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Executive Summary

This Executive Summary presents the integrated findings of the three sites researched in the context of the Monitoring Study of the Group Information Sessions (GIS). These three
sites were Lethbridge, Alberta and Mississauga and Y ork, Ontario. Detailed findings on each of the sites are presented in separate reports. The methodology used to conduct this
study consisted of preliminary interviews with key informants, review of documents and administrative data, site visits (observation of a GIS, focus groups with clients and local
design and delivery teams, and interviews with key informants), and follow-up research.

Background

Shaping the Future, a Human Resources Devel opment Canada (HRDC) initiative whose objective is to introduce active interventions to help implement behavioural changesin
employees and workers, introduced the concept of the GIS and the Group Service Needs Determination (GSND). These information sessions are intended to ensure that individuals
are aware of their responsibilities under Employment Insurance (El) and of the services available to them, and to support the requirements of Bill C-12. The strategy includes
assisting individuals to return to work more quickly, reducing El dependency and protecting the integrity of the EI account.

The main objectives of this GIS Monitoring Study were to study and document in detail the practical experiences of three Human Resource Centres of Canada (HRCC) with GIS and
to summarise and publish findings with afocus on what works best, including best practices and lessons learned. As a monitoring study, the report does not attempt a comparison
with other aternatives, but merely describes and tracks GI S activities, and assesses them against the objectives of the Shaping the Future initiative.

The three types of GIS researched in the context of this monitoring study were all formally introduced in 1995. The rationale for implementing GIS in Lethbridge and Y ork was
driven by a desire to efficiently inform clients of their rights and obligations with respect to Unemployment |nsurance/Employment Insurance (UI/EI) in a consistent manner and to
detect fraud and abuse of UI/EI. On the other hand, "Booster Sessions' (the sessions researched in Mississauga in the context of this monitoring study) were introduced to fill agap
in the services available to unemployed individualsin their eight to tenth week of Employment Insurance claims.

Despite the fact that the rationale for implementation was different among the three sites examined and that the three types of sessions were delivered at different pointsin an El



client'sclaim, they are all aimed at regular (i.e., Type 2) claimants. In all three sites, clients are directed (as opposed to invited) to attend GIS. This means that the sessions are
mandatory and that failure to attend can have an impact on the benefits of clients who cancel without good cause or fail to report to the session. The three sites have procedures that
allow them to determine whether areason given for cancelling is "agood cause". Focus group participants in both Lethbridge and Mississauga reacted quite negatively to the tone of
the letter, which they found threatening. It was suggested that providing more information on the objectives and content of the session in the letter would make participants more
open to the upcoming sessions.

In both Lethbridge and Y ork, the sessions are delivered by internal staff and last between 45 and 60 minutes. The full-day Booster Sessions in Mississauga are delivered by a
third-party organisation, the Quality and Continuous Improvement Centre (QCIC), the originator of the concept of Booster Sessions. While the Lethbridge and Y ork sessions are
straightforward presentations on rights and obligations, and employment issues (e.g., programs and services available), the Mississauga session is much more interactive. The topics
covered in Mississauga are strictly related to employment and employability. El rights and obligations are not discussed in depth in these sessions.

Cost and Savings

The information related to the costs of co-ordinating and delivering GIS and to the savings resulting from the three types of GIS examined are summarised in the table on the
following page. It must be stressed that the figures presented in the table must be interpreted with care. Indeed, none of the three sites track the costs of co-ordinating and delivering
their respective GIS (other than the cost of the contract with the third-party deliverer in Mississauga). As aresult, the costs presented in the table are only estimates. Because net
savings were calculated by subtracting costs from gross savings, net savings are also estimated. Furthermore, full-year estimates sometimes had to be extrapolated, based on the
information available for afew months.

Summary of Cost and Savings I nformation
(April 1 to December 31, 1997)

Attribute Lethbridge York Mississauga

Figures Figures Figures

Number of Scheduled Clients 1,218 9380 5,919
Number of Disqualifications 355 235 582
and Disentitlements
Cost
Total Operationa Cost for $60,900 $81,047 $275,459
Operational Cost per $50 $9 $47
Scheduled Client
Gross Savings
Direct Savings $46,924 $59,826
Indirect Savings $1,225,785 $714,410
Total Gross Savings $1,272,709 $744,236 $1,572,298*
Gross Savings per Scheduled $1,045 $79 $266
Client




Gross Savings per $3,585 $3,166 $2,702
Disqualifications and
Disentitlements

Net Savings

Total Net Savings $1,211,809 $663,189 $1,296,839
Net Savings per Scheduled $995 $71 $219
Client

Net Savings per $3,414 $2,822 $2,228

Disqualifications and
Disentitlements

Note: Direct and indirect savings could not be segregated.

Objective Achievement and Outcome

The objectives of the Shaping the Futureinitiative are the following:

« introduce active interventions to help implement behavioural changes in employees and workers;

o assist individuals to return to work more quickly;

« reduce El dependency; and

« protect the integrity of the El account.
Assessing the extent to which the three models are achieving these objectives is difficult to do given the nature of the objectives and of the research questions devel oped for this
study. However, the findings of the monitoring study indicate that of the three models, the Booster Sessions are most effective at having an impact on the behaviour of clientsin the

area of employment search. However, given the focus of the Y ork and L ethbridge models on El Rights and Obligations, these two models are more likely to have an impact on
behaviours such as the accurate completion of cards or preventing fraudulent use of the system.

The impact of the GIS on assisting individuals to return to work more quickly cannot be assessed with certainty using the findings from this study. However, to the extent that clients
in all three sites are provided with information on available programs and services that can help them in their job search, it would be expected that the GIS would have some impact
in this area. The Mississauga model, in particular, would be expected to contribute to the achievement of this objective given the site's objectives of motivating clientsto maintain
their job search and make it as effective as possible. A few instances were indeed given of clients who had taken steps to accelerate their job search or found work as aresult of the
Booster Sessions.

Assessing the extent to which dependency on El isreduced is avery complex endeavour that can only be determined with longitudinal data, and is therefore out of the scope of this

study.

The findings related to the number of Disgualifications and Disentitlements (D& Ds) imposed as aresult of GlS-related activities clearly indicate that al three models play an
important role in protecting the integrity of the El account.

TABLE CF
COMTEMTS

1. Introduction




The purpose of thisreport is to present the findings from the Monitoring Study of the Group Information Sessions (GIS). This report summarises the findings of the three case studies
researched as part of this assignment (Lethbridge, Alberta, and Mississauga and Y ork, Ontario).

This section of the report provides contextual information for the Monitoring Study, presents the study's objectives and scope, and outlines the presentation of the report.
1.1 Context

On March 7, 1996, legidation to create a new Employment Insurance (El) system was introduced into the House of Commons. The Employment Insurance Act, or Bill C-12, came
into effect on July 1, 1996, replacing the Unemployment Insurance (Ul) Act and the National Training Act. Among other things, the new Act is intended to secure $1.2 billion in
savings by the fiscal year 2001-02.

Shaping the Future, a Human Resources Devel opment Canada (HRDC) initiative whose objective is to introduce active interventions to help implement behavioural changesin
employees and workers, introduced the concept of the GIS and the Group Service Needs Determination (GSND). These information sessions are intended to ensure that individuals
are aware of their responsibilities under El and of the services available to them, and to support the requirements of Bill C-12. The strategy includes assisting individuals to return to
work more quickly, reducing El dependency and protecting the integrity of the EI account.

A GIS can be used to identify individual s who require enhanced employment services, those who should be subject to a continuing entitlement review as well as individuals who
might be fraudulently accessing El. GIS aso provide Human Resource Centres of Canada (HRCC) with away of dealing with capacity issues at the local level. Instead of
individually dealing with the needs of each claimant, an HRCC can deal with the needs of many people at once while ensuring that each client is kept informed. In addition, an
HRCC might choose to use third- partiesto deliver GIS.

The notion of GISwasfirst introduced in 1990. The Québec-Charlesbourg and Medicine Hat HRCCs were each piloting GIS on their own. The Québec-Charlesbourg HRCC
introduced the session to inform claimants of the services available to claimants and their obligations under the El Act. The session in Medicine Hat was designed to complement
other interview programs or interventions. The Investigation and Control (1& C) managers at each of these HRCCs devel oped their own script and implemented the sessions
independently.

In 1991, a Control Branch team from National Headquarters (NHQ) was formed to report on these sessions. "The objective of the project was to develop a strategy to interview
claimants who are not subject to any of the Commission's programs or services to ensure they are aware of the services available and to verify their entitlement to Ul benefits."1
Some members of the team observed the sessions conducted by these HRCCs and measured related savings results. A formal GIS pilot test was conducted at the London HRCC.
Based on the success of the London GI'S pilot, the NHQ Team submitted a GI S proposal to the Commission in July of 1994. The NHQ team reported that the GIS would be an
efficient way of using available resources. The flexibility of scheduling only as many sessions as there are resources (both people and time) with any number of participants permits
the HRCC to fill the low period created by fluctuating workload. The Commission gave its approval to go ahead with implementation on September 16, 1994.

The NHQ Team, in conjunction with 4 HRCC representatives (I1& C and Insurance Supervisors from the London, Kingston, Medicine Hat and Quebec City HRCCs), developed an
Instructional Package and Guidelines for conducting a GIS. The package was based on a combination of materials used by these HRCCs. Implementation as well as the scope of the
GIS was | eft to the discretion of each individual region.

1.2 Monitoring Study Objectives and Scope
The GIS Monitoring Study was designed to collect information on the relevance of this measure to return people to work and generate savings to the EI account. More specifically,
the major objectives of the monitoring study included the following:

« to study and document in detail the practical experiences of three HRCCs with GIS; and

« to summarise and publish findings with a focus on what works best, including best practices and lessons learned. This was done in order to assist HRDC, its regional offices,
and HRCCs and their communities to enhance their existing administrative measures designed to help El clients return to work faster, increase work incentives, reduce El
dependency and protect the integrity of the El account.

The specific research questions addressed by this study are presented in Exhibit 1.

Exhibit 1

Resear ch Questions

1.0 Rationalefor the GIS




1. What were the motivations for introducing the GIS? What specific
issues were the GIS intended to address? (1.0, Q.1 & 2)2

2.0 Design

2.1 Design Process

1. What was the process used to design the GIS? Who participated in
the process?

2. What were the content and format selected for the GIS (e.g., various
elements or modules that make up the session, length, # of
participants)? What types or sources of information were used (e.g.,
materials from other types of information sessions or published in
other sources)?

3. What materials were developed for the GIS (e.g., guides for the
deliverers, handouts for clients)? Who prepared them?

4. Were the Gl Stailored to different client groups?

5. Were there expected impacts for the GIS identified at the design
stage? Were they documented? Was a monitoring system developed
during the design phase to measure effectivenessin relation to
expected impacts?

6. Did the design team encounter any challenges during the design
phase? How were these challenges addressed?

2.2 Client Selection

1. Werethe GIS originally intended for specific client groups? If yes,
what was the rationale? Have client selection targets changed in any
way since the GIS were first implemented?

2. How are clamantsidentified as potential GI S participants? Were
specific criteria developed? Were the criteria pre-tested?

3. How are potential GIS participants contacted (i.e., confirmation
letter, phone call, HRCC bulletin board, third-party)? How effective
Isthat process? How soon after they have established aclaim are
they contacted?

3.0 Implementation and Delivery

3.1 Implementation




When were the GIS first introduced?

Was the full session implemented, as designed, on Day 1, or wasiit
implemented in stages over a period of time?

Was a GIS pilot test conducted? What did this pilot test involve
(e.g., assessment of client satisfaction, feedback from deliverers)?
How was success defined? How was it measured? What were the
results of the pilot? Was the GIS modified as a result of the pilot
test?

To what extent have the sessions changed since implementation?
What specific changes have been made and why?

3.2 Delivery

3.2.1 Ddliverers

1.

Who delivers the sessions? Why was this method used? Where are
the sessions delivered? Is the delivery of the GIS full-time work for
the deliverers?

How are the session deliverers selected? What are the selection
criteria and processes? Is there a difference in the selection
processes between HRCC session deliverers and third-party session
deliverers?

Do the deliverers receive Gl S-specific training? How is this training
delivered? How isthe training designed (e.g., modules, client group)
and delivered?

Does the behaviour of the session deliverer differ from one setting to
another?

At what frequency are the GIS delivered? What is the rationale
behind this?

|s the performance of the deliverers monitored? If yes, how? What is
monitored (e.g., attitude, number of claimants who show up for a
session)?

Do the deliverers encounter any challenges during the delivery of

the GIS (e.g., attitudinal barriers from clients, resource constraints)?
How are these challenges dealt with?

3.2.2 Session Content




1.

Are clamants required to provide any information before and/or at
the session? How is thisinformation captured (i.e., questionnaire,
one-on-one interview, attendance form)? How is thisinformation
used (i.e., apre-screening tool for employment services, entitlement
review, investigation)? How effective is this process?

What type of information is provided to claimants before and/or at
the session (i.e., Labour Market Information (LMI), Employment
Benefits and Support Measures (EBSM), El responsibilities,
claimant statistics)? Do claimants recall having received written
materials?

Do claimants prepare an Action Plan (AP) during the session? What
Isthe process for preparing the AP? How isthe AP used (e.g.,
personal tool for the client, monitoring tool for the HRCC)?

3.2.3 Referral Process

1.

How arereferrals to other programs/services or workers (e.g., other
information sessions, enhanced services, active job search,
entitlement review, investigation employment counsellor, Insurance
agent, third-party) made (e.g., at the session, during a subsequent
counselling session)?

4.0 Impact on Clients

1.

4.

5.

After some time has passed, do claimants remember having
participated in the session? What do they remember about the
session?

|s there any evidence that the labour market or El claim behaviour of
claimants has changed as aresult of participation in the session? For
example, in the judgement of the claimants:

0 Arethey searching moreintensively for jobs?

0 Arethey accepting ajob they might not have accepted before
attending the session?

0 Arethey withdrawing El claims?

0 Arethey returning to work faster than they might have
otherwise?

Do the GIS have an impact on claimants' attitudes towards
gaining/maintaining employment? Towards their El rights and
responsibilities?

In clamants' judgement, what purpose does the session serve? In
their view, did the GIS accomplish this?

To what extent are the GI S useful to claimants? In what specific




ways has the session been useful ? Are there ways in which the
session does not help claimants?

6. Have claimants experience with the sessions affected decisions that
other members of their families or friends have made with regard to
employment or El claim-related activities?

5.0 Satisfaction with GIS

5.1 Clients

1. Are clamants given an opportunity to evaluate the session and
provide suggestions for improvements? When and how are they
asked for feedback?

2. Are claimants satisfied with the session deliverers? With the design
(i.e. content, format, materials) used?

3. Are claimants satisfied with their participation in the process? Are
they satisfied with the decisions they made as aresult of attending a
GIS? Are they satisfied with the results achieved? To what extent do
they feel that attending a GIS is a positive experience for
participants?

5.2 Deliverers

1. Arethe deliverers satisfied with the session design (i.e. content,
format, materials used)?

2. Arethose who are currently delivering the sessions satisfied with
their job? In their assessment, is the session a positive experience for
them?

3. What has been the turnover rate in the delivery staff? Is that
considered high? If so, what factors contributed to this?

5.3 Managers

1. Are HRCC managers satisfied with the sessions and their outcomes?
Aretheir goals being met?

6.0 Client Monitoring and Follow-up

6.1 Process




1. Are GIS participants and non-participants monitored? If so, how?
Are the outcomes of claimants GIS participation recorded (e.g.,
referred to intervention, other service)?

2. How are claimants who fail to report to a GIS followed up? Are
there any consequences for clamantsif they do not attend the GIS
(e.g., disentitlement imposed)? Do claimants generally attend aGIS
after disentitlement for failure to report?

3. Are claimants followed up upon being referred to another program
or service? Are there any consequences for claimants, if they do not
attend the program or use the services to which they were referred
(e.g., denial of benefits)?

6.2 Claimant Attendance

1. How many claimants:

o Aredirected to asession in agiven period of time (e.g.,
weekly, monthly)?

0 Actually attend the session for which they were scheduled?

0 Arereferred to other programs/information sessions?
Enhanced services?

0 Do not attend their GIS and are redirected to another session?

0 Do not attend their session and discontinue submitting their El
clams?

0 Areinvestigated for possible fraud as aresult of information
obtained at the session?

6.3 Denial of Benefitsand Appeals

1. Doesthe participation in the session lead to:

« Increased incidence of benefit denials?

« Increased incidence of inquiries about decisions?
« Increased incidence of appeals?

2. Were the decisionsto deny benefits correct? What was the " correct
rate"? How isa"correct" decision defined?

7.0 Accountability Framework

7.1 Administration Costs




1. Doesthe HRCC have adollar estimate for the costs and benefits
associated with the GIS and related activities? If yes, how are these
costs and benefits calcul ated?

2. What are the Full-time Equivalent (FTE) and dollar costs associated
with the design, delivery and monitoring of the GIS? Isthe level of
resources used for these processes appropriate? If no, why not? Are
there differences in the level of resources used among the settings?
What factors may account for these differences? Have these costs
Increased or decreased over time?

7.2 Savingsto the EI Account

1. Have there been measures developed to estimate the savings to the
El account that can be attributed to the GIS? Are the GIS savings
measures linked to those associated with the Human Resources
Investment Branch (HRIB) dataset or are they linked to other
measures? Do the estimated savings to the EI account include the
estimated costs of administration of the GIS, and associated
follow-up activities (e.g., benefit denial, appeal)?

2. Arethe GIS savings measures sound? How have they been
validated? Are they compatible among the settings? Are they
consistent over time? Isthere a possibility of double counting if they
are not linked to other measures? How frequently are the GIS
measures reported?

3. Arethere savings that are not being estimated? Which ones? Could
they be estimated? If yes, how?

4. When taking into account the costs associated with designing and
delivering the GIS (including the cost associated with enquiries and
appeals) and the savings to the El fund, does the GIS represent a
cost or savings to the HRCC? Is there a difference among the
settings? What factors may account for the differences?

8.0 A Guideto Help Implement aGIS

8.1 Lessons L earned




1. Inthedeliverers judgement, has the implementation of the GIS been
a positive or negative experience? What do they like the most about
thisjob? What would help them to do a better job?

2. Do clientsfeel that the GIS should be modified in any way to
improve it? If yes, why and how?

3. Based on the information and analysis presented in this study, what
does an HRCC manager need to consider and what principles or
steps should be followed to implement an effective GIS in the
community? What are the success factors associated with the GIS?
What have been the lessons |earned?

4. What measures should HRDC put in place to be able to properly
measure the impacts of the GIS at anational level (i.e., rolling up
from the HRCCs who deliver GIS)?

5. Are managers/designers considering making any major changes to
the design, delivery and/or monitoring of the GIS? The client group
focus? The number of sessions? The delivery agent? Why or why
not?

1.3 Presentation of the Report

The next section of this report, Section 2.0, provides an overview of the methodology used to conduct the monitoring study research. Descriptions of the GIS studied at each of the
three sites and of their outcomes, as well asissues related to rationale, design, implementation and delivery, client monitoring and follow-up processes, administrative costs, savings
to the El account, impacts on clients, and satisfaction with GIS are provided in Section 3.0. Section 4.0 provides a comparison of the three models examined. Conclusions are
presented in Section 5.0 and Lessons Learned in Section 6.0.

TABLE OF
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2. M ethodology

The approach used to conduct the Monitoring Study consisted of the following components:
« document/administrative data review;
« preliminary interviews with key informants;
« Sitevidits; and
« follow-up research.
2.1 Document/Administrative Data Review

We began by familiarising ourselves with documents detailing the GIS, their rationale and how they fit in the scope of the changes brought about by the El Legislation. We also
collected and reviewed documents and data provided by each of the sites.

2.2 Preliminary Interviewswith Key Informants

Preliminary interviews with key informants at the national and regional levels were conducted. The main purpose of these interviews was to obtain information related to the
rationale and early design of the GIS. Exhibit 2, presents the list of the preliminary interviews which were conducted. We also conducted informal interviews with Ken McDonald,
Assistant Chief, 1&C, from Nova Scotia and Joe Besson, a Regional 1& C Officer in New Brunswick, to discuss issues of concern regarding the potential implementation of the GIS



in the Atlantic Region.

Exhibit 2

Preliminary Interviews

# Name Title
1 Sue Pitts Director, Investigation & Control
: Operations, NHQ
2 Rainer Bloess
_ Control Operations, 1&C, NHQ
3 Jacques Desmarals
: Operational Policy, 1&C, NH
4 Barry Rhein P 4 Q
Regional Chief, 1&C, Alberta Region
5 Ken Byrne
Regional Director, 1&C, Ontario Region
2.3 Site Vidits

We observed GIS at each of the sitesvisited (i.e., Lethbridge, Mississauga and Y ork). Observing the GIS allowed team members to assess whether delivery style appeared to have
any impact on the GIS models studied. Attending the GIS also allowed the consultants to better understand and contextualise the comments made later by focus group participants
and interviewees. Through post-visit comparisons, we have attempted to determine whether there were differences in the way the GIS were received by participants based on factors
such as deliverer, participant profile and approach used to deliver the GIS.

As part of the observation, GIS participants were asked to take afew minutes at the end of the session to complete a brief exit questionnaire. The exit questionnaire focused on
participants' satisfaction with the content and delivery of the GIS as well as the message they received from the session.

During each site visit, three focus groups were conducted with GIS participants as well as one focus group with individuals who had not participated in a GIS. The focus groups with
GI S participants were held to assess issues related to the perceived usefulness of the GIS, participant satisfaction and behavioural changes as aresult of the GIS. The focus group
with non-participants was held, in part, to determine whether there were major differences in reported behaviour and attitude towards finding and keeping employment between GIS
participants and non-participants, and the extent to which these differences could be attributed to attending a GIS. In addition to the focus groups with GIS participants and
non-participants, a group discussion was aso held with the local GIS design and delivery team. The purpose of this discussion was to discuss issues related to GIS design and
delivery aswell as lessons learned and suggested improvements.

Interviews were conducted with the HRCC Manager and/or the third-party deliverer, as well as other key GIS personnel at each site. The purpose of these interviews was to address
issues related to rationale, design, implementation and delivery, satisfaction, client monitoring and follow-up, and the accountability framework. Lessons learned were also
discussed.

Lastly, follow-up research was conducted by telephone upon return from the site visits. The follow-up research was conducted to clarify some issues and complete missing
information. This follow-up research involved individuals who had been interviewed while on site.

2.4 Limitations of the M ethodology

There were some limitations to the methodol ogy used to conduct this monitoring study of the GIS. These limitations include the following:

« Although survey gquestionnaires were administered to focus group and GI S participants, the results from these surveys should not be taken to be statistically sound. The
sample size of clientsisthe main limitation. This"quasitative" research was used to add quantitative information to the more qualitative research;

« Wewere only able to observe one GIS at each of the sites. Potential variations in the respective sessions (such as by deliverer, location and client attitudes) are therefore not
reflected in this report; and

« Each site examined has its own data collection method and way to calculate savings. While we have made efforts to make the presentation of the data as consistent between
sites as possible, the reader should keep these differences in mind when reviewing the figures presented in this report.
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3. Site Assessments

This section presents an assessment of the GIS model examined at each of the three sites researched (L ethbridge, Mississauga and Y ork). Each of the three sites examined has chosen
to implement a different GIS model. Details on each of these models, as well as the findings related to the study issues presented in Exhibit 1, are presented in this section. It is
expected that the site assessments presented in this section might help HRCs interested in implementing and delivering GIS to learn from these sites and use the information during
the development, implementation and delivery of their own GIS. Lessons Learned are also summarised in Section 6, which includes a guide to the implementation of a GIS.

3.1 Lethbridge

The Lethbridge Canada Alberta Service Centre (CASC) has been conducting GIS since 1995. The GIS studied in Lethbridge is called an Investigation and Control Group
Information Session (1&C GIS). The & C GIS are delivered by 1& C staff to regular (Type 2) clientsin their fifth to eighth week on claim. The sessions last approximately 45
minutes and are delivered to an average of 20 claimants at atime. Two sessions are held every week at the L ethbridge CASC.

Two variations of the |& C GIS, not researched as part of this study, are offered by the Lethbridge CASC. Thefirst, therural 1&C GIS, isvery similar to the |1& C GIS offered at the
Lethbridge CASC. The other variation on the GIS, the Programs and Services GIS, was introduced to inform clients in a consistent manner about the programs and services available
to help them find employment. The session also touches on El rights and obligations.

3.1.1 Rationale

The 1&C GIS was developed for the following reasons:

« toaddressthe need to educate clients. Staff wanted to inform clients about common mistakes/questions (e.g. incomplete applications, cards sent too early, unsigned cards)
and show them how to address them. They also wanted to inform clients about changes to the programs and services, and to the legislation;

« toincreasetherate of intervention. The time required to conduct one-on-one interviews limited the number of claimants whom investigators could meet. |1& C staff wanted
to talk to as many claimants as possible because they believed it increased the rate of detection and deterrence of abuse and fraud of the El system;

« todevelop atool that could be used by investigator sto achieve savings. The GIS was designed to identify potential abuse or fraud cases in order to achieve savings under
the 50/250 initiatives,

« tosend aclear and consistent message. The GIS was developed in order to send a clear message delivered to clientsin a consistent way. It was believed that standardising
the information would help in appeal cases; and

« toimproveclient perceptionsof 1& C staff. One of the expected impacts of the GIS was for clients to perceive 1& C staff as educators instead of as enforcers only.

The related objectives of the GIS are the following:
¢ increasetheintervention rate of claimants;

« identify potential abuse or fraud cases; and

« educate clients on their El rights and obligations.
The Lethbridge CASC saw the GI S as an efficient means of informing claimants while creating savings for the El account, although targets for these savings were not identified.
3.1.2 Design

The design of the Lethbridge GIS was led by local 1& C staff. In 1990, staff in the Medicine Hat office had aready introduced a GI S that had been developed by identifying the areas
in which clients needed to be educated as well as those in which fraud was occurring. The Lethbridge staff used the Medicine Hat model and built on it by adding local statistics and
flavour. In retrospect, it was felt that it would have been beneficial to involve Employment staff in the design of the GIS. Thiswould have allowed the delivers (1& C staff) to be
more knowledgeabl e about the programs and services available from HRDC to help clientsin their employment search, which is atopic incorporated in the Lethbridge GIS.

3.1.3 Implementation and Delivery

Lethbridge initially targeted specific groups of clients (e.g., those in high demand occupations, in specific professions) to participate in the GIS. However, pressure and negative



feedback from union representatives, politicians, the media, the public and claimants led to the sessions eventually being delivered to al regular claimants. Some of the challenges
that Lethbridge had to deal with when it first implemented the 1& C GIS, in 1995, included finding deliverers with the right skills, dealing with and managing hostile clients, and
issues related to the facility where the GIS was delivered (i.e. room not big enough, need to re-arrange chairs and tables at each session).

Eligible claimants (i.e., those with an active file in their sixth to eighth week on claim) are directed to attend a GI S through a "Notice to Report” |etter, sent ten days to two weeks
before the scheduled session. The letter clearly states that failure to attend the GIS "may result in a suspension or denial of benefits." Focus group participants found the tone of the
Notice to Report |etter threatening. They reported being scared and confused about why they were being requested to report for a GIS. They suggested that by including the session
agenda with the letter, claimants would have a better idea of what to expect at the session and therefore feel less threatened.

The Lethbridge GI'S has evolved from an informal chat with participants using no presentation material to a 45-minute presentation using overheads. A video on rights and
obligations used to be presented to participants but this was stopped because the video was not updated following the changes that were made to the Legidation. Staff and claimants
reported that they would like the re-introduction of avideo to the GIS. For the deliverers, avideo would reduce the monotony of delivering the same information to clients session
after session.

A 45-minute presentation was deemed appropriate by both deliverers and participants. Staff said that a session longer than an hour would limit the capacity of participantsto takein
and retain the information presented. Focus group participants agreed that the current duration of the GIS was appropriate, but reported that they would have been open to alonger
session if the format had been different (e.g., interactive workshop).

There have not been major changes in the type of information presented in the GIS over the years, which has always incorporated a strong emphasis on rights and obligations with a
"zero tolerance approach.” Some employment-related information, such as where to look for jobs and programs available to help claimants become re-employed, has been added to
the session content and updated. The changesin the Legislation have also brought about some revisions. Although the GIS script is flexible and can easily be revised, a conscientious
effort has been made not to tailor the sessions to the type of participants, given the importance of consistency.

A list of potential sources of job leadsis given to each participant at the session to help them access the "hidden market." At the end of the session, participants are asked to complete
an action plan, which consists of a short questionnaire asking participants to identify the actions they plan to take to look for employment and whether they need any help in putting a
plan together. This questionnaire is collected at the end of the session. If aclient indicates that he/she would like assistance, the questionnaire is given to Employment Services staff,
who contact the client and provide the relevant advice.

3.1.4 Client Monitoring and Follow-Up

Attendance is mandatory for al claimants who have been sent a Notice to Report letter. Participants are asked to show two pieces of identification at the start of the GIS. An
availability questionnaire and ajob search record are included with the Notice to Report letter, which claimants are asked to bring to the session. The questionnaire and record are
checked by one |& C staff while the other presents the information to participants.

It should be mentioned that the |& C GIS, especially the follow-up of directed clients who do not attend, generates a certain level of work, something of which an HRCC interested in
implementing asimilar GIS should be aware. In Lethbridge, the responsible 1& C officer determines who FTR and ensures that they have not called to cancel or reschedule. A
temporary stop payment isimposed on claimants who have not contacted the HRCC (the stop payment does not contribute to savings) and makes three attempts to contact them. If
these contact attempts prove unsuccessful, a disentitlement or disqualification (D& D) isimposed. Investigators interview the claimants whom they can contact to find out why they
FTR. Claimants who provide a valid reason are rescheduled. Those who don't are asked to come in for a one-on-one interview, which could result in a disentitlement or
disqualification.

Follow-up is aso conducted on participants for whom it isfelt that there is cause for investigation (e.g., questions about their availability or their job search efforts). These claimants
are invited to a one-on-one interview with an 1& C officer to help them address the issues which resulted in the investigation (e.g., help them identify how they can increase their job
search efforts) and make sure they understand the consequences of not addressing these issues. These investigations could also result in the imposition of a D&D.

Exhibit 3, shows the annual number of claimants directed to attend 1& C GIS in Lethbridge, the number of D15simposed (disentitlements due to FTR) and calculated FTR rates.
Because the number of FTR claimants was not available, a FTR rate was approximated using the number of D15s imposed.

Exhibit 3

Attendance Information, Lethbridge




Exhibit 4, shows the number of claimants directed to attend the I& C GIS and the resulting disentitlements.

Years Number of Number of Number FTR
Claimants Claimants of D15s Rate4
Directed to who | mposed
the GIS Attended a
Session

1995/96 1,198 901 297 25%
1996/97 1,581 1,254 327 21%
1997/98 1,218 1,126 92 8945
(April to
December)

Exhibit 4
Number of Claimants Directed to GI S and Resulting Disentitlements,
Lethbridge
Years Number of Number of
Claimants Directed Resulting
to Attend the GIS Disentitlements (%
of Directed)
1995/1996 1,198 533 (44%)
1996/97 1,581 667 (42%)
1997/98 (April to 1,218 355 (29%)
December)

Lethbridge data for fiscal year (FY) 1995/96 and 1996/97 show that the disentitlement rate approximates 40%.

3.1.5 Administrative Costs

This section presents the estimated cost of delivering the 1&C GIS. It isimportant to stress that these costs were estimated since L ethbridge does not keep track of them.

Exhibit 5, breaks down the estimated cost to operate a GIS in Lethbridge, excluding any overhead costs such as facility and office equipment.

Exhibit 5

Cost Estimatesfor Delivering the GIS- 1997-98, L ethbridge

Number of
Staff

Pay Level

GIS

Per centage of
Time Spent on

Estimated
Operational
Cost




|

1 $44,000 5% $2,200

2 $40,000 10% $8,000

2 $35,000 90% $63,000

1 $28,000 25% $7,000
Total Operation Cost $80,200
Fixed annual cost (e.g., mailing, some travel) $1,000
Total Cost $81,200
Estimated Cost per Scheduled Client (assuming $50
atotal of 1,624 scheduled clientsfor FY
1997-98)

The estimated 1997/98 annual operational cost for operating the GIS is $81,200. A total of 1,218 clients were scheduled to attend an 1& C GIS from April to December 1997. By
extrapolating and assuming the same number of participants are scheduled each month, it can be estimated that atotal of 1,624 clients will be scheduled for the 1997/98 Fiscal Y ear.
Therefore the Gl S-related cost per scheduled client can be estimated at $50.

3.1.6 Savingsto the ElI Account

Lethbridge uses alocal system called Investigations and Control Performance Data Analysis (ICPDA) to track savings and performance measures for 1& C staff. However, NHQ
captures savings data through a national system, and there exist discrepancies between the information provided by the two systems, due to a number of reasons.

The figures presented in this section are those captured through the local system. As seen in Exhibit 6, indirect savings make up the majority of total GIS savings (96% in FY
1997/98, up to December). From April to the end of December, 1997, Lethbridge achieved gross Gl S-related savings of $1,272,709.

Exhibit 6
L ethbridge Gross Savings

Y ear Direct I ndir ect Gross
Savings Savings Savings
1995/96 $12,910 $1,349,147 | $1,362,057
1996/97 $33,908 $1,923,495 | $1,957,403
Y ear -to-Date $46,924 $1,225,785 | $1,272,709
1997/98 (up to
December 31, 1997)

The operation cost of the GIS for the 1997-98 FY, up to December 31, was calculated for nine months (multiplied by 9/12), the same period as for the gross savings figures. Over
this period, net savings have been estimated at $1,211,809. The net savings per scheduled client are $995.

Exhibit 7, provides a summary of the information on the 1& C GIS in the Lethbridge Region.



Exhibit 7
Data Summary Table, Lethbridge

Attribute April to December
1997

Number of Scheduled Clients 1,218
Number of D& Ds 355
Cost
Total Operational Cost $60,900
Operational Cost per Scheduled $50
Client
Gross Savings
Direct Savings $46,924
Indirect Savings $1,225,785
Total Gross Savings $1,272,709
Gross Savings per Scheduled $1,045
Client $3.585
Gross Savings per D&D
Net Savings
Total Net Savings $1,211,809
Net Savings per Scheduled Client $995
Net Savings per D&D $3,414

L ethbridge staff feel they could not have achieved net savings of this extent without the GISinitiative. The GIS have allowed them to increase their rate of intervention by seeing a
larger number of claimants, and therefore identify a greater number of cases which presented cause for investigation, than would have been the case otherwise.

The Lethbridge GIS process isillustrated in the flow chart in Exhibit 8.

Exhibit 8
Proceduresfor GISin Lethbridge, Alberta




15 C staff orders a Het of afl Type 2 claim wts dthed

foandS meehonclaim 00 |

| —

¥ It hae more that 20 rames, I&C caff

chorees 50
1
Packiage ¥ cerit to chimark 2 arechs priorto
. Package kwhades: Mot e to Beport Letter;
Bwalid reasom Questiornaire; ad Tob Se arch
J..‘
! [ ; ¥
. . Chimard calk to
Claim ard fafk to repart to beche 1wehle to attnd Chimant attends (23
il s gk
I8 C sff mposes J- Walid e asom J'
sLap pay ;
1 Chimmtreschediesfor || | Chimatahedto | B0 | RurscralFil amd
e 05 sty behiud for Chestiorraies kb
L& caff makes 3 atfempts Cottact commec s order
Cotdnct ¢ lim at mad r
Mo cortact Teg
+ Hoc Talid :
D15 imposed on chinant sl Detsmire r s wy Sy o7 Dot by
i reasafor FTR P'f:'__'-’&ut??
| officer followes ! Tes Yio
; - . :
L Irestimtign ocedires Chinart called
+ f D&ED imposed it foT ore -d-ote Ho action
Sard d : :
ATEZE ACLe FTE - Fafwe to Repevt

THED) - Dhisaritlenaent and Disaualification
D15 - Dhsertitlerment for FTR

3.1.7 Impactson Clients

Participantsin the 1& C GIS which was observed by Price Waterhouse were administered an exit questionnaire. The questionnaire included questions on perceived usefulness of, and
satisfaction with, the session participants had just attended.

Not surprisingly, the greatest impact of the observed session on clients was seen in the area of awareness of El rights and obligations. Two-thirds of participants (66%) agreed that

the session gave them a better understanding of their El rights and obligations. Focus group participants also reported feeling better informed about their El rights and obligations
after attending the 1& C GIS. Approximately 54% of participants also thought the session was useful and informative.

However, 64% of participants said that the session had not changed their views on maintaining employment.

The perceived usefulness of the session varied among focus group participants. Some found it very informative whereas others thought the information was a duplication of the
rights and obligations fact sheet, and the rights and obligations information presented at the Programs and Services GIS. The perceived usefulness of the session appeared to depend

on how much participants already knew about EI. For example, first-time claimants reported learning alot and appreciated that 1& C had taken the time to explain El to them directly.
The following information was especially appreciated: job postings on the Internet; clear definition of what is alowed and what is not allowed while on claim; and the programs and

services available to help them become re-employed.

Many of the claimants said that their primary concern after attending the session was to ensure that their forms were completed correctly. They feared the repercussions of
completing them inaccurately. When asked to identify the purpose of the I& C GIS, the most common answer was "to provide information to claimants'. However, intimidation and

to "check up on people” were a'so mentioned by at least afew claimantsin all the focus groups conducted in Lethbridge.

Some focus group participants said that the session may have motivated them to look for work, but did not necessarily feel this was positive motivation since this motivation wasin
part based on fear. Some felt they were expected to take any job, even ajob below their skill and pay level, or risk losing their benefits. Some felt the session served to "discourage
and make them "feel more vulnerable" about being unemployed. The majority felt that the session did not alter their method of searching for work.

Price Waterhouse conducted pre-focus group surveys with GIS participants and non-participants. During the focus group, it was discovered that the majority of the non-1&C



participants had attended a Programs and Services GIS. The reader should therefore bear in mind that non-participants means that they did not participate in the I& C GIS, while they
could have participated in the Programs and Services GIS.

The results of the pre-focus group survey show the following similarities between participants and non-participantsS:
« themagjority of participantsin the two groups agreed that they had the right skillsto look for ajob;

« themagjority of participantsin both groups agreed they knew their El rights and responsibilities (interestingly, aimost the same percentage of participants (27%) and
non-participants (28%) disagreed with this statement);

« both groups agreed they knew where to obtain information on their El rights and responsibilities;
« both groups agreed they knew where to obtain information about services to help them find ajob; and
« both groups generally agreed they liked going to work.

The survey pointed out the following differences between the two groups:
« only 17% of GIS participants felt that there were no jobs available, compared to 57% of non-participants;
« alarger proportion of GIS participants (79%) than non-participants (43%) knew what services were available to help them find jobs; and
« alarger proportion of non-participants (86%) felt that being unemployed was the worst thing they could think of, compared to 48% of participants.

The differences of the two groups indicate that the GIS might have the following impacts on clients:
« helping clients better understand what services are available to help them find jobs;

« presenting labour market information to clients and informing them about the hidden job market, and thereby making participants feel more optimistic about the availability
of jobs; and

« helping clients realise that they are not alone in their situation.
3.1.8 Satisfaction with the GIS

The Lethbridge CASC staff interviewed in the context of this study reported being very satisfied with the GIS. They agreed that the sessions are educating clients and providing them
with an opportunity to ask questions. Deliverers aso reported feeling a sense of accomplishment when they guide a claimant back on the re-employment track and/or when savings
arerealised. They felt that the GIS are a more efficient means to achieve savings than one-on-one interviews. Staff were also very satisfied with the savings that have resulted from

the GIS. After 3 years of conducting the sessions, the L ethbridge CASC has reportedly experienced a reduction of one-third in the number of education workers applying for El
during the summer months.

There are currently no direct feedback mechanismsin place for clients to comment on the GIS. Feedback is by word of mouth or anecdotal. Some believe that clients would be afraid
to provide feedback for fear of repercussions.

As mentioned previously, participants of the |& C GIS which we observed were asked to complete a short exit questionnaire. The survey results show that participants were highly
satisfied with the session overall. There was agreement among survey participants and focus group participants on some aspects of the session. The location, the time, the language,
and the length of the session were generally satisfactory to both groups. Focus group participants were | ess satisfied with other aspects of the session than those responding to the exit
guestionnaire. Possible reasons for the difference in opinions between focus group participants and exit questionnaire respondents include the following:

« the elapsed time after the session may be a contributing factor. Participants might be highly satisfied immediately after the session (the time the exit questionnaire was
administered) but by the time they have had a chance to reflect on the session (afew months later), they feel less satisfied; and

« exit questionnaire respondents may have felt intimidated completing the questionnaire with the 1& C officers till in the room.

Some focus group participants found the session to be an important and satisfactory means of conveying the information to claimants, but felt the positive aspects of the sessions
were overshadowed by the negatives. Almost all focus group participants agreed that the session had threatening undertones. The |& C staff member collecting the forms and
reviewing the files at the back of the room was sometimes viewed as more intimidating than the deliverer. Participants found it especially intimidating when names were called at the
end of the session and told that they either had to stay behind (e.g., files were missing information, there were questions about their availability or job search) or could leave.
Parti cipants suggested asking everybody to stay behind, to call clients back at alater date, or to review filesin another room.

Participants also felt that they were already considered guilty of fraudulent use of El and felt this was how they were treated during the session. However, the majority of clients were
satisfied with the deliverer's ability to answer their questions. They also mentioned that the session deliverer was very thorough in imparting the information. "They didn't leave any
gray areas...you knew exactly where you stood."

Although the deliverer invites claimants to ask any questions, they find there are very few questions asked during the sessions. Deliverers believe that the clients don't ask questions



because they feel fearful and defensive: "If | ask this question, isit going to make them suspicious of my activities?' Clients expressed the same view. Some clients said they did not
ask questions because the deliverer was rushed and just wanted to get the session over with as fast as possible. "The less questions the better, so they can get you out of there." The
magjority of claimants wait until the end of the presentation and ask questions of a staff member on a one-on-one basis. Focus group participants said they would like more interaction
in the session, suggesting that this approach could even change the atmosphere of the session from threatening to supportive.

During the focus group, participants were asked to give suggestions and ideas of how to improve the GIS. They provided the following suggestions:

« inviteaclient that has used the service (e.g., job finding club) to speak during the GIS in order to motivate others. Clients may relate better to someone who has been
unemployed and "was one of them" than to the deliverer who they see as a public service employeg;

« there should be separate sessions for repeat and first time users of El. A person who is unfamiliar with the El system is better informed and satisfied with the current GIS,
whereas the person who goes on El every year (due to seasonal work) already knows the rules and regulations. These claimants would be better served with a session
concentrating on re-employment skills such as interviewing skills workshops or a career directions workshop;

« provide more information on training courses, one-on-one counseling, emotional aspects of job searching, and job searching skills;

« incorporate more interaction into the session. Participants felt that smaller groups would be more intimate and interactive. Claimants expressed a desire for smaller sessions so
they could ask questions without making the session too lengthy;

« select clients according to employment sectors in which claimants are seeking jobs to better meet the needs of the group;

« communicating the objectives of the session ahead of time would be helpful. The claimants would all have the same expectations and feel more confident knowing exactly
what the session would cover. One participant noted that, most of the time, "satisfaction is based on expectations’;

« have aquestion box available to claimants who are too shy to ask questions so that questions can be asked anonymously. This could also decrease the fear of repercussions;
and

« hold sessions earlier in the claim before claimants become discouraged.
3.1.9 Objective Achievement

The GISin Lethbridge have generally achieved their objectives. The first objective was to educate clients. From the questionnaire results, it appears that clients who have attended a
GIS are more aware of the services available to help them find employment than claimants who have not attended a GIS (79% participants vs 49% of non-participants were aware).
However, both groups felt that they knew their El rights and obligations.

Another objective was to increase the rate of intervention of claimants. GIS have alowed 1& C staff to see over athousand clients ayear for the past three years. Asfor achieving
savings, GIS has accrued a net savings of over amillion dollars ayear in direct and indirect savings since its inception.

3.2 Mississauga

The GIS studied in Mississaugais called a Booster Session. Booster Sessions were introduced as a full-time HRDC program in the Peel-Halton-Dufferin (PHD) management area, of
which Mississaugais part, in the 1995-96 FY, following a 3-month trial period that was initiated in November 1994. Booster Sessions are delivered to clientsin their eighth to tenth
week on clam. The sessions are delivered at the Work Web (an employment resource centre) and typically involve anywhere between 10 and 20 participants. The sessions were
designed and are delivered by athird-party contractor, the Quality and Continuous Improvement Centre (QCIC). The HRCC chose third-party delivery in part to address resource
issues at the HRC level but also, importantly, because of the positive feedback received from clients on the third-party facilitators and of internal staff's own observation of the
sessions. It was also stated (by both QCIC staff and others) that because the third-party deliverer isvery involved in the employer community, their statements may bear more weight
and be taken more seriously by participants than if HRDC staff were making the same statements.

Two other forms of GIS, not researched in the context of this study, are a'so delivered in Mississauga by the third-party deliverer. Jump Start sessions are delivered at zero to three
weeksinto aclient's claim. They provide information to clients on their El rights and obligations, which is delivered by the third-party according to a script developed by the HRCC.
The other form of GIS delivered by the third-party in Mississaugais called Shifting Gears, first introduced in the summer of 1997. These sessions are specifically targeted at
unemployed workersin the education field (ranging from teachers to cafeteria workers to school bus drivers).

3.2.1 Rationale

The rationale for the Booster Sessions delivered in Mississauga was very much driven by the needs of unemployed people. These needs were identified in the context of the research

conducted for aMaster's Thesisin Adult Education which was being completed by one of the Executive Directors of the organisation that would become the third-party deliverer for

the Booster Sessions. Through this research, it was found that unemployed individualsin their eighth to twelfth week on Unemployment Insurance were experiencing alow point in

their search for employment and needed a "boost" that would motivate them to keep looking for ajob. The research aso identified a need for a number of these people to acquire a
better understanding of the labour market, job search technigques, and programs and services available to assist them in their job search.

The objectives of the Booster Sessions are broadly defined as the following:



« motivate clientsto keep looking for work, or renew their effortsin that direction; and
« provide them with the information that will allow them to improve their confidence levels and make their job search as effective as possible.

While the achievement of savings was not initially a consideration in the implementation of Booster Session, they are nonethel ess an outcome of the sessions, as will be examined in
Section 3.2.6.

3.2.2 Design

The HRCC was not involved in the design process of the Booster Sessions in Mississauga. The third-party organisation that submitted a proposal for the sessions were responsible
for their design and, eventually, delivery. However, since then, the HRDC internal Booster coordinator has been working in cooperation with this third-party organisation to identify
adjustments or modifications.

3.2.3 Implementation and Delivery

Similarly to Lethbridge, Mississauga also started out delivering Booster Sessions to specific groups of clients (e.g., those who did take advantage of available follow-up services after
attending an initial information session). The target group was eventually extended to all Type 2 clientsin their eighth to tenth week on claim because the sessions are seen as being

potentially beneficial to all unemployed people at this point in the unemployment cycle.

Clientsin their eighth to tenth week on claim are directed to attend a Booster Session through a letter that states very clearly that failure to attend without proof of good cause could
result in disqualification or disentitlement to El benefits. Because the letter is proof that clients have been directed to attend, and must hold under appeal if aclient is disentitled asa
result of failing to attend a Booster session, it must not leave any room for confusion or ambiguity (e.g., timing must be clearly stated).

The tone of the letter was often identified as an irritant by focus group participants. They mentioned that while the session had been a positive experience, they had expected it to be
boring because of the way the letter was worded. While participants acknowledged that a more softly-worded |etter would probably be ignored by the majority of people, some
suggested that more information on the session (e.g., agenda) could be included so as to reduce their anxiety concerning the session.

While there were no major challenges experienced early in the implementation of the Booster Sessions, fragmentation of the coordination of activities was identified as an issue (e.g.,
each participating responsibility centre in the PHD area using different procedures and methods to schedule, cancel and capture the results of sessions and delivering them). This
issue has been addressed in part since all sessions are now delivered by a third-party organisation and a number of activities have been centralised within the Brampton HRCC (e.g.,

scheduling of sessions, capturing results, and handling cancellations from participants).

The Mississauga Booster Sessions are delivered at the Work Web, ajob search and career planning centre. While the Booster Sessions were originally delivered to homogeneous
groups (in terms of occupational background) that could include one hundred people, the sessions delivered today are smaller (10 to 20 participants) and involve a mix of
participants. The current size of the groups was considered acceptable but it was felt that sizes of approximately 25 participants were the most cost-effective while remaining
manageable. Furthermore, it was felt that assembling participants from amix of occupational backgrounds would make it less conducive to having them all band together in a hostile

showdown with the facilitators.

Since March of 1996, a new emphasis on personal responsibility and lifelong learning has been incorporated into the sessions. "We used to spend alot of time telling people which
person they should see for the program that they wanted, telling them about how to get approval for, say, training, the Self-Employment Assistance (SEA) program. We used to
cover all the rules around programs. Now, we talk more about employability skills." While the basic content currently remains the same from session to session, individual sessions
might be adapted to the needs and issues that participants want addressed. Participants in the Mississauga Booster Sessions are asked to actively participate in the session and in
group exercises, and facilitators interact with the participants throughout the day.

At the beginning of any Booster Session, participants are asked to complete a Client Information Form, kept on file at QCIC in case relevant job opportunities arise, and an HRDC
Participant Information Referral Form, which is used for the purpose of reaching participants for HRDC future surveys. The introduction is followed by a series of individual and
group exercises with various objectives. For example, one exercise led to a discussion on the new realities of the labour market (e.g., more contract work, downsizing) and the
conclusion that "we need to understand that change is here to stay." Rights and Obligations are discussed very briefly. A tour of the Work Web, which includes a presentation of the

resources available there, isincluded in the Booster Session.

At the end of the Booster Session, participants are asked to complete a Personal Development Plan (PDP). Among other things, the plan asks participants to identify the obstacles
which they feel are preventing them from finding employment, which programs or ideas discussed in the session they feel they could use to help them deal with barriers and which, if
any, of alist of job search strategies or programs they would consider using. The last section of the plan is an open-ended question period that provides an opportunity for clients to

make comments on the session. The plan is used to conduct a telephone follow-up of participants four weeks after the session.

3.2.4 Client Monitoring and Follow-Up

Attendance is taken at the beginning of the Booster Sessions. Participants are asked to show two pieces of identity to attest that they are the clients who have been directed to
participate. The list of attendeesis sent to the Brampton HRCC (the centre responsible for the coordination of the GIS) at the end of each session. Cancelled (CAN) FTR participants



are then referred to an 1& C officer, who is charged with assessing the reason for the CAN or FTR. Those absent without good cause may be disentitled from receiving additional
benefits. Exhibits 9 and 10, show the number of clients who were directed to attend a session, attended, CAN and FTR for the FY 1997-98 as well as the disentitlements resulting

from cancellations and failures to report for FY 1997-98 (up to December).

Exhibit 9
Attendance Infor mation, Mississauga
Y ear Directed-to- | Attended Cancelled Failed to
Attend (% of (% of report (%
Directed) Directed) of
Directed)
April to 5,919 3,005 1,388 (23%) 1,164
December (51%) (20%)
1997

*Note: The sum of Attended, Cancelled and Failed to Report do not add
up to the number of Directed-to-Attend because of missing information for

Cancelled and Failed-to-Report for the month of November.

Exhibit 10

Disentitlements from Cancelled and Failed-to-Report Participants

Y ear Cancelled Failed to D& Ds (% of CANs
(% of Report (% of and FTRs)
Directed) Directed)
April to 1,388 (23%) | 1,164 (20%) 582 (23%)
December
1997

Note: The disentitlement rate might be underreported since information
was missing for the month of November.

Of the three sites studied, Mississauga is the only location where follow-up of participants that is unrelated to investigations takes place. QCIC conducts a telephone survey of
participants four weeks after the session, which is based on the Personal Development Plan completed by each participant at the end of the session. Using QCIC's monthly reports,
the HRDC electronic files of clients who reported to QCIC that they had found work are checked, using the clients SIN, to ensure that they also reported "found work™ on their card.
Those who did not are referred to an 1& C officer. Clients who report that they were on holidays, out of the country or that they have not done anything to look for employment since
the Booster Session are also referred to an 1& C officer.

Clients who are followed up and report that they have not found work are asked how their job search is going and about their perceived barriers to employment, as well as the steps
they have taken since the Booster Session to improve their employability or find ajob. They are also provided with additional suggestions concerning how to go about their job
search. QCIC makes three attempts to contact Booster participants by telephone. After three unsuccessful attempts, aletter is sent to the clients who could not be reached and an 1&C
officer is assigned to them. Clients who fail to make any contact with the HRCC or investigation agent are disentitled.



The mgjority of clients (87% from April to December 1997) are typically contacted at the time of the follow-up. Of those, dlightly less than one-fifth (16%) report that they have
found work since the session. However, clients are not asked to what extent they feel that their participation in a Booster Session specifically contributed to them finding
employment. Most of the focus group participants mentioned that they had been followed up by QCIC and the majority appreciated the phone call, which was reportedly quite
lengthy in some cases.

3.2.5 Administrative Costs

The comment made in the section on Lethbridge concerning the calculation of cost aso applies here, i.e., the costs associated with delivering the Booster Sessions, except for the
cost of the contract with QCIC, are not tracked. The information on cost provided below has therefore been estimated for the last fiscal year (1997-98), and only reflects the cost
incurred by the Brampton HRCC.

Exhibit 11
Approximate Cost of Running Booster Sessions
Brampton HRCC

ltem Cost
HRDC clerk salary $25,000
HRDC officers salary $80,000
Overheads (envelopes and postage) ($54 per $4267
1,000)
Contract with QCIC (1997/98) $261,852
Total Estimated Cost $367,278
Estimated Cost per Scheduled Client $47
(assuming atotal of 7,892 scheduled clientsfor
FY 1997-98)

The total number of clients who would be scheduled to attend a Booster Session over a period of ayear has been estimated at 7,892 (number of clients who were scheduled for the
period of April to December 1997, extrapolated to twelve months). Based on these calculations, the average cost per scheduled client of delivering Booster Sessions would therefore
be $47.

3.2.6 Savingsto the ElI Account

As elsewhere, overall 1& C savings are captured by entering code 73 in the systems (i.e., investigations undertaken as aresult of GIS). However, the systems do not provide a
breakdown of the savings associated with each type of group sessions (e.g., Booster, Jump Start) delivered in the PHD management area. Therefore, the 1& C manager in Brampton
calculates the savings specifically associated with the Booster session by hand, which is avery labour intensive process that resultsin ballpark figures.

It isimportant to mention that the savings calculated in thisway are indirect savings (i.e. money not paid out that could have been) and that only Booster savings are calculated.
Furthermore, the savings calculated in this manner are gross savings at one point in time. They do not incorporate the cost of delivering the GIS and are not subsequently adjusted to
reflect any changes in disentitlement, such as rescinded decisions.

Exhibit 12

GIS Gross Savings Figures, Mississauga




Y ear Total Number Savings | Number | Savings
Savings of per of D&D per
Scheduled | Scheduled D&D
Clients Client
April to $1,572,298 5,919 $266 582 $2,702
December
1997

Total savingsfor FY 1997-98 were in the amount of $1,572,298. The corresponding average savings are $266 per scheduled client and $2,702 per D&D. The information is
presented in Exhibit 12.

While the calculations done by hand by the Brampton HRCC manager are gross savings, we can use the estimated cost of coordinating and delivering the Booster Sessions to
determine net savings. As seen in section 3.2.5, the estimated annual cost related to Booster Sessionsis $367,278. Extrapolated over a 9-month period (April to December 1997),
estimated costs would be $275,459. Subtracting these costs from the savings for the same nine month period ($1,572,298), we obtain a net savings figure of $1,296,839.

Exhibit 13, summarises the cost and savings figures for FY 1997-98 (up to December). It should be stressed that the figures presented in this exhibit are approximate numbers based
on the information made available to us.

Because the HRCCsin the PHD area do not conduct many one-on-one activities with clients, it was felt that they would not be "anywhere near” where they are in terms of savings if
not for the Booster Sessions (and other types of group sessions). A document provided to us during our site visit (untitled) states that "Booster is responsible for uncovering a
multitude of non-compliance, misrepresentation, non-availability, not employed, not capable issues that likely would not have come to light without this intervention.”

Exhibit 13
Summary of Cost and Savings | nfor mation,
April to December 1997

Attribute Values
Total Number of Scheduled Clients 5,919
Total Number of D&Ds 582
Cost
Total Operational Cost (Estimated) $275,459
Operational Cost per Scheduled $47
Client
Gross Savings
Total Gross Savings, 1996/97 FY $1,572,298*
Gross Savings per Scheduled Client $266
Gross Savings per D&D $2,702




Net Savings

Total Net Savings (Estimated) $1,296,839
Net Savings per Scheduled Client $219
Net Savings per D&D $2,228

Note: Direct and indirect savings could not be segregated.

The process associated with the Booster Session is presented in Exhibit 14.
3.2.7 Impactson Clients

The results from the post-Booster Session survey indicate that the major impacts of the Booster Sessions for the group of participants surveyed revolved around the information they

obtained on the services available to help them find ajob (four-fifths of respondents reported that they have a better idea of where to go to obtain the information and three-quarters

said that the session informed them about the services available). As one focus group participant said, "They may not have covered all the information but they did tell you where to
find it." The majority of participants also agreed (in a proportion of 73%) that the session had been, generally, useful and informative.

While dightly less than two-thirds of respondents agreed that they now had a better idea of where to go to obtain information on their Employment Insurance rights and obligations,
more than half also disagreed that the session itself gave them a better understanding of these rights and obligations. Thisis not a surprising result given that El rights and obligations
Isnot atopic that is specifically covered by the Booster Session. A number of participants said they had questions about their rights and obligations or felt unsure of what they were
(e.g., amount that can be earned while on claim, how to handle vacation time). One participant mentioned, "I have alot of questions about my rights but can't find the right person to
ask." However, participants who had attended a Jump Start Session usually reported being well aware of their El rights and obligations.

Exhibit 14

Booster Process
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A number of focus group participants mentioned that they had been accessing new avenues and services to look for employment since attending the Booster Session. Although
comparisons with participants in the focus group with clients who did not attend a Booster Session are difficult to make (because of the small number of participantsin that focus
group), these participants generally seemed less aware of the various avenues and possibilities open to them in their search for employment (e.g., none of them knew about the
resources available at the Work Web) than were participants who had attended a Booster Session. Other focus group participants mentioned changing their resume as aresult of the
information they got from the Booster Session. Some reported that as aresult of attending a Booster Session, they were now considering contract work. One participant mentioned,

"It isnot so alien anymore" and another, "Y ou have to accept that jobs will not be long term. Contracts are areality.”

One of the major impacts of the Booster Sessions was on participants morale, self-esteem and self-confidence. The majority of focus group participants confirmed that the Booster
Session had given them alift that made them feel better about themselves and renewed their motivation in their job search. One participant mentioned, "I phoned a day care centre |
really liked and pushed my way to ajob: that's what they taught us." For participants who were already feeling motivated, the session also provided the group support that made them
realise that they were not the only onesin their position, which strengthened the positive feeling they got out of the session. While the good feelings that the Session gave participants
were viewed positively by the mgjority of focus group participants, afew mentioned that a good feeling was all they got out of the session. One focus group participant commented

that, "The only problem is that none of us have got jobs."8

3.2.8 Satisfaction with the GIS

The majority of stakeholders involved with the Booster Sessions were quite satisfied with the sessions. At the HRCC level, it was felt that Booster Sessions were an effective way to
help clients get motivated and achieve savings. Despite the savings achieved, the |& C manager interviewed stressed the fact that the Booster Sessions were viewed asfirst and
foremost employment - not control - measures. She felt this message had to be communicated on an ongoing basis to overcome the perception that "1& C is out to get people.” The
sessions were a'so reported by the manager as being the most positive interaction the HRCCs have ever had with their clients. There was also ahigh level of satisfaction with the
partnership established with the third-party delivering the sessions and the willingness of this third-party to work in collaboration with the HRCC. QCIC also agreed and were
satisfied that they were now working in true partnership with HRDC (apparently, there was friction in the early days of the partnership caused by the contracting out of service

delivery to athird-party).

Results from the exit questionnaire indicate that the aspects of the sessions which met with the greatest level of satisfaction were "the attitude of the session facilitator/instructor” and
"the language in which the session was offered", followed by the "location of the session”, the "tone in which the session was delivered" and the "format/structure of the session.”



Three-quarters of participants also expressed satisfaction with their "level of participation in the session” and the "length of the session.” Areas of lesser satisfaction included the
"time of the session”, the "amount of information provided" and the "usefulness of the information provided.” Focus group participants were generally quite satisfied with the
Booster Session they had attended. Even participants who said they were already doing or were aware of what was discussed in the session tended to find it informative. Specific
areas of satisfaction included the motivation that participants got out of the session as well as specific tools and approaches they could usein their job search. However, many felt
disappointed that more time was not spent on reviewing their resume.

Many participants also expressed high levels of satisfaction with the facilitators (knowledgeable, outgoing and energetic, supportive) and with the part of the session spent discussing
transferable skills. "The new world is you know ten different skills so that you can do ten jobs.” The participants who had attended a Jump Start session tended to feel that while
interesting, the Booster Session had been a duplication of Jump Start.

One aspect of the delivery that makes the Booster Sessions successful and popular with clientsis that these sessions are highly interactive, with participants being provided with the
opportunity to ask questions of the facilitators and participate in a variety of group and individual exercises. The facilitators are also very adept at putting clients at ease and showing
support and empathy.

When asked how they would change the session, focus group participants made the following suggestions:

« spend more time discussing individual issues and problems,

« givethe session sooner into clients claims (this comment was generally made by clients who had not attended a Jump Start Session). "I did feel better about myself when the
session ended. If you do it at the beginning you have less of a chance of getting into aslump.”;

« group participants with similar occupational background together, especialy if one objective of the session isfor people to network;
« provide more information on resume preparation (as a note, workshops on that topic are available);

« give people options about the type of session they can attend (e.g., make available the option of attending a session on starting one's own business or on contracting instead of
the Booster Session); and

« provide more information on labour market trends.
3.2.9 Objective Achievement

As areminder, the objectives of the Booster Sessions are broadly defined as the following:
« motivate clientsto keep looking for work, or renew their effortsin that direction; and
« provide them with the information that will alow them to improve their confidence levels and make their job search as effective as possible.

These are very broad objectives and this section attempts to assess the extent to which they have been achieved as best as possible.

Thefirst objective of motivating clients to keep looking for work has been achieved for a number of the clients consulted during this study. Indeed, the findings presented under the
sections of impacts on and satisfaction of clients have demonstrated that one of the major impacts of the program is on participants motivation and confidence in looking for work. A
few identified key actions that they had taken subsequent to their participation in the program and that were directly related to their improved confidence in their ability to look for
work. However, the Booster Sessions do not seem to have as much of a positive impact on clients who have previously attended a Jump Start session since the former is perceived to
be a duplication of the latter.

The second objective isrelated to providing participants with the information that will make their job search as effective as possible. Again, the Booster Sessions seem to be
providing participants with useful information to make their job search more effective. Indeed, a number of focus group participants mentioned that they were using new avenues and
tools with which they were not previously familiar to conduct their job search. A few participants also mentioned changing their perspective on the realities of the labour market and
on the type of work they would consider doing (e.g., some were now considering contract work). Nevertheless, only 1 out of 2 respondents to the exit survey reported that they were

satisfied with the usefulness of the information provided (a greater proportion were satisfied with the type and amount of the information provided). These responses could be
affected by the feedback from the participants who had attended a Jump Start session who felt that the Booster Session had been a duplication of Jump Start. Nevertheless, there
exists an opportunity to make the information presented at the Booster Session even more useful for participants. One way to do this would be to incorporate more information on
resume writing in the session and spend time reviewing participants resumes individually.

3.3York

The Group Information Session studied in the Y ork Region was first introduced in 1995. Called a Rights and Obligations Session (ROYS), it is a 45 minute to one hour scripted
information session designed for al regular (Type 2) Employment Insurance claimants. The Richmond Hill HRCC currently delivers three sessions aday, or up to 15 sessions per
week. Clients attend the session approximately two weeks after they file for Employment Insurance.

All sessions are delivered by the HRCC's own staff. Y ork has chosen to deliver the sessions internally as opposed to using a third-party because it feels that internal staff areina
better position to deliver accurate and consistent information, and there are fears that a third-party deliverer might provide inaccurate information to clients.



Although originally delivered at all three sitesin the Y ork Region (Richmond Hill, Newmarket and Markham), the sessions are currently only delivered at the Richmond Hill and
Newmarket sites. For the purpose of this study, only the activities of the Richmond Hill HRCC are discussed. However, where figures (including attendance and savings figures) are
presented, these are representative of the Y ork Region as awhole, and are not particular to the Richmond Hill HRCC.

In addition to the regular Rights and Obligations Sessions offered by the HRCC, the Y ork Region also delivers school-related sessions to school workers during the summer months.
These school-related sessions have been delivered since 1995 to all persons who work in school-related activities and who file for Employment Insurance.

3.3.1 Rationale

In March of 1995, the HRCC launched a Client Intervention Strategy. As part of this strategy a Client Intervention Committee was established to develop and implement procedures
to support the activities of the |& C Unit as part of the regional 50/250 initiative. In addition to supporting the 50/250 Initiative, the HRCC saw the establishment of the ROS as an
opportunity to streamline its servicesto clients. The HRCC also wished to standardise the information that it delivered to clientsin order to ensure that all individuals received
consistent messages. The HRCC was also interested in reducing added workload resulting from incomplete or incorrectly completed cards and forms. It was felt that the ROS could
also contribute to balancing staff workloads. Although staff would be given more work in the scheduling of clients for the information sessions, they would no longer need to go over
rights and obligations with each client.

These factors led to the launch of the Richmond Hill HRCC's Rights and Obligation Sessions (ROS) in 1995.

Although not specifically outlined by the HRCC, the overriding objectives of the ROS, as well as associated impacts, would be best described as the following:
« toinform clients of their rights and obligations, resulting in better informed clients; and
« toinform clients of the employment services available to them, with the result of improving marketing of services and programs and a quicker return to work by claimants.

The identification of the above as the key objectives for the ROS sessions is based on a number of guiding principles and key premises used to design the sessions.

No specific cost saving goals or objectives were established for the ROS although there were expectations that the ROS would lead to savings. In addition to direct and indirect
savings which might result from the sessions, there was a belief that HRCC operational costs would be reduced due to time savings associated with better informed claimants.

3.3.2 Design

In York, staff from both the & C, and Employment units were brought together to determine the content of the session. A document called "A Guide on the Devel opment and
Delivery of Group Information Sessions’, developed by Employment and Immigration Canadain 1989, together with benefit policies, group sessions already in place, and the rights
and obligations outlined to clients at the time they were filed for a claim were used as references to devel op the ROS.

3.3.3 Implementation and Delivery

While the Richmond Hill HRCC considered, and even experimented with, the targeting of specific groups of clients to attend a group information session, this idea was soon
abandoned because of the associated challenges encountered (e.g., difficulty communicating with the targeted clients because many did not speak English fluently). Furthermore, the
premise behind the ROS that "every claimant should receive al necessary information immediately upon application for benefits' led the HRCC to target al regular clients for these

sessions, excluding renewal claims.

When entering the Richmond Hill HRCC, clients meet briefly with a Client Service Representative (CSR) to file for benefits, from whom they receive a copy of the Claimant's
Rights and Obligations Form and are simultaneously scheduled for an ROS. A Confirmation of Appointment form is used to direct clients to attend a session. The form includes a
description of the consequences of failing to attend the session without good cause (e.g., subsequent disqualification). The form is designed to be clear and concise, and provide
claimants with all the information they need to attend the session. Based on focus group findings, it appeared that the form was easily understood. Individuals appeared to have a
clear understanding of the consequences of not attending the session and of how to change their scheduled attendance if required.

In Richmond Hill, weekly meetings of the Client Intervention Committee were set up from March 1995 (when the Committee was established) to May, 1995, when the ROS were
first implemented, in order to get the ROS up and running. While there was no formal pilot test of the ROS, these sessions were closely monitored for approximately three months.
Changes to the sessions were made as needed based on the feedback of staff and facilitators as well asinformal client feedback.

In Richmond Hill, the ROS were initially delivered by two co-facilitators, one from the 1& C unit and one from the Employment unit. However, because of changesin staffing
responsibilities, the ROS were subsequently being delivered by only one person at atime (two staff from the Employment unit share the responsibility for delivery). While there
were no major negative impacts reported as a result of this change, the HRCC was considering returning to a co-facilitation model because of the repetitive nature of the sessions and
the potential for burn-out for staff who deliver the same message session after session.

It was reported that finding the right person to deliver a ROS could be challenging since the facilitator must be comfortable in front of a group and be able to manage hostile clients.
The current facilitators reported feeling comfortable with their ability to deliver sessions.



When originally launched, a greater focus was placed on Employment Insurance issues than was the case at the time of the study. Over time, that focus has shifted to place increased
emphasis on employment issues. Changes in content have usually been associated with changes in available services or changes to the El legidlation. In addition, changesto the
content of the sessions have been directed by the type of questions which claimants ask while attending.

The information presented as part of the session isincluded in a generic script which isread to participants. The fact that the information will be read to clients from a prepared script
is clearly stated in the introduction to the sessions. The script is designed to meet the needs of avariety of clients, regardless of their background. Thereis also adesire to keep the
information simple and ensure it is inoffensive, since presentations are targeted to a broad range of clients.

A further aspect of why a scripted approach to the delivery of information is used is the potential to refer to this process in appeals cases. The HRCC noted that on a number of
occasions they have been able to win appeal cases because actual portions of the ROS script could be used as an exhibit to demonstrate that persons did receive appropriate
information and should have known about particular circumstances. Some overheads are used to complement the information presented in the script. A video is also shown on the
Electronic Labour Exchange, and fact sheets and pamphlets are distributed to participants throughout the sessions.

At the conclusion of the sessions, participants are asked to complete a Self-assessment Work Sheet and return this form to the facilitator before leaving. The Self-assessment Work
Sheet is designed to help participants quickly identify where they might need assistance in returning to work. Once collected, the form remains with the HRCC but it is not
followed-up on.

Getting the focus of the ROS right has been a challenge for the HRCC. There is arecognition that the ROS are not just away to "bring people in and cut them off.” With the shift of
responsibility for the delivery of ROS to Employment, the focus on Employment Services has become a larger portion of the session.

3.3.4 Client Monitoring and Follow-Up

The York HRCC has devel oped specific procedures to handle various client attendance scenarios. Prior to attending their scheduled session, clients can contact the Rescheduling
Clerk to reschedule their appointment if they have avalid reason.2 Circumstances when a notification is to be sent to the 1& C Unit include the following:

e FTR;
« unable to reschedule an alternative interview within five days due to the client's unavailability;
« cancelled due to prolonged illness or incapacity;
« ho transportation; and
« NO day-care or sitter.
|& C verifies the Group Session Scheduling System (GSSS) system for any entry which must be followed-up for investigation. Persons who simply fail to attend the ROS without a
satisfactory explanation, or those for whom deliverers suspect fraud at the session, are reported to 1& C agents. These agents attempt to contact FTRs by phone in order to determine

the person's reason for not attending the session. If they are given a satisfactory reason, the client is rescheduled. If a message is not returned by noon the following day, or if no
satisfactory reason is provided, a recommendation for disqualification and/or disentitlement is sent to an 1& C officer to be imposed as of the scheduled date of the session.

Any disentitlement is tracked by entering code 73 into the 1& C Case Management (ICCM) system. This alows the HRCC to monitor any resulting direct or indirect savings from
FTRs. The HRCC estimates that 95% of code 73s are the result of FTRs. The remaining 5% would be as aresult of investigations for all reasons other than FTR.

Exhibit 15, shows scheduled and actual attendance figures for the period of April to October, 1997.

Exhibit 15
Scheduled and Actual York Region ROS Attendance Figuresfor April to
December, 1997
Type/L ocation # of # of FTRs Cancelled
Claimants Claimants
Scheduled who

Attended




Richmond Hill 5,827 4,289 1,092 5% of those
ROS (74% of (19% of scheduled
those those cancelled*
schedul ed) schedul ed)
Newmar ket 1,303 980 258 65
ROS** (75% of (20% of (5% of those
those those schedul ed)
scheduled) schedul ed)
School-Related 2,250 1,877 234 139
(Richmond (83% of (10% of (6% of those
Hill & those those schedul ed)
Newmarket ) schedul ed) schedul ed)
Total 9,380 7,146 1,584 Average
(77% of (17% of cancelled
those those rateis 5%
scheduled scheduled)
and 42% of
total
Regular
claimants)
* Figures for claimants who cancel were only available for November and
December 1997. For that reason, this number represents a percentage of only
those claimants who were scheduled during a two month period and not from
April to December. Of 1,705 scheduled claimants, 89, or 5% cancelled.
** Figures provided by the Newmarket HRCC are based on July to December
figures only. Prior to July, 1997, the HRCC was offering a two hour Shaping the
Future Session.

The Richmond Hill HRCC 1& C staff reported that the number of FTRs to the sessions has dropped over the last few years. As aresult, savings have also falen. It was reported that
people who FTR tend to be new users of El rather than repeat users. Repeat users have been through the process before and may better understand the requirement to attend the
session.

The number of investigations resulting from the Y ork ROS and the rate of overpayment and disentitlements over the last three years are shown in Exhibit 16.

Exhibit 16

ROS Investigations and Outcomes




Y ear Investigations | Disentitlements | Overpayments | DD Rate
Resulting #DD
from the #INV

ROS

1995-96 828 460 245 56%

1996-97 467 304 103 65%

1997-98 550 235 63 42%

(April to

December)

Total 1,845 999 411 Average:

54%

3.3.5 Administrative Costs

Like the other sites researched, Y ork does not keep track of the costs associated with delivering ROS. The costs presented below were estimated by cal culating the percentage of time
spent by staff in specific activities. The estimated costs are presented in Exhibit 17.

From the above table it can be seen that it cost the Region approximately $108,063 to deliver the ROS. For future comparisons with savings, scheduled and disentitlement figures, al
of which are provided for April to December only, operating costs can be estimated at $81,047 for this same nine month period.

3.3.6 Savingsto the EI Account

Y ork uses the national ICCM system to track savings to the El account. The investigation code 73 is also used at thislocation to capture savings attributed to GIS. The HRCC was
asked to provide information on direct and indirect savings generated by the ROS since itsinception in 1995. Exhibit 18, details the information provided.

Exhibit 17
Costs Associated with the Delivery of Rightsand Obligations Sessionsin
York Region
ROS - Richmond Hill HRCC
Task Resour ce Value % of Cost
Time
Devoted
to Task
Scheduling by CSR CR4 27,091* 83% $22,490
Screening of attendees/ CR4 (X 2) | $27,001 50% $27,091
Conducting sessions
Re-scheduling and CR2 $20,746 80% $16,596
client follow-up




FTR (2nd time FTR) CR4 $27,091 10% $2,709
follow-up
FTR interviews PM1 $36,201 25% $9,050
ROS development and PM1 $36,201 10% $3,620
administration
Distribution of handouts | Photocopies $300
Sub-total $81,856
ROS—-Newmarket HRCC

Scheduling by CSR CR4 $30,144 5% $1,507
Rescheduling and client CR2 $22,836 10% $2,283
follow-up
Conducting sessions

e April-June: DM $32.659 5% $1,632

o July-Dec: CR4

$30,144 10% $3,014

Resource devel opment PM1 $30,144 2% $608
and administration
Distribution of handouts | Photocopies $100
Sub-total $9,144

School Related ROS — Richmond Hill and Newmarket HRCCs

Scheduling and clerical CR2s $21,120 10% $2,120
support
Claims taking and CR4s $29,317 20% $5,863

delivery of sessions
(phase 1)




Development and PM1s $36,201 14% $5,068
delivery of sessions
(phase 2)

|& C follow-up PM2s $40,123 10% $4,012
interviews/

On-site co-ordination

Sub-total $17,063
Grand Total $108,063
Yearly estimated cost per scheduled client ** $9

* Thissalary figure is the median for the CR4 salary band which ranges from
$25,881 to $28,301.

** Since York is estimated to have scheduled 9,380 Regular (Type 2) claimants
between April and December and it cost the Region approximately $81,047 to
deliver the sessions during that period, the estimated costs of delivering ROSis
estimated at $9 per client.

Exhibit 18
York Region El Account Savings

Y ear Direct I ndirect Total Savings

Savings Savings

1996/97 $85,655 $1,083,025 $1,168,680
1997/98 $59,826 $714,410 $774,236
(April to
December)**

** Because the HRCC moved its office to its present location in Richmond Hill, the delivery of ROS was suspended during the Spring of 1997. This move impacted total savings
which have been generated in 1997/98.

Since operating costs for the ROS in Y ork Region were estimated to be about $81,047 for the same nine month period, and gross savings generated by the ROS from April to
December were $744,236, the net savings are estimated at $663,189. Given that approximately 9,38010 clients were scheduled for the ROS for that same period, gross savings per
scheduled client in the York Region is $79.00 and net savings, $71.00.

Y ork staff reported that not only has the delivery of the ROS contributed to creating direct and indirect savings, but the sessions are also believed to contribute to reducing staff
workloads, thereby generating operational savings. These savings are the result of having more informed clients who have fewer questions and who more accurately complete forms



and cards. A summary of the information on the ROSin Y ork Region is provided in Exhibit 19.

Exhibit 19

Summary Information, York

Attribute 1997-98
Total Number of Scheduled Clients (April 9,380
to Dec. 1997)
Total Number of Disentitlements (April to 235
Dec. 1997)
Cost
Annual Operating Costs for the ROS* $81,047
Operating Cost per Scheduled Client $9
Savings — Gross
Direct Savings (April to Dec. 1997) $59,826
Indirect Savings (April to Dec. 1997) $714,410
Total Gross Savings (April to Dec. 1997) $744,236
Gross Savings per Scheduled Client $79
Gross Savings per Disentitlement $3,166
Savings - Net
Total Net Savings (April to Dec. 1997) $663,189
Net Savings per Scheduled Client $71
Net Savings per Disentitlement $2,822

A flow chart describing the Y ork processis presented in Exhibit 20.

Procedures for GIS (ROS) in Richmond Hill
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3.3.7 Impactson Clients

This section includes areview of the impacts on client behaviour which may be attributable to their participation in the ROS, as well astheir views on the session and its perceived
usefulness in helping them to become re-employed.

From the clients perspective, the session has been designed to inform them of their rights, to let them know about the services available through the HRCC and to help them find
work. Results from the exit questionnaire and focus groups indicate that participants appear to have a clear sense of the session's emphasis on educating clients. They agreed that as a



result of attending the session, they are now somewhat more knowledgeable. Over half of those surveyed through the exit questionnaire indicated that their understanding of rights
and obligations had increased and that the session had provided them with information on the services which would help them find work. Some focus group participants cited
examples of obligations that they had learned about during the session, although they felt that this information was "common sense" and very straightforward.

However, focus group participants clearly felt that a greater emphasis was placed on rights and obligations than on employment services. One participant stated, "That's why they call
it a Rights and Obligations Session.” Nevertheless, three-quarters of survey respondents indicated that they now had better information about the services available to help them find
ajob.

Clear evidence of changesin behaviour as aresult of the ROS was not readily apparent, perhaps because the majority of focus group participants had attended the ROS session
within a month of attending the focus group and may not yet have established personal plans for looking for work. Further, having attended the ROS early on after making a claim,
they may not have felt as anxious about their ability to find work as they might have felt later. In addition, differences among the knowledge level or perceived behaviour of ROS
participants and non-participants were not evident. Results of the pre-focus group questionnaires administered to these two groups do not indicate any substantial differencesin
attitude or behaviour.11 For the most part, participants were confident that they would be able to find work, but were concerned about the pay they would be able to secure. They
were also concerned that they might have to accept work which offered alow paying wage or which did not interest them.

Although the majority of survey respondents agreed or strongly agreed that the session was useful and informative, the perceived usefulness of the session varied among focus group
participants. In rating the session, some focus group participants stated that their rating would depend upon what the objectives of the session were. If the objectives were smply to
provide claimants with information on rules and regulations, and inform them of where to ook and go for assistance, then it would receive a high rating. Those who were interested

in particular programs or specific information found it less useful and rated it lower. Some felt that the session was simply duplicating information which was given to them in the
Claimant's Rights and Obligations form which had been handed to them when they camein to file their claim.

While some reported that they had left the session feeling discouraged, as if they were now on their own in becoming re-employed, others found the session to be reasonably useful
in that it had provided them with a sense of hope about returning to work. "Y ou do feel uncomfortable in the session because being unemployed is an uncomfortable feeling, but it
was helpful because there was information given on telephone numbers, and so on."

Participants felt better because they were able to learn about a variety of tools to help them in their job search. This may have motivated them to look for work, or simply given them
some additional ideas on what to do to get back into the labour force.

3.3.8 Satisfaction with the GIS

The HRCC isreportedly very satisfied with what has been achieved as aresult of the ROS. According to staff, the number of poorly completed cards has dropped since the
introduction of the sessions. From the HRCC's perspective, much of the benefit which is derived from the sessions comes from preparing more knowledgeable clients. In general,
facilitators did not indicate any dissatisfaction with their role in the delivery of ROS. However, facilitators did indicate that there were some elements of the ROS which they would
like to see changed (e.g., timing of the presentation of the Job Loss Cycle material during the session).

From the client's perspective, there is no formal way to offer feedback on the ROS. For the purposes of this study, feedback on client satisfaction with the ROS was collected through
the exit questionnaire administered to ROS participants and focus groups participants.

The ratings that ROS participants gave to the session show that in general, they tended to be satisfied or very satisfied with all aspects of the session. Very interestingly, some of the
highest levels of satisfaction were for "tone of session delivery" and the "attitude of the session facilitator/deliverer."” Thisisinteresting because focus group participants comments
showed arelative dissatisfaction with the delivery of the session. Although no negative comments were made about the facilitator's tone or attitude, participants found the
presentation to be somewhat "mechanical” because the session was tightly scripted. To focus group participants, the facilitator "was reading a book. There was no understanding.

[ The facilitator] was there to give you the information.” It was suggested that [ The HRCC] could put a tape recorder on and get rid of the person,” or "They could put avideo on and
then give you a questionnaire.” Despite these comments about the presentation of the session, facilitators were described as pleasant. However, the fact that they were reading from a
script gave participants the feeling that the facilitator would not be able to help them or answer their questions.

In general, satisfaction with the ROS varied greatly among focus group participants. Many focus group participants felt that the session had not been as useful as they had
anticipated. There were mixed views on the value of the information presented, with some saying that they already knew much of the information which was provided, that it was
common sense or that what they were told was too general to be of any use.

Some found that the general approach taken in the session (i.e., general information to address all client needs) did not accommodate their individual needs. They recognised that it
might be necessary to go over how to complete cards and forms for some claimants, but that the session was somewhat boring for those who already knew the information. They
would have preferred to receive more individualised information, or information on specific programs and services, rather than ssmply hear the moderator "run through" the material.

Participants were generally satisfied with the length of the session, its location and the time that it was held. Some focus group participants did indicate that they would like to attend
the session even earlier in their claim in order to have as much information as possible as early as possible to help them look for, and find, work. They suggested that the session be
offered to them within the first week of filing.



In terms of obtaining answersto questions, very different experiences were cited by focus group participants. Some had participated in sessions where the facilitator had been very
helpful and was willing to stop and answer questions. Conversely, some peopl e attended sessions where the facilitator would only answer questions at the end of the presentation.
Othersindicated that it did not matter whether or not they could ask questions, because they found the session intimidating from the beginning, especialy if it was their first time on
El: "You don't want to ask questions because you don't want to stand out."

Focus group participants were asked to provide suggestions for improvement to the session. Their comments include the following:

« make participation in the session less threatening by changing the tone of the Confirmation of Attendance form,;

« place more emphasis on looking for work rather than on rights and obligations. This could include providing more information on job finding skills;

« divide the session into various parts so that participants can receive generic information, and then let them choose a session they would like to attend which would better
respond to their individual needs. A variation of this might include an al day session covering avariety of topics. The objective would be to ensure that the needs of various
types of individuals are met (e.g., young versus older workers);

« Createtiesto the employer (e.g., bring in employer speakers, have employers on hand);
« useavideo to present information on rights and obligations;
« clarify the objectives of the session in the Confirmation of Attendance form;
« provide more opportunities for individualised assistance;
« provide handouts to participants when they file, rather than at the session, so that people have an opportunity to read them and prepare questions for the session;
« offer aninitial session on rights and obligations and a later session on employment information; and
« establish anetworking system to provide participants with the opportunity to hear about job opportunities.

3.3.9 Objective Achievement

We have also attempted to assess whether the following objectives and potential impacts for the ROS have been achieved:
« toinform clients of their rights and obligations, resulting in better informed clients; and
« toinform clients of the employment services available to them, with the result of improving marketing of services and programs and a quicker return to work by claimants.

It would appear that the sessions are helping the HRCC achieve its objective of informing clients of employment services available to them through the improved marketing of
services and programs.

However, overall, it does not appear that the desired impact of having claimants return to work more quickly by attending an ROS has occurred, although there is slight evidence that
some information provided is causing claimants to think more carefully about their need to become re-employed and to look for work.
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4. Comparison of GIS M odels

This section presents similarities and differences in the delivery structure and outcomes between the three models investigated. The strengths and weaknesses of each model are
discussed. Lastly, the usefulness of each model for achieving specific outcomes is outlined.

4.1 Comparison
This section presents the similarities and differences between the three models examined.
4.1.1 Delivery Structure

Exhibit 21, illustrates the similarities and differences in the delivery structure of each site. The Lethbridge and Y ork GIS models closely resemble each other whereas the
Mississauga model is quite different. The Lethbridge and Y ork GIS are about an hour long with an internal staff presenting information to the claimants. Thereisvery little
interaction in these groups. The Mississauga GIS is an interactive day long session presented by facilitators from athird-party deliverer.

Exhibit 21



Overview of Delivery by Site

Delivery Attributes

Lethbridge

York

Mississauga

participants

40 participants

Format Overheads (evolved from informal chat to  |Deliverersread from script presented |Mix of facilitation with the whole
flip chart to overheads with video) on overheads group and of group exercises. Use of
flip charts
Duration Approx. 45 min. 45 - 60 min. 1 day (9:00 - 3:00)
Setting Boardroom that can accommodate 20 Room that can accommodate upto  [In alarge room located at the Work

Web (aresource centre for
unemployed individuals) which can
accommodate 20 to 25 participants

Session

Number of sessions per month |Average of 8 Approx. 60 (15 per week) Approx. 25
(2 per week)
Number of participants per Approx. 20 Approx. 30 Between 10 and 20

Number of deliverers per
session

1 who presents, 1 who checksfiles

1 Employment staff (originally
co-presented by 1& C and
Employment)

2 co-facilitators

Dedliverers trained?

Some trained formally, others practiced with
co-workers and learned on the job

No formal training. Rehearsal
sessions in front of colleagues and
learned on the job

Some possess presentation skills as
part of their professional background.
Others are trained on the job

Delivery style

Straightforward, little interaction with

Deliverers read script to participants

Animated and energetic, with much

participants interaction with participants

4.1.2 Cost and Savings Figures

The cost of delivering the GISin Lethbridge, Y ork and Mississauga (Exhibit 22) was estimated at $60,900, $81,047 and $275,459, respectively for the April 1 to December 31, 1997
period. The lower cost for the Lethbridge GISislikely due to the fact that they only conduct an average of 8 sessions per month, compared to 60 in Y ork and 25 day-long sessionsin
Mississauga (the equivalent of 125 one hour sessions).

Exhibit 22
Summary of Cost and Savings I nfor mation
(April 1to December 31, 1997)

Attributes Lethbridge Figures|York Figures/Mississauga Figures
Number of Scheduled Clients 1,218 9380 5,919
Number of D&Ds 355 235 582
Cost

Total Operational Cost Operational $60,900 $81,047 $275,459
Cost per Scheduled Client $50 $9 $47
Gross Savings

Direct Savings $46,924 $59,826

Indirect Savings $1,225,785 $714,410




Total Gross Savings $1,272,709 $744,236 $1,572,298*
Gross Savings per Scheduled Client $1,045 $79 $266
Gross Savings per D&D $3,585 $3,166 $2,702
Net Savings

Total Net Savings $1,211,809 $663,189 $1,296,839
Net Savings per Scheduled Client $995 $71 $219
Net Savings per D&D $3,414 $2,822 $2,228

Mississauga has slightly higher total and net savings figures than Lethbridge, who is higher than Y ork. Although the total gross and net savings are comparable across all three sites,
L ethbridge has a higher savings per scheduled client value than both Mississauga and Y ork. One obvious reason is that the number of clients scheduled is much lower than in
Mississauga and Y ork. Other reasons may also be related to the level of intensity associated with the GIS:

« I&Cinvestigators review client files during a GI S session, which allow them to question any inconsistencies or omissions that might lead to aD&D. Claimant file reviews are
not a part of the GIS at the other two sites;

« Participants are asked to complete and bring ajob search record and an availability questionnaire to the session. Those individuals with incomplete or insufficient job search
efforts or questionable availability to work are directed to a one-on-one interview that might lead to a D& D. Although questionnaires are completed in Y ork and Mississauga,
neither of them ask for ajob search record or ask participants about their availability;

« I&Cinvestigators are responsible for both conducting the sessions and the investigations, whereas Y ork deliverers are Employment staff and Mississauga contracts the
delivery of the GISto athird party; and

« The Lethbridge office has developed a system to capture GIS savings to ensure that the savings are captured and reported accurately, whereas the other two offices are
calculating savings manually or from various systems.
4.1.3 Impact on Clients

Participants in the GIS who were observed while conducting the site visits were administered an exit questionnaire. The questionnaire included questions on perceived usefulness of,
and satisfaction with, the session participants had just attended. Presented in Exhibit 23, are the results to the question that asked, "On a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 = "strongly disagree"
and 5 ="strongly agree", please tell us how you feel about each of the following statements.”

Exhibit 23
I mpacts of the GIS on Participants

I mpacts Rated Lethbridge|York [Mississauga
% of respondent who either agree or strongly agreethat...

The session changed my views on finding employment 3 (20%) |3 (22%) 7 (47%)
The session changed my views on maintaining employment 1 (9%) |4 (33%) 4 (36%)
The session gave me a better understanding of my El rights and obligations 10 (66%0) (6 (55%0) 4 (36%)
| now have a better idea of where | can go to obtain information about my El rights and responsibilities 5 (38%) |6 (55%0) 7 (64%)
The session informed me about the services that are available to help me find ajob 5 (36%) |5 (46%) 9 (75%)
| now have a better idea of where | can go to obtain information about the services available to help mefind ajob 6 (46%) 8 (73%) 9 (82%)
The session was useful and informative 7 (54%) |7 (64%) 8 (73%)

Impacts of the GIS on participants are more pronounced in Mississauga. It had the highest percentage of respondents who agreed with all the statements, except one. Compared to
Y ork and Lethbridge clients, those in Mississauga generally reported lower awareness of their El rights and obligations. Thisis not a surprising result given that, unlike the sessions
researched in Lethbridge and Y ork, El rights and obligationsis not atopic that is covered in detail by the Booster Sessions. However, focus group participants who had attended a
Jump Start Session (held prior to the Booster session) usually reported being well aware of their El rights and obligations.

Impacts on people's behaviour and attitudes as a result of attending a GIS were more difficult to gauge but apparent in some cases. Because of the interactive nature of the session in



Mississauga, and its large focus on job loss and job finding, greater types of impacts were noted there. Focus group participants mentioned changing their résumeé as a result of the
information they received from the session. Others reported that as a result of attending the Booster Session, they were now considering contract work, while some had changed their
view about the labour market. There was also an impact on people's knowledge of where to go to obtain more information about the services available to help them find a job,
especialy in Mississauga. In thislocation, a number of participants mentioned that they had been using new avenues and servicesto ook for employment since attending the Booster
Session.

In al three sites, there were indications that the GIS had had an impact on people's morale. More than in any other place, the Booster Sessions in Mississauga had a positive impact
on peopl€e's level of morale, self-esteem and self-confidence. The majority of focus group participants confirmed that the Booster Session had given them alift that made them feel
better about themselves and renewed their motivation in their job search. Similar comments were heard in Y ork, where participants indicated that attending the ROS had made them
feel better about their situation because they realised that they were not the only ones unemployed. However, comments were also heard to the effect that the session made people
feel more aone since they felt that the HRCC would not be able to help them any further.

In rating the sessions, some focus group participants stated that their rating depended upon the objectives of the session. Participantsin Y ork stated that if the objective was ssimply to
provide claimants with information on rules and regulations, and inform them of where to ook and go for assistance, then it would receive a high rating. Those who were interested
in particular programs or specific information found it less useful and rated it lower. In Lethbridge, the perceived usefulness of the session depended on how much participants
already knew about EIl. For example, first-time claimants reported learning alot and appreciated the fact that time had been taken to explain El to them.

Comparisons on impacts between focus group participants who had attended a GIS and those who had not were difficult to make (because of the small number of individuals who
attended the non-participant focus groups in Mississauga and Y ork). However, in Mississauga, non-GI S participants generally seemed less aware of the various avenues and
possibilities open to them in their search for employment than were participants who had attended a Booster Session. In Lethbridge, survey results indicated that GI'S participants
appeared to know more than non-participants about the services available to help them find a job.

4.1.4 Satisfaction

HRCC management and staff in all three sites studied noted that they were very satisfied with the results which have been achieved as a consequence of introducing the GIS at their
respective HRCCs. Reasons for satisfaction included an improvement in overall claimant knowledge, including better understanding of their rights and obligations, more accurately
completed Claimant Reporting Cards and other forms, improved detection of abuse and misuse of El (e.g., increased disentitlements, voluntary disclosures), improved client
motivation to seek re-employment, and the potential to achieve savings. Other cited benefits of the GIS included their ability to offer an opportunity for exchange of information,
answer claimants' questions and guide them back on track towards re-employment. As an example of a strong statement of satisfaction, in Mississauga the sessions were reported by
the manager as being "the most positive interaction the HRCCs have ever had with their clients." Lethbridge staff see the GIS as "good quality service to clients® which they "can't
do without." HRCC managers in both Y ork and Mississauga placed an emphasis on the GIS use asfirst and foremost an information and employment intervention - not a control or
detection mechanism. In Mississauga, this message has been strongly communicated, internally and externally, in order to overcome the perception that "1& C is out to get people.”

The exit questionnaire that was administered to GI S participants to collect feedback on the session asked the question " On ascale of 1to 5, where 1 = "very dissatisfied" and 5 =
"very satisfied", please rate the following components of the GIS." The results of this question are presented in Exhibit 24.

In general, focus group participants in Y ork and Lethbridge tended to be less satisfied with their participation in the GIS than were those in Mississauga. In Lethbridge, almost al
focus group participants stated that the session seemed to have threatening undertones. A number of participants saw the sessions as a "hoop to jump through” in order to maintain
receipt of their claims. It isinteresting to note that while focus group participants in Mississauga generally expressed higher levels of satisfaction with the GIS, the only area with
which survey respondents were noticeably more satisfied was their level of participation.

Exhibit 24

Satisfaction with Aspects of the GI'S Sessions
Aspects of the Session Rated... Lethbridge|York Mississauga
% of respondentswho said that they were either satisfied or very satisfied with...
...the usefulness of the information provided 9 (64%) 8 (57%) |7 (50%)
...the amount of information provided 10 (72%) |10 (77%) |8 (62%)
...the type of information provided 9 (69%) 10 (72%) |8 (62%)
...the attitude of the session facilitator/instructor {13 (100%) (11 (84%) |12 (92%)
...the tone in which the session was delivered 13 (100%) |9 (96%) (11 (85%)
...their level of participation in the session 6 (55%) 9 (64%) |10 (77%)

|...the length of the session 112 (92%) |9 (69%) |10 (77%)



[-~.the location of the session 113 (100%) |9 (65%) |11 (86%)
...the time of the session 13 (100%) |12 (86%) |9 (69%)

...the language in which the session was offered (12 (92%) (12 (86%) |12 (92%)
...the format/structure of the session 10 (77%) |10 (71%) |11 (85%)

Note: The total number of respondentsis not the same for all of the components rated because not all respondents answered all questions.

Specific areas of satisfaction for participants in Mississauga included the motivation that participants got out of the session as well as specific tools and approaches they could use in
their job search. Many participants also expressed high levels of satisfaction with the Booster facilitators, whom they described as knowledgeable, outgoing and energetic, and
supportive. This view was different from that expressed in Y ork and Lethbridge. Although no negative comments were made about the facilitators' tone or attitude in Y ork (the

facilitators were described as pleasant), participants found the ROS' delivery to be somewhat "mechanica” and "programmed” because it was tightly scripted. In Lethbridge,
facilitators were viewed as "threatening”, "intimidating”, and "condescending.” Beyond how the facilitators were viewed in Lethbridge, participants level of satisfaction with the

& C GIS session was also impacted by the fact that one 1& C staff was at the back of the room collecting forms and reviewing files. This was sometimes viewed as more intimidating

than the moderator. Participants found the calling of the names of persons who were asked to either remain behind or allowed to go to be intimidating as well.

Mississauga participants expressed satisfaction with the ability of facilitators to answer their questions. However, in York and Lethbridge, participants were not as satisfied. In Y ork,
guestions could only be asked at the end of the session. In Lethbridge, some clients said they did not ask questions because the deliverer appeared rushed and just wanted to get the
session over with asfast as possible. In Lethbridge, focus group participants who had used that route were satisfied with the facilitators ability to answer their questions and
indicated that they were friendlier when spoken with one-on-one than when speaking in front of the group.

4.1.5 Achievement of Shaping the Future Objectives

The objectives of the Shaping the Futureinitiative are the following:
« introduce active interventions to help implement behavioural changes in employees and workers;
« assist individuals to return to work more quickly;
« reduce El dependency; and
« protect the integrity of the El account.

Assessing the extent to which the three models are achieving these objectives is difficult to do given the nature of the objectives and of the research questions devel oped for this
study. However, the findings of the monitoring study indicate that of the three models, the Booster Sessions are most effective at having an impact on the behaviour of clientsin the
area of employment search. However, given the focus of the Y ork and L ethbridge models on El Rights and Obligations, these two models are more likely to have an impact on
behaviours such as the accurate completion of cards or preventing fraudulent use of the system.

The impact of the GIS on assisting individuals to return to work more quickly cannot be assessed with certainty using the findings from this study. However, to the extent that clients
in all three sites are provided with information on available programs and services that can help them in their job search, it would be expected that the GIS would have some impact
in this area. The Mississauga model, in particular, would be expected to contribute to the achievement of this objective given the site's objectives of motivating clientsto maintain
their job search and make it as effective as possible. A few instances were indeed given of clients who had taken steps to accelerate their job search or found work as a result of the
Booster Sessions.

Assessing the extent to which dependency on El isreduced is avery complex endeavour that can only be determined with longitudinal data, and is therefore out of the scope of this
study.

The findings related to the number of D& Ds imposed as aresult of GIS-related activities clearly indicate that all three models play an important role in protecting the integrity of the
El account.

4.2 Strengths and Weaknesses of the Models

The strengths and weaknesses of the three modelsin terms of delivery structure are summarised below.

« The most evident strength of all three modelsis the interaction integrated in the Mississauga model. Clients are very satisfied with their level of participation and the amount
of hands-on activitiesin the Booster Session. Lethbridge's and Y ork's straightforward presentation of information can therefore be considered a weakness. Even though
L ethbridge does not read a script to the claimants, there are no group activities and participants are hesitant to ask questions during the presentation.

« Another strength of the Booster Session is that the deliverer has flexibility to better meet client needs. Booster Session deliverers do not follow a script or slide presentation
but rather a general outline of the day's agenda, so they are able to answer questions on the spot and address any concerns right away. Lethbridge, and especially Y ork, are



concerned about the consistency of the information presented, so the delivererstry to stay as close as possible to the written script.
« Onthe other hand, the Lethbridge, and especially Y ork model would hold better in the case of an appeal because al clients receive exactly the same information.

« A weakness at the Y ork session isthat deliverers present many sessions a month (60 session for two deliverers). This may contribute to fatigue and disinterest among
deliverers. Lethbridge only presents eight sessions a month. The rest of the deliverers timeis spent on investigative activities.

« On the other hand, the large number of sessions conducted in Y ork and Mississauga can also be viewed as a strength, because it allows them to see more claimants. Y ork
presented GIS to 9,380 claimants, Mississauga conducted the Booster Session with 5,919 whereas L ethbridge only saw 1,218 claimants through the GI S between April and
December 1997.

« The scheduling process of the Y ork model is a strength. 1t schedules and gives claimants information on the GIS when they apply for a claim. This process eliminates the
need to manipul ate databases to select clients and mail packages out to them.

« Both Mississauga and L ethbridge conduct follow-up with GIS clients after they attend a session. By following up with claimants, staff are better able to help them identify the
avenues that can lead to employment. Y ork's weakness is that there is no follow-up work (outside of investigation activities) conducted with GIS participants.

« A weakness withessed across all three sitesis the intimidating tone and lack of information on the letter directing clients to attend.
« Objectives of the GIS are very broadly defined for the three models. Broad objectives make it difficult to assess specific outcomes against these objectives.

« Currently there are no forma mechanisms for client feedback or evaluation of the GISin York and Lethbridge. Thisis aweakness because GIS can be improved with client
suggestions. While the third-party deliverer asks for client feedback, this feedback is not anonymous, limiting the opportunities to hear honest comments.

« TheYork GIS model was designed by both 1& C staff and Employment staff. Thisis a strength because it ensures better coverage of El initiatives and avoids duplication of
efforts. It also strengthens rel ationships between the two staff groups. Lethbridge, in retrospect, would have liked to have involved Employment staff with the GIS.

« Thefact that Mississauga has a third-party delivering the session is also a strength. Mississauga is able to use their resources in other areas and it strengthens relationship
between community partners.
The strengths and weaknesses of the three models in terms of cost and savings are as follows.
« A strength of all the modelsisthat they have all achieved savings.
« Lethbridge has achieved higher savings per client and per disentitlement than the other two sites, most likely because of the intensity directed toward investigation activities.
« A weakness of all three sitesisthat there isinsufficient capturing of accurate Gl S-related data (number of scheduled clients, direct and indirect savings, etc.), which makes it
difficult to evaluate or revise the GI S strategy. The Lethbridge HRCC is the most advanced in this area.
The strengths and weaknesses of the three models in terms of impacts and satisfaction are:
« A strength of all the modelsisthat there is a definite educational impact on GIS participants.
o The GIS has helped deter fraud of the El system. All three sites have identified hundreds of disentitlement and disqualification cases as aresult of the GIS.
» Mississauga has the most pronounced impact on clients.
« Satisfaction of the GISishighin al three sites.

4.3 Conclusion
The table below provides a starting point to identify which GIS model an HRCC might consider implementing given a set of specific circumstances or desired outcomes.

Exhibit 24
Satisfaction with Aspects of the GI'S Sessions

Situation Lethbridge|York |[Mississauga

Tight labour market, with few opportunities for employment
HRCC has limited resources to deliver the GIS " . V'
HRCC has no staff available to deliver GIS

HRCC hasto serve aclientele located in remote or rural areas
HRCC has a multitude of partnerships with community deliverers which it wishes to promote v

SO SSS




Under-utilization of Employment Benefits and Support Measures by claimants
Suspected high level of fraudulent activity
HRCC has limited access to meeting or delivery space

Desire for improved identification of claimants who would benefit most from Employment Benefits and Support
Measures

HRCC desires increased linkages between the activities of 1& C and Employment
Desire for improved ability to detect fraudulent activity

Desire for improved ability to successfully win claimant appeal cases

HRCC desires high savings results

S S

S SNSS

S

SSSS
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5. Conclusions

This section presents a number of conclusions resulting from the integration of the findings from the three case studies researched in the context of this monitoring study. One of the
overriding conclusions of this study is that not one of the three models examined during the course of the monitoring study is clearly better than the other. The selection of one model
over the others would be driven by the objectives to be achieved by a given HRCC and the resources available.

Conclusion: All three models examined have achieved net savings since implementation.

None of the three sites researched as part of this study keep track of the costs involved in delivering GIS. Furthermore, each site calcul ates savings differently and there cannot be
any guarantees made as to the accuracy of the savings estimates. Despite inconsistencies and inaccuracies in the way savings are calculated, it can be stated with certainty that al
three GIS models examined have achieved savings. Furthermore, significant savings have been achieved. Even if costs, which were estimated by each of the sites, were
underestimated, net savings would still result from the delivery of the GIS.

The examination of the three models researched for this study shows that there is not one best GIS model which should be recommended for implementation by other HRCCs. The
various models examined have different objectives and, given that they all achieve savings, the selection of one model over another would have to depend on what a particular site
wanted to achieve. Nevertheless, the L ethbridge site has achieved savings which are much higher than those achieved in Mississauga and Y ork, and the level of investigating
activities surrounding the GIS is much more intense in Lethbridge. It would therefore appear reasonabl e to conclude that the more intense the investigating activities, the greater the
gross and net savings achieved.

One cannot stress enough that a site considering the implementation and delivery of any of the three GIS models examined should develop a mechanism to track the resources
invested in the sessions to ensure that net savings are captured accurately.

Conclusion: The GIS are a tool that can be used to inform clients on a number of issues.

The GIS can be used to do more than achieve savings through the detection of fraudulent use of El. As a matter of fact, the primary purpose of the model examined in Mississauga
was not to achieve savings but to inform clients. The other two models also incorporate an information component that appears to be beneficia to clients. The information provided
can be on any of the following issues, a combination of a number of them or other issues relevant to a given community:

« El rights and obligations;
« available programs and services;
« changes to Employment Insurance;
« changing labour market and labour market trends; and
« changing role of the government in supporting clients.

With the relatively recent changes made to the Employment Insurance Act, the changing role of the government in supporting clients (less support can be expected in the long term),



and the rapidly changing labour market trends, HRCCs have aresponsibility to make information available to their clients that will help encourage behaviour to make them less
dependent on EI in the long-term. Even in tight labour markets, clients can only benefit from finding out about their options, and expanding their way of thinking about the labour
market and the steps they can take to become re-employed. It can also be argued that the earlier clients are informed about the changing support they can expect from the government
in the long term, the better off they will be in the long term.

The group nature of the GI S makes these sessions an efficient tool to inform many clients using as few resources as possible. Thisis an important consideration given that many
HRCCs are currently struggling to do more work with fewer resources. Furthermore, the group nature of the GIS allows HRCCs who deliver them (either themselves or through a
third-party) to inform clients in a consistent manner, which limits the possibility of misunderstandings on the part of clients.

Conclusion: GI S can be used asatool to promote good client service and devel op satisfying relationships with community partners.

The informative and educational nature of the GIS means that a number of clients |eave the sessions better informed (e.g., about their El rights and obligations, available programs
and services). If they do not feel better informed about particular aspects examined during the session, they often feel better informed about where to go to find the relevant
information. A better informed client is likely to be more satisfied with the services provided by his’lher HRCC than one who feels uninformed or misinformed about what they
should know while on El (e.g., rights and obligations, how to go about finding ajob). The GIS are therefore atool to promote good client service. The GIS can be used in part for
this purpose by HRCCs that serve rural communities. By adopting the Lethbridge model, for example, where GIS are delivered to inhabitants of rural communitiesin their
communities, an HRCC can be perceived as catering to and being dedicated to all of its clients, not just those with relatively easy access to the HRCC. Thisis an important
consideration given the emphasis on client service under El.

Furthermore, the GIS are an opportunity to actively provide information on the programs and services available in the community, not just those offered by the HRCC. This means
that the programs and services delivered by third-party service providers can be promoted in a manner that is more active than the provision of pamphlets randomly picked up by
clients. By incorporating information on the programs and services delivered by its partners into the GIS, HRCCs can further demonstrate their dedication to the partnerships
developed within the community without assigning additional resourcesto this task.

Conclusion: GI S can be used by an HRCC as a way to bring together all of its units.

Idedlly, a Group Information Session would be developed by involving all units of an HRCC (i.e., 1&C, Insurance, and Employment). This would allow the integration of all
information needed by clients to make their time spent on El as productive as possible. It would also allow the GIS to incorporate information that is complete and consistent,
limiting the need for clients to obtain information from various sources, which in turn would limit the potential for the provision of inconsistent information from client to client.
Furthermore, the involvement of all units in the development of a GIS might provide an opportunity for an HRCC to identify areas where efforts are currently being duplicated and
where any duplications could be reduced or minimised.

Conclusion: The efforts and cost involved in the development of a GI S can be minimised by using the experience of HRCCsthat have already implemented GI S.

The HRCCsinvolved in the delivery of the three GIS models examined for this monitoring study have all developed materials for the delivery of GIS, aswell as experience
delivering them in their particular communities. An HRCC that would want to implement and deliver a GIS could therefore minimise the efforts involved by building on the existing
Gl S-related materials and experience. The three GIS examined are quite different and therefore offer arange of models, from very basic (e.g., Y ork script) to more elaborate (e.g.,
Booster Session training manual), that an HRCC could use to deliver GISin itslocation. As mentioned previously, the model selected would depend on the objectives that an HRCC
wanted to achieve through a GIS, as well as the resources available to it. These models could then be modified based on the characteristics of the communities where the GIS would
be implemented, and further modified based on experience. Indeed, the key informants for the three sites researched mentioned that the GIS in place in their community were al
modified based on factors such as experience and environmental changes.

Conclusion: GI'S provide an opportunity for clientsto realise that they are not alone in their situation.

If anything, participating in a GIS allows clients to be in an environment where they realise that they are not alone in their situation. This realisation can lead them to an emotional
uplifting from their experience, which might in turn lead to arenewed effort in their job search.
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6. Lessons L earned and Best Practices

This section of the report presents the lessons learned from the three sites researched and practices which other HRCCs interested in implementing GI'S should consider applying.

6.1 Lessons Learned



This section highlights the main lessons learned, by heading, by the three sites examined as they designed, implemented and delivered their respective GIS. One important lesson
learned, which came in part from attempting to include cost and savings information in this report, relates to the HRDC systems in which information related to the GISis entered.
Because of the difficulty encountered in obtaining accurate and consistent information, consideration should be given to reviewing the systems currently used to assess their capacity
to collect accurate and consistent data, and identify any information collection gaps.

6.1.1 Design

« Thedesign and implementation of a GIS would involve, ideally, representatives of all the HRCC's units (Insurance, Employment, and 1& C). Thiswould contribute to
ensuring that al pertinent information (e.g., programs and services available, rights and obligations under El) is presented to GI'S participants and that they come out of the
GIS well-informed of the avenues open to them in their search for employment.

« It would be beneficial for an HRCC which contracts out the delivery of a GIS to remain involved in its evolving design. While attending all the sessions delivered by the
third-party is not a requirement, attending some of them would potentially give HRCC staff ideas as to changes that might better meet the needs of El clients. Ongoing
involvement in the evolving design of the GIS would aso ensure that any relevant changes (e.g., changes to the legislation) are incorporated in the content of the group

sessions.

6.1.2 Client Selection

« Based on the experience of the sites researched, targeting specific client groups (e.g., seasonal workers) for GIS is not the most effective way to deliver the GIS. Onereason is
that ensuing reactions (e.g., from clients, unions, the media) can be negative. Another reason is that mixing individuals with various occupational backgrounds in group
sessions was believed to be beneficial for participants who want to network. Lastly, GIS can be an effective way to inform clients not only about their rights and obligations
but also about the programs and services available to them. Thisis something from which all clients can benefit. One exception to not targeting specific client groups to
attend GISisworkersin the educational field.

« Becausethe letter directing participants to attend a GIS must hold under appeal, it must be worded very clearly and leave no room for confusion or misinterpretation as to the
consequences of not attending the GIS. However, because the tone of such aletter can be intimidating, providing more information on the content of the session would be one
way to make the letter less stern and put participants in a positive frame of mind.

6.1.3 Implementation

« Delivererswho possess the right skills for the job (e.g., presentation skills, ability to deal with people) make the GIS presentation more interesting and less dry for
participants. This also ensures that participants get as much out of the sessions as possible, since the right facilitators will encourage participants to ask the questions they
need answered.

« If many HRCCslocated in the same management area are involved in the delivery of the GIS, consideration should be given to centralising Gl S-related activities (e.g.,
scheduling the GIS, entering results) within one HRCC. This makes the process more efficient than would otherwise be the case. It also allows procedures and messages sent
(to clients and third-party deliverer, if relevant) to remain consistent.

« Thedelivery of the GIS at a minimum of two weeks into a client's claim ensures that participants are able to focus on the session. Before that, participants thoughts are more
likely to be focused on their recent job loss and the related financial consequences, and they are less likely to absorb and remember the information delivered at the session.
6.1.4 Delivery

« Theduration of the type of GISto be implemented is linked to the type of GIS considered. While 45 to 60 minutes appears to be ideal for a straightforward presentation that
will maintain participants' interest, alonger, workshop-type session is more effective if the objective is to make participants re-think their job search and labour market
approach, and give them an overview of the options opened to them.

« Co-ddlivery of GIS appearsto be an effective model to use. For longer sessions, this helps to ensure that the delivery remains "fresh”. For shorter sessions that might be more
repetitive in nature, this ensures that the sessions do not become too repetitive or a monotonous part of the deliverers job.

« Asexplained above, it isimportant that the GIS presenters or facilitators possess the right skillsin order to make the session interesting to participants. While formal training
might help afacilitator with the mechanics of presenting to groups, the natural abilities of the deliverers might be more important than formal training to make an individual
effectivein thisrole.

« Relatively small groups of clients (20-25) with heterogeneous backgrounds are more manageabl e than larger group sizes of participants with homogenous backgrounds.
Participants that have the same background might be more likely to "stick™ together and react negatively to the session’'s message than less homogeneous groups.
6.1.5 Content

« While atightly scripted delivery might ensure consistency of information, more flexible sessions are more effective at meeting the individual needs of participants. The right
bal ance of these two factors when designing a GI S depends on the objectives of the specific GIS implemented.

« Ifitisdesired that forms be completed by participantsin the group information session, sending these forms with the letter directing them to attend and asking participants to
complete them before coming to the session would minimise the time spent compl eting the forms at the session.



« One benefit of selecting athird-party organisation with close links to the employer community as the deliverer of a GISis that this organisation might be aware of job
opportunities that it can pass on to participants, therefore adding value to the sessions for these participants.
6.1.6 Monitoring and Follow-Up

« The GIS participants who were followed up subsequent to their participation in the GIS delivered in Mississauga appreciated the follow-up call, especially when this call was
viewed as away to further help those who had not yet found ajob make their job search more effective. Third-party deliverers might have more resources available to ensure
that this follow-up takes place.

« Whilefollowing up participants can be away to assist them in modifying their job search and make it more effective, it can also provide additional opportunities to uncover
situations of fraud and abuse, and achieve additional savings.
6.1.7 Administrative Costs
« A tracking system that would include the monitoring of the costs associated with coordinating and delivering GIS would ensure that the cost-benefit issue is accurately
reflected in any future reporting.
6.1.8 Accountability Framework
« One of the major gaps identified through the course of this monitoring study was the lack of a consistent electronic system that would provide accurate cal culations of savings
and other related information by HRCC and by type of GIS.
6.1.9 Impactson Clients

« Claimants who attend a GIS generally feel that they are slightly more knowledgeable of their El rights and responsibilities, and of the services available to them to find work,
than they would be if they had not attended. The GIS can therefore be an effective way to inform clients in a more efficient way than would be the case if the information
were provided to them individually.

« Providing information to claimants on avariety of issues through GIS can have some impact on their behaviour. For example, some participants in Mississauga changed their
résumeé as result of attending the Booster Session there, which might have a positive impact on their ability to find ajob. In Lethbridge, some participants reported that they
were going to be more careful about how they filled out their cards, which would reduce the costs associated with checking and sending back cards on the part of the HRCC.

« Participants had mixed views on the usefulness of the GIS. This tends to be the case when participants are unsure of the objectives of the GIS and consequently create their
own rationale for why a GIS is held. Participants are likelier to be disappointed with their participation if they feel that the session did not live up to their expectations.

Participants who attend more than one type of GIS can feel that the information with which they are provided is repetitive. If more than one type of GIS s presented in one
management area, care should be taken to coordinate these various sessions to ensure that any duplication of information is minimised.
6.1.10 Other Lessons L earned

« Despite the emphasis that has been put on the GIS as a means of achieving savings, these sessions are also viewed as an effective means of providing useful
employment-related information to clients which will help them in their job search.

« Obtaining feedback from GIS participants on their satisfaction with the session they attended can be an effective way of identifying areas for improvement. Ideally, client
feedback on satisfaction would be anonymous to ensure that comments are as honest as possible and not tainted by the fear that what they say could have an impact on their
benefits or ability to access services.

6.2 Stepsfor the Effective Implementation of GI S Based on Findings

Based on the experiences of the three sites researched through this monitoring study in designing, implementing and delivering the GIS, a number of factors have been identified
which should be considered by other HRCCs that might be interested in implementing a GIS. These factors are outlined below under a number of themes.
6.2.1 Design

« A cooperative approach maximised the design and delivery of the GIS. A committee comprised of representatives from Insurance, Employment, and 1& C could be
established to ensure buy-in from management from all sides.

« If the sessions are delivered by athird-party, encourage HRDC staff to attend the sessions to witness their value first-hand and limit the negativism that can surround
contracting out.

« The message sent to clients through aletter directing them to attend, especially the message concerning the impacts on their claim of not attending a session, should be very
clear and unambiguous.

« Throughout session delivery, focus on educating the client rather than on "catching” them. If serving a general audience, ensure that the information which is provided is
simple, easy to understand and straightforward. If Rights and Obligationsis part of the GIS, place equal emphasis on Rights and Obligations as on Employment Services.



« Include information on future employment trends. This builds a"reality check" into the sessions.
« Clarify the objective of the information session for clients. By making clear the reasons for their requirement to attend the session and the expected content of the session,
participants are less likely to feel threatened and more likely approach the event with a more positive outlook.
6.2.2 Implementation and Delivery
« Ensure the support of management, particularly key leaders within the HRCC, prior to introducing the GIS.
« Ensurethat the physical facility (e.g., meeting space, audio visual equipment, parking, seating) meets the operational needs required to deliver the session.

« ldentify a central point for the coordination of all activitiesto ensure the consistency of the information communicated and of the activities undertaken. There should be one
coordinator specifically assigned to the GIS, whether it is delivered by the HRCC or athird-party. In addition, the respective responsibilities of the project officer (in the case
of athird-party delivery) and coordinator (if they are different persons) should be clearly delineated.

« Use astepped approach to implement the sessions. For example, follow-up activities could be delayed until the sessions are running smoothly and the level of resources
required has been inventoried.

« A clear and achievable work plan isimportant. The work plan communicates goal's, objectives and the methodology to staff/third-party. Designers and deliverers can then
work together towards a common goal. A work plan is also helpful because it keeps the role of the GIS in perspective.

« Clearly document the procedures associated with a GIS (e.g., scheduling participants, handling cancellations, entering related information in the systems) and communicate
these procedures to all levels, from front-line staff to Directors. Review these procedures on an ongoing basis to ensure that appropriate system practices are in place.

« Consider delivering the session where there is access to a resource centre. This way, the resources available to participants can be incorporated into the sessions (e.g., by
giving participants atour of the facilities, introducing clients to the use of the computer and publications).

« Consider conducting periodic reviews to identify potential groups of "like" claimants who may require specialised attention through modified group sessions.

« Consideration can be given to the use of a contract to provide GIS through a community service provider. Enhancements to the content of the group sessions, such as
emphasis on Employment Action Planning, could be considered. This could occur if the HRCC decided to focus internally on other employment activities or if staffing
resources become stretched due to other activities and priorities.

« Compile amonthly/quarterly activity report to inform staff/third-party about activity levels and trends, observations and recommendations related to the GIS.

6.2.3 Client Monitoring and Follow-Up

« Consider implementing atelephone system with "call display” (if not already in place) since this can be used as atool to detect potential fraud. For example, a participant
might call to cancel his participation because he says he is sick, but the call display might show that he is actually calling from a known employer.

« Where appropriate, conduct quarterly follow up to ensure that the Units of Business accurately reflect activity levels and take corrective action if they do not (e.g., direction
regarding proper use of screens and inputs by staff).
6.2.4 Administrative Costs
« Track and determine the administrative costs associated with the introduction and delivery of the GIS in order to determine the net savings of the activity.

6.2.5 Accountability Framework

« Consider GIS as apotential source of activity to contribute directly to the office's HRIF Accountability results. Specifically, if results for Case Managed Clients are falling
short of objectives, consideration could be given to case managing (from atracking perspective only), al or a portion of GIS participants.

« Ensurethat systemsarein place, or set up tracking mechanisms, to ensure that activities attributabl e to the GIS can be measured accurately (e.g., how many claimants were
scheduled, how many attended, FTRs, cancelled or rescheduled, the amount of direct and indirect savings generated).
6.2.6 Impactson Clients
« Unlessaformal tracking and follow-up system isin place, impacts on clients, other than anecdotal ones, will be difficult to assess.

6.2.7 Satisfaction with GIS

« Include an anonymous monitoring and/or eval uation component as part of the delivery of the GIS. Thiswill assist in making needed changes or modification to the session as
required on an ongoing basis.
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Footnotes

"Preliminary Report, & C Interview Strategy", Control Policy, November 8, 1993.

Refers to original Evaluation Issue Section(s) and Question(s).

The 50/250 initiative was a proposal to Treasury Board to obtain $50 million in additional funds for the 1& C function, under the condition that HRDC
bring back $250 million to the EI account. Although these are not the exact figures agreed upon by the Treasury Board and HRDC, theinitiative is il
referred to as the 50/250 initiative.

Although using the number of D15sis not an accurate count of FTRs (since there would be more people who would fail to report than would end up
being disentitled), it is the closest value that is tracked.

The FTR rate for the current year is significantly lower than previous years for three reasons. First, the rural GIS began in 1997 and the FTR rate for
these sessions are lower than those at the L ethbridge CASC. Second, the investigations that were started in December of 1997 had not reached the stage
of disentitlement at the time the study was conducted. Third, session deliverers felt that claimants are realising that attending the GIS is mandatory and
are now more likely to attend than they were in the past.

It isimportant to keep in mind that thisis not a scientific survey and should therefore not be taken to be representative of the El population. Also, it
should be kept in mind that alarger number of GIS participants than non-participants participated in the survey, given the number of focus groups
conducted.

This cost is based on an average number of 7,892 scheduled clients per year.

Thisisnot entirely true. A few participants were working athe time of the focus groups. Others were in the process of starting their own business.

Provided an ROS appointment can be rescheduled within five days or immediately following any temporary employment.

10 Since savings are calcul ated region wide and not attributed directly to either the Richmond Hill or Newmarket HRCC, in order to determine estimated

saving per client, the total number of clients who were scheduled for an ROSin Y ork Region was used.

11 Only three persons attended the non-participant focus group, making it difficult to draw conclusions based on such asmall sample size.



