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Environics Research Group is pleasad to present this summary of quditative and quantitative research findings to
the Office of the Commissioner of Review Tribunas. These findings are based on two surveys, one nationa
survey of 1,406 Appellants, and one survey of 202 NonAppdlants, both 18 years of age or older. The nationa
survey of Appelants was conducted between April 4-26, 2002, while the survey of NorntAppellants was
conducted between April 17-24, 2002. Overdl, the Appdlant survey results are accurate within +/- 2.6 percent,
19 times out of 20 while the NontAppel lant survey results are accurate within +/~ 6.9 percent, 19 times out of 20.

Two focus group sessions were aso conducted in Ottawa as part of this study and make up the qualitative aspect
of thefindings. The focus group sessions were conducted on March 7", 2002. Participants in each session were
recruited according to a variety of attitudind and demographic criteria determined in consultation with the OCRT
project authority. Each participant had to have been denied disability benefits by the CPP, appeded this decison
to the OCRT, and had this apped settled within the lagt three years. One sesson was conducted among
Anglophones who were successful Appellants and one sesson was conducted among bilingua Canadians who
were ether denied benefits or who had withdrawn from the appeal process. In each ingtance, hdf of the
participants had representatives throughout the appedl process and half had not had this assstance. In addition,
guotas were used to ensure that participants reflected a range of ages and educationa backgrounds, as well as a
rough gender balance. For example, we ensured that arange of ages (at least two persons over 60 years of age)
was represented.  While the focus group results are not necessarily representative of the generd public, they do
provide vauable insghts regarding typica public reaction to these issues.

Demographic Profile

Significant proportions of Appellants are represented across various age groups, with larger proportions among
those 50 to 60 years of age. In generd, Appdlants are dightly less educated than Canadians in the generd
public. A plurdity of Appdlants live in households of two people, including themsdves. Three-quarters of
Appelants had their most recent hearing between 1999 and 2001. Seven in ten Appdlants do not consider
themselves to be visble minorities, while one-quarter consder themsalves to be visble minorities. While survey
respondents tended to be less affluent than the generd population, they were fairly wel distributed among each of
the various five income groups we examined in this survey. More than one-hdf of Appdlants are women while
more than two-fifths are men. Ninety-six percent are Anglophones and four percent are Francophones'.
Appdlants are wdl digtributed across the country, including the six regions of Ontario that are served by the
Commissoner’s Office.

Non-Appdlant respondents are relatively evenly distributed across the designated age groups. As with the
Appdlants, NonAppdlants tend to have lower levels of education than the genera population in Canada

! Conclusions based on these results are somewhat limited, given the relatively small proportion of Francophones in
the sample.
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Plurdities of NontAppdlants live in a household of two people, one in five live in a household with four or more
people and one in five live done. As with the Appdlants, the Non-Appdlants in this study tend to have lower
incomes than the generd population; but in contrast to Appelants, NontAppdlants are less wdl-distributed
among the various income groups. Over haf of NonAppelants have a tota annua household income under
$30,000. More than one-haf of NorntAppelants are women and more than two in five are men. Further, dl of
the Non-Appdlants interviewed for this study are Anglophones. In &rms of regiond distribution, al Non
Appdlants are Stuated in Ontario.

Response to the Canada Pension Plan Denial of Disability Benefits

Most Non-Appdlants did nothing after their claim was denied. The most popular active response was to consult
aphysician or specidist. NornAppellants that contacted the Canada Pension Plan (CPP) disability office tended
to contact them by phone and most were not satisfied with the response they received from the Canada Pension
Pan disability office.

Non-Appellants had mixed experiences in terms of comprehending why their caim for benefits may have been
denied. While a dight mgority of Non-Appellants say that they did understand the reasons why their benefits
were denied, more than two-fifths suggest that they do not.

Factors Affecting Non-Appellants

A large mgority of Non-Appdlants indicate that they were aware of the option to apped the CPP decison to a
Review Tribund after being denied these benefits. Smadler mgorities indicate that they did not fed thet they
qudified for CPP disability benefits, and plurdities say that they did not think that going through an apped would
change the government’ s decision.

A mgority of Non-Appelants say that the stressinvolved in the apped isthe mgor factor influencing the decison
not to appea CPP s decison, while a plurdity saysthat alack of representation is the mgjor factor in this regard.
Although responses are somewhat divided on whether the length of time is a factor in this decison, Non
Appdlants are clear that the cost of the apped, the loss of income from other disability benefits and incomplete
medica records are non-factorsin their decision not to gpped the ruling made by CPP.

Appdlants tend to apped due to a strong sense of entitlement to the benefits. Of those who do not apped on
their own accord, a mgority was told to apped the CPP's decison by their doctor or by a private insurance
agent or group. Non-Appelants were not often advised to apped CPP s decison. Whenadvice of this nature
was given, it was primarily given by CPP representatives.

When asked whether they are sttisfied that they were treated fairly by the Canada Pensgon Plan disability even
though they were turned down, over one-haf of Non-Appdlants fed that they were not treated fairly by CPP.

Review Tribunal Experience

Three-quarters of Appelants had a hearing in order to resolve their most recent apped.

Top-of-mind perceptions of the Review Tribuna process are largdy negative, a mgority mentions generd

negative emotions, an impresson that the process was unfair, they were unhappy with the process and the

Tribuna was skeptical or inconsderate. Focus group participants corroborated the negative top-of-mind results
with many mentioning the negeative emotions that they experienced as part of their Tribund. Of note, even those
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Appelants who were successful in their apped predominantly mentioned negative emations rather than postive
when describing the Review Tribuna process.

However, mgorities and plurdities hold postive perceptions about the Tribund members and the
Commissioner’s gaff, and they understood the procedures that are a part of the apped. They fed that the
hearing was fair and that they had the appropriate amount of time to present their case a the Tribund hearing. In
fact, three-quarters of Appdlants report they had the right amount of time to present their case at their Tribuna
hearing.

Appdlants are generdly uninformed about the expenses that the Commissioner’s Office will cover as part of an
gpped, with mgorities saying that cogts related to photocopying documents and procuring medica records for
the apped are not covered and unaware that interpretation codts are covered at the hearing. Only a plurdity is
aware that travel cogts are covered. Appellants are aware that legal costs are not covered by the OCRT. Focus
group paticipants were dso relatively unaware of the costs covered by the Commissoner’s Office, with
awareness no greater among those who were successful than those who were unsuccessful in their appeal. Focus
group paticipant awareness of travel costs appeared to be highest, smilar to survey results, followed by
awareness of photocopying costs.

Mgorities of Appellants agree that the hearing location was accessble, convenient and had esslly understood
signege

When Appdlants are asked to rate the helpfulness of seven types of people who can be involved in the gpped
process, mgorities indicate that their representative is very hepful, followed by their doctor and their family.
Lower on the lig are the three Review Tribuna members and the Commissioner’s Office st&ff, and at the very
bottom are insurance company representatives.

When those respondents who were ruled againgt in their most recent gpped hearing are asked to indicate the
reasons why this ruling came about, a pluraity suggest thet thisis due to perceptions of their disability as not seen
to be as serious as dleged, their Stuation was dismissed by the Tribuna and their circumstances unappreciated.

Accessibility of the Commissioner’s Office

A mgority of Appdlants did not access the Commissioner’s Office through their website, email or fax. Those
who did use a courier, phone or mail to reach OCRT are satisfied with this service. Three-quarters of Appellants
say they are satisfied with the hours of sarvice of the Commissoner’ s Office.

Service | ssues

Responses to the 12 sarvice issue items were generdly very podtive. Mgorities of Appellants agree that they
had a choice of service in either English or French, they were informed of everything they had to do in order to
get their apped heard, their questions were answered, documents and other information were easy to understand,
procedures were straightforward and they received congstent information and advice.  Communications with the
Commissioner’s Office appears to be the area most in need of improvement. Appellants are divided as to
whether they strongly agree or disagree that the forms were not easy to understand and fill out. However, they
show clear disagreement that the information they needed was not available, written and verbal language was not
clear and the service daff were not easy to understand. Regarding the issue of the brown brochure from the
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Commissioner’ s Office, while a plurdity of respondents disagree that they received this brochure, alarge minority
do not know or cannot respond to this question.

We presented Non-Appelants with 11 statements on service issues identicd in every aspect to those presented
to the Appdlants, except that Non-Appellants were asked to respond to these as they related to the Canada
Pension Plan (CPP) office. Mgorities agree that they had a choice of service in ether officid language, that they
were not satisfied with their communications with the CPP office, the procedures were straightforward and easy
to understand and documents and other information were easy to understand. Mgorities adso disagree that they
were informed of everything in ader to get their gpped heard, if they were to gpped and that they received
congsgtent information and advice. Responses for the remaining statements are mixed, with Smilar proportionsin
each indance indicating strong agreement and strong disagreement to each statement.

Health Records | ssues

A mgority of Appdlants fed tha the hedth records sent to them by the Commissoner’s Office were very
complete. As wdl, Appdlants and Non-Appdlants overwhelmingly suggest that they were able to obtain dl the
hedlth records that they needed for their apped or gpplication for disability benefits, with little or no difficulty.

However, when they are asked to cite barriers to accessing these hedlth records, Appellants and Non-Appdlants
refer to delays by doctors and cost as the two biggest barriers.

Although doctors are seen as one of the biggest barriers to the provison of complete and timely hedth records, a
mgority of Non-Appdlants have a very favourable opinion regarding the assstance they received from ther
physician in their goplication for disability benefits from the Canada Penson Plan office. Furthermore, a plurdity
of NonAppelantsfed that they had enough medica information to help the CPP people make a proper decison
on their case.

Benefits Other than Canada Pension Plan Disability

A mgority of Appellants and Nont Appellants say that they did not qualify for insurance or disahility benefits other
than the Canada Penson Plan Disability. For those who do qudify, private or group insurance is the most
popular form of other insurance.

A mgjority of Appellants report that their other insurance or disability benefits were not affected as aresult of ther
gpped to the Review Tribunads. Non-Appdlants are even more likely to report that their insurance benefits were
not affected after being denied CPP disability. However, in the focus groups, the opposite trend was seen, where
Appellants particularly mentioned that their disability benefits had decreased upon receipt of Canada Penson Plan
disability benefits, ether through receiving a smdler amount of benefits or through recelving benefits that were
taxable in place of those that were previoudy norntaxable.

Representatives
A mgjority of Appellants used representatives in their most recent gppedl. Of those who did not, cost was the
largest prohibitive factor. Appdlants are mogt likely to have their own family or a lawyer act as ther

representative.

When given amix of pogtively and negetively-worded statements to which Appellants could agree or disagree, a
magority of Appellants strongly disagree that they could afford a representative but concurrently strongly agree
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that they needed a representative in order to help with their most recent gpped. A plurdity strongly agree that
they found a representative to help with their goped, with three in ten indicating strong disagreement to this
gsatement. Plurdities aso strongly disagree that people offered to represent them and that representatives were
located too far away for proper consultation. These results suggest that representatives are needed and often
found within a reasonable distance from the Appellants who hire them, but that Appellants have to find these
representatives themselves and cannot often afford them.

More than two-thirds of Appellants did not have to pay their representative afee. Of those who did, two in five
paid $1,000 or less.

Focus group participants tended to agree that having a representative was helpful. However, a few focus group
participants dso gave anecdotes to illugtrate the prohibitive costs associated with having a representative.

Life Changes

Appdlants tend to report negative life changes as a result of ther overal experience with Canada Penson
Disability. A decrease in ther sandard of living and an ingbility to work are the most frequently cited negative
changes in their life. Fewer Appdlants mention pogtive life changes, such as, an increase in their income or a
sense of reief, satisfaction, or vindication.

Perceptions of Organizational | ndependence

An overwhdming mgority of respondents say thet it is important that the Canada Pension Plan Disability and the
Commissoner’s Office maintain independence from one ancther, but only a plurdity of Appdlants bdieve this
Stuation actudly exigs. In the focus groups, these findings were contrasted and taken one step further. Here,
participants tended to think that these two organizations were not at al independent, and that they were
conspiring to present an independent front to the public. Severd participants gave illustrations to support these
assertions.

A dight mgority of Appelants fed that the Tribunad members and the Canada Pension Plan disability office are at
least somewhat independent from one another. Focus group participants were much more suspicious than were
survey respondents, with the perceptions that there was a conspiracy to present an independent front as a
predominant theme.

Connectivity

A mgority of Appellants have access to a computer. However, access to the Internet and emal is less
prevaent, followed by accessto afax machine.  Connectivity varies with age, income and education. Further,
even though a mgority of Appellants have computer access and a pluraity have Internet access, use of the
Commissioner’ s webste is very low.

As with trends seen in Appdlants responses, the mgority of Non-Appellants have computer access, but smaler
proportions have Internet and email access. Very smdl proportions have access to afax machine. There
appears to be a trend toward computer, Internet and email access decreasing with age and increasang with
income. Furthermore, access to a computer and the Internet increases with the number of people in the
household.



Research |ssues

Often when public opinion research is undertaken with specidized samples such as those in this study, research
issues arise. It is hdpful to have these issues outlined for two reasons: it gives a clearer context for the results
discussed in the report, and it provides guiddines for future research in thisarea. We include a concise outline of
the research issues specific to this research, including making alowances for a distrustful sample, modification of
questionnaire items for the specific audience of disabled people, providing extra sengtivity training to our
interviewers and conducting interviews in the daytime to meet sample needs.

Given that many results did not vary with standard demographic information such as gender, age, education and
income as expected, it is likely that a measure of leve of disability might have accounted for many of the results.
In future research, incluson of this measure would be an asst.

Survey results indicate overwhelmingly that the health records experience of Appellants and Non Appdlants (the
ease of obtaining records and the completeness of these records) is a factor driving perceptions of a variety of

aspects of the apped process. If the Commissioner’s Office were to make only one change, it shoud be to
facilitate the provison of complete hedth records with minimad difficulty, and to gpprise medica professonds of

therole that they play in the timely preparation of these records.



