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1.0 Background

1.1 Overview

Child protection services are intended to help
children and youth who have been, or are at risk of
being, abused or neglected grow up in safer, more
stable, caring environments. In Ontario, child pro-
tection services are governed by the Child and Family
Services Act (Act), with the purpose to promote the
best interests, protection and well-being of chil-
dren. The Ministry of Children and Youth Services
(Ministry) administers the Child Protection Services
Program (Program) through which child protection
services are provided, and the Minister has desig-
nated 47 local not-for-profit Children’s Aid Societies
(Societies) located throughout Ontario to directly
deliver child protection services. These Societies are
mandated to perform the following functions:

e investigate allegations and/or evidence that
children under the age of 16 or in the Society’s
care or under its supervision may be in need
of protection;

e protect, where necessary, children who are
under the age of 16 or are in the Society’s care or
under its supervision, by providing the required
assistance, care and supervision in either resi-
dential (e.g., foster home or group home) or
non-residential (family home) settings;
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o work with families to provide guidance,
counselling and other services where children
have suffered from abuse or neglect, or are
otherwise at risk; and

o facilitate adoptions for Crown wards or chil-
dren relinquished to Societies for adoption on
consent by parents.

Unlike most other ministry programs, where

the provision of services is subject to availability of
funding, each Society is required by law to provide
all the mandatory services to all identified eligible
children. In other words, waiting lists are not an
option for child protection services. In the 2014/15
fiscal year, ministry transfer payments to fund Soci-
ety expenditures were $1.47 billion. Figure 1 illus-
trates the breakdown of Society expenditures by
category for the 2014/15 fiscal year, about 43% of
which were spent on services for children who have
been removed from their home and placed in the
care of Societies such as in foster, group or relatives’
homes. Figure 2 identifies the funding provided to
Societies and key service volumes for the last five
fiscal years, illustrating that the number of children
in the care of Societies has declined by more than
10% over this period. Appendix 1 contains a listing
of each Society’s funding allocation and key service
volumes for the 2014/15 fiscal year, and illustrates
the differences in the funding and service volumes
of each Society.



Figure 1: Children’s Aid Society Expenditures by
Category, 2014/15

Source of data: Ministry of Children and Youth Services

Children in care of Societies
(43%), $624.4 million

Other (including legal services, —
travel and technology)
(9%), $125.4 million

Infrastructure and
administration (13%),
$191.6 million

Adoption and legal —
custody (3%),
$46.2 million

Protection Services ——
for Families (32%),
$467.9 million

Note: Total expenditures reported by Children’s Aid Societies were less
than total transfer payments to Societies identified in Figure 2 by about
$14.5 million. This is primarily because Ontario’s Societies collectively
reported a surplus in 2014/ 15 that will be contributed to their balanced
budget fund for future expenses.

All but three of the 47 Societies belong to and
are represented by the Ontario Association of
Children’s Aid Societies (OACAS). OACAS supports
its member Societies by providing services in areas
such as government relations, advocacy, informa-
tion management, and education and training.

In addition, the Provincial Advocate for Chil-
dren and Youth acts as an independent voice for
children and youth who are seeking or receiving
services under the Act. In response to a request or
a complaint, or on its own initiative, the Provincial
Advocate can undertake reviews, make recom-
mendations and provide advice to the government,
the Societies and other service providers such as
operators of homes where Societies place children.

Societies are not-for-profit independent legal enti-
ties, each governed by an independent volunteer
board of directors. Accountability agreements

between Societies and the Ministry require that
each Society maintain appropriate policies and
procedures for, among other things:
the ongoing efficient functioning of the
Society;
effective and appropriate decision-making by
the Society;
prudent and effective management of the
approved ministry budget allocation;
accurate and timely fulfillment of the Society’s
obligations under the Act and agreement with
the Ministry; and
the preparation, approval and delivery of all
reports required under the Act, related regula-
tions, and the agreement.

Each Society’s board of directors must receive
regular reporting from their management with
respect to the monitoring and evaluation of the
Society’s progress toward meeting the requirements
of the accountability agreement that the above poli-
cies and procedures are intended to address.

While front-line child protection services are pro-
vided by Societies, the Ministry is responsible under
the Act for establishing minimum standards for the
delivery of child protection services (protection
standards). Such protection standards—intended
to promote timely, consistent and high-quality
services to children and their families across the
province—are either legislated or prescribed in

the Ministry’s 2007 Child Protection Standards

and other ministry policies. Appendix 2 illustrates
the general pathway through the child protection
system, and Appendix 3 outlines the key protection
standards that Societies must follow in their deliv-
ery of child protection services and supports.

The Act requires anyone, including profession-
als who work with children, who has reasonable



Figure 2: Ministry Funding Provided to Societies and the Protection Services They Provided, 2010/11-2014/15

Source of data: Ministry of Children and Youth Services

Transfer Payments

Amounts paid to Societies ($ million)* 1,451 1,492 1,501 1,512 1,470
Key Service Volumes

Total number of inquiries and reports 168,833 170,308 166,137 158,882 162,600
Total number of investigations completed 84,548 85,526 84,540 81,393 81,771
Average number of family protection cases 26,682 27,386 28,236 27,829 26,932
Average number of children in care 17,868 17,697 17,273 16,434 15,625
Total number of adoptions completed 979 838 837 974 862

* Amounts paid to Societies include funding for other ministry priorities, including one-time funding to Societies for their historical debts in 2010/11 and

2013/14, and one-time funding to support amalgamation in each year.

grounds to suspect that a child is or may be in need
of protection, to report their suspicion to a Society.
A report of a child protection concern serves as the
starting point of the Society’s involvement.

Within 24 hours of a Society receiving a report
of child protection concern, the Society must
conduct and document its initial assessment of the
situation. Based on its analysis of available informa-
tion, the Society must determine the most appro-
priate response to the reported concern, which
can include closing the case where the Society’s
initial assessment suggests that no intervention is
required or conducting an investigation where a
child may be in need of protection.

To help it assess the reported concern, the
Society must screen for the presence of domestic
violence and check its internal records and the
provincial database of all Societies’ records to iden-
tify any documentation of contact with the individ-
uals involved. As well, if allegations are made that
the child has suffered or may be suffering abuse,
the Society must also check the Ontario Child
Abuse Register for any previous history involving
the child, the family or the alleged abuser.

Societies initiate a child protection investigation
for any reported concern where there are reason-
able and probable grounds that a child may be in

need of protection due to abuse or maltreatment.
The investigation is to begin within 12 hours or
up to seven days from the receipt of the reported
concern, depending on the level of urgency or the
assessed level of threat to the child’s safety deter-
mined during the initial assessment.

The objectives of a child protection investigation
include assessing the immediate and long-term
risks to a child, verifying claims made relating
to the child’s need for protection, and ultimately
determining if a child needs protection services.
Prior to starting an investigation, the Society
worker must develop and document an Investiga-
tive Plan based on a review of all current and his-
torical information known about the child and the
family. Although other steps may be taken to suit
each individual situation, all child protection inves-
tigations require mandatory steps that include:

face-to-face contact and an interview with the
child alleged to be the victim;

direct observation of the child’s living
situation;

interviews or direct observations of other
children being cared for in the home;
interview of the alleged perpetrator of the
maltreatment; and

interview of the child’s non-abusing caregiver.

Societies are also required to conduct a Safety
Assessment as part of all investigations to iden-
tify if any immediate safety threats to the child



are present. A Safety Plan must be immediately
developed where imminent threats to the child’s
safety are identified, to put in place the necessary
interventions to secure the safety of the child and
any other children being cared for in the home.

Before they complete their investigations, Soci-
eties are to complete a Risk Assessment to assess
the future risk of maltreatment. Investigations are
to be completed within one month of the report,
but can be extended to a maximum of two months
from the date of the report with the approval of a
Society supervisor.

When a Society’s investigation has determined that
a child is in need of protection but does not need

to be removed from his or her home and taken into
the Society’s care, the child and family receive sup-
ports and services from the Society while the child

remains at home.

The protection standards require that within
one month of concluding the investigation a Society
completes an assessment of the child’s and family’s
strengths and needs and develops a Service Plan. At
a minimum, the Service Plan must include specific
goals, objectives and tasks, including persons
responsible and time frames for completion, as
well as the specific planned level of contact with
the child and family by the Society caseworker. The
Service Plan must be reviewed every six months
while the child and family are receiving services,
or when changes to family circumstances affect the
relevance of the plan. The purpose of the review is
to evaluate the family’s progress in achieving the
stated goals and objectives and to update the Ser-
vice Plan as needed.

At a minimum, the caseworker is to make direct
contact with families in their home once per month.
The child being protected is interviewed privately
either at home or in another setting. Children who

cannot communicate verbally are directly observed
in their own home environment, and particularly as
they interact with their parent/caregiver.

Also, ministry standards require the Society case-
worker’s supervisor to review every ongoing child
protection case with the caseworker at least once
every six weeks to monitor the quality of service and
compliance with relevant protection standards.

When a Society’s investigation has determined that
the child must be removed from his or her home and
taken into the Society’s care, the child may be placed
with relatives, in a foster home, or in a group home.

In these cases, the Society must prepare a Plan
of Care that is designed to meet the child’s individ-
ual needs within 30 days of a child being placed in a
foster or group home or a relative’s home. The Plan
of Care is to be reviewed and revised as needed
within three months of the placement, and again
six months after placement, and every six months
thereafter until the child is discharged from care
or turns 18. For children who have been in care for
12 consecutive months or longer, the Plan of Care
must address seven life dimensions: health, educa-
tion, identity, family and social relationships, social
presentation, emotional and behavioural develop-
ment, and self-care skills.

Protection standards outlined in the Act also
require that the Society conduct a private visit with
the child within seven days and 30 days of place-
ment, and every 90 days thereafter, to ensure that
the child is safe and receiving appropriate care.

A Society normally closes a child protection case
when protection concerns have been successfully
resolved and the child is no longer at risk. Before
the Society’s caseworker closes a case, the stan-
dards require that the caseworker review the case
with the family, appropriate service providers (such




as day care, schools and doctors), and a Society
supervisor. At a minimum, the following criteria
must be met to close the file:
there have been no recent occurrences of
abuse or maltreatment of the child;
there is no evidence of current or imminent
safety threats to the child; and
a recent Risk Assessment confirms that
risks identified in the past no longer exist or
have been sufficiently reduced that they no
longer pose concerns for the child’s safety or
well-being.

The Ministry introduced its Continued Care and
Support for Youth (CCSY) program in 2013 to
replace its Extended Care and Maintenance pro-
gram. Like its predecessor, the CCSY program pro-
vides financial and non-financial supports through
Societies to eligible youth aged 18 to 20. Eligible
youth include former Crown wards and youth
previously subject to a legal custody order (where
an individual has legal custody of a child but has
not adopted the child). The CCSY program aims to
help youth transition smoothly to adulthood and
independent living.

Societies must enter into a CCSY agreement
with each eligible youth for whom they intend to
provide CCSY supports. A Youth Plan must also
be developed jointly by a Society worker and the
youth based on the youth’s individual strengths,
needs and goals. The plan must include the sup-
ports (including financial supports) that the Society
will provide. The Society worker and the youth
are to review the Youth Plan together at least once
every three months to discuss the youth’s progress
toward meeting the stated goals. Financial and non-
financial supports are not contingent on the youth
making any progress toward these goals.

The objective of our audit of Ontario’s Children’s
Aid Societies (Societies) was to assess whether the
Societies have effective policies and procedures
for ensuring that children in need of protection
receive the appropriate service in accordance with
legislation, policy and program requirements; and
whether funding provided to Societies is commen-
surate with the value of the services provided.

Prior to commencing our work, we identified
the audit criteria we would use to address our audit
objectives. These were reviewed and agreed to by
senior management at the Ministry and the Soci-
eties we visited. Our audit work was predominantly
conducted between November 2014 and June 2015.

This report deals only with the Societies’ role in
child protection services in the province. Our report
on the Ministry’s role is found in Section 3.03 of
this Annual Report.

The scope of our audit of Societies included a
review and analysis of relevant files, including child
protection files, to assess compliance with legislated
and ministry protection standards, as well as inter-
views with appropriate staff at the Ministry’s head
office and at seven Societies (Toronto, Durham,
Kingston, Sudbury, Muskoka, Hamilton and Wat-
erloo). We also surveyed all Societies in Ontario,
and received responses from most of them, on the
new funding model and their caseload benchmarks.
As well, we surveyed the 14 Societies that were
expected to be early adopters in relation to the
Child Protection Information Network.

In addition, we met with senior staff at the
Ontario Association of Children’s Aid Societies,
which represents 44 of the 47 Societies in Ontario,
to gain a better understanding of their role and the
issues in the child protection services sector. We
also met with the Provincial Advocate for Children
and Youth and the Chief Coroner of Ontario to
obtain their perspective on child protection services
and related challenges in Ontario.



We also reviewed reports prepared by the
former Commission to Promote Sustainable Child
Welfare, established by the Ministry in 2009 to
examine and recommend changes to the child pro-
tection sector. We additionally contacted the offices
of the Provincial Auditor of Saskatchewan and the
Auditor General of Alberta to discuss information
systems used in the delivery of social services in
their provinces.

The role of Societies in child protection services

is important but also difficult. Their interventions
are not always welcome, and both their action

and inaction can have a significant impact on the
safety and well-being of children in need of their
services. In this regard, we note that Societies need
to improve their adherence to protection standards
to ensure that children receive appropriate care and
protection.

With 47 Societies operating independently across
the province, we also noted differences in services
and supports that are provided by Societies, along
with variances in Society worker caseloads, which
may have an impact on the consistency of care and
supports received by children and families across
the province. We noted that the average number of
family protection cases per worker ranged from a
low of eight to a high of 32 per month.

The following are some of our key concerns
regarding Societies’ delivery of child protection
services:

Societies may be closing child protection
cases too soon. In more than half the files we
reviewed that subsequently were reopened,
the circumstances and risk factors that were
responsible for the subsequent reopening of
the case had been present when the case was
initially closed. On average, the subsequent
reopening of the case occurred within 68 days
of the initial case closure, including several

cases where child protection concerns were
reported to the Society within one week of the
prior case closure.

Societies did not complete child protection
investigations on a timely basis, and did
not always complete all required investiga-
tive steps. Such requirements are intended to
ensure that the investigation results in cred-
ible evidence and information being obtained,
and that the investigation is not more pro-
longed or intrusive than is necessary. In more
than one-third of investigations we reviewed,
Safety Assessments to identify immediate
safety threats to the child were either not
conducted or not conducted on time. Also,
none of the child protection investigations

we reviewed at the Societies we visited were
completed within the required 30 days of the
Society receiving the report of child protection
concerns. On average, the investigations were
completed more than seven months after the
Society’s receipt of the report.

Societies did not always conduct timely
home visits and service plan reviews in
cases involving children still in the care of
their family. In more than half the files we
reviewed, Society caseworkers were able to
visit the children and their families at home
only every three months, instead of once a
month as required by protection standards.

In addition, in more than half the cases we
reviewed, Service Plan reviews were not con-
ducted every six months as required. Service
Plan reviews include important steps such as
evaluating the family’s progress in achieving
the goals stated in the plan to ensure the
safety and well-being of the child, and making
adjustments to the plan where necessary.
Societies did not always complete and
review Plans of Care on a timely basis in
cases involving children in Societies’ care.
In about one-third of cases we reviewed,
plans designed to address, among other
things, a child’s health, education, emotional




and behavioural development, and self-care
skills were not completed or reviewed on a
timely basis.

Societies did not always conduct child
protection history checks on individuals
involved with the children. Failure to
conduct such crucial checks for the presence
of domestic violence or child abuse at the
time the child protection concern is reported
not only increases the risk that children are
left in the care of individuals with such his-
tory, but also impacts the Societies’ ability to
properly assess the risk to children. In some
of the cases we reviewed, Societies did not
check their own records and the province’s
database of all Societies’ records to identify
the prior history of the people involved with
the children. Also, in more than half of the
files we reviewed where allegations of abuse
were made, Societies did not check against
the Ontario Child Abuse Register to determine
whether there was a record of abuse relating
to the child, the family or the alleged abuser.
The Continued Care and Support for Youth
(CCSY) program is not fully achieving its
objective of preparing youth for transition
out of care. The effectiveness of this program,
which aims to help youth transition to adult-
hood and independent living, is impacted

by Societies’ non-compliance with ministry
policies and their limited ability to influence
youth to actively participate in transition
planning. For example, in almost half the files
we reviewed, there was no evidence that the
youth were actively involved in, and were
making reasonable efforts to prepare for,
transitioning to independent living and adult-
hood. In 2013, the Ministry eliminated the
requirement for youth to work toward achiev-
ing established goals in order to continue

to receive financial and non-financial CCSY
supports, limiting to an extent the ability of
Societies to influence youth to work toward
these goals.

Opportunities exist to ensure that funding
is better used to provide direct services to
children and their families. For example,
cost efficiencies could potentially be achieved
through amalgamations of neighbouring
Societies to realize economies of scale and
through centralizing some administrative
functions that are currently performed separ-
ately by Societies.
This report contains six recommendations,
consisting of eight actions, to address the findings
noted during this audit.

OVERALL RESPONSE FROM
CHILDREN’S AID SOCIETIES AND
THE ONTARIO ASSOCIATION OF
CHILDREN’S AID SOCIETIES

The audit examined practices at seven of
Ontario’s 47 Children’s Aid Societies (Societies).
This response consolidates their views and
those of the Ontario Association of Children’s
Aid Societies (OACAS). The OACAS and the
Societies welcome the Auditor General’s
recommendations.

The Children’s Aid Society sector is work-
ing in collaboration with the OACAS and have
a number of initiatives under way that will
respond to the findings in this report. In par-
ticular, significant time and resources have been
invested in defining, collecting and analyzing
data for a comprehensive set of Performance
Indicators. These will provide valuable infor-
mation about the impact of services delivered
to children and families, as well as about the
capacity and governance of Societies across
the province. Continued and strong financial
and leadership support from the Ministry of
Children and Youth Services is needed for this
work to realize its full potential. This, along
with other initiatives has served to strength an
already accountable sector.

This report highlights the challenging
funding environment for child protection and



Societies. The OACAS and its members are eager
to work with the government to improve the
funding issues and are committed to ensuring
that efficiencies are realized across the province.

4.0 Detailed Audit

Observations

4.1 Societies Need to Better
Adhere to Protection Standards
to Ensure Children Receive
Appropriate Care and Protection

The seven Societies we visited did not always comply
with legislative, regulatory and ministry policy
requirements intended to promote timely, consistent

and high-quality delivery of child protection services.

Both the Chief Coroner and the Provincial
Advocate recognize the difficult work of Children’s
Aid Societies in protecting children from harm.
However, they also acknowledge that the child pro-
tection system has gaps that need to be addressed in
order to ensure that society’s most vulnerable chil-
dren and youth receive appropriate care and experi-
ence better outcomes. Some of our observations
regarding protection services provided by Societies
are consistent with findings and recommendations
from the Chief Coroner’s review of child deaths
where Societies had involvement with the child.
Over the last five years, the Coroner has reviewed
over 200 cases of child deaths involving Societies.

Our concerns regarding the Societies’ delivery
of protection services are found in the following
sections.

4.1.1 Societies Did Not Always Conduct
Child Protection History Checks on
Individuals Involved with Children

In more than half the cases we reviewed where a
child had suffered abuse or was alleged to have
suffered abuse and an abuse history check against
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the Ontario Child Abuse Register was required, we
found that Societies did not conduct such checks to
determine whether there was a record of any previ-
ous history of abuse involving the child, the family
or the alleged abuser. We also noted that, in some
cases, Societies did not screen for the presence of
domestic violence in the child’s family, and/or check
their own records and the province’s database of
all Societies’ records to identify previous concerns
about the people involved. These checks are import-
ant because they help assess the level of threat to
the child’s safety when a case is initially reported.
The rationale for not conducting the required
checks was not documented in those cases.

Our concerns regarding these history checks
are consistent with the findings of Ontario’s Chief
Coroner, who has consistently noted over the last
five years that, based on his reviews of child deaths,
child protection history checks were not always
completed on everyone involved with the child.
The Chief Coroner has also noted the importance of
obtaining and incorporating previous child protec-
tion history to inform Societies’ assessment of pat-
terns of behaviour and risk to children.

Failure to conduct these crucial history checks
puts children in serious risk of being placed or left

Chapter 3 « VFM Section 3.02

in the care of individuals with a history of abus-
ing children. This risk was realized when Jeffrey
Baldwin died in 2002 after years of neglect and
mistreatment by his maternal grandparents, both
of whom had been previously convicted of child
abuse. The grandparents’ previous history was not
known to the Society because of its failure to check
its own internal records. Such gaps in conducting
child protection history checks may still exist 13
years after the death of Jeffrey Baldwin.

4.1.2 Societies Did Not Complete Child
Protection Investigations on a Timely Basis
and Did Not Always Complete All Required
Investigative Steps

The Societies we visited had not started about one-
quarter of the investigations we reviewed within



the required response time, which ranges from 12
hours to seven days based on the level of urgency or
the assessed level of threat to the child’s safety. On
average, these investigations began five days after
the required response time. In half these cases there
was no rationale documented for the departure
from the required response time and/or no docu-
mented approval by a Society supervisor for the
departure, as required.

In addition, we found that Societies had not
completed some key investigative steps, or had
not completed these steps on time. For example,
in almost half the investigations we reviewed, the
mandatory investigation plan that outlines the
investigative approach and steps to be taken was
either not completed or not completed before the
investigation began, as required. As well, we found
that in more than one-third of the investigations we
reviewed, the Societies either did not complete a
Safety Assessment (which should identify the pres-
ence of any immediate safety threats to the child),
or had not completed the Safety Assessment within
the required response time (12 hours to seven
days). In these cases, the Safety Assessment was
completed an average of almost 50 days from the
date of the referral.

The Societies we visited did not complete any
of the investigations we reviewed (to determine if
the child is in need of protection) within 30 days of
the case being brought to the Society’s attention,
as required. In one case, no investigation was ever
completed. While the length of an investigation
can be extended, with the approval of a supervisor,
to a maximum of two months from the date the
case was reported to the Society, in more than
half the cases we reviewed there was no evidence
of supervisor approval for an extension, or valid
justification for extending the length of the investi-
gation. Where investigations were extended and an
explanation was documented, we noted the most
common reason was that Societies were unable to
reach the families to complete a proper assessment
necessitating an extension to the investigation. On
average, the investigations we reviewed were com-

pleted more than seven months after the Society
received the report, and one took almost two years.
Delays in investigations put children at risk longer
than necessary, because services and supports to
ensure a child’s safety and well-being remain uncer-
tain while investigations are being conducted.

In almost two-thirds of the cases we reviewed
involving children needing protection while still
in the care of their family, the Societies had not
completed a Service Plan on time—within the first
month of service. A Service Plan outlines specific
goals and objectives for the protection and well-
being of the child and the time frames for meeting
them, as well as how often a caseworker will
contact the child and family. Also, at the Societies
we visited we found that in half of the cases we
reviewed they did not complete an assessment of
the family’s and child’s strengths and needs within
the first month of providing service as required.

We also found that in more than half the cases
we reviewed, caseworkers did not conduct Service
Plan reviews every six months as required, includ-
ing some instances where case reviews were not
completed at all. The purpose of reviewing the
Service Plan is to meet its key steps in ensuring the
child’s safety, such as evaluating progress in achiev-
ing goals and objectives, and making adjustments
to the Plan as needed for the same purpose. In
addition, we found that in more than half the cases
reviewed, the Service Plan that was currently in
place did not include details intended to ensure the
child’s safety, such as specific goals, objectives and
tasks, the persons responsible for tasks, time frames
for completion, or the planned level of Society con-
tact with the child and family.

While we noted that caseworkers made attempts
to make scheduled and unannounced visits to the
child and family, in more than half the cases we



reviewed home visits did not occur every month.
Instead, we found that home visits by casework-
ers with the children and their families occurred
on average every three months during the period
of our review. The timeliness of such visits is of
particular importance since they are to include an
interview with the child, or observation that the
child is safe and properly cared for. The Ontario
Chief Coroner’s previous reports stated that work-
ers should receive additional training and support
so that they are better equipped to encourage
caregivers who are reluctant to participate in child
protection services, citing that if repeated attempts
to meet with families are unsuccessful, a more
intrusive approach may be required to ensure the
safety of the child.

We also found Society supervision of casework-
ers responsible for cases involving children still in

the care of their family was not done on the required

schedule. Although all such cases are required to

be reviewed every six weeks in scheduled super-
vision sessions between a Society caseworker and
his or her supervisor, we noted that, on average,
documented supervision sessions occurred every 11

weeks, or almost double the minimum requirement.

We noted that, for almost one-third of cases of chil-
dren in Societies’ care we reviewed at the Societies
we visited, the Society’s reasons for placing a child
in a specific placement, such as a group home or
foster home, were not clearly documented or not
documented at all, to support that the placement
was the best option for the child.

We also noted that in about one-quarter of cases
we reviewed the Societies did not complete Plans
of Care within 30 days of a child’s placement in a
group home or foster home. In addition, in over
10% of the cases we reviewed Plans of Care were
not reviewed in the required time frames. These
plans are to be reviewed within three months of

placement, and then within six months of place-
ment and every six months thereafter. Plans of
Care are important, as they are designed to meet
each child’s particular needs and track the child’s
progress in seven key areas that include health,
education, and family and social relationships.
Consistent with our observations in Sec-
tion 4.1.3, we noted that caseworkers made
attempts to conduct private visits with children
during the period of our review. Although we noted
that private visits did occur, they did not occur
within the legislated time frames in about 10% of
the cases we reviewed, increasing the risk to these
children. Societies are required to conduct private
visits with children in their care within seven days
and 30 days of admission and placement, and every
90 days thereafter.

RECOMMENDATION 1

To ensure that children and youth who need
protection receive timely, consistent and
appropriate care and supports, Children’s Aid
Societies should ensure that they meet all legis-
lative, regulatory and program requirements in
the following areas:
conducting child protection history checks
on all individuals involved with the child
upon receipt of reports of child protection
concerns;
conducting child protection investigations
within the required response time;
conducting home visits and Service Plan
reviews in cases involving children still in
the care of their family within required time
frames; and
conducting Plan of Care reviews in cases
involving children in the care of Societies
within required time frames.

RESPONSE FROM CHILDREN’S AID
SOCIETIES AND THE OACAS

Children’s Aid Societies (Societies) and the
Ontario Association of Children’s Aid Societies




(OACAS) agree that children, youth and fam-
ilies in Ontario should receive timely, consistent
and appropriate care and supports.

We agree it is important that record checks
are completed where there are allegations of
suspected abuse or neglect of children, and
Societies will ensure that these checks are per-
formed on a consistent basis.

Societies and the OACAS are engaged in a
long-term process to ensure that the evaluation
of their work is focused on measuring the out-
comes for the children and families they serve.
Most important is the need to measure that
appropriate decisions are made in a timely way
to ensure the delivery of high quality of services,
rather than solely focusing on whether a deci-
sion was made.

The OACAS and Societies will work together
to develop methods to improve compliance with
all standards identified by the Auditor General,
including timely investigations, home visits, Ser-
vice Plan reviews, and Plan of Care reviews.

At the seven Societies we visited, we reviewed a
sample of child protection cases that had been
reopened after initially being closed, involving
children who remained with their family and
those who were admitted into the Society’s care.
We found that Societies may be closing cases
prematurely, risking the well-being of children.
Specifically, we found that:

In almost half the reopened cases we

reviewed, risk factors related to initial reports
of child protection concerns were still present

or not completely addressed at the time

the case was initially closed. We found, for
example, instances where a file had been
closed after only one telephone conversation
and without any contact with the child, and
where physical discipline and domestic vio-
lence were noted as typical occurrences.

In more than half the reopened cases we
reviewed, the circumstances and factors that
were responsible for a subsequent report

of a child protection concern to the Society
had been present when the case was initially
closed. On average, the subsequent report
occurred within 68 days of the previous case
closure, including several cases where the
Society had to intervene within one week. For
example, in one case, at the time of closure
the mother stated she was finding it difficult
to care for her children, but the case was still
closed. The file had to be reopened seven days
later after the family doctor reported that the
mother still needed Society services and had a
history of postpartum depression and anxiety,
and was on several prescribed medications.
In another case, a child’s school reported
concerns regarding the mother’s behaviour,
specifically surrounding her drug use. Previ-
ously, a case had been opened for this child
due to similar concerns about the mother, but
was closed because the investigation did not
verify the mother’s drug use. The lack of this
verification may have been reason enough

to keep the case open, especially given that
the mother’s drug use was the reason for the
subsequent report.

Our concerns over the premature case closures
and children being discharged prematurely from
Society care are consistent with the findings by
Ontario’s Chief Coroner. Over the last few years,
the Chief Coroner’s Paediatric Death Review Com-
mittee reports have consistently identified concerns
surrounding the premature closing of files despite
a long history of Society involvement, such as when
families are difficult for the Society to locate or not
receptive to Society involvement.

RECOMMENDATION 2

To ensure that protection cases are not closed
prematurely, Children’s Aid Societies should
ensure that risk factors that are present are



appropriately addressed before they close these
cases. As well, an annual review and analysis
of all reopened cases should be performed to
determine if any corrective action is necessary
to minimize premature case closures.

RESPONSE FROM CHILDREN’S AID
SOCIETIES AND THE OACAS

Children’s Aid Societies (Societies) and the
Ontario Association of Children’s Aid Societies
(OACAS) agree and recognize the need to
ensure risk factors are addressed through their
ongoing work with children and families. Data
will be collected regarding the recurrence of
maltreatment, and analysis of that data will
inform changes in practice if required.

In addition, Societies are committed to
the provision of quality services and strive to
promote excellence through the establishment
of a culture of organizational learning and
continuous quality improvement. This work
is done through internal case audits, program
evaluation and client /stakeholder engagement,
with the findings identifying best practices and
supporting improvement initiatives.

In 2014/15, approximately 3,400 youth were
receiving CCSY supports from Societies. Our review
of the CCSY program identified that substantial
improvement was needed in the delivery of the pro-
gram by Societies and in the program’s effective-
ness in helping youth transition to adulthood and
independent living, as intended.

We reviewed the required CCSY agreements
between Societies and youth outlining the roles
and responsibilities of the youth and the Society
and found that, in some cases, the agreements
were either not in place or not signed by all parties.
Ministry policy requires that the CCSY agreement
must be signed by the youth and a Society worker,
and approved by the Society’s executive director or
designate. Each agreement lasts 12 months and can
be renewed annually.

We also found that Youth Plans, which include
the youth’s goals and planned actions while receiv-
ing financial and non-financial support, were not
always completed, reviewed and updated on a
timely basis. The initial Youth Plan must be final-
ized within 30 days of the date the CCSY agreement
was signed, and must be updated at least once
every 12 months. Specifically, we found that:

In about one-quarter of the cases we
reviewed, the initial Youth Plan was either
not completed within one month of the CCSY
agreement being finalized as required, not
signed by all required parties (youth, Society
worker, and the Society’s executive director or
designate), or not completed at all.

In almost half of the cases we reviewed, the
Youth Plan had not been reviewed at least
once every three months as required, to dis-
cuss and assess the youth’s progress toward
the plan’s stated goals. We also noted some
cases where the review never took place.

As discussed in Section 1.4, the Continued Care
and Support for Youth (CCSY) program is intended
to help youth develop the skills they need as they



transition to adulthood and independent living.
We noted that when the CCSY program replaced
the Ministry’s Extended Care and Maintenance
program in 2013, the Ministry eliminated the
requirement for youth to work toward achieving
their pre-established and agreed-to goals in order
to continue receiving supports. Under the current
CCSY program, support provided to youth is not
contingent on the youth’s progress toward meeting
his or her goals as stated in the Youth Plan.

The Ministry explained that this requirement
was eliminated as part of its attempt to reframe
the CCSY program, from being an alternative to
social assistance to a means of enhanced transition
planning in order to improve outcomes and prevent
poverty for youth leaving the care of Societies.
Nevertheless, as Societies indicated to us, this
change ultimately affected the Societies’ ability to
influence youth in their transition to independent
living and adulthood.

In almost half of the cases we reviewed, we
found there was no evidence that the youth were
actively involved in preparing toward transitioning
to independent living and adulthood as intended.
In these cases it was not evident that youth had
made reasonable efforts to prepare for the transi-
tion to adulthood.

RECOMMENDATION 3

To help improve the Continued Care and Sup-
port for Youth (CCSY) program’s effectiveness
in assisting youth to transition to independent
living and adulthood:
Children’s Aid Societies should ensure that
signed agreements are in place, and Youth
Plans are created, reviewed and updated
accordingly; and
the Ministry of Children and Youth Services
should evaluate whether providing supports
through the CCSY program that are not con-
tingent on a youth demonstrating progress
toward meeting his or her goals for transi-
tioning to independent living and adulthood

is resulting in better youth outcomes (as
opposed to requiring these supports to be
contingent on such progress).

RESPONSE FROM CHILDREN’S AID
SOCIETIES AND THE OACAS

Children’s Aid Societies (Societies) and the
Ontario Association of Children’s Aid Societies
(OACAS) agree and appreciate the thoughtful
comments provided by the Auditor General with
respect to the Continued Care and Support for
Youth (CCSY) program and will ensure signed
agreements are in place, and that Youth Plans
are created, reviewed and updated accordingly.
Given the obvious need to focus on youth
autonomy in order to promote resiliency and
life skills development, we are supportive of
the CCSY program. As such, the OACAS and
Societies welcome formal opportunities to
work with the Ministry of Children and Youth
Services (Ministry) to consider ways to support
youths to plan for their transition to adulthood.
The Ministry decided that financial supports
under the CCSY program would not be tied to
a youth’s goals and plan to meet those goals.
Although at this time the Ministry does not
intend to provide CCSY supports contingent
upon goal achievement, the Ministry is currently
working toward establishing outcome meas-
ures for the CCSY program, and will consider
reassessing supports contingent upon progress
in a youth’s goals and other opportunities to
support youths through the CCSY program.

In 2010, the former Commission to Promote
Sustainable Child Welfare (Commission) noted
that there were more differences than similarities
between Societies in areas such as capacity to



deliver services and models of service delivery,
resulting in variations in the availability, manage-
ment and delivery of child protection services at a
local level. The Commission went so far as to state
that the way children and families received child
protection services across Ontario varied so much
that it was difficult to claim that all Societies pro-
vided the same services under the same mandate.
Five years after the Commission published its find-
ings, we found through our analysis and visits to
Societies that differences still exist.

The Ministry has not established caseload stan-
dards against which Societies can assess the

reasonableness of their staff’s workload and can
ensure they are effectively staffed to deliver timely
and appropriate child protection services. We noted
during our visits to Societies and through our sur-
vey that most Societies have established their own
internal caseload benchmarks, which in many cases
have also been incorporated into their collective
bargaining agreements with their caseworkers.

We analyzed the staffing and service data
reported by all Societies (including the seven we
visited) for the 2014/15 fiscal year and noted a wide
range among the Societies in caseloads by case-
worker. Figure 3 presents a province-wide compari-
son of caseloads in Societies for 2014/15. It shows,
for example, that the total number of investigations
open during 2014/15 per worker ranged from a low
of 50 to a high of 111, and the average number of

Figure 3: Province-wide Comparison of Caseloads in Children’s Aid Societies, 2014/15

Prepared by the Office of the Auditor General of Ontario

Number of Societies

Societies in the region 10 12 4 13 46

Societies with caseload benchmarks? 6 4 4 12 323

et collecive ageements ° ° 4 2 7 2
Actual Caseload*

Investigations per Worker®

Minimum 52 52 54 72 50 50

Maximum 108 110 111 94 92 111

Average 78 84 69 80 73 75

Family Protection Cases per Worker®

Minimum 8 13 13 12 11 8

Maximum 22 32 21 16 19 32

Average 15 17 17 14 15 16

Children-in-care Cases per Worker®

Minimum 11 8 9 9 12 8

Maximum 19 21 24 18 19 24

Average 16 16 16 15 16 16

1. In 2015/ 16 there are 47 Societies in Ontario.

2. Caseload benchmarks varied among Societies, with many benchmarks expressed as ranges and maximums, and others established as targets or triggers for

caseload review.
. Based on responses to our survey received from 40 Societies.
. Extreme outliers were excluded to allow for a more representative range.

o OB~ W

. Figures are based on average monthly caseload numbers for the year.

. Figures are based on the total number of investigations open during the year.




family protection cases per worker ranged from an
average low of eight to a high of 32 per month.

Caseworkers told us that in addition to manag-
ing their assigned caseloads, they may also have
other responsibilities such as training new workers,
participating in committees for Society initiatives,
providing peer support and supervising social
work students. Caseworkers also noted during our
discussions that cases can vary significantly in com-
plexity and thus in time spent. Nonetheless, the
vast differences in worker caseloads raise concerns
about the consistency of child protection services
across the province.

The seven Societies we visited varied in size,
ranging from an organization with 50 staff and a
budget of $7 million to an organization of almost
750 staff with a budget of approximately $160 mil-
lion. While these differences in size can be attrib-
uted to Societies serving communities that can
differ substantially in size, geographic distribution
and socio-economic profile, this wide variation
results in Societies having different capacities for
providing child protection services. For example,
one Society we visited had an on-site dental clinic,
and another we visited had an on-site medical
clinic, to ensure that children and their families
receive timely and appropriate health services.
Children served by the other Societies are referred
to dental and medical clinics in the community.
The differences in capacities have also impacted
the types of specialized support services offered
by the Societies. For example, two of the seven
Societies have Registered Nurses who complement
their frontline staff, providing physical assessments
and intensive monitoring for high-risk infants living
with their family or in the Society’s care. Con-
versely, one of the Societies we visited provided in-
home supports (such as assisting with parent-teen
conflicts) but indicated that recent reductions in

funding affected the way it provides these supports.
Specifically, in order to provide such services to the
broadest number of families, this Society has had
to revise its referral criteria for this program and

to set a limit on the number of direct service hours
provided to each family.

The Ministry informed us that during the develop-
ment of the CCSY policy, youth who were formerly
in Societies’ care indicated the importance of set-
ting a provincial rate for the monthly payment in
order to create consistency for young people across
the province. Consequently, the Ministry set a
monthly financial allowance at $850 to cover basic
living expenses such as food, shelter and clothing.
However, the Ministry has also given Societies the
budgetary flexibility to provide youth with addi-
tional financial support to address other costs such
as transportation, dental and health services, and
moving costs.

We discovered that the Societies we visited
provided different amounts of financial supports
to youth in the CCSY program. All Societies pro-
vided the Ministry-established monthly allowance
of $850; however, individual Societies’ ability to
provide additional support varied, so that the base
monthly allowance ranged from $850 to $1,000 in
the Societies we visited. In addition, some Societies
offered further additional (“supplementary”) sup-
ports that varied in type and amount. Examples
of these included a monthly “success incentive”
of $80 for which no criteria had been established,
a monthly transportation allowance of $125, and
$270 in birthday and Christmas allowances. Not all
youth may be receiving the same benefit over the
$850 monthly allowance set by the Ministry.



RECOMMENDATION 4

To ensure the effective and efficient delivery

of child protection services in accordance with

legislative, regulatory, and policy and program

requirements, the Ontario Association of

Children’s Aid Societies should work with the

Ministry of Children and Youth Services to:
develop standard caseload benchmarks for
child protection services against which both
Children’s Aid Societies and the Ministry can
periodically compare caseloads and ensure
that Society caseloads are reasonable; and
determine what impact the differences in
supports provided by Societies have on the
quality of child protection services across the
province, and develop a plan to ensure that
children and families have equitable access
across Ontario to the supports they need .

RESPONSE FROM CHILDREN’S AID
SOCIETIES AND THE OACAS

The Ontario Association of Children’s Aid
Societies (OACAS) and Children’s Aid Societies
(Societies) agree and welcome the findings
and recommendation of the Auditor General
regarding the development of standards and
benchmarks for caseloads at Societies. While
there is some variance in the size of caseloads
at different Societies, we acknowledge the
importance of effectively promoting child
protection, and preventing abuse and neglect in
the face of declining budgets at many agencies,
and will work with the Ministry of Children and
Youth Services (Ministry) in developing case-
load benchmarks.

The OACAS would be pleased to be engaged
with the Ministry on the development of a
plan to analyze the impact of caseload sizes on
service delivery and the quality of services for
vulnerable children, youth and families.

The OACAS looks forward to an opportun-
ity to work with the Ministry to determine the
impact the differences in supports provided by

Societies have on the quality of child protec-
tion services across the province. It is our view
that children, youth and families should have
equitable access to local, high-quality services
across the province. We believe that funding
approaches for child protection have contrib-
uted to this in some respects and look forward
to understanding options in the context of

the upcoming review of the Child Protection
Funding Model. Additionally, the availability
of urgent services provided by Society partners
in the children’s services system is unevenly
distributed across the province, and this has a
distinct impact on the services that Societies are
able to provide to their community. The OACAS
looks forward to ongoing work with the Min-
istry to determine how to develop an integrated
strategy for servicing Society clients.

As noted in Section 4.6.3 in our report on the
Ministry’s role in administering the Child Protection
Services Program in Section 3.03 of this Annual
Report, almost half of Ontario’s Societies received
an average of 4.5% less funding in 2013/14 than the
total funding they received in 2012/13, including
one Society whose funding was reduced by $1.9 mil-
lion, or 9.5%. The Societies’ legal responsibility

to provide all mandatory services to all identified
eligible children, combined with the new regulatory
requirement that Societies must operate within their
often reduced funding allocations, has led Societies
to implement various cost-cutting strategies. For
example, Societies have reduced staff and discon-
tinued programs in their efforts to balance their
budgets. Several Societies have raised concerns that
although to date they have been able to deliver their
legally mandated protection services, their ability to
effectively deliver mandated services while operat-
ing within their allocation is questionable in the




future. In light of these budgeting challenges, we
found that opportunities exist for child protection
services funding to be better used to provide direct
services to children and their families.

As shown in Figure 4, the direct costs of providing
child protection services vary widely among Soci-
eties across the province. For example, the cost of
family protection cases ranges from $4,700 per case
to approximately $16,100 per case. In 2010, the
former Commission to Promote Sustainable Child
Welfare (Commission) noted that size differences
among Societies (both in budget and staffing) gave
rise to varying levels of scale and capacity to cope
with changes in service demands, including costs
associated with children who have complex needs.

The Commission recommended that a number
of Societies move toward amalgamating with a
neighbouring Society in order to realize economies
of scale. The Commission also noted that in some
cases economies of scale can create efficiencies,
which in turn free up valuable resources for servi-
ces to children and families. From 2011 to 2015,
16 Societies have amalgamated into seven new
Societies, including two Societies that recently
amalgamated into a new Society on April 1, 2015.
Among other advantages, the Ministry’s estimate
of cost savings attributed to the amalgamations
(excluding the most recent amalgamation) indi-
cates that the Societies projected savings of about
$6.6 million in 2013/14.

Another recommendation of the Commission
was that a range of business functions currently
performed separately by Societies should be
implemented as shared services across all Societies.
Some of the candidates for shared services include
back-office functions, training and recruitment,

Figure 4: Province-wide Comparison of Cost per Case in Children’s Aid Societies, 2014/15

Prepared by the Office of the Auditor General of Ontario

Number of Societies in the region 7 10 12 4 13 46!
Expenditure per Case ($)?

Investigations?®

Minimum 1,276 1,142 1,227 1,705 1,292 1,142

Maximum 2,543 2,363 2,513 2,342 2,316 2,543

Average 1,750 1,618 1,720 1,961 1,746 1,736

Family Protection Cases*

Minimum 7,193 4,749 5,725 10,617 8,377 4,749

Maximum 14,104 16,097 12,200 13,891 12,808 16,097

Average 11,024 10,015 8,892 12,085 10,552 10,242

Children-in-care Cases*®

Minimum 30,929 29,636 33,317 45,759 26,879 26,879

Maximum 55,249 61,133 57,437 48,801 41,820 61,133

Average 43,916 43,141 41,069 47,358 35,459 40,771

1. In 2015/ 16 there are 47 Societies in Ontario.

2. Extreme outliers were excluded to allow for a more representative range.

3. Figures are based on the total number of investigations open during the year. Expenditures include salaries and benefits, and training and recruitment.

4. Figures are based on average monthly caseload numbers for the year. Expenditures include salaries and benefits, training and recruitment, and client service

expenditures.

5. Figures are based on average monthly caseload numbers for the year. Expenditures include salaries and benefits, training and recruitment, client service

expenditures, and boarding expenditures.



promotion and publicity, and specialized assess-
ments such as drug testing and psychological
services. Based on our analysis of expenditure data
provided by the Societies, expenditures related to
the aforementioned services totalled approximately
$196 million in 2014/15, comprising 13% of total
expenditures. Although work on shared services

is still under way, and the Commission did not
quantify potential savings from implementing
shared service arrangements, one of the benefits
for Societies identified by the Commission was the
flexibility to redirect resources from back-office
functions and infrastructure, and reinvest them in
direct client services.

Functions related to the province-wide Child Pro-
tection Information Network (CPIN) are among
those identified by the Commission as candidates
for shared services, including finance-related func-
tions and those that support the delivery of child
protection services. As mentioned in Section 4.8.2
of our report on the Ministry in Section 3.03 of
this Annual Report, over half of the Societies do not
have the resources to provide key functions to sup-
port the implementation of CPIN.

Our survey of the 14 Societies that were expected
to implement CPIN by the end of the 2012/13 fiscal
year indicated that these Societies have incurred
expenses of approximately $18.7 million to prepare
for CPIN implementation, only $2.8 million of
which have been specifically subsidized for CPIN by
the Ministry. In addition, our survey of the five Soci-
eties that have implemented CPIN indicated that,
since going live on CPIN, those Societies have spent
an additional $5.4 million to manage workload pres-
sures resulting from inefficiencies in CPIN.

These additional costs are funded through
the Societies’ own operating funds, which may
cause further hardship and potentially impact

protection services, as Societies indicated that

they are already experiencing significant financial
constraints resulting from the funding model and
balanced budget requirement described in Sec-
tion 4.6.3 of our Ministry report in Section 3.03 of
this Annual Report.

At one of the Societies we visited, based on our
review of executive credit card expenditures, we
identified excessive and questionable spending by
its former executive director being approved by the
Society’s board. These expenses also lacked sup-
porting documentation to support that they were
incurred for Society business. Specifically:
A hotel room was rented in Toronto for a
two-year period irrespective of whether it was
used. Charges amounting to almost $90,000,
including over $10,000 in incidentals such
as parking and telephone charges, were paid
by the Society. Although the Society and its
board advised us that this room was rented
because the executive director represented the
Society as well as other Societies in a number
of committees and other activities concerning
child protection, it could not provide sup-
porting documentation to demonstrate and
substantiate its claim. In addition, the Society
did not consider more cost-effective options
such as leasing a condominium, which could
have reduced Society costs considerably—
perhaps by as much as 50%. We were also
advised that the hotel room that was rented
was used less than 50% of the time in the first
year, which further questions the rationale for
the annual rental.
The executive director had been previously
provided with a $600 per month car allowance
(to cover any transportation cost associated
with Society business) that was then converted
into the executive director’s salary. However,




we noted that in the past year, the executive
director incurred over $14,000 in car rental
charges that were reimbursed. Further, we
noted that these charges included an instance
where the Society paid more than $1,000

per week for a rental car over the course of
three weeks. The Society could not provide an
explanation for incurring such an excessive
and extravagant cost for a weekly rental.
Other excessive costs were also incurred by
the executive director and reimbursed by

the Society, such as charges for meals that
exceeded Society limits and meals that were
claimed without itemized receipts.

The board acknowledged that its oversight of
expenses should have been more disciplined, and
that it would be in the future. Likewise, we were
advised by the Society and its board that the former
executive director has been contacted and will
reimburse the Society for costs that were not con-
sistent with the Society’s policies, such as excessive
and unsupported meal expenses.

We also noted that a recent review undertaken
by the Ministry at another Society highlighted simi-
lar concerns over the oversight of CEO expenses. It
noted that oversight by the board of directors was
ineffective and that many questionable expenses
were claimed and reimbursed to the CEO, includ-
ing duplicate expenses, expenses that were not
supported by itemized receipts, meal expenses in
excess of daily limits, and the cost of a personal tour
and dinner. A review commissioned by the Ministry
also highlighted that this Society’s board of direc-
tors approved advance payments to the CEO on a
retirement payout before the CEQ’s retirement, in
violation of ministry policies.

RECOMMENDATION 5

To ensure that funding for child protection
services is used appropriately to provide direct
services to children and families, Children’s
Aid Societies should work with the Ministry of
Children and Youth Services to identify oppor-

tunities to improve service delivery (including
further amalgamation and shared services),
with children’s needs as the focal point.

RESPONSE FROM CHILDREN’S AID
SOCIETIES AND THE OACAS

Children’s Aid Societies (Societies) and the
Ontario Association of Children’s Aid Societies
(OACAS) agree with the Auditor General and
are actively working on a number of initiatives
to ensure funding for child protection services is
used appropriately to provide direct services to
children and families.

The OACAS is leading the sector work on a
funding model review project to recommend
changes to the funding model to more evenly
distribute funding for protection services.

In addition, the OACAS and Societies across
the province are embarking on a formalized
shared services program to realize savings
on back-office activities (e.g., procurement),
improve Society capacity in quality and service
delivery, and free up existing child protection
funding for reinvestment into direct client
services.

Societies in the Northern zones are meeting
to consider multiple sustainability options to
improve service delivery, including jurisdictional
boundary realignment, amalgamations and shar-
ing of services. Other potential opportunities for
reconfiguration of the child protection system
may become apparent as the formalized Shared
Services Program is implemented.

RECOMMENDATION 6

The board of directors of each Children’s Aid
Society should ensure that it oversees Society
expenditures with sufficient care to ensure that
funds are spent appropriately for child protec-
tion services.



Children’s Aid Societies (Societies) and the
Ontario Association of Children’s Aid Societies
(OACAS) agree with the Auditor General.

The OACAS is leading a number of initiatives
intended to strengthen the governance capacity
of local boards, including the development of
Performance Indicators that measure the func-

tioning and capacity of local boards of directors.

In future sessions, the OACAS and Societies
will focus on ensuring boards of directors of
Societies are aware of the requirements of the
Broader Public Sector Accountability Act, 2010,
and information will continue to be shared
about ensuring boards understand their fiduci-
ary duties as governance bodies.

Child Protection Services—Children’s Aid Societies
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Appendix 4—Glossary of Terms

Prepared by the Office of the Auditor General of Ontario

Children-in-care case—A case where the child has been determined to be in need of protection and has been admitted into the
care of a Children’s Aid Society. The child may be placed with relatives or in a foster home or group home.

Crown ward—A child who has been permanently removed from his or her parent(s) or caregiver(s), and placed in the care and
custody of a Society until the child turns 18 years of age or marries, whichever comes first.

Family protection cases—Cases where the child has been determined to be in need of protection. These cases include cases
where the child and family receive supports and services from the Society while the child remains at home with the family.
Foster care—The temporary placement of a child or youth in the home of someone who is not the child’s parent and who
receives compensation for caring for the child. The foster parents provide day-to-day care for the child on behalf of a Society.
Group care—The placement of a child or youth in a home with unrelated children and youth who are cared for by staff.

Plan of Care—A plan that tracks the child’s progress in various developmental areas based on the child’s particular needs.
(Applies only to children-in-care cases.)

Protection standards—Activities and related documentation that must be completed by Society caseworkers within specific
time frames. Such activities are required under legislation or related regulations, or ministry policies.

Service Plan—An action plan that guides the child’s family, Society worker and other service providers toward goals and
outcomes against which progress can be measured over time. (Applies only to family protection cases where the child remains
at home with his or her family.)

Society ward—A child who has been placed in the care of a Society on a temporary basis for up to 12 months (if the child is
less than 6 years of age), or 24 months (if the child is 6 years of age or older).

Chapter 3 « VFM Section 3.02
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