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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The overall purpose of the operational review of Brant FACS was to examine the 

organizational dimensions of governance, service delivery and financial management with 

the view of developing an understanding of how the organization delivers on its legislative 

obligations. In doing so, matters requiring attention were identified in an effort to contribute 

to Brant FACS’ path of continuous improvement and sustainability.   

Summary of Approach 

With respect to governance, the review team examined five key areas. Information was 

based on agency-provided literature and interviews with members of the Board.  

Service delivery was approached across three broad areas. The first focused on how the 

organization carries out its work and the nature of that work. Information was garnered from 

agency literature and interviews with staff, foster parents and stakeholders. The second 

focused on a comparative analysis of data across five categories between Brant FACS’ and 

the average of five comparator societies. The third area focused on a review of case files 

across seven file types using Ministry assessment tools.  

Finance focused on a review of internal business processes and analysis of expenses and 

revenue across seven major categories.  

Service Delivery 

General 

The overall impression of the review team is that the society and staff are committed to 

providing a high level of service to the Brant community. The service delivery model rests on 

a strengths-based approach and characterized as ‘community based’ with staff working 

across 23 sites. Staff have embraced the model emphasizing the focus on getting to know 

families to provide better support, strengthen relationships and deliver a high level of 

service. Also embraced are essential principles of Signs of Safety (SoS) and family 

engagement which a number of community partners found to be very successful.  

Scope of Services 

Through the review process there was opportunity to gain appreciation of the range of 

services and supports delivered by Brant FACS. In so doing, the impression of the review 

team is that some of these services should be examined more closely. For example, staff 

had acknowledged that while their work may not always be direct protection per se, they 

believed it could be considered to fall within the realm of admission prevention. While the 

functions of a society include providing services “for the prevention of circumstances 

requiring the protection of children”, the society would need to consider how to manage such 

services along with their child protection functions within its funding allocation.   In a similar 

vein, there was evidence, noted through the file review, to support the notion that 

families/parents seek out Brant FACS for help and support. While this suggests that the 

society has been successful in engaging the community in a positive manner and in building 
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strong relationships with families, there are instances where the society appears to be 

providing services, or remaining involved to support families in achieving goals, based 

primarily on families’ consent to receive services rather than the need to mitigate protection-

related concerns. Other examples are raised in the report which speak to the matter of 

scope.   

Investigative and Ongoing Services 

In the sample of files reviewed, the review team identified several areas warranting closer 

attention by the society going forward. For example, investigative services were provided to 

families for periods of time well over the recommended 60-day timeframe (67% of cases). 

As a result, the society continues to resource the maintenance of incomplete investigations 

without making a determination of whether children are in need of protection. The file review 

evidence also suggests that a significant number of cases transferred to ongoing services 

fell below the intervention line.  Although the codes assigned to the cases would support a 

transfer to ongoing services, only 37% of cases reviewed contained documentation that 

supported the selected eligibility code and thus a transfer. In some ongoing protection 

cases, protection issues/concerns are not evident and not the focus of service. The file 

review also noted weaknesses in the documentation of clear goals that are addressed 

during home visits. The goals are noted in the six-month plans/recording however, these are 

not always current.  

In approaching the subject of the reported impact of the opioid crisis on the work of the 

society, a sample of ongoing cases were reviewed. In cases that had an addictions 

component, all forms of substance misuse were noted, including alcohol, marijuana, etc.  Of 

the sample files reviewed approximately twenty-percent were reported as opioid related. 

Case planning and assessment however, did not appear to align with the identified opioid 

problem. 

Results from Quality Improvement Plan (QIP) reporting indicated Brant’s overall compliance 

results were below the provincial average in Q3 2016-17 and then again in both Q1 and Q3 

2018-19. Results from the file review were similar in a number of areas.  

Children in Care, Kin Care / Kin Services, Transitioning 

With respect to children in care (CIC), since 2013-14 while the average number of CIC 

provincially have been declining, the number of CIC at Brant FACS has been increasing. 

From 2014-15 to 2018-19 Q3, the comparators’ average decreased by 24.3%, while Brant 

FACS increased by 10%. The number of apprehensions of 0-5 year olds is high.  The 

society notes factors such as opioid use and socioeconomic circumstances as important 

contributors. 

Brant FACS’s Kinship Care placements are significantly higher than the society’s Kinship 

Service placements. It was noted that while Kin Service is less intrusive, through a Kin Care 

placement the society is able to provide a children’s services worker and financial support to 

Kin families.  Through other data gathering processes such as interviews with key 
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informants the socioeconomic rationale was provided. On this point, it was not documented 

in the files reviewed whether families were encouraged to seek alternative and/or additional 

financial assistance in attempts to resolve their socioeconomic challenges. 

Important to appreciate in the use of Kin Care is the difference in legal status which has 

important implications. For example, where a child is in interim society care, the society has 

all the rights and responsibilities of a parent for the purposes of the child’s care, custody and 

control.  As such, neither the child’s parent nor the kin caregiver retains any rights or 

responsibilities in respect of the child’s care, and important decisions are the sole 

responsibility of the society. Kin service affords more flexibility and involvement of the 

caregiver. 

Community Partnerships and Collaboration 

Overall, community partners agreed that there was good collaboration between the society 

and community partners.  That said, stakeholders noted several areas where improvements 

could be made in the day to day work with partners. Notable examples included improved 

communication at a case specific level, greater clarity with respect to the society’s approach 

to case conferencing and further work associated with assisting stakeholders to understand 

decisions taken by the society at a case level. 

The society is engaged in partnerships and protocols. A number of examples were provided. 

Brant FACS is also involved in a number of collaborative processes across the community 

and participate on various planning groups. 

The documentation contained in the file sample in ongoing protection cases provides 

another perspective related to community interactions generally. For example, regular 

contact with other service providers to support the family is not indicated; the society 

appears to utilize community links less than other societies noting lack of community 

resources; and, there was little documentation of case conferencing at the stage of 

investigation to involve community partners and/or to further develop these community 

partnerships.  

Organizational Structure, Staff Expertise and Efficiencies 

A number of decisions have impacted the service delivery structure. For example, in April 

2019 the society laid off approximately 25 staff. One of the impacts was the removal of 

Access Workers attached to a number of teams. This work was then absorbed by the 

creation of a consolidated Family Service Team. This centralized approach aligns with how 

many other societies have tended to operate.  Other impacts included the reduction of one 

staff (Indigenous worker) from the clinical counselling team.   

The review team was also advised that with the devolution of services, Native Services 

Branch staff were reduced from 30 to 6. Interviewees noted that Indigenous workers carry 

higher caseloads than their mainstream counterparts adding that it is partly due to the delay 

in transfer to Ogwadeni:deo who only serve Six Nations members.  
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In terms of total staffing, for the period of 2015-2018, Brant FACS has consistently reported 

more staff and total salaries and benefits than the average of the comparator societies. This 

gap has narrowed more recently but remains above the average. In the same period, the 

society experienced decreases in some key services however some staffing adjustments do 

not align with the changes. For example, while the number of investigations decreased the 

number of investigations’ staff increased. Similar differences were found in the areas of 

ongoing protection services and children in care.  

Based on 2018-19 Q3, reported legal services FTEs were 70% higher than comparators and 

60% higher in expenditures. From 2014-15 to 2018-19 there were fewer protection cases 

before the courts per counsel than comparators at 42 vs 69.  

Foster Parents 

In meeting with foster parents, they had indicated that the Foster Parent Liaison Committee 

and the mentoring program were seen as valuable and should be strengthened. Some 

concerns were raised related to costs eligible for reimbursement as they appear to be 

variable and inconsistent. Communication was also noted as somewhat problematic in the 

areas of nature, type and frequency of interactions between staff and foster parents.   

Governance 

On July 12, 2019, the members of Brant FACS’ Board of Directors tendered their 

resignation. As such, several key findings and recommendations that were outlined during 

the course of the operational review may no longer be relevant; others should be prioritized 

for implementation as the organization is currently operating without a governing body. A 

detailed section on the original findings and recommendations is included in Appendix 3. 

As the organization prepares to reconstitute its Board of Directors, several 

recommendations and activities should be prioritized to ensure the new Board can fulfill its 

roles and responsibilities. These include: 

• recruitment of new Board members 

• Board member orientation and training  

• review and/or redevelopment of governance policies and procedures, and  

• implementation of standardized reporting on all aspects of organizational 

performance 

Financial Management 

The review team has provided recommendations aimed more directly at potential cost-

saving measures in areas such as travel, corporate credit cards, infrastructure, 

administration and technology staffing, office administration, and maintenance.  

With respect to professional services (client) it is suggested that the society consider 

maximizing the use of the ministry-funded Alternative Dispute Resolution/Family Group 

Conference Programs and Community Capacity Building Programs.  
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From a revenue perspective there are a number of children who may be eligible to receive 

CSA. Similarly, in reviewing the Child Disability Benefit (CDB) the number of new children 

eligible for CDB while subject to the CRA’s approval process, presents some opportunity. 

There is also opportunity to maximize ADP.  

Based on a review of the Audited Financial Statements and the general ledger, the review 

team confirmed that the society is in arrears with making RESP contributions at $865,002. 

The review team has made recommendations to address this matter.  

Based on the literature provided by Brant FACS in the area of lease/rent the review team 

noted discrepancies between contracted amounts and actual expenditures. Further noted is 

that other societies are exempt from municipal taxes due to their registered charity status. 

The society may wish to explore exemption opportunities.   

On review of the Trial Balance Statement there appears to be no allocation of the health 

spending account or EAP program expenses to other funders. It is suggested that the 

society review the allocation process to achieve more equity.   

Performance and Information Management 

Overall there is an effort to draw upon data to provide perspectives on issues or in the case 

of an annual summary, a look back at the previous year’s performance. On review however, 

it is the team’s impression that more specific analytics associated with the data along with 

action plans or recommendations is not universally undertaken making it difficult to assess 

the extent to which data supports both routine operational and strategic decision making, 

and overall monitoring and evaluation.   
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

Brant Family and Children’s Services (Brant FACS) provides mandated child welfare 

services including assessment, investigation, and placement for adoption (where 

appropriate), as well as referral and supportive services to children/youth and their families. 

Brant FACS’s jurisdiction covers 936 square kilometers encompassed by the County of 

Brant. Brantford is the largest city in Brant County.  Other Communities include Paris, 

Burford, Scotland, Oakland, Mount Pleasant, St. George and Mississauga of the Credit First 

Nation.  

In January of 2018, the Six Nations of the Grand River (operating as “Ogwadeni:deo”) 

received its designation as a children’s aid society to provide child protection services to Six 

Nations of the Grand River. The number of planned case transfers from Brant FACS to 

“Ogwadeni:deo” included 52 children in care and 129 ongoing open protection cases. Under 

the child welfare funding model, the ministry applies a funding reduction based on the 

number of children in care planned to be transferred to the newly designated Indigenous 

society. To support Brant FACS with its implementation of CPIN, the ministry didn’t apply 

the reduction to Brant FACS’s 2017-18 funding; the funding reduction was deferred to the 

2018-19 fiscal year. 

In 2018-19, the ministry reduced Brant FACS’s 2018-19 approved budget allocation by 

$780,530, based on Brant FACS’s actual costs related to the 52 children in care cases 

subject to transfer. There was a delay in transferring these cases, thus only 331 cases were 

transferred by February 2019. In recognition of this delay, the ministry decreased Brant 

FACS’s 2018-19 funding reduction from $780,530 to $486,580.   

Brant FACS first began to experience financial difficulties in 2015/16, when they were 

unable to manage within their child welfare funding allocation and used contributions from 

the Balanced Budget Fund to balance. Since 2015, the ministry has been actively working 

with Brant FACS to address their ongoing challenges in managing within their approved 

allocation. Work has been undertaken between the Ministry and Brant FACS to identify 

various cost reduction strategies which on balance have not been fully realized. More 

recently, the society took the decision to lay-off 25 staff including one manager in an attempt 

to curb expenditures. Early in the new fiscal year (2019-20) the Ministry provided a cash 

advance to support the society in managing its finances. 

In light of the serious operational concerns related to the society’s financial situation the 

Ministry, in its oversight role, initiated an operational review related to the overall functioning 

of the organization in the areas of governance and decision making, service delivery, and 

financial management. 

                                            
1 This number was reported by Brant to the Ministry through its submission of “Supplementary Quarterly Year-
to-date Reports for 2017-18 and 2018-19”   
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Brant FACS is currently managing an accumulated deficit of $3.5M, or 14.8% of its 2018-19 

approved budget allocation. Since the funding model was implemented in 2013-14, and 

taking into account the reduction to Brant FACS’ approved budget allocation and key 

services resulting from the designation of Six Nations of the Grand River, Brant FACS’: 

• approved budget allocation (funding) increased by $0.1M (0.5%); 

• the number of investigations completed decreased by 322 (-20.5%); 

• the average number of ongoing open protection cases decreased by 79 (-17.2%); 

• the average number of children in care increased by 7 (2.3%);  

• the number of direct service staff decreased by 4 (-2.1%); and  

• the number of infrastructure administration and technology staff increased by 3 

(17.6%). 

Table 1: Six Year Comparison 

 

The overall intent of the review was to determine the degree to which Brant FACS is fulfilling 

its legislative requirements with respect to managing its delivery of child welfare services 

within its approved funding allocation; assist in understanding how well the organization is 

achieving its overall objectives and obligations; and, to identify service, operational and 

resource issues requiring further attention by the organization with the outcome of 

developing and implementing a path for improvement and sustainability. 

 

 

$ %

Financial ($Ms)

Approved  Allocation $23.7 $23.7 $23.8 $24.0 $24.3 $23.8 $0.1 0.5% 

Balanced Budget Fund Approval $0.0 $0.2 $0.7 $0.0 $0.0 

Annual Surplus(Deficit) $0.3 $0.6 $0.0 ($0.0) ($1.8) ($1.8)

Total Accumulated Deficit $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 ($0.0) ($1.8) ($3.5)

% of current year approved allocation 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% (0.0%) (7.2%) (14.8%)

Prior Years' Historical Debt Funding $0.8 

Key Service and Staffing Data

Number of Investigations Completed 1,569 1,425 1,474 1,331 1,305 1,247 (322) (20.5%)

Investigations Tranferred to Ongoing 411 409 468 393 362 441 30 7.3% 

( % of transferred to ongoing) 26.2% 28.7% 31.8% 29.5% 27.7% 35.4% 9.2% 35.0% 

Ongoing Open Protection Cases* 490 459 496 481 455 411 (79) (16.1%)

Children and Youth in Care* 310 290 286 293 311 317 7 2.3% 

Paid Days of Care 101,849 92,538 92,814 94,067 99,028 95,234 (6,615) (6.5%)

Adoptions Completed 14 28 26 19 21 11 (3) (21.4%)

Direct Service Staff (FTEs) 167 162 164 173 163 163 (4) (2.1%)

Infrastructure, Administration and 

Technology Staff (FTEs)
17 17 20 20 25 20 3 17.6% 

2018-19 Change 

from 2013-14
2018-19 Q4 

Preliminary
Fiscal Year 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 
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2.0 METHODOLOGY 

The review team developed lines of inquiry aligned with the review scope. The following 

were the methods utilized to collect data and information related to the lines of inquiry: 

1. A review of service files (child welfare) across all relevant service categories; the 

sample size and period was determined prior to the onsite review. 

2. A review of relevant service policies and procedures and community protocols. 

3. A review of relevant human resource policies and procedures, systems and planning 

processes, including the performance evaluation practices related to senior 

management positions, and management processes. 

4. A review of the board governance structure, agendas and minutes of board meetings 

and subcommittee meetings, financial reports to the board, risk management and 

decision-making frameworks utilized by the board. 

5. Semi-structured interviews with staff, supervisors, senior managers, board members, 

foster families and community stakeholders. 

The review team consisted of nine Ministry staff and were organized accordingly: 

1. Three staff were aligned directly to the review of service files; their work was 

completed on site over a period of four business days; 

2. Six staff were aligned to the overall documentation review and semi-structured 

interview process; leads were established for each of the major organizational 

domains (i.e. Governance; Service Delivery; Finance) 

Child Protection Information Network (CPIN) reports were provided by the society for the 

case reviews. Case reviews were largely based on a random sample of child welfare cases 

between October 1, 2018- December 31, 2018. The case reviews included an audit of select 

child welfare requirements. In total, there were 284 cases reviewed, which included:  

• Community Links – 30 cases  

• Investigation Complete, Case Closed – 19 cases 

• Investigation Complete, Case Transferred to Ongoing – 27 cases 

• Ongoing Service-Open – 27 cases  

• Other Child Welfare Cases – 130 cases 

• Child in Care – 12 cases 

• Kinship Service Cases – 51 cases 

Documentation reviewed was limited to a specific time range and did not always include a 

review of the entire case from opening to close. Where themes have been articulated, the 

reviewers saw evidence in cases to support the findings. It is acknowledged that clinical 

judgement is a key component of child welfare work, and the themes and recommendations 

are intended to identify some areas for the society to consider and reflect upon.   
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Additional service areas were reviewed based on the CPIN data provided by the society. 

Areas of inquiry included: 

• Ongoing case duration 

• Investigation case duration 

• Children in out of home placements 

• Ongoing case reason for service 

With respect to all policies, procedures and a range of other documentation, for reference 

purposes Appendix1 provides an inventory of those reviewed. 

In terms of the interview process, a sampling of staff from all levels of the organization 

participated in addition to representatives from the Board, community stakeholders and 

foster parents. In total XX interviews involving XX participants were undertaken accordingly: 

Board Members and related Sub-committees:  5 (interviews); 8 participants 

Front Line Staff:      2 (interviews) 21 participants 

Program Managers:      4 (interviews) 14 participants 

Senior Management:     7 (interviews) 8 participants 

Stakeholders:      1 (interview) 15 participants  

Foster Families      1 (interview) 8 participants 

All interviews were conducted by two review team members, one of whom was responsible 

for recording information. The format for each interview was based on a pre-determined 

structured questionnaire. Additional questions of clarification or further exploration that arose 

were noted in the recording process.  

The preparation of the report was the result of consolidating all relevant information gleaned 

from the review of documentation, interviews and the society’s response to the initial draft of 

the report.   

3.0 OPERATIONAL MANAGEMENT AND SERVICE DELIVERY 

3.1 Preface 

This section addresses the following topics: 

• service philosophy; 

• service delivery and the Ontario Child Protection Standards; 

• community partnerships and collaboration; 

• organizational structure, staff expertise and efficiencies; and, 

• Foster parents. 

The information supporting service delivery was drawn from interviews with Staff Focus 

Groups, Director of Administration, Service Directors, Manager of Differential Services Unit 

and After-Hours, Managers of Intake and Ongoing, Managers of both Indigenous teams, 
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Manager of the Kin Team Manager of Resources, the Paris/Nova Vita Team Manager, 

Managers of the Children and Youth Teams, Manager of Training and Special Projects, 

Legal Manager, Community Partners Focus Group, and Foster Parents. Also undertaken 

was a review of a range of annual summaries, policies and procedures, community survey 

and the presentation by the society on May 13, 2019 to the Review Team.  

With respect to the Ontario Child Protection Standards, Child Protection Information 

Network (CPIN) reports were provided by the society for the case reviews. A random 

sample of child welfare cases were drawn between October 1, 2018- December 31, 2018. 

They included an audit of select child welfare requirements. In total, 284 cases were 

reviewed. Details of the review methodology are contained in Appendix 2 of this report. 

Findings are fully integrated within the narrative of the report. 

The analysis of the organizational structure and other comparative analytics (pre and post 

staff reductions), were drawn from the 2018-19 Q3 data for Brant FACS and five comparator 

societies (Hamilton Catholic, Kawartha-Haliburton, Frontenac, Lennox and Addington, 

Guelph-Wellington and Bruce Grey). Comparator societies were identified using a standard 

methodology which focuses on societies with comparable expenditures, service volumes, 

funding and/or population, including societies in the same region, and across the province. 

Brant FACS data was compared to the average of the comparator societies. Comparisons 

were used solely to identify those areas that may appear to be different in an attempt to 

identify areas where there may be opportunities for savings. 

3.2 Service Philosophy  

It is beneficial to appreciate the service delivery context within which Brant FACS operates 

by way of understanding at a high level the overarching service philosophy of the 

organization. To this end, in 2011 a document entitled “The Philosophy of Service” was 

endorsed by the Board of Directors. It is comprised of eleven key components aimed at 

providing overall guidance to staff across the organization. Specifically, topics include: 

quality assurance; supporting the society mission through outcomes, measurement and 

collaborative child welfare; responding to community needs using the OACAS excellent 

system model; principles for a non-residential services strategy; clinical practice; attachment 

separation and loss; anti-oppressive practice; authority in child welfare; methods of resolving 

disputes regarding service delivery or function; child welfare decision making and 

responsibility; the crisis approach to practice; permanency planning; code of ethics; other 

professional codes of conduct; signs of safety; and, family group decision making.2On May 

13, 2019, at the outset of the review process, the society made a presentation to the review 

team which contained the following statement of the core principles which inform the 

community-based model. 

Core Principles (presentation May 13, 2019) 

                                            
2 The Philosophy of Service. Brant Family and Children’s Services. Endorsed by the Board of Directors. 
October 2011. p3. 
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• Child Welfare consists of child protection, early help and community 

development/community capacity building; the integration of each of these 

components is the cornerstone of Community based work.   

• Families have strengths and they are the experts in their own lives. 

• Communities are the product of groupings of families.  Each community is unique and 

like individual families have the capacity for growth. 

• Child wellbeing belongs to the community and child welfare is part of that same 

community….not above it or beyond it. 

• Child welfare is an outcome and an [society] / system.  It must be remembered that 

the outcome cannot be found outside the community despite the fact that the 

governmental responsibility rests with the [society]3. 

Community Model: A collaborative approach to safety: 

• Located in ‘at-risk’ areas deeply affected by systemic and structural problems 

• Offering accessible support services in neighbourhood resource centres and shared 

office spaces (22 service sites – presentation May 13 2019) 

• Partnership with Brant Housing to use the units for protection services and support 

programming 

• Shared responsibility with community partners; BCHU, St. Leonards, Nova Vita, 

Woodview, Aboriginal Health Centre, Parks and Recreation 

• Opportunities to implement strategies to increase community capacity4  

3.3 Service Delivery and Ontario Child Protection Standards 

Key Findings 

General 

The overall service delivery model rests on a strengths-based approach and is 

characterized as ‘community based’ with staff working across 23 sites. This includes six 

schools, 5 housing complexes, 1 hospital, 1 women’s shelter and 10 office building 

locations.  Staff have embraced the model and have emphasized that the focus is on getting 

to know families in an effort to provide better support and to build stronger relationships.   

Generally speaking, by having a greater presence in the community it is believed that 

families and individuals have become more comfortable speaking with society staff to 

discuss concerns. That said, some workers indicated in interviews that they feel isolated 

from their peers at times and that, depending on the site, people do come in to discuss a 

                                            
3 Brant Family and Children’s Services: Operational Review Entrance Meeting [Powerpoint Presentation]. May 
13 2019. p. 5 
4 Ibid. p. 6. 
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situation that is perhaps non-protection related which in turn can be disruptive and make it 

difficult to get work done. 

Through the interview process, the review team was advised that the society utilizes the 

principles of Signs of Safety (SoS) and family engagement. Generally speaking, staff are 

supportive of this approach indicating for example, that SoS mapping assists them to 

develop safety plans by building on the family’s strengths, along with other features of the 

model. Through the stakeholder forum some community partners noted their involvement in 

mapping with families and have found this process to be very successful. 

The overall impression of the review team is that the society and staff are committed to 

providing a high level of service to the Brant community. There is evidence, noted 

throughout the file review, to support the notion that families/parents seek out Brant FACS 

for help and support. While this suggests that the society has been successful in engaging 

the community in a positive manner and in building strong relationships with families, there 

are instances where the organization appears to be providing services, or remaining 

involved to support families in achieving goals, based primarily on families’ consent to 

receive services rather than the need to mitigate protection-related concerns. The society’s 

expansive approach to delivering services may be impacting its ability to deliver mandated 

services within the approved budget allocation and in compliance with legislated 

requirements. 

Scope of Service 

During Board and staff interviews and focus group discussions, a number of challenges 

pertaining to families’ access to resources in the Brant community were noted, and Brant 

FACS has chosen to contribute resources to address the identified gaps. As an example, 

staff noted they worked closely with the food bank to organize a small outlet at one of their 

offices for caseload clients and anyone else in need. Staff acknowledged that while their 

work may not always be direct protection per se, they believed it could be considered to fall 

within the realm of admission prevention. While the functions of a society include providing 

services “for the prevention of circumstances requiring the protection of children”, the 

society would need to consider how to manage such services along with their child 

protection functions within its funding allocation.  As well, when providing financial 

assistance to a family, the society should be doing so in accordance with the criteria set out 

in the Ontario Permanency Funding Policy Guidelines (OPFPG). The guidelines state that a 

family may be eligible for Admission Prevention assistance if the child/youth is residing with 

their family in the community and is determined by the society to be in need of protection or 

risk of being admitted into care. The society must also determine that financial assistance 

would reduce the risk to the immediate health and safety of the child/youth and could 

prevent an admission to care.  As well, a family that is receiving protection services either on 

a voluntary basis or through a Supervision Order may be eligible for admission prevention 

financial assistance on an episodic/emergency basis to meet short term needs and address 

immediate health and safety concerns of a child/youth.  
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Another example pertaining to scope of services provided is transportation. Staff noted the 

extent to which they transport children and families as some families struggle with their 

ability to use public transportation within Brant. Also, some services such as specialised 

mental health are provided outside of Brant in communities such as Hamilton and Waterloo 

where public transportation to those communities is limited. A number of other examples 

were identified through the file review.5 In discussions with the Director of Administration, it 

was explained that there are very few volunteer drivers and those who the society has 

available often impose limitations thereby leaving staff in the position of filling the gap. This 

being the case, it remains a concern given Brant FACS’ financial position. There is a cost to 

the society associated with front line workers’ time in providing these services in the 

absence of a robust volunteer driver system.  

In Fall 2018, Brant FACS created a Clinical Counselling Team comprised of three full-time 

counsellors.  The goal of the Clinical Counselling Team is to “support healing knowing that 

cost savings can be realized through avoiding children coming into care, reduction in OPR 

use and reconnection to family and maintaining children safely at home.” During interviews, 

the review team inquired about strategies employed by Brant FACS to address the high 

number of Children in Care (CIC).  No mention was made of the Clinical Counselling Team 

and when specifically asked about referrals and if this team was a support to their CIC, the 

review team was advised that they believed that adults make up most of the counsellors’ 

caseloads.  It was further noted that Brant FACS was using non-ministry funded outside 

counselling resources to support CIC but this has decreased over time due to financial 

constraints and is now seen as a gap. 

During interviews with the Directors of Service, the review team was advised that the 

counsellors were hired from within the Brant FACS’ existing staffing complement. Currently 

there are two counsellors on this team as the Indigenous Counsellor was laid off in April 

2019. The team was initially directly managed by the Executive Director. As a result, the 

Directors’ of Service were unable to provide details regarding any evaluations or data that 

supported the creation of this team. Further requests for this information did not result in 

anything substantive to support this decision. It is important to note that this team was 

created during a period of significant financial instability which included the society being 

challenged to meet payroll and requiring ministry cash advances in addition to an increase 

in their Line of Credit.  

Investigative and Ongoing Service 

In the sample files reviewed, investigative services were provided to families for periods of 

time well over the recommended 60-day timeframe (67% of cases). As a result, the society 

continues to resource the maintenance of incomplete investigations without making a 

                                            
5 Examples of transportation included: appointments (includes, waiting for client to be done), applying for part 
time jobs, or to assist with grocery shopping; help with filing income taxes; clinical counselling by someone 
other than the family’s assigned worker (including a grief group for children); frequently obtaining food 
vouchers; providing bus passes; and/or providing accompaniment to CRLA court. 
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determination of whether children are in need of protection. This is problematic from the 

perspective that parents should be entitled to have societies make a determination in a 

timely manner as to whether there are protection concerns that warrant continued 

intervention, and to disengage from the involvement with the family if there are not.  This is 

consistent with the approach taken in the Child Protection Standards, which emphasizes 

that information gathering during an investigation should only be as intrusive as is required 

to assess the safety of and protection of the child, and is to be proportionate to the severity, 

chronicity, risk and complexity of the situation. 

The file review evidence also suggests that a significant number of cases transferred to 

ongoing services fell below the intervention line.  Although the codes assigned to the cases 

would support a transfer to ongoing services, only 37% of cases reviewed contained 

documentation that supported the selected eligibility code and thus a transfer. In some 

ongoing protection cases, protection issues/concerns are not evident and not the focus of 

service. In other cases, any current concerns are safely mitigated by the presence of a 

protective parent. A significant number of investigation cases reviewed were transferred to 

ongoing protection services so that support could be provided by the society, even when 

other service providers were involved.  

In a number of the sample files reviewed, documentation indicated that the society may 

have cases that are being kept open for lengthy periods of time (e.g. years) due to neglect 

issues related to the family’s socioeconomic circumstances. There was no evidence in the 

documentation of objectives or activities identified that would help address the remediation 

of this issue; yet families are seen to require ongoing protection services as a result of their 

ongoing status or for not meeting “community standards”. The question is whether these 

matters are truly safety issues within the context of the child protection umbrella. Further, 

statements such as ‘does not meet community standards’ requires greater understanding 

and clarification if it is indeed relied upon as a basis for continued involvement.  

In approaching the subject of the reported impact of the opioid crisis on the work of the 

society, a sample of ongoing cases were reviewed. In cases that had an addictions 

component, all forms of substance misuse were noted, including alcohol, marijuana, etc.  

Seventy-three (73) current ongoing cases with a primary Eligibility Spectrum code of 5.3.A, 

5.3.B or 5.3.C. were reviewed. The most recent Strengths and Needs Assessment was 

examined to determine if substance use was a concern with either the primary or secondary 

caregiver. When it was noted that substance use was a concern, the type of substance was 

noted.  

The results were as follows:  

• 46 of the cases indicated substance use as a need.  

• 16 of the 46 cases were opioid related, 7 cases were undetermined and the 

remaining 23 cases were open for other substance use (e.g. alcohol, marijuana).  
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Case planning and assessment however, did not appear to align with the identified opioid 

problem. 

There was also a lack of evidence demonstrating consistent and timely case planning in 

cases within the sample files reviewed. Absence of case planning can lead to inadequate 

outcome measurement for families that could result in unnecessary ongoing service 

provision. Further on this point, it does not appear that Eligibility Spectrum Codes (ESC)  are 

appropriately and regularly updated following transfer to ongoing service, and that this may 

reflect the lack of focused service planning, may contribute to why cases are not being 

closed once protection concerns are addressed, and impairs the society’s ability to gather 

statistics to support its understanding of the issues experienced by the community and the 

types of services it is providing. 

Ongoing child protection work appears to deal with “crisis to crisis” issues.  Based on the 

sample of files reviewed, there are few clear goals that are addressed during home visits. 

The goals are noted in the six-month plans/recording; however, these are not always current 

(some set in 2017 and not updated) and not used as the basis of work with the clients. It 

appears that it is unclear for both workers and clients as to when they can close the service. 

There is little evidence to demonstrate a good use of assessment tools to determine 

eligibility for case closure.  Clients also appear to not always know what they need to 

accomplish in order for the society to complete their involvement. That said, goals that were 

articulated included for example, supporting families to address concerns around healthy 

relationships and provide resources to the family; providing the family with additional support 

at their request; and, connecting the family with relevant services in the community that 

would both benefit the child and assist the caregiver to help them better co-parent.  

Supervision is one tool to support continuous improvement in service delivery, however 

supervision does not always occur at six-week intervals. Some supervision is more regular 

than others. The focus of the supervision is not clearly documented. It appears from the 

documentation that it is a retelling of the current events/crisis situations and not a focus on 

whether or not the goals are being achieved with the view of terminating the need for further 

service. 

Children in Care, Kin Care / Kin Services, Transitioning  

Overall there was evidence that workers often were successful when engaging with and 

assisting children, youth and families. The society’s focus on family-based care is generally 

borne out by the data and extended family members are engaged in planning when an 

admission to care occurs. Family finding is actively practiced and results in kin placements.  

With respect to Children in Care (CIC) the data indicates that since 2013-14, while the 

average number of CIC across the province have been steadily declining, the number of 

CIC at Brant FACS have increased.  The general rationale provided by the society is that 

the higher number is related to the high level of opioid use and socioeconomic factors 

across the community. As detailed in Table 2 below, from 2014-15 to 2018-19 Q3, the 
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comparator societies’ average number of CIC have decreased by 60  or 24.3%, while the 

average number of CIC at Brant FACS has increased by 29 or 10%. 

Table 2: Children in Care6 

 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17  2017-18 2018-19 

Q3 

Five Year Change 

Average Number of Children and Youth in 

Care 

      

Brant 290 286 293 311 319 29  10.0%  

Comparator Societies' Average 247 233 218 199 187 (60) (24.3%) 

More (less) than Comparator 

Societies' Average 
43 53 75 112 132 89  

Average Number of Crown 

Wards 

       

Brant 154 144 138 143 150 (4) (2.7%) 

Comparator Societies' Average 121 108 96 88 81 (40) (32.8%) 

More (less) than Comparator 

Societies' Average 
33 36 41 55 69 36  

As detailed in Table 3 below, as of March 31, 2019, 38% of Brant FACS’ CIC are under the 

age of five and 27% are over the age of 15.  During interviews the review team was advised 

that there are a high number of apprehensions of 0-5 year olds due to parental addiction 

issues.  Managers noted that many of these children are also drug-affected and going 

through withdrawal. The developmental needs of these children at this age are significant. 

Table 3: Brant FACS Summary of Ages of Children in Care 

Categories 31-Mar-17 31-Mar-18 31-Mar-19 

0-5 years 116.0 130.0 132 

6-9 Years 42.0 52.0 61 

10-14 Years 50.0 48.0 59 

15-17 Years 43.0 45.0 37 

18 Years + 54.0 53.0 55 

Most caseloads are blended. For example, workers carry Intake and Ongoing/Family files 

and CIC workers have mixed caseloads of ages with no dedicated teams for younger 

children or older youth transitioning to independence or with Continued Care and Supports 

for Youth (CCSY) agreements. 

 

                                            
6 Figures in all tables throughout the report are subject to ‘rounding’.   
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Table 4: Brant FACS CCSY Agreements 

Children and Youth in Society 

Care 
2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 

2018-19 

Q3 
Five Year Change 

Average Number of Youth with Continued Care and Support for Youth* (CCSY) 

Agreements 
    

Brant 53  47  50  53  54  1  1.0%  

Comparator Societies' Average 65  54  59  52  45  (20) (30.5%) 

More (less) than Comparator 

Societies' Average 
(12) (6) (9) 1  9      

Total Average Number of Children and Youth in 

Society Care 
          

Brant 290  286  293  311  319  29  10.0%  

Comparator Societies' Average 247  233  218  199  187  (60) (24.3%) 

More (less) than Comparator 

Societies' Average 
43  53  75  112  132      

% in Society Care with CCSY 

Agreements 
              

Brant 18.3%  16.5%  17.2%  17.0%  16.8%  (1.5%)   

Comparator Societies' Average 26.2%  23.1%  27.2%  26.0%  24.1%  (2.2%)   

More (less) than Comparator 

Societies' Average 
(7.9%) (6.5%) (10.1%) (9.0%) (7.2%)     

*Formerly Extended Care and Maintenance 

The society has a Kin Team that consists of a Manager, Unit Assistant and eight Resource 

Workers that carry a mixture of Kinship Services and Kinship Care cases. Kinship service is 

intended to facilitate the provision of care and support that is consistent with family and 

community traditions for children and youth unable to remain with their family due to 

protection concerns. The use of kinship service may reduce admissions of children and 

youth into the care of a society.  

Brant FACS’s Kinship Care placements are significantly higher than the society’s Kinship 

Service placements. It was noted that while Kin Service is less intrusive, through a Kin Care 

placement the society is able to provide a children’s services worker and financial support to 

Kin families.  Through other data gathering processes such as interviews with key 

informants the socioeconomic rationale was provided. On this point, it was not documented 

in the files reviewed whether families were encouraged to seek alternative and/or additional 

financial assistance in attempts to resolve their socioeconomic challenges. 

Important to emphasize in this approach however is the difference in legal status which has 

important implications. For example, where a child is in interim society care, the society has 

all the rights and responsibilities of a parent for the purposes of the child’s care, custody and 

control.  As such, neither the child’s parent nor the kin caregiver retains any rights or 
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responsibilities in respect of the child’s care, and important decisions are the sole 

responsibility of the society. In this regard, a kinship care placement affords far less 

autonomy to the kin caregiver and the family.  There is also the impact of the time limits in 

s.122 of the CYFSA.   A court cannot make an order that would result in a child being in 

temporary or interim society care for more than 12 months (for children under 6) or 24 

months (for children 6 and older).  Once children have been in interim kinship care 

arrangements for these maximum periods of time, the only options available to the court are 

to return the child to the parent/caregiver or place the child in extended society care.  There 

is much more flexibility for children under kinship service arrangements, as the time limits do 

not apply giving parents/caregivers more time to address their issues without a permanent 

order severing their parental rights, which can benefit children in some situations. 

Table 13: Children’s Aid Society of Brant – Kin Services and Kin Care (2018-19 Q3) 

2018-19 Q3 Brant 

Comparator 

Societies' 

Average 

Brant Compared to its 

Comparator Societies' 

Average 

Services       

Kinship Care        

Number of children and youth in Kinship Care on 

Dec 31 
60 10 50 

Number of Kinship Care homes on Dec 31 49 7 42 

Number of Kinship Care Home Studies Completed 

during the year 
35 3 32 

Kinship Service        

Number of children and youth in Kinship Service 

on Dec 31 
48 68 (20) 

Number of Kinship Service families (homes) on 

Dec 31 
36 53 (17) 

Number of Kinship Service Home Studies 

Completed during the year 
25 48 (23) 

Staffing       

Kinship Care        

Case carrying workers   Not    

Supervisors   reported    

Other   separately   

Total       

Kinship Service        

Case carrying workers 5.0 4.4 0.6 

Supervisors 1.0 0.6 0.4 
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2018-19 Q3 Brant 

Comparator 

Societies' 

Average 

Brant Compared to its 

Comparator Societies' 

Average 

Other 1.4 0.4 1.0 

Total 7.4 5.5 1.9 

Table 13 above provides the total number of children and youth in Kinship Service and 

Kinship Care placements with comparisons to its comparator societies for December 31, 

2018. Based on this, Brant FACS had 50 more children and youth in Kinship Care, 42 more 

Kinship Care Homes, and completed 32 more Kinship Care Home Studies than the average 

of its comparator societies. 

In comparison, Brant FACS had 20 less children and youth in Kinship Services, 17 less 

Kinship Service Homes, and completed 23 less Kinship Services Home Studies than the 

average of its comparator societies. 

The society does make efforts to place children with extended family, members of band or 

native community or other Indigenous families. The review team was advised that 

historically Mississauga of the Credit First Nation (MCFN) was opposed to using customary 

care however the society has been working to promote customary care and it was presented 

at a Child Welfare Summit at MCFN. Brant FACS is currently working on a draft agreement 

with MCFN to develop their model.  The DOS also advised that customary care is seen as 

one permanency option.   

There are currently forty-seven children on adoption probation of which nine are Indigenous.  

Recommendations: 

1. The society should consider reviewing policies and procedures to ensure 

clear articulation of the child protection roles and responsibilities of staff 

within its community-based model, with regard to its obligations to manage 

delivery of child welfare services within its funding allocation.  Policies and 

procedures should also include procedures regarding ongoing monitoring of 

work being carried out by these staff.   

2. The society should consider exploring ways to narrow the scope of practice 

to situations in which child protection concerns are present and cannot be 

adequately mitigated, in the context of fulfilling its obligation to manage 

delivery of child welfare services within its funding allocation.   

3. In order to support a shift in scope, the society should consider the 

implementation of a more rigorous process to ensure that cases transferred 

to ongoing services are focused on active and current child protection 

issues.  In particular, decisions to transfer cases to ongoing services should 

be based on documented information that supports an Eligibility Spectrum 

code that is above the intervention line. This process could also assist to 
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ensure that cases are properly coded at the intake stage, that codes are 

appropriately updated throughout the ongoing service phase, and that cases 

are appropriately closed following the mitigation of child protection concerns. 

4. The society should complete an evaluation of the Clinical Counselling Team 

to determine if the team is achieving the intended goals within the context of 

the society being required to deliver child welfare services within its funding 

allocation. 

5. The society should consider revitalizing its volunteer driver program 

internally and consider developing a partnership with another community 

agency or agencies who have a well-developed volunteer driver program. In 

addition, the society should consider creating a policy to clarify for staff when 

transportation should be provided by the society.   

6. The society should explore opportunities to leverage a strengths-based 

approach by relying, where appropriate, on community partners and family 

members to create safety for children and youth and support families when 

existing child protection concerns require society involvement.   

7. The society should actively engage stakeholders with the view of building the 

capacity of the community to help support families and increase the safety for 

children and youth.  Leveraging relationships with community organizations 

aligns nicely with the concept that the safety and well-being of children is 

everyone’s responsibility. A focus on building capacity in the community 

would facilitate children and families receiving support services from 

community organizations rather than the society.  

8. Considering the significant number of 0-5 year-olds in care, the society 

should explore other admission prevention strategies including the use of 

kinship service which may reduce admissions of children and youth into care. 

9. The society should explore alternative strategies to support Kin Service 

families with the view of promoting Kin Service placements in an effort to 

keep children and youth out of care, for example exploring with families 

whether other community resources may be available to provide some 

additional financial support. 

10. The society should consider developing and implementing a decision-making 

framework for admission to kin care. This framework should include a 

mechanism for determining what level of financial assistance is necessary in 

order for the placement to be viable. The impact of kin care on the child’s 

well-being (legal status – guardian, time in care; permanency) should also be 

carefully considered.  
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11. The society should consider carrying out a more in-depth review of children 

in care to assess key issues such as rationale for admission, length of time in 

care, use of kin care, and the high number of adoption probations with the 

view of determining areas for improved effectiveness.  

3.4 Community Partnerships and Collaboration 

Key Findings  

Overall, community partners agreed that there was good collaboration between the society 

and community partners.  The society has a number of protocols in place, as described 

below, and is active at a number of community tables. 

It is noted that the partnership with Hamilton Children’s Aid Society and other societies 

related to the work of the OPR Regional Group is seen as a great strength.   

The Society has a partnership with Nova Vita, the VAW shelter.  The Brant FACS staff work 

directly on site at the shelter allowing for a close working relationship with shelter staff. Brant 

FACS staff also engage male parents and make referrals to programs specifically for men.    

The Grand Erie District School Board protocol is shared with Haldimand Norfolk and 

Ogwadeni:deo. This protocol has recently been updated. Protocol partners have been 

waiting for revisions to be reviewed by Brant FACS.   

Brant FACS has a joint investigation process with the Ontario Provincial Police (OPP). The 

OPP are always notified prior to Brant FACS initiating their investigation.  Similarly, the 

Brant Police would agree that Brant FACS notifies them prior to an investigation most of the 

time. 

Brant FACS is a member of the Brant Crisis Response Table team which meets for the 

purpose of discussing, planning, and participating in interventions for individuals and families 

in the community who are deemed to be at imminent risk.  

Brant FACS is involved in a number of collaborative processes across the community. For 

example, staff noted in relation to the opioid situation they are working with partner agencies 

to educate families. They noted however that it has been challenging as the community 

seems to be more reactive, working with people who are already addicted to opioids rather 

than driving change by developing programs and policies to prevent the use of opioids.  

Staff work on various planning groups across the community. They also indicated that 

various community groups are invited in as a means to create greater awareness and 

understanding of broader community services that can be accessed.  

While the extent of partnerships and collaboration with the broader community were noted, 

there were several areas identified where improvements could be made in the day to day 

work with partners. For example, with respect to the use of case conferencing, stakeholder 

interviewees noted concern that sometimes when Brant FACS have the lead, there is not 

always clarity of purpose and goals guiding the case conference with families.  Supports 
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required for the child are not always identified. It was suggested by the community partners 

that training for staff in this area would be helpful. 

Stakeholders also noted that there were some issues with communication at a case specific 

level. For example, call backs are not always returned and they are not provided with 

updates regarding families. The community partner survey also notes communication as an 

issue although there is no notation suggesting follow-up related to the results and next 

steps. 

Interviewees also commented that they had challenges understanding some of the 

decisions made by Brant FACS on particular cases.  They attribute their lack of 

understanding to lack of communication and responsiveness from Brant FACS. It was 

suggested that if Brant FACS explained decisions, they could collectively problem solve to 

achieve solutions. 

Documentation from the review of a sampling of files suggests that the society appears to 

utilize community links less frequently than other societies noting the lack of community 

resources as there is a sense that Brant FACS feels they are better positioned to deliver 

some of these supports given the long waitlists.  

Also noted through the case file review was that the documentation in ongoing protection 

cases does not indicate that there is regular contact with other service providers to support 

the family. The check-ins often appear to occur prior to a court application being re-filed but 

not as part of the ongoing work.  The documentation in investigation cases does not often 

indicate that community partners are involved at the onset during the investigation process.   

There was no documentation of case conferencing at the stage of investigation to involve 

community partners and/or to further develop these community partnerships. 

Family Group Decision Making 

Brant FACS receives $86,750 in fiscal funding to deliver Alternative Dispute Resolution 

(ADR) in the Brantford area. ADR is a strategy intended to resolve issues related to a 

child/youth or a plan for a child/youth’s care; and/or prevent or reduce court involvement. 

ADR is intended to improve outcomes for children and youth who are or may be in need of 

protection and their families by offering a strengths-based, inclusive and collaborative 

approach to resolve child protection issues or disputes. It encourages the involvement and 

support of the family, extended family and the community in the planning and decision-

making processes for children and youth.  

The use of ADR is set out in the Child, Youth and Family Services Act and includes 

provisions for adjournment to allow for ADR to proceed. The ministry’s policy directive for 

ADR includes four approved approaches: Family Mediation; Family Group Conferencing; 

Aboriginal Approaches; and Customized Approach provided the facilitator meets all the 

qualifications outlined in the Policy Directive.  
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At Brant FACS, the society provides Family Group Decision Making (FGDM) also known as 

Family Group Conferencing, as a way to work with and engage families who are involved 

with child protection services offered by Brant FACS.  

The Service Description Schedule outlines ministry expectations for the ADR Service 

Provider: “The agency must be a neutral third party that will coordinate access and payment 

to ADR facilitators who have the experience and qualifications for delivering a prescribed 

method of ADR as set out in the Policy Directive.”   

FGDM staff are reported under Legal Services and based on a review of the General 

Ledger, it appears that the full fiscal cost of the FGDM team is $326,000.  As previously 

noted, the society receives a fiscal ADR allocation of $86,750, which is insufficient to fully 

fund the operating costs for this team and the society is using child welfare operating dollars 

to sustain this service.  

In 2018-19, the ministry’s West Regional Office provided fiscal ADR funding of $546,800 to 

four service providers in the Hamilton/Niagara area of the region (including Brant).  In 

addition, in 2018-19, the ministry’s West Regional Office provided fiscal ADR funding of 

$394,331 for Indigenous Approaches to ADR to two service providers. In addition to their 

own FGDM services, Brant FACS currently also has the ability to access ministry funded 

services from Mediation Centre of Hamilton for ADR as well as Six Nations of the Grand 

River and Niagara Chapter of Native Women for Indigenous approaches to ADR. 

Recommendations: 

12. The society should consider developing and implementing a plan to improve 

communication with community partners including standards which outline 

timelines for society follow-up and communication strategies to inform 

stakeholders when and how follow-up will be conducted. 

13. The society should consider how to better engage community services at 

both the investigation and ongoing protection stages, including case 

conferences. 

14. The society should consider working more closely with community partners 

to develop and implement a more consistent collaborative case conference 

model and that training be provided to staff to better support and clarify the 

goals and supports required for families. 

15. The society should consider exploring opportunities to maximize the efficient 

use of ministry-funded ADR services. 

3.5 Organizational Structure, Staff Expertise and Efficiencies 

Based on Brant FACS’s 2018-19 Q3, of the 319 average number of children and youth in 

Brant FACS’s care, 54, or 16.8%, are youth with Continued Care and Support for Youth 
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(CCSY) agreements.7 CCSY supports youth aged 18 to 20 and focuses on preparing the 

youth for transition to adulthood. Youth with CCSY agreements are no longer involved in 

family court matters. Youth with CCSY agreements are supported within Brant FACS’s 

Children and Youth Team workers’ caseloads.   

The review team is aware that in other societies, these youth are often supported by a 

worker managing a caseload of approximately 22-25 youth. The worker specializes in 

independent living skill development and practices group work methodologies. During 

interviews the review team was advised that the Brant FACS workers supporting CCSY 

youth all have BSWs with many of the workers having MSWs.  Some societies have 

determined that the skill set of Child and Youth Workers better meets the needs of this age 

group. This approach also results in lower costs for these societies. 

Brant FACS has two Indigenous teams which are currently located at the Grey Street site. 

They are comprised of staff represented by two collective agreements: main Brant FACS 

agreement and the Native Services Branch (NSB) agreement. The review team was advised 

that with the devolution of services, the staff from NSB were reduced from a complement of 

30 to 6 since 2018. Worth noting is that this significant staffing reduction is not reflected in 

the five-year staffing analysis data. The review team was not provided with a clear 

understanding of this discrepancy. The society did note however that some NSB staff 

competed for existing positions.  

During interviews the review team heard that on average, the Indigenous workers carry 

higher caseloads than their mainstream counterparts. It was noted by the society that this is 

in part due to the CYFSA requiring consultation on First Nations, Metis and Inuit files.  

In April 2019, Brant FACS created a Family Service Team to manage all access services to 

respond to the layoff of Access Workers which occurred during that same month. Previously 

each team had its own workers to carry out these functions (access care facilitators, etc.). 

This move represents a shift to a centralized approach and aligns with how many other 

societies have tended to operate.  

With respect to full-time equivalent reporting (FTE) the Directors’ of Service and Managers 

were unable to provide a methodology for how staffing is reported in ministry reports. The 

Finance Manager did advise that the society typically doesn’t apportion FTEs across service 

areas but instead will break out workers within teams to distribute across service areas. For 

example, a team with workers who have a blended Intake and Ongoing caseload would 

have one worker reported under Intake and a second under Ongoing/Family Services. This 

reporting practice doesn’t consider percentage of workload therefore is not an accurate 

representation of the resources required for each staff in each service area.   

                                            
7 For ministry reporting purposes, youth with Continued Care and Support Agreements are included in the 
average number of children and youth in care. 

 



FINAL REPORT: OPERATIONAL REVIEW OF BRANT FAMILY AND CHILDREN’S SERVICES 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 

August 2019                                                                                                     27 | P a g e                
 

Total Staffing 

Based on Brant FACS’s 2018-19 Q3 report, the society has 182 FTEs, with 20 FTEs 

reported under infrastructure, administration and technology and 162 FTEs reported under 

direct services (including 13.4 FTEs reported in legal services). Salary and benefit costs 

totalled $17.9M or 68.8% of total net expenditures. Table 5 below provides a comparison of 

Brant FACS’s staffing compared to its comparator societies’ average. 

Table 5: Brant FACS Staffing Analysis (2018-19 Q3) 

 

In considering Table 5, relative to its comparator societies’ average, Brant FACS’s: 

• total number of FTEs are 29.8 or 19.6% greater than the comparator societies’ 

average; 

• total salaries and benefits expenditures are $2.5M or 16.4% greater than the 

comparator societies’ average; 

• total number of FTEs in Legal Services is 5.5 or 70.1% greater than the comparator 

societies’ average; and, 

• average salary and benefit costs per FTE are $2,698 or 2.9% less than the comparator 

societies’ average. 

Table 6: Brant FACS: Public Salary Disclosure 

 2015 2016 2017 2018 

Public Sector Salary Disclosure - Salaries and 

Benefits 
        

Brant $2,863,726 $2,700,541 $2,594,278 $2,564,379 

Comparator Societies' Average $1,423,508 $1,793,218 $2,046,994 $2,299,544 

More (less) than Comparator Societies' Average $1,440,219 $907,322 $547,284 $264,834 

Positions (#)         

Brant 25 24 23 22 

Comparator Societies' Average 12 16 18 20 

More (less) than Comparator Societies' Average 13 8 5 2 

Based on Table 6 above, for the period of 2015-2018, Brant FACS has consistently reported 

more staff and more total salaries and benefits under the Public Sector Salary Disclosure 

# % $ % # % $ % # % $ %

Direct Services (excluding Legal Services) 148.7 81.7% $14.3 79.7% 124.0 81.5% $12.4 80.6% 24.7 19.9% $1.9 15.2% 

Direct Services: Legal Services 13.4 7.3% $1.4 7.7% 7.9 5.2% $0.8 5.5% 5.5 70.1% $0.5 64.2% 

Total Direct Services 162.0 89.0% $15.6 87.4% 131.8 86.6% $13.2 86.0% 30.2 22.9% $2.4 18.3% 

Total Infrastructure, Administration and 

Technology Support
20.0 11.0% $2.2 12.6% 20.3 13.4% $2.1 14.0% (0.3) (1.6%) $0.1 4.9% 

TOTAL STAFF 182.0 100.0% $17.9 100.0% 152.2 100.0% $15.4 100.0% 29.8 19.6% $2.5 16.4% 

Average Salary and Benefit Cost per FTE

2018-19 Q3

Comparator Societies’ Average
Brant Compared to Comparator 

Societies' Average

FTEs
Salaries and 

Benefits ($Ms)

Brant

FTEs
Salaries and 

Benefits ($Ms)
FTEs

Salaries and 

Benefits ($Ms)

($2,698)$98,308 $101,006 
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Act than the average of the comparator societies for that timeframe. The review team notes 

that while this gap has narrowed since 2015, Brant FACS is still higher than the average of 

the comparator societies.  

Review of Key Services and Staffing 

Table 7 below presents changes in key services and staffing. Compared to 2014-15, and 

based on the society’s 2018-19 Q3, Brant FACS experienced an increase in the average 

number of children and youth in care by 29 or 10%.  

During that time the society also experienced decreases in some key services, including: 

• number of investigations completed decreased by 74 or 5.2%; 

• average number of ongoing open protection cases decreased by 54 or 11.7%; and 

• total number of completed adoptions decreased by 16, or 57.1%. 

During the same period, the number of: 

• investigation staff increased by 4.2 FTEs, or 15.2%; 

• ongoing open protection cases staff increased by 7.7 FTEs, or 14.5%; 

• children and youth in care staff decreased by 2.7 FTEs, or 8.9%; and 

• infrastructure, administration and technology staff increased by 3.3 FTEs, or 1.8%. 

Some changes in staffing do not align with the changes in key services.  For example, the 

number of investigations completed decreased by 74 and the number of investigations’ staff 

increased by 4.2 FTEs; the average number of ongoing open protection cases decreased by 

54 and the number of ongoing open protection staff increased by 7.7 FTEs; and, the 

average number of children in care increased by 29 while the number of children and youth 

in care staff decreased by 2.7 FTEs.  

Table 7:  Brant FACS Service and Staffing Changes (2014-15 to 2018-19 Q3)8 

   2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 
2018-19 

Q3 

2018-19 Q3 

Change from 

2014-15 

Investigations 

Completed 

Number of 

Completed 

Investigations 

1,425 1,474 1,331 1,305 1,351 (74) (5.2%) 

Staff (FTEs)               

Case carrying 

workers 
17.9 19.0 22.7 19.0 21.1 3.2 17.8% 

Other staff 6.2 5.9 6.2 6.0 6.5 0.4 6.0% 

Supervisors 3.7 4.9 4.7 4.7 4.4 0.7 18.0% 

                                            
8 The 2018-19 Q3 forecast numbers are based on the actual number of services provided from April 1 to 
December 31, as well as the forecast number of services that will be provided from January 1 to March 31. 
This was the most current data available at the time of the review. 
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   2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 
2018-19 

Q3 

2018-19 Q3 

Change from 

2014-15 

Total 

Investigations 

Staff 

27.8 29.8 33.6 29.7 32.0 4.2 15.2% 

Ongoing Open 

Protection 

Cases 

Average # of 

Ongoing Open 

Cases 

459 496 481 455 405 (54) (11.7%) 

Staff (FTEs)               

Case carrying 

workers 
33.8 32.7 39.2 33.5 33.8 0.1 0.2% 

Other staff 15.1 18.8 22.2 21.0 20.2 5.1 33.6% 

Supervisors 4.3 6.4 7.2 7.2 6.9 2.5 58.4% 

Total Ongoing 

Open Cases 

Staff 

53.2 57.9 68.5 61.7 60.9 7.7 14.5% 

Children and 

Youth in Care 

Average # of 

Children and 

Youth in Care 

290 286 293 311 319 29 10.0% 

Staff (FTEs)               

Case carrying 

workers 
19.0 18.0 18.7 20.0 19.3 0.3 1.8% 

Other staff 5.7 6.6 6.7 6.4 5.8 0.1 2.3% 

Supervisors 5.5 1.8 2.7 2.7 2.3 (3.2) (57.5%) 

Total Children 

and Youth in 

Care Staff 

30.2 26.3 28.0 29.0 27.5 (2.7) (8.9%) 

Adoptions 

Completed 

Total # of 

Completed 

Adoptions 

28 26 19 21 12 (16) (57.1%) 

Staff (FTEs)               

Case carrying 

workers 
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 (1.0) (25.0%) 

Other staff 1.8 2.3 2.6 2.4 2.1 0.3 13.9% 

Supervisors 1.0 1.0 1.3 0.8 1.3 0.3 33.0% 

Total 

Adoptions 

Staff 

6.8 7.3 7.9 7.2 6.4 (0.4) (6.2%) 

Infrastructure, 

Administration 

& Technology 

Total Staff 178.7 181.2 192.9 187.6 182.0 3.3 1.8% 

Total Number of 

Infrastructure, 

Administration 

and Technology 

Staff 

17.0 17.0 20.0 24.8 20.0 3.0 17.6% 



FINAL REPORT: OPERATIONAL REVIEW OF BRANT FAMILY AND CHILDREN’S SERVICES 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 

August 2019                                                                                                     30 | P a g e                
 

   2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 
2018-19 

Q3 

2018-19 Q3 

Change from 

2014-15 

% of Total Staff 9.5% 9.4% 10.4% 13.2% 11.0% 1.5% 15.5% 

Span of Control  

The review team analyzed the span of control for all senior leadership positions using the 

organizational charts provided by Brant FACS.  In addition to a current organizational 

structure, due to restructuring that was reported to having occurred in April 2019, the review 

team requested an organizational structure that would represent staffing and team 

composition consistent with the 2018-19 Q3 data used to complete the comparative 

analysis.  It is worth noting that this prior organizational structure was not provided until two 

weeks post on-site operational review which delayed the ability to conduct a thorough 

review of the staffing and spans of control.  

Brant FACS reported that they terminated 25 staff in April 2019, while analysis of the 

organizational structures provided for pre and post staff reductions9 indicates that a total of 

18.55 FTE were terminated. Of the 18.55 FTE reductions one position was non-unionized. A 

second non-union position was to be vacated as an outcome of retirement at the end of May 

2019.  

Table 8 below presents the number of direct reports for each member of the Senior 

Leadership Team. These range from five to eight. The society has a varying salary grid for 

the Director positions and appears to align more with areas of responsibility, rather than 

directly to spans of control. 

Table 8:  Brant FACS Span of Control for Senior Leadership Team (2018-19) 

Senior Leadership Team Number of Direct Reports 

Executive Director 4 Directors + 1 Executive Assistant = 5 Total Direct Reports  

Directors 

Director of Administration 6  

Director of Service – J.E. 9 

Director of Service – J.S. 7 

Director of Service – L.T. 8 

Table 9 below presents the number of direct reports for all other management positions, 

based on the organizational charts provided to the review team. The number of direct 

reports ranges from none (Manager-Quality Assurance and Executive Directors EA) to 

                                            
9 Comparative analysis is based on 2018-19 Q3 data and does not reflect the staffing reductions which occurred in Q1 of 
2019-20 so this finding is related to review of organizational structures and terminated employees list only 
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eleven (Manager-Family Support Teams). The salary grids for other management positions 

vary by position and also appear to align with areas of responsibility rather than directly to 

spans of control.  

Table 9:  Brant FACS Span of Control for Other Management Positions (2018-19) 

 

Other Management Positions 

 

Direct 

Reports 
Notes:  

Managers: 

Executive Assistant 0  

Manager: Finance 2  

Manager: Children’s Services 2  

Manager: Facilities/Records/IT 6 Includes IS Coordinators 

Manager: Differential Services Unit  8.5 Direct Reports + After Hours Program:  8.5 

Manager: Legal Services 6  

Manager: Family Support Teams (FST) 11 FGDM moving under here and not included 

Manager: Family Group Decision Making 3 Moving under FST when manager retires 

Manager: QA 0  

Manager: Kin Team 6  

Manager: Training and Special Projects 1  

Manager: Children and Youth Team 

George 
6.5  

Manager: Indigenous Resources and 

CYT 
7.5  

Manager: Mississaugas of Credit 7  

Manager: Children and Youth Team 

Chatham 
6.5  

Manager: Eagle Place Team 6  

Manager: North Team 7  

Manager: Paris -Nova Vita Team 5.5  

Manager: Resource Team Chatham 5.5  

Manager: West Brant Team 4.5  

Manager: Resource Team George 5.5  

Manager: New Beginnings Team 6  

Manager: Mid-Town Team 6.5  

Manager: Grey Street Team 5  

Manager: Central Team 4.5  

Other Non-Unionized Positions   

IS Coordinator (3 positions) 0 

These positions have been identified as 

non-management and also non-bargaining 

staff 

HR Coordinator (2 positions) 0 

These positions have been identified as 

non-management and also non-bargaining 

staff 
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It was reported that the Child Development Unit is entirely funded through non-child welfare 

funding provided by the City of Brantford (CMSM). It was unclear to the review team how the 

DOS that oversees this program area is reported proportionately within the budget. 

Legal Services 

Based on Brant FACS’s 2018-19 Q3, the society reported 13.4 legal services FTEs. 

Through an interview with the Legal Manager, the review team was advised that there is one 

legal services manager, three lawyers including one senior counsel position, three Legal 

Assistants and one Unit Assistant. A second Unit Assistant and Process Server were 

recently eliminated through the April 2019 layoffs. The society’s organizational chart 

confirms these eight positions are under the legal department.  The review team was 

advised that the remaining 5.4 positions reported under legal services include Family Group 

Decision Making (FGDM) and Disclosure staff that are located elsewhere on the 

organizational chart.  

The Legal Manager oversees the staff in legal services as well as managing the adoption 

and openness orders for the society.  The three legal assistants provide rotating coverage to 

the three lawyers and the Legal Manager. The Unit Assistant supports the team.  An 

additional Unit Assistant provides remote support at approximately 1.25 hours/week to 

complete CPIN input. 

Child and Family Services Review Board (CFSRB) complaints are not managed by the legal 

services team, rather, they are the responsibility of the Training and Special Projects 

Manager. This area was previously overseen by the Manager of the FGDM Team.   It was 

noted that lawyers are consulted on some CFSRB complaints.  

In considering Table 10 below and compared to its comparator societies’ average, Brant 

FACS’s: 

• legal services staffing is 70% higher with 13.4 FTEs compared to 7.9 for its comparator 

societies; 

• legal services staff comprise 7.3% of total staff complement compared to 5.2% for its 

comparator societies; 

• total expenditures for legal services is 60% higher at $1.4M compared to the average 

of $884K for its comparator societies. 

 

 

 

 

Table 10: Brant FACS Multi-year Legal Services Information (2014/15 to 2018/19 Q3) 
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   2014/15 
2015/1

6 

2016/1

7 

2017/1

8 

2018/1

9 Q3 

2018-19 Q3 

Change from 

2014-15 

Legal 

Service

s 

Number of CYFSA 

Applications During 

the Year10 

71 78 78 105 80 9 12.7% 

Number of Child 

Protection Cases 

Before the Court 

106 108 115 214 125 19 17.9% 

Number of Trials 

Commenced 
5 5 4 4 1 (4) (73.3%) 

Number of Cases 

referred to ADR 

method 

19 27 36 34 55 36 189.5% 

Number of Status 

Review Applications 
      0 75     

Staff (FTEs)               

Legal Counsel 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 0.0 0.0% 

Supervisors / 

Management 
1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 (1.0) 

(100.0%

) 

Other 9.9 10.5 10.6 10.6 10.4 0.5 4.6% 

Total Internal 

Legal Services 

Staffing 

13.9 14.5 14.6 14.6 13.4 (0.5) (3.9%) 

          

Number of Child 

Protection Cased 

Before the Court 

per Counsel 

35.3 36.0 38.3 71.3 41.7 6.3 17.9% 

Number of Trials 

Commenced per 

Counsel 

1.7 1.7 1.3 1.3 0.4 (1.2) (73.3%) 

Since 2014-15, the number of legal staff has decreased by 0.5 FTEs; the number of child 

protection cases before the courts has increased by 19; the number of cases referred to an 

ADR method has increased by 36; the number of CYFSA applications during the year has 

increased by 9; and, the number of trials commenced has decreased by 4.  

Table 11 below provides an overview of the number of child protection cases before the 

courts per counsel for Brant FACS and its comparator societies’ average for 2014-15 to 

2018-19. Brant FACS has less child protection cases before the courts per counsel than its 

comparator societies’ average from 2014-15 to 2018-19.  Based on Brant FACS’s 2018-19 

                                            
10 As per Service Data Dictionary - # of CYFSA applications during the year includes all new child protection 
applications initiated and/or responded to by the society including new transfers from other jurisdictions, during 
the fiscal year.  This excludes protection applications from previous fiscal years, Status Review Applications, 
civil litigation, Children’s Law Reform Act, Small Claims, Adult and Youth Criminal Justice matters, Disclosure 
Motions, Inquests, Public Inquiries, Appeals and Expunction Hearings. 
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Q3, each counsel has an average of 42 child protection cases before the courts while 

comparator societies’ average for each counsel is 69.   

Table 11: Brant FACS Legal Services Comparative Analysis (2014-15 to 2018-19 Q3) 

  
2014-15 2015-16 2016-17  2017-18  

2018-19 

Q3 

Number of Child Protection Cases 

Before the Court per Counsel   

Brant 35 36 38 71 42 

Comparator Societies' Average 53 56 66 58 69 

More (less) than Comparator 

Societies' Average 
(17) (20) (27) 14 (28) 

Number of Trials Commenced per 

Counsel 
          

Brant 1.7 1.7 1.3 1.3 0.4 

Comparator Societies' Average 2.4 2.5 2.0 0.6 0.3 

More (less) than Comparator 

Societies' Average 
(0.7) (0.9) (0.7) 0.7 0.1 

External Legal 

As detailed in Table 12 below, Brant FACS’s external legal services expenditures decreased 

from $77,213 in 2014-15 to $25,000 at 2018-19 Q3. Brant FACS’s comparator societies’ 

average external legal services expenditures decreased from $29,018 in 2014-15 to 

$16,839 at 2018-19 Q3. Brant FACS’s external legal services expenditures continue to be 

more than its comparator societies’ average at 2018-19 Q3. 

Table 12: Brant FACS External Legal Services (2014-15 to 2018-19 Q3) 

 
2014-15 2015-16 2016-17  2017-18 

2018-19 

Q3 

External Legal Services           

Brant $77,213 $63,101 $13,631 $21,298 $25,000 

Comparator Societies' Average $29,018 $42,233 $26,214 $21,330 $16,839 

More (less) than Comparator Societies' 

Average 
$48,195 $20,868 ($12,584) ($32) $8,161 

Recommendations: 

16. The society should consider exploring caseloads with respect to youth with 

CCSY agreements to determine if there are opportunities to achieve greater 

efficiencies in the areas of specialization and skill sets required. 

17. The society should consider exploring cost-saving opportunities with respect 

to salaries and benefits expenditures within the context of a broader review of 

staffing structure. 
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18. The society should consider exploring cost-saving opportunities and 

efficiencies to more appropriately align internal resources with service 

volumes.  

19. The society should consider exploring cost-saving opportunities and 

efficiencies within the context of assessing spans of control and the society’s 

management structure.    

20. The society should continue to explore and pursue opportunities for cost-

savings and efficiencies related to the purchase of external legal services. 

21. The society should closely examine its approach to how it documents the 

utilization of full-time equivalent staff and subsequently how this is reported 

to the ministry. 

22. The society should explore cost savings opportunities with respect to legal 

services staffing expenditures and average caseload sizes carried by 

counsel. 

3.6 Foster Parents 

Preface 

A focus group of 10 foster parents was held in addition to a review of the society’s Foster 

Parent Resource Manual. Noteworthy is that the manual underwent revisions and was being 

finalized in May 2019. This addresses one of the concerns raised by foster parents. 

Key Findings  

Generally speaking, communication was identified by foster parents as an area where a 

number of improvements could be made. For example, there are inconsistencies and 

variability in the flow of communication between family service and children in care workers 

and with Foster parents.  The variability is reportedly dependent on the individual society 

staff’s understanding of their role and responsibility regarding communication with foster 

families.   Other concerns regarding communication raised included: 

• not always receiving critical information about the children they were fostering such 

as updated information regarding outcomes of court dates;  

• sometimes children are given information on visits with parents regarding returning 

home without the foster parent being apprised; 

• not always clear on what information about a child is considered confidential and 

therefore unable to be disclosed by the worker; 

• the type of information shared with foster parents is inconsistent across workers; 

• not always receiving timely communication from management when a complaint was 

made.    
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The Resource Manual clearly outlines a process to ensure that every major turning point in 

the life of the child or the management of the case requires involvement of all interested 

parties as appropriate including foster parents. On the matter of communication between 

and amongst staff, policies and procedures are clear on ensuring timely and open 

communication between the family service worker, children’s service worker and the 

resource family worker.  Timelines on the frequency of communication are also highlighted. 

Policies and procedures are also clear regarding the communication process associated 

with keeping all parties apprised of legal proceedings inclusive of foster parents. Based on 

feedback from foster parents the resource manual is not being followed as consistently by 

staff as would be expected, suggesting some improvements in this area could be made. 

It was reported that the mentorship program for foster parents is not consistently used nor 

are all foster parents aware of the program.  That noted, there is a mentor available which is 

included in the monthly calendar sent out to all foster parents.  Again, not everyone was 

aware the mentor was available.  However, foster parents who were mentored or who 

provide mentoring indicated that this was a very positive experience. 

Foster parents indicated they were involved in the plan of care and that the plans of care are 

very detailed and include clear goals and tasks.  They indicated that the plans of care have 

improved over the years. 

Foster parents indicated there were often long waits for services such as counselling and 

speech and language services.  Foster parents recommend getting assessments done as 

soon as possible so that referrals can be made sooner.   

Some foster parents indicated that the Foster Parent Liaison Committee was a good venue 

to bring issues forward and work on solutions.  Not all foster parents were familiar with this 

process and the committee. 

Generally speaking, focus group participants identified the need for the society to better 

support current foster parents.  It was their sense that the society is focused more on 

recruiting new resource homes resulting in a tendency to lose sight of supporting existing 

resource homes. 

As a final point, it was indicated there were inconsistencies in costs that were covered by 

the society; a number of examples were provided highlighting this issue. In addition, there 

have been significant delays for reimbursement as well as administrative process issues 

such as misplacing receipts.  

Recommendations: 

23. The society should consider providing training to all foster families on the 

recently updated Foster Parent Manual. 

24. The society should consider developing a guide and training to support 

consistent understanding of eligible and ineligible expenses.  The guide 

should also include information regarding OCBe eligible expenses.    
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25. The society should consider the development of additional engagement 

strategies to strengthen the Foster Parent Liaison Committee by creating 

opportunities for more foster parents to be both familiar with and participate 

in the committee process. 

26. The society should consider the provision of additional training to staff to 

ensure there is a clear understanding of the expectations and processes 

associated with communication between staff and with foster families.   

27. As many foster parents indicated it was not always clear to them what 

information they could have access to, the society should provide 

clarification in their policies regarding what information foster parents should 

and can have access to in support of children in their care.  

28. The society should consider further efforts to support and promote the foster 

parent mentoring program. 

3.7 Quality Improvement Plans and Compliance 

Results from Quality Improvement Plan (QIP) reporting indicated Brant’s overall compliance 

results were below the provincial average in Q3 2016-2017 and then again more recently in 

both Q1 2018-2019 and Q3 2018-2019. 

Results from the most recent Child in Extended Society Care Review (April 1, 2019 – April 

6, 2019) indicated the following: 

Planning Requirement  Compliance Result 

Initial 30 Day Plan of Care 70% 

Three-month Plan of Care 50% 

First six-month Plan of Care  57.1% 

Six-month Plan of Care #1  57.6% 

Six-month Plan of Care #2  69.2% 

Results from the file review indicated similar results in some areas. Compliance results were 

low for three month plans of care and for initial and ongoing service planning with families.  

For ongoing cases, monthly home visit compliance was also low. Transfer requirements 

from investigation to ongoing (transfer to new worker) were also not met as there was only 

evidence of a transfer visit occurring 50% of the time and only 17% of those conducted were 

completed within the timeframe.  
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Standard Q3 2016-17 Q4 2016-17 Q1 2017-18 Q3 2017-18 Q1 2018-19 Q3 2018-19 

Standard 7- 

Visit with 

families in 

their home 

minimally 

once per 

month for 

ongoing 

child 

protection 

cases 

41.2% 59.5% 68.0% 66.7% 82.1% 70.0% 

Investigation completion compliance was also low at both 45 and 60 days while investigation 

cases as noted earlier appeared to remain open for extended periods of time.  

The society utilizes CPIN well in certain areas to document service delivery to children and 

families. In other areas however it does not appear that they are using the full functionality of 

CPIN to better support case and society planning. There are noteworthy instances of data 

entry errors (e.g. incorrect Eligibility Spectrum Code and contact log purposes) 

Recommendations:  

29. The society should leverage their CPIN and quality assurance knowledge to 

build end user capacity. Quality assurance staff are expending additional 

resources in order to fix data entry errors for reporting purposes. The Society 

is unable to rely on their data and must complete manual file reviews to 

determine compliance.  Building system user capacity would result in more 

accurate and complete data the society could use for quality assurance and 

outcome measurement in support of service delivery planning.  

 

5.0    GOVERNANCE 

5.1 Overview 

On July 12, 2019, the members of Brant FACS’ Board of Directors tendered their 

resignation. As such, several key findings and recommendations that were outlined during 

the course of the operational review may no longer be relevant; others should be prioritized 

for implementation as the organization is currently operating without a governing body. For 

purposes of moving forward, below is a summary of these key areas of focus. A detailed 

section on the original findings and recommendations is included in Appendix 3. 

5.2 Summary 

As a general finding, the review team found that the essential structure of the Board was in 

keeping with its Bylaws and governance policies and procedures. Further, there was an 
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infrastructure in place in such areas as reporting and information management, 

documentation of meetings (board and subcommittee), structured agendas and regularity of 

meetings.   

In terms of membership and recruitment, the ’board expertise’ matrix currently in use can 

support the identification of skills, competencies and representational factors which will 

guide the organization’s upcoming Director recruitment efforts. Given the organization’s 

strategic goals and operational priorities, targeted recruitment to increase expertise in the 

areas of finance, risk management and outcome measurement would be beneficial. 

In terms of board orientation and ongoing training, the governance material currently in use 

appears to have limited information on legislative requirements, accountability to the Ministry 

and governance roles and responsibilities; enhancements in these areas are recommended 

to support new Directors. Society staff support governance orientation processes by 

providing site tours and program-related learning opportunities which Board members saw 

as beneficial. Governance information produced by OACAS is also available. Some Board 

members noted however, that orientation processes had not been standardized, and much 

of their knowledge acquisition was self-directed; as such, the organization should consider 

developing processes to ensure all new Board members have the same fulsome orientation 

process at their disposal. The development of ongoing training opportunities for Directors 

would also be beneficial. 

With respect to Bylaws and governance-related policies and procedures (P&P), the review team 

noted several inconsistencies between Bylaw/P&P requirements and sub-committees of the Board, 

as well as the absence of P&Ps addressing maximum tenure for Directors.  Information concerning 

the governance model currently in place was also absent from these documents. A full review of 

bylaws and P&Ps was scheduled to be undertaken in 2019 and should be completed to support the 

new Board in exercising its functions. 

The current strategic plan was due for a refresh in 2017-18 however, the Board approved its 

extension to 2020 based on competing priorities. On review of the current plan the team noted 

variable levels of specificity in the monitoring of performance. The review team suggests that in the 

next planning phase attention be paid to standardizing the reporting process. This applies equally to 

reporting on other key aspects of organizational performance. The society does not have a 

comprehensive risk management (RM) framework in place. Some RM-related requirements are 

included in the governance policies and procedures, however the only formalized reporting process 

on risks involves the MCCSS Transfer Payment Risk Assessment (TPRA). That said, the society’s 

current RM practices are based on the premise that operational risks are to be dealt with at a staff 

level whereas organizational risk is managed by the Board.  

By policy, the Board is required to evaluate the Executive Director’s performance. Annual goals are 

approved by the Board however progress is not currently well documented.  

Concerning accountability to the community, there are examples of the society extending outward to 

gather information on community interests, issues and needs. Board members were also involved in 

their respective communities creating an awareness of the broader environment. That noted, several 
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Directors indicated the Board was dependent primarily on the Executive Director and staff to report 

on community needs. 

Finally, policies confirm a Board evaluation process is to be completed annually. The team 

noted that neither the Board nor its committees had established annual goals or developed 

workplans to address areas requiring improvement from the 2016 and 2017 OACAS self-

assessments. Directors did not engage in individual self-assessments, and exit interviews 

were not conducted as a regular practice. Implementation of regular self-evaluation 

processes, as well as the development of workplans to address areas identified as requiring 

improvement, are recommended once the new Board of Directors is in place. 

 

6.0 FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT 

6.1 Travel 

Brant FACS pays a fixed rate of $0.52 per kilometer (km) for staff and $0.43 per km for 

foster parents and volunteers. In accordance with the Ontario Public Service (OPS) Travel, 

Meal and Hospitality Expenses Directive, the OPS maximum reimbursement rate for use of 

a personal vehicle is $0.40 per km for southern Ontario (note that the OPS rate is a 

downward sliding rate based on the number of km’s driven each year). The OPS 

reimbursable rate per km is provided for comparison purposes and it is acknowledged that 

societies are not required to comply with the OPS Travel, Meal and Hospitality Expenses 

Directive. Brant FACS’ mileage rates are $0.12 per km higher than the OPS rate for staff 

and $0.03 per km higher for foster parents and volunteers.  Staff advised the review team 

that the society did lower volunteer travel rates to $0.35, which led to a reduction of 

volunteer drivers willing to offer services.   

6.1.1 Staff Travel Findings 

For the period from April 1, 2018 to March 31, 2019, the society reimbursement for “Staff 

km” travel in the general ledger totalled $256,479.59, and “Staff Travel Other” expenses 

totalled an additional $53,770. Although the general ledger clearly identifies this expense 

line as “Staff km”, the review team conducted a line by line review of entries and found the 

following entries that appear to have been miscoded in the general ledger: 

Line Description Amount 

($) 

Meals w/ kids  90.18 

Lunch  24 

Oil Change & Safety Inspection  190.37 

Van Repair, Oil Change & Safety  477.82 

Fuel - Van  567.9 

Fuel Van  386.71 

(name removed) - Fuel  225.48 

June 16-July 15'18  240.44 
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Line Description Amount 

($) 

Fuel  592.86 

July 16'18-August 15'18 Visa  329.45 

TOTAL 3,125.21 

Considering the mileage rate and removing the above miscoded entries, the total 

reimbursements for mileage totals 487,219.96 km. In reviewing the reimbursements, the six 

highest staff accounted for 72,242 km or 15% of the society’s total travel, the next six staff 

accounted for an additional 47,132 km or 12% and the next six staff accounted for an 

additional 35,682 km or 7%.  Therefore, 18 staff accounted for 31% of the society’s travel. 

Furthermore, based on the Collective Agreement, staff work 67.5 hours per two-week 

period, which is 1,755 hours per year.  The total number of kilometres for the top six staff 

account for an average of 6.9 km driven per hour of work. 

It should be noted that the review team found evidence that society finance staff conducted 

thorough reviews of staff travel claims, including verifying mileage distances and correcting 

claims where the travel departure and destination points did not meet policy requirements. 

6.1.2 Foster Parent and Volunteer Mileage Findings 

During the same period, the society reimbursement for volunteer mileage claims totalled 

$31,161 and foster parent’s mileage claims totalled $15,435. It should be noted, however, 

that the volunteer travel and the foster parent mileage may include other reimbursements as 

permitted by the society’s policy, such as reimbursement of long-distance phone calls, 

meals and parking. The reimbursement of these other expenditures impacts the calculation 

of the number of kilometers using the dollar value of reimbursements.  Furthermore, within 

the foster travel line item there was a total of $1,118.98 of expenses that were identified as 

Household Expenses.  Similarly, in the volunteer travel there was $543.25 in claims for Red 

Top Taxi, which would not be mileage related.  Considering these non-mileage items, and 

the reimbursement rates in the “Foster Parent Rates” document, provided by the society, 

volunteer mileage would total 71,204.07 kms and foster parent mileage would total 6,155.89 

km. 

Furthermore, while reviewing the “Foster Parent Rates” document, it stated that 

reimbursements were set to “0.43/km to a maximum of 200”.  The society advised that the 

200km cap is in place for both staff and non-staff, based on the requirement that vehicles 

are to be rented for any one-day trips over 200km.  The review team also noted that the 

Society uses a mileage matrix to verify travel distances, and that finance staff are required 

to check and correct kms driven based on starting and ending locations for drives. In 

reviewing the general ledger, the reviewers identified the following: 

• There were 15 volunteer drivers, plus Red Top Taxi listed as vendors. 
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• One volunteer driver was reimbursed for driving 27,850 km`s and was reimbursed 

$11,975.53. Reimbursements provided to this one volunteer accounted for 38.4% of 

the volunteer driver mileage and expenses. 

• There are 25 foster parents listed as vendors that received payments. 

• Entries in the general ledger for foster parent travel ended in July 2018, with no 

expenses reported under foster parent travel for the last eight months of the year. 

• The two foster parents with the highest mileage accounted for 2,602.28 km`s and 

2,450.84 km`s respectively. Of note, the mileage reimbursed to each foster parent 

occurred in one month, not over the course of the year (2,602.28 for one foster parent 

in July 2018 and 2,450.84 for the other foster parent in May 2018).   

Recommendations: 

30. The society should consider exploring cost-saving opportunities with respect 

to mileage, including the following:  

• review processes, policies and procedures to increase the use of 

volunteer drivers and foster parent travel, to reduce the amount of staff 

travel for client appointments and access visits.  

• conduct an internal audit of mileage claims, specifically reviewing: 

a) staff, volunteers and foster parents with the high travel; 

b) travel between sites operated by the society for meetings, supervision, 

and processing of paperwork; and 

c) travel outside of the society’s catchment area for supervision of clients, 

and transportation of clients. 

• Explore the implementation of the IExpense module in CPIN to allow for 

electronic processing, thus reducing manual administrative processing on 

finance staff. 

6.2 Client Personal Needs 

Brant FACS’s Client Personal Needs expenditures increased from $520,707 in 2014-15 to 

$740,000 at 2018-19 Q4 preliminary (42%).  This increase came during a period when Brant 

FACS’s number of children served in care increased from 399 in 2014-15 to 418 at 2018-19 

Q4 preliminary (4.8%), and the number of ongoing open protection cases served decreased 

from 903 in 2014-15 to 871 at 2018-19 Q4 preliminary (3.5%).   

Brant FACS’ comparator societies’ average Client Personal Needs expenditures decreased 

from $544,660 in 2014-15 to $492,340 at 2018-19 Q3 (-9.6%).  This decrease came during 

a period when the comparator societies’ number of children served in care decreased from 

346 in 2014-15 to 282 at 2018-19 Q3 preliminary (18.5%), and the number of ongoing open 

protection cases served decreased from 880 in 2014-15 to 745 at 2018-19 Q3 (15.3%).   
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Based on the society’s policies, Brant FACS   provides the following Client Personal Needs 

reimbursements (listed as entitlements): 

School Uniforms Paid up to $300 where mandatory for attendance  

School Grad Gifts $10,00 Elementary graduation       

 $25.00 Secondary graduation      

Self-Esteem $250.00 Maximum (Crown Ward Only)     

Hygiene Paid to girls under 13 upon worker notification 

 

The 2018-19 general ledger breaks down the expenditures for Client Personal Needs as 

follows (excludes expenditures noted as “Default”11): 

 Child Welfare Program (01) 

Expense Category Total Expenses 
Number of 

Children 
Avg. per child Avg. per week 

Allowances $39,945.37 268 $149.05 $2.87 

Clothing  $153,217.65 267 $573.85 $11.04 

Hygiene $3,021.00 51 $59.24 $1.14 

Diapers $207.88 2 $103.94 $2.00 

Education  $15,613.71 28 $557.63 $10.72 

Daycare $24,986.97 13 $1,922.07 $36.96 

Alternative Caregiver  $91,183.91 246 $370.67 $7.13 

Recreation $1,784.40 8 $223.05 $4.29 

Camp $3,074.82 12 $256.24 $4.93 

Birthdays  $8,851.97 174 $50.87 $0.98 

School Celebrations $35.00 2 $17.50 $0.34 

Special Celebrations  $25,709.33 171 $150.35 $2.89 

Client Transportation  $92,892.60 280 $331.76 $6.38 

Travel, Other $26,929.64 89 $302.58 $5.82 

Misc. Client Personal Needs  $135,651.91 363 $373.70 $7.19 

Transition to Adulthood $743.75 1 $743.75 $14.30 

Startup Allowances $5,312.24 12 $442.69 $8.51 

Post-Secondary Tuition & Books  $1,330.14 2 $665.07 $12.79 

                                            
11 Expenditures notes as “default” in the general ledger don’t provide the name of the child. 

Child Age 
Infant 

Start-Up 

Initial 

Clothing 

Spring 

Clothing 

Back to 

School 

Allowance 

Winter 

Clothing 

First/Last 

Months 

Rent/One-

Time 

Start-Up 

Allowance 

(One-Time) 

Recreation 

Allowance 

with 

Receipts 

Christmas Birthday OCBe 

0 to 3 $400 $200 $65 $100.00 $125.00 N/A N/A N/A $150.00 $50.00 $850.00 

4 to 6   $200 $65 $190.00 $150.00 N/A N/A N/A $150.00 $50.00 $850.00 

7 to 12   $200 $75 $240.00 $150.00 N/A N/A N/A $150.00 $50.00 $850.00 

13 to 17   $200 $100 $240.00 $150.00 N/A N/A N/A $150.00 $50.00 $850.00 

ILP/RYS     $100 $240.00 $150.00 $1,500.00 $500.00 N/A $225.00 $50.00 $850.00 

CCSY (18 to 21)     $100 $240.00 $150.00 $1,500.00 $500.00 $250.00 $225.00 $50.00 N/A 
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 Child Welfare Program (01) 

Expense Category Total Expenses 
Number of 

Children 
Avg. per child Avg. per week 

Free Home Subsidies $191.21 1 $191.21 $3.68 

TOTAL Expenses $630,683.50    

With regards to the Child Welfare Program (01), there were small discrepancies in birthday 

amounts and special celebration reimbursements; however, policy discrepancies were noted 

for the clothing allowance. The maximum clothing allowance for a 13 - 17 year-old is $200 

for initial clothing, $100 for spring clothing, $150 for winter clothing, plus a maximum of $300 

for a school uniform; which total $750 per year.  Based on the review of the general ledger, 

the average per child was $573.85, and 92 children had clothing allowances over the 

calculated maximum of $750, with the highest receiving $1,217.57.  It should be noted that 

the Society clarified that the “Back to School” amount includes items such as school 

supplies, school photos and fall clothing expenses.   

 
OCBe Program (03) 

Expense Category Total Expenses Number of Children Avg. per child Avg. per week 

Clothing $300.00 1 $300.00 $5.77 

Education  $21,688.22 58 $373.93 $7.19 

Daycare $30,291.85 16 $1,893.24 $36.41 

Recreation  $73,755.10 141 $523.09 $10.06 

Camp $7,099.86 30 $236.66 $4.55 

Travel, Other  $6,083.96 20 $304.20 $5.85 

Misc. Client Personal Needs  $15,380.05 56 $274.64 $5.28 

Transition to Adulthood  $6,661.87 23 $289.65 $5.57 

TOTAL Expenses $161,260.91 
   

Recommendations: 

31. The society should consider the following actions to support management of 

the current financial pressures faced by the Society: 

• Consider elimination of the “Back to School Allowance” for children who 

are not school-age between the ages of 0 to 3 and CCSY youth. 

• Consider separating the “Back to School Allowance” into a school 

expenses category and a fall clothing category, to allow for better 

alignment with the use of the funds and a more effective way of 

determining OCBe eligible expenses. 

• Consider reducing the “Back to School Allowance” for all other child 

groups, and making it a maximum, contingent on the provision of 

receipts.  

• Consider conducting a review of the rates and expenses, as it appears 

that based on number of children in the general ledger per expense 
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entitlement category, some reimbursements for some children appear to 

exceed the limits outlined in policy. 

• Consider maximizing the OCBe funding for activities fund.  

6.3 Health and Related 

Brant FACS’ Health and Related expenditures increased from $341,667 in 2014-15 to 

$354,122 at 2018-19 Q4 preliminary (3.6%).  This increase came during a period when 

Brant FACS’s children served in care increased from 399 in 2014-15 to 418 at 2018-19 Q4 

preliminary (4.8%).  Based on a review of the general ledger, expenditures for dental  care 

costs and orthodontics accounted for nearly 58.5% of Health and Related expenditures.  

The review also identified expenditures for orthotic equipment, mobility devices and other 

costs described as medical equipment. Findings and the recommendation for these 

expenditures are provided in section 7.6 for the Assistive Devices Program. 

6.4 Corporate Credit Cards 

The review team reviewed Brant FACS’ credit card statements for the period from April 1, 

2018 to March 31, 2018. The society appears to have ten corporate Scotiabank Visa 

Business Silver credit cards, which have an annual fee of $75 per card and provide up to 

1% cash-back annually per card.  The review team could only find nine (9) annual fees in 

the general ledger and it appears that one credit card used to purchase CPIN-related 

materials is no longer in use. Of the remaining nine credit cards, one is assigned to the 

Executive Director, four are assigned to director-level staff, two are assigned to 

management-level staff, one is assigned to information technology staff and one is assigned 

to the van driver.  The charges to the credit cards for 2018-29 totalled $43,275.97. A 1% 

cash-back would provide a reimbursement to the society of $432.76, while the $75 annual 

fee costs the society $750 ($75 times 10 credit cards).  The review team found that no over-

limit fees or interest were charged to the credit cards.   

Recommendations: 

32. The society should consider reviewing credit card options, as the annual fees 

outweigh the cash-back provided.  No-fee options could be considered or the 

number of cards could be reduced. 

6.5 Revenue 

6.5.1 Children’s Special Allowance 

The Children’s Special Allowances (CSA) currently provides a monthly payment from the 

Federal Government’s Children’s Special Allowance of $541.33 ($6,496 per year) for each 

eligible child under the age of six and $456.75 ($5,481 per year) for each eligible child or 

youth ages 6-17. The Revised 2018 RESP Policy Directive requires societies to use funds 

equivalent to the June 2016 Universal Child Care Benefit to establish RESPs for eligible 

children and youth in care ($160 per month for eligible children in care who are under the 

age of 6; and $60 per month for eligible children and youth in care aged 6 – 17). 
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Based on the review of the CSA statements for the period of April 1, 2018 to March 31, 

2019, the number of children and youth for whom the society received the CSA decreased 

by fifteen (15), from 226 in the April 2018 CSA statement to 211 in the March 2019 CSA 

statement12. The number of children and youth in Brant FACS’ care on March 31, 2018 was 

316. After deducting the number of children and youth reported for Voluntary Youth Services 

Agreements (2), Continued Care and Support for Youth (53), Renewed Youth Supports (0) 

and Temporary Care Agreements (14), the estimated number of children and youth in care 

eligible for the CSA for March 2018 was 247. The gap between the number of children the 

society may be eligible to receive CSA for (247) and the number of children the society is 

receiving CSA for (226) is 21. 

The Revised 2016 RESP Policy Directive requires societies to use funds equivalent to the 

June 2016 Universal Child Care Benefit to establish RESPs for eligible children in care 

($160 per month for eligible children in care who are under the age of 6; and $60 per month 

for eligible children and youth in care aged 6 – 17).  The ministry requires that all funds be 

invested into Registered Education Savings Plans (RESPs) for the benefit of qualifying 

children. The RESPs are invested with RBC. The society is responsible for the management 

and distribution of the RESPs and does not have access to the funds. If a child cannot be 

found upon collapsing of the fund, earned funds are to be distributed to the remaining active 

RESP accounts. Based on a review of the Audited Financial Statements and the general 

ledger, the review team confirmed that the society is in arrears with making the RESP 

contribution to the accounts of children in care and has used these funds to cover operating 

cash flow requirements.  The calculated arrears liability is $865,002. 

For the purpose of estimating the potential increase in revenue, the review team used a low 

revenue estimate, based on the assumption that the child is eligible for RESP under the 

Revised RESP Policy Directive ($541.33 per month less $160.00 for RESP). Using this low 

revenue estimate and a proxy of 90% for the gap in the number of children the society is 

receiving CSA for (90% of 21); the revenue for CSA could increase by up to $86,486 per 

year, plus retro-active payments (going back one year). 

Recommendations: 

33. The society should consider exploring opportunities to maximize this revenue 

source, including: 

- conducting a review of the files for all children in care and process any 

current and retroactive claims for CSA revenue for all eligible children; 

and 

                                            
12 The Canada Revenue Agency statements (CSA and CDB) are for the children and youth in care in the preceding month 
(e.g., the April 2018 statement identifies children and youth in the care of the society in March 2018). 
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developing and implementing a process to apply for CSA for eligible 

children at the point of admission, unless specific circumstances exist 

where it is not appropriate to do so. 

34. The society should commence a process to contribute all RESP arrears 

contribution to the accounts of the children in care and consider developing a 

practice of clearly disclosing the RESP amounts as restricted cash 

segregated from operating cash on the balance sheet and notes to the 

Audited Financial Statement. 

6.5.2 Child Disability Benefit 

The Child Disability Benefit (CDB) is an additional monthly benefit to provide financial 

assistance to those caring for children and youth who have a severe and prolonged 

impairment in physical or mental functions. The CDB currently provides a monthly payment 

from the Federal Government of $230.91 ($2,771 per year) for each eligible child or youth 

from the date of diagnosis through to age 17. It is important to note that if the child or youth 

returns to his or her family or is adopted, the family caring for the child or youth would then 

receive these benefits. 

Based on the review of the CDB statements for the period from April 1, 2018 to March 31, 

2019, the number of children for whom Brant FACS received the Child Disability Benefit 

(CDB) had remained stable at an average of 22 cases.  Based on the society’s April 1, 2018 

CDB statement, the society is receiving the CDB for 9.0% of its children in care.  

The review team took into consideration the following available information to identify the 

number of children who may be eligible for CDB: 

• Prescription Expenses: Based on the review of prescription costs and the number 

of children for whom the society is receiving CDB, the society may be eligible to 

receive benefits for 33 additional children. 

• Child in Extended Society Care Review Report: The recent CESC review 

identified that 70.3% of the Society’s Children in Extended Care had special needs. 

Based on the number of Children in Extended Society Care in care on April 1, 2018 

(145), this would represent approximately 102 children who may be eligible for the 

CDB, or 80 additional children (102 – 22).  

• Utilization of Higher Needs Residential Placements: Based on the society’s paid 

days of care for specialized foster care, treatment foster care, purchased foster care 

and purchased group care, the society may be eligible to receive benefits for up to 25 

additional children.    

The actual number of new children who would be eligible for CDB is subject to the Canada 

Revenue Agency’s approval process. However, an increase of 29 eligible children would 

result in an increase in revenue of $80,001 (29.3 x $2,730) per year, plus retroactive 

payments (based on the date of diagnosis or admission to care). 
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Recommendations: 

35. The society should consider exploring opportunities to maximize this revenue 

source, including: 

- conducting a review of current child in care files in order to identify 

potentially eligible children for whom one-time retroactive payments from 

the Canada Revenue Agency would be applicable, but for whom no 

application has been made; 

- reviewing the society’s admission process to ensure that information is 

captured at the point of admission to support an application for CDB on 

behalf of a child. 

- reviewing policies, practices and procedures related to CDB, including 

identification of children in care who may be eligible to receive the benefit, 

collection of supporting documents, and making applications in 

appropriate cases.  

- Provide information on the Child Disability Tax Credit to families receiving 

protection services whose children are not in care and have a severe and 

prolonged impairment in physical or mental functions. While this will not 

increase the society’s revenue, it will provide additional funding directly to 

families to support their children’s needs. 

 6.5.3 Assistive Devices Program (ADP) 

The Assistive Devices Program (ADP) is funded through the Ministry of Health and Long-

Term Care and in most cases, provides 75% of the cost of equipment and/or supplies for 

children who have a long-term physical disability.  

The review team found that Brant FACS purchased orthotic equipment at a cost of $996.75, 

mobility devices at a cost of $2,947, and a variety of other costs described as medical 

equipment. These purchases may have been eligible for ADP and resulted in savings to the 

Society. 

Recommendations: 

36. The society should consider exploring opportunities to maximize this 

potential revenue source, including the development and implementation of 

processes and procedures to identify purchases that may be funded through 

the ADP and make applications for funding in appropriate cases. 

6.6 Infrastructure, Administration and Technology Staffing   

Compared to 2014-15, based on 2018-19 Preliminary Q4, the number of Infrastructure, 

Administration and Technology Staffing (FTEs) reported by Brant FACS in its submissions 

to the ministry remained consistent; however, over that same period, the society did reduce 

1 FTE in human resource staffing and 1 FTE in finance staffing, while increasing 2 FTEs in 

the “other” category.   
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Infrastructure & 
Administration Staff 

2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 

2018-19 4th 
Quarter Year-

To-Date 
Report 

2018-19 
Change from 

2014-15 

Executive Staff  2.0  2.0  2.0  2.0  2.0  0.0  0.0%  

Finance Staff 4.0  4.0  4.0  5.0  3.0  (1.0) (25.0%) 

Human Resources Staff 3.0  4.0  4.0  4.0  2.0  (1.0) (33.3%) 

Communications & Planning 
Staff 

0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0%  

Office Admin. & Clerical 4.0  4.0  4.0  3.0  4.0  0.0  0.0%  

Other 0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  2.0  2.0  100.0%  

Total Infrastructure & Admin 
Staff 

13.0  14.0  14.0  14.0  13.0  0.0  0.0%  

Information Technology 
Staff 

4.0  6.0  6.0  10.8  7.0  3.0  75.0%  

 
The review team used the April 2019 Organizational Chart to cross-reference Infrastructure, 

Administration and Technology Staffing and was able to verify the FTEs with specific 

positions on the chart. Of note was the Office Admin. & Clerical staffing compliment, which 

totalled four (4) FTEs that appeared to include one (1) Management Assistant that supports 

the Director of Aboriginal Services, one (1) Management Assistant that supports the two (2) 

Directors of Service, one (1) Management Assistant that supports the Director of 

Administration and one (1) Management Assistant that supports the Manager of Training 

and Special Projects. According to the Child Welfare Service Data Dictionary, administrative 

support staff that provide support to service teams must be reported under direct service, 

based on the service categories provided in the User Guide.  It is unknown if the 

Management Assistants for the Directors of Service or Directors of Aboriginal Services do 

provide support to the service teams, but this should be reviewed. 

Recommendations: 

37. The society should consider exploring cost-saving opportunities and 

efficiencies with consideration to the support needs of management staff 

reported in Infrastructure, Administration and Technology Staffing, with 

regards to the number of and reporting Office Admin & Clerical staff. 

6.6.1 Building Occupancy 

Brant FACS provides child protection services from twenty-three (23) locations, which are 
the cornerstone of their community-based model.   These twenty-three locations include the 
following sites with number of FTEs: 
 

Co-location with Schools: 
 

1. 105 Rawdon Street (# of FTEs = 1) 
2. 120 Ninth Ave (# of FTEs = 2) 
3. 135 George (# of FTEs = 1) 
4. 256 Rawdon Street (# of FTEs = 1) 
5. 365 Blackburn (# of FTEs = 1) 
6. 52 Clench Ave (# of FTEs = 2) 

Co-location in Housing Complex Sites: 1. 144 5th Ave (# of FTEs = 6) 
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2. 359 Darling Street (# of FTEs = 8) 
3. 50 Pontiac (# of FTEs = 3) 
4. 56 Memorial Drive (# of FTEs = 7) 
5. 643 Park Road N (# of FTEs = 1) 

Co-location at a Hospital Site – Paris: 1. 238 Grand River Ave (# of FTEs = 5) 

Co-location with a Women’s Shelter: 1. 59 North Park (# of FTEs = 2) 

Office Buildings: 1. 108 George (# of FTEs = 7) 
2. 109 George (# of FTEs = 8) 
3. 110 George (# of FTEs = 6) 
4. 111 George (# of FTEs = 8) 
5. 112 George (# of FTEs = 2) 
6. 14 Henry (# of FTEs = 7) 
7. 446 Grey (# of FTEs = 24) 
8. 66 Chatham (# of FTEs = 19.5) 
9. 70 Chatham (# of FTEs = 3) 
10. 80 Chatham (# of FTEs = 9) 

Of these twenty-three locations, Brant FACS provided contracts/agreements for the 

following leases: 

Location Type Address Square Footage Lease 
Holder 

Term of Lease Lease 
costs 
per 

month 

Additional 
Information 

Office Building 446 Grey 
Street, Suite 
105, Brantford 

2,298 Woodslee 
Enterprises 

Inc. 

September 1, 
2018 to August 

21, 2019 

$1,500 
plus 
HST 

Utilities 
included 

Office Building 446 Grey 
Street, Suite 
101 & 103, 
Brantford 

Not Included Woodslee 
Enterprises 

Inc. 

September 1, 
2018 to August 

21, 2019 

$1,500 
plus 
HST 

Utilities 
included 

Office Building 446 Grey 
Street, Suite 
102, Brantford 

512 Woodslee 
Enterprises 

Inc. 

September 1, 
2018 to August 

21, 2019 

$1,500 
plus 
HST 

Utilities 
included 

Hospital 238 Grand 
River Avenue, 
Paris - rooms 
C180, C182, 
C184 plus 
nearby 
storage 

960 Brant 
Community 

Health 
System 

(The Willett 
Site) 

October 1, 2010, 
renewed each 

year 

$1,360 
plus 
HST 

1) Hospital 
provide parking 
cards, to 
Capron St. Lot 
to staff billed to 
lease at 
prevailing staff 
rate. 
2) Hospital 
provide basic 
housekeeping 
included in the 
rate. 
3) Hospital is 
responsible for 
regular 
maintenance, 
utilities, HVAC 
and building 
insurance.  If 
County of Brant 
assesses 
property taxes, 
this will be 
recouped by 
lease. 
4) Leasee is 
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Location Type Address Square Footage Lease 
Holder 

Term of Lease Lease 
costs 
per 

month 

Additional 
Information 

invoiced 
monthly for rent 
and parking as 
per usage. 

Housing Complex 144 Fifth 
Avenue, Unit 
102, Brantford 

Not Included Slovak 
Village Non-

Profit 
Housing 

Inc. 

August 1, 2018, 
paid month by 

month 

$913 
plus 
HST 

Utilities not 
included 

Office Building 1) 80 
Chatham 
Street, 
Brantford 
2) 109 George 
Street, 
Brantford  
3) 111 George 
Street, 
Brantford 

11,474 CAS Brant 
Endowment 

Fund 

October 1999 
onward 

$6,693 All other costs 
covered by 
CAS 

  
Brant FACS 2018-19 preliminary Q4 expenses for Building Occupancy costs totalled 

$836,455.73, which has decreased by $122,635 or 12.8% since 2014-15.  In 2018-19, 

Building Occupancy expenses included the following: 

Expense Type  Total  

Rent  $       238,123.04  

Insurance   $       300,741.60  

Maintenance  $       215,235.37  

Utilities  $          82,355.72  

TOTAL  $       836,455.73  

The insurance expenses coded to Building Occupancy are for all payments made to Frank 

Cowan Insurance and include insurance costs for liability, malpractice and other non-

building related coverage. 

 

Recommendations: 
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38. The society should conduct a detailed review of the coding in the general 

ledger for insurance costs, as premises insurance should be allocated to 

Building Occupancy, accident insurance should be allocated to Program 

Expenses, and other service related insurance such as (e.g., 

liability/malpractice) should be coded to Miscellaneous. 

6.6.2 Rent 

Based on the contracts/agreements provided by Brant FACS, the total lease/rent paid per 

month would be $14,346.66, which is a total of $172,159.90 per year.  According to the 

March Balance Statements, Brant FACS paid a total of $238,123 in “Rent”, which is 

$65,963.10 more then what could be accounted for in the contracts/agreements provided.  

In reviewing the general ledger for 2018-19, the review team identified the following 

expenses for rent: 

Payee Rent attributed to 
Expense 
Amount 

Brant Community Health Care Willet Site Rent and parking in Paris ON $13,616.19 

Brant Housing Authority Expenses for June 2018 (address unknown) $828.00 

Brant County Crisis Rent July 2018 to March 2019 (address unknown) $1,350.00 

Six Nations Elected Council Rent from October 2016 to March 2018 $7,200.00 

Slovak Villages Non-Profit Housing Rent for 144 Fifth Avenue $15,610.00 

Woodslee Enterprises Inc Rent for 446 Grey Street $38,142.69 

Store n Save Rental and Insurance for Storage Units $4,165.91 

Laurier Brantford Rental of a Training Site (Assumed to be for CPIN) $6,135.00 

CAS Brant Endowment Fund Rent for 80 Chatham Street $52,080.00 

CAS Brant Endowment Fund Rent for 108-112 George Street $50,400.00 

CAS Brant Endowment Fund Rent for 109-111 George street $28,237.92 

ACCPAC Balance Unknown (Expenses for April 2018) $20,356.37 

Visa Balance Unknown $201.43 

 TOTAL $238,323.51 

 
The review team made the following observations: 

• The rental expenses for Six Nations Elected Council are listed as being for the period 

of October 2016 to March 2018.  This expense period is outside of the 2018-19 fiscal 

year; however, the invoices may have been received/paid in the 2018-19 fiscal year 

for prior periods. 

• The review team could not confirm what the ACCPAC balance of $20,356.37 was for, 

although the review team acknowledges that the Brant FACS did operate on their 

legacy financial system for the month of April 2018 prior to transitioning to the 

CPIN/Oracle Financial system; therefore, this entry may be for total expenses in the 

month of April 2018. 
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It should be noted that the Ontario Public Service (OPS) office accommodation space 

standard is 180 rentable square feet (RSF) or 160 usable square feet (USF) per FTE. A 

proposed reduction to this standard is currently in process. In addition, the OPS space 

standard allows for program specific accommodation space which includes ancillary space 

that is essential in supporting service delivery (i.e. secure interview rooms, public service 

counters, waiting areas, etc.). The review team acknowledges that societies are not required 

to comply with the OPS space standard. The OPS space standard information is provided in 

this report for comparison purposes.   

The review team would have conducted an analysis of the current square footage to FTE 

ratio for Brant FACS; however, lacked enough information regarding the total square 

footage of all properties, to make such a calculation.  Using the total FTE OPS standard for 

rentable space (180 sq. ft. per FTE) as a guide, and the 2018-19 preliminary Q4 report for 

FTE totals (192.9 FTEs), the total required square footage would be 180 sq. ft. X 192.9 

FTEs = 34,722 sq. ft.  

Recommendations: 

39. The society should conduct a detailed review of occupancy needs (based on 

square footage per FTE) to identify space that is not required.  The review 

should include a cost-benefit analysis of reducing the number of sites 

through: 

- Terminating lease/rental agreements.  

- Selling buildings owned by the society (the 2017-18 audited financial 

statements reported the historical cost of buildings owned by Brant 

FACS of $1,685,659). 

6.6.3 Maintenance 

The review team reviewed maintenance expenses reported the 2018-19 general ledger.  

The table below summarizes the expenses reported.   The review team was unable to 

breakdown the ACCPAC April Balances line item.  

Expense Type Expense Amount 
Percentage of 

Total 

Cleaning Services $76,739.42 35.7% 

ACCPAC April Balances $48,463.62 22.5% 

Repairs & Maintenance $30,262.23 14.1% 

Snow Removal $23,074.75 10.7% 

Lawn Care $8,852.52 4.1% 

General Supplies $7,415.85 3.4% 

IT Services $4,631.82 2.2% 

Shredding $4,294.74 2.0% 

Cleaning Supplies $3,891.20 1.8% 

Alarm $2,705.52 1.3% 
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Expense Type Expense Amount 
Percentage of 

Total 

Moving & Storage $2,151.56 1.0% 

Fire Equipment Inspections $1,455.49 0.7% 

Septic and Garbage Disposal $852.31 0.4% 

Elevator Licenses $444.34 0.2% 

TOTAL $215,235.37 
 

The review team made the following observations: 

• There where only three instances where maintenance costs were applied to 

properties that were not either owned by the society or Foundation, those being 

security system repairs at sites located at 144 Fifth Avenue and 56 Memorial Street. 

• Brant FACS had repair and maintenance costs that totalled $30,262.23 or   14.1% of 

total expenses, yet the Society did not submit any requests for repairs and 

maintenance through the Ministry’s Grants Ontario system.   

• Shredding services are incorrectly coded. These expenditures should be reported 

under Office Administration. 

Recommendations: 

40. The society should ensure it submits requests for repairs and maintenance of 

all assets to the Grant Ontario system, as this system may mitigate the 

expenses applied to the Societies approved budget allocation. 

41. The society should conduct a review of expenditures coded to building 

occupancy and correct coding to align with the Child Welfare Expenditures 

Chart of Accounts. 

6.6.4 Utilities 

The review team reviewed utility expenses as outlined in the 2018-19 general ledger.  The 

table below outlines these expenses, and the percentage of total expenses that they 

represent.  Similar to other analyses, the review team encountered ACCPAC line entries 

that represent April expenses, and could not account for the expense categories that this 

entry referred to.  

Vendor Expense 
Percentage of 
Total Expense 

Brantford Power $48,413.17 58.8% 

City of Brantford Utilities  $8,252.30 10.0% 

Reliance Home Comfort  $947.24 1.2% 

Rogers payment Centre  $955.54 1.2% 

Shaw Direct $768.63 0.9% 

Union Gas (Chatham Street) $8,995.02 10.9% 

City of Brantford (108-112 GEORGE) $3,500.00 4.2% 

CIty of Brantford - Taxes $3,500.00 4.2% 
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Vendor Expense 
Percentage of 
Total Expense 

April Balances - ACCPAC $7,023.82 8.5% 

TOTAL $82,355.72  

  
The review team reviewed the utility expenses by site, detailed in the table below: 

Vendor 
BRANTFORD 

POWER 

CITY OF 
BRANTFORD 

UTILITIES 

RELIANCE 
HOME 

COMFORT 

ROGERS 
PAYMENT 
CENTRE 

SHAW 
DIRECT 

UNION 
GAS 

City of 
Brantford 
Taxes(1)  

April 
Balances 

- 
ACCPAC 

TOTAL 

Unallocated 
Expenses (2) 

$2,554.78 $14.95       $16.73 $3,500.00 $7,023.82 $13,110.28 

66 Chatham       $369.46         $369.46 

70 Chatham $14,523.32 $1,583.38       $3,756.79     $19,863.49 

80 Chatham $6,110.95 $676.11   $586.08   $1,217.91     $8,591.05 

108 George $1,641.87 $278.53 $202.37     $777.62 $1,166.67   $4,067.06 

109 George $1,764.09 $1,502.15     $768.63 $1,554.89     $5,589.76 

110 George $2,574.69 $1,076.50 $355.55     $922.46 $1,166.67   $6,095.87 

111 George $1,611.26 $476.67             $2,087.93 

112 George $1,932.55 $374.10 $389.32     $748.62 $1,166.67   $4,611.26 

14 Henry $15,699.66 $2,269.91             $17,969.57 

1) City of Brantford Taxes for one entry was pro-rated for the site addresses 108, 110 and 112 George. A second $3,500 amount was 
not allocated to sites. It should be noted that the lease agreements for these sites stipulated that all other expenses for the buildings 
were to be covered by the CAS. 

2) Unallocated Expenses include the ACCPAC entry for expenses in April, plus a Water Tank Rental from the City of Brantford Utilities, 
late fees and interest for Brantford Power & Union Gas, and there was one-month billing for Brantford Power that did not identify the 
site.  

 

The review team made the following observations: 

• The review team noted that all utility expenses were consistent with the 

contracts/agreements reviewed for lease/rentals; and that only sites owned by Brant 

FACS or the Foundations had utility charges charged.  

• Other societies are exempted from paying municipal taxes due to their registered 

charity status. 

Recommendations: 

42. The society should conduct a review of the administrative / regulatory / 

delivery and other fixed charges versus the consumption charges for utility 

billings associated with operating from eight (8) sites.  Reducing the number 

of sites that the society operates from will lead to a decrease in 

administrative / regulatory / delivery and other fixed charges. 

43. The society should explore opportunities to be exempted from taxes charged 

by the City of Brantford. 
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6.6.5 Office Administration 

The review team reviewed utility expenses as outlined in the 2018-19 general ledger.  The 

table below outlines these expenses, and the percentage of total expenses that they 

represent.  Similar to other analyses, the review team encountered ACCPAC line entries 

that represent April expenses, and could not account for the expense categories that this 

entry referred to.  

Expense Category Expense 
Percentage of 
Total Expense 

Telephone $72,870.76 25.1% 

Cell Phones  $58,783.60 20.2% 

Office Supplies  $50,242.38 17.3% 

Equipment Supplies and Maintenance $44,419.30 15.3% 

Equipment Rentals & Leasing $44,031.46 15.1% 

Postage & Courier $14,619.36 5.0% 

Equipment Purchases <1000 $5,725.24 2.0% 

Total $290,692.10   

The review team could not separate expenses for office supplies, equipment, rentals, 

postage or other equipment based on site; therefore, could not determine if there may be 

additional efficiencies gained by reducing the number of sites.  The review team did note 

four (4) Purolator Courier expenses that were identified as “personal” totalling only $48.04 

but could not identify other savings. 

The review team did separate out the phone charges based on site, as determined by the 

line descriptions in the general ledger.  The table below provides that breakdown.  

LOCATION 
BELL 

CANADA 
PRIMUS 
CANADA 

BELL 
INTERNET 

SOLUTIONS 

EXTEND 
COMMUNICATIONS- 

ACCPAC 

108 George $3,223.78         

109 George $1,418.43         

14 Henry $1,224.13         

359 Darling $1,615.49         

444 Grey $2,993.79         

135 George (Central School) $2,397.37         

120 Ninth Ave (Jean Vanier) $2,382.95         

265 Rawdon (King George) $1,092.20   $145.75     

 Main (70 & 80 Chatham) $13,987.15 $378.72       

358 Darling (New Beginnings) $618.00         

56 Memorial (Northland Gardens) $1,588.87         

Willett (Paris ON) $564.09         

144 Fifth St. (Slovak Villages) $4,245.61         
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LOCATION 
BELL 

CANADA 
PRIMUS 
CANADA 

BELL 
INTERNET 

SOLUTIONS 

EXTEND 
COMMUNICATIONS- 

ACCPAC 

50 Pontiac St. (Stepping Stones) $3,131.35         

No Location Identified  $1,264.60 $5,502.70   $15,717.92 $8,749.67 

TOTAL $42,376.00 $5,881.42 $145.75 $15,717.92 $8,749.67 

 
Recommendations: 

44. The society should conduct a review of the administrative and other fixed 

charges versus the usage charges for telephone billings associated with 

operating from multiple sites concurrent with the detailed review of building 

occupancy needs. Reducing the number of sites that the society operates 

from will lead to a decrease in administrative and other fixed charges. 

6.6.6 Admission Prevention 

Brant FACS’ admission prevention expenditures are less than its comparator societies’ 

average. Brant FACS’ admission prevention expenditures decreased from $128,350 in 

2014-15 to $81,160 based on 2018-19 Q4 preliminary. Brant FACS’ comparator societies’ 

average admission prevention expenditures increased during the same time period. 

The review team reviewed the 2018-19 general ledger and found expenses of $78,066.04 

for Admission Prevention for 206 clients.  It should be noted however, expenses for the 

month of April have been coded to the client named “Default” as the Society was operating 

on their legacy financial system at that time.   

The review team made the following observations: 

• The highest expense total to a single vendor was to LOBLAW COMPANIES LTD, for 

$$22,535.71, which appeared to be for grocery vouchers. 

• The review team noted some coding errors in terms of children’s names and 

expenses. The two clients with the highest expense totals were for $8,779.63 and 

$4,975.12 respectively; however, when the line descriptions were reviewed it 

appeared that the expenses where all for one client, totalling $13,754.75 to purchase 

residential services at AFFINITY FAMILY HOMES INC. an outside paid residential 

resource. 

Recommendations: 

45. The society should consider the use of admission prevention expenditures, in 

accordance with the framework for admission prevention funds set out in the 

2016 Ontario Permanency Funding Policy Guidelines, that may serve to 

support the admission prevention strategies and reduce the number of 

children coming into care of the society.  
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6.6.7 Adoption Subsidies 

There were no concerns expressed by the review team with the established policy and 

procedure related to adoption and targeted subsidies. Adoption subsidies were all time 

limited and reviewed annually. Targeted adoption subsidies are reviewed annually for 

eligibility. Work continues with Six Nations related to subsidies for children transferred.   

6.6.8 Review of the Trial Balance Statement 

The review team reviewed Brant FACS’ Trial Balance Statement, which shows the 

distribution of expenses across all accounts and all funding streams.  According to 

statement, the society identifies six (6) funding streams which include: 

1. Child Welfare – Funded by the Ministry of Children, Community and Social Services 

2. Ontario Children Benefit Equivalent (OCBe) – Funded by the Government of Canada 

3. Developmental Sector – Funded by the Ministry of Children, Community and Social 

Services 

4. Municipal – Funded by the City of Brantford 

5. Provincial Funding – Funded by the Ministry of Children, Community and Social 

Services 

6. Foundation – Funded by the Foundation 

According to the Trial Balance Statement, the review team made the following observations: 

1. Child Welfare has total expenses of $27,327,827 and total revenue of $25,509,039, 

leaving a deficit of $1,818,788 in 2018-19. 

2. OCBe has total expenses of $171,650 and total revenues of $171,650, leaving a 

balanced position in 2018-19. 

3. Developmental Sector has total expenses of $219,669 and total revenues of 

$245,148, leaving a surplus of $25,479 in 2018-19. 

4. Municipal has total expenses of $1,084,686 and total revenues of $1,084,686, leaving 

a balanced position in 2018-19. 

5. Provincial Funding, which includes the Ministry funded Alternative Dispute Resolution 

(A772) $86,750, Education Liaison (A763) $68,168, Youth In Transition (A556) 

$66,453, and Native Services on Reserve (A347) $46,515, have total expenses of 

$226,563 and total revenues of $267,883, leaving a surplus of $41,320 in 2018-19. 

6. Foundation has total expenses of $86,074 and total revenues of $86,074, leaving a 

balanced position in 2018-19. 

In further detail, the review team also noted the following regarding the distribution of 

expenses: 

1. The following programs were charged an administrative recovery amount: 

a. Developmental Sector = $20,484, which equals 8% of the total revenues 
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b. Municipal = $31,451, which equals 3% of the total revenues 

c. Provincial Funding = $18,112, which equals 7% of total revenues 

2. The Ministry permits an allocated central administration expense of up to 10% of the 

total subsidy; therefore, the surplus amounts for the Developmental Sector and the 

other Provincial Funding could be reduced to recover the maximum 10% 

administrative recovery.  Furthermore, there should be discussions with the City of 

Brantford regarding the administrative recovery percentage permitted.  The review 

team attempted to review the contract with the City of Brantford; however, the 

schedules were incomplete and lacked details regarding the funding and 

administrative charges permissible. 

3. There appears to be no allocation of the health spending account or EAP program 

expenses to other funders.  This amount is exclusively charged to the Child Welfare 

budget. 

4. The benefit amounts for staffing charged for Child Welfare, Developmental Sector 

and Municipal are between 25% and 26%, while the other Provincial Funding is 20% 

and the Foundation program is charged 9%. 

Finally, the review team is aware of the following changes that occurred in 2018-19, or are 

being planned for 2019-20: 

2. Brant FACS is discussing transferring the Children’s Out-of-Home Respite program 

(9255) $215,947 to another provider in the community.  This program has staffing of 

1 FTE or 1,755 hours for a Resource Worker and 0.05 FTE or 88 hours for a 

Manager, .  It is unclear if 

Brant FACS has considered the staffing reduction with regards to the move of this 

program in its future planning. 

Recommendations: 

46. The society should review the process for allocating expenses across 

funders and programs, to ensure that the expenses are recorded equitably 

and accurately, and the society maximizes recoveries from other funders to 

address administrative and benefit expenses. 

47. The society should review changes to its contracts and the impact on 

staffing, and develop proactive plans to right-size the organization as 

contracts are terminated or transferred. 

 

1. The Ministry of Children, Community and Social Services has terminated the Native 

Services on Reserve (A347)  program. This program had staffing for 0.80 

FTE or 1,404 hours of a Family Service Worker, at a cost of  

.  It is unclear if Brant FACS has addressed the loss of this program 

and the corresponding reduction in staffing. 
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7.0 PERFORMANCE AND INFORMATION MANAGEMENT 

7.1 Monitoring & Evaluation 

Preface 

This area of focus examines the organization’s capacity to undertake periodic reviews of 

service standards; use of data in its monitoring mechanisms; mechanisms that draw 

feedback from stakeholders with the view of informing service delivery changes; and, an 

overarching evaluation strategy.   

Key Findings 

The review team reviewed society reports and data to assess whether data that was 

gathered and provided to senior management and the board could be used to inform 

program decision-making. Included was a review of the society’s balanced scorecard, a 

sample of annual summaries of programs, the strategic plan, interviews with the Quality 

Assurance Manager, frontline staff and the Director of Administration along with a review of 

a number of documents that were forwarded by the Society in the area of program 

evaluation. 

On balance, the view of the team is that there is an effort to draw upon data to provide a 

particular perspective on an issue or in the case of an annual summary, a look back at the 

previous year’s performance. On review however, it is the impression of the team that more 

specific analytics associated with the data along with action plans or recommendations is 

not universally undertaken thereby making it difficult to assess the extent to which data 

supports both routine operational and strategic decision making, and overall monitoring and 

evaluation. There were many “pilots” discussed, but the society was rarely able to provide a 

corresponding evaluation which would inform the continuance of the pilot and its evolution 

into regular practice. 

For benefit of understanding, a number of these reports and summaries are identified below.  

Balanced Scorecard 

On review the balanced scorecard overall lacks more thorough analysis. For example, in 

reviewing one data point – that of the number of families receiving admission prevention 

services – the data suggests that there has been a substantial decrease over the past four 

years, however, there is no apparent analysis provided that would provide context, rationale 

and/or action required. The same scenario applies equally to the point that investigations 

over past four years have increased. Again, no analysis provided or recommendations or 

actions follow the reported data.  

Community Services Partner Survey  

The Community Services Partner Survey was completed in 2017.  The summary report 

prepared did not include any recommendations to address concerns raised in the survey 

regarding communication.  During the interview with the Community Partners Focus Group 
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communication was raised as an ongoing issue.  Partners further noted that they did not 

recall receiving any follow up from the society regarding the survey that a number of them 

had completed.  

Adoption Services Annual Report: April 1, 2018 – March 31, 2019   

This report appeared to be reflective of annual reports produced by the society.  In this 

instance, it provides a thorough overview of society’s adoption and permanency planning 

process.  It also provides some statistics on adoptions over the reported year as well as 

goals for the following year.  The report however does not include any analysis of the 

services that could be used to inform future decisions.   

One Voice 

Multiple documents were provided in a folder named ‘One Voice’.  The documents appeared 

to summarize comments made from various groups but did not include any dates, the 

number of participants or other meta data. The documents were dated as last modified in 

2013.  No analysis or next steps were included. 

Brant Family Group Conference Fidelity Surveys 

These surveys were not dated nor was there any context provided, statement of purpose, 

analysis or identification of action steps to follow.  

FGDM Annual Report  

This annual report includes a fair amount of data but it is not followed up by a reasonable 

analysis. The focus appears to be more on outputs as opposed to outcomes for children and 

families.  The analysis mainly focuses on the resources required to continue the work of the 

FDGM team. 

FGDM Evaluation 

Brant FACS participated in an evaluation of their FGDM program in 2014.  A report was not 

completed.  There was presentation prepared which provided an overview of the evaluation 

methods and the results.  The review team would suggest that a report be completed in 

future so that methods, results and further action can be thoroughly documented. 

Care2CARE Report 2017-2019 

This particular report represents a thorough evaluation of the Care2CARE program and 

included an analysis of the pilot project with several recommendations for purposes of 

follow-up and further action. 

Family and Children’s Services Pilot Project 

An evaluation was completed in 2016 on the Family and Children’s Services Pilot Project 

with the Brant County Health Unit.  The evaluation was completed by the data analysis 

coordinators and includes an assessment of outcomes and recommendations. 

Child Welfare Education Championship Team (CWECT) Survey  
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This survey was completed with youth although the sample size seemed quite small.  The 

report does not include a date, context for the survey and no recommendations or follow-up 

actions. 

Client Feedback 

The society is currently working on a process for clients to provide feedback. There is a draft 

survey that has been developed and the plan is to begin seeking client feedback this 

calendar year. 

A project was completed in 2017 regarding youth voice however there appeared to be no 

report complete with methodology, findings or recommendations.     

On review of the balanced score card it was noted that feedback had not been sought since 

2014-15 from volunteers and foster parents. 

Recommendations: 

48. The society should consider revising the balanced score card to include more 

thorough analyses and action plans to address issues and that it be linked to 

the new strategic plan.   

49. The society develop an overarching plan to use data more effectively in an 

effort to better inform decision making.     

7.2 Performance Evaluations 

Through the interview process it was indicated that there was an annual performance plan 

completed for each staff.  The plan provides an opportunity for staff to provide feedback 

regarding society’s policies, procedures and services.  The feedback is rolled up and 

reviewed at the society’s Development Committee and action plans are created to address 

issues.  The staff indicated they felt heard and that their voice is valued throughout this 

process.  Managers, Director’s of Service and the Executive Director would follow up with 

staff directly regarding feedback provided.  The society Development Committee is 

comprised of staff from each team, representatives from management and the Executive 

Director. 
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APPENDIX 1  

DOCUMENTS/DATA SOURCES 

Document/Data Source Period Domain(s) 

Board of Directors: Board Minutes 2016_06 - 
2019_05 

Governance 

Finance & Governance Subcommittee 
Minutes 

2016_06 – 
2019_03 

Governance 

Board Agendas 2016_06 – 
2019_05  

Governance 

 

Strategic Services Subcommittee Minutes 2016_10 – 
2019_04 

Governance 

Annual Reports: 

• Adoption Services 

• Alternate Care Program 

• FDGM 

• Resource Foster Care 

• Alternate Care Program 

• FDGM 

• Kin & Kin Service 

• Resource Adoption 

• Resource Foster Care 

 
2016/17 

2016/17 

2016/17 

2016/17 

2017/18 

2017/18 

2017/18 

2017/18 

2017/18 

Governance 

Board Orientation Materials: 

• Society Performance Results Tool for 
Boards 

• Australian NFP Governance 

• Board Evaluation Form 

• Board Evaluation Process 

• Board List 

• Board Manual 

• Board Strategic Calendar 

• By-laws 

• Committee List 

• Executive Director Evaluation 
Process 

• Finance Governance Committee TOR 

• Mission Statement and Ten Year 
Vision 

• Organizational Chart A Revised  

• Organizational Chart B Revised 

 

2016 

 

    - 

2017/18 

2018 

2018/19 

2018 

2018/19 

2016 

2018/19 

    - 

 

2018/19 

    - 

 

2017_09 

2017_09 

Governance 
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Document/Data Source Period Domain(s) 

• Organizational Chart Leadership 
Team Reporting Structure  

• SSD Terms of Reference 

• Youth Advisory Committee Terms of 
Reference 

2018_07 

 

2017/18 

2018/19 

Board Training Materials 

• Board Governance Workshop Notes 

• Board Annual Self-evaluation 
Questionnaire 

• Board Candidate Rating 

• Board Governance Slides 

• Boards – The Five Tool Board 
Member 

• Boards – Checklist for a Strong Board 

• High Performing Board Agendas 

• Summary of Workshop Evaluation 
Comments 

 

2016 

2014 

 

   - 

2016 

2016 

 

   - 

2013 

   - 

Governance 

Validated Provincial Performance Indicators 2017/18 Governance 

Reports for Strategic Planning Committee 

• Alternate Care Program Report 

• Strategic Report – Foster Care 

• Summer Camp Report 

• VSP Report 

• Board Strategic Calendar 

• Board Strategic Timetable 

 

2016 

2017 

2016 

2017 

2018/19 

2017 

Governance 

Society Overview: Prepared for the 
Operational Review Team 

May 13, 2019 Governance 

Service Delivery 

Finance 

Brant FACS Board Manual 2018 Governance 

Brant FACS By-laws 2016 Governance 

The Philosophy of Service 2011 Governance 

Strategic Plan 2015-20 Governance 

Board Skills Matrix 2017/18 

2018/19 

Governance 

OACAS Governance Survey 2016 

2017 

2018 

Governance 

OACAS Essential Practices 2017 Governance 
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Document/Data Source Period Domain(s) 

Attestation 2018 Governance 

Board Succession Plan    - Governance 

Executive Director Goals 2017-19 Governance 

Annual SO and PACY Report 2018 Governance 

Executive Director Job Description 2018 Governance 

   

Cognos Reports: 

• Brant FACS Admission Discharges 

• CB052 – Children in Care – Admitted 
and Readmitted 

• CB021- Ongoing Brought Forward 

• CB022 - Ongoing Opened 

• CB023 - Ongoing Closed 

• CB054 - Children in Care – 
Discharged 

• CB250 - Community Links  

• CB013 - Investigations Completed - 
No Further Protection Concerns 

• CB014 - Investigation Completed - 
Transfer to Ongoing 

• CB011- Investigations Brought 
Forward 

• CB051- Children in Care Brought 
Forward  

• CB060 - Children in Out of Home 
Care 

• CB032 - Family Services Part II - Not 
in Need of Protection - Opened and 
Reopened 

• CB033 - Family Services Part II - Not 
in Need of Protection – Closed 

• CB030- Family Services Part II 
Brought Forward 

 

2017/18 

2018/19 

Service Delivery 

FGDM Fidelity Survey  Service Delivery 

FGDM Fidelity Tool  Service Delivery 

FGDM Annual Report 2019 

2018 

2017 

2016 

Service Delivery 
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Document/Data Source Period Domain(s) 

2015 

2014 

FGDM Monthly Statistics  2018/19 Service Delivery 

FGDM Presentation 2014 Service Delivery 

Care 2 Care Report 2016-19 Service Delivery 

Collective Agreement 2018 Service Delivery 

Management Non-Union Compensation 
Package  

2018-21 Service Delivery 

Residential Service Policies and 
Procedures: RES 1.0 – RES 13.0  

   - Service Delivery 

Adoption Subsidy Agreement    - Service Delivery 

Adoption Policy and Procedure:  
AD 2.4 – Transitional Support for Child 

   - Service Delivery 

Adoption Policy and Procedure:  

AD 2.10 – Targeted Subsidies 
   - Service Delivery 

Adoption Policy and Procedure:  

AD 2.10.2 – Adoption Subsidies 
   - Service Delivery 

Worker Caseload Report Process 2019 Service Delivery 

Caseload Report: Adoption 2014 Service Delivery 

Comparison: FACS and Ministry QIP 
Reports 

2018/19 Service Delivery 

Family Feedback Survey Draft 2019 Service Delivery 

Family Feedback Survey: Brochure 2019 Service Delivery 

Seven (7) Team Model    - Service Delivery 

Crown Ward Championship Evaluation  Service Delivery 

Educational Mentor Program Report 2018 Service Delivery 

Foster Parent Mapping 2016 Service Delivery 

Preparation for Independence Evaluation 2013 Service Delivery 

Quality Assurance Presentation 2015 Service Delivery 

Snuggle Bugs Blank Evaluation Form    - Service Delivery 

Brant CAS Environmental and Internal Scan 

[Note: Appears to be base document in support of 

the Strategic Planning process during this period] 

2011-12? Service Delivery 

OPR Review Report 2016 Service Delivery 



FINAL REPORT: OPERATIONAL REVIEW OF BRANT FAMILY AND CHILDREN’S SERVICES 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 

August 2019                                                                                                     67 | P a g e                
 

Document/Data Source Period Domain(s) 

Literature Supporting Community Based 
Model: 

• The Children’s Aid Society of Brant: A 
Community Based Model of Child 
Welfare Service Delivery 

• The Impacts of Accessible Service 
Delivery on Front-line Helping 
Relationships in Child Welfare 

 

 

2005 
 
 

2013 

Service Delivery 

Crown Review Data Analysis Summary 2018 Service Delivery 

Evaluation of the Brant FACS  
HBHC Pilot Project  

2016 Service Delivery 

Balanced Scorecard 2014-18 Service Delivery 

Children in Care - OSW and Brant FACS 
Children supervised by other agencies. 

2019 Service Delivery 

Worker Caseload Report    - Service Delivery 

Crown Ward - CAS Youth in Transition – 
Monthly Report 

   - Service Delivery 

   

2018-19 CW Budget File_Final  Finance 

2018-19 CW 3rd Q  Finance 

Cash Flow Brant CAS – Feb 28 2019  Finance 

Deficit  Management Plan January 5  Finance 

Expenditure Plan Revised 02/01/2019  Finance 

Children’s Services Early Learning Funding 
Agreement 

 Finance 

Non-Child Welfare Contract 2017/18  Finance 

Non-Child Welfare Contract 2018/19  Finance 

Detailed GL April-June (Q1)   Finance 

Detailed GL January-March (Q4)  Finance 

Detailed GL July-September (Q2)  Finance 

Detailed GL October-December (Q3)  Finance 

CSA March 2019  Finance 

CSA May 2018  Finance 

Finance Manual  Finance 
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Document/Data Source Period Domain(s) 

Reimbursement of Expense Policy  Finance 

OCBE Activity Funds Expenditures  Finance 

OCBE Policy and Procedure  Finance 

Location of Employees April 2019  Finance 

Admission Prevention 2018  Finance 

Admission Prevention 2019  Finance 

Charity Return 2018  Finance 

Foster Parent Rates  Finance 

RES 11.0  Finance 

RES 9.0 Utilization of Outside Paid 
Resources 

 Finance 

RES 10.0 Assignment of Outside Paid 
Institution Worker 

 Finance 

Green Shield – KARE MG# 180 2019  Finance 

Green Shield – KARE MG# 371 2019  Finance 

Green Shield – KARE MG# 2046 2019  Finance 

Continued Care and Support for Youth  Finance 

CIC by Age Legal Status Resource Type 
2017, 2018, 2019 

 Finance 
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APPENDIX 2 
 

CASE/DATA REVIEW REPORT 
 

1.0 Purpose 

The purpose of the case and data review was in part to evaluate: 

• The effectiveness of the organization’s systems and processes for ensuring data 
integrity and the utilization of information/data to assist with case management, 
decision-making and planning. 

• The effectiveness of the organization’s service delivery mechanisms for determining 
and responding to service needs in the community. 

2.0 Approach 

Child Protection Information Network (CPIN) reports were provided by the society for the 

case reviews. Case reviews were mostly based on a random sample of child welfare cases 

between October 1, 2018- December 31, 2018. The case reviews included an audit of select 

child welfare requirements. In total, there were 284 cases reviewed, which included:  

• Community Links – 30 cases  

• Investigation Complete, Case Closed – 19 cases 

• Investigation Complete, Case Transferred to Ongoing – 27 cases 

• Ongoing Service-Open – 27 cases  

• Other Child Welfare Cases – 130 cases 

• Child in Care – 12 cases 

• Kinship Service Cases – 51 cases 
 
Documentation reviewed was limited to a specific time range and did not always include a 
review of the entire case from opening to close. Where themes have been articulated, the 
reviewers saw evidence in some cases to support the findings. Vignettes outlining case 
specific findings have been included in target areas. It is acknowledged that clinical judgement 
is a key component of child welfare work, and the following themes and recommendations are 
intended to identify some areas for the Society to consider and reflect upon.   
 
Additional service areas were reviewed based on the CPIN data provided by the society. 
Areas of inquiry included: 
 

• Ongoing case duration 

• Investigation case duration 

• Children in out of home placements 

• Ongoing case reason for service 

3.0 Community Links 
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Case review data:  

Case Closed Date Between June 1, 2018 and May 15, 201913 
total # of cases=30 
n=30  
Sample size 100% 
 

• 8 cases did not meet criteria initially for community link and were disposed to 
investigation.  Investigations were then disposed as community link.  

• 3 cases with no evidence of community link made  

• 20/22 compliance for 14 day closure=91% 

• 100% of codes match intake details  

Breakdown of referrals:  

• 5 referrals to St. Leonard's Society 

• 2 referrals to Victim Services 

• 3 referrals to Community Counselling 

• 2 legal services (unknown location) 

• 3 unknown: not specified 

• 4 Nova Vita 

• 3 no referrals made 

Review of agency data: 

Case Closed Date Between Jun 1, 2018 and May 15, 2019 
total # of cases=30 
 

• 27% of cases were disposed as initiate child protection investigation and then closed 
as a community link. 

 
Breakdown by category  
 

• 3 Abandonment/Separation  

• 7 Caregiver Capacity 

• 9 Emotional Harm/Exposure to Conflict 

• 8 Harm By Omission 

• 3 Physical/Sexual Harm by Commission 

• Community links are low compared to provincial comparators. 
 
 

Year  Brant Provincial 
Comparator 
Average 

2014-15 4th Quarter Year-To-Date Report 121 259 

2015-16 4th Quarter Year-To-Date Report 69 258 

                                            
13 Community links from June 1, 2018 - May 15, 2019 were reviewed as opposed to Q3 data in order to provide reviewers with a larger 

sample size.  
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2016-17 4th Quarter Year-To-Date Report 63 214 

2017-18 4th Quarter Year-To-Date Report 54 207 

2018-19 3rd Quarter Year-To-Date Report 51 199 

  

 

4.0 Investigations Closed 

 
Case review data:  

Sample selected from Investigations Closed October 1, 2018-Dec 31, 2018 
total # of cases=228 
n=19  
Sample size 8% 
 

• ESC matches intake details 95% yes  

• Response time met 68% compliance 

• Was the safety consultation with supervisor completed immediately or within 24 hours 
68% compliance 

• Investigation complete in 45 days 63% compliance. Investigation complete in 60 days 
29%   

• Does the documentation support the reason for closure 100% yes 

• Did the supervisor approve the investigation disposition within 7 days 76% 
compliance  

• Admission prevention funds were used 95% yes 
 

259 258

214 207 199
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Investigation duration: 

60 days or under 75 cases 
61-90 days   54 cases 
91-120 days  37 cases 
121-150 days  31 cases 
151-180 days 12 cases 
Over 6 months 19 cases 
Total   228 cases 
 
Review of Agency Data:  

33% of investigations were completed within 60 days 
The remainder of investigations cases remained open for over 90 days 
 

 

Number of Cases

60 days or under 61-90 days 91-120 days 121-150 days 151-180 days Over 6 months
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5.0 Investigations Transferred 

 

Case review data:  

Investigations transferred: Ongoing start date October 1, 2018-December 31, 2018  

total # of cases=130 

n=27  

Sample size 21% 

 

• Eligibility spectrum code matches intake details 93% yes. 

• Response time met 85% compliance. 

• Safety consult completed immediately or within 24 hours as required 58% 

compliance. 

• Investigation complete in 45 days 41% compliance. Investigation complete at 60 days 

38% compliance. 

• Documentation supports decision to transfer 37% yes. 

• Was investigation disposition approved within 7 days 92% compliance. 

• Admission prevention funds used 15% yes. 

• If there was a removal, efforts were made to place the child with a member of the 

child's extended family, a member of the child's band or native community or another 

Indigenous family NA (no removals). 

 

33%

67%

Investigation Case Duration

60 days or under Over 60 days
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Summary: 

• Low compliance for safety assessment consultation.  

• Low compliance for investigation completion.  

• Supervisory approval of investigation disposition high compliance.  

• From the sample reviewed, the documentation supported the decision to transfer the 
investigation to ongoing services 37% of the time.  

 

6.0 Ongoing Open 

 

Case review data: Ongoing Open 

Sample selected from Ongoing Brought Forward as of October 1, 2018 

total # of cases=212 

n=27  

Sample size 13% 

 

• Transfer visit conducted 50% compliance 

• Transfer visit conducted within 10 days 17% compliance 

• Initial S&N assessment 48% compliance 

• 30 day service plan agreement 30% compliance, supervisor approval 69% 

compliance  

• 6 month review and agreement 31% compliance, supervisor approval 65% 

compliance 

• Monthly home visits 27% compliance 
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• Admission prevention funds were used 54%  

• Admission prevention funds were used in 89% of cases where removal and 

placement occurred.  

• Efforts were made to place the child with a member of the child's extended family, a 

member of the child's band or native community or another Indigenous family 90% of 

the time. 

 

 
 

Summary: 

Compliance scores low for transfer visit, completion of assessments and plans, monthly 

home visits and supervisor approvals. 

Admission prevention funds used frequently. 

Good use of family finding  

 

Review of agency data: 

Data reviewed: Ongoing Brought Forward as of October 1, 2018 
total # of open cases=212 
n= 212 
Sample size 100% 
 
Ongoing case duration for current open cases:  
 
< 1 year= 43 cases 
1-2 years= 104 cases 
2-3 years= 33 cases 
3-4 years= 16 cases 
4-5 years= 11 cases 
>5 years= 5 cases 
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7.0 Ongoing Cases Reason for Service 

 
Data reviewed: Ongoing Brought Forward as of October 1, 2018 with a primary coding of 

5.3.A, 5.3.B, 5.3.C.  

total # of cases= 376 cases 

sample size= 73 cases  

 

Each case with the criteria specified was examined for primary service eligibility. Reviewers 

examined the last completed Strengths and Needs Assessment to determine if substance 

use was a concern with either the primary or secondary caregiver listed in the case. When it 

was noted that substance use was a concern, the type of substance was noted.  

 

• 29 of the cases indicated substance use as a strength.  

• 46 of the cases indicated substance use as a need.  

• 16 of the 46 cases were opioid related, 7 cases were undetermined14 and the 

remaining 23 cases were open for other substance use (e.g. alcohol, marijuana) 

8.0 Ongoing Closed 

 

Case review data: not reviewed 

 

Review of agency data: 

Data reviewed: Ongoing Brought Forward as of October 1, 2018 

total # of closed cases=164 

                                            
14 Underdetermined due to insufficient information in the assessment. 
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Ongoing case duration for current closed cases:  

 

< 1 year= 90 cases 
1-2 years= 43 cases 
2-3 years= 15 cases 
3-4 years= 8 cases 
4-5 years= 5 cases 
>5 years= 3 cases 
 

 

9.0 Other Child Welfare Cases 

 

Data Summary:  

Total # of cases=130 

n=130 

 

 

Case review data: 

The 130 Other Child Welfare Cases were reviewed to determine eligibility for service. Only 

one case was open for protection services coded below the intervention line. All other cases 

were open for services referred to in sections 6 to 11 in the Eligibility Spectrum.  

10.0 Child in Care 

 

Case review data:  

Sample selected from CIC Brought Forward October 1, 2018 

total # of cases= 326 
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n=12 

Sample size 3% 

 

• ESC matches reason for admission 91% yes 

• Efforts were made to place the child with a member of the child's extended family, a 

member of the child's band or native community or another Indigenous family 50% of 

the time 

• Evidence of concurrent planning occurred 83% yes 

• PAPR completed 33% yes 

• 7 day visits 91% compliance 

• 30 day visits 91% compliance 

• Initial plan of care 55% compliance 

 

 
 

 

Summary:  

• High compliance with contact with child 

• Low plan of care completion compliance 

 
Information from CESCR  

• From the CESCR—89.2 % of the cases reviewed were placed in family based care. 

They did not have any of these children placed in group care. 

• There is evidence that ongoing concurrent planning is taking place with the children 

in care cases reviewed during the review in May 2019 (OR) 

• In May 2019 review, the 7 day requirement was met in 91% of cases reviewed and 

for 30 day requirement was met in 83% of case reviewed. 
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• In May 2019 review, most of the documentation was timely and for the most part the 

OnLAC dimensions were addressed in the plans of care. 

11.0 Kinship Service 

 

Case review data: 

Total # of cases=51 

n=51 

Sample size 100% 

 

51 kinship service cases were reviewed for eligibility of service. Only one case was open for 

service without an associated open protection case and there was a plan in place to close 

the kinship service case.    

12.0 Kinship Care 

 

Review of agency data: 

Children in Out of Home Care: Brought Forward Date: October 1, 2018 

Total of 42 kinship care placements.  

48% of children have a legal status of Extended Society Care. 

Average age of child in Extended Society Care is 9 years.  

13.0 Adoption  
 
Review of agency data: 

Children in Out of Home Care: Brought Forward Date: October 1, 2018 
Total of 42 adoption placements. 
Average age of child is 5 years.  
43% of placements occurred prior to December 31, 2017  

14.0 Compliance Summary 

Due to a variety of factors, caution should be used when interpreting and comparing 

compliance results. At times, compliance results are based on a small sample size, and 

duration thus impacting compliance percentages.  

Results from Quality Improvement Plan (QIP) reporting indicated Brant’s overall compliance 

results were below the provincial average in Q3 2016-2017 and then again more recently in 

both Q1 2018-2019 and Q3 2018-2019. 

Results from the most recent Child in Extended Society Care Review (April 1, 2019 – April 

6, 2019) indicated the following: 
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Planning Requirement  Compliance Result 

Initial 30 Day Plan of Care 60% 

Three month Plan of Care 37.5% 

First six month Plan of Care  42.9% 

Six month Plan of Care #1  57.6% 

Six month Plan of Care #2  69.2% 

Results from the file review indicated similar results in some areas. Compliance results were 

low in for initial 30 day plan of care and for initial and ongoing service planning with families. 

For ongoing cases, monthly home visit compliance was also low. Transfer requirements 

from investigation to ongoing (transfer to new worker) were also not met as there was only 

evidence of a transfer visit occurring 50% of the time and only 17% of those conducted were 

completed within the timeframe.  

Investigation completion compliance was also low at both 45 and 60 days while investigation 

cases appeared to remain open for extended periods of time.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



FINAL REPORT: OPERATIONAL REVIEW OF BRANT FAMILY AND CHILDREN’S SERVICES 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 

August 2019                                                                                                     81 | P a g e                
 

APPENDIX 3:  

COMPLETE GOVERNANCE FINDINGS AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS  

 

A) Board Composition and Development 

Preface 

This area of focus examines the recruitment and selection process undertaken by the Board 

to acquire new members; the orientation process for new Board members; how training of 

members is managed on an ongoing basis to maintain and augment the skills necessary at 

a governance level; and, a review of the membership approach / model.  

Key Findings 

Membership Structure and Recruitment 

The By-laws address the composition the Board noting that it is to consist of fourteen (14) 

Directors. Two directors are appointed for one-year terms respectively from Six Nations of 

the Grand Council and the Mississauga of the New Credit. In addition, the Board of 

Directors may choose to appoint one (1) representative from the County and one (1) 

representative from the City for a term to coincide with their elected term of office. The 

remaining ten (10) Directors are elected. A quorum for the transaction of business at any 

meeting of the Board of Directors is fifty per cent plus one of the Board Member 

complement. Directors present in person or participating via conference or video conference 

call shall be counted in determining whether or not a quorum is present. As at the time of 

this operational review, there was once vacancy. A representative from Six Nations of the 

Grand Council was held in abeyance until such time as devolution was fully completed. 

The current complement of Directors is a group of committed individuals whose dedication 

to the organization is apparent. 

Current Board composition appears to support varied perspectives and a combination of 

child welfare and partner sector (health, education, justice) knowledge and expertise. While 

the current board membership includes two self-employed business people and a private 

sector executive, several interviewees (including one of the self-employed business people) 

noted that no one has any specific financial/accounting expertise or a professional 

designation in finance. This was further suggested as a body of expertise that would be of 

benefit to the Board. 

While Board membership includes representation from indigenous and ethnic/religious 

communities, there is currently no francophone representation on the Board. 
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A ‘board expertise’ document is currently in use (updated in 2018-19), and captures skills as 

well as ‘representation’ (sector, cultural diversity, etc.) information for current board 

members. Business, corporate and finance expertise are collapsed into one category. 

The results of the Board’s Good Governance exercises completed in 2016 and 2017 

reflected achieving a skills-based composition as an area of improvement for the Board (25 

and 28 percent of board members respectively, rated this as an issue during the two 

reporting periods) 

The Board’s current recruitment and selection process is not clearly guided by key 

governance policies such as a Recruitment and Selection Policy and/or Board Qualifications 

Policy seen in other organizations. 

The Finance and Governance Committee (F&G) is responsible for reviewing the Board’s 

needs to inform recruitment goals when vacancies occur. Minutes confirm discussions about 

targeted requirements, potential candidates, recruitment practices. 

The Board uses an ‘expertise matrix’ which captures skills/knowledge and representative 

factors. There is limited evidence regarding the extent its use informs the selection of 

candidates. That noted, a review of select meeting minutes documents discussions related 

to recruitment which have emphasized a focus on candidates with particular skill sets as 

well as possessing a level of influence in the community to support activities such as 

fundraising and raising awareness that would bring a higher level of attention to the society.  

Current membership reflects a range of governance experience (31% less than one year 

governance experience, 31% 1-3 years, 38% over 3 years), permitting mentorship 

opportunities for less experienced members. 

While the results of the Board’s OACAS governance self-evaluation note that Board 

members feel their recruitment process is transparent, several interviewees confirm the 

recruitment practice currently in place is not typically open to the general public; rather, it is 

focused on targeted recruitment efforts (based on personal contact by current board 

members and/or staff). 

While there is currently no requirement outlining the maximum tenure for Board members in 

By-laws and policies and procedures, the Board’s 2017 evaluation results noted 50% of 

Directors believed there was, and another 25% were uncertain. In 2016, during governance 

discussions, the Board looked specifically at tenure and made the decision to maintain the 

status quo at the time. Subsequent discussions, specifically those captured in the minutes of 

the F&G committee (2017-03-28), noted Directors had discussion on the benefits of 

implementing finite terms as they were considered to be good governance practice and 

usually a condition of incorporation. It was further noted that most societies already had 

these provisions embedded in their By-laws. A decision to implement  maximum tenure was, 

however, postponed due to more pressing Board priorities; it has been noted that the 

Board’s intention is to eventually discuss this matter with all Directors, issue a decision, and 

reflect any required changes in the organization’s bylaws. 
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Minutes of a governance workshop in 2016 note that Board succession planning was a 

priority as there is no succession plan currently in place. The Board has noted that this is on 

hold due to more pressing priorities. 

Recommendations: 

50. The Board should consider developing policies and procedures pertaining to 

maximum tenures given that a number of Board members recognize the value 

of finite terms to the Board’s overall health. 

51. The Board should consider prioritizing the development and implementation 

of a succession plan for Board members.  

52. The Board should consider focusing its recruitment efforts to a greater extent 

on achieving a balance between representation-based and a 

skills/competency-based approach to support the Board in its governance 

functions in targeted areas (e.g. finance, risk management, outcome 

measurement). 

Board Orientation 

By-laws indicate the F&G committee is responsible for the provision of an orientation and 

training program, however no specific requirements are outlined. 

Orientation practices have evolved over the years at Brant FACS, and now typically involve 

a multi-step process to permit members to integrate required information over time. Not all 

Board members interviewed have, however, had access to the same process/opportunities 

in recent years as enhancements were integrated into the orientation process as each new 

Director joined the Board. 

Information which supports the Board’s work is accessible through the society website’s 

secure Board portal, however not all Board members have access due to personal 

technology limitations. Information continues to be distributed through other means until 

access to the portal can be available to all members. 

The current governance orientation material shared with the review team appears to have 

limited information on legislative requirements, accountability to the Ministry as the funder 

and in its oversight role over societies, and governance roles and responsibility (other than 

what has been provided through the generic governance material noted in documentation 

review). 

Society staff support the Board’s orientation process through meetings with the Executive 

Director and Directors of Service, as well as the provision of site tours and some policy- and 

program-related guided learning opportunities. Governance-related information produced by 

OACAS is also provided to the Board through the Executive Director.  

Several Board members noted much of their knowledge acquisition is self-directed, 

however, and they sought out informal mentoring opportunities as this is not a formalized 

component of the orientation process.  
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Practices that have been noted as beneficial by current board members include guided 

orientations and reviews of policies and procedures, program orientations, site visits and 

mentorship opportunities. 

Interviewees did not mention any opportunities to build general governance knowledge/skills 

during the initial orientation process, despite the availability of the OACAS governance 

modules (noted in Board minutes) and the availability of additional governance-related 

material on the agency’s Global network. Directors’ comments focused primarily on society-

specific material prepared by society staff or the society’s Board. 

Recommendations: 

53. The Board should consider enhancing its orientation material through the 

addition of information on legislative requirements, accountability to the 

Ministry as the funder and in its oversight role over societies, and targeted 

information on governance roles and responsibilities.  

54. The Board should consider developing processes to ensure all new board 

members have the same fulsome orientation process at their disposal, which 

could include: 

- A guided orientation to the sector, the society and its programs 

- A guided overview of policies and procedures 

- A guided overview of information/reports available to the Board to support 

their functions 

- A formalized mentorship opportunity with an experienced Board member 

Ongoing Board Training 

Ongoing training for Board members does not seem to occur in a planned and meaningful 

way; rather, learning opportunities in areas that may of interest to Directors appear to be 

communicated to them if/when they become available.  The Board has not formalized an 

ongoing development strategy for its members which could include a process to evaluate 

their needs on a regular basis, as well as the implementation of strategies to address areas 

of expertise that would support the Directors’ execution of their responsibilities.  

Some governance-specific training was provided through a Board Retreat in 2016, however 

no such ‘in-person’ opportunity was documented since then.  The Board is provided with 

information pertaining to the OACAS Good Governance training, but very limited 

participation by interviewees noted. 

Various updates and/or reports on a range of subject areas related to the society's programs 

and operations, environmental considerations (sector-wide) and community-wide updates 

(e.g.: Opioid situation) are provided by senior management at the Strategic Services 

Direction (SSD) committee or Board meetings and provide an opportunity for members to 

further augment their understanding of the organization's services and challenges. Board 

members identified that these presentations have proven to be helpful in supporting their 



FINAL REPORT: OPERATIONAL REVIEW OF BRANT FAMILY AND CHILDREN’S SERVICES 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 

August 2019                                                                                                     85 | P a g e                
 

role and better understanding the organization. The Board sends representatives to Grand 

River Zone meetings of Board Presidents and their Executive Directors in order to share 

common problems and to look at successful strategies that others may have found to 

resolve issues.  

Recommendations:  

55. The Board should consider formalizing regular opportunities to increase 

governance and subject-specific related knowledge for Board members.  

56. To the above end, the Board should consider seeking opportunities to partner 

with other Children’s Aid Societies across the zone which would permit the 

leveraging of their expertise and the resources dedicated to supporting Board 

orientation processes and ongoing training opportunities.  

B) Board Functionality 

Preface 

This area examines the extent to which Board By-laws, policies and practices are in place 

and reviewed; how the Board addresses conflict of interest; the structure of the governance 

model adopted including membership and members’ roles and responsibilities; and, an 

examination of the committee and sub-committee structure including roles, responsibilities 

and business processes.   The Board of Directors is collectively responsible for ensuring 

that its actions and decisions are within the parameters specified in the By-laws.   

Key Findings 

Board By-laws 

The society’s By-laws were last reviewed in 2016.  While a subsequent review was initiated 

in 2018, it was placed on hold due to the organization’s current financial situation.  The F&G 

committee confirmed a full in-depth review is due to be completed in 2019. 

The Governance policies and procedures were last reviewed in 2018 although individual 

policies’ most recent review date does not reflect 2018. All policies have a section in which 

the most recent review and effective dates are noted.  

The By-laws note the Executive and F&G as the organization’s only standing committees, 

however the organization’s policies and procedures identify the Strategic Services Direction 

(SSD) as also having achieved the status of standing committee. The organization has 

subsequently confirmed that the SSD is a long time standing committee that operates under 

By-law 10.01, which states that the Board may from time to time constitute such committees 

as it deems necessary to assist the directors in carrying on the affairs of the Agency and 

shall prescribe the duties of any such committee. 

The Youth Advisory Committee (YAC), which was also constituted under By-Law 10.01, is 

noted in the policies and procedures, but its status (standing or adhoc) is not confirmed 

through these documents. Evidence collected confirmed that the creation of the YAC has 

supported the Board’s goal of ensuring youth had a voice at the governance level of the 
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organization. As the YAC is still in its infancy, the organization notes that more time is 

required to establish ways to recruit new / additional members, increase trust between the 

Board and Youth, increase experience and knowledge among the youth, and define how the 

YAC ‘fits’ into governance. There was an agreement that the YAC would continue to advise 

the Board in some capacity, so the ‘pilot’ was removed from the name. However, it has yet 

to be determined how the communication and reporting process will work best.  

The organization’s By-laws state the F&G committee must have six Directors or more, and 

six Board members were named to the Finance Governance Committee at the onset of the 

2018-2019 term.  However, this was followed by a Board member resignation, and the 2018-

19 committee Terms of Reference reflect composition of only five Directors.  

The society has a conflict of interest (CoI) bylaw, and minutes of meetings confirm there is a 

practice in place to declare conflicts of interest and recuse members from discussions. 

Recommendations: 

57. The Board should ensure compliance of the Finance and Governance 

membership with the By-laws.  

58. The Board should confirm the status of the SSD and Youth Advisory 

committees, and ensure their status is accurately reflected in the By-laws and 

policies and procedures.  

Roles and Responsibilities 

The Board has not specified its governance model in any documentation. Two Directors 

reported the Board is based on the Carver model (policy governance), although minutes 

often reflect discussions of a highly operational nature. The organization notes that given the 

agency’s financial challenges over the previous years, it has been a necessity for the Board 

to become more informed at an operational level in order to make appropriate decisions.  

Lines of authority for committees and the Board as a whole are clearly outlined in By-laws, 

and were clearly understood and articulated by interviewees 

Current By-laws and governance policies and procedures have limited information on 

governance roles and responsibilities including stewardship and fiduciary, however 

information regarding indemnity and protection of Directors is included. Some requirements 

are embedded in specific areas (e.g. policy and procedure Section 11 – risk management, 

Board roles, etc.) 

Members demonstrate an understanding that their responsibility as a Director is to provide 

individual perspectives but ultimately functioning as a whole Board when decisions are 

made is essential, regardless of any differences of opinion raised through the course of 

debate leading to decisions. Several Directors’ noted conversations outside of Board 

meetings, supporting a collaborative approach during meetings. 

It is the practice of the Board to rely primarily on senior management to confirm if the 

organization is in compliance with legislative requirements (e.g. confirmation of compliance 
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with legislative and contractual obligations, compliance to service standards, alignment with 

provincial priorities, etc.). 

While a policy and procedure exists to establish executive limitations (within a risk 

management context), reviewers were unable to determine if/how/when the Director of 

Administration reported on the status of such limitations to the Board, as per the 

requirements outlined in the agency’s policies and procedures.  

SSD Terms of Reference capture limited information on the committee’s responsibilities. 

They focus primarily on how the committee should work, rather than on what it should do. 

As such, some interviewees noted discussions at these meetings can range from high-level 

reviews of QIP results to discussions regarding individual solutions for specific children and 

youth in service. 

Recommendations: 

59. The Board should consider clearly articulating its governance model within 

Governance policies and procedures and provide training to Directors to 

support implementation of the model. 

60. The Board should consider enhancing the responsibility section of SSD 

Terms of Reference to better define expectations. 

Committees and Subcommittees 

The Board currently has 4 committees (Finance/Governance, Strategic Services Direction, 

Executive and Youth Advisory Committees) which were established to  support its decision-

making.  

• While the Executive Committee is identified as a standing committee of the Board, it 

will only meet / make decisions in cases of utmost urgency. It is the Board’s 

preference to have decisions made by the full Board whenever possible.. 

• Long-standing Board members noted that finance and governance functions were 

combined to facilitate members’ participation in committees while being mindful of the 

time commitment required to serve on the Board. 

• All interviewees confirmed committees do not have decision-making authority; rather, 

they provide recommendations to the Board for its consideration; this was also borne 

out in a review of minutes; 

• All committees produce minutes and submit reports per requirements in By-laws. 

Minutes are not recorded consistently across committees/Board; as such they can be 

of limited assistance to Directors who were not present at meetings (as noted by one 

interviewee). 

• YAC is currently on hiatus as there are an insufficient number of members 

The Board, SSD and F&G committees have (with a few exceptions) met requirements for 

frequency of meetings and quorum. As noted earlier, the F&G committee’s membership is 
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not currently compliant with By-laws. The F&G committee regularly monitors Director 

attendance to ensure compliance to By-laws and P&P. 

• The frequency of meetings for the Executive committee are not noted in the By-laws 

however, meets as necessary between board meetings to exercise the authority of 

Board if required.  

• Attendance at meetings, however, has varied over the course of the last 3 years, and 

was as low 50% in 2016-17, but showed steady improvement into 2018-19 following 

implementation of specific actions identified by the Board.  

• 2017-18 Balanced Scorecard indicates the average attendance rate at Board 

meetings is 63%. 

By-laws and P&P are in place to outline committee requirements.  

Terms of Reference exist for committees and are reviewed annually. A review of Board 

minutes noted approvals within the 2018-19 fiscal year, however, the Terms of Reference 

for the SSD committee received by the review team do not reflect the approval. Committees 

do not appear to have workplans. 

Board members confirm committee membership is established primarily based on interest 

rather than on the skills or expertise which could be contributed.   

Board members reported that they are required to work on one of the committees. 

Documentation could not be located to verify this requirement.  

The type of information that is captured in meeting minutes varies significantly between the 

Board/committees, and some appears to be of limited value to support the governance roles 

of the Directors. As an example, between October 2016 and April 2019, the only 

recommendations noted in SSD minutes were recommendations that the Board 

receive/approve reports or receive/approve Terms of Reference and policies. No service-

related recommendations were noted for the Board’s consideration, despite the committee’s 

responsibilities for strategic service planning. 

C) Strategic Planning and Decision-making 

Preface 

This area of focus examines the Board approved strategic priorities as embodied in its 

strategic plan from the perspective of its development and existence; Board decision-making 

from the perspective of how information is integrated into the process; the Board’s role in the 

budget approval process; the approach associated with succession planning at an executive 

level; and, risk management.  

Key Findings 

Strategic Priorities 
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The society’s strategic plan (“Brant Family and Children’s Services 2015-20 Strategic 

Priorities Service Plan”)was due to be revisited in 2017-18, however due to multiple 

competing priorities, the society endorsed an extension of the due date of the plan to 2020. 

Adjustments were made to the strategic plan to capture some progress and re-prioritization 

of key objectives. 

The strategic plan includes strategic priorities, strategic objectives, operational processes, 

best practice principles, a section entitled’ ‘service plan response to strategic plan priorities’ 

and a logic model which includes timeframes (in months/years), but no specific dates 

against which monitoring by the Board could take place easily in terms of achievement of 

expectations.  

Board members confirm there is no formalized oversight or monitoring of progress against 

the plan. 

Recommendations: 

61. The Board may wish to consider reframing the elements of their strategic 

plan (and related service plans) to include greater specificity on 

initiatives/activities, measurable outcomes, resources required and 

anticipated timelines (including end dates) during the next planning exercise 

scheduled to be initiated in 2020. 

62. Further, the Board should consider that a standardized reporting process be 

implemented to ensure that the Board’s oversight responsibilities for 

monitoring achievement of strategic goals and objectives are effectively 

carried out.  

Risk Management 

The organization does not have a comprehensive, up to date, risk management (RM) 

model/framework currently in place.  RM-related information is included in the governance 

policies and procedures, which outline types of risks, responsibilities for RM (at Board and 

staff levels), strategies and the requirements for a risk management plan and reporting, and 

note that the Executive Director will ensure the existence of a RM plan, to be reviewed on a 

yearly basis.  

 However, the only formalized reporting process on risks involved the MCCSS-driven 

Transfer Payment Risk Assessment (TPRA), which is submitted to the Board for approval 

on an annual basis per Ministry requirements. Several interviewees were not familiar with 

this tool or process however this may relate to the fact that they joined the Board in between 

annual reporting periods. Board minutes do not reflect any discussion on the TPRA when it 

is presented for Board approval, however. 

The society’s current RM practices are based on the premise that operational risks (day to 

day issues) are to be dealt with at a staff level whereas organizational risk is discussed and 

managed at the Board level. One Board member noted that the Executive Director is 
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ultimately responsible for managing risks to the achievement of strategic objectives. Board 

and committee minutes reflect this approach, as the main focus of RM discussions at the 

governance level over the last few years have focused on the viability of the society and the 

devolution of service to Six Nations.  On this point, for example, through the interview 

process the review team was apprised that the Board had directed staff to develop multiple 

options in response to various funding scenarios going forward. In each of the scenarios 

both the financial and service delivery risks were assessed. The review team was not privy 

to the options developed. 

Board members also refer to the various reports filed through the SSD committee (QIP, 

Ministry-lead reviews, etc.) as the mechanisms used to monitor whether there are any risks 

to the organization in meeting its mandate. 

Recommendations:  

63. The Board should examine the adequacy of its current RM framework and 

consider developing and implementing a more comprehensive and 

streamlined risk management framework and reporting structure to support 

the Board in the execution of its responsibilities. 

Board Decision-making 

Staff (Executive Director, Directors of Service, managers as required, occasionally front-line 

staff) attend Board and committee meetings to educate committee members on programs 

as well as present reports and findings, allowing Board members an opportunity to interact 

directly with them and ask detailed questions. Union representatives are also invited to 

attend Board meetings in the spirit of collaboration and transparency. 

The structure of Board meetings is defined and standardized (agenda, meeting procedures, 

minutes, agenda preparation, filing of reports and motions).  Directors receive Board 

packages (including draft meeting minutes) one week prior to the scheduled meetings, and 

additional materials are sent (up to the meeting date) as they become available. While all 

committees produce agendas and minutes routinely, information captured within them (both 

type and format) varies amongst committees. As such, there is limited evidence of how 

committees and the Board use the information provided by staff and information contained 

in the reports they receive to assist in service-related decisions. Board and committee 

minutes often simply capture ‘report received or approved’, without including any resulting 

rationales, directions or decisions. One Board member noted committees were not regularly 

reporting their deliberations clearly and comprehensively regarding committee discussions, 

recommendations and decisions, and that it was difficult for anyone who had missed a 

meeting to glean key information that was discussed. 

While the Board and its various committees receive a significant amount of information 

through various reports, many Board members were unable to identify any reports or data, 

other than financial and the QIP, that were particularly useful to support decision-making. 

They did however refer to the various reports filed through the SSD committee as the 
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mechanism used to monitor activities, performance and risks to the organization in meeting 

its mandate. That noted, such information is not well documented in SSD minutes. Rather, 

minutes reflect committees receiving information, variable discussion, and recommendations 

to accept reports as opposed to noting any specific recommendations noted in the reports 

for the Board’s consideration. 

Board members confirm there is no formalized oversight or monitoring of progress against 

the strategic plan or objectives.  

Overall, finance-related data, direction and decisions are captured in greater detail and with 

greater regularity in minutes as compared to service-related data, direction and decisions. 

There was limited evidence regarding the use of OACAS comparative data that might inform 

the decisions required of the Board. While meeting minutes reflect when staff identified 

societies that were experiencing challenges similar to those faced by Brant FACS (e.g. 

managing operating deficits), there was no mention of societies that were able to overcome 

these challenges, nor was there any mention of approaches adopted within the sector to 

achieve desired outcomes. Several Board members who were interviewed confirmed they 

were not routinely provided with comprehensive comparator data from the sector, nor were 

opportunities to consult with sector partners facing similar challenges identified to the 

Directors despite those currently faced by Brant FACS. Staff had indicated that the Board 

had previously initiated requests for senior staff to contact other societies in regard to similar 

organizational challenges in the last several years, and this information has then been 

passed along to the Board. However, during interviews with Board members, this was not 

confirmed.  

Some information related to decisions may be discussed in camera, but the review team 

had limited access to this information. Board minutes simply note the subjects discussed in 

camera, and ‘all decisions made in camera ratified’. 

Recommendations:  

64. The Board should consider standardization of reporting formats to include 

key elements such as current year data, multiyear trend analysis, clearly 

articulated objectives, timelines, workplan status, etc. in order to facilitate 

both ease of use by committee members and preparation by staff  

65. The Board should consider modifying the structure and content of minutes to 

capture key information related to the committee(s) exercising their functions 

as outlined in respective Terms of Reference.  

Financial Stewardship 

While the budgeting process is not specifically outlined in governance policies and 

procedures, Directors appear to have a clear understanding of the process, as well as the 

roles and responsibilities of staff, the F&G committee, and the Board. 
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Board and committee minutes confirm regular review and approval of financial information 

and reports. F&G and Board minutes capture key information such as year-to-date and 

year-end projections, cost drivers, trends, cash flow implications and potential risks, as well 

as the Board’s directions and decisions. 

There was limited information in the F&G and Board minutes regarding the Board’s recent 

direction to staff (the direction to staff was confirmed by the chair of F&G) to develop 

budgets/options for cost containment based on various financial scenarios (such as 

maintenance on transitional funding model, anticipated sector-wide funding reductions, etc.). 

These discussions and directions may, however, have been captured through the in-camera 

process. The reviewers were unable to validate this based on the documentation provided. 

Evidence collected through the documentary review and the interview processes confirm all 

Directors are keenly aware of the current financial challenges faced by the organization, and 

that some other societies are facing financial challenges as well. The Board appears to have 

taken the position that the Ministry, not the society, is responsible for assuming the costs 

associated with CPIN implementation, the devolution of service to Six Nations, and the 

services the society is currently offering to the communities it serves. 

D) Accountability 

Preface 

This area of focus examines the performance management process associated with the 

Executive Director; the Board’s approach to ensuring that internal control mechanisms and 

processes are both established and implemented to meet its performance obligations; the 

extent to which Board members connect with the community and integrate information to 

support its work; and, the Board’s overall approach to oversight of expenditures.  

Key Findings 

Accountability: Internal 

Governance policies and procedures specify that the F&G committee is responsible for 

evaluating the Executive Director’s performance on an annual basis. The approved process 

itself is not a component of the policy directly rather, a separate, stand-alone document 

captures the evaluation process, and was revised in January 2019. The evaluation process 

includes the collection of direct feedback from Board members and senior staff; it also 

requires Board members to evaluate whether the Executive Director represents the 

organization in a positive and professional manner and actively promotes the organization to 

the public. To this end, the Board chair obtains feedback from MCCSS as well as Six 

Nations and New Credit, but no other external community partners appear to be consulted 

during the evaluation process.  

Goals for the Executive Director are set and reviewed (in consultation with the executive 

director) by the Board on an annual basis. The Board’s oversight of progress towards 

achieving approved goals, however, is not well documented. Recent (2013-2018) Executive 

Director reports to the Board were provided to the review team. Neither the goals nor the 
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report back outline specific activities be undertaken, measurable outcomes or specific 

timelines. The report-back process is primarily verbal during meetings and includes very 

brief status updates in the written report. Of note is that the goals outlined for both 2017-18 

and 2018-19 continue to be documented in the report simply as ‘ongoing’. Further notation 

of achievements are limited.  

Recommendations:  

66. The Board may wish to consider updating the evaluation process for its 

Executive Director. This could include, among other options, fully 

implementing a 360 evaluation (including external stakeholders), based on 

competencies as well as achievement of strategic and operational priorities, 

with measurable outcomes and formalized reports submitted to the Board to 

facilitate the execution of their oversight responsibilities 

Accountability: Funder  

While few Board members referred directly to the requirements outlined in the Accountability 

Agreement (AA) the society has with MCCSS, many referred to the various reports listed in 

the documentary evidence (financial reports, QIP, annual complaints, attestations, etc.) as a 

demonstration of the Board fulfilling its obligations under the AA. 

While achieving a balanced budget is one of the requirements outlined in the AA (even 

Board members not familiar with the AA were aware this was a requirement), Board 

members indicated, as noted earlier in this report, the prevailing view that the society’s 

current financial situation was not caused by society actions (or inactions), and therefore is 

the Ministry’s responsibility to offset associated costs. 

Accountability: Community 

There are examples of the organization extending outward to gather information on 

community interests and issues and contribute to meeting identified needs. There are 

protocols in place with several service sectors across the community. While these protocols 

establish operational parameters for working together, they also indirectly provide 

information about the community's services and needs.  Information gathering through these 

partnerships is carried out by the society’s staff. 

Board members are also actively involved in their respective communities leading to an 

awareness of the broader environment. Each member, in their own domain, is connected to 

various aspects and sectors (e.g. policing, education, health, etc.). These connections 

provide for a good understanding of community issues, needs and trends.  

Despite sector representation on the Board, several Directors noted the Board was 

dependent primarily on the Executive Director and staff to report on the needs of the 

community which they collect through their day-to-day operational activities. 

The agency has confirmed that consultation with community partners has occured during 

previous strategic planning exercises. While the Board has postponed the development of 
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its next strategic plan until 2020; this upcoming planning process could also permit the 

Board to engage directly with community members. 

Recommendations:  

67. The Board may wish to consider augmenting consultation with community 

stakeholders (e.g. through the next strategic planning process, or through 

invitations to partners to present at Board meetings) to include face to face 

sessions as a means to further garner information to support the organization 

and inform the Board’s decision-making. This approach is oftentimes 

valuable in obtaining perspectives and further cements this organization's 

approach of authentic engagement.    

 

E) Continuous Improvement  

Preface 

This section addresses the Board’s commitment to its own continuous improvement by 

regularly self-assessing its performance. 

Key Findings 

The organization’s policies and procedures confirm a Board evaluation process is to be 

completed on an annual basis. The Board participated in OACAS self-assessments in 2016 

and 2017 but chose not to participate in 2018. The majority of the Interviewees were either 

unfamiliar with the results of the evaluations or could not recall them. There were a number 

of indicators for which many Directors rated the Board as compliant (such as the existence 

of finite terms for Directors, regular individual director evaluations, having a board workplan), 

however through interviews and documentary evidence this was not entirely demonstrated.  

Neither the Board, nor its committees, establish annual performance goals for themselves. 

No workplans were ever established to address areas noted as requiring improvement in the 

Board’s 2016 and 2017 self-assessments.  

Directors do not engage in individual self-assessments. In 2017, the Board considered 

implementing a formal ‘self’ or ‘individual’ Board member evaluation process in order to 

support self-improvements and growth – per good governance practices. This was not 

pursued at that time due to other priorities. Exit interviews are not conducted as a regular 

practice. Only Board members who leave prior to the end of their assigned term are 

interviewed. 

Board members, through a recent TPRA report-back, noted that the organization has been 

CCA accredited since 2012, and that Board governance was 100% compliant during the last 

audit in 2016. The Board also noted it is fully aware of its governance responsibilities, 

accountability and roles. 

Recommendations:  
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68. The Board should consider re-engaging in self-evaluation exercises as a 

means to monitor and improve performance at a whole-Board and an 

individual Director level. 

69. The Board should consider developing annual workplans at both a Board and 

committee level setting out required goals and objectives in an effort to 

support its monitoring activities.   


