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While our sample was relatively small, the consistency of responses, as well as clear 
patterns across the 2024 and 2025 surveys, strongly lead us to believe that our findings 
reflect the broader experiences of the disability-employment sector overall.  

3. Survey Results: Less Time with Job Seekers, Unsustainable Levels of Red
Tape, Drastic Drops in Revenue

When we fielded our first survey in 2024, 53% of respondents had been under contract 
with one of the fifteen new employment Service System Managers for less than a year. For 
the 2025 survey, we wanted to see how things stood after agencies had been operating 
longer in the new system, so we asked the same questions that organizations answered in 
2024. Here’s what we found. 

a. Increasingly negative impact on agency ability to support job outcomes

A large majority of survey respondents indicated that their contract with a Service System 
Manager (SSM) has had an overwhelmingly negative impact on their ability to support job 
outcomes among job seekers with disabilities (as shown by the red bars in the chart below). 

“What impact has your contract with the SSM had on your ability to 
support employment outcomes for people with disabilities?” 

76% of respondents (26 of 34) reported that their SSM contract had a negative impact on 
their ability to support employment outcomes for job seekers with disabilities – up fourteen 
points from 62% in 2024 (note that 2024 data is signified by the blue bars in the chart).  
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Two organizations indicated a ‘very positive’ impact in 2025. Both of these organizations 
operate in the Windsor-Sarnia region and have a contract with the Windsor Regional 
Employment Network (WREN). Notably, both agencies reported ‘significantly increased’ 
time spent on administration, and one noted that the time they had to spend with job 
seekers had decreased significantly.  

Respondents shared their perspectives on their experience in the new system: 

The program has been challenging to implement and execute. The expectations are 
high, budget does not support the expectations, not necessarily supporting the 
client, and the requirements change often. 

We are unable to provide the proper supports so that clients retain their job. This is 
the biggest impact as we are able to get them the job but then there is no time for 
long term support because you have to move on to the next client and are swamped 
in paperwork in the meantime. 

The organization has suffered, in that we are no longer receiving adequate funding 
to provide pre-employment and retention supports, therefore operating in a deficit. 
Our organization is large enough that it can absorb the additional costs, but this is 
not a sustainable solution. The quality of supports has certainly been impacted. With 
the additional administration, there is certainly reduced time spent with job seekers. 

Staff are getting out of the field because it doesn't support people with disabilities to 
be successful. 

Higher targets, less funding, increased administration and less direct supports for 
persons with disabilities is a disaster. 
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b. Worsening impact on time spent with job seekers

In both 2024 and 2025, survey respondents indicated that their contract with an SSM had a 
decidedly negative impact on the time their staff spends with job seekers:  

“Would you say that the contract has increased or decreased the 
amount of time your staff are able to spend with job seekers?” 

While 85% of respondents indicated that their SSM contract had resulted in less time being 
spent with job seekers in both 2024 and 2025, a large majority moved into the ‘significantly 
decreased’ category in 2025. On the other side of the coin, just a single organization 
indicated that their time with job seekers had increased as a result of their SSM contract.  

According to respondents: 

Highly administratively burdened with extremely high caseloads limiting job 
development time of frontline staff to really work with employers to hire and retain 
people with disabilities. 

Reduction in resources due to funding makes it difficult to [provide] in-depth client 
services due to high volumes. 

The funding we receive is not enough to provide the supports needed. We find the 
oversight of the program does not factor in the specialized services and support we 
provide. The administration requirements create an unnecessary workload for both 
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our management and staff team. The program does not seem to understand the 
support needs of people who have an intellectual disability. 

We have less staff doing more work. There's no other way. We are helping less 
people and doing more paperwork and losing money in the process. We cut staff to 
lose less money but it just means doing a worse and worse job of helping jobseekers. 

Immediately received 40% less funding. Immediately lost all ODSP referrals. 
Immediately asked to spend 50% more time in office doing data entry and clerical 
work. Focus is on doing intakes, not finding people jobs.  

c. Administrative tasks continue to overwhelm agencies

There is perhaps no greater agreement in the sector than on the explosion of time wasted 
on red tape under the SSM model, as shown in the chart below.  

“Would you say that the contract has increased or decreased the amount 
of time spent on administrative tasks?” 

There was very little change in responses with respect to time spent on administrative 
tasks from 2024 to 2025, with nearly all respondents indicating a significant increase after 
signing a contract with a Service System Manager. 

The overwhelming nature of administration and red tape was a pervasive focus of 
respondent feedback: 
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Administrative obligations make us work more for the SSM than for our clients. 

Spending far too much time doing administrative work for 40% less funding. 
Reduces everything we can do that made us successful in the past. 

Unclear and continuous changes of rules and demands that are meaningless to the 
goals that the Ministry wants to achieve; micromanagement in the name of 
transparency and accountability, that interferes or creates hurdles to responsive 
client service. 

Administration responsibilities have increased. System is demanding and not much 
autonomy. Training obligations are also overwhelming. 

The high administrative burden, increased caseloads, and insufficient funding to 
support clients with disabilities have significantly impacted daily operations and 
service delivery. The star-rating system further demotivates the team, while SSM 
penalties for minor administrative oversights such as missing a recorded contact 
appointment despite detailed case notes add unnecessary pressure. A more 
balanced approach that prioritizes meaningful client support over rigid 
administrative requirements would improve efficiency and morale.  

The SSM… has added extra layers of administration and micromanagement that 
does nothing to improve outcomes and is a significant barrier due to time and 
resources to meet their demands under constant threat of rebukes for (for example) 
failing to make note of a check-in with a jobseeker in the FOUR PLACES where we 
are required to document the same individual interaction.  

Basically, there is zero value add from the SSM - they require us to attend meetings 
and trainings that are not needed, they don't generate any referrals, and they take up 
additional time with a continuous stream of criticisms that are irrelevant to 
performance.  

The case management systems are often slow and on occasion do not communicate 
effectively with the Ministry CaMS/BPS system. 

The new reporting on CAMS and ES was ridiculous with so much down time and the 
[SSM] workers did not know how to use the systems. 
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d. Negative financial impact of SSM contracts

As we demonstrated on page 10 of our original Tangled in Red Tape report, the amount of 
funds available to agencies supporting job seekers with disabilities decreased substantially 
under the SSM model. This is again clearly reflected in survey responses from 2025, as 
shown in the chart below. 

“What financial impact has your contract with an SSM had on your organization?” 

In 2024, many organizations seemed to be undecided on the financial impact of their SSM 
contract, likely because they had recently signed on to the new system. In 2025, 
organizations reporting a negative financial impact skyrocketed from 53% to 82% of 
respondents; just two organizations reported a somewhat positive financial impact, and 
four reported no change.  

Respondents were unequivocal in their comments: 

We will need to double our caseload to get 60% of the amount of funding we 
previously achieved through ODSP ES/MCCSS. 

We have less staff and higher targets due to inadequate funding. 

It's been horrific. We are not able to stay afloat under this contract. 

https://communitylivingontario.ca/wp-content/uploads/2024/07/TangledInRedTape.pdf
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We are closing our services due to a lack of funding. 

Funding model change results in less staff to support more clients, unable to give 
each client the same level of support that they would have previously received. 

This year we received a reduction in funding and will lose our job coach as of 
April 2025. 

e. Increasing caseloads, decreasing revenue

Given the lower per-person revenues available under the new model (as shown on page 10 
of Tangled in Red Tape), many agencies have made the decision to significantly increase 
caseloads. This allows them to collect the job seeker enrollment amount after administering 
the Common Assessment Tool (CAT), which provides a predictable source of funds.  

However, even with increased caseloads, agencies are still taking in less revenue than they 
did before the transition to Integrated Employment Services. This shown clearly in the chart 
below. 

“Which of the following statements best describes your situation?” 

In 2024, 71% of survey respondents reported earning less revenue for employment 
services once they switched over to working with their SSM. This has grown to 88% of 

https://communitylivingontario.ca/wp-content/uploads/2024/07/TangledInRedTape.pdf
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respondents in 2025. For the most part, organizations have been forced to take on a 
significantly increased number of job seekers just to stay afloat. Even with a higher 
caseload, they are earning less revenue than they did in the old system. Just one solitary 
organization reported earning more revenue after Employment Services Transformation. 

The drop in revenue has been influenced by the 20-hour rule (i.e., there is no performance-
based funding where successful job seekers work less than 20 hours per week), which was 
again described as highly problematic by respondents:  

A 20-hour work week is not a realistic goal for some of the people we support but no 
funding is received to support them. 

The 20-hour rule being applied to people with disabilities who often do not have the  
capacity to work more than 20 hours, regardless of whether they have one or more  
jobs, is extremely inequitable for service providers who focus on serving people with 
disabilities. 

The majority of the people we serve are so willing to work but cannot commit to 20 
hours a week, or their employer does not schedule them that many hours. 

We find it difficult to maintain the 20-hour rule as many of the people we support 
have huge challenges to employment. 

Allowing lower weekly hours to count toward performance-based funding would 
create sustainable employment pathways, secure funding for staffing, and enhance 
service delivery. 

4. Key Takeaways

Disability employment service providers have been ringing the alarm about problems with 
Integrated Employment Services for going on three years now. Now that the SSM model 
has been implemented across the province, we need to face the fact that the model is not 
working for job seekers with disabilities and the organizations that support them.  

Here are the issues that must be addressed in short order, as communicated by service 
providers:  

a. A focus on paper instead of people

Employment service providers are dealing with an insupportable burden of administrative 
tasks. As examples, their staff are forced to type the same information in multiple 
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databases, attend seemingly pointless meetings and training, verify reams of the same data 
in different ways, and obtain proof of employment in highly specific ways that can defy 
common sense. The extent of these and other tasks means that there is little time to spend 
on things like job development and placement, i.e., the things that really matter to people. 
This is proving to be frustrating and demotivating for staff.   

b. Insufficient funding, uninformed policies, financial micromanagement

Funding levels are simply not sufficient for agencies to stay afloat without additional 
sources of support. Funding for this valuable work has been cut in half, or worse, in the 
transition to the new system.  

Further, the way funding is structured puts more focus on completing intakes than on 
helping people find and keep jobs. Service providers get paid for performing the Common 
Assessment Tool, which offers a predictable source of revenue; successful job placements 
have been subsequently de-emphasized. This leads to pressure to complete as many 
intakes as possible, leaving less time and resources for job development. The system is 
prioritizing quantity over quality, with many people ‘parked’ after the intake process without 
real progress towards employment. 

The combination of decreased available revenue, increased caseloads, and performance-
based funding (PBF) means that service providers are incentivized to prioritize clients who 
are easier to place and can meet the PBF criteria quickly. This is leading to ‘cherry-picking,’ 
where clients with more complex needs are by necessity deprioritized. People who need 
more intensive support are often not getting the help they need.  

The 20-hour work week requirement for performance-based funding is broadly seen as 
unfair and insulting, particularly to people with disabilities. It doesn't account for the often-
intensive work of staff who are dedicated to helping people who face social and economic 
barriers to employment. It overlooks the fact that part-time work is inherently valuable and 
can be a crucial ramp to full-time work. The current structure minimizes these factors and 
limits opportunities for those who are unable to secure 20-plus hour jobs due to 
discrimination and other barriers outside the control of job seekers. 

Lastly, a large portion of the program's funding goes to work-related items and problematic 
wage subsidies. Wage subsidies often create the impression that people with disabilities 
need to be ‘bought’ into jobs. Additionally, many service providers have indicated that once 
the subsidy ends, the job often disappears, leaving people without stable employment. 
Many agencies feel that some of the Employment-Related Funds (ERFS) should be 
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redirected to operational costs, like hiring administrative staff, job developers and job 
coaches, which would lead to more sustainable and effective support. 

c. Intrusiveness and reliability of the Common Assessment Tool

Many job seekers find the Common Assessment Tool (CAT) process intrusive. Caseworkers 
often feel uncomfortable asking sensitive questions right at the start, especially if they 
haven’t built rapport with people being supported. Additionally, when community supports 
are unavailable, the assessment can make clients feel alienated, which is 
counterproductive. Without proper follow-up resources, the Common Assessment 
becomes more of a barrier than a tool to connect clients with support. 

Service providers have also questioned the ability of the CAT to accurately identify people 
as needing stream A, stream B, or stream C supports. Many have shared the experience of 
support stream A clients who need significantly more support than the CAT outcome would 
suggest. 

d. A ‘one size fits all’ approach is not working for job seekers with disabilities

Many former ODSP-ES providers have made the decision or been forced to expand the 
range of people they support. In the case of our survey, many agencies that formerly only 
served people with disabilities (or only people with developmental disabilities) are now 
providing services to a broader range of people. After their experience with this new 
approach and group of job seekers, survey respondents indicated that (a) the overall model 
does not account for the specific support needs of many people in the system (and the 
competencies needed to assist them), and/or (b) the model specifically disadvantages 
people facing significant barriers to employment.  

5. Recommendations

Employment service providers have been calling for logical and reasonable changes to 
Integrated Employment Services for several years. The system is overdue for several key 
adjustments, including the following: 

1. Reducing administration and red tape must be an immediate priority.

2. Urgent changes are needed for job seekers with disabilities and specialist service
providers. This includes:
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o Changes to operational funding and performance-based incentives that
recognize the time and support that is needed by many job seekers to
succeed, including beyond the twelve-month mark.

o Changes to job coach funding that are informed by knowledge of what works
in practice (e.g., an ongoing relationship between worker and job coach is
crucial; some people will need periodic coaching even after a year in a job,
etc.), and that will allow agencies to pay their own job coaches (rather than
being limited to hiring only third-party job coaches).

o A reduction in restrictions on how Employment-Related Funds are used to
support people on the job.

o Immediate attention to the pervasive loss of experienced employment
support professionals, including job coaches, as a result of decreases in
funding to agencies.

3. Eliminate the ’20-hour rule’ and replace it with an incentive framework that
acknowledges the value of part-time work, as well as the social and economic
barriers to employment faced by many people with disabilities.

4. Rebalance performance-based incentives to (i) increase rewards for long-term
placement and advancement, (ii) address possible unintended consequences of the
enrolment incentive, and (iii) acknowledge the need for ongoing support after the
first year on the job.

5. Ensure that the Common Assessment Tool is accurately placing people into the
appropriate streams.

People with disabilities continue to face misinformation, stereotyping, and bias when they 
enter the job market. In many cases they need substantial support from employment 
experts and job coaches who can act as a bridge to employers and ease the transition to 
work. While this can be resource-intensive, it pays off in the long run in increased income 
for people, higher tax revenues for governments, and decreased social assistance 
expenditures. 

Integrated Employment Services is just not working for job seekers with disabilities. The 
provincial government needs to quickly make changes informed by feedback from front-
line system actors so that people with disabilities, and other people facing high barriers to 
employment, can be effectively served by Ontario’s employment support system.
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Appendix A – Survey Questions 

1. In what city is your organization located?

2. Approximately how many staff are employed by your organization?

3. In what employment services region(s) do you operate? (choose all that apply) *
a. Windsor-Sarnia
b. London
c. Hamilton-Niagara Peninsula
d. Stratford-Bruce Peninsula
e. Kitchener-Waterloo-Barrie
f. Halton
g. Peel
h. York
i. Toronto
j. Durham
k. Muskoka-Kawarthas
l. Kingston-Pembroke
m. Ottawa
n. Northeast
o. Northwest

4. What is your organization’s name?

5. How long has your organization been providing employment services? *
a. Less than 3 years
b. 3 to 6 years
c. More than 6 years

6. Do you offer, or have you recently offered, employment services funded through
ODSP-ES? *

a. Yes
b. No
c. I don’t know

7. Do you offer employment services to… (choose one) *
a. People with any type of disability
b. Mainly people with physical, sensory, or learning disabilities
c. Mainly people with intellectual/developmental disabilities
d. None of the above
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8. Do you currently have a contract with one or more employment Service System
Managers? (choose the option that best describes your situation) *

a. Yes – with one SSM
b. Yes – with more than one SSM
c. We previously had one or more SSM contracts, but have none currently
d. We have never had an SSM contract

9. [If yes to c or d in Q8] What are the reasons your organization does not have a
contract with an SSM?

10. [If yes to a, b in Q8] How long have you been under contract with an SSM? *
a. Less than one year
b. Between one and three years
c. More than three years
d. I don’t know

11. What impact has your contract with the SSM had on your ability to support
employment outcomes for people with disabilities?

a. A very positive impact
b. A somewhat positive impact
c. Neither positive nor negative
d. A somewhat negative impact
e. A very negative impact

12. Please feel free to expand on your answer above.

13. Would you say that the contract has increased or decreased the amount of time your
staff are able to spend with job seekers?

a. Significantly increased
b. Somewhat increased
c. Neither increased nor decreased
d. Somewhat decreased
e. Significantly decreased

14. Would you say that the contract has increased or decreased the amount of time
spent on administrative tasks?

a. Significantly increased
b. Somewhat increased
c. Neither increased nor decreased
d. Somewhat decreased
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e. Significantly decreased

15. Thinking about your relationship with the SSM, which of the following statements
best describes your situation? (choose one)

a. Similar caseload, for less revenue
b. Similar caseload, for about the same revenue
c. Similar caseload, for more revenue
d. Higher caseload, for less revenue
e. Higher caseload, for about the same revenue
f. Higher caseload, for more revenue
g. Lower caseload, for less revenue
h. Lower caseload, for about the same revenue
i. Lower caseload, for more revenue

16. What financial impact has your contract with an SSM had on your organization?
a. A very positive impact
b. A somewhat positive impact
c. Neither positive nor negative
d. A somewhat negative impact
e. A very negative impact

17. Moving forward, do you anticipate that your contract with an SSM will have a positive
or negative impact on your organization’s financial health?

a. A very positive impact
b. A somewhat positive impact
c. Neither positive nor negative
d. A somewhat negative impact
e. A very negative impact

18. As a result of your contract with an SSM, have you made any changes in the
employment services that you provide to people with disabilities? (check all that
apply)

a. We have increased our employment services
b. We have reduced our employment services
c. We have increased the number of employment support staff
d. We have reduced the number of employment support staff
e. We have stopped providing employment services for people with disabilities
f. We have stopped providing all employment services

Please feel free to expand on your answer above. 
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19. [If yes to c in Q8] How long were you under contract with an SSM? *
a. Less than one year
b. Between one and three years
c. More than three years
d. I don’t know

20. What impact did your contract with the SSM have on your ability to support
employment outcomes for people with disabilities?

a) A very positive impact
b) A somewhat positive impact
c) Neither positive nor negative
d) A somewhat negative impact
e) A very negative impact

21. Please feel free to expand on your answer above.

22. Would you say that the contract increased or decreased the amount of time your
staff were able to spend with job seekers?

a) Significantly increased
b) Somewhat increased
c) Neither increased nor decreased
d) Somewhat decreased
e) Significantly decreased

23. Would you say that the contract increased or decreased the amount of time spent
on administrative tasks?

a) Significantly increased
b) Somewhat increased
c) Neither increased nor decreased
d) Somewhat decreased
e) Significantly decreased

24. Thinking about your relationship with the SSM, which of the following statements
best described your situation while under contract? (choose one)

a) Similar caseload, for less revenue
b) Similar caseload, for about the same revenue
c) Similar caseload, for more revenue
d) Higher caseload, for less revenue
e) Higher caseload, for about the same revenue
f) Higher caseload, for more revenue
g) Lower caseload, for less revenue
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h) Lower caseload, for about the same revenue
i) Lower caseload, for more revenue

25. What financial impact did your contract with an SSM have on your organization?
a) A very positive impact
b) A somewhat positive impact
c) Neither positive nor negative
d) A somewhat negative impact
e) A very negative impact




