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INTRODUCTION

PURPOSE

Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness Canada (PSEPC) is a new department of the Federal government created in December 2003.  PSEPC is the lead federal organization responsible for protecting Canadians and maintaining a peaceful and safe society.  

PSEPC now combines the Solicitor General Canada, the Office of Critical Infrastructure Protection and Emergency Preparedness and the National Crime Prevention Centre and supports the Minister in giving direction to 6 other agencies.  Prior to this amalgamation, each of these three organizations had their own Web site focusing on their particular area of expertise.  The three separate sites must now be integrated into a single new Web site under the PSEPC umbrella.

The main purpose of the research is to provide input on which of 4 design alternatives PSEPC should consider for its new departmental website.  Specifically, the objectives were:

(
To assess the public’s perceptions and understanding of what PSEPC does as outlined in the content of a 900 word Web Page “About Us”, and identify possible changes/improvements.

(
To determine which of the 4 design concepts best communicates the role and positioning of PSEPC.

METHOD

Four 2-hour English-language focus groups were conducted February 8 and 9, 2005, as follows:

	
	Total
	Ottawa
	Toronto

	Participant age:  19 - 30
	2
	1
	1

	Participant age:  31 - 54
	2
	1
	1

	     Total
	4
	2
	2


Participant Qualifications

Aside from the age requirements noted above, all participants met the following criteria:

(
Internet usage:

--
Have home or office Internet access

--
Personally use the Internet to look for information at least once a week (not including the use of e-mail)

(
Occupation exclusions:

--
Do not work in any of the following occupations:  marketing or marketing research, advertising, graphic design/web design/print production, media, public relations.

--
Also excluded were people employed in medical organizations, social services, government (federal, provincial, municipal), Red Cross, police and fire departments, armed forces (including reservists),  and those involved in policing or the legal community -- all of whom may be more knowledgeable about the Web sites that are being merged.

(
Past focus group involvement:  Have not participated in a focus group in the past 12 months.
As well, in each group there was equal representation of men and women, and a cross-section on age (within the qualifying age range), income and working status/occupation.

In Ottawa, 2 or 3 bilingual participants were recruited for each group.

Participant Incentives

All participants were paid an honorarium for their participation.

LIMITATIONS OF QUALITATIVE RESEARCH

It is important to note that this research was qualitative in nature, not quantitative.  As such, the results provide an indication of the participants’ views about the issues explored, but cannot be statistically generalized to the full population.


EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

AWARENESS AND KNOWLEDGE OF PSEPC

AWARENESS OF PSEPC

· There were different levels of awareness of PSEPC by age of participant and by group location:

--
By age, those in the younger group (19-30 years of age) were less likely to say they had heard of PSEPC than were those in the older age group (31-54 years of age).

--
Participants in Toronto were less likely to say they had heard of PSEPC than those in Ottawa.

· Among participants aware of PSEPC, most cited media coverage as the source of their awareness.

· More participants claimed to have heard of Homeland Security, the U.S. equivalent of PSEPC, than have heard of PSEPC itself.

KNOWLEDGE OF PSEPC

· Overall, there was little detailed knowledge of PSEPC, with the exception of a few individuals in Ottawa.  

· Based on the name of the department, most could guess at what they believed to be the role of PSEPC.  However, this did not include any understanding that PSEPC is primarily responsible for coordination of other organizations, agencies and jurisdictions in the event of national emergencies vs. being directly involved with the general public.

· The following associations were made with the role and responsibilities of PSEPC, in descending rank order:

--
Most associated the organization with national responsibility for health issues.

--
Quite a few participants believed PSEPC would be involved in combating terrorism.

--
A number of participants knew or believed that the department plays a role in natural disasters, particularly as related to the health and safety concerns of Canadians.

REACTION TO THE DESCRIPTION OF PSEPC

OVERALL REACTION TO THE DESCRIPTION

· Overall reaction to the description of PSEPC and the Portfolio tended to be positive, particularly among those in the younger age group and those who had little or no prior awareness of PSEPC.

· Positive reaction to the description was driven by both content and how the information was presented:

--
Most judged the information presented on the first page of the description as being the most useful to them personally, particularly the sections Who we are and What we do. 

--
Some participants also liked the question and answer format of the document, i.e., the who, what and how. 

--
Some reacted positively simply on the basis that this document made them aware of the existence of PSEPC and that it gave them reassurance there is a government body responsible for looking after Canadians in the event of any threats.
GENERAL ISSUES PARTICIPANTS HAD WITH THE DESCRIPTION

· Although overall reaction tended to be positive, negative comments about the description far outweighed positive comments, both in absolute number of mentions and in intensity.  The following verbatim comment from one participant sums up the views of many others in the groups:

“I think this document does a good job in breaking up the organization and summarizing their roles.  But it only summarizes roles and doesn’t explain on-going activities or policies being implemented.  In the end, I still don’t know what PSEPC is really doing or what they plan to do to keep the nation ‘secure’.”

· Participants identified the following areas of the description for changes in order to improve their understanding of PSEPC and the Portfolio agencies/review bodies:

· Provide more information about why the Government of Canada created PSEPC and the Portfolio agencies/review bodies:
In view of the low awareness of PSEPC that exists, some participants felt that this information would answer some important questions that they had as a result of reading the description: 

--
How do these new structures benefit the average Canadian in general, and particularly since these organizations were already in existence and functioning in their own areas of responsibility?

--
How do the actions of these entities specifically impact Canadians?

· Clarify the roles and responsibilities of PSEPC
Quite a few of the participants were unclear about the multi-faceted role of PSEPC as a department from the description, which led to the following impressions about PSEPC: 

--
PSEPC was seen to be first and foremost a policing organization that deals with criminals and secondarily with terrorists;  there was no indication the department would play a role in the event of a natural disaster, public safety issues (e.g., health-related) or in ‘emergency preparedness’. 

--
There was limited understanding that PSEPC is a coordinating agency rather than one directly involved with the general public.

· Use visual aids (e.g., organizational chart) to clarify issues about the department and the Portfolio 
A number of participants suggested the need for an organizational chart to help better understand the difference between the department and the Portfolio in a number of areas.  For example:  

--
Some did not understand the term ‘portfolio’.

--
Some said they did not understand the reporting structure (a) within the department; (b) within the Portfolio; and (c) between the larger organization (the Portfolio) and the department.

--
Some wanted to know how information from these two entities is disseminated to the public.

--
A considerable number were also unclear about how the role and responsibilities of the Portfolio agencies were different from those of the department.  Based on the description, most participants interpreted that both entities focused on policing and threat management (i.e., terrorism) and neither dealt with emergency preparedness.  

· Need to give consideration to the value of including budgets, number of employees and offices in an overview document
It was our impression that this type of information took on undue importance in the focus groups.  We suspect that relative to the perceived shortcomings of the description in giving participants a clear understanding of PSEPC and of the Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness Portfolio, they judged this to be something concrete they could grasp.

While some participants took the information at face value and said they appreciated that these types of information were included, there were many others who either misinterpreted various aspects of the information or wanted a lot more detail, particularly about the budget.

· Use simpler, non-bureaucratic language
Some of the participants commented that some of the words or phrases used in the description were either written at quite a high level or used terms or jargon that may be common in government circles but not easily understood by the average person.  They suggested that it would be easier to understand the description of PSEPC and the Portfolio agencies if simpler, more concrete language was used. 

· Need to make a personal connection with the general public
In its current form, the description of the department and the Portfolio is not seen to do a good job getting across how these can impact the daily lives of people in the general public.

We suggest that addressing the issues outlined above can go a long way to indirectly explaining how the department and the Portfolio serve the interest of Canadians.

REACTION TO THE WEB DESIGN CONCEPTS

· Of the 4 web design concepts, the Flag design tended to perform best overall, among both younger and older participants:

--
Along with I’m ready, the Flag design was relatively more likely to be ranked first or second. 

--
Flag received the fewest last place votes.

· The key perceived strengths of the Flag design included:

--
The headline Keeping Canadians Safe is judged to be reassuring, i.e., somebody’s looking after us, somebody is keeping us safe.

--
The tabbed index was perceived to make it easy to access further information, i.e., the tabs looked easy to click on and to navigate the site.
-
The overall look of the web design was described as ‘eye-catching’, vivid and if not innovative, at least colourful.

--
Some liked that the design included the Canadian flag;  this conveyed it is an official Government of Canada website.

· Some participants did not like one or more aspects of the Flag design, including:

--
Some felt that this design looked too busy.  The images were perceived to compete with the colours and the text, and it was hard to identify the main focus of the page.

--
Some disliked the tabbed index:

i)
Looks like ‘recipe’ cards, and is more appropriate for a web site that deals with cooking than for a serious government web site.

ii)
Visually contributes to the ‘busy’ appearance of the web page.

iii)
Might make it more difficult to easily link to other information because it requires thinking about site navigation in a different way.
--
Some disliked the image of the child:

i)
It was perceived to be confusing with regard to what web site is for (e.g., is this for a snowsuit fund?), and does not appear to match the headline.

ii)
The image of the child was judged to be distracting and thus inappropriate for the serious subject matter of this web site.  This is an issue for adults to deal with and the government does not have to yank at the heartstrings to get the seriousness of this issue across.

iii)
It added to the perceived clutter rather than to the information value of the web page.
--
While some participants said they recognized the flag from other government sites, there were others who:

i)
Did not see it as a flag, i.e., they thought it was just a blur of colour.

ii)
Needed the examples of the collateral materials to clearly understand that this design element was in fact a flag.

iii)
Wondered why it was blurred and more pink than red.

iv)
Did not feel it was necessary to include the flag:  (a) The site included the Canada wordmark so this is an unnecessary redundancy and (b) If you are on the site, you already know this is an official government site and the flag does not add anything to this knowledge.

· A number of participants felt that the advertising icon with the mobile alerts (used in the I’m ready design), should be incorporated in whatever web design is chosen for PSEPC. 


DETAILED FINDINGS

AWARENESS AND KNOWLEDGE OF PSEPC
Prior to reviewing a description of PSEPC and the web sign design alternatives, participants were asked a series of questions to gauge their awareness and knowledge of PSEPC.

AWARENESS OF PSEPC

There were different levels of awareness of PSEPC by age of participant and by group location:

--
By age, those in the younger group (19-30 years of age) were less likely to say they had heard of PSEPC than were those in the older age group (31-54 years of age).

--
In Toronto, only a few participants claimed to be aware of PSEPC (and only in the 31-54 age group).

In Ottawa, almost everyone in the older age group (31-54 years of age) said they had heard of the department and half the participants in the 19-30 age group also claimed some level of awareness.

More participants claimed to have heard of Homeland Security, the U.S. equivalent of PSEPC, than have heard of PSEPC itself.  However, the pattern for claimed awareness of Homeland Security was largely the same as for PSEPC.

Among participants aware of PSEPC, most cited media coverage as the source of their awareness, including one or two who referenced the Parliamentary channel (i.e., the passage of the bill to create the new department).  With the exception of one participant, no one claimed any first hand knowledge of PSEPC.  The former individual had a friend involved in Victims’ Assistance Services who had attended a workshop on post-disaster intervention training supposedly sponsored by PSEPC.

KNOWLEDGE OF PSEPC

Participants were asked to state what they knew about, or assumed to be, PSEPC’s responsibilities/
mandate.  

Overall, with the exception of a few individuals in Ottawa, there was little detailed knowledge of PSEPC.  Only a handful of participants had any knowledge of the multi-faceted roles and responsibilities of PSEPC.

Based on the name, most could guess at what they believed to be the role of PSEPC.  However, this did not include any understanding that PSEPC is primarily responsible for coordination of other organizations, agencies and jurisdictions in the event of national emergencies vs. being directly involved with the general public.  A few other points worth noting about the views of those who based their comments on the department name only rather than on previous awareness of the department:

· Some interpreted ‘preparedness’ to include:

--
Prediction of disasters

--
Research on diseases

--
Providing the general public with a checklist of what to keep on hand in the event of either natural or man-made disasters

· A few were unsure about the jurisdiction of PSEPC, i.e., does it deal only with disasters/events in Canada or does its mandate also extend beyond Canada’s borders?

The following associations were made with PSEPC, shown in descending rank order of mention:

· Most associated the organization with national responsibility for health issues.  The following types of specific examples were cited:

--
Infectious diseases/breakouts such as SARS or Avian flu (Note:  This was mentioned more often in Toronto than in Ottawa)

--
Research on diseases

--
Any major disasters involving health concerns of the population, including biological terrorism

· Quite a few participants believed PSEPC would be involved in combating terrorism.

· A number of participants knew or believed that the department plays a role in natural disasters, particularly as related to the health and safety concerns of Canadians.  There were more participants in Ottawa who were aware of this responsibility of PSEPC than was the case among the Toronto participants, mostly because of the ice storm in the recent past.  

· Each of the following perceived roles was mentioned by one or two participants:

--
Involved with DART and tsunami relief efforts

--
Modeled on Homeland Security and responsible for the coordination of emergency services, including policy, the military, medical services and hospitals, etc., related to any aspect of public safety and security

--
The Canadian equivalent of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)

In each of the groups, a few participants spontaneously commented they felt the department name is too long and that it should be changed to something shorter and simpler to remember.  One bilingual participant in Ottawa also felt that the acronym PSEPC could be viewed as culturally insensitive to French Canadians, based on the pronunciation of the English version of the acronym.

REACTION TO THE DESCRIPTION OF PSEPC
Prior to looking at the website design alternatives, participants were asked to read an approximately 800 word overview description of PSEPC.  This description represented approximately 4 pages that would appear as an introductory section on PSEPC’s website.  After reading the description, participants were asked to complete a brief questionnaire on their impressions of the description.

OVERALL REACTION TO THE DESCRIPTION OF PSEPC

To assess their overall reaction to the description participants were asked to rate it as follows:  Overall, taking everything into consideration, how good a job did this write-up do in giving you an overview of Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness Canada?   
The results are shown in the table below (the numbers represent actual numbers of participants).  Note:  These results are not statistically projectable nor can statistical significance be assessed;  we show them only to illustrate the weight of opinion in our sample.
	
	Total
	Age:
19-30
	Age:
31-54

	
	32
#
	16
#
	16
#

	Excellent
	5
	4
	1

	Good
	10
	6
	4

	OK
	12
	4
	8

	Not very good
	4
	2
	2

	Poor
	1
	--
	1


The overall reaction to the description was generally positive.  Notably, though:

--
Almost as many participants rated the write-up as OK as assigned it a rating of Excellent or Good.

--
Participants in the older groups responded less positively to the description than did participants in the younger groups.

Positive reaction to the description was driven by both content and how the information was presented:

--
Most judged the information presented on the first page of the description as being the most useful to them personally, particularly the sections Who we are and What we do.  Most of these participants tended to be individuals who had no prior awareness of PSEPC or who had limited knowledge about what the department does.

--
Some participants also liked the question and answer format of the document, i.e., the who, what and how.  

--
Some reacted positively simply on the basis that this document made them aware of the existence of PSEPC and that it gave them reassurance there is a government body responsible for looking after Canadians in the event of any threats.  This type of reaction also came primarily from those with little or no prior awareness of PSEPC.
Although overall reaction tended to be positive, negative comments about the description far outweighed positive comments, both in absolute number of mentions and in intensity.  For example, many respondents were critical of the content of the description (including those who rated it as excellent or good), judging it to be short on specific information about what PSEPC does and heavy on ‘bureaucratic’ jargon which they felt does little to further their understanding of the organization.  Given the perceived importance of a body such as PSEPC, many were noticeably angry and vocal about the shortcomings of the document in informing them as Canadians of the role and responsibilities of PSEPC.  As well, the overview also tended to conflict with either their perception or their knowledge of PSEPC’s raison d’être.  Based on the description, quite a number of participants inferred that the main role of PSEPC is first and foremost policing, and to a lesser extent threat management.  This contradicted their knowledge of PSEPC’s involvement in natural disasters, or as some believe in the SARS outbreak.

There were also some negative comments about the structure of the document, mostly because it was perceived to impede understanding of both the department and the Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness Portfolio.

perceived Positive Aspects of the Description

Content

Among participants who were positive about the description, most identified the following as aspects of the content that they liked:

· It provides a basic overview of the department/organization:

--
Shows the departmental breakdown for PSEPC and gives an explanation of the functions of each branch.

--
Explains the reporting structure for PSEPC, i.e., Assistant Deputy Minister to Deputy Minister.

--
Provides sufficient information to allow an individual to know where to go for more information if needed.

--
Covers everything, i.e., both within PSEPC and the Portfolio.

--
Informative for those who had no previous knowledge about the organization, in that it conveys:

i)
the existence of such an organization

ii)
that PSEPC is an amalgamation of established agencies and not a newly created entity, i.e., created only in response to the terrorist attacks of 9/11 and thus is still evolving.

· Some participants particularly liked the amount of information provided on the Portfolio agencies and review bodies:

--
For some, this was judged useful because it was educational.  Specifically:

i)
It provided some new learning about each of these agencies, i.e., they may have heard about these agencies before but had little knowledge about what each did.  In that sense it was appreciated as a civics lesson.

ii)
The level of information provided was judged to be sufficient to understand the ‘big picture’ with regard to the mandate of each agency or review body.

--
For some, the amount of detail in the description of the Portfolio gave them a sense of comfort and safety:

“There are lots of different groups of people working together to see over our safety.”

“I like the idea that there is one body responsible for everything, that resources are being combined to prepare us for lots of different emergencies.”

· Some participants liked the statistics/figures included in the description:

--
They liked the inclusion of budget amounts, i.e., didn’t try to hide it or make one have to search for it.

--
Some also liked the fact that the information included references to the number of employees and/or the number of offices.

--
For a few, the references to budget and number of employees/locations also served to reassure them that the Government of Canada has both financial and human resources allocated to protecting the security of Canadians.

However, as will be discussed later, these statistics were also controversial and led to a number of questions or comments from participants.

The Presentation of the Information

Many of the participants, regardless of their overall rating of the write-up, liked the format and presentation of the information:

· It was judged to be short and concise, and simple to read.  The point form set-up was said to contribute to these impressions.

· Some felt it was well-organized and well laid out.  The following were highlighted:

--
The branch responsibilities section

--
The question and answer format used for the major organizational headings

--
The description of each of the agencies and review bodies

Nonetheless, as will be discussed in the next section, there was also a number of criticisms of how this information was organized and of some of the language and terms used in the document.

general issues participants had with the Description

The participants’ general issues with the description of PSEPC are summarized under the following headings:

Why the government created this department and this Portfolio

Confusion about the role and responsibilities of PSEPC

Confusion between the department and the Portfolio

Confusion about the role and responsibilities of the Portfolio

The budgets/number of employees/number of offices

No clear understanding of reporting structure and public accountability

Lack of personal relevance

The type and level of language used in the description

As an introduction to this section, the following verbatim comment from one participant sums up the views of many others:

“I think this document does a good job in breaking up the organization and summarizing their roles.  But it only summarizes roles and doesn’t explain on-going activities or policies being implemented.  In the end, I still don’t know what PSEPC is really doing or what they plan to do to keep the nation ‘secure’.”

Why the government created this department and this portfolio

As previously discussed, awareness of PSEPC was low and knowledge of its role and responsibilities was minimal.

It was also evident from the discussion of the description of the department and the Portfolio that even among those who had some knowledge of PSEPC, there was no evidence of pre-existing awareness that:

--
PSEPC itself represented a merger of the Solicitor General Canada, the National Crime Prevention Centre and the Office of Critical Infrastructure Protection and Emergency Preparedness.

--
A number of existing agencies and review bodies had been integrated under one umbrella to form the Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness Portfolio.

In light of this, it is not surprising that some participants said they wanted some more background information included in the description of these organizations.  They acknowledged there was some attempt made in the document to provide this type of information, but most judged these to be “meaningless”, “bureaucratic” statements which did not answer some fundamental questions.  For example: 
--
How do these new structures benefit the average Canadian in general, and particularly since these organizations were already in existence and functioning in their own areas of responsibility?

--
How do the actions of these entities specifically impact Canadians?

--
Why is the Portfolio better and not just bigger?  Why have they done this?
A couple of participants questioned why Canada needed either the department or the Portfolio and made the following types of comments to support their views:

--
Canada is liked by everyone in the world;  Canada is not threatened.

--
The U.S. will look after us in the unlikely event of a threat to our safety and security.

--
Money being spent in these areas would be better spent elsewhere.

Confusion about the role and responsibilities of PSEPC

A considerable number of participants said that based on the write-up they were unclear about the mandate of PSEPC as a department:

· Throughout the first two pages of the description (which provides an Overview and is mostly focused on describing the department itself rather than the Portfolio), there are several references to policing functions and national security.  As a consequence, participants noted one or more of the following:

--
The description suggested that PSEPC is first and foremost a policing organization that deals with criminals and secondarily with terrorists.

--
There was no obvious indication that the Department would play a role in the event of a natural disaster, a view expressed both by those who had some familiarity with PSEPC and those who had expected the Department would fulfill such a role based on its name.

--
Based on this description, PSEPC was perceived to be primarily a reactive organization.  Despite the word ‘preparedness’ in the name, the organization comes across as one that reacts to a policing-related or national security crisis, or that develops policies related to these types of crises, rather than being in the forefront of preventing these incidents.

· A number of participants expected to see references to PSEPC’s role in health-related public safety issues (e.g., SARS, etc.).  Because there were no direct mentions of this type of public safety issue, nor any reference to organizations such as Health Canada or the Centre for Disease Control, some concluded that someone else must be responsible for this type of public safety issue, or wondered why it had not been explicitly included in this description.  

· Some participants were surprised by and did not understand why PSEPC was involved in Aboriginal policing -- i.e., they did not perceive a connection between Aboriginal policing and general public safety and emergency preparedness.  Notably, some were merely surprised because they were unaware that the Aboriginal population has a separate police force or because they wanted to know what Aboriginal policing involves in comparison to a regular police force.  A few others wanted more information about this area of responsibility, i.e., given that special police forces already exist in First Nations communities, what resources and activities is PSEPC adding to these existing forces.

· Judging by the number of comments made by participants during the groups about wanting more contact information, we conclude that some participants did not understand that PSEPC is a coordinating organization rather than a front-line department.

Confusion between the department and the Portfolio

Some participants did not understand the difference between the Portfolio and the department.  For example, some asked if the budget amount under the department was already included in the budget for the Portfolio or if it was additive, or wondered what was the relationship between the two amounts.  In addition:

· Some felt that the word ‘portfolio’ is not an easily understood term by the general public, and some participants in the groups admitted they did not understand that term.  In one group, a participant suggested changing the word to “umbrella”, and others agreed this would make the structure it described easier to understand.

· Some felt that the order of presenting information needed to be re-organized, with the larger, more important entity -- i.e., the Portfolio -- being described first, and then followed by the smaller organization.

· Some also felt that a visual representation of the Portfolio and the department itself (e.g., an organizational chart or pyramid) would help them better understand the structure of both areas and the respective reporting structures.  This suggestion was also made by some people who said they felt overwhelmed by the amount of information in the description.

“On page 2, it starts here how the Department is organized and it goes into headquartered in Ottawa, Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness, blah, blah, blah, a budget of $415 million, 800 employees and so on.  So I think now I’ve got an understanding of this whole thing how it works.  Then you go to the next page and it says Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness Canada Portfolio, and now we’ve got like an annual budget of $4.9 billion, 52,000 employees, and it confused me because I thought on page 2 I understood what was going on, so I need to now know what’s the difference between them.  Like, this must be the local Ottawa and this going over here is the full portfolio all across Canada, but I’m confused now.”

It was also our impression that the confusion about the department increased after participants read the description of the Portfolio agencies.  The latter section was seen to more clearly describe the responsibilities of each agency albeit briefly, whereas the PSEPC departmental description:

--
just listed the branches and under each branch listed the functions of the branch

--
used terminology that was not understood by quite a few of the participants (we discuss the details later)

--
did not provide sufficient detail for participants to understand the responsibilities of each branch or how they differed from one another (e.g., all seemed to be responsible for policy development)

Confusion about the role and responsibilities of the Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness Portfolio

A considerable number of participants said they were also unclear about the mandate of the Portfolio organizations:

· The list and description of the agencies that make up the Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness Portfolio also contributed to some participants perceiving that both the larger and smaller organization are primarily focused on policing (i.e., preventing crimes and dealing with criminals) and secondarily on threats (i.e., terrorism) rather than on other types of emergencies such as natural disasters, health-related situations or public safety.  This was attributed to lack of any reference in the description to the following:

--
medical services or health issues (e.g., SARS)

--
utilities

--
public safety, e.g., safety water of the water supply

--
the Department of National Defence (DND) and the role PSEPC might play in providing emergency services as DND did in the past, during the ice storm and the floods in Manitoba  

· Some participants pointed out that emergency preparedness was not addressed in any way in either the introduction to the Portfolio organizations or in the description of the individual agencies that comprise the Portfolio.

The budgets/number of employees/number of offices

Information on budgets, number of employees and offices was included in the description as follows:

	Under PSEPC:
	Headquartered in Ottawa, Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness Canada has a budget of $415 million and 800 employees, 120 of whom work in regional locations across the country.

Our 35 regional offices deliver front-line services in crime prevention, emergency preparedness and Aboriginal policing.

	Under the Portfolio:
	With an annual budget of $4.9 billion, the entire portfolio has more than 52,000 employees working in virtually every part of the country.


This information generated considerable discussion among group participants.  It was our impression that this information took on undue importance in participants’ minds because relative to the perceived shortcomings of the description in giving them a clear understanding of PSEPC and of the Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness Portfolio, they judged this to be something concrete they could grasp.

· At one level, some participants appreciated this information, particularly the budget amounts.  There were several different types of reasons for this:

--
Some participants were genuinely interested in this information in its own right.

--
For some, this was a positive aspect in contrast to the hearings going on in Ottawa about the Sponsorship spending.  They saw this as transparency on the part of the government.

--
For a few, it gave them a perspective on how much the Government of Canada has allocated to national security, both in terms of financial and human resources.

· For others, this information was useful in understanding the respective link and relationship between the Portfolio and PSEPC itself, i.e., they relied on the numbers to more clearly understand the relationship between the two entities. 

· Some participants attempted to use this information to better understand what the respective organizations did.  In doing so, they raised the following types of issues or questions:

Under PSEPC

--
If PSEPC has national responsibilities (for crime prevention, emergency preparedness and Aboriginal policing) why are there 680 people in Ottawa and only 120 in regional offices?  This led some participants to infer that the Department is largely responsible only for policy  given the number headquartered in Ottawa.  This perception was also supported by the number of times the word ‘policy’ appears under branch responsibilities.

A few participants wondered how 120 people across the country could deliver ‘front-line services’.  There was also one participant who interpreted this information as stating that there are 120 employees at each of the 35 regional offices.

--
Where are these regional offices?  Also, some participants who asked this type of question expected to be able to link to a list of these offices either just out of general interest or in the event they wanted to contact any of these offices for further information.

--
Some participants raised questions about the budget amount:

i)
Where is the $415 million (and of course the $4.9 billion for the Portfolio agencies) coming from, i.e., is this incremental spending or is this being funded out of existing dollars the government already has?

ii)
Does this budget represent the combined budgets of these three departments before they merged or has the government increased the budget, and if so by what amount?  

iii)
Some assumed that the $415 million covered all costs associated with national security including first responders locally and nationally.  Others were unsure and raised questions about who and what was included.

Under the Portfolio

--
A few suggested there should be a breakdown of the 52,000 employees and the $4.9 billion by agency in order to:

i)
enable the reader to gain an understanding of the government’s priorities and what the government has done or will do with this money

ii)
make the organization more personally relevant and accountable to the taxpayer

“I too looked at the numbers, $4.9 billion, 52,000, and I’m like wow, all these people on a $4.9 billion budget, what are you doing for me?  This is my taxpaying dollar going into this, how are you doing this for me?  You know, to me it sounds like it’s bragging rights -- like oh, we have such a big organization.  That’s all fine and well, but what are you doing for me?  I think they need to go into a little more detail as to how each branch or how each department is spending the money.”

--
Again, some participants raised questions about whether or not first responders such as police, firefighters, ambulances, hospitals, etc., are captured in these figures.  Some were of the opinion that all emergency services at all levels of government are covered.  Others pointed out that this budget did not cover these groups and suggested that what is covered in this budget should be spelled out, given the potential for confusion.

· A few participants did not feel the budget amount should be included in either description, albeit for somewhat different reasons.  The three differing points of view presented were:

--
Including the budget opens the door to criticisms of government waste.

--
It is unnecessary; it doesn’t matter what it costs, i.e., the roles and responsibilities of the department and the Portfolio agencies are necessary.

--
We should not ‘advertise’ what we are spending on national security.

No clear understanding of the reporting structure and public accountability

A number of participants raised the following types of questions about the Portfolio structure:

--
Which agency is in charge?

--
Who reports to whom?

--
There is no stated integrated approach, so how do they work together? 

Beyond this, some participants identified the following information gaps:

--
How will the information from this department or the Portfolio be disseminated to the public?

--
How will they account to the public about what they do and what they deliver? 

A few also picked up on the fact that responsibility for national security policy is located under the departmental description.  This in turn raised the following types of questions:

--
What is the reporting structure within the department?

--
What is the reporting relationship between the department and the Portfolio if national security is under the smaller organization?

--
What is our national security policy? 

Lack of personal relevance

For quite a few participants, the description failed to make a personal connection.  They made the following types of observations:  

“What does this actually mean in real life?  What does this do?”

“What does this have to do with me?”

“How do either of these organizations serve the interests of Canadians?”

This is traceable to many of the issues we have discussed thus far:

· General lack of knowledge/understanding of why the Government of Canada amalgamated various existing bodies or agencies to form the department and the Portfolio, and how these will now better meet the needs of all Canadians.

· The description is not seen to do a good job in explaining the roles, responsibilities and the involvement either the department or the Portfolio might have in the lives of average Canadians.

This seemed to be more of an issue for the description of the department, since only functions are listed for it vs. responsibilities for the Portfolio agencies and review bodies  As a result, a considerable number of participants suggested that the departmental description include examples of situations the department has been involved in so they in turn could understand:

--
the types of protection and the types of threats the department would deal with

--
the department’s role in future situations

· Coupled with the seemingly limited understanding of the department and the Portfolio, the inclusion of the two budget amounts may have fueled more questions about how these entities relate to individual Canadians and what will they do for that money than otherwise might have been the case.

In our opinion, there were two other contributors to the perceived lack of personal relevance:

· From this description, many of the participants interpreted that the department and the Portfolio are both first and foremost concerned with policing efforts and secondarily with terrorism.  Therefore, only a few see any connection between their everyday lives and the interests served by these bodies.  

· The department is seen largely as reactive rather than proactive.  Hand-in-hand with this assessment, there did not seem to be anything in this document that suggested any involvement from the average Canadian.  It does not ask for or suggest any involvement, active or passive, from the general public.  As such, it largely comes across as a policy statement rather than information intended for the general public.  

The type and level of language used in the description

There were two types of criticisms of the language used in the description:

1)
Some participants did not understand certain words or phrases used in the description.

2)
Some judged a number of the statements in the description to be meaningless ‘apple pie’ type statements.  

Words/Phrases

The following lists the words or phrases that quite a few respondents said they did not understand, (in addition to the ‘portfolio’ term):

Public safety interoperability

Comptrollership

Management assurance

Some participants were not concerned about their lack of understanding of these terms.  They assumed that they would be able to click on to each of the respective terms and be provided with an explanation.  Others felt that a document intended for the general public should not require the reader to go to additional web pages to be able to understand what the department does.

Statements

The following lists the statements that quite a few participants judged to add little to their understanding of either the department or the Portfolio.  Some characterized them as ‘bureaucratic’ jargon or as meaningless statements.

We’re working to maintain a peaceful, secure society for Canadians.

Protect Canadians’ fundamental rights and freedoms.

Integration of these organizations within one portfolio enhances collaboration and ensures that threats to Canadian security are addressed with measured, thoughtful action.

One respondent summed up the opinion of many others:

“You know, these are government words.  I mean, not everyone understands what those words mean.  Like, for example, under who we are:  Protect Canadians fundamental rights and freedoms – what fundamental rights and freedoms are we talking about?  People want to know the specifics.”

RESULTS FOR INDIVIDUAL SECTIONS OF THE DESCRIPTION OF PSEPC

In this section, we discuss additional comments and observations made by group participants with respect to each section of the description.  For reference, the sections appeared in the following order in the write-up:

Overview

Who we are

What we do

How the Department is Organized

The Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness Canada Portfolio

Please note that:

--
unless otherwise stated, only a few individuals made each of the comments or observations listed below, and

--
where participants made suggestions for changes or additions, these have been provided as appropriate.

Overview

[image: image6.wmf]
We're working to maintain a peaceful, secure society for Canadians. 

Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness Canada provides you with tools and information to help prevent crimes and prepare for emergencies.  We guide and sustain the work of law enforcement agencies to keep communities safe and the nation secure. 

As reported previously, quite a few participants felt the Overview was superficial and did not impart much useful information.  A few others made the following comments about specific sentences in the Overview:

· Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness Canada provides you with tools and information to help prevent crimes and prepare for emergencies.
--
What tools and what information is PSEPC providing?

--
What are they protecting me from?
· We guide and sustain the work of law enforcement agencies to keep communities safe and the nation secure.
--
How does PSEPC guide and sustain the work of agencies that have been working fine until now?

Who we are


Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness Canada (PSEPC) was created in December 2003 by combining Solicitor General Canada, the National Crime Prevention Centre and the Office of Critical Infrastructure Protection and Emergency Preparedness.

The department is part of a portfolio of federal agencies and review bodies with a mandate to protect Canadians and help maintain a peaceful, secure society.

This new portfolio brings together federal organizations related to security, law enforcement, corrections and borders under one minister, so that they can better share resources and protect Canadians’ fundamental rights and freedoms.
· ….so that they can better share resources and protect Canadians’ fundamental rights and freedoms.
--
What resources are being shared?

--
What does this have to do with the fundamental rights and freedoms of Canadians?
What we do


We prepare for, and respond to, Canada’s safety and security requirements.  To do this, Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness Canada works with other levels of government, first responders, community groups, the private sector and other nations.

We advise and support the Minister of Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness on policy related to national public safety and help the Minister provide direction to the Portfolio Agencies.

We also deliver a broad range of programs related to:

· National security 

· Emergency management 

· Policing, law enforcement and interoperability

· Community safety and crime prevention

· We prepare for, and respond to, Canada’s safety and security requirements.
--
What are Canada’s safety requirements?

--
What are Canada’s security requirements? 

· To do this, Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness Canada works with other levels of government, first responders, community groups, the private sector and other nations.

--
Based on the types of groups referenced and other words used in this section (we prepare for), it sounds like PSEPC is involved with natural disasters.  Are they or are they not?

--
Is  this referring to the Portfolio or the department PSEPC? 

--
Re the private sector:

i)
How does the organization work with the private sector, that is, when is the private sector involved and what do they do?

ii)
Who are the private sector entities?
--
What other nations are involved in this?  Does PSEPC play a role with Canadians outside of the country?

How the department is organized


Headquartered in Ottawa, Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness Canada has a budget of $415 million and 800 employees, 120 of whom work in regional locations across the country.

Our 35 regional offices deliver front-line services in crime prevention, emergency preparedness and Aboriginal policing.

The Department has 5 branches:

· Community Safety and Partnerships 

· Corporate Management 

· Emergency Management and National Security

· Policing, Law Enforcement and Interoperability 

· Portfolio Relations and Public Affairs

Each branch is headed by an Assistant Deputy Minister who reports to the Deputy Minister.

Branch responsibilities
Community Safety and Partnerships Branch

· Crime prevention

· Corrections policy and research

· Conditional release program development

· Aboriginal policing

Corporate Management Branch

· Comptrollership

· Chief information officer

· Management assurance

· Human resources

Emergency Management and National Security Branch

· Emergency analysis, warning and response, including the Government Operations Centre and the Canadian Cyber Incident Response Centre 

· National security policy

· Emergency management policy

· Emergency preparedness and recovery

Policing, Law Enforcement and Interoperability Branch

· Policing policy

· Law enforcement and border strategies

· Public safety interoperability

Portfolio Relations and Public Affairs Branch

· Communications 

· Strategic policy

· Intergovernmental affairs

· Ministerial services

The Inspector General of CSIS and the General Counsel both report directly to the Deputy Minister of the Department.

· There were a number of participants who said they needed more information to better understand the roles and responsibilities of each of the branches.  As noted previously, some of these participants suggested that examples of the work done by each branch be provided to aid their understanding.  Some others suggested that it should be modeled on the information provided for each of the Portfolio agencies.  In their view:

--
The description of each agency provided the appropriate level of detail for an overview

--
The language used could be easily understood by the general public

· Corporate Management Branch

--
Which corporations are they managing?

--
Re Chief Information Officer:  Is it the chief information officer of that branch, the department, or what?

--
Re Human resources:  Is it human resources for the department, or the Portfolio agencies?

· Emergency Management and National Security Branch

--
Is this branch in charge of emergency control or of emergency prevention?

--
What is the Canadian Cyber Incident Response Centre?

· Portfolio Relations and Public Affairs Branch

--
What is the difference between strategic policy here and national security policy under the Emergency Management and National Security Branch?

--
The Inspector General of CSIS and the General Counsel both report directly to the Deputy Minister of the Department.

This last line was not properly indented under the Portfolio Relations and Public Affairs Branch and this may have resulted in some of the questions from the participants, i.e., it was not obvious that these two areas were under this branch.  However, given the nature of the issues identified by a number of participants, we think this was a minor issue.  For example:

i)
it was obvious that some people did not know what the acronym CSIS stood for until they went to the next page of the description, i.e., where the name of the acronym and the full name of the agency were shown together

ii)
a few wanted to know (a) what the Inspector General of CSIS does and (b) what the General Counsel is involved with

iii)
a few also questioned what these two ‘functions’ had to do with any of the branches  

The Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness Canada Portfolio


The Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness Portfolio consists of the:

· The Department of Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness Canada;

· Six agencies; and

· Several independent review bodies.  

With an annual budget of $4.9 billion, the entire portfolio has more than 52,000 employees working in virtually every part of the country.

Integration of these organizations within one portfolio enhances collaboration and ensures that threats to Canadian security are addressed with measured, thoughtful action.

Agencies: 

· As Canada’s national police service, the Royal Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP) enforces Canadian laws, prevents crime and maintains peace, order and security.  It provides federal policing service to all Canadians, as well as policing services under contract to the three territories, all provinces except Ontario and Quebec, approximately 198 municipalities and 192 First Nations communities.

· Canada’s national intelligence organization, the Canadian Security Intelligence Service (CSIS) investigates and reports on activities that may represent threats to the security of Canada.  CSIS also provides security assessments, on request, to all federal departments and agencies.  

· The Correctional Service of Canada is responsible for managing offenders in federal correctional institutions and under community supervision, sentenced to two years or more.  

· The National Parole Board is an independent administrative body which grants, denies and controls the conditional release of inmates from federal penitentiaries.    

· The Canada Firearms Centre administers the Canada Firearms Program, which licenses and registers all firearms across Canada in support of the Government’s crime prevention and broader law enforcement priorities

· The Canada Border Services Agency manages the nation’s borders by administering and enforcing approximately 75 domestic laws that govern trade and travel, as well as international agreements and conventions.  

Review bodies:

· The Commission for Public Complaints Against the RCMP reviews public complaints regarding the conduct of the RCMP.

· The Office of the Correctional Investigator conducts investigations into decisions, recommendations, and acts or omissions of the Commissioner of Corrections, or any person under the control and management of, or performing services on behalf of, the Commissioner that affect offenders, either individually or as a group.  

· The RCMP External Review Committee provides independent review of grievances and disciplinary, discharge and demotion appeals referred to it by the RCMP Commissioner.  

· The Royal Canadian Mounted Police
In reading this description of the agency, a number of participants were surprised (and a few said they were shocked) to read that the RCMP does not police Ontario and Quebec the two provinces with the most population, leading to the following types of questions and observations:

--
Why doesn’t the RCMP police these provinces;  they are supposed to be the national police force  

--
Who looks after these provinces?

--
Does that mean that PSEPC doesn’t look after Ontario and Quebec?  Does it look after all Canadians or does it not?

One individual said that in their view the description of the RCMP is technically incorrect.  The said agency does have responsibility for certain types of crime (e.g., corporate crime, drug enforcement, etc.) in all jurisdictions, including Ontario and Quebec.

· The Review Bodies
--
A few participants said they were unclear about what the difference is between the two RCMP review bodies, i.e., the Commission for Public Complaints Against the RCMP and the RCMP External Review Committee.

Why are these two RCMP review bodies not shown one after the other instead of inserting the Office of the Correctional Investigator between them?
--
Why are there only three review bodies shown when the introduction refers to several?  Are there any missing, i.e., expected to see each agency line up with a ‘review body’.

· Presentation of the Information

A few participants made comments of the following type related to how the information was presented:

--
Would prefer a point form format be used to describe the agencies/review bodies, rather than long sentence structures.

--
The name of the agency/review body should always appear first in the description (e.g., the National Parole Board), so it does not require reading through a sentence to figure out what organization one is reading about.

REACTION TO THE WEB DESIGN CONCEPTS

Participants were shown four web design alternatives.  Each design concept was represented by the following, copies of which are provided in the Appendix:

--
a home page and another page, both mounted on a single board

--
two examples of how the design would be used in other communication materials, namely, a brochure cover and an exhibit display.  (Note:  For one design concept only, I’m ready, an example of an outdoor poster was also shown.)

After the four design alternatives were presented, participants were asked to complete a brief questionnaire on their rank order of preference for the four designs, based on the following overall question:  Please write in the letter of the graphic design concept which best communicates or gets across the objectives of PSEPC.  The questionnaire included the following statement about the objectives of PSEPC in the development of these graphic designs:

These four graphic designs were developed to communicate the following about Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness Canada:  PSEPC is the best place to go for timely information on safety and national security as well as good  advice to help me be prepared for emergencies
RANK ORDER PREFERENCE OF THE WEB DESIGN CONCEPTS

The following table summarizes the rank order of preference for the designs.  The numbers represent actual numbers of participants.  Note:  These results are not statistically projectable nor can statistical significance be assessed;  we show them only to illustrate the weight of opinion in our sample.
	
	Total
	Age:
19-30
	Age:
31-54

	
	32
#
	16
#
	16
#

	First & Second Choice Design
	
	
	

	I’m ready  
	21
	13
	8

	Flag
	21
	9
	12

	Blue 
	15
	10
	5

	Welcome  
	8
	1
	7

	Last Choice Design
	
	
	

	I’m ready  
	7
	2
	5

	Flag 
	4
	2
	2

	Blue 
	9
	2
	7

	Welcome  
	11
	9
	2


· On balance, the Flag design tended to be the best overall among both younger and older participants:  

--
Along with I’m ready, the Flag design was relatively more likely to be ranked first or second. 

--
Flag received the fewest last place votes.

· I’m ready, performed better among younger participants than their older counterparts.

· Blue, performed fairly well, although it too performed better among the participants in the 19-30 age groups than among the older participants:  

· Welcome, did least well on overall preference, largely appealing only to those in the older age group.

Notably, there were a few participants who did not feel any of these designs met the stated design objectives.  

DESIGN:  FLAG

Perceived Strengths

The three main design elements that contributed to the favourable reactions to this web design concept were:

--
The headline

--
The tabbed index

--
The colours used in the design

· The headline
--
The headline Keeping Canadians Safe is judged to be reassuring, i.e., somebody’s looking after us, somebody is keeping us safe
--
Unlike I’m ready, the ‘slogan’ Keeping Canadians Safe was found to be more acceptable because it:

· Does not make an overpromise about the current state of readiness or capabilities of PSEPC

· Suggests that the government is continuing in its role of keeping Canadians safe, i.e., the Government has a history of protecting Canadians in the past not just in response to recent events like the terrorist attacks of 9/11

--
While some judged Keeping Canadians Safe to be a generic statement, they appreciated that at least it makes a statement compared to:

· Blue which has no ‘slogan’ and just uses the name of the department as a headline

· Welcome, which uses the word ‘welcome’ to pull the user into the site.

--
The large size of the font used for the headline and the red colour of the headline served to pull the reader into the page.  Some appreciated the fact that the red colour echoed the flag colour, which served to reinforce that it is the Canadian government that is Keeping Canadians Safe.

· The tabbed index
--
The tabs were perceived to make it easy to access further information, that is, they looked easy to click on and navigate.

--
Based on the one ‘tab’ shown to illustrate this design, this approach seemed to get to the information more quickly.  That is, the listing and brief description of the topics under each tab was perceived to:  

· Allow one to choose the topic of interest to read further.

· Suggest that one would get to that topic more directly rather than go from one link to another link to another link.

--
The following observation from an individual who is visually impaired is worth noting about how tabs may make it easier for certain segments of the population to access information:

“I think the applicability of enlarging fonts if someone has a visual impairment is going to be easier here then it will be for the other designs.” 

· The colours used in the design
--
The overall look of the web design was described as ‘eye-catching’, vivid and if not innovative, at least colourful.

--
Relative to the other web designs, the choice of colours was deemed to be:

· more ‘uplifting’ than Blue
· more attention-getting and interesting than Welcome
· more institutional, government like than I’m ready
· Other favourable elements
--
Some liked that the design included the Canadian flag;  this conveyed it is an official Government of Canada website.

--
The image of the child was appreciated by some because it reinforced why people need to concern themselves with being prepared for emergencies, i.e., if not to look after themselves then they at least need to look after the safety of their children.

--
A few said they really liked how this particular design would be translated to a brochure.  The contributing elements were:

· Showed families and individuals from various cultures and communicated that PSEPC works to keep all Canadians safe regardless of culture.

· They were able to more clearly identify the Canadian flag from the brochure cover than from the web page (where some described it as blurry).

Perceived Weaknesses

The main criticisms of this web design concept are summarized below.

· Too cluttered
Some participants, including those who liked various elements of this web design (e.g., the colours and the tab index), felt that this design looked too busy.  The images were perceived to compete with the colours and the text, and it was hard to identify the main focus of the page. 

· The tabbed index
A number of participants disliked the tabbed index:

--
Looks like ‘recipe’ cards, and is more appropriate for a web site that deals with cooking than for a serious government web site

--
Visually contributes to the ‘busy’ appearance of the web page

--
Might make it more difficult to easily link to other information because it requires thinking about site navigation in a different way

· The picture of the child
More participants disliked the image of the child than were favourable about it:

--
It was perceived to be confusing with regard to what web site is for (e.g., is this for a snowsuit fund?), and does not appear to match the headline.

--
The image of the child was judged to be distracting and thus inappropriate for the serious subject matter of this web site.  This is an issue for adults to deal with and the government does not have to yank at the heartstrings to get the seriousness of this issue across.

--
It added to the perceived clutter rather than to the information value of the web page.

· The flag
While some participants said they recognized the flag from other government sites, there were others who:

--
Did not see it as a flag, i.e., they thought it was just a blur of colour 
--
Needed the examples of the collateral materials to clearly understand this design element was in fact a flag

--
Wondered why it was blurred and more pink than red.

--
Did not feel it was necessary to be included:

· The site included the Canada wordmark so this is an unnecessary redundancy

· If you are on the site, you already know this is an official government site and the flag does not add anything to it

· Other perceived weaknesses/issues
A few participants did not like the two advertising icons:

--
“Both pictures look like Kodak moments.  What do they mean?”
--
It was not obvious that one could click on either of them to get more information

DESIGN:  I’M READY

Perceived Strengths

The main design elements that contributed to the favourable reactions to this web design concept were:

--
The headline I’m ready, followed by the sub-head, We’re here for you

--
The image of the doctor 

--
The clean, uncluttered look of the design

--
The colours used in the design

· The headline and the sub-head
--
The message of the headline I’m ready is judged to be reassuring, i.e., it shows that the government is prepared to deal with emergencies

--
Better than Flag ‘slogan’ Keeping Canadians Safe because it is more personal

--
Is seen by some to be a call-to-action in the sense of making a person at least stop and think about their personal readiness to handle emergencies 

--
The sub-head We’re here for you is seen to invite individuals to join/partner with government to prepare for emergencies

· The image of the doctor
--
Quite a few respondents judged the use of a physician as a strong visual device, for the following types of reasons:

· Symbolizes that real people in professional fields are prepared for the worst scenario

· Serves to emphasize that the site is about emergency preparedness

· Fills in missing pieces of information for some people who were uncertain about the role and responsibilities of PSEPC with respect to health-related public safety threats or the health aspects of natural disasters

· Gives one a visual icon for safety and emergency preparedness

· The clean, uncluttered look of the design
--
The layout of this web design concept supported the general feeling that some participants got from the statement We’re here for you.  Quite a few described this design as ‘reader-friendly’, inviting and ‘well laid out’.

--
Many also commented specifically they believed it would be easier to navigate this site than would be the case with the other designs.  In this regard, many referenced the menu on the left-hand side of the page as an example:

· Looks more organized

· Looks more concise, to the point

· Bullet points makes it look easier to scroll down and link directly to the topic of interest

· Alternating colours makes categories stand out more so that it is easier to see the information areas of interest

--
Some liked the amount of white space on both the home page and subsequent pages.

· The colours used in the design
--
The orange colour was described as ‘colourful’, ‘warm’ and ‘attractive’.

--
Some also felt it was refreshing to look at and easy on the eye, particularly with the contrast of colours on the page.

--
Some said these warm colours communicated the idea of ‘safe’ and did so more effectively than any of the other colour choices for the other three web design concepts.

· Other favourable elements
--
This was the only design that was perceived to directly address emergency preparedness.

--
While some described this design as being ‘very Canadian’ and like other government web sites, there were a few others who did not associate the appearance of this site with other government sites.  This was perceived to be a positive feature because it would make this site unique and stand out.

--
A number of participants spontaneously mentioned the advertising icon with the mobile alerts.  They felt this was a strong element of this design, such that whichever design was selected should incorporate this element.  

--
A few liked the link between the I’m ready headline and the web address shown on the outdoor poster and trade show display.

“I think that’s a great linkage there because at that point you’re saying to people go on that website to get emergency preparedness, get ready, I’m ready, you know, view that and then you’re ready.  I like that tie-in, I like the www.imready.”

Perceived Weaknesses

Many of the same aspects that led to the choice of this design by some were criticized by others.  The main areas disliked are summarized below in the order of mentions.  Note:  This web design concept was the only one that was judged to be unacceptable, albeit by only a few people.

· The colours used in the design
--
Some participants disliked the orange colour as a colour;  they did not find it visually pleasing.

--
A few felt the colour selected and the amount of the web page given over to the orange bands, overpowered the text.

--
The following observations were each made by a few participants:

· The colour makes the doctor look as if he has a yellowish cast to his skin colour and that he is ill.

· Does not look appropriate for a Government of Canada web site dealing with a serious issue.  

· These colours are not consistent with other Government of Canada web sites;  thus it is neither official looking nor government or business-like.  The word ‘undignified’ was also used to describe the design.

· This is a ‘dead’ colour associated with dying leaves in the fall and not a positive association with the subject of emergency preparedness.

· “This is the wrong shade of ‘yellow’.  Sunny and bright as in sunshine would be a better choice.” 

· The headline
The headline I’m ready was judged to be:

--
Meaningless by some people (“Ready for what?”)

--
Overstating the perceived state of readiness of the government to deal with emergencies and thus giving people a false sense of security

--
Suggesting that the government is only now ready to deal with emergencies

· The image of the doctor
--
This visual was judged to conflict with their understanding of the role and responsibilities of PSEPC based on the description of the organization:

“I liked the doctor but it’s incompatible.  I associate a doctor with healthcare not policing.”
--
On its own or in conjunction with the slogan I’m ready, there is no connection seen to emergency preparedness.

· Other weaknesses/issues
A few participants felt that the visuals did not work with the collateral materials, specifically the brochure.  Showing only the face of an individual and the words I’m ready did not communicate anything about the subject of the publication.

DESIGN:  BLUE

Perceived Strengths

Among participants favourable to this concept, the perceived strengths included:

· Some liked the overriding blue colour of the design, describing it as ‘calming’ and communicating a sense of safety;  others liked the red and blue of the ad, judging it to be pleasing to the eye.

· Some liked the large visual in the top right hand side.  They (a) relate to the people shown and (b) felt that these visuals tended to reinforce the message that the government is looking after the safety of Canadians (“She is safe and enjoying the day.”).

· Some selected this design because it appeared to them to be more consistent with the look and feel of other Government of Canada web sites.  Given their familiarity with these other sites, it was their perception that this knowledge would make it easier for them to access information with this site design.

· One or two mentioned each of the following:

--
The headline (Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness Canada) was clear in terms of what one was looking at in comparison with the other Web designs, particularly the I’m ready design.

--
Communicates a sense of urgency with the layout used to communicate Latest updates
--
Looks easy to read and navigate because of the black text with blue hyperlinks

--
The layout looks well-balanced with the 3 columns of information

Perceived Weaknesses

The two main elements disliked by a considerable number of participants were the colours selected for this design and the images selected.  These in combination led to the impression that this particular design is old-fashioned and out-of-date.  One respondent summed it up this way:

“’G’ is very dated.  For 2005 you need something that’s going to pop and it’s going to catch someone’s attention and it’s different.  They obviously haven’t marketed themselves in any way because no one knew who they were, so they really need an excellent web site and excellent handouts that are going to be up-to-date, different, and eye-catching and, you know, grab someone’s interest, you know, what is this, this is new.

· The colours used in the design
--
The following adjectives were used to describe the main blue colour of this design concept:

Cold

Dull, blah

Muted, fuzzy

--
A few also suggested that the red, white and blue was more suitable for an American web site rather than a Canadian one.

· The images/the overall image conveyed
--
The visuals used were described as boring, old-fashioned and uninviting.

--
Many either did not like the visual or were confused by it, and a number focused on the woman in the foreground given her prominence in the visual.

· Some specific comments made about the woman were:

“She looks soccer mommish.”

“She looks paranoid.  She’s looking out of the corner of her eye as if to say ‘what’s going on out there’.”

“She’s isolated from the others.  She’s just standing there.  She looks at a loss and hopeless.”

“Don’t know why the woman’s face is there.”

· Some said they did not understand the role of the visual and the way people were depicted.  They described them as just people in winter suits standing around by themselves; what are they looking at or doing.  Others said that it did not seem to have anything to do with national security and was perhaps better suited for some other department such as Fisheries and Oceans or Ontario Tourism.

· Too cluttered
Some participants felt the pages looked too busy, i.e., lots of pictures, lots of text, no white space.  It was hard to figure out where they should focus other than on the images, which took up approximately one-third of the home page. 

DESIGN:  WELCOME

Perceived Strengths

Participants who liked this design concept judged it to be the design that makes it look the easiest to access information.  They perceived the layout to be clean, uncluttered and straightforward.  There are no images, no tabs, no ‘cute’ visual cues to get through to get to the information.  The arrows and bold print draw the eye to the relevant information boxes.  This design was also judged by these individuals to suggest that this is a serious web site about a serious issue.

In addition, a few participants also said they liked the colours used in this design, particularly in the boxes at the bottom of the page.

Perceived Weaknesses

Most participants did not choose this particular design because they considered it to be boring and not particularly attention-getting.  Some also felt that it looked as if there was less information on the page.  

Each of the following observations were made by a few participants:

· They disliked the boxes at the bottom of the page;  they were unsure if this was simply a design element or if they were meant to be links.

· This design looked unfinished, as if there was insufficient budget allocated to the web site.

· The title Welcome was judged to be too large relative to the rest of the home page.

· The individual who was visually impaired made the following comment about the different font styles, colours and ‘layering’ of words that were part of this design:

“These design elements may be attention-getting but they don’t communicate information efficiently or quickly.  If one doesn’t turn their broswer to black and white, it will take too much time to figure out where you’re supposed to go for the information.”


APPENDIX:

Study Materials

FOCUS GROUPS SCREENER

Hello, I'm ___________ of R.I.S. Christie, a marketing research company. We are organizing a research project on behalf of the Government of Canada, with people 19 years of age and over.  In our business of marketing research, we are frequently asked by our clients in business, government and industry to gather opinions from people such as yourself.  What happens is this.  An individual like yourself is chosen to sit down with several others and give ideas and opinions.  We are having a few of these sessions, and would be interested in having you participate.

Your participation is voluntary, and everything you say will be kept confidential.  If you choose not to participate, this will not affect you adversely in any way.  Thank you for your cooperation.

I need to ask you a few questions to see if you fit the profile of the type of people we are looking for in this research.


0)
(Record gender):
1
Male
Monitor quotas


2
Female


1)
Do you, or does anyone in your household, work for . . . ?  (Read List) 

	
	No
	Yes

	A marketing research firm
	(    )
	(    )

	An advertising agency, graphic arts or print production company
	(    )
	(    )

	A magazine or newspaper, radio or television station
	(    )
	(    )

	A public relations company
	(    )
	(    )

	Any government department, federal, provincial or municipal including as a reservist in the Armed Forces
	(    )
	(    )

	In a hospital or medical facility
	(    )
	(    )

	A police or fire department
	(    )
	(    )

	The Red Cross
	(    )
	(    )

	A legal firm
	(    )
	(    )

	A company that develops websites
	(    )
	(    )


IF “YES TO ANY, THANK AND TERMINATE

2)
We would like to talk to people in different age groups.  Into which one of the following groups should I place you?  (Read List) 

	Under 19
	1
	
	Thank and terminate

	19 - 24
	2
	
	

	25 - 30
	3
	
	

	31 - 39
	4
	
	Watch quotas

	40 - 49
	5
	
	

	50 - 54
	6
	
	

	55 or over
	7
	
	Thank and terminate


3a)
Are you currently in the paid labour force?

Yes
Is that …
Full-time
1



or
Ask Q.3b

Part-time
2

No

3b)
And what is your occupation -- that is, the type of work you do and the type of company you work for?

______________________________
______________________________


(Type of work)
(Type of company)

(Check against exclusions in Q.1)
4)
Do you currently have Internet access either at home or where you work?

	Yes
	1
	

	No
	2
	Thank and terminate


5)
Excluding use of e-mail, do you currently use the Internet at least once a week on average?

	Yes
	1
	

	No
	2
	Thank and terminate


We would like to get a cross-section of people in our groups.  So I would like to ask you a few more questions.

6)
What is the highest level of education you have received?  (Do not read list) 

	Some high school or less
	1

	Completed high school
	2

	Post-secondary technical training
	3

	Some college/university
	4

	Completed college/university
	5


7)
Which ONE of the following groups best describes your total household income before taxes in 2004?  (Read list)
	Under $30,000
	1

	$30,000 - $44,000
	2

	$45,000 - $59,000
	3

	$60,000 - $74,000
	4

	$75,000 or more
	5


8)
As I mentioned to you earlier, we are organizing some discussion groups among people like yourself.  Have you ever taken part in such discussion groups?

	Yes
	1
	

	No
	2
	Go to Q.10


9a)
And when was the last time you attended a discussion group?

	12 months ago or less
	1
	Thank and terminate

	OR more than 12 months ago
	2
	


9b)
What topics have you ever discussed?


__________________________________________________________________________


(If related to emergency preparedness, web sites, thank and terminate)
10)
Participants in the discussion group will be asked to complete some simple written questionnaires.  Would you be comfortable doing this?

	Yes
	1

	No
	2


INVITATION:

Thank you.  We would like to invite you to participate in one of our group discussions.  Refreshments will be provided, and you will be paid $60 for your participation.  The discussion will last 2 hours, and will be held (give date/time/location, then go to “Name/Address”).

	City/Date:
	Location:
	Time:

	Toronto

Tues., Feb. 8
	Face-to-Face

2323 Yonge Street

Suite 808
	19-30 years   6:00 – 8:00 pm.  [    ]
31-54 years    8:00 – 10:00 pm  [    ].

	
	
	

	Ottawa 

Wed., Feb. 9
	GPC Research

60 George Street

Suite 205
	19-30 years   6:00 – 8:00 pm.  [    ]
31-54 years    8:00 – 10:00 pm  [    ].


 “Name/Address” Section

Someone from our office will be calling you back to confirm these arrangements.  Could I please have your name and phone number where we can reach you during the evening and during the day?

Name:


Address:


Evening phone:

Work phone:


Thank you very much!

Recruited by:


Confirmed by:

Discussion Guide

1)
Introduction  (10 minutes)

a)
Introduce self, and explain purpose of research:  This research project is being sponsored by the Government of Canada.  We have asked you to come here today so that we can show you some communication related materials that have been developed on behalf of the Government of Canada and to listen to your views on these materials.  

b)
Review group discussion procedures:
--
Role of moderator

--
No right or wrong answers

--
Confidentiality:  names will not appear in reports, nor be provided to the Government

--
Audio-taping

--
Presence of observers 

--
Please turn off cell phones, pagers

c)
Participant self-introductions:  first name only, “a sentence or two about yourself”

2)
Awareness and Knowledge of PSEPC  (5 minutes)
Before I show you the materials and get your reactions to them, I would like to ask you a few questions.

a)
How many of you have ever heard of the department Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness Canada or PSEPC as it is also referred to?

b)
To the best of your knowledge, what does PSEPC do or what do you expect it does?  And who heads PSEPC?

c)
Where did you hear or read about PSEPC?

d)
How many of you have ever heard of the American equivalent of PSEPC, the Department of Homeland Security?

3)
Review PSEPC Description  (15 minutes)
First, I would like you to read a brief description of the Department that could appear in a variety of places, such as their web site, in certain publications, and so on.  Prior to finalizing it, they want to get some reactions from people to determine if any changes or improvements are required.

HAND OUT COPIES OF DESCRIPTION

As you read this description, please feel free to underline any words or phrases you find unclear, or to make notes on the page about anything you will want to mention in the group discussion.  I also have a questionnaire I would like you to fill in after you have read the write-up. (Hand out self-completion questionnaire, and briefly review the questions).

(
Take about 5 minutes to read it and then fill in the questionnaire

(
Don’t worry about spelling, grammar or legibility

(
No talking while reading the description and filling in the questionnaire

4)
Discussion of the Description  (25 minutes)
Ask participants to vote on Q.1:  “Overall, taking everything into consideration, how good a job did this write-up do in giving you an overview of Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness Canada?”  Organize discussion around results, starting with those who were positive.
a)
What were your thoughts and feelings as you read this write-up about PSEPC?  

--
How does this fit with your expectations of what the Department does (as we discussed earlier)?  

b)
What did you like about this description of PSEPC?

c)
What did you dislike, or find confusing/hard to understand?  

--
Are there any words or phrases that are not easily understood?  

d)
Of those of you who rated the description as 3 (OK), 4 (Not very good), or 5 (Poor):  What was the main reason why you did not give the write-up a better rating?

e)
Suggestions for changes or improvements

--
Was there anything missing that you would like to see added to this description?  

f)
Was there any information that stood out or surprised you, either positively or negatively?  Probe positive or negative areas

5)
Show Design Concept Boards  (15 minutes)
I’m now going to show you 4 different ideas that have been developed.  These are ideas for graphic designs that PSEPC would use for its communication materials with the public.  Companies and organizations use these types of graphic designs to get across an image of the company or organization at a glance.  

I’ll show you each of the designs, one at a time.  After I’ve shown you all 4, I would like you to fill in a brief questionnaire and then we’ll discuss your impressions.

Let’s start with (Rotate order of presenting concepts).  For this concept and the other 3, I’m going to show you how the graphic design would be used across a variety of materials -- that is, how it would be used for a web page, brochures and adapted to a kiosk or booth that you might see at local fairs or exhibitions such as the Canadian National Exhibition in Toronto.  

TAKE PARTICIPANTS THROUGH EACH OF THE CONCEPTS POINTING TO EACH OF THE THREE ELEMENTS IN EACH DESIGN:

1. The first item for this design concept are web pages from PSEPC’s site.  This is the graphic design for the home page.  This one shows how this graphic design might be used for the rest of the ‘pages’ on their web site.  

Note:  All of the pages contain pretty much the same information although they are presented in different ways.  While we will not be talking about the actual content of each page, you should keep in mind your reaction to how the information is laid out or presented on the page.  This is also part of the design you should take into consideration when evaluating these four designs.

2. The next item is a brochure.  Here you see the cover of the brochure with the graphic design (point to graphics) and how this design would be used across all the publications from the Department. 

3.
The last item is showing how this graphic design would be used for an exhibition kiosk or booth.

For Design “L” only:

4.
For this one, they shown how this graphic design would be used for an outdoor poster.

AFTER SHOWING ALL 4 DESIGN CONCEPTS:

Prior to discussing your reactions, I would like you to fill in this brief questionnaire (Hand out Questionnaire for Graphic Designs, read the introduction and briefly review the questions).

(
Don’t worry about spelling or grammar -- these are just notes for yourself

INVITE PARTICIPANTS TO GO AND HAVE A CLOSER LOOK AT THE CONCEPTS

(
No talking while looking at the concepts and filling in the questionnaire

6)
Discussion of Design Concepts  (40 minutes)
To help me get started, I’d first like to find out what choice you made on the design concepts that is, which of the 4 design concepts did you prefer.  (Do vote from Q.1 to 4 and use the voting pattern to decide on order of discussion;  the general rule is that we will start discussion with the less favoured concept.)


For each design concept:

(
Among those who prefer the design concept most of the four:
--
Why do you prefer this design concept over the other concepts?

--
What do you like about it?  What kind of feeling do you get from this design concept, compared to the other concepts?

--
What impressions about PSEPC do you get from this concept?

--
Is there anything you don’t like about this design concept?  Do you have any suggestions for how to improve it?

--
If not mentioned spontaneously, probe:

Colour/use of colour

Readability (i.e., graphic and text interplay, font size)

Appeal of layout

Pictures or images used

For Design “R” probe:  Have you seen this particular flag design used elsewhere?

--
Ask only of those who prefer the design concept:  For a moment, I would just like to ask those of who preferred this design concept to focus only on the web homepage for this design.  If you were to go to PSEPC’s sight, what information on this page is most likely to get your attention, or that you find the most interesting?

(
Among those who did not pick this as their 1st/2nd choice:  Although this was not your 1st or 2nd choice, do you still feel it is an acceptable approach for PSEPC to use, or do you feel it is not an acceptable approach?  

--
Among those who think the approach is acceptable:  Ask the series of questions above, starting with “What do you like about it?”

--
Among those who feel the approach is not acceptable:  why?

7)
Discussion of Specific Web Home Page Elements  (10 minutes)
PUT UP WEB PAGES ONLY FOR ALL 4 DESIGN CONCEPTS:

As I mentioned earlier, while the information on each page is largely the same, they have been provided in different ways.  I would now like to ask you some questions about your reaction to these different ways of doing it.

a)
On this design of the webpage (SHOW “G”), the Quick Search box is centred in the middle of the page whereas on all the others it is located at the top of the left hand column.  Which placement do you think would be better or does it not matter?

--
Reasons one approach preferred over the other or why it makes no difference.

b)
Design “R” uses what looks like tabs to allow one to click on to a certain topic.  The others use the more standard approach to moving to another topic area.  Do you prefer the approach they have used in Design “R” or does it not matter in your opinion?

--
Reasons one approach preferred over the other or why it makes no difference.

--
What types of information would you expect to find if you clicked on tabs such as “Updates” and “Cyber”?

c)
On this design, Design “L” there is a reference to setting up a mobile alert in the right hand corner.  Would anyone here be interested in taking advantage of this type of Emergency Alert service from PSEPC?  

--
Reasons why or why not

--
Did you notice it at first?

8)
Wrap-up  (Time permitting)
a)
I’m interested in what type of information you would expect to find if you clicked on to the item “Research” at this web site?  What type of information would you expect if you clicked on the item “Policy”?

b)
As you may have noticed, a number of the design elements use the headline Keeping Canadians Safe?  What is your reaction to this headline?  Is it a good phrase for PSEPC to use on these materials;  why or why not?

Questionnaire for Description

1)
Overall, taking everything into consideration, how good a job did this write-up do in giving you an overview of Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness Canada?  (Please circle one number)
1
Excellent
2
Good
3
OK
4
Not very good
5
Poor
2)
What did you particularly like about the description?

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

3)
Please write down anything you did not like about the write-up or that you found confusing or hard to understand.  

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

4)
Please write down any suggestions you have for changes or improvements to this description of PSEPC.

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Questionnaire for Graphic Designs

These four graphic designs were developed to communicate the following about Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness Canada:


PSEPC is the best place to go for timely information on safety and national security as well as good  advice to help me be prepared for emergencies.

The four design concepts were G, N, R and L.

1a)
Please write in the letter of the graphic design concept which best communicates or gets across the objectives of PSEPC:  __________

1b)
Why is that?

2)
Please write in the letter of the graphic design concept that would be your second choice:  _________

3)
Please write in the letter of the graphic design concept that would be your third choice:  _________

4)
Please write in the letter of the graphic design concept that would be your last choice:  _________

Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness Canada

OVERVIEW

We're working to maintain a peaceful, secure society for Canadians. 

Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness Canada provides you with tools and information to help prevent crimes and prepare for emergencies. We guide and sustain the work of law enforcement agencies to keep communities safe and the nation secure. 

WHO WE ARE

Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness Canada (PSEPC) was created in December 2003 by combining Solicitor General Canada, the National Crime Prevention Centre and the Office of Critical Infrastructure Protection and Emergency Preparedness.

The department is part of a portfolio of federal agencies and review bodies with a mandate to protect Canadians and help maintain a peaceful, secure society.

This new portfolio brings together federal organizations related to security, law enforcement, corrections and borders under one minister, so that they can better share resources and protect Canadians’ fundamental rights and freedoms.
WHAT WE DO

We prepare for, and respond to, Canada’s safety and security requirements.  To do this, Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness Canada works with other levels of government, first responders, community groups, the private sector and other nations.

We advise and support the Minister of Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness on policy related to national public safety and help the Minister provide direction to the Portfolio Agencies.

We also deliver a broad range of programs related to:

· National security 

· Emergency management 

· Policing, law enforcement and interoperability

· Community safety and crime prevention

HOW THE DEPARTMENT IS ORGANIZED

Headquartered in Ottawa, Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness Canada has a budget of $415 million and 800 employees, 120 of whom work in regional locations across the country.

Our 35 regional offices deliver front-line services in crime prevention, emergency preparedness and Aboriginal policing.

The Department has 5 branches:

· Community Safety and Partnerships 

· Corporate Management 

· Emergency Management and National Security

· Policing, Law Enforcement and Interoperability 

· Portfolio Relations and Public Affairs

Each branch is headed by an Assistant Deputy Minister who reports to the Deputy Minister.

Branch responsibilities
Community Safety and Partnerships Branch

· Crime prevention

· Corrections policy and research

· Conditional release program development

· Aboriginal policing

Corporate Management Branch

· Comptrollership

· Chief information officer

· Management assurance

· Human resources

Emergency Management and National Security Branch

· Emergency analysis, warning and response, including the Government Operations Centre and the Canadian Cyber Incident Response Centre 

· National security policy

· Emergency management policy

· Emergency preparedness and recovery

Policing, Law Enforcement and Interoperability Branch

· Policing policy

· Law enforcement and border strategies

· Public safety interoperability

Portfolio Relations and Public Affairs Branch

· Communications 

· Strategic policy

· Intergovernmental affairs

· Ministerial services

The Inspector General of CSIS and the General Counsel both report directly to the Deputy Minister of the Department.

THE PUBLIC SAFETY AND EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS CANADA PORTFOLIO

The Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness Portfolio consists of the:

· The Department of Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness Canada;

· Six agencies; and

· Several independent review bodies.  

With an annual budget of $4.9 billion, the entire portfolio has more than 52,000 employees working in virtually every part of the country. 

Integration of these organizations within one portfolio enhances collaboration and ensures that threats to Canadian security are addressed with measured, thoughtful action.

Agencies: 

· As Canada’s national police service, the Royal Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP) enforces Canadian laws, prevents crime and maintains peace, order and security.  It provides federal policing service to all Canadians, as well as policing services under contract to the three territories, all provinces except Ontario and Quebec, approximately 198 municipalities and 192 First Nations communities.

· Canada’s national intelligence organization, the Canadian Security Intelligence Service (CSIS) investigates and reports on activities that may represent threats to the security of Canada.  CSIS also provides security assessments, on request, to all federal departments and agencies.  

· The Correctional Service of Canada is responsible for managing offenders in federal correctional institutions and under community supervision, sentenced to two years or more.  

· The National Parole Board is an independent administrative body which grants, denies and controls the conditional release of inmates from federal penitentiaries.    

· The Canada Firearms Centre administers the Canada Firearms Program, which licenses and registers all firearms across Canada in support of the Government’s crime prevention and broader law enforcement priorities

· The Canada Border Services Agency manages the nation’s borders by administering and enforcing approximately 75 domestic laws that govern trade and travel, as well as international agreements and conventions.  

Review bodies:

· The Commission for Public Complaints Against the RCMP reviews public complaints regarding the conduct of the RCMP.

· The Office of the Correctional Investigator conducts investigations into decisions, recommendations, and acts or omissions of the Commissioner of Corrections, or any person under the control and management of, or performing services on behalf of, the Commissioner that affect offenders, either individually or as a group.  

· The RCMP External Review Committee provides independent review of grievances and disciplinary, discharge and demotion appeals referred to it by the RCMP Commissioner.  
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