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1 Introduction

The Ontario Ministry of Community and Social Services (MCSS) engaged Cathexis Consulting to undertake an evaluation of the accessibility standards development process for Customer Service and Transportation Standards Development Committees (SDC) in order to allow the Accessibility Directorate of Ontario (ADO) to improve the process for the remaining three Standards Development Committees (built environment, employment and information and communication). This report looks at the modules leading up to the development of draft standards for public review for both committees.  The modules include:  1) preparation of the seed document; 2) recruitment of the Standards Development Committee (SDC) members; 3) orientation of the members; 4) readiness and cost feasibility assessments; and 5) the meetings of the SDCs. It also looks at the process leading to finalization of the standards following the public review process for the Customer Service Standards Development Committee.
1.1 Overview of the Standards Development Process

The Standards Development Committees are an important part of the implementation process of the Accessibility for Ontarians with Disabilities Act.  The process of achieving a barrier-free Ontario is a complex horizontal initiative with the following characteristics:

· It involves all provincial ministries and more than one level of government as partners in the process;

· Those partners are focused on common complex issues involving more than one jurisdiction, sector or discipline;

· The partners share some common goals in relation to the issues;

· It involves shared authority and responsibility among the partners; and 

· It includes mechanisms for shared governance and integration.
1.1.1 Legislative Framework
The Accessibility for Ontarians with Disabilities Act (AODA), previously known as Bill 118, is now a statute of Ontario after receiving Royal Assent by Ontario’s Lieutenant Governor on June 13, 2005. 

The act, originally introduced by the Ontario Ministry of Citizenship and Immigration, was designed to achieve a totally barrier-free Ontario, and is viewed by many Ontarians as a major step forward for accessibility in the province.  It also made history by being the first accessibility legislation in Canada to pass with unanimous support. 

The AODA represents the first time that business representatives have collaborated with non-profits, government, and people with disabilities to craft accessibility standards leading to regulation. After being in effect for a few years, the act is expected to be one of the most progressive and far-reaching legislation of its kind in any jurisdiction in the world. 

The purpose of the legislation is to:

a) Develop, implement, and enforce accessibility standards in order to achieve accessibility for Ontarians with disabilities with respect to goods, services, facilities, accommodation, employment, buildings, structures, and premises by January 1, 2025; and
b) Provide for the involvement of persons with disabilities, of the Government of Ontario, and of representatives of industries and of various sectors of the economy in the development of accessibility standards. 

The legislation covers both the public and private sectors. It also applies to the legislative assembly. It is important to remember, however, that being a provincial law, it will not apply to anything outside Ontario's legal/constitutional jurisdiction, such as VIA Rail, First Nations and companies incorporated only under federal jurisdiction.

The Minister of Community and Social Services is responsible for establishing standards development committees composed of people with disabilities or their representatives, representatives of industries or sectors, government ministries, and professionals with relevant experience.

The standards are intended to: 

· address the full range of disabilities, both visible and non-visible, including physical, sensory, hearing, mental health, developmental, and learning; 

· set out the measures, policies, practices and other steps needed to remove and prevent barriers for people with disabilities; 

· be mandatory for both private and public sectors; and 

· include time periods for implementing accessibility requirements in stages of five years or less. 
1.1.2 The Customer Service SDC

The Customer Service Accessibility Standards Development Committee developed and gave to the Minister a proposed Customer Service Accessibility Standard as required by the Act. The proposed Customer Service Accessibility Standard is intended to address barriers to accessibility for persons with disabilities in the area of customer service in Ontario. At the time of this report, the Customer Service SDC has reviewed comments on the standards from the public review process, made revisions to the standards and submitted the standards to the Minister.
1.1.3 The Transportation SDC

The Transportation Accessibility Standards Development Committee (SDC) is to develop and give to the Minister a proposed Transportation Accessibility Standard as required by the Act. The proposed Transportation Accessibility Standard is intended to address barriers to accessibility for persons with disabilities in the delivery of public and private transportation services. Public and private transportation services refer to modes of passenger transportation within provincial and municipal jurisdiction (such as municipal transit and taxis). At the time of this report, the Transportation SDC had just completed the initial draft standards and is awaiting the public review process.
1.2 Evaluation Methodology

This evaluation focuses on inputs, activities and outputs of the various partners and their contribution to the development of Transportation Standards and Customer Service Standards.
1.2.1 Evaluation Questions

The evaluation questions focus on the overall process. Findings in relation to each of the modules will be analyzed and interpreted using the following evaluation questions to guide the analysis.
1. What process was used by each of the SDCs?

2. How effective was the process?  

3. How efficient was the process?

4. Is the process the most appropriate way for government to undertake accessibility standards development (given the requirements of the AODA)? 

1.2.2 Data Sources

Information was collected from the following sources, indicating the number of people interviewed:

· Key informant interviews with Ministry of Community and Social Services staff (14)

· Key informant interviews with a lead ministry ADM (1)

· Key informant interviews with third party contractors (3)

· Preliminary key informant interviews with the Transportation SDC members (19)

· A written submission from the transportation sector members of the Transportation SDC.

· Preliminary key informant interviews with Customer Service SDC members (22)

· Various documents related to the process.

· Post-public review interviews with Customer Service SDC members (10)

· Post-draft standard development with Customer Service SDC members (14)

· A final interview with the Transportation SDC chair.

· A brief literature review on horizontal initiatives.

A list of key informants is attached in Appendix A. The interview guides are attached in Appendix B.  The list of documents reviewed is attached in Appendix C.  The references for the literature review are attached in Appendix D.
1.3 Limitations
This evaluation is formative, looking at the process used to create SDCs and the SDCs’ process to create the standards. It is does not address the quality of the standards or the extent to which the standards contribute to accessibility. 

. 
2 Summary of Findings

This section will provide an overview of the findings from the preliminary report, indicate the changes made since that report and draw conclusions and make recommendations based on information from both cycles of data collection.
2.1 What Process was Used by the SDCs?
The process for both of the SDCs included a number of elements.  This section discusses each of those elements, looking at what was originally intended, changes that were made to the process, and the extent to which those changes supported the committees in carrying out their work.
2.1.1 Committee Mandate and Responsibility

The mandate of a Standards Development Committee is to develop and give to the Minister of Community and Social Services a proposed Accessibility Standard that addresses barriers that are common across the full range of disabilities. The proposed standard may also identify actions to address barriers.

The SDC members’ roles and responsibilities, as outlined in the committee’s terms of reference, were to:

· Make achieving the purpose of the Accessibility for Ontarians with Disabilities Act, 2005, the primary consideration in all of the committee’s work including its deliberations, activities and deliverables.

· Consider the full range of disabilities in identifying barriers in the provision of customer service and transportation in Ontario and develop a proposed Accessibility Standard to address those barriers.

· Appreciate and advance, in a balanced and fair way, the views and interests of the diverse Ontario sectors, industries, organizations, groups, communities and persons with disabilities.

· Carry out committee work in a manner that preserves and enhances public trust in the integrity and skill of the committee to carry out its duties under the Act in the public interest and in a fair, effective and timely manner.

· To the extent possible, provide that all materials produced by the committee, whether written or otherwise, that are to be shared with the public, are clear and in plain language, concise, logical and unambiguous. Such materials include committee meeting minutes, progress reports and the proposed Customer Service Accessibility Standard and Transportation Accessibility Standard.

· Accommodate persons with disabilities on the committee in all parts of the committee process.

· Develop long-term accessibility objectives for customer service and transportation.

During the first phase of the evaluation, SDC members were asked about their expectations of the SDC and the extent to which those expectations were met.  At the time the Transportation SDC had not yet completed the draft standards and the Customer Services SDC was just completing them.  While some of the SDC members indicated that they did not know quite what to expect initially, all members were clear that the purpose of the SDC was to develop standards. 

The follow up interviews with committee members indicated that there was a lack of clarity regarding roles and responsibilities.  Although all committee members were provided terms of reference which clearly indicated the expectations, many members felt that their primary role was to represent their sector rather than making achieving the purpose of the Act their primary consideration.  A number of the members of the SDCs commented that they had neither a good understanding of the terms of reference for the committee nor did they fully understand their roles and responsibilities.  A number of members of the Transportation SDC commented that the members of the committee saw their roles very differently than what was set out in the terms of reference.  The members from the transportation sector saw their role as developing economically viable solutions.  The members from the disability sector saw their role as pushing for solutions that would achieve accessibility.  Both groups expressed a strong interest in knowing whether the Ontario government saw their roles as providing financial support to implement solutions. 

The literature on horizontal initiatives such as this point to a number of factors that need to be considered related to mandate and responsibility:

· Traditional government systems are designed to deliver services from centrally controlled vertical agencies making it difficult for the partnerships to be established initially (Johnson, 2005)  
· Departments or jurisdictions operating in the same policy ‘space’ frequently engage first in competition (Bakvis, and Juillet, 2004)

· Beyond issues at the organizational level, the ongoing relationships between partners are seen as crucial to the success of horizontal initiatives (CCMD, 2001; Bourn, 2001; Hunt, 2005).
These factors point to the importance of taking the time necessary at the beginning to support the participants in understanding their roles and responsibilities and building trusting relationships.  Comments made by the members of the Transportation SDC indicate that this trust was not achieved.  Customer Service SDC members commented on the diversity of considerations that came forward, indicating that cost was the primary consideration for some while it was a minor consideration for other members.  This points to the need for taking time so that members coming in with different perspectives have time to discuss and understand each other prior to getting down to the work of developing the standard.  This appears to be particularly important when a particular group perceives that the changes being discussed are going to cost them money.  

In the course of the process, the Accessibility Directorate carried out a thorough review of the roles and responsibilities of the government partners in order to:
· Support the capacity of government partners to determine the strategic direction and work collaboratively towards implementation of an enterprise-wide strategy;

· Ensure that the appropriate positions within the partner ministries are participating;

· Strengthen the decision-making and leadership roles of the ministry partners; and

· Place the responsibility and ownership of the standards within the SDC.

The Accessibility Directorate has also worked with the contractors supporting and facilitating the process to clarify their roles and responsibilities in order to ensure that the appropriate supports are provided to the SDCs.  
2.1.2 Recruitment and Selection of Committee Members

The legislation states that each SDC must be composed of:

1. Persons with disabilities or their representatives;

2. Representatives of the industries, sectors of the economy or classes of persons or organizations to which the accessibility standard is intended to apply;

3. Representatives of the ministries that have responsibilities relating to the industries, sectors of the economy or classes of persons or organization to which the accessibility standard is intended to apply; and

4. Such other persons or organizations as the Minister may consider advisable.

The SDCs’ composition included partners (other ministries) and stakeholders.

The recruitment process was carried out as follows:

· The committee members in the first category, persons with disabilities or their representatives, were selected through a public application process that required the person to be nominated or supported by the sector they purported to represent.  The selection process intended to result in a range of disabilities within this category.

· The ADO intended to select members in the second category, industry representatives, in the same manner as the first ensuring a range of representation. However, because many of the relevant sectors were not coming forward with nominations, the ADO actively sought nominees. In one case, a representative from an unrepresented sector was asked to join later in the process to ensure representation in the committee’s deliberation.

· Each ministry appointed their own representative to the SDC.

· Representatives from municipalities, hospitals, schools and universities were also selected as organizations considered advisable to include.  ADO actively sought representatives from these public sector organizations.

· The chairs of the committees were selected separately from the other committee members, with the ADO seeking a person who had experience in chairing groups and who would be perceived as balanced and able to move the process forward. 

There were 109 applicants for this Customer Service SDC and 93 applicants for the Transportation SDC.  Table 1 indicates the composition of each of the committees.

Table 1: Composition of the Customer Service and Transportation SDCs

Disability
Ontario Government
Broader Public Sector
Private/Nonprofit Sector
Customer Service
8
5
6
7

Transportation
10
4
6
6

Members generally did not understand the selection process and four members expressed concern about the lack of transparency in the process. Four members indicated that they had heard about the recruitment process by word of mouth. They were not sure how the information about the process was provided to the public.  
The Accessibility Directorate sought feedback on how the recruitment and selection process could be improved and made changes when selecting the members for the future SDCs.  Some of the suggestions for improvement included:

· Early and ongoing involvement of key intra- and inter-ministerial partners, including IT, Communications, Legal, FOI, lead ministries, other key ministries.

· Clearly identified roles and responsibilities for all partners within and outside ADO, with shared accountability. Joint critical path circulated regularly to all staff.

· Dedicated project management function to monitor/steer process throughout.

· Early and thorough stakeholder identification and outreach.

· Comprehensive communications, stakeholder relations and issues management plans in place early on.

· Better orientation/supports for staff, especially in relation to inquiry and evaluation functions.

· Clear, effective selection criteria identified up front.

· Comprehensive IT strategy in place early on.

· Redesigned application form to maximize effectiveness, ensure better accessibility. Need professional IT and other expertise. Allow more time for testing.

· Clearly communicated expectations for endorsements/references. Could use template letters.

The Accessibility Directorate has already implemented some of these recommendations for recruitment and selection of Information and Communication SDC members.  
Concern regarding the replacement of members, which was raised by some SDC members, is not addressed.  Attrition occurs with most committees.  Some SDC members noted that the government sector representatives appeared to have a mechanism for replacement while the loss of a person from the disability sector meant the individual was not replaced and some perceived that it resulted in the voice of that sector being weakened. 
2.1.3 Seed Documents
The seed documents, prepared by the CSA in consultation with ADO, were examples of  proposed accessibility standards. They were intended to provide a starting point for the SDCs to consider standards. The document clearly stated that it was for discussion purposes only. It was felt that providing an example of standards would help the SDC move forward more quickly; that the SDC would not have to puzzle over formatting issues and could concentrate on the content.

Table 2 indicates the extent to which SDC members found the document to be useful.

Table 2: Extent to Which SDC Members Found Seed Documents Useful


Useful
Somewhat Useful
Not Useful
Customer Service
12
4
3

Transportation
10
3
4

While there was mixed reaction to the seed document with a number of members finding it useful, the following suggestions were made for improving the seed document for future SDCs:

· Begin with principles and then move into details;

· Give the documents to the SDC members in parts to support their current work, focusing on best practices from other jurisdictions;

· Include the Ontario Human Rights Code as an important context for establishing standards; 

· Make the documents available on the website to support accessibility by some people with disabilities; and
· Do not have a seed document in the format of a standard - start off with a useful information document so that time will not be spent trying to revise a document that may not be appropriate.  This was reinforced during the second round of interviews with Transportation SDC members, who indicated that once they moved away from the seed document, the work progressed better.
Reaction to the seed document was more strongly negative from the Transportation SDC than from the Customer Services SDC.  In this instance, the Transportation SDC needed to address underlying principles prior to moving into the details of a standard.  A number of members indicated that the process went more smoothly once some guiding principles were established.
2.1.4 Orientation

The SDCs’ orientation sessions occurred in January 2006, prior to commencement of the committees’ activities. A separate orientation session was provided for the chairs, which supported gaining familiarity with the material at the general orientation session.

The agenda for the SDC orientation session included:

· An introduction to accessibility;

· An introduction to AODA, 2005  and the regulatory context;

· The role of the SDC;

· The standards development process;

· Background on the topic area;

· Example of an accessibility standard; and

· Schedule for SDC meetings.

Background documents were provided in two large binders. Many members found these background documents overwhelming to read, not to mention difficult to lift. 

Table 3 indicates the extent to which members found the orientation to be useful.

Table 3: Usefulness of the Orientation Session


Useful
Somewhat Useful
Not Useful

Customer Service
10
8
1

Transportation
7
5
2
Almost all of the members interviewed found the orientation session to be very or somewhat useful. Some suggestions for improvement included:

· Include orientation on the full range of disabilities, with more attention to less visible disabilities;

· Make the session more interactive so that the members become engaged in the process;

· Provide more information on the Ontario government and government operations, with particular focus on the difference between standards and regulations;

· Distinguish between a voluntary standard development process and one that is mandatory;

· Provide the materials in advance so that members can begin to inform themselves, and make them available in an electronic format to accommodate people who have special needs related to reading and absorbing written materials; 

· Have the session in a more convenient location;

· Provide information regarding the political process leading up to the AODA, 2005;

· Provide different options for orientation of people who might have difficulty learning in a large group setting;

· Make the materials more user-friendly; provide summary documents with highlights; 

· Shorten the presentation by CSA. The level of detail was too much for some people to absorb in some instances. As well, it needs to focus more on the process required to develop standards within a mandatory context; and 

· Focus on the expectations of the SDC.

Some SDC members indicated they would like a shorter orientation while others indicated they would like a longer one.  

The Accessibility Directorate incorporated some of the suggestions into the design of the orientation for the Information and Communication SDC, building in more time for members to get to know each other.
2.1.5 Readiness and Cost Feasibility Assessment

PricewaterhouseCoopers (PwC) was contracted to conduct the readiness and cost feasibility assessment for the Customer Service SDC. PwC conducted a survey of 290 organizations that were randomly selected across the sectors, seeking information regarding the cost implications. They also conducted focus groups, key informant interviews and case studies of 10 success stories. The assessment found that there was a high level of existing compliance with the proposed standard, providing a solid foundation for implementation by 2025.   The assessment did not place a strong emphasis on cost.  The motion picture industry emerged as the one area where there might be significant costs associated with meeting the standard.  This is a unique situation where the movie theatre is charged by the film provider for every seat occupied, whether it is paid for or not, making it difficult to give consideration to attendants or to have designated seats remain unoccupied. 
Deloitte Touche was contracted to conduct the readiness and cost feasibility assessment for the Transportation SDC.  They produced an initial report on June 23, 2006 with an update dated July 24, 2006.  The readiness and cost document was expected to give an indication of the gap between where transportation is and where transportation needs to go to achieve accessibility, with cost indications based on how quickly implementation occurs.  One person noted that anyone doing this exercise needed to be a ‘bean counter and a visionary at the same time’.  There is a level of appreciation that even with the numbers being more concrete than with the Customer Service SDC, it is still a challenging task to determine what the costs might be.  Many of the SDC members did not feel the numbers were necessarily credible.
Table 4 indicates the extent to which SDC members found the costing documents to contribute in a positive way to the development of standards.

Table 4: Extent to Which SDC Members Found Readiness/Cost Assessment Useful


Useful
Somewhat Useful
Not Useful

Customer Service
1
2
15
Transportation
1
6
6

Some members indicated that the readiness and costing information should be available from the beginning while others felt it occurred too early in the process.  A number of SDC members pointed out that cost is a significant factor when determining a reasonable standard and a reasonable implementation timeframe.  Committee members pointed out that in addition to knowing the costs, it is important also to know what resources might be made available by government to support meeting the standards.
2.1.6 SDC Meetings

The process used for meetings was modified over time in response to feedback from committee members. This section looks at the pre-public review process for both committees and the post-public review process for the Customer Service SDC.
Pre-Public Review Process

The input collected from SDC members regarding their perceptions of meetings led to changes being made for the Transportation SDC as it continued to develop draft standards and for the Customer Service SDC when it reconvened to review the input from the public review process and finalize the proposed standards.

Some of the concerns raised early in the process included:

· Augmenting the technical knowledge of the members representing people with disabilities so that they are in a better position to contribute to the technical discussion;

· Augmenting the knowledge and understanding of members without disabilities so they are in a better position to appreciate discussion related to needs;

· Making more use of smaller groups to help things move forward;

· Increasing the period of time between meetings to ensure sufficient time for all required activities;

· Focusing more on concepts and principles rather than ‘word-smithing’; 

· Having shorter meetings.

· Keeping better track of what has been addressed;

· Taking more than six months to prepare the draft standard;

· Allowing more time for preparation in between meetings;

· Ensuring that the minutes accurately reflect the perspectives of the committee members;

· Ensuring that a clear protocol for providing feedback is established and that all members are aware of the protocol; and

· Ensuring that people with disabilities are sufficiently represented at task groups and on the SDC.

A number of changes were made with the Transportation SDC as it continued to draft the standards for the public review process.  These included:

· Bringing in a facilitator to assist with keeping the discussion on track and moving forward;

· ‘Real-time’ minute-taking at the meetings so that people can see what is being recorded at the time;
· Reviewing the process at the beginning of the meeting as a reminder to people and reviewing whether the process had worked in the particular meeting at the end of the meeting; 

· Having fewer Accessibility Directorate people at the meeting with more clearly defined roles;
· Taking the time required to develop the standards, in this instance approximately 16 months.

Transportation SDC members noted that having a facilitator and developing guiding principles contributed to improved meetings.  However, members also questioned whether the process achieved a reasonable output.  None of the members who were interviewed are entirely satisfied with the draft standards.  However, they felt they accomplished more through a facilitated process than if it had not been facilitated.  Some members expressed concern that taking a ‘straw vote’ on issues in order to move forward was not fair because of the lack of balance with disability representation.  Other members felt it contributed to being able to produce a standard.  
SDC members questioned whether CSA was the most appropriate choice for technical support.  While they were seen to be experts in developing standards, it was noted that they generally bring together technical experts with a focus on the technical feasibility of the standard.  With the SDCs there are also policy and cost issues involved.  One suggestion was to have the process facilitated by a team of technical experts who could help offset the imbalance of knowledge (both topic matter and disabilities) among the members of the committee.  

Both SDCs have completed the draft standards at this point.  The Customer Services SDC submitted theirs in July 2006.  The Transportation SDC submitted their draft standards to the Minister of Community and Social Services in May 2007.

Post-Public Review Process

The Customer Service SDC met twice to finalize the standard following the public review process.  While attendance at the meetings was not quite as high as during the standard development phase, it was still reasonable with six absences at each of the meetings.

The members noted that some of the suggestions they had made to improve the meetings were implemented during this phase including:

· Making use of smaller groups with representation from all constituencies to move things forward more quickly; 

· Having the small groups work on content with the editing occurring in between meetings; and
· The chair playing a stronger facilitative role aimed at getting results.
2.1.7 Production of Draft Standards

Review of two different SDCs provides the opportunity to look at different processes used to produce standards.  The Customer Service SDC completed their draft standards within the initially proposed timeframe.  However, it should be noted that there were not substantial cost implications associated with these standards.  Some members expressed concern that the draft standards were at too high a level and needed more detail.  However, committee members were able to agree that it provided a useful document for a public review process.  There was agreement that more detail could be added if that was necessary following the review process.   
The Transportation SDC took significantly longer to produce draft standards.  Members of that committee representing the transportation sector indicated that philosophically they support accessibility for people with disabilities, but must take the realities of cost into consideration when developing the standard.  While there was not full agreement on the draft standards, there was agreement that the document had reached a point where it could be submitted for public review.  
2.1.8 Public Review and Submission of Final Proposed Standards

On April 5, 2007, the Customer Service SDC submitted a final proposed customer service standard to the Minister of Community and Social Services.  

Public Review Process
Most members noted that they were not involved in the public review process, so were reluctant to comment on it.   There was some concern that there was not higher participation in the review process.  Some members indicated that they would have liked to see the process get higher profile in the media through press releases and television interviews.  A few members felt the SDC members could have been more involved and kept better informed about the public meetings.

SDC members noted that providing multiple opportunities for input (on-line, written, public meeting) was a positive feature.
Finalizing the Proposed Standard

The Customer Service SDC met twice to review the input from the public review process and finalize the standards.  Most of the members indicated that the public review process contributed to a better understanding of what needed to be clarified and it helped the members to revisit some of the issues with a fresh perspective.  Committee members noted the following strengths in the process for finalizing the standard:

· Breaking up into small working groups at the meetings to address content with editing occurring in between;

· Members who attended the meeting were highly interested and the discussion was productive;

· The group was able to maintain its commitment to consensus while at the same time the chair pushed the members to get results; and 

· The feedback itself helped clarify issues and gave an indication that the initial standards were not completely off-base.

The committee members made the following suggestions for change to the post-public review process:

· Better representation from the disability community;

· Use a more intensive approach;

· Provide the public review feedback to members a week prior to the meeting; and

· Ensure that meetings do not start until all assistive devices are in working order so that people with disabilities are fully included in the process.
2.2 How effective was the Process?  

The process was effective to the extent that both SDCs produced initial proposed draft standards to be used in a public review process and the Customer Service SDC has completed the process.  
In terms of satisfaction with the process, members of the Customer Service SDC and the Transportation SDC went into the process with somewhat different expectations. The Customer Service group had more people who were not sure what to expect, while substantially fewer respondents with the Transportation SDC indicated that they did not know what to expect. More members of the Transportation SDC did not feel that their expectations were met, particularly by CSA.

2.3 How Efficient was the Process?

Based on the horizontal initiative literature, it is probably not realistic to expect a highly efficient process when different partners with different perspectives are coming together to try to reach consensus.  In this instance, when the standards were less likely to have cost implications the SDC process was more efficient.  Where there were cost implications, the process required more time and supports.  
There does not appear to be consensus in the literature that a horizontal approach such as this will necessarily be more cost-efficient, especially in the short term.   While an Australian government best practice guide advocates that horizontal approaches can be successful in terms of meeting goals for complex issues, they are often more expensive.  (Commonwealth of Australia, 2004).   In contrast, a report from the Comptroller and Auditor General of the United Kingdom expresses that the benefit horizontal initiatives bring, in terms of removing overlaps, may increase cost effectiveness (Bourn, 2001).  Cost-effectiveness also needs to be weighed against improved efficiency and/or effectiveness of services as pure cost is not the only factor (Ibid). As longitudinal data becomes available regarding well-established horizontal initiatives, the answer of how cost-effective they are will become more conclusive.  
The literature indicates that the following factors can contribute to efficiency and effectiveness over time:
· Leadership at the senior management level is seen as a key ingredient for a successful horizontal initiative (Brinkeroff, 2002; Commonwealth of Australia, 2004; New Zealand Ministry of Social Policy, 2000). Leadership is needed to mobilize team members (CCMD 2001), instill cooperation and work with a variety of partners (Bourn, 2001). Without leadership at a high level, non-government partners can feel unsupported and weaken the priority the initiative is given by government in general (Goss Gilroy, 2004).  Leadership could also come in the form of a ‘champion’ who is not necessarily a senior management person (Brinkeroff, 2002).  Brinkeroff writes “Champions are entrepreneurial individuals who advocate on behalf of the partnership and the partnership approach within their home organizations, within the partnership as a whole, and externally” (2002: 220-223).

· Relationship Building - Beyond issues at the organizational level, the ongoing relationships between partners are seen as crucial to the success of horizontal initiatives (CCMD, 2001; Bourn, 2001; Hunt, 2005). For instance, Hunt argues that horizontal initiatives hinge on the ‘people factor’ and that trust between people is central to their success (2005).  Likewise, issues that can hinder a project include mistrust and clashing organizational cultures (Bourn, 2001).     Engagement, public service managers suggest, has to happen at an early stage to set the tone for the remainder of the partnership (CCMD, 2001).  This is not to say that trust and credibility can be gained overnight and it should be recognized that this does take time and, in turn, patience to develop (Ibid).  

· Supportive Structures - One way to maintain and build relationships is to have supportive structures in place to sustain relationships over a long period of time (CCMD, 2001; New Zealand Ministry of Social Policy, 2000).  It is important to consider, however, how too many committees and planning groups can add considerable time and workload, as was the experience of an Australian strategy that eventually involved eleven committees (Hunt, 2005).
· Clear Goals and Objectives - A shared understanding regarding goals and objectives of the horizontal initiative is essential for an effective partnership (Brinkeroff, 2002; CCMD, 20; New Zealand Ministry of Social Policy, 2000).  Without an explicitly shared vision, accountability will become increasingly difficult (CCMD, 2001).  If objectives are not shared, Bourn explains, “partners may work toward different, incompatible goals and fail to achieve desired outcomes” (2001: 47).  In order for these goals to be truly shared, ideally they should be decided upon with members of all partners and not imposed (Commonwealth of Australia, 2004). At the same time however, there was a risk in deciding upon goals and objectives too soon (CCMD, 2001).  If only one person or a few people decide(s) upon the goals and objectives for the initiative there is a risk that the project will be negatively affected as it will not truly reflect the diversity of all partners (Ibid).  

· Clear Roles and Responsibilities - Clear roles and responsibilities of individuals and their departments are needed considering the potential for confusion with multiple departments and organizations involved (CCMD, 2001; New Zealand Ministry of Social Policy, 2000; Torjman, 2005). 
· Being Realistic - In addition to clarity, the goals and scope of the project have to be realistic (New Zealand Ministry of Social Policy, 2000).  Bourn cautions that “without sufficient resources, including appropriate skills, a joint working initiative will not achieve its intended benefits or these will not be capable of being sustained in the longer term” (2001: 48). 
2.4 Is the Process the Most appropriate? 
The literature indicates that:
· Horizontal initiatives are essential for resolving issues that transcend jurisdictions and sectors and require multiple partners and

· Development of the partnerships that are necessary take time and require the resources directed towards collaborative activities such as communication.

The findings also point to the challenges that most horizontal initiatives face in developing constructive partnerships.  The shift to increasing the orientation time and providing opportunities for people to meet and get to know each other is consistent with the findings in the literature.  Elson, Struthers and Carlson summarize the benefits of horizontality as helping to convey the big picture, helping to realize synergies, maximizing the effectiveness of policy or service delivery, exploiting economies of scale; bringing together organizations for mutual benefit, and improving service delivery for key groups.  They identify the cost of horizontality as less clear lines of accountability, greater difficulty in measuring effectiveness and impact, direct and indirect cost of management and support time and organizational and transitional costs when introducing horizontality.  (2007)
The general consensus in the literature is that programs or initiatives with overlapping jurisdictions need to take a horizontal approach that involves partners and stakeholders even if it is not the most efficient initially.  At this point there is not sufficient evidence to know whether such a horizontal approach will achieve cost savings over time.  However there is emerging evidence that when a horizontal approach is not used when there are overlapping jurisdictions, there is a greater likelihood that the efforts will not achieve the desired results.  

Elson, Struthers, and Carlson (2007) identified five types of tools that support horizontal practice:
· Information management tools to support good communication;

· Sector to government relational agreement tools including clear roles and responsibilities and agreed upon protocols;

· Funding tools to support the desired changes;

· Leadership tools to assist leaders in playing a facilitative role; and 

· Structural tools including adequate supports and realistic timeframes.

Based on the comments regarding the changes to the committee processes, it appears that the Accessibility Directorate has incorporated a number of processes that have worked well elsewhere.  Comments from committee members indicate that overall many perceive improvements to the process.  Engaging the other ministries as partners is still a key challenge.  It might be useful to work with the partner ministries prior to starting meetings of the SDCs to ensure that roles and responsibilities are clearly understood and that they are fully engaged in the process.
The legislation provides parameters for the process.  However, there is room for flexibility within that framework.  The ADO staff have made some changes already and discussions with them indicate that they are seeking advice on further changes.  This evaluation focused on learnings that can direct future changes.  Suggested improvements have been incorporated throughout the report.  

Given that the development of horizontal initiatives is relatively new ground in general, the learning approach taken by ADO is highly appropriate and should result in improved processes for the remaining three SDCs.
3 Conclusions and Recommendations
3.1 Conclusions
The Accessibility Directorate has demonstrated an interest in learning and an ability to respond to suggestions for change.  SDC members have indicated improvements in the process as a result of the Accessibility Directorate’s response to the concerns raised in the interim evaluation report.  It has succeeded in supporting a process that has resulted in the production of initial draft proposed standards for both SDCs and a finalized proposed standard for one of the SDCs.
Evaluating two separate SDCs from two different sectors provided an opportunity for further learning.  Some of the insights gained include:

· Working with partner ministries and contractors is important to clarify roles and responsibilities and ensure that government partners are providing the necessary leadership;
· Building relationships and trust is a critical element of successful collaboration.  It needs to occur at the beginning of the process prior to getting down to the job at hand in order to counteract the tendency for different constituencies to become entrenched in their own positions.
· The cost implications of the standards need to be considered when determining a realistic timeframe and the supports necessary to develop the standards.  The greater the cost implications the longer the process is likely to take and the more supports required.  The Accessible Built Environment SDC could face similar challenges to those faced by the Transportation SDC.
· Processes need to be established that ensure all committee members are open to looking at different options.  For example, the readiness and costing study could set out 3 or 4 options that look at costs based on level of accessibility achieved and different timeframes for achieving various levels.  This would then provide a clear and objective vehicle for informed discussion.
3.2 Recommendations

The Accessibility Directorate has implemented a number of suggestions for improving effectiveness.  It is important that it continues to be open to receiving feedback and responding to that feedback.  

3.2.1 ADO and CSA Supports to the SDCs

The ADO will need to continue to ensure that it minimizes confusion as to who does what at meetings and who is responsible for providing what.  The following are recommendations for consideration:

· The ADO continues to develop a strong leadership role with a single individual identified as the primary contact for the SDC.  This person would be responsible for ensuring that all of the other team members (CSA and ADO staff) are providing the needed supports to the committee including the preparation of reader-friendly documents and presentations.  

· The team leader needs to be clearly identified to the SDC members in order to minimize the confusion regarding who is responsible for responding to the members’ needs.

3.2.2 Making Information Provided to SDCs More Useful

Many of the SDC members indicated that they were overwhelmed by the amount of information provided to them at the beginning of the process and later felt that they could not readily access the information they needed to make informed decisions, in part because of the huge amount of ‘paper’ given to them.  The following recommendations are for consideration:

· Continue to have the orientation session more interactive, focusing on learning about the full range of disabilities and about the particular sector, including existing legislative parameters.

· Have the SDC work first on guiding principles prior to addressing the details of the standards.

· Provide the seed document in an outline form that introduces the format of a standard, then provide relevant information as the SDC works on each section.

· Change the process related to readiness and cost assessment in the following ways:

· Prepare the readiness document prior to the costing document.

· Present objective information based on focus groups/surveys of people with disabilities

· Present information regarding the current situation within the sector in relation to accessibility, indicating the implications for moving towards full accessibility

· Prepare the costing document based on the second draft standard

· Modify the costing document based on any significant modifications to the standards

3.2.3 Supporting More Productive Meetings

SDC members indicated that meetings could be made more productive.  The following practices should continue:

· Engage expert facilitators to plan and facilitate meetings in consultation with CSA and taking direction from ADO.

· Ensure that minutes reflect discussions as well as decisions, using real-time recording if any questions are raised as to the accuracy of the minutes.  Such transcripts of meetings would be for internal purposes only.

· Have decisions tracked by the facilitator so that the SDC does not return unnecessarily to issues already addressed.  

· Have SDC members sign a formal memorandum of agreement that commits them to carrying out their responsibility as outlined in the terms of reference.

· Clearly define the role of the lead ministries outlining the multiple roles they are expected to play in the context of their responsibility for implementing government legislation.

3.2.4 Government Supports for Implementation of the Standards

SDC members, particularly those representing sectors, and those contractors involved in the development of readiness and costing documents indicated that it was difficult to determine a reasonable standard and timeframes without knowing what support government intends to provide.  The following recommendation is for consideration:

· That lead ministries indicate the types and amounts of resources they will be providing to support implementation of the accessibility standards;  

· That training and education be provided to sectors to support an understanding of the standards; and

· That a proactive approach be taken to monitoring compliance with the standards.
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Appendix B: Interview Guides
Accessibility Directorate Staff 

Interview Guides
The Ministry of Community and Social Services has engaged Cathexis Consulting to conduct an evaluation of the Standards Development Committee Process. You are being asked to participate in this evaluation by providing information about your experience in your role with the Accessibility Directorate. This evaluation is intended to provide information that can be used to improve the process with the next three SDCs.. Your responses will not attributed be to you. To the extent possible your responses will be aggregated with responses from others with the Accessibility Directorate. 

Do you consent to this interview and the information that you provide being used in the evaluation?  

___Yes

If no, the interview cannot proceed.

1. Please describe your role with the Transportation SDCs. With the Customer Service SDC.

2. At what point did you become involved in the process?

3. What were your expectations of the SDCs?

4. To what extent were those expectations met by the Transportation SDC?  The Customer Service SDC?

5. To what extent do you believe the process as set out by the legislation and the SDCs terms of reference was carried out by the Transportation SDC?  If it was changed, in what ways and why?  What was the effect of those changes?

6. To what extent do you believe the process as set out by the legislation and the SDCs terms of reference was carried out by the Customer Service SDC?  If it was changed, in what ways and why?  What was the effect of those changes?

7. Please describe your understanding of the process that occurred with each of the following modules:

· Seed document development;

· Recruitment of SDCs;

· SDC orientation;

· Readiness and cost/feasibility assessments; 

· SDC meetings leading up to submission of initial proposed standards to Minister for public review; 

· SDC meetings following public review, leading to submission of final proposed standards to Minister. 

8. To what extent did the activities related to each of the following modules achieve the intended results:

· Seed document development;

· Recruitment of SDCs;

· SDC orientation;

· Readiness and cost/feasibility assessments; 

· SDC meetings leading up to submission of initial proposed standards to Minister for public review; 

· SDC meetings following public review, leading to submission of final proposed standards to Minister. 
9. What factors contributed to the achievement of the intended results?  
10. What changes would you make to the process?  (Probe: gaps, duplication, overlap, effective use of people’s time and knowledge, having the right people at the table)
11. Describe the meeting process. (Probe: Agenda and materials in advance, facilitation of constructive discussion from different perspectives, occurrence of disagreement, handling of disagreements, ensuring all voices are heard and respected)
12. To what extent is the SDC process the most appropriate way for government to undertake accessibility standards development within the context of the legislation?  (Probe: improvements to the process, different players, more players, different criteria for selecting players)

13. Give me an example when the process worked well. What factors contributed to it working well?  

14. Other comments
Third Party Consultants 

Interview Guides
The Ministry of Community and Social Services has engaged Cathexis Consulting to conduct an evaluation of the Standards Development Committee Process. You are being asked to participate in this evaluation by providing information about your experience with the SDCs. This evaluation is intended to provide information that can be used to improve the process with the next three SDCs.. Your responses will not attributed be to you. To the extent possible your responses will be aggregated with responses from others with the Accessibility Directorate. 

Do you consent to this interview and the information that you provide being used in the evaluation?  

___Yes

If no, the interview cannot proceed.

1. Please describe your role and your expected contribution to the SDC process.

2. Which committee did you work with?

3. At what point did you become involved in the process?

4. What were your expectations of the SDC members?  Of the Accessibility Directorate staff?  To what extent were those expectations met?

5. Please describe your understanding of the process that occurred with each of the following modules (if you were not involved, just indicate that):

· Seed document development;

· Recruitment of SDCs;

· SDC orientation;

· Readiness and cost/feasibility assessments; 

· SDC meetings leading up to submission of initial proposed standards to Minister for public review; 

· SDC meetings following public review, leading to submission of final proposed standards to Minister. 

6. To what extent did the activities related to each of the following modules achieve the intended results:

· Seed document development;

· Recruitment of SDCs;

· SDC orientation;

· Readiness and cost/feasibility assessments; 

· SDC meetings leading up to submission of initial proposed standards to Minister for public review; 

· SDC meetings following public review, leading to submission of final proposed standards to Minister. 
7. What factors contributed to the achievement of the intended results?  
8. What changes would you make to the process?  (Probe: gaps, duplication, overlap, effective use of people’s time and knowledge, having the right people at the table)
9. Describe the meeting process. (Probe: Agenda and materials in advance, facilitation of constructive discussion from different perspectives, occurrence of disagreement, handling of disagreements, ensuring all voices are heard and respected)
10. Give me an example when the process worked well. What factors contributed to it working well?  

11. Other comments
SDC members 

Interview Guides
The Ministry of Community and Social Services has engaged Cathexis Consulting to conduct an evaluation of the Standards Development Committee Process. You are being asked to participate in this evaluation by providing information about your experience in your role with the Accessibility Directorate. This evaluation is intended to provide information that can be used to improve the process with the next three SDCs.. Your responses will not attributed be to you. To the extent possible your responses will be aggregated with responses from others with the Accessibility Directorate. 

Do you consent to this interview and the information that you provide being used in the evaluation?  

___Yes

If no, the interview cannot proceed.

1. Please describe your role with the [Transportation/Customer Service] SDC. 
2. What were your expectations of the Standards Development Committees?  To what extent were those expectations met?  

3. Describe the recruitment and selection process. To what extent did it meet your expectations?  In what ways was it different?  

4. Describe the orientation process. In what ways was it helpful?  What else would have been useful for you?

5. Describe the seed documents providing information about accessibility standards in other jurisdictions. To what extent were these documents useful?  How might they have been made more useful?

6. Describe the SDC meetings. What did you expect would happen at the meetings?  To what extent were your expectations met?  To what extent were the intended results achieved?  What could have been done to improve the meetings. 
7. What were some of your hopes regarding the resulting standard?  To what extent were those hopes realized?

8. What were some of your concerns?  How were those concerns addressed?

9. What were your expectations of the Accessibility Directorate staff?  To what extent were those expectations met?  What would you like to see changed?

10. What were your expectations of the Canadian Standards Association?  To what extent were those expectations met?  What would you like to see changed?

11. What did you expect from the Readiness/Cost/Feasibility Assessments?  To what extent were those expectations met?  What would you like to see changed?

12. What are you hoping will come out of the public review process?

13. Describe a time when the committee worked well. What factors contributed to its working well.

14. Other comments
Phase II Interview Guide: 

Customer Service SDC Members

Name:

Affiliation:

The Ministry of Community and Social Services has engaged Cathexis Consulting to conduct an evaluation of the Standards Development Committee Process. We are now in the second phase of data collection. You are being asked to participate in this evaluation by providing information about your experience with the Customer Service SDC.  This evaluation is intended to provide information that can be used to improve the process with the next three SDCs.  Your responses will not be attributed to you.  To the extent possible, your responses will be aggregated with responses from other committee members. 

Do you consent to this interview and the information that you provide being used in the evaluation?  

___Yes
(If no, the interview cannot proceed.)
1. In what ways did the information obtained through the public review process contribute to the finalization of the standards?
	


2. What aspects of the public review process worked well?  (Probe for examples).  What factors contributed to those aspects working well?

	


3. What would you change about the public review process?
	


4. What aspects of the finalization of the standards worked well? (Probe for examples) What factors contributed to those aspects working well?

	


5. What would you change about the process to finalize the standards?
	


6. What do you feel is now required to ensure successful implementation of those standard?

	


Phase II Interview Guide: 

Transportation SDC Members
Name:

Affiliation:

The Ministry of Community and Social Services engaged Cathexis Consulting to conduct an evaluation of the Standards Development Committee Process. We are now in the second phase of data collection. You are being asked to participate in this evaluation by providing information about your experience with the Transportation SDC.  This evaluation is intended to provide information that can be used to improve the process with the next three SDCs.  Your responses will not be attributed to you.  Your responses will be aggregated with responses from other committee members. 

Do you consent to this interview and the information that you provide being used in the evaluation?  

___Yes
(If no, the interview cannot proceed.)
1. During the initial phase of the evaluation, members of the Transportation SDC identified a number of concerns regarding the process.  What were some of your concerns and how were they addressed?  (Probe:  roles and responsibilities, meetings, minutes)

	


2. What affect did changes to the process have on the ability of the SDC to carry out its work?

	


3. What were some of your hopes regarding the resulting standard?  To what extent were those hopes realized?
	


4. What are you hoping will come out of the public review process?
	


5. Describe a time when the committee worked well.  What factors contributed to its working well.
	


6. What do you feel is now required to ensure successful implementation of those standard?

	


7. Do you have any other comments/thoughts that you feel we should take into account in this evaluation?
	


Thank you for your participation.  

Appendix C: List of Documents Reviewed
· AODA Legislation


· Evaluation Forms from SDC members

· “Lessons Learned” report


· Work Plans

· Transportation SDC

· Customer Service SDC


· Communiqués


· Minutes of SDC meetings


· Draft Standards

· Customer Service
· Transportation


· Recruitment documents


· Results of June, 2005 Stakeholder consultations


· Documents relating to the public review process

· AODA Implementation: Proposed Standards Development Planning Process


· Presentation to Deputy Ministers Council


· Third party contracts 

· CSA


· Deloitte Touche


· PricewaterhouseCoopers


· Readiness/Cost/Feasibility Assessments

· Framework for Accessibility Standards

· Membership Orientation & Training


Terms of Reference for SDCs


Rules and Procedures for SDCs


Seed Documents/Technical Background Information


· Customer Service

· Transportation

· Member Feedback on Orientation Session – Customer Service


· Western Management Consultants Organization Review Highlights

Appendix D:  Literature Review References
Central Agencies and Leadership. Basic Research, Canada School of Public Service.

Bourn, John.  2001. Joining Up to Improve Public Services, National Audit Office.

Brinkerhoff, Jennifer. 2002. Assessing and improving partnership relationships and outcomes:  a proposed framework, Evaluation and Program Planning, 25, 215-231

Canadian Centre for Management Development, December 1998.Common Measurement Tool (CMT), Citizen-Centred Service Network http://www.myschool-monecole.gc.ca/publications/html/tool/tool_1_e.html
Commonwealth of Australia. 2004.  Connection Government.  Whole of Government Responses to Australia’s Priority Challenges, Good Practices Guides.

Fiztpatrick, Tom. 2003. Horizontal Management Trends in Governance and Accountability. Treasury Board of Canada, Secretariat for CCMD’s Action-Research Roundtable on the Management of Horizontal Issues.

Ford, Norma. 2006. The Development and evaluation of an information technology support system to facilitate inter-organizational collaboration in HRD.  Journal of European Industrial Training. 30, 7: 569-588. 

Frazer, Sheila.. 2005. Managing Horizontal Initiatives. Report of the Auditor General of Canada, November, Chapter 4.
Jack, Gordon. 2005. Assessing the impact of community programmes working with children and families in disadvantaged areas.  Child and Family Social Work pp 293-304
Gray, Andrew, Jenkins Bill, Leeuw Frans and John Mayne. 2003. Collaboration in Public Services. Comparative Policy Analysis Volume X., New Brunswick (U.S.A.) and London (U.K.): Transaction Publishers

Hunt, Sue. 2005. Whole-of-government: does working together work?. Technical Report Discussion paper no. PDP05-1, Policy and Governance Program, APSEG, ANU.

Institute of Public Administration Australia. 2002. Working together— integrated governance. IPAA national research project undertaken by Success Works, Brisbane, Australia.
Johnson, Bev. 2005.  Strategies for Successful Joined Up Government, John Curtin Institute of Public Policy, Institute of Public Administration Australia.
Joint UN Programme on HIV/AIDS. May 2006.  Effectiveness of multilateral action on AIDS:  Harmonized support to scaling up the national response, UNAIDS Coordinating Board Meeting.
New Zealand Ministry of Social Policy. 2000.  Models of Community Government Partnerships and Their Effectiveness in Achieving Welfare Goals.  

OECD. 2006. Guidance for Managing Joint Evaluation. DAC Evaluation Series.
Perrin, Burt. 2006. Moving from Outputs to Outcomes: Practical Advice from Governments Around the World. IBM Center for the Business of Government & the World Bank. 
Perrin, Burt. 2002.  Implementing the Vision: Addressing Challenges to Results-Focused Management and Budgeting.  Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 

Rogers, Patricia, Kaye Stevens, Linda Briskman, and Mike Berry. 2005. Framework for Evaluating 'Building a Better Future: Indigenous Housing to 2010.  The Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute.
Ryan, Christine and Peter Walsh. (2004) Collaboration of Public Sector Agencies:  Reporting and Accountability Challenges, The International Journal of Public Sector Management; 2004; 17, 6/7; ABI/INFORM Global 
Taylor-Powell, Ellen, Rossing Boyd and Jean Geran. 1998. Evaluating Collaboratives: Reaching the Potential. Program Development and Evaluation, University of Wisconsin-Extension. 

Taylor-Powell, Ellen. 1999. Evaluating Collaboratives: Challenges and Practice. The Evaluation Exchange Volume V, no. 2/3, 1999.
Torjam, Sherri. 2005. Policy Dialogue, Caledon Institute of Social Policy

UNAIDS Programme Coordinating Board.  2006. Effectiveness of multilateral action on AIDS Harmonized support to scaling up the national response. 
[image: image1.png]



124 Merton Street, Ste. 502
Toronto, Ontario M4S 2Z2
Telephone: 416-469-9954

Fax: 416 469-8487

www.cathexisconsulting.ca


