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INTRODUCTION

The Department of Justice supports the Attorneye@dras the chief law officer of the
Crown both in terms of the ongoing operations ofegoment as well as the development
of new policies, programs and services for Canadiarsupport the Government’s
priorities. Specifically, the Department providegal advice to the Government and all
federal government departments and agencies, sgsethe Crown in civil litigation and
before administrative tribunals, drafts legislatiand responds to the other legal needs of
federal departments and agencies.

The Department provides an integrated suite of comlegal advisory, litigation,
legislative and regulatory drafting services to@owment through:

* anetwork of 42 departmental legal services ulitsSUs) and 4 departmental
regulations sections, which are co-located witartldepartments and agencies
and organized along five portfolios — Aboriginalféifs; Business and Regulatory
Law; Central Agencies; Public Safety, Defence ancdhigration; and Tax Law
Services;

» specialized legal capacities within national heauditprs, including the Litigation
Branch, the Legislative Services Branch, and thdi®law Sector, which are
organized into the Justice Portfolio; and

« a network of regional offices and sub-offices pdivg local level services to
federal departments and agencies in the NorthisBriZolumbia, the Prairies,
Ontario, Quebec, and the Atlantic provinces.

The Department is committed to providing high qydkgal services to support
government. As one of a series of ongoing initegivo support this commitment to
service quality, a standardized approach to obtginiient feedback on legal services
was implemented in 2006.

SURVEY METHODOLOGY

Working in close partnership with the StatisticainSultation Group, Statistics Canada,
DoJ developed a standardized questionnaire andoah@thgy for collecting client
feedback on the degree to which the delivery dodllsgrvices is meeting the needs and
expectations of clients. Statistics Canada playeingortant role in reviewing and
challenging the proposed approach throughout tegdeand implementation stages and
was also involved in the analyses of survey daththe review of the presentation of
findings contained in this report.

Because of the scope of the project, the surveyrelbsl out over a three year period on
a portfolio-by-portfolio basis. The survey was adistiered to public servants employed
across the country in 37 federal departments aadags. The survey is aimed at
potential clients at the EX minus dr@nd equivalent levels) through to Deputy Heads of

! For certain departments and agencies, employehe &X minus two (and equivalent) levels were also
invited to take part in the survey.



the client departments and agencies. Based on ktatisis with service providers, it was
determined that while individuals in these groupsdt represent the entire population
of potential clients, these individuals neverthelepresent the most likely users of legal
services on an ongoing basis.

After consultations with Statistics Canada, the &&pent decided to adopt a census
rather than a sampling approach to the survey.cé€hsus approach was chosen in part
because the target population is of a manageatdeasid because it allowed us to avoid
potential sources of error associated with sampling

The survey is administered via a web-based question Invitations to complete the
guestionnaire were sent to 19,462 potential respaisd Of these, 6,482 Government of
Canada employees completed the questionnairetirgsud an overall response rate of
33 per cent. Approximately one half (55%) of thep@ndents reported having used
departmental legal services in the 12 months pregdatie administration of the survey.
All reported results are based on the feedback trese 3,562 respondents (a complete
listing of survey population and response rateddpartment and agency is available in
Annex A).

The survey collected feedback from clients on @air Likert scaléwith two anchors:

not at all satisfied (1) and completely satisfi#f)( Feedback was sought along three key
dimensions of service quality — accessibility/resgpeeness, usefulness and timeliness.
Specifically, the survey sought feedback on eadh@following elements:

Accessibility/Responsiveness
* Provided services in the client’s official languagjehoice
* Provided services in a courteous and respectfuheran
* Fully understood the nature of the problem or idsuavhich the client sought
and received assistance
* Provided clients with regular and informative pregg reports or ongoing

feedback
Usefulness
* Advised clients of issues or developments which imgact their department or
agency

* Proposed appropriate solutions for legal and dmgfssues raised

* Identified opportunities to use dispute resolufiwactices, where appropriate

* ldentified opportunities for early settlement ofea, where appropriate

* Provided clear and practical guidance on resolttegssue(s) for which
assistance was sought

There is a great deal of debate in the academtigeofessional literature regarding the relativerita

of using 3, 4, 5, 7 and 10 point scales to meaaititedes and perceptions. After reviewing the
literature and undertaking consultations with detgrof groups, the Department adopted a 10-point
scale. Pre-testing of the questionnaire determinadrespondents were able to interpret and
understand the scale. Additionally, the 10-poimiesavill permit the Department to track even small
changes in client perceptions over time.



Involved clients in the development of legal stggtand positions

» Assisted clients in developing policy

* Developed legal strategies appropriate to cligmbéicy and/or program
objectives

Effectively worked with clients to identify legakks

» Effectively worked with clients to manage legakss

Effectively resolved the issue or problem for whadsistance was sought and
received

» |dentified appropriate opportunities to implemealigies or programs by
administrative rather than legislative means (funsient of choice")

Timeliness
* Responded in a timely manner to requests for legafices
* Negotiated mutually agreed-upon deadlines
* Met mutually agreed-upon deadlines

INTERPRETING RESULTS

The survey results represent estimates of clieptifadion perceptions of service

delivery. Prior to the launch of the survey, thepPement established a target of 8.0 on
the 10-point scale for each of the items for whitent feedback was sought. These
targets were identified in the absence of any pistiag benchmarks, but were
developed with the goal of setting realistic artdiatible targets that were not too easy to
attain.

Throughout the remainder of this report a colowticg scheme for the presentation of
results has been adopted (see tableau below)pidwgles a visual means for portraying
the extent to which departmental targets have besn

Colour-Coding of Results
Strong — surpassed targets (mean ratings of 8.@)to

Positive — met targets (mean ratings of 7.9 to 8.3)
Moderate — slightly below targets (mean rating%.8fto 7.8)
Opportunities for Improvement — targets not metgmeatings of 6.5 to 7.2)

In reviewing the results presented throughout émeainder of this report, there is an
important caveat to bear in mind, namely the cakaad margins of error. The magnitude
of the margin of error is generally affected by éx¢ent of variability in respondent
feedback and by the overall size of the respongenip.

There are two key elements to calculating the margf error from survey findings.
First, there is theonfidence levelWwhich, in the most simplistic terms, refers to éx¢ent



to which we believe the same results would be abthif the survey were administered
repeatedly. For the purposes of the Departmenisifce Client Feedback Survey, a 95%
confidence level was adopted for calculating result

Second and more importantly there is ¢befidence interval which refers to the range
in which the results will fall if the measuremeatg repeatedly taken. For the purposes
of this project, we recommend caution in interprgtany results that have a calculated
margin of error greater than £0.4. Note that largegins of error may also represent
wide variation in the opinions of respondents, @ating a large disparity between the
satisfied and the unsatisfied grouips.

While confidence intervals traditionally reflébe use of sampling methodology, the DoJ Feedback
Survey used a census approach in which invitatomerticipate in the survey were sent to all
potential users of services. In this case, confiddntervals account for variability related to non
response. Had all service users responded to tiieysuhere would be no variability, as all opinson
would be accounted for. In the calculation of thefidence interval, we are assuming that non-
response is independent of respondent charactsristi is affected by use of legal services (ceual
service users are more likely to answer the quasdioe). It is a reasonable assumption that a
relatively large proportion of non-respondentsrawa-users. The Finite Population Correction Factor
(FPCF) has been applied in the calculation of thegm of error in order to take the size of thalkot
number of potential users into account; otherwhigerhargins of error would be overstated.



CLIENT FEEDBACK — LEGAL ADVISORY SERVICES

The Department provides legal advisory servicespaapdares legal documents for all
federal government departments and agencies ovaa bange of issues. Providing
accessible, useful and timely legal advisory s@wis important in ensuring that
decision-makers are able to factor the legal inagilbms into their chosen courses of
action in delivering policies, programs and sersite Canadians.

Exhibit 1 (below) presents an overview of the difsedback provided by 3,365
respondents who identified that they had receiegdlladvisory services during the 12
months preceding the survey.

Exhibit 1: Client Feedback on Legal Advisory Servies

Overall quality of legal advisory services 8.2 (x0.1)

Accessibility / Responsiveness of Services

Provided services in the clients’ official languagechoice 9.5 (x0.1)
Provided services in a courteous and respectfuheran 9.2 (#0.1)
Fully understood the nature of the problem or idsuavhich the client sought and 8.5 (+0.1)
received assistance T
Provided clients with regular and informative pregg reports or ongoing feedback 7.5 (x0.1)

Usefulness of Services
Advised clients of issues or developments which mayact their department or

8.4 (0.1)

agency
Identified opportunities to use dispute resoluiwactices, where appropriate 8.0 (£0.1)
Identified opportunities for early settlement ofea, where appropriate 8.1 (£0.1)
Provided clear and practical guidance on resolthiegssue(s) for which assistance 8.1 (£0.1)
was sought T
Involved clients in the development of legal stggtand positions 7.8 (x0.1)
Developed legal strategies appropriate to cligmdicy and/or program objectives 8.1 (£0.1)
Effectively worked with clients to identify legabks 8.3 (£0.1)
Effectively worked with clients to manage legakss 8.1 (£0.1)
Effectively resolved the issue or problem for whadsistance was sought and 8.1

X 1 (20.1)
received
Timeliness of Services
Responded in a timely manner to requests for Isgialices 7.8 (x0.1)
Negotiated mutually agreed-upon deadlines 7.9 (20.1)
Met mutually agreed-upon deadlines 8.0 (£0.1)

The client feedback illustrates that clients atesBad with the overall quality of legal
advisory services and that the Department is gépenaeting or surpassing the 8.0
targets set at the outset of this project for teenents of service quality for which
feedback was sought.

There are three specific elements where the diemaback is moderate — falling slightly
below the established targets. Specifically, theskide:



providing clients with regular and informative pregs reports or ongoing feedback
on the status of their files;

involving clients in the development of legal stigy and positions; and,
responding in a timely manner to requests for lsgalices.



CLIENT FEEDBACK - LITIGATION SERVICES (NON-CRIMINAL )

The Department represents the Crown in civil ltiiga and before administrative
tribunals. These activities directly and indiredlypport the federal government by
defending the Crown'’s ability to continue to prowigrograms, services and benefits to
Canadians in the face of court challenges. ExRilfiielow) presents an overview of the
client feedback provided by 695 respondents whotified that they had received
litigation services during the 12 months precedhegsurvey.

Exhibit 2: Client Feedback on Litigation (non-criminal) Services

Overall quality of litigation services 8.4 (x0.1)
Accessibility / Responsiveness of Services

Provided services in the clients’ official languagfechoice 9.4 (x0.1)
Provided services in a courteous and respectfuheran 9.2 (x0.1)

Fully understood the nature of the problem or igsnevhich the client sought and 8.5 (+0.1)
received assistance -0 (0.
Provided clients with regular and informative pregg reports or ongoing feedback 7.7 (x0.2)

Usefulness of Services

Advised clients of issues or developments which mayact their department or
agency

Identified opportunities to use dispute resolugiwactices, where appropriate
Identified opportunities for early settlement oea, where appropriate 8.4 (x0.2)
Provided clear and practical guidance on resolthiegssue(s) for which assistance
was sought

Involved clients in the development of legal stggtand positions

Developed legal strategies appropriate to cligmicy and/or program objectives
Effectively worked with clients to identify legabks

Effectively worked with clients to manage legakss

Effectively resolved the issue or problem for whadsistance was sought and
received

8.4 (+0.1)

Timeliness of Services

Responded in a timely manner to requests for Isgialices 8.4 (x0.1)
Negotiated mutually agreed-upon deadlines
Met mutually agreed-upon deadlines

The client feedback illustrates that clients atesBad with the overall quality of
litigation services and that the Department is gahemeeting or surpassing the 8.0
targets set at the outset of this project for eddhe elements of service quality for
which feedback was sought. For one specific eleptiketclient feedback was slightly
below the established targets — providing clientk wegular and informative progress
reports or ongoing feedback on the status of files.



CLIENT FEEDBACK — LEGISLATIVE AND REGULATORY DRAFTI NG
SERVICES

Legislative and regulatory drafting services argeasial to a core function of the
Government, the making and promulgation of law$ Gdvernment legislation tabled in
Parliament is drafted by the Department of Jusiités includes both the drafting of the
Bills tabled in Parliament as well as drafting afttons to amend Government legislation
as a result of Parliamentary deliberations. Thedbepent also drafts all Regulations for
the Government.

Bills and regulations are drafted to respect thedfitution, be understandable, operate
coherently and effectively with other related latesmeet the linguistic and legal
requirements for laws that speak to both offi@@duages communities, and operate
effectively in both common law and civil law juristions.

Exhibit 3: Client Feedback on Legislative and Regualtory Drafting Services

Overall quality of drafting services 8.2 (£0.1)

Accessibility / Responsiveness of Services

Provided services in the clients’ official languagfechoice 9.4 (x0.1)
Provided services in a courteous and respectfuheran 9.1 (x0.1)
Fully understood the nature of the problem or ideuavhich the client sought and 8.2 (0.1)

received assistance
Provided clients with regular and informative pregg reports or ongoing feedback 7.6 (x0.2)

Usefulness of Services
Advised clients of issues or developments which m#pact their department or agen 8.2 (x0.1)
Proposed appropriate solutions for legal and drgfsues raised 8.1 (x0.1)
Provided clear and practical guidance on resolthegssue(s) for which assistance w

7.9 (x0.1)
sought
Assisted clients in developing policy 7.7 (x0.2)
Developed drafting options appropriate to cliepislicy and/or program objectives 8.1 (x0.1)
Effectively worked with clients to identify legabkks 8.2 (x0.1)
Effectively worked with clients to manage legakss 8.1 (x0.1)
Identified appropriate opportunities to implemeatigies or programs by 7.7 (0.2)
administrative rather than legislative means (Yunsient of choice") T
Timeliness of Services
Responded in a timely manner to requests for Isgialices 7.8 (x0.2)
Negotiated mutually agreed-upon deadlines 7.7 (x0.2)
Met mutually agreed-upon deadlines 7.8 (x0.2)

Exhibit 3 (above) presents an overview of the ¢lfeedback provided by 752
respondents who identified that they had receiegtslative and / or regulatory drafting
services during the 12 months preceding the survey.



The client feedback illustrates that clients atesBad with the overall quality of
legislative and regulatory drafting services arat the Departmental services are
generally in line with the 8.0 targets set at theset of this project of the elements of
service quality for which feedback was sought.

There are six specific elements where the cliezdifi@ck is moderate — falling slightly
below the established targets. Specifically, theskide:

providing clients with regular and informative pregs reports or ongoing feedback
on the status of their files;

assisting clients in developing policy;

identifying appropriate opportunities to implementicies or programs by
administrative rather than legislative means (Yunsient of choice");

responding in a timely manner to requests for lsgalices;

negotiating mutually agreed upon deadlines; and

meeting mutually agreed upon deadlines.



OTHER FINDINGS OF INTEREST

Awareness of Service Standards

The draft Treasury Board Secretariat (TBS) Poligntework for Service notes that the
identification and communication of service stamldas an important element in an
overall service quality strategy. As part of thepBegment of Justice Client Feedback
Survey, respondents were asked whether to thewledge the Department of Justice
had mutually agreed upon service standards fode¢heery of legal services to their
department.

Approximately 39 per cent of respondents who hadilsgal services in the preceding
12 months identified that they were aware of sergiiandards, while about one in ten
respondents indicated there were no service stdsdaplace. Just over one half of the
respondents indicated that they did not know ifeéheere service standards.

When this survey was first launched in 2006, tlveeee locally driven service standards
with some departments and in some regional offawesss the country. However, the
Department did not have a set of consistent sestaredards for the delivery of legal
services that were applicable to all governmentaderents and agencies.

In 2008-09, the Department developed a set of comseovice standards that has been
rolled out across the country and is being incaeat into Memoranda of Understanding
between the Department of Justice and client deyaantis for the provision of legal
services.

Understanding of Key Legal Risks

Legal risk management is an important element afagang ongoing operations and the
development of new policy, program and serviceveeyi initiatives across government.
Responsibility for legal risk management is shdretiveen the Department of Justice
and its client departments and agencies. The Depattplays an important role in
developing tools, demonstrating leadership andignog client departments with advice
and assistance in identifying and mitigating kegaleisks. Client departments are
responsible for the day-to-day management of tegal risks as part of an integrated
risk management framework.

To gain a better sense of the context within whegfal risk management is occurring
across government, the survey asked respondes#dftassess their levels of
understanding of the key legal risks facing theipartments.

Approximately two thirds of the respondents (65%lj-assessed their levels of
understanding of the key legal risks as “good”\@ry good”. A further 23 per cent of
respondents self-assessed their levels of undeistaas “fair”. The remaining 12 per

4 Of particular interest, survey respondents whtticited that they were aware of service standaete w

in general the most satisfied with the legal sewiprovided by the Department of Justice.
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cent of respondents indicated that they were urtaldssess their levels of understanding
or self-assessed their levels of understandingpasr”.

The Department should continue to assist clienadegents in raising levels of
awareness across government on some of the kdyrigkgmathat they are facing. A good
client understanding of key legal risks will enstlrat decision-makers are able to factor
the legal implications into their chosen courseaation in delivering policies, programs
and services to Canadians.

CONCLUSION

The findings from this first full cycle of the chéfeedback survey have permitted the
Department to establish baseline measures of dardfaction with the integrated suite
of legal services provided across government. Thaseline measures demonstrate that
the Department is meeting client expectations aatis.

In general, the client feedback shows that the BeyEnt is meeting or surpassing the
performance target established prior to the lawi¢he project. There were no areas
where client feedback demonstrates the need farected management attention.
Nevertheless, there are some areas where perfoenfiaieslightly below the targets.

The survey findings demonstrate the Departmentisnaiiment to providing high quality
legal services to support government. A secondecytburveys will be implemented
beginning in October 2009. This second cycle witlyide the Department and our
clients with a means for tracking any changes tives.
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ANNEX A — RESPONSE RATES BY PORTFOLIO AND DEPARTMEN T/AGENCY

Portfolio/Department/Agency Population Respo? s€ Users of Servicel Period’ Targe.t
Rate Population

1. Aboriginal Affairs Portfolio 1,458 349 (24%) 244 (70%) Sept 2006 EX minus two
and above levels

Indian and Northern Affairs Canada 1,458 349 (24%) 244 (70%)
2. Business and Regulatory Law Portfolio 10,611 3,157 (30%) 1,930 (61%) Feb. 2007 EX minus one
and above levels
Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada 1,030 307 (30%) 125 (41%)
Atlantic Canada Opportunities Agency 129 37 (29%) 23 (62%)
Canadian Food Inspection Agency 355 88 (25%) 78 (89%)
Canadian Heritage 360 171 (48%) 111 (65%)
Canadian International Development Agency 316 98 (31%) 59 (60%)
Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission 109 53 (49%) 41 (77%)
Canadian Space Agency 166 73 (44%) 51 (70%)
Quebec Region Economic Development Agency 93 25 (27%) 21 (84%)
Environment Canada 961 237 (25%) 166 (70%)
Department of Fisheries and Oceans 909 220 (24%) 143 (65%)
Foreign Affairs and International Trade 820 109 (13%) 70 (64%)
Health Canada 1,100 324 (29%) 194 (60%)
Industry Canada 1,017 373 (37%) 255 (68%)
Natural Resources Canada 1,034 286 (28%) 127 (44%)
Parks Canada 183 73 (40%) 47 (64%)
Public Works and Government Services Canada 751 165 (22%) 92 (56%)
Human Resources Development Canada 525 253 (48%) 159 (63%)

®> Number of respondents having completed and reduarguestionnaire. Response rates are presenteackets.

b “Users of Services” represents the number andepéage of respondents who indicated having usedsBradces at least once in the 12 months preceting
survey.

" Period during which the survey was conducted.
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Portfolio/Department/Agency Population Response Users of Service’ Period’ Target
Rate’ Population

Transport Canada 213 (35%) 132 (62%)

Veterans Affairs 142 52 (37%) 36 (69%)

3. Public Safety, Defence and Immigration Portfolio 4,745 1,689 (36%) 697 (41%) Feb 2007 to EX minus one
March 2009 and above levels

Citizenship and Immigration 400 125 (31%) 89 (71%) June 2007

Canada Border Services Agency 402 105 (26%) 66 (63%) June 2007

Correctional Service of Canada 338 145 (43% 84 (58%) June 2007

National Parole Board 59 31 (53%) 19 (61%) June 2007

Public Safety Canada 142 51 (36%) 27 (53%) June 2007

Department of National Defence 2,169 894 (41%) 210 (23%) Sept 2008

RCMP 1,100 272 (25%) 149 (55%) Mar 2009

Communications Security Establishment 135 66 (49%) 53 (80%) Feb 2007

4. Tax Law Services Portfolio 484 336 (69%) 201 (60%) Feb 2008 EC-01 to EC-06

Canadian Revenue Agency 484 336 (69%) 201 (60%)

5. Central Agencies Portfolio 2,164 951 (44%) 490 (52%) Sept. 2008 to  EX minus two

Jan. 2009 and above levels

Finance — General Law Services 296 124 (42%) 68 (55%) Sept 2008

Finance — Tax Counsel Division 87 38 (44%) 27 (71%) Sept 2008

Financial Consumer Agency of Canada 21 9 (43%) 5 (56%) Sept 2008

Financial Transactions and Reports Analysis Ceoftre 230 72 (31%) 31 (43%) Sept 2008

Canada

Office of the Superintendent of Financial Instiouis of 315 139 (44%) 56 (40%) Sept 2008

Canada

Treasury Board Portfolio (TBS, CSPS) 929 408 (44%) 225 (55%) Sept 2008

Public Service Commission 286 161 (56%) 78 (48%) Jan 2009

TOTAL 19,462 6,482 (33%) 3,562 (55%)
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ANNEX B — PROFILE OF RESPONDENTS WHO HAD USED
LEGAL SERVICES IN PRECEDING 12 MONTHS

| Number | Percentage |

Classification

¢« EX 1,587 45%

* Non-EX 1,975 55%
Level

« ADM or DM 100 3%

+ Director or DG 1,487 42%

 Other 1,975 55%
Location

* National Capital Region 2,686 75%

* Regions 876 25%

Type of Services Received*

* Legal Advisory 3,365 95%
» Litigation (non-criminal) 695 20%
» Legislative and/or Regulatory Drafting 752 21%

* Respondents could select more than one typegal lservice
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