really listen to me when I have concerns or make requests
o Provide me with the information I need to be able to make good choices
o Make an effort to interact with my son/daughter in a positive way
o Seems to have the skills and knowledge to do their job really well
I trust the Treehouse Staff
I would recommend Treehouse to someone close to me
The services my son/daughter receives from Treehouse have made a positive difference in their life.

100% of the families responded favourably to the above questions.
“Treehouse has been a blessing for our family. The staff really make an effort to help our son
achieve our family goals and reach his potential. We couldn't be happier with Treehouse!” –
Treehouse Parent
“Treehouse is a fantastic place to help raise a child.” – Treehouse Parent
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EFFECTIVENESS
The outcome to measure effectiveness for Treehouse is that children will have opportunities for growth and
development. Families were asked to what extent they felt their child had opportunities for personal growth and
development in the following areas:





Social Development
Cognitive Development
Emotional Development
Physical Development

100% of families indicated that their child had opportunities for growth and development in these areas to a
moderate, great or very great extent.
Activity schedules at Treehouse further support these findings. Activities are specifically chosen for the
development of these 4 areas:





Social Development – circle time, dress up play, show & tell, co-operative play, turn taking with simple
activities or games.
Cognitive Development – weekly music circles, Handwriting Without Tears program, sensory play,
categorizing objects, experimenting with different materials and objects, classroom routines and rules.
Emotional Development – Seeds of Empathy program, story time, emotional self-regulation techniques
such as “How Does Your Engine Run”, pretend play,
Physical Development – learning independence with daily skills like dressing and eating, colouring,
cutting, painting, puzzles, beads, playdough or other manipulatives.
“My daughter has made a huge change in Treehouse since she came here four months ago.”
– Treehouse Parent
“Our son has come a long way and has improved in so many ways.” – Treehouse Parent

EFFICIENCY
Treehouse is a program that operates on a fee for service basis. In order to
maintain current and optimal staffing levels, it is important that the program
maintains close to full enrollment. Therefore, the target set for the efficiency
outcome was 95% of full enrollment. This year, Treehouse operated at near full
capacity with 94% in the preschool and 99% in the daycare. Treehouse is licensed
for 25 full time spaces which includes both preschool and daycare spaces. Many
children attend on a part time basis, therefore more than 25 children are able to
receive services. The available spaces are divided into 6 options (3 days per week
daycare, 3 days per week preschool, 2 days we week daycare, 2 days per week
preschool, or 5 days per week daycare or preschool). Balancing the requests from
families with the available spaces can sometimes lead to less than full enrollment.

Program Status
Day Care 2 days/week
Day Care 3 days/week
Day Care full time
Preschool 2 days/week
Preschool 3 days/week
Preschool full time
Not specified
6% 2% 4% 4%
16%

10%
58%
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SERVICE ACCESS
Treehouse carries a waitlist as there are a limited number of spaces available for the popular program. The newly
developed Outcome Management System for 2014 changed the service access outcome to track wait time for
entry into the program. For the 11 children requiring extra support served in 2014, the average number of days
between referral and start date was 282.4 days. As indicated in the SCDP analysis, funding limitations affect the
wait time for children requiring extra support.
Children with extra support needs are referred to Treehouse through the Supported Child Development Program.
The remaining children are self-referred and many families place their new infants on the waitlist to ensure they
get a placement when their child becomes age qualified. This impacts the number of days from referral to start.
Therefore, it is recommended to identify those referrals who are not age eligible at the time of referral and adjust
the calculation to be based on the date the child became age eligible. Given the maximum allowed placements
for children who require extra support, it is recommended to expand this calculation to include all children and
not just those with extra support needs.

RECOMMENDATIONS - Treehouse
1. Expand the Treehouse Service Access indicator to include all children.
2. Identify referrals that are not age eligible at the time of referral and adjust the calculation to be based on
the date the child became age eligible.
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YOUTH CONNECTIONS
Youth Connections (ages 6-19) provides after-school and summer activities for children and youth requiring extra
support. Participants are provided assistance and support to participate in community-based recreation
opportunities with other children/youth. In previous years Youth Connections was included with LIFE Day Services
outcomes, however it was determined that the purpose and therefore the expected outcomes for Youth
Connections differed enough that it required its own set of outcomes and indicators as recommended in the 2013
Outcomes Report.
25 youth were supported in Youth Connections in 2014.
Demographic Information for Youth Connections:

Gender

Medical Diagnosis
Autism 11 (44%)

Females, 10,
40%

Developmental Disability 10 (40%)
Down Syndrome 6 (24%)
Epilepsy 3 (12%)

*Note: Some
individuals have
multiple diagnosis,
percentage is based
on number of
individuals, not total
number of diagnosis

Hearing Impairments 2 (8%)
Mental Health 2 (8%)
Mobility Issues/ Physical Disability 5 (20%)
Males, 15,
60%

Visual Impairments 6 (24%)
Other 11 (44%)

Ethnicity
Asian 5 (20%)
Asian/ Caucasian 2 (8%)

First Language
Cantonese 1 (4%)

Caucasian 11 (44%)

English 21 (84%)

Chinese 3 (12%)

Mandarin 2 (8%)

Indo-Canadian 2 (8%)

Spanish 1 (4%)

Program Status
Full Time 1 (44%)
Part Time 12 (48%)
Not Specified 1 (4%)
Other 1 (4%)

Other 2 (8%)

23 families were surveyed in 2014 with 22 responding giving a response rate of 95.6%. Participants in Youth
Connections were interviewed for the first time. 16 youth were interviewed and a common theme of overall
happiness emerged from the process.
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Youth Connections met all identified targets. 5 indicators did not have benchmarks as outlined in the summary
of the Youth Connections outcomes results:
Quality of Life
Domain
SATISFACTION
Rights

Rights

OUTCOME

INDICATOR(S)

TARGET

DATA
SOURCE

RESULTS

Individuals are satisfied
with;

Their staff

The activities
chosen
Families will be satisfied
with;
 Worker skill &
knowledge
 Sensitivity (privacy)
 Communication
 Interaction with
their child

% of individuals that
indicate being satisfied in
each area

80%

Individuals
Interview

100%

% of family members that
indicate being satisfied in
each area

80%

Family
Survey

100%

% of individuals that fully
enjoy most (3/4) of their
activities.

No
benchmark

Sharevision

77.25%

% of activities that
individuals engage in that
are related to their likes

No
benchmark

Sharevision

76.66%

% of activities that
individuals engage in that
are related to their goals

No
benchmark

Sharevision

18.06%

Opportunities for positive
social/peer interaction

% of youth that indicate
having friendships or
positive peer
relationships

No
benchmark

Individuals
Interview

100%

Maximize program
utilization

Average occupancy

17 licensed
spots

Sharevision

17

% of accessibility issues
successfully
accommodated

No
benchmark

Sharevision

100%

EFFECTIVENESS
Social
Individuals will have
inclusion
opportunities to actively
participate in positive
recreational activities.

Interpersonal
relations

EFFICIENCY
N/A

SERVICE ACCESS
Physical well
Client accessibility needs
being
related to health, mobility
or transportation issues will
be successfully
accommodated

SATISFACTION
The level of satisfaction continues to be very high with the Youth Connections program.
The following questions were asked to measure the level of satisfaction with the program:


Staff at Youth Connections
o Really listen to me when I have concerns or make requests
o Provide me with the information I need to be able to make good choices
o Make an effort to interact with my son/daughter in a positive way
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o Seems to have the skills and knowledge to do their job really well
I trust the Youth Connections Staff
I would recommend Youth Connections to someone close to me

100% of the families responded favourably to the above questions.
An additional question was asked: The services my son/daughter receives from Youth Connections have made a
positive difference in their life. 21 families agreed or strongly agreed with this statement. However, 1 family
strongly disagreed with this statement. Upon follow up, it was determined that the family misinterpreted the
question as English was their second language. The individual has since aged out of the program, however the
parent loved the Youth Connections program and felt that it made a difference in her child’s life and now that he
is not in the program, they notice a negative difference.
The youth were asked “How do you like the staff at Youth Connections?” 100% of the youth responded favourably.
“The Staff are really cool and like to hang out!” – YC participant
“Our son feels at home at YC.” – YC Parent

EFFECTIVENESS
The outcome to measure effectiveness is that individuals will have opportunities to actively participate in centrebased and community based activities. 3 indicators were developed to measure the daily activities that individuals
participate in:





% of activities that individuals indicate high level of enjoyment – Sharevision data reflects that 77.25% of
the recorded activities have high levels of enjoyment by the individuals.
% of activities that individuals engage in that are related to their likes – Sharevision data reflects that
76.66% of the recorded activities are related to likes that are identified at the planning sessions for the
individuals.
% of activities that individuals engage in that are related to their goals – Sharevision data reflects that
18.06% of the recorded activities are related to goals identified at the planning sessions for the individuals.

Balancing the direct support work with data entry has been challenging. Staff continue to adjust to the data entry
requirements in Sharevision. Although recording daily activities provides measurable data, some of the entries
recorded in Sharevision are incomplete or completed inaccurately. Therefore it is recommended that additional
training be provided for staff in how to complete a daily activity record in Sharevision.
It is not realistic to expect all individuals to have high levels of enjoyment for all of the activities they engage in,
nor that all activities relate to their identified likes or goals. However, a target of 80% would be a reasonable
measure for effectiveness in these areas. It is recommended to set a target of 80% for each of the daily activities
indicators.
The youth participating were also asked in their interviews if they liked the activities in Youth Connections. 15
indicated yes (94%) and 1 indicated sometimes. During the interview process, it was evident that the participants
are happy with their activities as they were each able to identify many favourites. The youth that indicated
sometimes referenced only 2 activities they did not enjoy yet listed many that they did enjoy.
“I’ve tried so many things before, been to many places but the stuff I do at YC I have never done
before, it’s great here!” – YC participant
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EFFICIENCY
Youth Connections 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. Youth Connections is licensed
for 17 spaces and in 2014 was at 100% enrollment. The program was able to serve 25 youth in the 17 spaces as
some attend only part time.
Referrals to the Youth Connections program come from the Supported Child Development Program which also
maintains the waitlist. 28 youth were waiting for Youth Connections at the end of 2014. It is clear from these
numbers and the lack of participant turn over (wide age range in program results in participants remaining in the
program for long durations) that another program is needed to support this age group.
“My teenage son with autism really needs after school services and he's been on the list for years
but there's never room for him in Youth Connections. It's sad he's missing out on opportunities to
socialize with others. Something that would be incredibly helpful in terms of life skills.”
– SCDP parent
It is recommended to change this indicator to be consistent with other program areas and track the number of
days from referral to start of service as well as to continue advocacy efforts for additional funding for early
intervention services.

SERVICE ACCESS
Often, accommodations in Youth Connections are regarding additional hours, for example the program will
provide additional child care outside of regular program hours as well as beyond the scheduled days of
attendance. Others relate to specific activities which require higher levels of staff support. Currently, staff record
in Sharevision only the accommodation requests that are being met. Therefore, the data tells us we are meeting
100% of the requests. A recommendation is cited to document all accommodation requests.
“Covering off the care during the school strike was so essential given that we both work. It was
such a relief to have YC make it happen. It's awesome that YC accommodates early dismissal
days as this takes considerable pressure off parents.” – YC parent
RECOMMENDATIONS – Youth Connections
1.
2.
3.
4.

Additional training be provided for YC staff in how to complete a Daily Activity record in Sharevision.
Set a target of 80% for the daily activities indicators regarding enjoyment and relation to likes.
Set a target of 25% for the daily activities indicator regarding relation to goals.
Change the YC efficiency indicator to be consistent with other program areas and track the number of
days from referral to start of service.
5. Document all YC accommodation requests.
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RESPITE SERVICES
The Respite Program is intended to provide families and primary caregivers with time for rest and renewal, which
can be especially important for those who care for children or adults with a developmental disability. The time
spent in Respite is typically recreation time for the supported individuals and activities are guided by the desires
of the family and/or the individuals. The Respite program works with the family or caregiver to select qualified,
paid respite care providers who will spend a few hours or an over-night period with their child or adult with a
developmental disability.
In 2014, there were 36 children and 20 adults (total of 56 individuals) supported through the Respite program
with 1 Program Coordinator. At the end of December 2014, there were 2 adults on the waitlist for Respite.
Demographic Information for the Respite Program:

Gender
Adult Respite

Age
Age 30-49, 7,
12%

Age 50-65, 1,
2%

Gender
Children Respite

Males, 8,
40%

Females, 11,
31%

Age 20-29, 11,
20%

Age 6-19, 37,
66%

Females, 12,
60%

Medical Diagnosis
Adult Respite

Autism 7 (35%)
Cerebral Palsy 4 (20%)
Challenging Behaviours 2 (10%)
Developmental Disability 13 (65%)
Down Syndrome 4 (20%)
Epilepsy 4 (20%)
Hearing Impairments 4 (20%)
Mental Health 8 (40%)
Mobility Issues 7 (35%)
Visual Impairments 1 (5%)
Other 7 (35%)

Ethnicity
Adult Respite
Asian 6 (30%)
Iranian 2 (10%)
Caucasian 4 (20%)
Filipino 2 (10%)
Indo-Canadian 2 (10%)
Other 4 (20%)
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First Language
Adult Respite
English 15 (75%)
Mandarin 1 (5%)
Non Verbal 2 (10%)
Other 2 (10%)

Males, 25,
69%

Medical Diagnosis
Children Respite

Autism 7 (56%)
Speech and Language Delay 3 (8%)
Challenging Behaviours 2 (19%)
Developmental Disability 13 (61%)
Down Syndrome 4 (14%)
Epilepsy 4 (8%)
Hearing Impairments 4 (6%)
Mental Health 8 (17%)
Mobility Issues 7 (8%)
Visual Impairments 1 (8%)
Other 7 (25%)

Ethnicity
Children Respite
Asian 10 (28%)
Caucasian 9 (25%)
Chinese 2 (6%)
Filipino 2 (6%)
Indo-Canadian 6 (17%)
Somalian 2 (6%)
Other 5 (14%)

*Note: Some
individuals have
multiple diagnosis,
calculation is based
on number of
individuals, not total
number of diagnosis

First Language
Children Respite
Cantonese 3 (8%)
English 20 (56%)
Hindi 2 (6%)
Mandarin 2 (6%)
Non Verbal 2 (6%)
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Many RSCL programs distribute the family satisfaction surveys through planning sessions. Individuals in the
Respite Program are not involved in personal planning, therefore surveys are mailed out which typically results in
lower response rates. Over the years, different methods to increase the response rate have been attempted,
however they continue to be below the Society average. 48 families were mailed a satisfaction survey with 16
returned giving a response rate of 33%, the highest response rate in 5 years.
Nine adults in the Respite program were interviewed. Children in the Respite program were not interviewed.
All identified targets were met, except one, as summarized in the following Respite Program outcomes results:
Quality of Life
Domain
Rights

OUTCOME
SATISFACTION
Individuals will report
positive experiences of
their respite placement

INDICATOR(S)

TARGET

DATA
SOURCE

RESULTS

% of individuals
reporting having positive
experiences of their
respite placement
% of family members
reporting that their
family members is safe
and well cared for

80%

Individual
Interview

100%
7 “Lots”
2 “Little bit”

80%

Family
Survey

100%

Rights

Families will report that
their family member is
safe and well cared for
during respite

Rights

Families will feel
supported by caregiver

% of families that report
feeling supported by
their caregiver

80%

Family
Survey

93%

Rights

Families will feel
supported by coordinator

% of families that report
feeling supported by the
program coordinator

80%

Family
Survey

93%

Emotional
Well-being

Families will be satisfied
with the number of hours
of respite they receive

% of families that report
being satisfied with the
number of hours of
respite they receive

80%

Family
Survey

100%

% of families that report
an improvement in
family life
Average number of
moves to a new
caregiver/year per
individual

No
benchmark

Family
Survey

100%

No
benchmark

File Review

10 individuals
= 17.8%
16 requests

Days from referral to
initial match

60 days

Sharevision

65 days

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

80%

Family
Survey

100%

No
benchmark
No
benchmark

File Review

7

File Review

9

Emotional
Well-being
Emotional
Well-being

Emotional
Well-being

Rights
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EFFECTIVENESS
Families will feel
supported by the agency
Individuals will
experience stability in
their respite
arrangement
EFFICIENCY
Newly served Families
will receive respite in a
timely manner
SERVICE ACCESS
Families are included in
the selection of their
caregiver

Outcomes Management Report 2014

SATISFACTION
Families were asked the following questions/statements regarding their satisfaction with the Respite Program:








Describe the extent to which you feel your family member is safe while in respite.
100% of the families that responded felt their family member was safe to a moderate extent, great or very
great extent.
I feel supported by my Respite caregiver.
14 families (93%) agreed or strongly agreed with this statement. 1 family indicated neither agree nor
disagree.
I feel supported by my Respite Coordinator.
14 families (93%) agreed or strongly agreed with this statement. 1 family indicated neither agree nor
disagree.
Describe the extent to which you feel the amount (hours/days) of respite services you receive is adequate.
100% of the families indicated to a moderate extent, great or very great extent.

Individuals were asked 1 question: “How much do you like your time at respite?” 7 individuals indicated “Lots”
and 2 indicated “Little bit”. 1 individual is non-verbal making follow up challenging and 1 individual wished to
remain anonymous.
It appears that families and individuals are satisfied with their respite.
“I appreciate and value the respite time our daughter has been given. Allows her to have some
independence away from parents.” – Respite parent
“She likes her time at Respite lots. It’s her favourite thing to do. She was excited to share that she
got her ears pierced with respite.” – Interviewer feedback from individuals interview
Respite caregivers are a significant stakeholder in the Respite Program, therefore it is recommended to develop a
survey for Respite caregivers to collect their feedback.

EFFECTIVENESS
Families feeling supported by the agency indicates an effective program. Families were asked to rate their
agreement to the following statement: “The services my family member receives from the RSCL Respite Program
have made a positive difference in their life”. 100% of the respondents agreed or strongly agreed.
An effective program is also one where the individuals will experience stability in their respite arrangements. In
2014, there were 16 requests for a new caregiver. Some requests were due to previous caregivers no longer
providing care, or for additional caregivers. The 16 requests came from 10 individuals, therefore 17.8% of
individuals supported in the Respite Program requested new caregivers.
It is recommended to re-word the effectiveness indicator to include a distinction between requests for a
replacement caregiver and requests for additional caregivers.

EFFICIENCY
Individuals being matched with a Respite caregiver in a timely manner indicates that the family/primary caregiver
is receiving the needed break that they need, thus the Respite Program is deemed efficient. The target for the
number of days between referral and a match with a caregiver is 60 days. The recruitment of qualified caregivers
is an ongoing challenge. The pay for Respite caregivers is not as enticing as after school programs, therapy
programs or camps which is often what we are in competition with. Also, the levels of support required by some
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of the children that have been recently referred have been extremely high, which leads us to question their
suitability for a contracted program like Respite. Alternatives continue to be explored.
In 2014, there were 6 new referrals. Of those 6, it took an average of 65 days between referral and start of service.
This is just over the target of 60 days. As at the end of December 2014, 1 of those 6 remained unmatched. Below
shows a comparison over the last 9 years.
Throughout the year, individuals already matched with a caregiver may request a replacement or an additional
caregiver. It would be valuable to track the
9 year comparison of
number of days between request for a
# days between referral and start
new/additional caregiver and match in addition
80
to new referrals.
60
40
20
0
2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

# days between referral and start

2012

2013

2014

For the 16 requests for new caregivers in 2014, it
took an average of 44 days. If combined with the
new referrals, the average number of days to
match with a caregiver is 47.7 days which fall
below the identified target of 60 days.

referrals

An extensive Contracted Caregiver site in
Sharevision is planned to be developed in the
2015 year. These developments will include features to more accurately track new referrals and requests for
new/additional caregivers. Although the number of requests for a new/additional caregiver is an effectiveness
indicator to measure the stability of individuals respite placements, it is recommended to expand the efficiency
indicator to also include the calculation for requests for new caregivers.
Given the complexities of the recruitment process, it is recommended to also track the number of caregivers who
apply and start the screening process versus the number of caregivers who sign a contract and provide care. This
data will speak to the administrative workload of the Respite Coordinator which impacts the efficiency of the
Respite Program.

SERVICE ACCESS
The recruitment of Respite caregivers is an ongoing challenge. Families often refer their own caregivers, however
not all families can find their own and thus rely on the support of the Respite Coordinator to recruit. As indicated
in the effectiveness measure, 10 families requested a new/additional caregiver and there were 6 new referrals.
Of those 16 looking for a caregiver, 7 families referred their own caregivers. The remaining 9 families were
presented with an RSCL recruited caregiver. This results in significant administrative responsibilities for the
Respite Coordinator as the recruitment process is a lengthy one. Through that process, however, families are
encouraged to be involved. Therefore, families were also asked to what extent they were involved with the
selection of their caregiver. 100% of the families that responded to the survey indicated they were involved to a
great or very great extent.
Given the results in this area, the Respite Program is an accessible program. What the results do not indicate are
the families who require more respite than has been allotted to them, or those families who require respite but
are not able to access the program. Both of these situations are due to lack of government funding.

32 | P a g e

Outcomes Management Report 2014

RECOMMENDATIONS – Respite Program
1. Develop a survey for Respite Caregivers.
2. Re-word the Respite Effectiveness indicator to include a distinction between requests for a replacement
caregiver and requests for additional caregivers.
3. Expand the efficiency indicator to also include the calculation for requests for new/additional caregivers.
4. Track the number of caregivers who apply versus the number of caregivers who sign contracts.
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ADULT SERVICES

LIFE DAY SERVICES
LIFE Day Services offer program participants the opportunity for social inclusion, recreation, creative expression,
life skills development, volunteerism, and employment. The goal is to provide individuals the opportunity for
community participation with an emphasis on skill development and supporting participants to reach their full
potential.
For the purpose of this Outcome Management Report, the LIFE Day Services includes the following RSCL Day
Programs:
o

o
o
o

o

Avenues Day Program has been providing services to RSCL’s adult participants for over 15 years. Along
with the other day programs, it provides learning opportunities for the participants to learn new skills,
gain experiences, develop friendships and get involved in the community. Avenues has an extensive art
program of which many participants have been able to explore their creative side and gain confidence in
their abilities.
Transitions Day Program which began in 2007, is a program for young adults that provides life-skills
training, pre-employment, social development, recreation and leisure support.
Quantum Day Program began in 2011 due to increased referrals. The program focuses on teaching life
skills and helping the individuals participate in the community.
Pendleton Day Program operated out of one of RSCL’s residential homes and provided day services to
individuals with higher levels of need. Although Pendleton closed its doors in 2014, there were still active
individuals served in the 2014 Calendar year.
Synergy – began operations in August 2014 to lessen the number of participants in each of the other day
programs as they were becoming over crowded, as well as to allow for more growth.

In 2014, 97 (93 in 2013) adults were served by 5 LIFE Day Services. A new program was developed in 2014:
Synergy. Pendleton Day Program closed its doors after more than 15 years of service. All of the individuals served
at Pendleton moved to the new program Synergy as well as several individuals from the Transitions, Avenues and
Quantum Programs. The RSCL Operations Report speaks to the growth and transitions in Adult Services.
Demographic Information for LIFE Day Services:

Gender

Age

Medical Diagnosis
Autism 31 (27%)

Males, 52,
45%

Cerebral Palsy 19 (16%)

Age 65-69, 1,
Age 6-19, 1,
1%
1%
Age 50-64,
17, 14%

Challenging Behaviours 11 (9%)
Developmental Disability 63 (54%)
Epilepsy 12 (10%)
Hearing Impairments 11 (9%)
Mental Health 13 (11%)

Age 30-49,
37, 32%
Females, 64,
55%

Age 20-29,
60, 52%

Speech and Language Delays 7 (6%)
Visual Impairments 12 (10%)
Other 43 (37%)

*Note: Some individuals have multiple diagnosis, calculation is based on number of individuals, not total number of diagnosis
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First Language

Ethnicity

Cantonese 4 (3%)

Aboriginal 4 (3%)

English 80 (69%)

Asian 26 (22%)

Mandarin 1 (1%)

Asian/ Caucasian 10 (9%)

Non-Verbal 22 (19%)

Caucasian 58 (50%)

Punjabi 2 (2%)

Filipino 4 (3%)

Other 7 (6%)

Indo-Canadian 12 (10%)
Other 2 (2%)

69 surveys were distributed to families through planning
sessions in 2014. 55 were returned giving a response rate
of 79.7%, up from 65% in 2013. Distributing surveys
through annual planning sessions continues to be an
efficient way of soliciting input from families. However,
scheduling conflicts prevent planning sessions from being
scheduled exactly 12 months apart, therefore often there
may be gaps and surveys may not be given each calendar
year to every family. In 2014, with the development of
Synergy and the transfer of some individuals, planning
processes were also delayed.

Input was also solicited by the participants themselves; 85 participants were interviewed.
Based on recommendations from previous Outcomes Management Reports, the interview process for participants
in LIFE Day Services was enhanced by including a scribe to gather more detailed information from the participants.
The feedback received from the participants was more fulsome and will allow the program to better meet the
needs of the participants. The following is a summary of the feedback:








Participants were eager to share their favourite activities while attending LIFE Day Services.
Participants expressed their genuine enjoyment of being in the program and being with their friends.
Some participants expressed that their programs were crowded and that they didn’t have many
opportunities to have “their own space”.
Participants feel that they are able to voice their opinions on what they do while in the program
Some participants expressed their desire for more time for certain activities.
Some participants expressed half and half happiness with the staff in the programs.
Some participants were interested to know what is done with the results of the interviews.

Follow up will be conducted by the appropriate Supervisors and/or Directors for any unfavourable responses.
With the newly revised Outcome Management System for 2014, 6 of the 12 Indicators had no targets/benchmarks
since this was the first year collecting that data. Of the 6 that did have targets – they were all achieved.
Summary of the LIFE Day Services Outcomes results:
Quality of Life
Domain
Rights
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OUTCOME
SATISFACTION
Individuals are satisfied with;

Their caregiver/staff

The other people
they live with
Families will be satisfied
with;
 Worker skill &
knowledge
 Sensitivity (privacy)
 Communication
 Interaction with
their family member

INDICATOR(S)

TARGET

DATA
SOURCE

RESULTS

% of individuals that
indicate being
satisfied in each area

80%

Individuals
Interview

93% like the staff
92% like the program
95% like the activities

% of family members
that indicate being
satisfied in each area

80%

Family
Survey

100%
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EFFECTIVENESS
Social
Inclusion

Rights
Social
Inclusion

Self
Determination

Individuals will have
opportunities to actively
participate in centre-based
and community-based
activities.

Individuals will be supported
to participate as full citizens
and contribute to the
community

Self-determination will be
encouraged and supported

Rights

N/A

Physical well
being
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EFFICIENCY
Program(s) will maximize the
funding available.

SERVICE ACCESS
Client accessibility needs
related to health, mobility or
transportation issues will be
successfully accommodated

% of activities that
individuals indicate
high level of
enjoyment.
% of activities that
individuals engage in
that are related to
their likes.
% of activities that
individuals engage in
that are related to
their goals.
# of individuals that
participate in
volunteer work in the
community.
# of different
volunteer work
opportunities in which
individuals are
engaged.
% of Personal Planning
goals that have
documented evidence
that the goal was
attempted.
% of families that
report that their
family member’s goals
are reflected in the
service they receive.

No
benchmark

Sharevision

54.9%

No
benchmark

Sharevision

64.4%

No
benchmark

Sharevision

20.9%

60
individuals

Sharevision

88

10

Sharevision

11

90%

Sharevision

92.5%

90%

Family
Survey

100%

# of situations that
were accommodated
beyond the
requirements and
funding allocation in
the contract.

No
benchmark

File Review

No data
Recommendation
cited

% of accessibility
issues successfully
accommodated

No
benchmark

Sharevision

100%
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SATISFACTION
Families were asked several questions regarding Satisfaction:





Day Program Staff really listen to me when I have concerns or make requests
Day Program Staff provide me with the information I need to be able to make good choices
Day Program Staff make an effort to interact with my son/daughter in a positive way
Day Program Staff seems to have the skills and knowledge to do the job really well

100% of the 55 families answered favourably to the above 4 questions.
Families were also asked if LIFE Day Services have made a positive difference in the lives of the participants. 100%
of those who responded indicated agree or strongly agree.
A common theme emerged from the families comments: Families feel supported by the staff in LIFE Day Services
and their family members are happy.
“Our daughter treats this program as her family. She feels ‘love & acceptance’ in the program.”
– Transitions parent
“The staff have been very approachable and always listen to my concerns. They take a positive
approach and I can always depend on them. My child enjoys the program” – Transitions parent
“I can be on peace of mind knowing that my daughter will be surrounded by people who know
her well.” – Avenues parent
85 participants were interviewed and asked the following questions:




“How do you like the staff at your program?”.
69 (93%) of the interviewed participants responded happy or very happy. 5 participants indicated
unhappy or very unhappy. Through the interview process, further inquiry indicated that a few individuals
were unhappy in specific situations regarding specific staff.
“How much do you like your time at the Day Program?”
68 (92%) of the interviewed individuals responded happy or very happy. 6 participants indicated unhappy
or very unhappy. Through the interview process, further inquiry indicated that a few individuals would
prefer to participate in activities they have identified rather than those of their peers that they are paired
with. However, they also commented on enjoying the activities that they are engaged in. Several
individuals indicated both unhappy and happy but specified that they were unhappy in their “old”
program and happy in their “new” program. This supports the rationale for creating the Synergy Program.
“It’s amazing here (at Transitions), I am so happy here. I love the staff here.”
– Transitions participant
“I am very happy with the staff I like it. We are laughing and giggling joking around. I like the
space it is HUGE…I’m really happy.” – Synergy participant

It is clear that both families and participants are satisfied with LIFE Day Services.

EFFECTIVENESS
With the development of the new information system Sharevision, more detailed data is now being gathered
regarding specific daily activities that the individuals are engaged in.
There are three outcomes to measure the effectiveness of LIFE Day Services:
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1. Individuals will have opportunities to actively participate in centre-based and community based activities.
3 indicators were developed to measure the daily activities that individuals participate in:
 % of activities that individuals indicate high level of enjoyment – Sharevision data reflects that
54.9% of the recorded activities have high levels of enjoyment by the individuals.
 % of activities that individuals engage in that are related to their likes – Sharevision data reflects
that 64.4% of the recorded activities are related to likes that are identified at the planning sessions
for the individuals.
 % of activities that individuals engage in that are related to their goals – Sharevision data reflects
that 20.9% of the recorded activities are related to goals identified at the planning sessions for
the individuals.
Balancing the direct support work with data entry has been challenging. Staff continue to adjust to the
data entry requirements in Sharevision. Although recording daily activities provides measurable data,
some of the entries recorded in Sharevision are incomplete or completed inaccurately. Therefore it is
recommended that additional training be provided for staff in how to complete a daily activity record in
Sharevision.
It is not realistic to expect all individuals to have high levels of enjoyment for all of the activities they
engage in, nor that all activities relate to their identified likes or goals. However, a target of 80% would
be a reasonable measure for effectiveness in these areas. It is recommended to set a target of 80% for
each of the daily activities indicators.
Individuals were also asked in their interviews if they liked the activities in their Day Program. 69 of the
85 (90%) individuals indicated yes. During the interview process, it was evident that the participants are
happy with their activities as they were each able to identify many favourites. Those that indicated no,
for the most part were referring to specific activities, not all activities in the program.
2. Individuals will be supported to participate as full citizens and contribute to the community.
2 indicators were developed to measure volunteer activities:
 # of individuals that participate in volunteer work in the community – 88 individuals across the 5
programs are engaged in volunteer opportunities throughout the year.
 # of different volunteer work opportunities in which individuals are engaged – the list of volunteer
opportunities is extensive.
The number of individuals in LIFE Day Services that are volunteering in the community increased
significantly in 2014. Of the 97 individuals, 88 are involved in volunteer activities on a frequent basis (60
in 2013 and 54 in 2012). Volunteer activities recorded in Sharevision are:
 Meals on Wheels
 Recycling
 Treehouse early
Learning Centre
 Salvation Army
 Community Temples
 Cleaning IDP toys
 Food Bank
 Adopt a Block
 Shore Clean up
 Senior Centre
 Delivering flyers
Although the number of volunteer activities is impressive, along with the number of individuals
participating in them, the data in Sharevision also reflects a lack of understanding of what constitutes a
volunteer activity. Many records were entered that were not necessarily volunteer activities in the
community, therefore a recommendation is cited for additional staff training on how to complete a daily
activity record in Sharevision.
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“It’s great helping the community, seniors, young and old get hot fresh meals.”
– Avenues participant
3. Self-determination will be encouraged and supported.
2 indicators were used to measure self-determination:




% of personal planning goals that have documented evidence that the goal was attempted. 92.5% of all
personal planning goals that expired in 2014 were attempted. This is down somewhat from previous years
(96% in 2013), however still reflects a high level of follow through on individuals goals. Consistently over
the many years of collecting this data, the result has ranged within the 90th percentile.
% of families that report that their family member’s goals are reflected in the service they receive. 100%
of the families who responded to the survey indicated that staff follow through on goals that were made to
a moderate, great or very great extent.

Following through on goals set is a reflection of self-determination. RSCL has a highly successful Individualized
Planning process where staff are trained on how to encourage measurable goals and to support individuals to
accomplish them. Through the interview process, it was clear that individuals are aware of their goals and what
is expected of them to achieve them.
Even though comparative analysis cannot be completed since several of these effectiveness indicators are new
for 2014, it is clear that the activities in the program are enjoyed by the individuals and that individuals are getting
out into the community and accomplishing goals.

EFFICIENCY
The indicator developed for the 2014 Outcome Management System was the average number of service hours
provided to the supported individuals. This proved challenging given the complexities of the contracts with
funders and how the funds are allocated. Therefore, it was determined that a more meaningful indicator of the
efficiency of LIFE Day Services is to measure the number of situations that were accommodated beyond the
requirements and funding allocation in the contract.
An efficient program will maximize all available resources, specifically funding. The contracted expectations of
LIFE Day Services is to provide a certain number of hours of service in a day program per individual. RSCL’s vision
of LIFE Day services is to provide opportunities for growth and development in the 8 Quality of Life domains
(emotional well-being, interpersonal relations, material well-being, personal development, physical well-being,
self-determination, social inclusion, and rights). To fully realize that vision, support is regularly needed beyond a
6 hour/day program.
Situations arise throughout the year where decisions are made to accommodate the individuals beyond what is
funded and contracted to provide. Given the indicator was changed late in the reporting year, a method to track
the data was not developed in time. However, some examples are:






Hospitalization requiring extra staffing;
Summer Camping Expedition outside of day program hours;
Holiday parties;
Extra hours in the day program;
Supporting individuals without funding.

Although it is part of RSCL’s philosophy to accommodate these types of situations, documentation is not
streamlined in a manner in which it is easily accessed. Therefore, it is recommended to develop a measurement
tool to track actual dollars spent on activities or situations that fall outside of regular contracted expectations.
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SERVICE ACCESS
Often, accommodations in LIFE Day Services are regarding transportation, for example staff will drive individuals
to and from home. Others relate to specific activities which require higher levels of staff support. Currently, staff
record in Sharevision only the accommodation requests that are being met. Therefore, the data tells us we are
meeting 100% of the requests. The data tells us that some staff may be unclear on what an accommodation is.
Therefore a recommendation is cited to set clear guidelines for what constitutes an accommodation and provide
appropriate training for how to document the requests.

RECOMMENDATIONS – LIFE Day Services
1.
2.
3.
4.

Set a target of 80% for the daily activities indicators regarding enjoyment and relation to likes.
Set a target of 25% for the daily activities indicator regarding relation to goals.
Provide staff training regarding daily activities data entry.
Set clear guidelines for what constitutes an accommodation and provide training to staff.
5. Develop a measurement tool to track actual dollars spent on activities or situations that fall outside of
regular contracted expectations
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EMPLOYMENT SERVICES / HANDYCREW
The RSCL Employment Services program started in 2009 to assist participants to obtain paid work in the
community. Employment Services provide a range of services including but not limited to job development and
on-site job coaching.
The Richmond HandyCrew Cooperative (RHCC) is a business venture that was developed and operates within the
support and assistance of RSCL. RHCC serves the Richmond community by providing garden maintenance,
catering, cleaning, painting and other handyman jobs. The Cooperative provides individuals with a disability an
opportunity to develop work skills and participate in paid work within the community. Often times, individuals
will start off in the HandyCrew to develop skills necessary to move into other work opportunities in the
community.
35 individuals participated in the Employment Services program in 2014. There were 38 employees of the RHCC
in 2014. 11 individuals are in both programs.
Demographic Information for Employment Services Program and RHCC:

Gender

Medical Diagnosis

Age
Age 65-69, 1,
1%
Age 6-19, 6,
Age 50-64, 4,
8%
6%

Females, 36,
49%

Age 30-49, 22,
30%
Males,
37, 51%
Age 20-29, 40,
55%

ADHD 1 (1%)
Autism 18 (25%)
Cerebral Palsy 3 (4%)
Developmental Disabilities 38 (52%)
Down Syndrome 7 (10%)
Epilepsy 4 (5%)
Hearing Impairments 3 (4%)
Menthal Health 15 (21%)
Mobility Issues 3 (4%)
Visual Impairments 1 (1%)
Other 35 (48%)

*Note: Some individuals have multiple diagnosis, calculation is based on number of individuals, not total number of diagnosis

Ethnicity
Aborignal 5 (7%)
Asian 11 (15%)
Asian/Caucasian 4 (5%)
Caucasia 42 (58%)
Indo-Canadian 8 (11%)
Other 3 (4%)

First Language

Program Status

English 69 (95%)

Employed - HandyCrew 38 (52%)

Punjabi 2 (3%)

Employed - Seeking other/more work 4 (5%)

Cantonese 1 (1%)
Other 1 (1%)

Employed Full time - maintenance 2 (3%)
Employed Part Time 1 (1%)
Employed Part Time - maintenance 14 (19%)
Employed Part Time - regular job coaching 5 (7%)
Not Employed - Other 4 (5%)
Not Employed - seeking placement 1 (1%)
Not Specified 4 (5%)

Families of Employment Services individuals and HandyCrew employees were surveyed with the same survey: 41
were mailed and 12 were returned providing a response rate of 29%. Along with families, 21 employers and 20
HandyCrew customers were telephone interviewed. 33 participants were interviewed.
All indicated targets were met. 5 indicators did not have benchmarks as outlined in the summary of Employment
Services outcomes results:
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Quality of Life
domain

OUTCOME

INDICATOR

TARGET

DATA
SOURCE

RESULTS

% of individuals who
report that they like their
job
% of individuals who
report that they are
satisfied with the
assistance they received
from the program
% of employers who
report satisfaction with
the staff team

80%

Individual
Survey

96%

80%

Individual
Survey

86%

80%

Employer
Survey

100%

% of employers who
report that program staff
responded in a timely
manner (Very Great
Extent, Great Extent)
% of family members
that indicate being
satisfied with the
services that their family
member receives

80%

Employer
Survey

100%

80%

Family
Survey

100%

% of new individuals
successfully placed in
employment within the
first six months
% of individuals
(employment records) of
the total employed who
have maintained their
employment for more
than 6 months.
% of employed program
participants that exceed
minimum wage

No
benchmark

Sharevision

140 days

75%

Sharevision

90%

No
benchmark

Sharevision

14%

% of new employer
contacts that result in
job placements within six
months of initial contact

No
benchmark

Sharevision

4%

SATISFACTION
Rights

Individuals will report that
they like their job
Individuals will be satisfied
with the assistance they
receive from the program

Employers will be satisfied
with services provided by the
Employment Services Staff
Team
Employers report that the
Employment Services Staff
team was responsive to their
needs
Family members will be
satisfied with the services
provided to their family
member
EFFECTIVENESS
Material well
being

Individuals will secure and
maintain employment

Emotional
well being

Material well
being

N/A

Maximize career
enhancements for all
employed individuals
EFFICIENCY
Maximize # of new employer
contacts that result in job
placements
SERVICE ACCESS

N/A

Employers will meet
accommodation needs of
individuals

% of individuals for
whom jobs are
successfully modified

No
benchmark

Sharevision
Employment
Record

92%

N/A

Individuals will be employed
in a variety of employment
sectors reflective of their
community

# of employment sectors
in which individuals are
employed

No
benchmark

Employment
Sector
Tracking

10
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Summary of Richmond HandyCrew Cooperative Outcomes results:
Quality of Life
Domain
SATISFACTION
Rights

OUTCOME

INDICATOR

TARGET

DATA
SOURCE

RESULTS

Individuals are satisfied with
RHCC

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

80%

Individual
Survey

100%

80%

Family
Survey

100%

% of customers who
report satisfaction with
RHCC

80%

Customer
Survey

100%

% of RHCC member
employees with
training plans that
successfully learn new
skills through their
employment

No
benchmark

File Review

Recommendation cited

# of hours paid out to
HandyCrew employees

No
benchmark

Accounting
Payroll
System

3,738 hours.

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

80%

Individual
Survey

90%

80%

Family
Survey

83%

Families/Caregivers are
satisfied with RHHC
Customers are satisfied with
RHCC
EFFECTIVENESS
Personal
RHCC member/employees will
Development
learn new job skills

EFFICIENCY
N/A

The annual hours of service
provided by RHCC will be
maintained

SERVICE ACCESS
Personal
Individuals will have a greater
development
awareness of their future job
choices

SATISFACTION
There are four stakeholders in the Employment Services and HandyCrew programs:
Supported
individuals/HandyCrew employees, families, HandyCrew customers and businesses who have hired an individual
through the Employment Services Program. Feedback regarding satisfaction was solicited from all four
stakeholders.
Individuals
Individuals were asked 3 questions regarding satisfaction:
1. How do you feel about Employment Services/HandyCrew?
2. Do you like your job?
3. Have staff helped you when you needed help?
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33 individuals were interviewed. 27 (94%) indicated being happy or very happy. 1 individual indicated unhappy
and 1 indicated very unhappy; upon follow up it was determined that 1 individual no longer wanted to pursue
employment and the other experienced conflict at her job site and subsequently resigned. 4 did not answer the
question. 26 (96%) said that they were happy or very happy with their jobs. 1 person indicate being unhappy,
which was the same individual who resigned her position. 6 did not answer the question.
Individuals were asked if they felt the staff helped them when they needed help. 22 indicated yes and 2 indicated
sometimes (86%), 4 individuals indicated no (14%). Upon follow up, it was determined that 2 individuals found it
challenging to accept support and direction from the staff. The process of seeking employment involves direction
and guidance from the employment staff and at times individuals are not receptive to the level of guidance
required. Another individual misunderstood the question, and upon follow up felt that they received the support
they needed. One individual wished to remain anonymous, therefore follow up was not completed.
“I feel very supported at Employment Services” – Employment Services participant
“I want to work and like painting and cutting the grass.” – HandyCrew employee
Families:
Families were asked the following questions regarding their satisfaction:







Employment Services/HandyCrew Staff really listen to me when I have concerns or make requests
Employment Services/HandyCrew Staff provide me with the information I need to be able to make good
choices
Employment Services/HandyCrew Staff make an effort to interact with my son/daughter in a positive way
Employment Services/HandyCrew Staff seems to have the skills and knowledge to do the job really well
I trust the Employment Services/HandyCrew Staff
The services my son/daughter receives from RSCL Employment Services/HandyCrew have made a positive
difference in their life

All 12 of the families that responded to the survey indicated favourable responses to all questions on the survey.
HandyCrew Customers:
20 HandyCrew customers were telephone interviewed and most indicated satisfied or very satisfied regarding the
quality of service, courteous employees and punctual employees. 1 anonymous customer replied dissatisfied
regarding the punctuality of the HandyCrew employees.
“They do a great job in their work and they take pride in it.” – HandyCrew customer
Employers:
Employers were asked the following questions regarding their satisfaction:
1. Please describe your satisfaction with your involvement with the Employment Services staff team.
2. The Employment Services staff team listened when you had concerns or made requests.
3. Please describe your satisfaction with the employee that you hired through Employment Services
All 21 of the employer’s telephone interviewed indicated neutral, satisfied or very satisfied to the above questions.
“The ES team is very supportive. Any issues they are on it right away.” - Employer
It appears that the majority of stakeholders are satisfied with the services offered.
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EFFECTIVENESS
35 individuals were served by the Employment Services Program in 2014. Of those 35 individuals, 28 were
employed in 2014 (80%). Of the 7 individuals without jobs, 3 exited the program in 2014 and the other 4 are in
various stages of the employment process.
Two outcomes were identified to measure the effectiveness of the Employment Services Program:
1. Individuals will secure and maintain employment
 % of new individuals successfully placed in employment within the first 6 months.
In 2014 there was only 1 new intake into the program and that individual acquired employment
within 140 days. The process from intake to first job is a lengthy one which is personalized to
each individual seeking employment. The process includes a discovery assessment which looks
to highlight skills and interests and areas where further training could be acquired; resume
building and job hunting. Often this process can take several months. Having only 1 new intake
in the program, it is difficult to determine if the results indicate an effective program.
 % of individuals of the total employed who maintained their employment for over 6 months.
In 2014, 36 jobs were held by individuals in the Employment Services Program (some individuals
have multiple jobs). Of those 36, 6 were acquired in the latter half of the year, therefore were
removed from the calculation. 27 jobs (90%) were maintained for over 6 months. 10 of the 36
jobs have been maintained for over 5 years.
2. Maximize career enhancements for all employed individuals.
 % of employed individuals that exceed minimum wage.
Of the 36 jobs held in 2014, 5 (14%) exceeded minimum wage. Given that Employment Services
staff have no control over the wage rates set by employers, it is not reasonable to set a
benchmark.
The effectiveness outcome for HandyCrew is that RHCC employees will develop new skills. The indicator
references those individuals with training plans, however in 2014 none of the RHCC employees had training plans.
It is recommended to revise the indicator to track skill development for all RHCC employees and not just those
with training plans. Task Analysis documentation is done in Sharevision to track skill development, however
improvements are needed to capture measurable skill development. It is also recommended to further develop
the Sharevision list (deferred from the 2013 Outcome Report).

EFFICIENCY
A new outcome and indicator was used in 2014 to determine the efficiency of the Employment Services Program.
Part of the role of the Employment Services staff is to seek out potential employers and increase the number of
employers that are hiring employees with disabilities. In 2014, 49 new businesses were contacted by the staff. 2
(4%) resulted in job placements within 6 months. Given this is a new indicator, there is no benchmark. In
subsequent years, the goal is to increase the number of job placements through new business contacts.
The RHCC offers services in a number of categories such as catering, cleaning, landscaping and more. The efficiency
outcome is that annual hours of service provided by RHCC will be maintained. In 2014, the total hours paid out
to HandyCrew employees, or in other words hours that were invoiced to customers, was 3738 hours. In
subsequent years, the goal is that these hours will increase.
In the process of gathering this data, questions arose regarding what constitutes paid work. RHCC employees are
on shift for a certain number of hours per day but are not necessarily providing services to customers for the
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entire shift. They are paid based on the invoiced hours to customers, therefore there is a difference between the
hours spent on shift versus the hours paid. It is recommended to clearly identify what constitutes paid work and
compensate accordingly.

SERVICE ACCESS
Occasionally, employers will make job modifications in order to accommodate the needs of the potential
employee. Not all employed individuals require job modifications, as the individuals are able to perform the
required job duties. There were 36 jobs held in 2014, 24 had slight modifications in order to meet the needs of
the individuals (67%). Those 36 jobs were held by 28 individuals, of which 22 individuals’ jobs were modified
(92%). Examples of modifications made were:





Reduced hours
Picture art sign in sheets/list of duties
Equipment – providing stepping stools when needed
Adjusted tasks

Occasionally some modifications are unsuccessful, however this was not tracked in 2014. It is recommended to
adjust the Employment Record in Sharevision to track more follow up information to determine that when a job
ends, if it was due to unsuccessful modifications.
A second outcome is that individuals will be employed in a variety of employment sectors reflective of their
community. The 36 jobs in 2014 are broken down into the following 10 employment sectors:
 1 Agriculture
 1 Recreation
 1 Educational Services
 8 Retail
 8 Food Services
 5 Transportation
 1 Health Care
 7 Contracted Services/Self Employed
 3 Manufacturing
 1 Other
HandyCrew is often an introduction to the workforce for many participants, therefore the outcome for HandyCrew
is that individuals will have a greater awareness of their future job choices. To determine that greater awareness,
both families and individuals were asked to what extent their awareness of job choices had increased as a result
of participating in HandyCrew. 10 of the 12 family respondents indicated to a very great, great or moderate extent.
2 families indicated to a small extent, however did not provide names therefore follow up could not be completed.
Of the 33 individuals in both Employment Services and HandyCrew that were interviewed, 19 individuals indicated
they had learned “lots” about job options, 8 indicated “little bit” and 2 indicated “none” (4 did not provide an
answer). Upon follow up, it was determined that one individual felt they no longer wanted to pursue employment
and the other had a frustrating experience at their job and therefore is feeling unsure about employment which
affected their responses.
It is evident from the data collected, that the Employment Services and HandyCrew programs are accessible.
RECOMMENDATIONS – Employment Services/HandyCrew
Revise the effectiveness indicator for HandyCrew to track skill development for all RHCC employees and
not just those with training plans.
2. Deferred from last year: Improve the Task Analysis documentation in Sharevision to monitor the
development of specific skills for individuals in the HandyCrew program.
3. Clearly identify what constitutes paid work and compensate accordingly.
4. Adjust the Employment Record in Sharevision to track more follow up information to determine that when
a job ends, if it was due to unsuccessful modifications made to the job.
1.
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RESIDENTIAL SERVICES
Residential Services is shared living for adults with 24-hour community support staff in four different homes at
Second Avenue, Steveston Highway (5635), Pendleton House, and Francis House. Individuals receive residential
support, home skills, and personal development. There were 16 individuals being supported through staffed
residential services in 2014.
Demographic Information for Residential Services:

Gender

Age
Males, 5,
31%

Age 70+, 1, 6%

Age 50-64, 6,
38%

Females, 11,
69%

Ethnicity

Medical Diagnosis
Autism 4 (25%)
Challenging Behaviours 1 (6%)
Cerebral Palsy 2 (13%)
Developmental Disability 11 (69%)
Down Syndrome 3 (19%)
Epilepsy 5 (31%)
Mental Health 3 (19%)
Mobility Issues 8 (50%)
Visual Impairments 3 (19%)
Hearing Impairments 1 (6%)
Other 4 (25%)

Age 20-19, 2,
12%

Age 30-49, 7,
44%

*Note: Some individuals have
multiple diagnosis, calculation is
based on number of individuals,
not total number of diagnosis

First Language

Aboriginal 2 (13%)
Asian 1 (6%)

English, 8,
50%

Asian/Caucasian 2 (13%)
Caucasian 11 (69%)

Non-Verbal, 8,
50%

12 surveys were distributed to family members and 8 were returned, giving a 66.7% response rate (up from 50%
in 2013). Some individuals do not have a family member to survey. 11 individuals were interviewed.
A common theme emerged from the individuals interviews: the individuals are genuinely happy with the staff
and their homes. Some individuals commented on conflicts or frustrations with roommates, however as it is with
all of us, living with other people has its challenges and frustrations.
There are 10 indicators for Residential Services, of which 6 were new for 2014. Of the 4 that had targets, all were
achieved.
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Summary of the Residential Services outcome results:
Quality of Life
Domain
SATISFACTION
Rights

OUTCOME

INDICATOR(S)

TARGET

Data
Source

TARGET

Individuals are satisfied
with;

Their home/living
situation

Their
caregiver/staff

The other people
they live with
Families will be satisfied
with;
 Worker skill &
knowledge
 Sensitivity
(privacy)
 Communication
 Interaction with
their child

% of individuals that
indicate being satisfied
in each area

80%

Individual
Survey/
Interview

90% happy with
home
100% like the
staff
75% happy with
people they live
with

% of family members
that indicate being
satisfied in each area

80%

Family
Survey

100%

% of individuals in
Residential that report
that their choices are
honoured
% of families indicate
having their choices
honoured
% of Personal Planning
goals that have
documented evidence
that the goal was
attempted.
% of activities taken
place outside of the
home that individuals
indicate high level of
enjoyment.
% of activities taken
place outside of the
home that individuals
engage in that are
related to their likes
% of activities taken
place outside of the
home that individuals
engage in that are
related to their goals

80%

Individual
Interview

100%

80%

Family
Survey

100%

90%

Sharevision

92.3%

No
benchmark

Sharevision

80%

No
benchmark

Sharevision

37.6%

No
benchmark

Sharevision

21.7%

% of sick utilization

No
benchmark

ADP

2.71 % of total
hours paid out
(period April 1 –
Dec 31)

EFFECTIVENESS
Self
Self-determination will be
determination encouraged and
supported

Social
inclusion

EFFICIENCY
N/A

48 | P a g e

Individuals will experience
inclusion in the community

Minimize need to backfill
shifts due to staff illness

Outcomes Management Report 2014

SERVICE ACCESS
Physical Well- Client accessibility needs
being
related to health, mobility
or transportation issues
will be successfully
accommodated

% of accessibility issues
successfully
accommodated

No
benchmark

Sharevision

100%

SATISFACTION
Families were asked several questions regarding Satisfaction:





Residential Program Staff really listen to me when I have concerns or make requests
Residential Program Staff provide me with the information I need to be able to make good choices
Residential Program Staff make an effort to interact with my son/daughter in a positive way
Residential Program Staff seems to have the skills and knowledge to do the job really well

100% of the 8 families that responded indicated some, most or all of the time to the above 4 questions.
Families were also asked if the Residential Services have made a positive difference in the lives of the participants.
100% of those who responded indicated agree or strongly agree.
Individuals were interviewed and asked the following questions regarding their satisfaction:




How do you feel about your home – 90% indicated happy or very happy
How do you like the staff in your home – 100% indicated happy or very happy
How do you like the other people you live with – 75% indicated happy or very happy. 2 individuals
indicated sometimes happy, sometimes unhappy.

Through the interview process, the feedback received was that the 2 individuals who expressed unhappiness live
together in the same home and are experiencing typical daily roommate challenges. These are addressed
frequently by the staff and often the individuals are able to resolve their differences on their own. It is a positive
reflection on the communication skills and the relationships between the individuals that these daily challenges
can be voiced and resolved.
“Thank you so much for the excellent care that you provide our son. We feel very much a part of
the team and we are so thankful for each one of you.” – Residential parent

EFFECTIVENESS
Two outcomes were set to determine the effectiveness of the Residential Services:
1. Self-determination will be encouraged and supported. 3 indicators were used to measure:
 % of individuals that report that their choices are honoured. 100% of individuals felt they get to
make choices in their home
 % of families that indicate their family member’s choices are honoured. 100% of families
responded that their family member’s choices are honoured.
 % of personal planning goals that have documented evidence that the goal was attempted. Of
the 16 individuals in Residential homes, there were 39 goals that expired in 2014. 92.3% of those
goals were attempted.
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The percentage of goals attempted showed improvement from previous years (82% in 2013, 78% in 2012). This
could be in part due to an additional Residential Supervisor as well as the change in documentation. Now that
goal progress is documented in Sharevision, it is less time consuming and more accurate.
2. Individuals will experience inclusion in the community. 3 indicators were used to measure:
 % of activities taken place outside of the home that individuals indicate a high level of enjoyment
(80%)
 % of activities taken place outside of the home that individuals engage in that are related to their
likes (37.6%)
 % of activities taken place outside of the home that individuals engage in that are related to their
goals (21.7%)
Balancing the direct support work with data entry has been challenging. For Residential Services, the daily
documentation for supported individuals is extensive. Staff continue to adjust to the data entry requirements in
Sharevision. Although recording daily activities provides measurable data, some of the entries recorded in
Sharevision are incomplete or completed inaccurately. Therefore it is recommended that additional training be
provided for staff in how to complete a daily activity record in Sharevision. It is also recommended to determine
if all current daily documentation is required.
It is not realistic to expect all individuals to have high levels of enjoyment for all of the activities they engage in,
nor that all activities relate to their identified likes or goals. However, a target of 80% would be a reasonable
measure for effectiveness in these areas. It is recommended to set a target of 80% for each of the daily activities
indicators.

EFFICIENCY
An efficient Residential Service is one that maintains consistent and reliable staff. The need to backfill shifts due
to staff illness creates an unstable staffing environment for the supported individuals, as well as creating higher
costs due to the need to pay staff overtime. For 2014, a new indicator was developed to track the percentage of
sick utilization in the Residential Services.
For the period April 1 – December 31, 2014, the percentage of sick utilization for Residential Services was 2.71%
of total hours paid out, or in other words, 9.89 days per employee per year. This calculation includes part time
and full time employees.
According to Statistics Canada1, the average absenteeism rate across all regions, sectors, and types of employment
was 9.3 days per full-time employee in 2011. In British Columbia the rate was closer to 10 days. When comparing
private sectors and public sectors, public sectors consistently have higher absenteeism rates than private sectors.
Although the absenteeism rate in Residential Services is consistent with the average, it is still high and not
conducive to a stable staffing environment.
The Human Resources Annual Report also tracks sick utilization, however tracks it based on accumulated sick time.
In 2013, 87% of accumulated sick time was used.
Providing sick pay is a benefit to employees, however when an employee takes time away from their job for illness,
it creates instability in the direct service and increases costs to the organization due to the need to fill the shift

1

(* Missing in Action, Absenteeism Trends in Canadian Organizations, Conference Board of Canada)
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often at an overtime rate. It is not expected that an employee does not take sick time, however consistent support
to the individuals and employee health is a priority for RSCL.
RSCL is taking the following steps to encourage employee wellness:




Formation of a Wellness committee
Offering flu shot clinics to all employees
Occupational Health and Safety annual training includes information on Universal Health Precautions and
other wellness policies

Given there is no benchmark set for this indicator, there are no recommendations.

SERVICE ACCESS
Often, accommodations in Residential services are regarding additional staff to cover special events, vacations,
and hospital stays. Currently, staff record in Sharevision only the accommodation requests that are being met.
Therefore, the data tells us we are meeting 100% of the requests. The data tells us that some staff may be unclear
on what an accommodation is. Therefore a recommendation is cited to set clear guidelines for what constitutes
an accommodation and provide appropriate training for how to document the requests.

RECOMMENDATIONS – Residential Services
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Provide additional staff training on how to complete a Daily Activity record in Sharevision.
Determine if all current daily documentation for individuals in Residential Services is required.
Set a target of 80% for the daily activities indicators regarding enjoyment and relation to likes.
Set a target of 25% for the daily activities indicator regarding relation to goals.
Set clear guidelines for what constitutes an accommodation and how to complete the Sharevision record.
Ensure that personal planning for all individuals includes discussion regarding other residential options
especially if the individual has indicated any level of dissatisfaction.
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SUPPORTED LIVING SERVICES
The Supported Living Program consists of individualized living options with trained and screened “roommates”,
families or partners.
In 2014, there were 33 individuals supported through the Supported Living Program ranging in ages from 19 years
to 71 years. The longest timeframe an individual has stayed in a placement is 21 years.
Demographic Information for the Supported Living Program:

Age

Gender

Medical Diagnosis

Age 6-19, 1 (3%)

Males, 11,
33%

Age 20-29, 10 (30%)

Autism 5 (15%)

Age 30-49, 8 (24%)

Cerebral Palsy 4 (12%)

Age 50-64, 7 (21%)

Developmental Disabilities 21 (64%)

Age 65-69, 4 (12%)
Age 70+, 3 (9%)

Down Syndrome 3 (9%)
Hearing Impairments 2 (6%)
Mental Health 12 (36%)
Mobility Issues/Physical Disability 7 (21%)
Other 19 (58%)

Females, 22,
67%

Ethnicity
Aborignal 3 (9%)
Asian 3 (9%)
Caucasian 24 (73%)
Indo-Canadian 2 (6%)
Iranian 1 (3%)

First Language
Cantonese 1 (3%)
English 30 (91%)
Non-Verbal 1
(3%)

22 satisfaction surveys were distributed. Individuals being supported by family members, individuals not yet
placed in a living situation, individuals with no family, and those individuals who have been in the program less
than 6 months were not surveyed. 7 surveys were returned giving a 31.8% response rate. 14 of the individuals
were interviewed.
For the first time, caregivers were also surveyed to collect feedback regarding their satisfaction with the support
they receive in their role as caregivers. In the Supported Living Program, 24 caregivers are contracted to provide
services to the 33 individuals. 8 responded to the survey either via mail or online survey giving a 33% response
rate.
There are 9 indicators for the Supported Living Program, 5 of which had no benchmarks. Of the 4 remaining, two
met their targets and two did not as summarized in the Supported Living outcome results:
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Quality of Life
Domain

OUTCOME

INDICATOR(S)

TARGET

Data Source

RESULTS

Individuals are satisfied
with;

Their home/living
situation

Their
caregiver/staff

The other people
they live with
Families will be satisfied
with;
 Worker skill &
knowledge
 Sensitivity
(privacy)
 Communication
 Interaction with
their child
Individuals supported in
Home Sharing will
experience their home as
a shared living
environment
EFFECTIVENESS

% of individuals that
indicate being
satisfied in each area

80%

Individual
Survey/
Interview

79% happy with
home
93% happy with
caregiver
91% happy with
other people
they live with

% of family members
that indicate being
satisfied in each area

80%

Family Survey

100%

% of individuals
reporting inclusion in
family decision making

80%

Individuals
Survey/
Interview

79%
1 said unhappy
2 said don’t
know

Home Sharing providers
will feel supported by the
agency

% of Home Sharing
Providers that feel
that support offered
by the agency met
their needs.
% of individuals in
Home Sharing that
report that their
choices are honoured
% of all moves out of
or between
placements

No
benchmark

Caregiver
Survey

75%
25% said neither
agree or
disagree

No
benchmark

Individual
Survey/
Interview

86% = yes
14% said they
didn’t know

10%

File Review

27%

Average caseload/FTE

No
benchmark

Case lists

22

Average number of
days from referral to
placement

No
benchmark

Program
History List in
SV

34.75 days

% of Home Sharing
Providers indicating
that their needs were
responded to in a
timely fashion by the
agency

No
benchmark

Caregiver
Survey

100%

SATIFACTION
Rights

Self
determination

Self determination will be
encouraged and
supported

Emotional
well being

Individuals will experience
stability in their living
arrangement
EFFICIENCY

N/A

Maintain adequate
caseload levels
SERVICE ACCESS

Emotional
Well-being

N/A
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SATISFACTION
There are 3 different stakeholders served by the Supported Living Program: Families of the supported individuals;
caregivers of the supported individuals; and the supported individuals themselves. All three were surveyed or
interviewed.
Consistent with other RSCL program areas, families were asked the following satisfaction questions:






The Supported Living Program Coordinator really listens to me when I have concerns or make requests.
The Supported Living Program Coordinator provides me with the information I need to be able to make
good choices.
The Supported Living Program Coordinator makes an effort to interact with my son/daughter in a
positive way.
The Supported Living Program Coordinator seems to have the skills and knowledge to do the job really
well.
The services my family member receives from the Supported Living Program have made a positive
difference in their life.

All 7 of the respondents responded favourably to the above questions/statements.
In addition to the above 5 questions, families were also asked the following regarding their satisfaction:





I feel that the caregiver meets my family’s needs
I am satisfied with the opportunities I have to contact my family member
I am satisfied with my access to the Program Coordinator
I feel supported by the Program

All families replied favourably to the above questions.
Caregivers were asked 2 questions:



I feel supported by the program coordinator.
The Supported Living Coordinator really listens to me when I have concerns or make requests.

All indicated positively.
The supported individuals were asked the following questions regarding their satisfaction:
1. “How do you feel about your home?” 11 (79%) indicated “Happy” or “Very Happy”. 3 individuals said
unhappy or very unhappy (2 no name, 1 individual who although indicated unhappy, the comments given
indicate the overall they are happy, but was disappointed with one situation).
2. “How do you like your caregiver?” 13 (93%) indicated “Lots” or “Little bit”. 1 individual indicated “None”.
3. “How do you like the other people you live with?” 10 (91%) indicated “Lots” or “Little bit” and 1 indicated
“None”.
4. “Do you get to do the things you want to do?” 12 (86%) indicated “Yes”, 2 said they didn’t know.
5. “Are you included in decisions about what happens in your home?” 11 (92%) said “Happy”/”Very Happy”.
1 said “Unhappy” but did not provide their name, 2 said they didn’t know.
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Follow up could not be completed for the anonymous responses, however some comments were provided which
have been relayed to the Program Coordinator.
It appears that families, caregivers and individuals are satisfied with the Supported Living Program.
“She likes her home. She feels relaxed, comfortable and happy there.” – Interviewer feedback
from individuals interview

EFFECTIVENESS
Three outcomes were identified to determine the effectiveness of the Supported Living program:
1. Supported Living caregivers will feel supported by the agency.
75% of caregivers that responded to the survey agreed or strongly agreed that they felt supported by the
agency. 2 indicated neither agree nor disagree.
Support is provided to contracted caregivers through various training opportunities, in-home visits,
telephone calls, and available resources. An extensive contracted caregiver site in Sharevision is planned
to be developed in the 2015 year. This will be made available to contracted caregivers as an added tool
to access resources and additional communication methods with the agency.
2. Self-determination will be encouraged and supported.
Individuals were asked if they get to make choices in their homes and if they get to do the things they
want to do. 12 indicated yes, 2 said they didn’t know.
3. Individuals will experience stability in their living arrangement.
Of the 33 individuals supported in the program:
 4 left the program in 2014 and 3 entered. The 4 individuals that left the program moved to more
suitable housing options.
 1 individual changed caregivers within 2014 as a result of the resignation of the caregiver.
 4 individuals were in-between caregivers at the end of 2014. 2 were in temporary home share
situations, one was in the hospital and one was still living with her family awaiting a supported
living option.
This tells us that in 2014, 9 individuals required a different living situation (27%) which resulted in a
challenging year for the Supported Living Program. There are numerous reasons behind the need for
replacement caregivers: aging of individuals, hospitalization, increased mobility challenges, increased
care needs, caregiver/individual unsuccessful matching, and lack of planning. Within 2014, there was a
staffing change in the program which resulted in a reallocation of responsibilities.
RSCL is taking steps to address the above noted circumstances to increase the stability for the individuals
in the program, including the development of an Aging Committee.

EFFECIENCY
The outcome to determine efficiency for the Supported Living Program is to maintain adequate caseload levels.
The provincial caseload recommendation is 25 individuals per FTE (full time employee). The Supported Living
Program has fluctuated between 1 and 2 program coordinators over the years and 2 administrative staff that
provide part time support to the program. In 2014, 1 program coordinator changed her role from part time
coordinator to a contractor to support the program with recruitment and annual monitoring of caregivers. In
addition to the administrative support, there was a reallocation of workload levels as a result of moving from 2
coordinators to 1. This makes the calculation for caseload levels difficult to determine. At this point, the specific
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staff hours in this program cannot be determined since the administrative support is divided among other program
areas. Based on anecdotal evidence, an approximate 60 hours/week are allocated to the Supported Living
Program which equates to 1.5 FTE. Therefore the caseload is 22 individuals per FTE.
It is recommended to conduct an evaluation of staffing levels in the Supported Living Program which will include
a method to measure accurately the number of staff hours allocated to the program.

SERVICE ACCESS
The average time it takes for an individual to be placed with a caregiver is 34.75 days. This calculation is based
upon a referral date (the date a request is made for a caregiver, or a new caregiver) and a start date (the date the
individual is placed with a caregiver). There was no target set for this indicator, however given the complexity of
the screening process for caregivers, this is a reasonable amount of time. A recommendation has been cited to
set a target of 30 days between referral and placement.
Note: With many individuals having been served by the program for over a decade, several referral dates were
unknown or some were inaccurate as they were referral dates to other RSCL services and not necessarily the
Supported Living Program. Those cases were excluded from the calculation.
Caregivers were asked if they felt that the Supported Living Coordinator was responsive to their requests for
advice or assistance. All 8 who responded indicated most or all of the time.

RECOMMENDATIONS – Supported Living Program
1. Conduct an evaluation of staffing levels in the Supported Living Program which will include a method to
measure accurate staff hours allocated to the program.
2. Set a target of 30 days for number of days between referral and placement.
3. Ensure that personal planning for all individuals includes discussion regarding other residential options
especially if the individual has indicated any level of dissatisfaction.
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EXTERNAL STAKEHOLDERS INTERVIEW RESULTS
Results collected and analysis written by Laney Bryenton of Elan Consulting.
The Board and staff of Richmond Society for Community Living (RSCL) have a continuing commitment to service
quality and as such carry out a variety of activities to assess their service quality and organizational leadership. In
the spring of 2015, Élan Consulting was contracted to undertake a review with external stakeholders to determine
their perspectives on the organization as a whole, the programs and services RSCL offers, and the role RSCL has in
the community. To that end, RSCL staff created a list of sixty plus stakeholders that interacted with the organization
in a variety of ways, including funders, co-service providers, related professionals, community partners, contractors,
etc. Because the External Stakeholders review is an annual exercise, an attempt was made not to interview people
who had participated in last year’s review and further, to try to get a good cross representation from the spectrum
of services that are provided by the organization.
Twenty five percent (25%) of the stakeholders were interviewed and the respondents were quite evenly
representative of three key stakeholder groups; funders; professional/ medical/health partners and community
partners. Moreover, they were generally representative of the three service groups – infants, young children and
their families, middle years/respite, transitions, adult services/general RSCL. These are not discreet groups but do
demonstrate that the stakeholders cut are across the life and service span of the people served by RSCL.
The questions were made available to the respondents ahead of time so they were able to consider them prior to
the interview should they wish. The following questions guided the interview process:








What three words best describe RSCL and their work and why?
RSCL’s vision is “A welcoming and connected community where everyone belongs”. What do they do to
promote this?
How does RSCL demonstrate leadership?
How does RSCL encourage advocacy?
Is there anything that you think RSCL should put more focus on or attention to?
Does anything concern you?
General comments

HOW DO STAKEHOLDERS DESCRIBE RSCL AND THEIR WORK?
There were a number of primary themes that emerged from the feedback:
1. Partnerships, collaboration, sharing, and cooperation: Without fail, every person interviewed
commented in some way about the commitment RSCL demonstrates to partnerships, how pleasant and
easy it is to work with RSCL. They are seen as open, warm, welcoming, friendly, and there is organizational
“selflessness”. A few respondents commented that RSCL was “a favourite partner” … “they are
approachable, collegial, and willing”. “They are a vital link in our community and a model for us all”.
2. Excellence, knowledgeable, creative, competent, effective, and organized: RSCL is highly regarded not
just for their own service quality but also for the commitment to helping organizations and partners with
their service quality – they actively contribute to the greater good. They are seen as highly competent and
capable, willing to strive for excellence. One respondent said “Three words? Very. Well. Organized!” In
his opinion, no other organization rivals RSCL for their organizational capacity – “they know what they are
doing and they do it well”. Another noted they regularly look for creative ways to make something work
for people, and they will keep trying.
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3. Compassion, caring, empathic, and understanding: Comments about how much the staff cared echoed
throughout the interviews. Stakeholders often noted how the RSCL staff would go the extra mile for
individuals and families. They see their interactions as thoughtful, genuine and respectful of individuals
and families. The senior leaders of the early intervention programs were singled out by a few people for
their personal dedication to both the work and to the families served.
4. Community oriented, well connected, engaged, participatory, and inclusive: RSCL is known for its
commitment to collaboration, to building effective partnerships, for sharing and contributing. As one
stakeholder noted – “they show up and they do the work”; they are visible and responsive. They are in
the community everywhere and so are the people they support.
5. Advocacy, dedication, values, commitment: RSCL is committed to individuals and families, committed to
the community, their dedication is particularly noted when RSCL” hangs in” for people through some
difficult times. The organizational values are evident throughout the services at every level, from board
governance to individual supports.
6. Supportive, helpful, empowering: RSCL staff helps families lead for themselves wherever possible but will
also step up for them when needed. Their community partners can and do count on their assistance when
needed.
A strong and compelling vision:
“A welcoming and connected community where everyone belongs”
Stakeholders had lots to say about the RSCL vision: RSCL “gets inclusion”: people feel like they belong, individuals
and their families have a strong bond with the organization, there is a powerful sense of equality within the
organization. Everyone is treated equally and everyone equally belongs. Anybody is welcome – all who want to
come can and people are treated with dignity and respect. RSCL does not shrink away; they are present and
accounted for in the community and they are actively engaged in the public discourse. They promote their vision
whenever and however they can.
Leadership
More than anything RSCL is seen to lead by example – “they walk the talk”. The responsiveness and awareness to
their multicultural community is lauded by many, as is their commitment to training, education and awareness
building. The stakeholders noted the internal training, the shared training, workshops and public forums as all
contributing to the greater good. One person commented that RSCL does not just talk about creating change – this
is where their leadership shines – they put their time, energy and resources behind their drive to create positive
change in the community. They are seen by many as a strong voice that helps bring issues to action – a voice that
can be counted on. Another noted that their leadership is best demonstrated by how the programs evolve, as best
practices emerge or as service recipients identify their changing needs, RSCL responds.
The stakeholders interacted with RSCL through a variety of different programs and it is significant that almost every
program (and program manager) were noted for the great job they do. Clearly, the executive director enjoys
enormous respect and admiration for her leadership strengths but so too does the senior management team –
some of whom are becoming “go-to” people in their own right.
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Advocacy
RSCL excels at advocacy, “they live it and they breathe it”. They know who they are serving, they are the front line
for families and they are an effective face for them in the community. While RSCL is recognized for the broad
systems advocacy they engage in, they also are known for the face-to-face advocacy they do on behalf of individuals
and/or families –they do a lot of it and they are not afraid to pick up the phone. They do not shy away from saying
what is so – they are “quite vocal!” Most stakeholders noted this as courageous, however, one did think that it was
perhaps over the top at times.
One respondent noted how diligent the Executive Director was in keeping the needs and rights of individuals and
families at the centre of the provincial collective bargaining process. No small task in their opinion and one that
many other organizations (and other EDs) counted on, though maybe did not step up to as effectively as RSCL did.
The overall perception is RSCL takes advocacy seriously and does it effectively by building and nurturing strong
relationships in their community with their partners. They are respectful and solution focused.
More focus/attention:
One stakeholder suggested that more focus could be paid to ensure there is greater movement through day
programs into employment, and encouraged RSCL to consider how this might be addressed. It was also suggested
that the Home Share program would benefit from increased monitoring and oversight and could respond in a
timelier manner. Another respondent noted that the enthusiasm of the day program staff is not always consistent
suggesting that they could be more focused on helping to set and meet individual goals with people. Still another
raised concerns about the Supported Child Development program waitlists and wondered if there were other ways
that RSCL could respond.
Concerns or suggestions:
Because families require respite providers who speak their language, there is often a long wait for service. In
response to this, one stakeholder thought that RSCL should actively recruit Asian speaking respite providers. Several
people noted ongoing concerns about sufficient levels of support for early intervention programs though they
recognized that this was for the most part not something RSCL has much control of, none the less an issue to be
addressed.
Conclusion:
Quotes from respondents sum up the overall feedback quite nicely: “In working with this agency for many years I
have nothing but high regards and feedback as one of the most inclusive, accountable and approachable services
providers I have worked with in the community of Richmond”. “It is a rare organization that consistently practices
what they say they do – lots of times when the rubber hits the road organizations don’t live up to this – RSCL does”.
“They ooze the saying “Everyone Belongs”. Finally, “I am at a loss for words to describe my admiration for all of
them – they do such great work!”
Clearly, RSCL continues to enjoy the support and confidence of the many people and organizations that they interact
with throughout the community. The board and staff can take pride in their work and feel assured that the
organization is continuing to build a community that will support and include children and adults with disabilities
and their families or as their vision states, “a welcoming and connected community where everyone belongs”.

RECOMMENDATIONS – External Stakeholders
1.

Develop a formal reporting process for Supported Living caregivers to provide updates to the Coordinator.
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2014 SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.

Deferred from 2013 - Establish a system to regularly check online survey responses for less than favourable
responses so that staff can follow up in a timely manner.
Develop a Caregiver Surveys for the Respite Program.
Explore alternatives for collecting feedback from external stakeholders
Map family utilization by program area.
Develop outcomes and indicators for Independent Living program and Networks program.
Track IDP referral sources.
Research other IDP programs in the region to compare the difference in referral numbers over time.
Track the age of children being referred to IDP.
Set a target of 30 days for the IDP wait time service access indicator.
Adjust the Family Contact Record in Sharevision for IDP and SCDP to differentiate the category of service received
by each child (program status).
Develop a SCDP monitoring checklist to measure inclusion in child care settings.
Follow up on suggestions made by the facilitator of the 2014 SCDP Family Focus Group.
Implement SCDP training/workshop evaluation forms.
Expand the Treehouse service access indicator to include all children.
Identify Treehouse referrals that are not age eligible at the time of referral and adjust the service access
calculation to be based on the date the child became age eligible.
Provide additional staff training for YC, LIFE Day Services, and Residential staff in how to complete a daily activity
record in Sharevision.
Set a target of 80% for the daily activities indicators regarding enjoyment and relation to likes.
Set a target of 25% for the daily activities indicator regarding relation to goals.
Change the YC efficiency indicator to be consistent with other program areas and track the number of days from
referral to start of service.
Re-word the Respite effectiveness indicator to include a distinction between requests for a replacement caregiver
and requests for additional caregivers.
Expand the Respite efficiency indicator to also include the calculation for requests for new/additional caregivers.
Track the number of Respite/SL caregivers who apply versus the number of caregivers who sign contracts.
Set clear guidelines for what constitutes an accommodation and provide training to YC, LIFE Day Services and
Residential Services staff for how to document an accommodation in Sharevision.
Develop a measurement tool for LIFE Day Services to track actual dollars spent on activities or situations that fall
outside of regular contracted expectations.
Revise the effectiveness indicator for HandyCrew to track skill development for all RHCC employees and not just
those with training plans.
Deferred from 2013: Improve the Task Analysis documentation in Sharevision to monitor the development of
specific skills for individuals in the HandyCrew program.
Clearly identify what constitutes paid work in the HandyCrew program and compensate accordingly.
Adjust the Employment Record in Sharevision to track more follow up information to determine that when a job
ends, if it was due to unsuccessful modifications made to the job.
Determine if all current daily documentation for individuals in Residential Services is required.
Conduct an evaluation of staffing levels in the Supported Living Program which will include a method to measure
accurate staff hours allocated to the program.
Set a target of 30 days for number of days between referral and placement for the Supported Living service access
indicator.
Ensure that personal planning for all individuals (Residential and Supported Living) includes discussion regarding
other residential options especially if the individual has indicated any level of dissatisfaction.
Develop a formal reporting process for Supported Living caregivers to provide updates to the Coordinator.
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APPENDIX
SURVEY RESULTS
Infant Development Family Survey
How many times were you visited by an IDP consultant in 2014?

My IDP Consultant:
Recognizes my child and family strengths
Really listens to me when I have concerns or make requests
Is flexible when my family situation changes
Is responsive to my requests for assistance in a timely manner
Provides me with the information I need to be able to make good
decisions
Helps me learn how to get the resources I need/want for my child
Seems to have the skills and knowledge to do the job well
I trust my IDP Consultant
Since being involved with IDP, I….

Am more aware of what services and resources are available to my
family
Know how to access the services I want for my family
Have more understanding about my child’s development (strengths and
areas where additional support is needed)
Have more knowledge on how to adapt activities and routines to my
child’s developmental level
The services my family receives from IDP have made a positive
difference in our lives

I would recommend RSCL IDP to someone close to me
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1-2

3-6

7-12

8
28.5%
Never

13
46.5%
Very little

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

7
25%
Some of
the time
1
0
0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

1

0

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree
1

3%
1
3%
1
3%
1
3%
Strongly
Disagree

Didn’t
answer
8
Most of
the time
9
5
3
4
10

All of the
time
28
33
35
34
29

Didn’t
answer
5
5
5
5
5

7
5
4
100%
Agree

31
33
34

5
5
5

Strongly
Agree

Didn’t
answer

13

4

10

4

16

4

14

4

17

0

3%
1
3%
0

0

0

17

Disagree

Agree

0

94%
20
94%
15
97%

7
19%
Yes

No

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree
1
3%
Not Sure

34
94%

1
3%

1
3%

0

97%
Strongly
Agree

7

22

Didn’t
answer
6

78%
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Didn’t
answer
7

Supported child development – family survey
Child Attends

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?

Does your child receive extra staff support in a
child care program?
If yes, are you satisfied with the extra support
provided to your child?

Have you participated in goal planning for your
child?
Were you satisfied with your involvement in
planning for your child?

My SCDP Consultant:
Really listens to me when I have concerns or
make requests
Responds in a timely manner
Provides me with the information I need to be
able to make good choices
Is respectful and professional during
interactions with my family
Seems to have the skills and knowledge to do
the job
I trust my SCDP Consultant

Preschool

Daycare

After school care

Youth

In own home
care
4
9.3%
Didn’t answer

Didn’t
answer
2

18
41.9%
YES

7
16.3%
31 (68.9%)

7
16.3%
NO

7
16.3%
14 (31.1%)

Very
Satisfied
5
22
73.3%
YES

Satisfied
4
7
23.3%
32 (72.7%)

Neutral
3
1
3.3%
NO

Dissatisfied
2
0

Very Dissatisfied
1

Didn’t
answer

0

15

Didn’t answer

1

Very
Satisfied
5
20
62.5%
YES

Satisfied
4
10
31.3%
38 (88.4%)

Neutral
3
1
3.1%
NO

Dissatisfied
2
1
3.1%
5 (11.6%)

Very Dissatisfied
1

Didn’t
answer

0

13

Didn’t answer

2

Very
Satisfied
5
24
64.9%
All of the
Time
35

Satisfied
4
11
29.7%
Most of the
time
6

Neutral
3
2
5.4%
Some of the time

Dissatisfied
2
0

Very Dissatisfied
1

Didn’t
answer

0

8

Very little

Never

0

0

0

Didn’t
answer
3

8

0

1

0

3

35

6

0

0

0

3

38

4

0

0

0

3

37

5

0

0

0

3

8

0

0

3

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neither Agree or
Disagree

0
0.5%
Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Didn’t
answer

28
66.7%
YES

13
31%
41 (97.6%)

1
2.4%
NO

0

0

3

1 (2.4%)

Didn’t answer

3

32

34
99.5%

The services my son/daughter receives from
the RSCL SCDP have made a positive difference
in their life

I would recommend RSCL SCDP to someone
close to me
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0

Supported Child Development – Child Care Providers Survey
Are you satisfied with the consultation
services provided by the SCDP program?

Are you satisfied with the training
opportunities provided by the SCDP program?

Are you satisfied with the physical resources
provided by the SCDP program?

To what extent has your ability to serve
children that require extra support increased
as a result of your involvement with the SCDP?
Did you receive funding for extra staffing
support?
With your current amount of funding through
SCDP, to what extent are you able to
appropriately support the child/children?

Very
Satisfied
5
12
63.2%
Very
Satisfied
5
2
11.1%
Very
Satisfied
5
9
50%
Very Great
Extent
8
42.1%
YES
Very Great
Extent
5
26.3%

Satisfied
4
5
26.3%

Neutral
3
2
10.5%

Dissatisfied
2
0

Very
Dissatisfied
1
0

Didn’t
answer

Satisfied
4
9
50%

Neutral
3
7
38.9%

Dissatisfied
2
0

Very
Dissatisfied
1
0

Didn’t
answer

Satisfied
4
7
38.9%
Great Extent

Neutral
3
2
11.1%
Moderate
Extent
3
15.8%
NO

Dissatisfied
2
0

Very
Dissatisfied
1
0

Didn’t
answer

Small Extent

No Extent

0

0

Didn’t
answer
1

0
Small Extent

Didn’t
answer
No Extent

0

0

8
42.1%
19 (100%)
Great Extent

Moderate
Extent
6
31.6%

8
42.1%

1

2

2

1
Didn’t
answer
1

Treehouse – Family Survey
I am satisfied with the activities that are offered at the
Centre

I am satisfied with the environment at the Centre
I am satisfied with the safety at the Centre
I feel that my son/daughter has opportunities for personal
growth and development in the following areas:
Social Development
Cognitive Development
Emotional Development
Physical Development
Staff at Treehouse
Really listen to me when I have concerns or make requests
Provide me with the information I need to be able to make
good choices
Make an effort to interact with my son/daughter in a
positive way
Seems to have the skills and knowledge to do their job
really well
I trust the Treehouse Staff

Strongly
Agree

Agree

32
72.7%
38
86.4%
34
79.1%
Very Great
Extent
37
84%
26
59%
34
77.5%
26
61%
All of the
time
42
40

12
27.3%
6
13.6%
9
20.9%
Great
Extent
7
16%
14
32%
9
20.5%
16
37%
Most of the
time
2
3

42

2

42
43

Neither
agree nor
Disagree
0

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Didn’t
answer

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

2

Moderate
Extent
0

Small
Extent
0

No Extent
0

Didn’t
answer
1

4
9%
1
2%
1
2%
Some of
the time
0
0

0

0

1

0

0

1

0

0

2

Very little

Never

0
0

0
0

Didn’t
answer
1
2

0

0

0

1

2

0

0

0

1

1

0

0

0

1

Neither
agree nor
Disagree
0

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Didn’t
answer

0

0

1

100%
The services my son/daughter receives from Treehouse
have made a positive difference in their life

Strongly
Agree

Agree

I would recommend Treehouse to someone close to me

34
77%
Yes

10
23%
No

45
100%

0
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Didn’t
answer
0

Youth Connections – Family Survey
Youth Connections Staff

Never

Very Little
0

Some of the
time
0

Most of the
time
4

All of the
time
18

Didn’t
answer
2

0
0

0

2

3

17

2

0

0

0

2

20

2

0

0

0

4

18

2

No Extent

Moderate
extent
1

100%
Great
extent
3

Very great
extent
16

Didn’t
answer
4

100%
4

16

4

Really listen to me when I have concerns or make
requests
Provide me with the information I need to be able to
make good choices
Make an effort to interact with my son/daughter in a
positive way
Seems to have the skills and knowledge to do their job
really well
Please describe the extent to which you feel
Staff have followed through, where possible on the goals
that were made by my family

0

Small
extent
0

My family member’s unique needs are accommodated by
RSCL
I trust the Youth Connections Staff

0

0

0

Never

Very Little

0

0

Some of the
time
0

Strongly
disagree
1
5%
Yes

Disagree

Neither

0

0

No

Not sure

22
100%

0

0

The services my son/daughter receives from RSCL YC
have made a positive difference in their life

I would recommend RSCL YC to someone close to me

Most of the
All of the
time
time
2
20
100%
Agree
Strongly
agree
2
19
95%

How Do You Like the Staff at YC?

Happy

Un-Happy

6

10

0

NO
0

Sometimes
1
6%
0

Very
Unhappy
0

Don't Know

TOTAL

0

16

Don't Know
0

16

0

16

100%
Do You Like the Activities at YC?
Do You Have Friends at YC?
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YES
15
94%
16
100%

0

Didn’t
answer
2
Didn’t
answer
2

Youth Connections – Individuals Interview Results
Very Happy

Didn’t
answer
2
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Respite Program – Family Survey
The Respite Program Caregiver
Really listen to me when I have concerns
or make requests
Make an effort to interact with my
family member in a positive way
Seems to have the skills and knowledge
to do their job really well
I trust my Respite Caregiver
I am satisfied with the availability of my Respite Caregiver

I feel supported by my Respite Caregiver

The Respite Program Coordinator
Really listen to me when I have concerns
or make requests
Provides me with the information I need to be able to make
good choices
Seems to have the skills and knowledge
to do their job really well
I am satisfied with my access to the Respite Coordinator

I feel supported by my Respite Coordinator

Please describe the extent to which you feel
The amount (hours/days) of respite services you receive is
adequate
Your family member is safe while in respite
Your family member is offered a range of activities suited to
your expectations
You are involved with the selection of your caregiver
The services my son/daughter receives from RSCL Respite
Program have made a positive difference in their life

Never

Very Little
0

Some of the
Time
0

Most of
the Time
5

All of the
Time
10

Didn’t
answer
1

0
0

0

0

4

11

1

0

0

0

2

13

1

0

0

0

2

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

0

0

13
100%
Agree
Strongly
Agree

1

Never

Very Little

0

0

Neither
Agree nor
disagree
1
7%
Neither
Agree nor
disagree
1
7%
Some of the
Time
0

0

0

0

6

8

1

0

0

0

3

11

1

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Agree

0

0

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

0

0

6

Didn’t
answer

8

1

Strongly
Agree

Didn’t
answer

11

1

Most of
the Time
3

All of the
Time
11

Didn’t
answer
1

93%
Agree

3
93%

100%
Strongly
Agree

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

0

0

No extent
0

Small
extent
0

Neither
Agree nor
disagree
1
7%
Neither
Agree nor
disagree
1
7%
Moderate
extent
3

0
0

0
0

1
1

2
6

11
7

2
2

0

0

0

10

3

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Didn’t
answer

0

0

Neither
Agree nor
disagree
0

3
100%
Agree

11

2

5

Didn’t
answer

8

2

Strongly
Agree

Didn’t
answer

93%
Agree

5

9
93%
Great
Very great
extent
extent
5
6

3

1
Didn’t
answer
2

100%
I would recommend RSCL Supported Living Program to
someone close to me

Yes

No

Not Sure

14
100%

0

0

Respite Program – Individuals Interview Results (Adult only)
How much do you like
your time at Respite?
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LOTS

Little Bit

NONE

TOTAL

7

2

0

9

78%

22%
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Didn’t
answer
2

LIFE Day Services – Family Survey
Day Program Staff

0

Some of the
Time
0

Most of
the Time
16

All of the
Time
36

Didn’t
answer
3

0

0

1

19

31

4

0

0

0

11

38

6

0

0

0

14

35

6

No extent

Moderate
extent
4

100%
Great
extent
17

Very great
extent
31

Didn’t
answer
3

100%
14

32

7

All of the
Time
42

Didn’t
answer
4

Strongly
Agree

Didn’t
answer

42

3

Really listen to me when I have concerns
or make requests
Provide me with the information I need
to be able to make good choices
Make an effort to interact with my
son/daughter in a positive way
Seems to have the skills and knowledge
to do their job really well
Please describe the extent to which you feel

Never

Very Little

0

Staff have followed through where possible
on the goals that were made

0

Small
extent
0

My family member’s unique needs
are accommodated by RSCL

0

0

2

Never

Very Little

0

0

Some of the
Time
1

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

0

0

I trust my Day Program Staff

The services my son/daughter receives from RSCL Day
Programs have made a positive difference in their life

100%
Most of
the Time
8
100%
Agree

Neither
Agree nor
disagree
0

10
100%

I would recommend RSCL Day Programs to someone close to
me

Yes

No

Not Sure

50
98%

1
2%

0

Didn’t
answer
4

LIFE Day Services – Individuals Interview Results
Very Happy
How do you like the staff at your program

39

Happy

UnHappy

30

4

93%
How much do you like your time at the program

37
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Don't Know

TOTAL

1

11

85

3

11

85

Don't Know
8

TOTAL
85

6%
31

3

92%
Do you like the activities at the program

Very
Unhappy

7%

YES
69

NO
4

Sometimes
4

90%

5%

5%
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Employment Services / HandyCrew – Family Survey
Employment Services/HandyCrew Staff

Never

Very Little
0

Some of the
time
0

Most of the
time
3

All of the
time
9

Didn’t
answer
0

Really listens to me when I have concerns or make
requests
Provides me with the information I need to make good
choices
Makes an effort to interact with my son/daughter in a
positive way
Seems to have the skills and knowledge to do their job
really well
I trust the Employment Services/HandyCrew Staff

0
0

0

1

4

7

0

0

0

0

1

11

0

0

0

0

4

8

0

0

0

0

10

0

No Extent

Small Extent

Moderate
Extent

2
100%
Great
Extent

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

Very Great
Extent

Didn’t
answer

0

2
17%
Disagree

6
50%
Neither
Disagree or
Agree
0

3
25%
Strongly
Agree

0
Didn’t
answer

9

0

The services my son/daughter receives from RSCL
Employment Services/HandyCrew have made a
positive difference in their life

Strongly
Disagree
0

0

1
8%
Agree

3
100%

I would recommend RSCL Employment Services or
HandyCrew to someone close to me

Yes

No

Not Sure

12
100%

0

0

Didn’t
Answer
0

Employment Services/HandyCrew – Individuals Interview results
How do you feel about Employment
Services/HandyCrew

Very Happy

Happy

UnHappy

Very Unhappy

Don't Know or
N/A

TOTAL

13

14

1

1

4

33

6

33

94%
Do you like your job

3%

3%

10

0

1

YES

NO

Sometimes

Don't Know

TOTAL

22

4

2

5

33

16
96%

Staff have helped me when I needed help

How much do you feel you've learned
about what jobs are available to you
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4%

79%

14%

7%

LOTS

Little Bit

NONE

19

8

3

63%

27%

10%

TOTAL
3
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33

Employment Services – Employers Interview results
Very
Satisfied

Satisfied

Neutral

Dissatisfied

Very
Dissatisfied

N/A

TOTAL

Please describe your satisfaction with your
involvement with the Employment Services
staff team.

11

5

1

0

0

4

21

The Employment Services staff team
listened when you had concerns or made
requests.

12

0

0

4

21

Please describe your satisfaction with the
employee that you hired through
Employment Services

11

94%

6%
5

100%
6

4

0

0

0

21

Very Great
Extent

Great
Extent

19%
Moderate
Extent

Small
Extent

No Extent

N/A

TOTAL

10

2

0

0

0

9

21

81%

To what extent was the employee trained
by the RSCL Employment Services Team to
meet your job expectations

100%

HandyCrew Customers – Interview Results

What service did you
purchase from the RHCC?

How did you learn about the
RHCC?

Landscaping

Res Cleaning

Community
Cleaning

Garbage
Removal

Flyer Dist

Other

TOTAL

11

2

4

3

2

2

24

45%
Advertisement

8%
Friend

17%
family

12.5%
Signage

8%
RHCC
employee

8%
Other

TOTAL

3

1

0

0

0

16

20

15%
Very Satisfied

5%
Satisfied

Neutral

Dissatisfied

Very
Dissatisfied

80%
N/A

TOTAL

12

7

1

0

0

0

20

3

5%
0

0

0

0

20

6

0

1

0

3

20

Please rate the services you
recevied from the RHCC
Quality of Service

95%
Courteous Employees

17
100%

Punctual Employees

10
80%

I would like to recommend
the RHCC to a friend

5%

15%

Yes

No

TOTAL

20

0

20

100%
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Residential Services – Family Survey
Residential Program Staff
Really listen to me when I have concerns or make requests
Provide me with the information I need to be able to make
good choices
Make an effort to interact with my son/daughter in a positive
way
Seems to have the skills and knowledge to do their job really
well

Never

Very Little
0
0

Some of
the time
0
0

Most of
the time
1
1

All of the
time
5
5

Didn’t
answer
2
2

0
0
0

0

0

1

5

2

0

0

0

1

5

2

0

0

0

2

No Extent

Small
Extent
0
0
1
0

Moderate
Extent
0
1
0
1

0
3%
Disagree

0

100%
I trust the Residential Program Staff
Please describe the extent to which you feel
Your family member is satisfied with their living arrangement
Your family member’s choices are honoured
Your family member’s services are personalized
The residential services to your family member have been
modified to meet his/her changing needs
Your family member is safe in their home
The services my don/daughter receives from RSCL Residential
Programs have made a positive difference in their life

0
0
0
0
0
Strongly
Disagree
0

3
100%
Great
Very Great
Extent
Extent
3
4
0
6
0
6
2
4
1
97%
Agree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree
0

0

3
Didn’t
answer
1
1
1
1

6

1

Strongly
Agree

Didn’t
answer

5

2

1
100%

I would recommend RSCL Residential Programs to someone
close to me

Yes

No

Not sure

7
100%

0

0

Didn’t
answer
1

Residential Services – Individuals Interview Results
Very Happy

Happy

UnHappy

Very
Unhappy

Don't Know

TOTAL

How Do You Feel About Your Home

3

6

1

0

1

11

How Do You Like the Staff in Your
Home

4

7

10%
0

0

0

11

How Do You Like the Other People
you Live With

3

3

2

0

3

11

90%

100%

75%
Do You Make Choices at Your Home

25%

YES

NO

Don't Know

TOTAL

10

0

1

11

91%
Do You Get to do the Things that
You Want to do

8

9%
0

73%
Are You Included in Decisions
About What Happens In Your Home

8
73%
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3

11

27%
0

3

11

27%
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Supported Living – Family Survey
The Supported Living Program Coordinator
Really listen to me when I have concerns
or make requests
Provide me with the information I need
to be able to make good choices
Make an effort to interact with my
son/daughter in a positive way
Seems to have the skills and knowledge
to do their job really well
Please describe the extent to which you feel
Your family member is satisfied with their living
Your family member’s choices are honoured
The physical environment where your family member resides
reflects their personal interests
Your family member is able to participate in activities of the
caregiver’s family if they choose
Your family member is supported to be engaged in outside
activities of personal interest
Your family member is safe in their home
I trust the Supported Living Coordinator

I feel that the caregiver meets my family’s needs

Never

Very Little
0

Some of the
Time
0

Most of
the Time
1

All of the
Time
5

Didn’t
answer
1

0
0

0

0

2

5

0

0

0

0

1

6

0

0

0

0

0

7

0

No extent
0
0
0

Small
extent
0
0
0

Moderate
extent
1
1
2

100%
Great
extent
2
2
1

Very great
extent
4
4
4

Didn’t
answer
0
0
0

0

0

1

3

3

0

0

0

0

1

5

1

0

0

0

6

0

Never

Very Little

0

0

Some of the
Time
0

1
100%
Most of
the Time
0

Didn’t
answer
0

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

All of the
Time
7
100%
Strongly
Agree
3

0

Strongly
Agree

Didn’t
answer

4

0

Strongly
Agree

Didn’t
answer

2

0

Strongly
Agree

Didn’t
answer

3

0

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Didn’t
answer

2
29%

3
43%

0

2

0
29%

I am satisfied with the opportunities I have to contact my
family member

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

2

0
29%

I am satisfied with my access to the Program Coordinator

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

2

0
29%

I feel supported by the program

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

1

0

Neither
Agree nor
disagree
1
14%
Neither
Agree nor
disagree
1
14%
Neither
Agree nor
disagree
1
14%
Neither
Agree nor
disagree
0

Agree

1
57%
Agree

0
57%
Agree

2
57%
Agree

3

14%
The services my son/daughter receives from RSCL Supported
Living Program have made a positive difference in their life

Strongly
Disagree

86%
Disagree

1

0
14%

I would recommend RSCL Supported Living Program to
someone close to me
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Didn’t
answer

Yes

No

6
86%

0

Neither
Agree nor
disagree
1
14%
Not Sure
1
14%
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Didn’t
answer
0

Supported Living – Caregiver Survey
I feel supported by the RSCL Supported Living Coordinator

The Supported Living Coordinator:

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

0

0

Never

Very Little

Is responsive to my requests for advice or assistance

0

0

Really listens to me when I have concerns of make requests

0

0

Never

Very Little

0

0

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

0

0

I trust the Supported Living Coordinator

I feel that I have the necessary skills and knowledge to
support the individual in my care

Neither
Agree nor
disagree
2
25%
Some of
the Time
0
1
12.5%
Some of
the Time
1
12.5%
Neither
Agree nor
disagree
0

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Didn’t
answer

3

0

3
75%
Most of
the Time
4

All of the
Time
4
100%
3
4
87.5%
Most of
All of the
the Time
Time
2
5
87.5%
Agree
Strongly
Agree
1

7

Didn’t
answer
0
0
Didn’t
answer
0
Didn’t
answer
0

100%

Supported Living – Individuals Interview results
How Do You Feel About Your Home

Very Happy

Happy

UnHappy

4

7

2

79%
How Do You Like Your Caregiver

LOTS
12

Little Bit
1

6

4
91%

Do You Make Choices at Your Home
Do You Get to do the Things that
You Want to do

Are You Included in Decisions About What
Happens In Your Home

N/A

TOTAL

0

0

14

NONE
1
7%
1

N/A
0
0
3

14
14

9%

YES
12

NO
0

Don't Know
2

14

86%
12

0
0

14%
2

14

86%
Very Happy

0
Happy

UnHappy

6

5

1

92%
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Don't Know

21%

93%
How Do You Like the Other People you Live
With

Very
Unhappy
1

Very
Unhappy
0

14%
Don't Know

N/A

TOTAL

2

0

14

8%
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