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PREAMBLE

The Provincial Auditor audited the Family RespoiigibOffice in the Ministry
of Community and Social Services (formerly the Mtry of Community, Family
and Children’s Services) and reported on this topfection 3.03 of th2003
Annual Report.

The Standing Committee on Public Accounts (the Cdtes) held hearings on
this report on February 11, 2004 with representdtiom the Ministry of
Community and Social Services (the Ministry). Thar@nittee endorsed the
Provincial Auditor’'s 2003 audit report on the Fayriesponsibility Office, and
recommended the implementation of the Auditor'®nemendations by the
Ministry of Community and Social Services. Thisggronstitutes the
Committee’s findings and recommendations.

The Committee held a second hearing with the Deplityster on April 15, 2004
to follow-up on various matters, some of which wieteoduced at the February
2004 hearing. This meeting was haidcamera; therefore, the Committee has
decided to address the topics discussed in geteenas only. The areas include
the following:

- the RFP vendor selection process for the propoasel management model;

- components of the new model (e.g., integrated in&iion management
system);

- comparative information on other systems (e.ge eatumes, budgets,
payment and collection procedures opt-in/out ogti@md the regional office
approach); and

- FRO staffing requirements prior to and following implementation of the
new system.

The Ministry provided supplementary informationethivay 11, 2004, following
thein camera session. This document included responses to mattised by the
Committee with respect to the operation of the BaResponsibility Office and
British Columbia’s system, specifically:

- adescription of payment methods, including theaatkges and
disadvantages of each;

- acomparison of staffing levels;

- the allocation of new staff at FRO;

- compliance rates; and

- the status of FRO collections and arrears.

The Committee would like to take this opportuniyeixtend its appreciation to
the Ministry officials for their participation irhése hearings. Also, the
Committee would like to acknowledge the assistamogided by the Office of
the Provincial Auditor (the Auditor), the Clerk thfe Committee, and the Ontario



Legislative Library’'s Research and Information $&s Branch during these
hearings.

This Committee report includes introductory infotiaa in each section based on
the Auditor’s report, followed by an overview okthearings, and Committee
recommendations.

Ministry Response to Committee Report

The Committee has prepared supplementary recomrienslén this report,
based on its findings during the hearingse Committee requests that the
Ministry of Community and Social Services provide the Committee Clerk with a
comprehensive written response within one hundred and twenty calendar days of
the date of tabling with the Speaker, Legidative Assembly of Ontario, unless
another timeframe is specified for a given recommendation.

1. AuDIT OBJECTIVES/SCOPE AND OVERVIEW

1.1. Audit Objectives and Scope

The audit objectives were to assess whether adeguoéities and procedures
were in place to ensure that:

- support orders were enforced effectively and rdseifere accurately
accounted for and distributed to support recipients: timely basis; and

- services were delivered with due regard to econandyefficiency and the
effectiveness of the services provided was morttared reported on.

The audit work was primarily conducted during tleeipd of October 2002 to
March 2003, with emphasis on program policies andgdures in place during
the 2002/03 fiscal year.

1.2. Audit Overview 1

Under the authority of thEamily Responsibility and Support Arrears

Enforcement Act, 1996, the Family Responsibility Office (FRO/the Office)
administers and enforces all court-ordered childl gpousal support in Ontario, as
well as court-ordered support in many other judgdins where the payers are
resident in Ontario. The Office also enforces geveeparation agreements that
are voluntarily registered with a court and filedhathe Office. At the time of the
audit, the Office was administering approximate®®, 500 family-support cases.

During the 2002/03 fiscal year, the Office collecapproximately $561 million
from support payers and forwarded a similar améastpport recipients.
However, as of the end of that same year, paynesdra totalled approximately
$1.3 billion, which represented an 8% increaseesthe 1999 audit. The Auditor
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also noted that approximately 23,000 support reaigi whose cases were in
arrears totalling over $200 million, were receivjprgvincial social assistance.

It is the Provincial Auditor’s view that unless tBdfice takes aggressive
enforcement action, supported by effective caseagement and significantly
improved information technology and communicatiepstems, it is in grave
danger of failing to meet its mandated responsigsli The Auditor’'s specific
findings included the following:

- Since 1994, the number of caseworkers has dedip@d%, whereas the
number of cases has increased from 126,000 to @80dth the result that
the average number of cases per caseworker hasl\siaareased. For
example, the average number of cases with outstgndirk items assigned
to senior caseworkers has been ranging from 6@fote than 1,300,
averaging 890 cases per caseworker.

- The Office’s practice of commencing enforcementoaconly after being
notified by recipients of non-payment resulted maasonable delays in
enforcement. On average, seven months elapseddretive time support fell
into arrears and the time the Office initiated fing enforcement action.

- More than half the cases in arrears the Auditoiereed had inordinately long
gaps—often as long as two years—between enforceactions.

Staff efforts to enforce support obligations angovide responsive client
services continued to be significantly hamperethieyOffice’s inability to
develop and implement the necessary improvemerits computer system.
Although the Office indicated as far back as 198 the current computer
system must be replaced, the same computer systaimwed to be used even
though it cannot provide timely and appropriat@infation to facilitate client
service or management of the program.

The Auditor also found that almost 90% of telephoaks made from outside the
Greater Toronto Area to the Office’s call centregavielocked and therefore not
answered. As a result, clients had to call repéatadrder to get through.

Committee Hearings
Committee’s General Conclusion

On the basis of the audit report and the Commagthearings in 2004, the
Committee has concluded that the Ministry has talgropriate action in several
areas of concern to the Provincial Auditor. Sirtee¢ompletion of the audit, FRO
has addressed several of the recommendationsydorme, implementing a new
document management system, a new trace-and-liod#éve, and a strategy to
increase aggressive enforcement actidhe Minister’'s announcement in
February 2004 outlined a commitment to additioeaVise improvements.

The Ministry’s general response to the audit repts® indicated a commitment
to take the necessary actions to address the Alsdiszommendation§For
example, the Office prepared a business case imgtimany of the current
problems and proposed corrective actions, to wthielgovernment responded in
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2004 with new commitments. FRO cannot meet martgefudit
recommendations without significant change to itsitbless model and systems
technology. An improved service-delivery model angporting technology will
enable the Office to realize significant improventsen both enforcement and
customer service in response to the concerns edttiy the Provincial Auditot.

Several of the measures undertaken by the Mingeng addressed in detalil
during the hearings. This report provides a bnadrgiew of these and related
undertakings. In certain instances, the Commiteseraquested supplementary
information to the hearings, which has been takémaccountThe Committee
has prepared recommendations on some mattersefdithistry’s consideration.

Ministry’s Remedial Measures

During the hearings, the Ministry pointed out nuowsr organizational
improvements it has undertaken. Essentially theaages were designed to
address weaknesses in the system through the foownmediate
improvements to customer service; laying the fotiodéor significant long-term
changes in the way FRO works; and launching asefieonsultations across the
province with FRO clients to get their input onther measures to improve the
systerm® At the time of the hearings, FRO was undertakingview and redesign
of its filing package, which consists of the inlifickage of documents provided
to new clients on information requirements.

The initiatives taken following the audit, manywafiich are addressed in this
report, cover such matters as the monitoring df peaformance, document
scanning to meet its business needs, the monitofipglicies and procedures,
staff training to ensure that the responses pravatal enforcement actions are
consistent, and continuing to work with the colieetagencies on enforcement.
The Auditor noted that positive aspects of FRO’srafions, specifically, case
registration and collection action, accounting calstover support payments
received and disbursed, and the time frame foditeibution of support
payment$.

The Ministry described the nature and breadth efQlfffice’s business with
current statistics in such areas as the numbestvieacases, processing times,
collections, etc?:

Currently FRO handles in excess of 184,000 actses in Ontario, including
more than 12,000 cases from other jurisdictiond, 8800 to 1,400 new cases
each month. The Office has reciprocal agreemeritsmore than 85
jurisdictions across the world.

In 2002-03, FRO collected $561.1 million in courtlered support payments,
of which 95% are processed within 24 to 48 hours.

FRO answers approximately 1,900 calls each dayitemdutomated 24/7
client information line answers 17,000 calls ead@ekday and 11,000 calls on
the weekend.
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Every MPP's office is assigned a designated ctientice associate to respond to
FRO-rtlagated client inquiries, and FRO handles axprately 1,300 of these each
month.

DETAILED AUDIT OBSERVATIONS

This report addresses the Provincial Auditor’s iatdservations on several
matters in the following general audit areas: exdarent of support obligations,
staff resources, and performance measures.

2. ENFORCING SUPPORT OBLIGATIONS AND RELATED MATTERS

At the time of the audit, approximately one-thiffcatl payers were in full
compliance with their support obligations, onedhirere in partial compliance —
defined as meeting at least 85% of their currenttitlg obligations, and one-
third were in non-compliance.

2.1. Case Management Model

The Office manages its caseload on an “issue mamage basis. Under this
system, all caseworkers are eligible to answerirregguon any given file and
perform basic tasks, and those that require inFdiepbwledge of the case and
potential follow-up would need a senior caseworker.

The Auditor expressed concern with the level obaotability under this system
and recommended that to help ensure effectiveiaradyt enforcement actions,
the Office should review its case management mes@nd consider assigning
responsibility for each case to an individual cazdwer. In response to the audit,
the Office has developed a proposal to implememanaprehensive case
management model — Integrated Service Delivery Medleat includes
integrated teams for providing client service. Miaistry reviewed the proposal
for this model, and indicated in 2003 that it wobklbefore Cabinet in the near
future.

Committee Hearings

The Ministry acknowledged that the current sendebvery model has limited
the Office in responding to certain audit recomnagioths™* The new technology
would provide support for the implementation ofes& management mod&l.
The Office has concluded that the case managemaielmvould permit
enforcement officers to focus on enforcem@énfhis system would be
complimented with a small call centre to manageeg&rinquiries™

The software for the new case management modethwhito be acquired
through a two-stage competitive procurement prqoaeas launched in February
2004%° A draft Request for a Proposal (RFP) for the nestihology has been
initiated!’ The objective is to implement a model that wouldnpote
accountability and efficiency, by tracking accoulmisenforcement actions, and



following a proactive management approach, rathman tvaiting on clients to
identify problems®

Nevertheless, either model could be hampered bgrf@cement approach
applied. For example, in many cases FRO does natfladl control over
gathering the information required to enforce agister support obligations in a
timely manner?? This is due to the fact that it relies on varisosirces to provide
information, such as the couffsThe Ministry explained that it would be
consulting with partner ministries to determine ethilatabases can be shafed.
FRO has committed to continue to work with stakdbd through workshops
and information sessions to inform these officesofequirement&?

Committee Recommendation

Follow-up Procedures

The Committee concluded that the new case manadgenuatel is the main
component in promoting accountability within the®R enforcement system. To
ensure effectiveness and efficiency, follow-up pohares will be required to
verify that client inquiries and enforcement acti@mne properly managed by
caseworkers.

The Committee therefore recommends that:

1. The Ministry of Community and Social Services sbuld report to
the Standing Committee on Public Accounts on the flow-up
procedures adopted by the Family Responsibility Ofte to ensure that
client inquiries are addressed on a timely and corstent basis and
that enforcement actions are properly managed by wividual
caseworkers on a case-by-case basis.

The Committee requests that the Ministry provide tle Committee
Clerk with a written response to this recommendatia within one
hundred and twenty calendar days of the date of tdlmg this report in
the Legislature.

2.2. Caseloads

The high number of caseloads was a concern ing88 &udit, and the average
number of cases per caseworker has since almobtedbhe workload for
senior caseworkers has been substantial withoohgzanying improvements in
business processes or information technology. Tuitér pointed out the
importance of a manageable caseload for casewadxkexdminister family
support cases adequately.

The Auditor recommended that to help improve thaiadtration of family
support cases in a timely and effective mannerQtfiee should establish criteria
and standards for manageable caseloads and staffiagly, to ensure that the
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standards are met. In its response to the audityiihistry recognized that it must
move to a case management system with supportchgdéogy, replacing the
issue management system. This move is pending thisthy's decision on the
options provided by the Office. Under the proposaske management system,
enforcement officers would have cases assigndtketo and be directly
responsible for those cases over the long term.

Committee Hearings

The Committee noted the demands of the existingleaad and the need to
achieve a reasonable distribution of the worklaggeen that there are 1,200 to
1,400 new cases each month. This growth is in iathdid the caseload increase
of approximately 40,000 since 1984In addition, the province has reciprocal
agreements with other jurisdictions under whichadti3,000 cases are FRO'’s
responsibility. These cases include out-of-proviace international residents.

The Auditor drew attention to the need to impraamnily support case
administration through the establishment of crat@md standards for manageable
caseloads and staffifg FRO has endorsed the case management system with
supporting technolog$f. In addition to the distribution factor, the Comieé is
cognizant that case accountability is necessagpnb@ance service delivery.

Committee Recommendation

Caseload Management

The implementation of the proposed case managemeté¢l and supporting
technology is pending. As part of this initiativeRO is to develop appropriate
criteria and standards for manageable caseloadsOffite indicated that the
proposed system would help to realign resourcessrate manageable
caseloads.

The Committee therefore recommends that:

2. The Ministry of Community and Social Services sbuld report to
the Standing Committee on Public Accounts on the ipact of the
proposed case management model and supporting tealogy on the
realignment of resources and the caseload, indicag the number of
cases per case worker. In addition, this report shdd assess the
impact of FRO’s new criteria and standards for casilads
management.

The Committee requests that the Ministry provide tle Committee
Clerk with a written response to this recommendatia within one
hundred and twenty calendar days of the date of tdimg this report in
the Legislature.



2.3. Support Enforcement Action

At the end of 2002, approximately 136,000 or thyjaarters of all active cases
registered with the Office were in arrears, repndag approximately $1.3

billion, an 8% increase over the 1999 audit. Althlo@enforcement requires timely
action, following a series of progressive stepis, pinotocol was often not applied
on a timely or effective basis.

The Auditor recommended that to help ensure theceifeness of its enforcement
actions in collecting support arrears, the Offioeldd identify accounts in arrears
on a more timely basis and initiate contact with diefaulting payer as soon as
possible; adhere to the established timetablentoptescribed enforcement steps
in a timely manner; and ensure supervisory staffitoo case files for compliance
with the prescribed steps and established timetabl where necessary take
corrective action.

In response to the audit report, the Ministry exyd that FRO has policies and
procedures to ensure the effectiveness of enfonceantions. However,
consistent and timely follow-up of enforcement aondhpliance has been
compromised by the current issue management bigsinedel and the absence of
the appropriate supporting technology. A strategy Ileen implemented to
increase aggressive enforcement action; for exarapfeervisors regularly
monitor cases to ensure timely enforcement, ané&tianced Collection Agency
Project addresses the age of arrears.

Committee Hearings

The Committee enquired about innovations to impvercement, and how a
new system will move more quickly to address nomliance?’ Specifically,
given recent initiatives and the decision to obtew technology, the Committee
is interested in measurable change for individpalsuing support paymerfts.
The Ministry acknowledged that several steps rertabe taken in the following
areas:

building a better working relationship with FROextlts (e.g., promoting
accessibility, and returning phone calls);

improving client outreach to inform FRO clientelmat the system; and
educating clients — the bench and the bar-throdgitianal workshop$?

The Committee addressed various facets of the @fognt process, including
the nature of enforcement. FRO’s approach has teseribed as reactive as
involvement is triggered by non-payméhiThe passive steps apply in terms of
the enforcement tools to get people to fulfil thetigations, entering into a
payment schedule with the payer, and as necesgplyirgg various means to
ensure payment, for example, a support deductiderdt There are other
options, which would require legislative amendmeatassume a more assertive
position. FRO has explored various other enforcemeasures?



Enforcement Measures

The Committee was interested in the effectivenéssltection generally, and the
application of the various enforcement means abigle the Office’”® FRO’s
enforcement policies and procedures have been coniged by the existing
technology**

FRO has pursued various measures including thestpanent of payers' income
tax refunds, collections from lottery winnings, aheé issuance of support
deduction notices to the federal government (&xggme tax refunds). The
Ministry provided supplementary information on extment actions, which
included various statistics for the period ApriD03 - January 31, 2004,
including for example, bank account garnishments04), and federal licence
suspensions including passports (555). Provimtrigér’s licence suspensions
covered the period April - December 2003 (3,28) was pointed out by the
Ministry that the new technology is required to\pde accurate statistics and
performance management reports.

The Committee was concerned about the level ofrpesgon collections,
particularly on cases with $50,000 owitfgn November 2002 there were 1,500
cases not assigned to a client services assoadtateut $127 million
outstanding”

During the hearings, the Office provided backgroanda number of initiatives to
enhance collections, for example:

Employers’ Responsibilities - The Ministry will iofm employers of their
obligations through new information on the FRO wséb, for example,
employers’ role and responsibilities in submittsugpport payments on behalf
of employees®

Outreach Program - FRO plans an outreach progranidion clients about
the program components, and problem areas sutte asdsons for payment
delays®

Notification Letters - FRO will be issuing notifitan letters to parents in
arrears on support payments of more than 60 Yalisese letters will request
payment within 15 days with failure to comply bemegorted to the credit
bureau* Therefore, individuals will not be reported toditdoureaus without
prior notification.

Client Services Associates/Enforcement Strategye- [€tters to delinquent
payers in arrears, a monthly report listing accewvierdue, and a special
enforcement team of client services associatestiate enforcement were in
use in 2001. Also, the Office has introduced aatppof aggressive
enforcement, whereby arrears over $50,000 areresbigp an individual
client services associate, and monitored until :ases are in compliance.

Trace and Locate Unit — The Unit focuses on tragkiown non-compliant
parents through returned m#lAlso, the new “trace-and-locate initiative”
will assist the Office in following up on outdatelient contact informatiof®
This Unit depends on access to databases acropsothiace, for example, the
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Ministry of Transportation's dafd.Negotiations are ongoing with other
ministry partners to broaden FRQO’s access to matabdises with addresses
to locate individual§> The Unit will conduct an extensive search of 2,500
pieces of mail returned each mo#th.

Virtual Files

The Committee is supportive of an “integrated infation management system,”
or virtual files with various features compriseddoicument management, and an
audit function with links to other data bases tli@te tracking and storage. An
electronic “virtual” filing system would provideadt with shared information on
each file on a timely basis within a case managéfoeemat. According to the
Ministry, the new system will permit a proactive magement style that will
enhance accountability.

Accommodation Arrangements

The Committee noted that intervening financial agements and personal
circumstances may result in an accommodation betwstanged spouses. It is
possible that a percentage of the files may haea becommodated or agreed
upon between former spouses. In such cases, cpeginents may not need to be
paid through FRO because of financial settleméntsther cases, it may be
impossible for individuals to make payments duertployment issues, and they
may have not returned to court to adjust the tevhike court ordef’

In summary, in the case of an accommodation, sagmpnts may cover
circumstances related to how much is to paid, hasvtd be paid (a gift or a cash
payment) or other arrangements in lieu of a payrttettare not recorded within
the FRO systerff

Committee Recommendation

Enforcement Strategy

The focus in the audit report was on timely enforeat action, specifically

relying on a timetable for prescribed enforceméeps. During the hearings, the
Ministry identified a number of steps taken to emtecompliance, and addressed
the development of a strategy to enhance enforcemen

The underlying enforcement issue in these heariglg$es to the current
management system and the absence of the appecguigporting technology,
which has compromised the Office’s efforts. In diddi, the Ministry
acknowledged that other areas require attentiamghg improving client
relations, enhanced outreach to inform FRO cliendlout the system; and
education of clients, the bench and the®Bar.

The Committee therefore recommends that:

3. The Ministry of Community and Social Services sbuld report to
the Standing Committee on Public Accounts on the ipact of the



11

Family Responsibility Office’s enforcement strategy The Committee
strongly encourages the Office to aggressively pure enforcement in
a proactive regime, utilizing an integrated informaion management
system.

The Committee requests that the Ministry provide tle Committee
Clerk with a written response to this recommendatia within one
hundred and twenty calendar days of the date of tdimg this report in
the Legislature.

2.4. Customer Service — Call Centre

FRO operates a toll-free call centre that is theary means for clients to
communicate with the Office, in addition to writtearrespondence. The Auditor
recommended that FRO should review its call cemperations and take the steps
necessary to ensure that all calls are answeregsponded to within a reasonable
period of time.

FRO acknowledged the problems affecting the opmraif the call centre in its
response to the audit report. The contributingdiscinclude the increasing
caseload, the need for a new service-delivery maaelsupporting technology,
and the need to provide clients with direct actesssigned caseworkers.

Committee Hearings
System Modifications and Plans

The Committee expressed concern with the numblelocked phone calls,
particularly the percentage outside of the Greateonto Area (GTA).

FRO explained that this is due to the fact thatdla@e more calls than staff, and
that the majority of all calls are from the GPAEnhanced accessibility is a
Ministry priority, and the Office has taken inifias to improve service,
contingent upon technological upgradé3he Ministry provided supplementary
information indicating that it has looked into irasing the current allocation of
lines to the call centre, but that improvementgsalhwait times is dependent on
additional staff to answer cafléClients are encouraged to use the automated
phone systerm® Also, the Ministry is not considering a decentradi service
model, although it may consider outreach programenhance relations with its
client base.

New Customer Service Unit

A call centre coordinator was hired to enhance ssibéity. Approximately 1,600
calls are being diverted from the call centre ®tlew customer service unft.
The objective is to free staff resources to foauwforcing court orders and
support payments, enabling the enforcement ofGa@nswer up to 1,600
additional calls per day. The dedicated customer service unit of 26 stafénds
routine administrative calls, such as address asgrayvay from the enforcement
staff>® In addition to hiring the call centre coordinatbRO has a call monitoring
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process, a dedicated customer service unit, aoifieisng monitoring and
coaching workshops.

There are 17,000 calls daily to the automated viaieechecking case status. The
call centre receives 1,900 calls a day from pewaleting to talk to staff to
discuss information such as an address change, axiion etc’ A smaller call
centre is in the longer term platis.

Finally, a monthly report, which is to be combineith frequent performance
meetings, will include a review of complaints re@s and the tracking system.
The proposal for an integrated service delivery ehantludes assigning each
case to an individual staff member with supporbfriategrated teams delivering
client services?

Committee Recommendation

Customer Service Functions

Improvements have been made to the customer sdwicgon through the new
customer service unit and the call centre. The Citt@enacknowledges that these
steps are important in enhancing overall acceggiltlowever, it was noted that
additional improvements are dependent upon thegsexptechnological
improvements. The Ministry provided supplementafgimation indicating that
the solution lies in a new answering model, whiauld require legislative and
policy amendments.

As the technology upgrades will not be availabléhmimmediate future, it will
be necessary to assess customer service on amgrigsis to determine whether
additional intermediate adjustments in servicelkaee required.

The Committee therefore recommends that:

4. The Ministry of Community and Social Services shuld assess its
customer service function on a regular basis to ideify shortcomings and
to implement remedial measures in the interim priorto the
implementation of the improved service-delivery modl and supporting
technology. Staff resources should be available &ffectively manage the
call centre and to measure its impact by trackingeglephone calls and
developing baseline data on the centre’s overall epation. The Family
Responsibility Office should report to the Ministry of Community and
Social Services on its findings from these regulaeviews and its remedial
action.

The Committee requests that the Ministry provide tte Committee Clerk
with a written response to this recommendation witin one hundred and
twenty calendar days of the date of tabling this rngort in the Legislature.
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2.5. Call Centre Alternatives

FRO clients can access limited information aboairtaccounts through the
automated telephone system, or they can obtairr@em@gram information and
download various program forms from the Office’dwgite. The automated
telephone line and the Web site are limited inrtbeefulness because they are
not interactive, so clients cannot report inforratchanges related to their cases.

The Auditor recommended that to help alleviatedémand for information and
services through the Office’s call centre, the €ffshould consider expanding
access to detailed account information and theerafgervices available through
the automated telephone line and web site. Atithe of the audit, the Ministry
explained that more information would be providesbtigh a protected
automated-voice information line.

Committee Hearings
Personal Identification Number System

At the time of the hearings, FRO was in the procéssplementing a personal
identification number (PIN) function in its systemth protected access for
clients using the automated voice information fihie.will permit clients to
access an expanded range of case information autbenated voice response
telephone systeftt. The Ministry implemented phase one of this proggcMarch
31, 2004 with secure access to expanded caseispefifmation® Clients can
now enter online, and file a complaint form, whwttl alleviate the pressure on
the call centr&®

Direct Line Contact

In the future, the FRO'’s focus will be on the paged the enforcement officer
through a direct line conta8 The Ministry summarized the innovations as
follows:®>

teams comprised of enforcement officers and apatgpclient service clerks
with access to financial and legal resources, amt@nfiguration from nine
to 14 teams and changes to the skill sets;

improvements to the mail/documentation intake #éneaugh streamlining
with a team focus (e.qg., better technology sucpriamers and fax machines
for each team to ensure accessibility);

the new system and technology will provide esskfa#ures (e.g., the bring-
forward systems); and

a small call centre will be maintained for geneéngliries.

On the payee side of the equation, the individutilhave access to the smaller
call centre, included in the team system so tlat ate not working in isolation
of each other, which has been the fse.
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The Committee enquired about the circumstancegptieatnted enhanced
outreach from occurring. The Ministry explainedttlmited resources were a
factor, although there had been a successful prisjdhunder Bay.

2.6. FRO Computer System (Case Management Model)

The Family Responsibility Office indicated at tivae of the audit that it needed
to replace its computer system with a new servideseky model supported by
new technology. It undertook a business planningeve and feasibility study of
systems requirements for a management model. TH&okunad urged that the
process of implementing a new system be acceleratatie time of the audit, the
submission was under review, pending approval andifg.

Committee Hearings
New Service Delivery Model

The Office has operated on an issue managemeensygsice 1996. The new
model will be based on a case management appfdatte redesign of the
Office’s organizational structure will affect batme technology and
managemerft. The Ministry is of the opinion that the new systaiti enhance
the compliance rate given the improved familiatitst staff would have with the
respective casé$.

The Cabinet approved the decision to proceed Wemew service delivery
model in December 2003 Management Board approved the purchase of a
software solution, rather than building a new syste enhancing the existing
system’?

Request for Proposals

The Committee addressed the RFP process at thedeear February and again
at thein camera session held in April 2004. The Committee has surized the
Ministry’s commentary on this process to clarife tsteps to be followed from the
pre-RFP stage through to and including implememtati

The Ministry is using a pre-RFP procedure. Therptease process provides the
Ministry with an understanding of the extent to e¥hthere are interested
vendors, and it will provide feedback from potehtiendors”

The Ministry will be considering various optionsrgaching a decision, which
include buying an existing model, building a newsi@n or enhancing its
existing model. According to the Ministry, there aeveral models in existence
in North American jurisdictions worthy of consideam; however, the vendor

will have to address specific FRO requirementsciiaire not always available in
other jurisdictions. The formal RFP stage will eresthat all requirements are
fully documented?

The time frame for the Phase 1 pre- or draft Ripiesrelease is four weeks,
followed by a report-back on the outcome of thdtd®&P process; and Phase 2 —
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the final RFP is out for 12 week3The proposal would be forwarded to
Management Board between Phases 1 dfidrallowing the RFP stage is the
selection of a vendor and consideration of a pypettesting as the application is
being developed, and the definition of a strategg finally the testing of a new
document imaging systeff.

It is expected that it could take approximately fears to introduce a new
computer system, with a cost in the order of $1840 million® The pre-release
RFP closed in February 2004, and the RFP is togeia August 2004 and close
in October 2004 with final negotiations and contiagning. The implementation
timeframe is 18-24 months (2006) for the businesdehand technology. The
data conversion will occur over 12-14 months.

The Ministry has retained a Fairness Commissiomethie procurement process,
to ensure an open and transparent approach, ithiocontext of Management
Board Directives and Guidelines. Also, it is expédhat the Ministry’s internal
audit staff would be involveff.

Vendor Consultation

The pre-release entails a vendor consultation geoteidentify firms and

consider their qualifications. The Committee steesthe importance of
developing a solid business case with a defineparate vision with objectives
and operational requirements. Also, the Committaetpd to the importance of
having adequate staffing, providing individual seeg in conjunction with the
current focus on technological solutions. The Cottaaiwas given assurance that
FRO has addressed business planning and policyeetgnts as the initial step.

The Ministry has had a favourable response froremi@l vendors on the draft
RFP list. FRO developed approximately eight hundnesiness model
requirements in the RFP, with 95% of these in Beeananagement and
supporting technology areas. The Ministry exped8%-80% fit between its
requirements and the technology selected.

Management Board instructed the Ministry to rewisé pre-release stage to
obtain additional feedback from vendors. The olbjectvas to ensure due
diligence and compliance with procedures in an gehfair process. The
Ministry is to report to Management Board beforegeeding with the RFP.

Return-on-Investment (2004-09)

The Committee enquired about the return-on-investnmedollar terms and the
timeframe® The Ministry indicated that this is viewed as aywstrong project
with a strong return on investmétitSignificant savings are expected by moving
to new technology, with a return on investment beiig in 2006-07, a year after
implementatiorf? Assuming a 2004-06 implementation period, the paktstarts
in 2006-07, and it is expected that benefits wiltsto materialize at that time,
with full payback three years later in 200858The Ministry described the
projected financial benefits as follows:
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The $210 million that is owed to government is
a cumulative cost...we can see a 20% increase
in recoveries to government. Last year we
collected about $34 million back to government.
We know that we can probably increase that by
$6 million to $8 million every year. We used to
have teams that were just specifically focused
on recoveries to government and social
assistance dollars returned, but because we are
kind of stretched to the limit we've had to move
away from that. So we know we're not
collecting as much as we could or should be;
we're hoping in the model that we will.

Research in Other Jurisdictions and the Partnering Option

The Committee enquired about developing softwapamnership with other
jurisdictions, improved data interchange, sharedd options, and automated
solutions in use in other jurisdictioffsThe Ministry’s preferred approach is to
look at existing systems with proven technol8yilost enforcement programs
employ a variation of the case management moddanefit from shared
information in their systenfS.FRO’s position on partnering has yet to be
determined, as it will depend on the vendor setkatel the system proposed, and
the extent of any similarities with other jurisdicts®’ The Committee noted that
there are jurisdictions worthy of considerationrsas British Columbia’s

model®®

B.C. Feasibility Study

In 2001, the Ministry retained Themis Program Mamagnt and Consulting Ltd.
to undertake a study (tf2001 FRO Feasibility Study Report) of FRO’s computer
requirements, and enforcement models in other poest® The Ministry wanted
to identify compatible software/technology soluspand business model
solutions in other jurisdictions that could fit @rib’s business need$The
Ministry noted that British Columbia (B.C.) is cadered an enforcement leader
in Canada’

The [feasibility] study we were doing was
against BC's model. We [Ministry] were looking
at BC's model, both structurally and through
their technology, as to whether or not that type
of solution, that type of model, could fit our
[Ontario’s] business needs.

They said it met 80% of our requirements and
would require 20% modificatiorf.

The B.C. model, which uses the case managemenbdwtuyy, has been in place
for 15 years. According the Ministry, there are mvain considerations in
adopting the B.C. model. The Ontario environmeninderstandably different
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from B.C.’s and their system would have been depazido connect with their
particular provincial systems and computer architec Also, the Ministry is
required by Management Board to follow an RFP systther than a sole-source
application® Other related issues noted by the Committee irclud

scalability — whether the existing software is ddpaf being scaled up from
British Columbia’s to Ontario’s population;

technology — compatibility of the B.C. platform asaftware with Ontario’s;
and

ministry/legislation - compatibility with the spéiciand unique aspects of
Ontario’s social services and relevant legislatibn.

In Ontario the 65% compliance rate representsafudl partial complianc€.B.C.,
which has been referred to as an exemplary modsl46% full compliance, 52%
partial compliance, for a total of 92% compliarice.

Current Status

This feasibility study was the only study condudiadthe province, although the
Ministry is relying on the experience of other pirmes®’ As far as working in
co-operation with other similar jurisdictions, thnistry is pursuing this avenue
through various steps:

development of national strategies (e.g., workiognmittee on technology)
under a federal/provincial/territorial initiativand

a working committee recognizing the importanceahmon platforms, given
the working relationship among the various jurifidics (e.g., transfer funds
electronically)?®

Also, the Ministry has defined its business requeats, for example, business
process mapping, and staffing requireménts.

Opt-In/Opt-Out Options

Ontario tracks individuals who have opted out @ pinogram, but not those who
opt back into the program. According to the Minysapproximately two thirds
return to the progrartt® The total number of individuals who have opted afut
the program as of December 2003 was 38872.

Most programs in Canada and the United States anelatory or universal.
According to the Ministry, each model has pros anials:

The voluntary opt-in program gives people a
choice. It says, "Do you wish to come into this
program?" But that's all it does. Everything else
is the same, but it does give you that choice. We
[Ministry] have a mandatory program where
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people can agree to leave the program if they so
desire. | think some of the experiences that other
programs have had, which is why they've
actually moved away from voluntary opt-in, are
that sometimes your most vulnerable individuals
are not aware of the program and therefore don't
have the benefit of an enforcement program. . .
. A voluntary program ?uts the onus on you to
come into the prograri-

The concern was expressed that FRO’s approach esait in files being opened
unnecessarily and resulting in numerous dormags fin the system. The
Committee considered various arguments on the snafritoluntary versus
compulsory participation:

Most Complex Cases/Poor Compliance Rate - a vatyoat-in model may
result in the system having only the most compkeses, due to the fact that
when a case is received it could be substantialfriears, after an agreement
fails. This could contribute to bad compliance safé

System Avoidance - if FRO had a solid track redorcensuring compliance
in a “voluntary opt-in system,” this would have @spive impact in society.
Therefore, the very presence of FRO positivelya&feompliancé®

Reduced Caseload - the opt-in mechanism couldreseerrces, with a
reduced caselodd® The Committee pursued the argument that it mayeot
necessary to retain compliant files in a mandasysfem, as these cases
burden the system. It was suggested in CommiteeRRO could eliminate
the unnecessary caseload and assume only thoseealhyoneed the FRO
assistancé®® The Ministry explained that because these casein dull
compliance, a limited amount of time is spent anthHowever, some may
want to stay in the program for the security preddaver the long term, while
others may exercise the opt-out opttdh.

Most Disadvantaged Groups - the Ministry explaitieat the mandatory
approach has an advantage for the most disadvahtggeps, while still
providing an opportunity to opt-ott® One position proposed was to restrict
the system to those with a defined need, and wdssistance has been
requested and not receivid In response, the Ministry pointed out that
compliance rate averages are about 32%, but tisasthot a static number,
given that individuals are in and out of compliaoeer time*'°

Committee Observations and Conclusions

The Committee concluded that certain matters shioelleixplored as part of the
RFP process to ensure that the end product addrémseoncerns identified by
the Provincial Auditor in the 2003 and previousiaugports. The Committee
expressed concern in several areas, as follows:
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Technical Oversight - the Committee concluded tivatrsight is essential in
the consideration and purchase of technology systgiven that a high
percentage of such acquisitions encounter probl&hes Committee is of the
opinion that every effort should be made to ensunegh probability of
successful deployment, including a high calibrertéa scrutinize all aspects
of the project, beginning with the RFP stage. Tieedugh scrutiny of the
agreement by Management Board is necessary, cothwiitie other
professionals in the IT field to ensure complesms$parency and a thorough
review process, followed by regular assessments friand after
implementation. The Ministry explained that an RiMaluation team will
include FRO IT staff and personnel from the humemises IT clustet!! In
addition, FRO'’s business and IT staff will be inxed in the evaluation, and
the Fairness Commissioner would help to facilitaeeprocess. Also, FRO
legal staff will serve in an oversight roft

RFP Timeframe - the Committee was concerned ahedbh% two-year time
frame before the new case management model istipexi*

Cost-sharing/System Integration — the Committeechtite merits of system
integration with other jurisdictions incorporatiagch features as best
practices, and cost-sharii.

Selection of the Service-Delivery Model/ Supportifechnology - the
Committee is of the opinion that the selection okw service-delivery model
and supporting technology is a substantial commmtroéMinistry resources,
and that every effort must be made to ensure thgatbility of the new
system over the long term. For example, the view &gressed by some
Members that FRO needs to reconsider its mandatetesmine whether it is
focusing on those people in society that requitegbrvice. For example, the
merits of the opt in/out provision may require hat consideration at this
time, given the changes anticipated in the neweglimodel.

Committee Recommendations

Cost and Benefits

As part of the discussion on the return-on—investitee Committee noted that
that there will be increased costs with the impletagon of the new case
management modé&t® Also, the Ministry expects increased payments, and
possibly increased savings on the social assisameggam:*® The Committee
noted that the Ministry would be tracking thesete@sd benefits, and pointed to
the need to address improvements in the overatlatggoviding these services.

The Committee therefore recommends that:

5. The Ministry of Community and Social Services sbuld report to
the Standing Committee on Public Accounts on the oreased costs
and benefits attributed to FRO’s new service-delivey model and
supporting technology when implemented.
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The Committee requests that the Ministry provide tle Committee
Clerk with a written response to this recommendatio within one
hundred and twenty calendar days of the date of tdlmg this report in
the Legislature.

Information Request — Post RFP

The Committee pointed out that with 400 staff armidget of $30 million, the
annual collection is approximately $560 millioneay.'’ The Committee was
interested in the impact of the proposed systenmawgments, for example, in
relation to the collection costs in the futdté.

The Ministry indicated that it would prefer to prde this information following
the RFP, when there will be a better sense of dsest™® Furthermore, the
Ministry indicated that it would be able to provitte related outcome measures
at that time for a determination of whether the stiry has achieved its
objectives in this are&°

The Committee therefore recommends that:

6. The Ministry of Community and Social Services sbuld report to
the Standing Committee on Public Accounts on the ipact of the new
computer system. Specifically, the Committee is ietested in system
and program delivery improvements of a qualitativeand quantitative
nature, for example, in the area of collections. Tis report should
include information on the technological requiremers addressed in
the new system, the project costs, implementatiomtelines, and an
explanation of Ministry outcome measures or perforrance indicators.

The Committee requests that the Ministry provide tle Committee
Clerk with a written response to this recommendatia within one
hundred and twenty calendar days of the date of tdlmg this report in
the Legislature.

3. STAFF RESOURCES

The availability of adequate resources to fulfé fRO’s mandate was a central
issue during the hearings. The availability of hleeessary personnel was an
important part of that discussion, given that stgfhas a direct impact on the
general operation of the Office, and on progranivdg}. Consequently, the
Committee has decided to address personnel aseategem in this report.

Committee Hearings

The Ministry indicated that it is realigning bussseprocesses by changing its
team structuré?! For example, FRO is redesigning job descriptiarsch entails
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discussing staffing levels and associated optioTiEhe Ministry confirmed that
since 1994, FRO has approximately 40 fewer stafop@ing casework or acting
in a caseworker capacity, which includes relatspoasibilities such as
enforcement®

The Committee noted this staff reduction, and #u that there are 40,000 more
cases?* As noted in this report, the average number efiases with
outstanding work items assigned to senior casewshas ranged from 600 to
more than 1,300, averaging 890 cases per casewdik@morkload or ratio of
the optimum number of files will vary across theynce, but the average is
between 700 to 908 In response to this situation, the staff adjustsiemean
that when clients call today they have the optibproviding information through
the customer service unit, which is more accessirid will alleviate some of the
calls through the call centt€® FRO has provided the following staff
adjustments$?’

a new customer service unit with 15 staff dealinpwnore general inquiries;
16 staff in the customer service unit;

five staff focused on the trace-and-locate inv@tddressing returned mail;
and

five elrzrzgployees contacting people when their cordepis registered with the
FRO:

Personnel Planning

The Committee suggested that unless additiondlisthired, service delivery
may be compromised® The Ministry indicated at the time of the hearihat it
was in the process of preparing its annual budge2®04-05, and that it would be
considering various options, including staffiffgThe Ministry requires the
proper staff levels to enhance its enforcementaesipilities over the long term
and to address outstanding issues prior to thedattion of a new system. FRO
received approval for 52 new staff, 26 last fisezdr and the remainder next year.
FRO indicated that it needs to review all optioefobke it can definitively
establish its future requiremenfs. The Committee pointed to the need to
evaluate the impact of the new staff and also esga@ concern in the event that
the current allocation is not realized.

The Ministry has plans to bring options on progfamancing forward for
consideration for the next two yeadré The Ministry expects to have a sense of
the budget in early spring 2004 for such expeneitt The Committee enquired
about the budget options and whether an increabeinumber of caseworkers
was under consideration, to which the Deputy relgliethe affirmative>*

Committee Recommendation

Staff Complement Planning

The Committee noted the fluctuations in staff Ieveahd caseloads. Although the
Ministry has taken steps recently to address kaéls, the Committee has
concluded that the Ministry will require a comprebiee review of its staff
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complement to provide the necessary support foattieipated changes in
program delivery with the implementation of the reswvice delivery model and
supporting technology. Also, given that the casglsituation is not static, it will
be necessary to review the staff complement relgudarsystem demands
continue to fluctuate over tinté>

At the April 2004 hearings, the Committee stregbedmportance of assessing
staff levels during the interim period 2004-06 &ietmine the effectiveness of
daily operations. The Ministry acknowledged thedchf resources, but it was
not able to elaborate immediately prior to the 2pfavincial budget.

This recommendation was made with the knowledgetktgaMinistry has
committed to undertake a review of staffing befibis in a position to define
future requirements at FR® The Committee concluded that FRO's staff
complement requires monitoring to identify weakessand to ensure that
adequate resources are available in the interindipg the Ministry review.

The Committee therefore recommends that:

7. The Standing Committee on Public Accounts suppts the Ministry
of Community and Social Services’ commitment to unertake a study
of future staffing requirements. In the interim, FRO should monitor
its personnel complement to ensure that the Officis not under
staffed. The report on the staff review should addess such matters as
the anticipated staffing implications at the FamilyResponsibility
Office resulting from the implementation of the prgposed service-
delivery model and supporting technology. Also, th#linistry should
assess the impact of the 26 new staff members.

The Committee requests that the Ministry provide tle Committee
Clerk with a written response to this recommendatia within one
hundred and twenty calendar days of the date of tdlmg this report in
the Legislature.

4. PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT

4.1. Reporting Program Effectiveness

The FRO’s mandate is to ensure compliance withegiktered family-support
obligations and where necessary to take approprdtecement action while
treating both payers and recipients fairly. Thei&@fprepares monthly and
guarterly internal management reports, as well gsaaterly report that is
submitted to the Management Board Secretariat stdtestical information
collected provides a general idea of the type ahdmre of activity undertaken by
the Office. It does not address the overall efiectess and areas for
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improvement. The only publicly disclosed performaneeasure is the number of
accounts in full or partial compliance with theirpport obligations.

The Auditor recommended that to help ensure arableto assess whether
family-support obligations are effectively enforcaad that areas in need of
improvement are identified, the Office should measand report on additional
results indicators. These would inclutitee number of cases with significant
arrears not assigned to a caseworker, and thenedoractively enforced; the
timeliness of enforcement actions taken on assigeedunts; the number of
telephone calls to the call centre that were bldcked therefore not answered,;
the aging of support arrears and an assessmemgiotollectibility; and the
nature and number of complaints received.

The Ministry’s response to the audit report wag tha FRO is in agreement with
the recommendation, but that it is limited in ikslidy to address these issues with
the current system and information technology. iiée system is required for
generating management reports for timely responses.

FRO reported that with other jurisdictions, it lteveloped an “Operational
Policies and Goals” document to provide for stadad&d communications
processes and co-operative principles across jctisas as related to
enforcement guidelines and actions. In 2003 thas&djctions were setting out
baseline data to identify performance measurethodevelopment of guidelines
and standards.

Committee Hearings
External and Internal Measures

As noted, the only performance measure reportdteisumber of accounts in full
or partial compliance with their support obligaoin the past, the Office
collected additional statistics on other measuyasthey were no longer
requested®’ Also, FRO explained that it had additional pulpérformance
measures, but that its ability to meet those targemeasures was difficdft In
addition, FRO staff have internal performance tergjeat they are required to
meet in terms of quantity of enforcement actiomsl ealls answered, for
example.

Measures in the New System

The Ministry confirmed that the new FRO system widag able to identify all
cases, provide status reports on payments, track&dfons, et¢>° As part of
this new technology, FRO will be considering itemll operations in relation to
performance measuré®

Performance Expectations and Proposed Benchmarks

The Committee expressed interest in how FRO wikhsnee the efficacy or lack
of efficacy of the new computer system, and conspais of FRO’s performance
in 2003 with that after implementation of the n@sttnology*** The Office
provided a list of performance expectations covgesuch measures as call
waiting times, calls answered, statistics on ag;eand collections and
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enforcement actions. FRO plans to use comparabivdsatures such as the
following:

call centre’s busy signal to drop by 40%;

the compliance rate from 65% to 70% within thetfitdl year after
implementation;

collections from $561 million in 2003-04 with thbjective that they will
increase by over $50 million per year;

increase in social assistance recoveries;
improved effectiveness in providing more informatto clients;

case continuity for clients phoning the call cerfag@erformance expectation
under the new model is that each case will havesggdated staff person
familiar with clients and their case); and

a more proactive case management system will tapgrbximately a 25%
reduction in default hearings with fewer complaiftisrrently 14,000 hearings
a year with the case follow-up method, system iwatiion system, and lack of
timeliness):*?

The Ministry explained to the Committee that thePR#hich is to include such
measures, will be dependent on discussions on imag0ocosts, and expected
benefits with the Minister, Management Board anbiget’*®

Committee Recommendation

Performance Measures

The Committee endorsed the role of benchmarksharmeing accountability, and
determining program effectivene¥$.lt concluded that FRO requires a
comprehensive package of performance measuresingaaspects of its
mandate, including for example, internal admintsteatargets as it considers a
new system.

A review is required to identify current practicGesd procedures and appropriate
performance measures for inclusion in the RFPilltoe necessary for the
Ministry and Management Board to consult othersgigtions in setting out
baseline data to identify performance measurethtodevelopment of guidelines
and standards for future reporting on FRO. A sueyest practices from other
jurisdictions, including British Columbia, Albertand Australia, would be of
assistance. The Office’s plans to conduct a cBentice survey with the results
being used as benchmarks for future reporting eadt avith below.

The Committee concluded that a review is necedsaitgtermine the overall
performance of the current system, and the nevesysthen installed.

The Committee therefore recommends that:
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8. The Ministry of Community and Social Services sbuld undertake a
review of the current FRO system as soon as possbhand the
proposed system at the end of the first year of opation to determine
the level of overall effectiveness and efficiencyf each based on
established performance measures.

The Committee requests that the Ministry provide tle Committee
Clerk with a written response to this recommendatia within one
hundred and twenty calendar days of the date of tdimg this report in
the Legislature.

4.2. Assessment of Client Satisfaction

The province’s common service standards requirelaegollection of customer
feedback (e.qg., client satisfaction survey); howetree last client satisfaction
survey was in the spring of 1999. Problems idesdifat that time were reported
again in the 2003 audit. The Auditor recommended tih aid in the assessment
of both customer satisfaction and the effectivenés®rvices provided, the
Office should regularly conduct client satisfactsmveys to identify areas that
are working well and those that are in need of owpment.

On completion of the audit, FRO indicted its comment to conduct a client
service survey in the fall of 2003, and to usertdseilts as a benchmark for
reporting on improvements to client satisfacttétiThe first survey is to be
conducted before the implementation of the new oz@agement model.
Customer feedback is to be collected regularlyughoclient satisfaction surveys
as a part of the business pf&h.

Committee Hearings

The FRO confirmed at the hearings that it plansotaduct a client service survey
and that the results would be used as benchmarlstéoe-year reporting’’

Also, the Office has committed to collect custofieedback to improve services
and increase client satisfactitf.

Committee Recommendation

Client Service Survey

The Committee is encouraged by the Ministry’s testeent of its commitment to
conduct a client satisfaction survey and to usedhalts for future planning
purposes. The Committee noted that the survey evaave been conducted in the
fall 2003.

The Committee therefore recommends that:

9. The Ministry of Community and Social Services sbuld report to

the Standing Committee on Public Accounts on itsridings from its
client service survey. This report should explain bw the results of this
survey have been used to improve service deliverya client
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satisfaction, and the role of this information as bnchmark data for
future-year reporting.

The Committee requests that the Ministry provide tle Committee
Clerk with a written response to this recommendatia within one
hundred and twenty calendar days of the date of tdimg this report in
the Legislature.

5. COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

The Committee requests that the Ministry provide@ommittee Clerk with a
written response to the following recommendatioithiw one hundred and
twenty calendar days of the date of tabling thporein the Legislature, unless
otherwise indicated in the recommendation.

1. The Ministry of Community and Social Services stuld report to the
Standing Committee on Public Accounts on the followap procedures
adopted by the Family Responsibility Office to ens that client inquiries
are addressed on a timely and consistent basis atitht enforcement actions
are properly managed by individual caseworkers on @ase-by-case basis.

2. The Ministry of Community and Social Services sbuld report to the
Standing Committee on Public Accounts on the impaabf the proposed case
management model and supporting technology on thesalignment of
resources and the caseload, indicating the numbef ocases per case worker.
In addition, this report should assess the impactfd~RO’s new criteria and
standards for caseloads management.

3. The Ministry of Community and Social Services sbuld report to the
Standing Committee on Public Accounts on the impaaif the Family
Responsibility Office’s enforcement strategy. The @mmittee strongly
encourages the Office to aggressively pursue enfement in a proactive
regime, utilizing an integrated information managenent system.

4. The Ministry of Community and Social Services sbuld assess its customer
service function on a regular basis to identify shibcomings and to implement
remedial measures in the interim prior to the implenentation of the

improved service-delivery model and supporting techology. Staff resources
should be available to effectively manage the calentre and to measure its
impact by tracking telephone calls and developingdseline data on the
centre’s overall operation. The Family Responsibity Office should report to
the Ministry of Community and Social Services on & findings from these
regular reviews and its remedial action.

5. The Ministry of Community and Social Services sbuld report to the
Standing Committee on Public Accounts on the incresed costs and benefits
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attributed to FRO’s new service-delivery model andsupporting technology
when implemented.

6. The Ministry of Community and Social Services sbuld report to the
Standing Committee on Public Accounts on the impaatf the new computer
system. Specifically, the Committee is interested isystem and program
delivery improvements of a qualitative and quantitdive nature, for example,
in the area of collections. This report should inelde information on the
technological requirements addressed in the new ggsn, the project costs,
implementation timelines, and an explanation of Mimstry outcome measures
or performance indicators.

7. The Standing Committee on Public Accounts suppts the Ministry of
Community and Social Services’ commitment to undeeke a study of future
staffing requirements. In the interim, FRO should nonitor its personnel
complement to ensure that the Office is not undertaffed. The report on the
staff review should address such matters as the aaipated staffing
implications at the Family Responsibility Office resulting from the
implementation of the proposed service-delivery mael and supporting
technology. Also, the Ministry should assess the pact of the 26 new staff
members.

8. The Ministry of Community and Social Services sbuld undertake a
review of the current FRO system as soon as possblnd the proposed
system at the end of the first year of operation tdetermine the level of
overall effectiveness and efficiency of each based established performance
measures.

9. The Ministry of Community and Social Services sbuld report to the
Standing Committee on Public Accounts on its findigs from its client service
survey. This report should explain how the result®f this survey have been
used to improve service delivery and client satiséion, and the role of this
information as benchmark data for future-year reporting.
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