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Executive Summary

A. Background

In the fal of 2005, as the report of the Gomery Commission was in development, the
Board of Directorsof the Association of Canadian Financia Officers (ACFO) sought to
develop a position paper on what changes to the Financid Management (F1) Group
Classfication Standard might be appropriate to accomplish two goas:.

1. Toaddresstheneed for better financial management in the Public Service
of Canada; and

2. Toaddressthe needsof the membersof theFl group for improved car eer
structuring and development in order to improve the delivery of financial
management services.

History

ACFO had been seeking renewd of the Fl Group Classification Standard sincethelate
1990s and had achieved some successin the devel opment of areference document on
thewriting and classification of FI pogtionsunder the Universa Classification Standard
(UCY) in 1999, a reference document that incorporated many of the concepts of
modern financid management brought in by the modern comptrollership initiatives.
However, the abandonment of the UCSin May of 2002 |eft the FI Group and ACFO
with afifteenyear-old Classification Standard that no longer served its membersor the
Public Service of Canada.

A mgor sudy wasfunded by ACFO inthefdl of 2002 to address the issues affecting
the financia management community through its Classfication Standard.

The mgor issueswere that the 1987 Standard did not reflect current concepts of what
condtituted financia management and what therole of the modern accountant or financid

manager was in an organization. Consequently, it did not accurately dlocate financid
management work to the FI Group. That report suggested that the Government of

Canada had to decide which financid activities required sound financia credentiasto
carry them out, and which did not. It so suggested that the current four level tructure
of the FI Group did not serve the group or the Public Service well.

The 2002 ACFO study did not result in Treasury Board Classification initiating aproject
to renew the FI Standard. It did result in what became the Public Service Human
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Resources Management Agency (PSHRMAC) launching aninterdepartmenta relativity
study to determineif Fl postionswere being classfied correctly acrossal departments.
Theresult of that udy wasthat 57% of the sample fileswere not adequate to classify
them. Thestudy dso showed thet few classification officershad sufficient knowledge of
the 1987 FI Group Classification Standard to apply it properly. Thisled PSHRMAC to
initiste a one-day refresher course on the gpplication of the FI Group Classification
Standard, but it did not lead to arenewd of the Standard itsdlf.

With the problems in the financid management system raised by audit of the
Sponsorship Program by the Auditor General of Canada, the subsequent appointment
of anew Comptroller Genera of Canada, the gppointment of the Commission of Inquiry
into the Sponsorship Program and Advertisng Activities, and theinitiativesfor improving
the management of the finances of the Government of Canada announced by the new
Comptroller Generd, the time wasright for ACFO to revigt the question of renewa of
the FI Group Classification Standard.

Furthermore, and most importantly, the two previoustimesthat the FI Group

has been looked at, were under the Glascoe Commission in the 1960s, and

under the Lambert Commission in the 1970s, so by late 2005 thetimeto make
the casefor classfication renewal was appropriate.

In the fal of 2005 a consultant was engaged, and a design for the development of a
position paper was approved by the ACFO Board of Directorswhich would basethis
new classfication renewd initiative on focusgroupsof FIsin Ottawvaand inthe Regions,
on consultations (as had been done for the 2002 study) with Senior Financia Officers
(two separate focus groups were held in December 2005 and January 2006), and on
ACFO's experience with the gpplication of the current Standard.

Deficiencies in the effectiveness of the current FI Group Classification
Standard

It becomes clear from the above that current Standard is out of sync with work actuly
being done by FIsin the departments and agencies today. The Standard has stopped
evolving sometwenty yearsago; sincethen, there hasbeen arapid evolution of financia
management functions. Moreover, the 1987 Standard redlly reflects the work that was
being done five to ten years before that. For example, the 1999 change in name from
Financid Adminigrator to Financid Manager was a change in name only, and not
integrated into the 1987 Standard, leading to current financid management roles and
functions not necessarily being rated.

The current Standard isa so not in compliance with the Canadian Human Rights Act for
anumber of reasons. For example, the current structure of four levels as defined by the
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1987 Standard was never readjusted for the consequences of changes to the
Management Category, now the Executive Group. It thus does not reflect a current
assessment of the appropriate number of levels required to deliver modern financid
management services. Also, increasing numbers of Flsmust provide highlevel generdist
or specidis financid advice as partners of line managers since the early 1990s, when
operating budgets were introduced, but those services are not generally recognized.

Most importantly, the benchmarks (the so-called “ nature of impact” eva uation factor)
and their gpplicationin the use of the Standard are based A most exclusively on hierarchy
rather than on skills, competency or effort, thus clearly violating the Canadian Human
Rights Act.

From background research, focus groups with Fls and consultations with SFOs, it
became clear that the current Standard does not support career management or
development, nor does it provide a group Structure that reflects financid management
roles that support current client requirements.

B. Conclusions

Basad on the observations, but not necessarily consensus of ACFO members and
SFOS/SFFOs consulted, as well as on associated research, the following conclusons
were arrived a:

1. Thecurrent Standard does not permit accur ate defining of accountability,
gpecialization, or competencies as they are understood today and as
currently required of specific postions to deliver sound financial
management;

2. Thebenchmarksfor the current Standard and their applications are based
almost exclusively on hierarchy rather than skills, competency or effort,
thus violating the Canadian Human Rights Act; and

3. Thecurrent Standard does not support career management/development,
nor does it provide a group sructure that supports current client
requirementsfor financial management.
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C. Recommendations

Based on these conclusons, this postion paper presents a totd of three
recommendations:

Recommendation 1 The Community HR Framework developed by PSHRMAC
should be the framework used for the management of the Fl Group.

Recommendation 2: The Office of the Comptroller Generd should assume
leedership/responghility for the management including dlassification of theFl Group asa
corporate asset of the Federal Government, and the model suggested for the role of the
OCG with respect to managing the FI Group should be ether that of the former
Comptroller of the Treasury (FI pre-1968) being responsiblefor the FI Group, or, asit
is currently the case for the LA group, that of the Deputy Minister of Jugtice being
responsible.

Recommendation 3: The OCG should take the lead on the revision of the FI Group
Classfication Standard and the structure of the FI Group. Thisshould be undertaken as
a co-development project of OCG, PSHRMAC and ACFO, and other departments
and agencies as required.
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Chapter 1. Background and M ethodology

A. Background

In the fal of 2005, the Board of Directors of the Association of Canadian Financia
Officers (ACFO) engaged the services of Philémon Paquette, of Paguette Consuilting, to
develop a position paper on what changes to the Financid Management (F1) Group
Classfication Standard might be appropriate to:

1. Addressthe need for better financiad management in the Public Service of Canada;
ad

2. Address the needs of the members of the Fl group for improved career Structuring
and development to improve the ddivery of financia management services.

There are severa reasons for developing this position paper at thistime:

1. The plan to replace the outdated (1987) H Group Classfication Standard by a
universal Classfication Standard (UJEP and then UCS) was abandoned by
Treasury Board in 2002;

2. Asaconseguence of the abandonment of the UCSin 2002, the 1999 ACFO-TBS
Reference Document providing guidance to members and to classfication officers
on writing and evauating Fl work descriptions in the UCS format — incorporating
many of the concepts of the modern comptrollership initiatives that now form

financd management — was no longer applicable;

3. The2002 ACFO proposd to TBS Classficationfor Fl Classfication Reform, while
presented in December of 2002, had not led to arevison to the FI Classfication
Standard owing to the higher priority given to the ES, FS, and PA groups.
However, it did lead to a rdativity study being undertaken by what was now
PSHRMAC;

4. PSHRMAC implemented an Interdepartmenta Rdativity Study of the FI
Community in 2003-2004. However, the study was aborted when the review found
that 57% of the sample of 400 work descriptions was incomplete and not
classfiable based on file contents. At the same time, it was found that most
classification officers did not know enough about the gpplication of the FI Standard
to properly classfy Fl pogtions;
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PSHRMAC developed a one-day training sesson in consultation with ACFO to
update Classfication Officers on the FI Classification Standard, in the summer of
2004, with the first copy of it being ddivered in the fdl of 2004. However, it was
recognized by ACFO at the time that one-day training on the use of the Standard
would not provide the depth of knowledge of modern financid management to
apply this Standard adequately. At one of the training sessons, Dr. Paquette
participated as an observer for ACFO to determine if the changes proposed by
ACFO had been incorporated, and to provide observations on the delivery of the
traning. At that sesson, of the 24 dasdfication officers participating — each
responsible for classfying Fl positionsin their departments or agencies— only one
had classfied an Fl position, and that had been ten years prior to the date of this
traning;

In 2004, the Chief Information Officer Branch of Treasury Board launched the
application of the HR Framework developed by PSHRMAC tothe IT Community
through itsIT Community Development Group, and presented its concepts to the
HR Council of the Public Service. The HR Council endorsed the gpplication of the
HR Framework, and thought it should be gpplied to dl the common services
groups, including the CS, PE, FI, and IS groups. This recommendation was
implemented,

The release of the Report of the Auditor General in November of 2003, and its
observations on the (in-)adequecy of financid controls as a result of the
Sponsorship Program, brought greater focus on the financid management system;

The gppointment of anew full time Comptroller Generd of Canadain June of 2004
was a step taken to address the concerns of the Auditor General. The ACFO had
on many occasions made this recommendation and was pleased to see that the
OCG was re-ingtaed. While it was a high profile sart to demondrate that
something was being done to improve financid management, it showed no
guarantees that the deficiencies in the FI Standard or the poor gpplication of the
Standard would be addressed;

The newly gppointed Comptroller General created a new Capacity Building and
Community Development Sector to carry out the OCG's mandate for the
development of the financid management and interna audit communities, and then
launched initiatives on internal audit and the training of SFOs 2004-2005; and

Findly, the initigtion in 2004 of the Commission of Inquiry into the Sponsorship
Program and Advertisng Activities (The Gomery Commission) brought to light
8
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inadequacies in the financid management system n the Public Service which
reflected, rightly or wrongly, on the FI Group. This presented an opportunity for
reform of thefinancia management system of which the FI Group isacore dement,
and therefore presented the opportunity to findly achieve the objective of bringing
the FI Group Classification Standard up to date.

Furthermore, and most importantly, the two previoustimesthat the FI Group

has been looked at, were under the Glascoe Commission in the 1960s, and

under the Lambert Commission in the1970s, so by late 2005 thetimeto make
the casefor classfication renewal was appropriate.

B. Methodology

|. The Elements

The concept for this position paper wasthat it should be influenced by the perspective
of the members of the FI group, supplemented by related research, and consultation
with a sdect group of senior financid officers (SFOs) in order to incorporate a
management perspective and to identify any differencesin perspective. Consequently
the development of this position paper was based on an eleven-dement process.

1. Areview wascaried out of ACFO casefiles handled over the period 2001-2005
regarding classfication and staff relations issues raised by members.

2. A review was carried out for continued relevancy of the 2002 research underlying
the ACFO study on the Financid Management Community* and the need for
classfication reform.

3. Based onthesetwo reviews, aseriesof talking pointsquestionswere developed to
serve asabasisfor consulting with members of the FI Group to identify key issues
with respect to how the current FI Classification Standard served the members of
the FI Group in ddivering sound financid management services to the Public
Service. These talking points/questions were as follows:

a. How does the current four level F sructure support sound financia

1 Classification Reform for the Financial Administration (FI) Group in the Public Service of Canada.
(Ottawa, ACFO-ACAF). December 2002, 74 pp.
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management in the Public Service, and if participants were to change the
number of levels, how many leves should there be, and why?

b. How long do participantsbelieve an individua should be serving at each of
the levels to have mastered that level and be ready for promotion to the
next leve?

c. Onactivities

i. How many activities as defined in the current Fl Standard are
participants active in?

ii. How many activitiesoutsde of thosedefined inthe Fl Standard are
participantsactivein (eg. modern comptrollership activitiessuch as
risk management)?

iii. Wha financid management activities not mentioned in the FH
Standard should be added as full activities?

d. What are the views on career development and advancement at ther
respective levels (and regiond location)?

e. Oninfluence of participants & thelr leve:

i.  Who asksthem for advice, and to whom do they provide advice?

ii. What kind of advice is requested?

f.  How hasthe work of participants changed over the past few years?

I. Hasit become more or less transaction oriented?

ii. Have they been more or less working in partnership with line
managers?

g On career management - do they see themsdlves part of the financid
management team of a department primarily, or as a part of the financid
management team of thefedera government asacorporate entity servinga
particular department?

h.  What changeswould participants like to see implemented to assst them to
be more effective in thair jobsin terms of

i. Classfication?
ii. Development of assgnments or traning?
iii. Career management?

4. Four focusgroupswere held in Ottawaon October 25 and 26, 2005: onefor each
of the FI-01, FI-02, FI-03, and FI-04 levels. Two focus groupswere held outside
of Ottawa, to get a perspective on theissuesthat arise specifictoregiona Fls. One
focus group was held in Moncton, New Brunswick on November 2nd, and one
was held in Edmonton, Alberta on November 7, 2005. Each focus group was
composed of eight to ten individuas who are employed by the Public Service as
financia officers, and who are members of ACFO. The participantswererandomly
sdlected. It should aso be noted that dl focus groups were held after normal
working daysin the evenings and that participantswere not remunerated in any way
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for their work. This level of commitment isagood indicator that thereis an interest
in addressng some of the issues afecting financid management in the Public
Sarvice, and affecting the careers of financia managers.

5. Conaultations were carried out with classfication specidigs involved in the
development of the current 1987 Classification Standard for the FI Group, and with
other practicing FIs who were unable to attend the focus groups.

6. Conaultationswere carried out with classfication specidigsinvolved in linking the
role of the financid management specidist (i.e. the FI) with steps to improve
financid management in the Public Service being consdered by the Gomery
Commission. Thisin turn led to further discussions.

a areview of the Glascoe Commission on the Comptroller of the Treasury, its
mandate and structure’;

b. areview of the 1966 FI Classfication Standard developed as a result of
Glascoe?;

c. areview of the Lambert Commissiorf and the ensuing establishment of a
new set of benchmark work descriptions for Flsin 1982°;

d. areview of the converson of thel982 Fl positions to accommodate the
new Management Category at that time; and

e. areview of the logic for the establishment of the 1987 Classfication
Standard for the FI Group which complemented the review of therenaming
of the FI Group in 1999 addressed in the 2002 ACFO study.®

7. A st of preliminary observations and proposals was developed in the form of a
draft presentation to the Office of the Comptroller Generd to serve asthe basisfor
conaultations with currently serving senior financid officers, selected based on
whether they had been involved in the 2002 study and/or on the sze of their
department as an employer of Fls.

8. Thepreiminary observationsand proposa swere presented to agroup of what was

2 Royal Commission on Government Organization, 1962, Volume 1, Financia Management, pp. 134-137

3 Classification Standard, Financial Administration Group. (Ottawa, Treasury Board), May 1966, 74 pp.
(English version only).

4 Royal Commission on Financial Management and Accountability, Final Report. (Ottawa, Minister of
Supply and Services), 1979. 586 pp. On the financial managers as such see pp. 233-246 in particular.

5 Financial Administration Group, Final draft of new/revised Benchmarks subject to approval by
Ministers of the Treasury Board, (Ottawa, Treasury Board) February 4, 1982, 116 pp.

6 It should be noted that the 2004 Report of the Auditor General of Canada, Chapter 7 was also consulted,

in particular para’s 7.37 to 7.60 on Managing Money where a history of the role of the Department of
Finance, Treasury Board, and the different configurations of a Comptroller General are reviewed.

11
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11.

to befive senior financid officers on December 15, 2005, but owing to last minute
cancedllations this group of participants was limited to only three participants (2
SFFOs and a representative from the OCG). Therefore a second consultation
session was set up for January 4, 2006 to broaden the consultations.

The prdiminary observationsand proposas, whichincluded insghtsgained fromthe
December 15 consultation were presented to the ACFO Board of Directors on
December 16 to obtain their feedback and guidance.

The second presentation of preliminary observations and proposals to a group of
five SFOs took place on January 4, 2006.

A presentation of the fina findings was developed for the consideration of the
ACFO Board of Directors, which took placeon January 12, 2006. Thislead to the
restructuring of the observations and proposdls into a short presentation for the
OCG, aswdl asthis position paper documenting the observations, methodol ogy,
and references.

Focus Group Methodology

The participants, chosen at random to attend the focus groups, were provided with a
background piece, which provided some explanation about why thisresearch wasbeing
undertaken, and why now. More specificdly, thisintroductory background provided
thefollowing information:

1.

A review of the Human Resources Framework developed by the Public Service
Human Resources Agency, and applied by the Organizationa Readiness Office of
the Chief Information Officer Branch of Treasury Board for the IT Community. It
explained how thiswas seen by the Human Resources Council asagood model for
the management of community groups such asthe Fl and PE, aswdll asfor the CS,
and how classification isakey to the HR Framework actualy being able to work;

A review of the fact that the current Classification Standard was developed in the
mid-1980s and published in 1987 - eighteen to twenty yearsago- andthequestion
whether this reflects the current work being done;

A review of thefact that the 1987 FI Group Classification Standard was designed
to reflect thework of financid adminigtrators; and that while the group definition was
changedin 1999 to be“financia managers,” therewere no changesto the content of
the Classfication Standard to reflect that change in nomenclature;

12
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11.

A review of the attempt by ACFO in 2002 to bring the classfication issues of the
financid management community in addressing the new requirements of modern
compitrollership to the attention of Treasury Board classfication authorities; and that
the result of that was the commitment by TB to carry out an interdepartmenta

reaivity sudy of Fl postions- which was done in 2003;

A review of the observations of the so-cdled“ rdativity sudy” which, whileofficidly
completed, was not a rdativity study since 57% of the sample work descriptions
lacked sufficient data to have classified the postions,

A review of the structure of the group prior to the 1987 Standard, where the Fl
group had six levels (asdid the Audit Group (AU)), and thetop FI position (FI-06)
had been the equivaent of an SX, but became the equivaent of the SM when the
SX group was converted to the management category (SM and EX);

A review of the fact that in the 1999 reference document developed jointly by
ACFO and Treasury Board, anumber of the concepts of what constitutesmodern
comptrollership were built into guidance on how to write UCS work descriptions
for Fls; and while these concepts may bein FI work descriptions, these concepts
are not recognized under the current FI Group Classfication Standard;

A review of what condiitutes a “financid activity” as defined in the FI Group
Classfication Standard and how this determines the worth of work;

A review of wha conditutes the “ultimate decison maker” as defined in the FI
Group Classification Standard and how this determines the worth of work;

A review of the (lack of) familiarity of most classfication officers with ather the
work of afinancid manager or the technicd nature of the FI Group Classfication
Standard; and the consequent difficultiesin dlassifying FI work descriptions; and

Finaly, areview of why now isthe time to approach the new Comptroller Genera

onrevigng the Fl Group Classfication Standard asaniinitiative to improvefinancid
management in the Public Service.
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Chapter 2. Observations from the Focus Groups
and Consultations

A. TheFl Perspective: Input from the Focus Groups

[. On Understanding of the FI Classification Standard by Fls

Oneof themost gtriking observationswasthefact that of the sixty people who took part
inthefocusgroups, few werefamiliar with the concepts that measured theworth of their
work. Specificaly, most people did not know:

1. That “finencid activity” had a specific meaning as defined in the Classfication
Standard, and only that meaning could be used to classfy work descriptions; and

2. Tha whilethey have been providing advice and recommendationsto managers, they
were not aware of what condtituted an “ ultimate decison maker”, nor were they
aware of the requirement to have their work descriptions reflect their actud
reporting relationship or that their advice and recommendations would not be
consdered in the evaduation of their work. Thisisin accordance with Note 4 of the
Standard.

When employees were made aware of how the definition of “financia activity” framed
the way in which their subject matter expertise would be evauated, there was a near-
universal responsethat thelist of what congtituted afinancid activity had to be expanded
to incorporate the current concepts that together condtituted financid management asit
isunderstood today. Numerous exampleswere given of ingancesin which aspecidized
activity was not recognized, induding, but not limited to: risk assessment and
management, performance measurement, the integration of financid and non-financid
data, and business planning.

In fact, participants raised the point that alarge number of activitiesfor which they are
supposed to be responsible, are being assgned to other Classification, in particular the
AS (financid transactions, business planning) and ES (performance measurement, risk
measurement) groups.

When looking a how the “nature of work” is measured, there was an overwhelming
response from the FI-02s, FI-03s and FI-04s, thet, with the rapid evolution of financid
management over the past severd years, with the introduction of operationa budgets,
and with FIS and other modern comptrollership initiatives, they are congtantly required

14
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to apply cregtive and innovative thinking in developing new financid policies and
procedures for dealing with these new concepts and gpproaches, and in providing
advice to managers on dterndtive drategies for managing ther finances. Equaly
important, when looking at theintricacy of work, most participantswere constrained by
FIS, MAF, MRRS, and GAAP to a higher degree than by departmenta policy or
direction from supervisors.

Employeesnoted that sincethe adoption of “operating budgets’ inthe early 1990s, they
have been providing what is described as *“broad” or “full range” financid advice and
sarvicesto thelr managers, but that level of advice and servicesisnot recognized in their
work description.

Of thesixty participantsin the focus groups, only threewere actudly aware of the ability
inthe current Classfication Standard to have anon-traditiond advisory role recognized
in their work descriptions. Thet is, they were the only ones who knew the use of the
prescription provided by Note 4 under “Nature of Impact” to reflect the provison of
“...substantive, authoritative financid advice and/or services direct to management...”

Two of the keysto the gpplication of Note 4 that the participantswere not avare of, are
that the non-traditional role must be reflected in the work description, and that the
performance of the employee must be co-9gned by the manager receiving thefinancid
advice and the employee sfinancia line manager.

This finding was consstent with the manner in which many Fl postions are being
classfied. Some participants said that their department had a classified FI-01, FI-02
and FI-03 and that whenever they needed anew position created at one of thoselevels,
they would merdly ask Human Resources to “clone’ one of the existing work
descriptionsto create the new position needed. 1t was suggested that few new FI work
descriptions have actudly been developed in recent yearsfrom an analysis of the actud
work carried out and their evauation, but that they were merely copied from old or
exiging classfied positionswithout any red need- assessment or modification of any sort.
To actudly go through a thorough assessment process generdly cregtes an extensive
delay in getting thework description written, and invites uncertainty asto the outcome of
the process. Cloning providesfor aquick and certain outcome, but no thought isput into
thejob descriptionsand it creates aperpetuation of the status quo, rather than progress.

[1. On Career Management — | ssues by Level

Theclassfication structureisthe basis on which one can manage one scareer, on which
amanager can manage the development of the careers of her/his subordinates, and on
which aspecidist community can manage its members. In theory, it serves not only as
the basis for the leve of pay, but dso for many other factors such as. determining the
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competencies required to do the work; determining the possible gap between
individua’ s competencies and the competenciesrequired for their current job or for the
next step up; determining the development of training plans; determining statements of
qudifications for gaffing; and determining whether the full work of an organization is
gopropriately dlocated to cover dl subject matter for which the organization is
responsible, and that work is being done at appropriate levels. Thisis both to ensure
that the proper level of expertiseisbeing applied, and that it is done by the appropriate
number of peoplein order to ensure proper workloads for everyone involved.

Ovedl, the observations from focus group participants indicate that the current
classfication structure is not supporting sound career management.

The FI1-01

Oneof themainissuesraised inthe groupswith Fl-0lswasthat of credentials. In 1987,
stricter rules were put in place for the educationa requirements of FIs. The generd

sense in the focus groups with FI-01s was that the increased requirements for

credentids (a CA, CMA or CGA accounting designation or related undergraduate or
graduate university degree) appropriate for the work was long overdue. On the other
hand, some people without designations or degrees sad that they find themsalves
blocked from future promotions, but at the same time are so pecidized that they see
few other available opportunities.

Those FI-01 leve participantswith degrees and in Some cases accounting designations,
and Financid Officer Recruitment and Development (FORD) program participantsin
generd, felt that advancement should only be permitted for those individuadswho have
appropriate credentials.

Beyond the question of credentials, one of the mgjor issuesraised by the FI-Olswasto
ask: “What isan FI-017" What ismeant by thisis, “What isthe*mode” FI-01 to guide
employees on what legitimately condtitutes work at this level, and what legitimatey
condgtitutes the work of the Fl rather than the AS or CR?" One of the great frustrations
both in Ottawa and in the regions was the broad scope of the work of an FI-01 thet is
not recognized. Examples of thisare:

1. AnFl-01 being essentialy delegated dl responsbility for amanager’sbudget in a
regiond office such as planning, budgeting, reporting, contracting, providing advice
and recommendations on possible courses of action, MAF and PAA;

2. An FI-01 being responsible for al contracting for afedera agency for two regions
of western Canada and providing advice to project managers, regional managers
and project officerson dl aspects of financia management of contractsand contract
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funds, indluding budgeting, planning, reporting; and

3. AnFI-01being responsblefor providing advice, deveoping and ddivering training,
developing systems changes, liasng with IT on financid systems and thar
compliance with financid system requirements (i.e. FAA, MAF, and GAAP) to
managers and financid specidigts in Ottawa and in the regions, and F-01s
managing a number of cerical aff a the CR4 and CR5S levd.

The FI-02
At the FI-02 leve the issues, while many, tended to focus on three aress.

1. The speed of promotion of some people versus others,

2. Theinability to obtain experiencein multiple areas of activitiesin order to moveinto
management at the FI-03 leve; and

3. Thelack of recognition for work actudly done, in particular in providing financid
management recommendations to management, providing financid management
sarvices to multiple units and being respongible for revenue generetion.

The F1-03
At the FI-03 leve the participants tended to focus on four areas in particular:
1. The overly rapid rate of promotion of FI-01s and FI-02s, specifically FORD
program recruits,

2. Thecomplexity of financid management today, and the lack of recognition of what
condtitutes that complexity in terms of areas of required specidization;

3. The lack of partnership of e FI-03 with the managers they are purportedly
working with, or the lack of recognition of their advisory role; and

4. Theinability to obtain the breadth of experience necessary to win promotionsto the
next levd.

In the case of the overly rapid rate of promotion of FORD recruits, the problem is
created by the confluence of three factors. Thefirst factor isthat thereis a shortage of
“qudified” financid managersat al levels, and thus once someone comesinto the Public
Service as an FI-01, they are digible to compete for FI-02 positions. With adegree
and/or possibly an accounting designation, they are aprize for any manager trying tofill
avacant FI-02 position. Once in an FI-02 pogition, without alot of experience, these
“qudified” individuds are prime candidatesfor FI-03 podtions. Theproblemwiththisis
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that word * qudified’: theindividuas have aforma education and possibly an accounting
designation, but they do not have the contextud experience with the Public Serviceto
effectively carry out the full range of duties for which they are responsible. It was
argued that there has to be aleve between the FI-02 and the FI-03 where the FI-02
can gain experience and yet sense that they are getting ahead in order to prepare them
for the role of an FI manager of afunction or a gpecidist role.

The second factor is that not all FORD recruits are the same. With the advent of

accepting candidates up to five years post-graduation, some FORD recruits enter the
Public Service with a couple of years of work experience and in some cases with thelr
accounting designation aready in hand. These tend to be the individuas who move
quickly up theladder. The problem isthat other employees who may have beenin FI-
01 positions for some time see these rapid promotions and sensethereisan inequity in
the system.

The third factor is that not dl FORD recruits are managed the same.  In some
departments there is a forma two-year program where the recruit is provided with
experience in three different areas before they can be considered for promotion to the
FI-02. In some cases that promotion is automatic on completion of the two-year
program. In other departments, once the recruit is hired as an FI-01, that individud is
eigible for competing for any FI-02 position that opens, and many in fact do. In fact,
many are successful at getting a promotion in less than ayear after entering the Public
Sarvice. Theend result of this unevennessisthat these FI-02s do not have comparable
backgrounds in the Public Service and do not have the depth of experience one would
expect of an FI-02. Thisweakensthe capability of the group to provide sound financia
managemern.

However, it was recognized that if ambitious, capable individuas who enter the Public
Serviceviathe FORD program do not riserapidly asFls, it quickly becomes apparent
to them that they can get promotions by moving to other groups such asthe AS, PM,
CO and ES, where ther financid and management backgrounds are aso highly
desirable, and for which there are a much greater number of postions available.

By theissue of the complexity of modern financid management, issmply meant thet the
changes brought about by FIS, Modern Comptrollership, MAF, MRRS, PAA, dl tied
in to the RPP, DPR, and the required advice and accountability for what condtitutes
financia management by the FI community, have transformed what condtitutesfinancia
management in the past decade or so. Moreover, and most importantly, this is not
recognized by dassfication or by management. One may be required to serve as the
risk management specidist or the performance measurement/management specidist for
an organization, but the advisory role thet this represents is smply not recognized.
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Thistiesinwith thethirdissue, whichisthat whilethe Modern Comptrallership initiatives
and the MAF both indicate that managers will work in partnership with financid
specidigsto achieve the objectives of theseinitiatives, managersrarely consder Fisas
partners. Management tendsto view the Fl asawatchdog concerned with compliance,
and as an advisor on what not to do. Management rarely viewsthe Fl asan advisor on
what the strategic or tactica options might beto achieve program goasin the most cos-
effective or financidly sound, smple way.

For example, the fact that the FI-04 isdeemed an EX minusone, andthe FI-03 an EX
minustwo, isnot lost on the members of the Executive Community: the FI-04may Ston
an executive committee, but as an advisor to that committee. Until therole of the F is
seen to be important to senior management, their advice can only be consdered of

secondary importance. What istrue for the FI-04 is even truer for the FI-03.

Thefourthissueis, amilarly to the oneraised by the FI-02s, theinability of the FI-03 to
obtain the assgnments or gppointments that will provide the breadth of experience
necessary to win promotions to FI-04 level positions. The more the Fl is seen asa
Specidig, thelesstheindividua will be considered by management for postionscaling
for abroader role.

TheF1-04
The FI-04s essentidly focused on three issues:
1. Thechdlengeastowheretogofor anext step: if the FlI-04 has not left the FI group
to gain broader/program experience for a period of timein hisor her career, the
move to an EX pogtion is difficult to make.

2. The FI-04 who looked at the working conditions of executives generaly did not
wish to acoept thet lifestyle, meaning that remaining atechnica specidist advisngthe
executives was a favorable career choice.

3. That people advancing through the Fl group in recent yearsin most casessmply do
not have the experience required to do their jobs well.

Thefirg issue of whereto goif an FI-04 wantsto move up, was quite prevaent. Unless
itisafinancid management EX position (of whichtherearefew), most EX postionsare
seeking broader program or policy experience than what would be obtained in a
financid management career, at least as currently defined. If the actud advisory role of
the FI were recognized officidly in classfication, and if it were recognized by the
managers served, then the FI would have extensve partnership experience with
executives by the time they might be digible for appointment to an EX postion and
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those with the ability would have both learned and demonstrated the strategic, broad,
and leadership thinking required to move into the executive group. At the sametime
other EXswould have experienceinworking as* partners’ with financiad managerswho
have demondrated executive tdent and would be more likely to vaue the financid

manager’ s experience.

While an EX lifestyle was not seen asided, at the same time, there was a feding thet
once a seasoned FI-04 had been a that level for some time and became a vaued
advisor to senior management, there was a perception that there should be some
opportunity for recognition of that seasoned “wisdom”, which the current Standard did
not permit.

Thethird important issue raised, that people advancing through the FI group in recent
years often amply do not have the experience required to do their jobs wdl, was
explained asfollows: They tend to be bringing better theoretical knowledge and skillsto
their jobs, and tend to do wdll in competitions. However, the much needed experience
in government, in theinformal decison making and in thetrid-by-fire opportunities that
time provides, is missng. Consequently, appointments are made only to find that the
individudsareinexperienced and need significant deveopment. Thereissmply amgor
problem with career development that needs to be addressed from the centre.

[11. Conclusions on Structure
The consensus of thefocus groupswith respect to structure was that there needed to be:

1. A daification of therole of the FI-01;

2. Either better career management for FI-02s to be able to advance to the FI-03
leve, or the addition of another level between the current FI-02 and the FI-03, one
which would be broader in the nature of its respongbilities or scope;

3. Either better career management for FI-03sto be ableto advanceto the FI-04levd
or to other smilar level postionsin other groups, or the addition of another leve
between the current FI-03 and the FI-04. This would be one that would be more
srategic in the nature of its responsbilities or scope; and

4. A new levd above the current FI-04 which would be that of a broad financiad
drategist, such as the CFO for smdler agencies, or the equivdent for maor
government programs.

In short, there needed to be at |east one additiona leve above the FI-04 levd and
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anew leve gther from the FI-02 to the FI-03, or from the FI-03 to the FI-04, or both.

V. Conclusions on Managing the FI Group

With reference to the idea of the OCG taking on responsbility for the management of
the development of the FI group -while using the HR Framework- the consensuswas
that if being managed as a corporate asset would help the development of their careers,
they weredl for it. Under current circumstances, professiond development is spotty at
best and non-exigent & words. Getting outside the financid community is currently

difficult, unlessthe employeeisin alarger organization. Managers are reluctant to lose
an exiding FH by sending them on a development assgnment, as there are no

replacements. Asthe Fl is charged with gpplying the same policiesand legidationin dl

departments, it makes sense that the group be a corporate asst, rather than being

consdered a departmenta employee from a classification and career development

perspective.

B. The SFO/SFFO Per spective: Input from Consultations

I. On the definition of what is a financial activity according to the
FI Classification Standard

Firgt, the SFOs and SFFOs were shown the current definition of the Standard’, which
is

a significant grouping of associated financial administration responsibilities (
eg.

1. Financial Planning & Analysis,

2. Financial Policy and Systems Development,

3. Systems Operations and Services are each normally considered full
activities).

And, in a note also Cost Accounting, Internal Financial Audit, and other

7 See page 5, the Glossary, of the 1987 FI Classification Standard where what isincluded in each of
these three “full activities” is provided. Internal Financial Audit is not actually covered in the note,
but is deemed as afull activity in the Benchmarks (see benchmark 2).
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unique areas (principally those of central agencies and services).

Thereaction wasthat thismade no senseand that it did not reflect thefinancid activities
for which the FIs are respongible.

When the SFOs and SFFOs saw the list of financid activities that are derived from
modern comptrollership etc, (eg., Financid Risk Management, Internad Financid

Control, Performance Measurement (i.e. integrating financia and non-financia datato
determine performance), MAF, Modern Comptrollership, Financia Reporting, RPP,
DPR, Public Accounts related briefing notes and presentations, Financid/Business
Planning and risk assessment, Financid Management,

Payroll Management (PWGSC)), they concurred that alist such asthiswas much closer
to redity. In fact, it was noted that this mis-definition of what condtitutes a financid

activity might wel explain the tremendous difficulty smal agencies have in getting H

positions classfied at the gppropriate leve.

Therewas consensus among the SFOs and SFFOs that, given that the current Standard
is based on thisiill-worded definition of what condtitutes afinancid activity, the current
Standard had to be replaced.

[1. On the use of generic work descriptions

The views with respect to the use of generic work descriptions were split. There was
one strong position againg the use of generic work descriptions until the Classification
Standard had been revised: Thisisto avoid wasting money onwork descriptionsthat do
not reflect the redity of financid management.

On the other hand, there was dso a view that since generics had dready been
developed for that SFOs/SFFOs department, they were better than the outdated UCS
or older work descriptions, and that department would proceed to implement them.

The conclusionisthat, given the strong view about the need to replace the Classfication
Standard, there was not much taste for creating generic work descriptions until the
Standard had been revised.

[11. On the placement of FIsin program organizations

Although the SFOsand SFFOs generdly recognized some merit in abetter useof Fsin
line organizations, there was a concern identified by one SFO about having Fisbothin
programs as well as in the financia management. When last tried, this lead to conflict
between FIsin the programs and FI sin the corporate management organization. Based
onthis, it can be said that there was mixed support for more extended use of Note 4 in
the designing of positions and their classfication.
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The issue of the increased role of FIs in the provison of expert advice to program
managers, and hence a broader use of Note 4, was addressed by their belief that the
current definition of financd activities Smply did not reflect the modern role of the FH.
Hence, it was not a question of using Note 4 more effectively, but of replacing the
current Classification Standard.

V. On the structure of the FI Group - or number of levels

Aswas the case with the focus groups, the consensusisthat more than the current four
levels are needed.

It was said that there are currently effectively two career streams, thefirst one being that
of manager, and the second one being that of financia specidigt, and that both of these
career streams have roles at the current FI-02, FI-03, and FI-04 levels. Also,

specidization in either of these two career streams should lead to the highest levels.

That is, thereisno need to have experiencein both streamsto advance— but thet having
experience in both streams could be advantageous. However, it was not clear how to
ensure people would have the opportunity to work in both streams, since specidists
tend to stay with their specidties.

From the SFO’ sand SFFO’ s perspective, whether the number of levelsisfiveor six or
moreislessimportant than making it clear what competenciesarerequired at each level
to carry out the roles as they are required of Flstoday.

It was also proposed by one or more of the SFOs and SFFOs that the complexities of
different organizations had to be taken into account and not just as reflected in size of
resources susceptible to influence (i.e. budget).

V. On Career Management
1. Among the FI-0O1s:
a. Thereweresomestrong viewsthat the basic credentid s should bethe same
fordl Fls
b. Thereisaclear need for adevelopment leve for which the FI-01 isuseful
c. There was consensus that if an Fl were to be supervisng employess, it
should be an FI-02 and not an FI-01.
d. There was a consensus in the second meeting of SFOS/SFFOs that the
working level F, while thought of as the FI-01 at the time of the 1987
Standard, isinfact today, the FI-02. Therequirementsof theworking level
have smply outstripped what was conceived in 1987 as being the FI-01,
and
e. On the issue of grand-parenting the existing FI-01s without appropriate
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credentials, the sense was that from a compassonate perspective there
might be adesireto offer some accommodeation, but from a perspective of
improving financid management, at best, they should be provided with

“present incumbent only” satus. Bottomline: itisup to them to take charge
of their careers.

2. Among the FI-02s:

a

b.

C.

It was felt if the F Standard were revised, that much of the issue with
respect to recognition prevalent among FI-02s could be resolved;

On the issue of FI-02s obtaining experience in a number of aress, it was
seen asbeing up to the individua to ensure they sought out the opportunity
to get the experience. A manager could help, but it wasthe respongbility of
theindividud,;

On the speed of promotion, it was hypothesized that some individuds are
samply better at winning competitions than others, based on background
(i.e. education and experience indde and outsde the public service,

persondity, and Ssmply luck).

3. TheFl-03sand issuesraised by the FI-03s:

a

b.

C.

On therapidity of promotion of FORD recruitsit was said that snce these
recruits are coming in with prior experience and current education, aswell
as in many cases accounting credentids, many d them can do well on
competitions in spite of lack of experience in government; if competitions
and appointments were based on competency, that would ensure that dl
appointmentswere of individualswho where competent at the gppointment
levd;

On the issue of lack of recognition of what congtitutes complexity in aress
of required specidization, it was thought that the issue would be addressed
if the Standard were to be revised to reflect this competency. Thisisaso
true with respect to the advisory role of the FI-03; and

On the issue of obtaining the breadth of experience necessary to win
promotionsto the next level, there was consensus that there seemed to be
something lacking in preparing the FI-03sto move up tothe FI-04. | fact, it
seemed clear that individuas should be seeking experience outsde of their
Specidization - particularly in programs, but it was not clear how to ensure
that could happen. There was a sensethat it should be up to theindividud,
but there was aso an acknowledgment that there seemed to beaproblem
here.

4. TheFl-04sand issuesraised by the FI-04s:
a. On the need for an EX-equivdent levd, that is, aleve of Fl above the

24



Classification Renewal for the
Financial Management (FI) Group

in the Public Service of Canada

current FI-04, there was a strong support; in fact, support from al but one
person. Thisnew level could serve asafinancia srategist at the macro or
corporate level. The current Fl-04s tend to be predominantly specidists,
and there is arequirement for afinancid management position above that
level that isnot an EX but is the equivaent to an EX. Two reasonsfor this
were identified:

i. to serve as a drategic advisor over a broad range of financia

issues, and

ii. toserveasasource for future SFOs.

b. On the need for program management or program policy experience to
movetothe EX leve it concludedthat both the individuas and management
should belooking to ensurethat FI-04s get this experience to enhancetheir
ability to provide sound financia management adviceto program manager's,
and to acquire that broader experience required at the highest levels of
finanda management; and

c. On the issue of lower levels being promoted too quickly, again, the
suggestion put forward wasthat if promotionswere based on competency,
much of thisissue could be resolved.

VI. On OCG taking charge of management of the Financial
Management community

It was generdly agreed that there could be significant advantages to the OCG taking
charge of the management of the FI group as a corporate asset of the Public Service
such as proposed under the HR Framework. That would include establishing a new
Classfication Standard in partnership with PSHRMAC, developing competencies,
gaffing and career development programs. It would make sense if it were done
incorporating the programs dready in place in the largest user departments of the FI
group, and generdly if done in collaboration with departments.
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Chapter 3: Conclusons and Recommendations

A. Conclusons

Based on the observations, but not necessarily consensus of ACFO members and
SFOs/SFFOs consulted, as well as on associated research, the following conclusions
were arrived at:

1.

The current Standard does not permit accurate defining of accountability,
specialization, or competencies as they are understood today and as
currently required of specific postions to deliver sound financial
management;

Thebenchmarksfor the current Standard and their applications are based
almost exclusively on hierarchy rather than skills, competency or effort,
thus violating the Canadian Human Rights Act; and

The current Standard does not support career management/development,
nor does it provide a group sructure that supports current client
requirementsfor financial management.

There are a least five reasons for the deficienciesin the effectiveness of the FI Group
Standard to permit accurate defining of accountability, specidization, or competencies
required of specific positionsto deliver sound financia management:

1.

3.

The current Standard isthe second iteration for the group (thefirst onein 1966, the
second one between 1982 and 1987) and out of sync with work actualy being
done;

The 1999 changein namefrom Financid Adminigtrator to Financid Manager wasa
changein name only, and not integrated into the 1987 Standard, leading to current
financid management roles and functions not necessarily being rated;

The current Standard is poorly applied for a number of reasons;

a. Mog classfication officers (OC Advisors) do not know enough about
ether accounting/financia management work or about the 1987 F
Standard to accurately classify an FH position owing to thefact that in most
casesan OC Advisor will haveto classify an F pogition only rarely inther
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career Snce Flsrepresent only two percent (2%0) of the population Public
Service employees distributed across dl departments and agencies,

b. Thepracticeof having adminidrative officersaso provide limited financid
sarvices (budget preparation and budget control) has been increasingly
expanded to address modern comptrollership initiativeswithout additional
traning in finandid management; and

c. Inat least one department a single position has been classified both asan
AS-06 and as an FI-03, and staffed based on which set of qudifications
candidates best met, but in many departmentsthe decision on classificaion
dlocation is often determined by whether the candidates can qudify for
gppointment asan H, or on the manager choosing to hire anything but an
Fl to get around hiring restrictions on the use of Flsimposed by the SFO
of a department or agency.

4. The1987 Standard, the current Standard, does not reflect current financid activities
required for sound financid management:

a  The current Standard defines a full financid activity as a sgnificant
grouping of associated financid adminigration respongbilities, eg. 1.
Financid Pamning & Andyss 2Fnancid Policy and Sydems
Deveopment, 3. Sysems Operations and Services, or dso Cost
Accounting, Internd Financia Audit, and other unique areas (principaly
those of central agencies and services); and

b. Thecurrent Standard does not explicitly recognize such financid specidties
as Financid Risk Management, Internd Financid Control, Performance
Measurement (i.e. integrating financia and non-financia datato determine
performance), MAF, Modern Comptrollership, Financid Reporting, RPP,
DPR, Public Accounts and related briefing notes and presentations,
Financia/Business Planning and risk assessment, Financid Managemernt,
and Payroll Management (PWGSC).

5. The Classfication Standard smply stopped evalving - after dl it hasbeen some
twenty years sncethe 1987 Standard was developed, and redlly reflectswork that
was done five to ten years before that:

a. TheFl Group wasformed (post Glascoe) in 1966 with up to eight levels,
but there were benchmarks for saven levels only, and the FI-07 was an
SX-01 equivaent;

b. The Lambert Commisson of 1979 led to the development of new
benchmarksin 1981 for the seven levd structure Fl Group, withthe FI-07
dill an SX-01 equivaent;

c. The creation of the Management Category in the early 1980s led to the
converson of the former FlI-07 to the Management Category composed
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of the SM Group and the EX Group, thelevd of individua positionsbeing
determined by how they rated under the Hay Plan.
d. The 1987 Standard developed from 1981 benchmarks, restructured to
four levels where:
i.old levels 1- 3 became new FI-01
ii.old level 4 became new FI-02
lii.old level 5 became new FI-03
iv.old level 6 became new FI-04 as EX minus 1
e. Sincethe SM Group was abandoned by Treasury Board, there has been
no evidence asto what happened to former FI-07s who had been made
SMs. They could have been converted either to EX-01s or to FI-04s,
depending on parameters at the time.

Moreover, the current Standard is not in compliance with the Canadian Human Rights
Act. For example:

1.

2.

The benchmarks — the so-caled “nature of impact” evauation factor, and their
goplication in the use of the Standard, are based amost exclusively on hierarchy
rather than on skills, competency or effort, thus violating the Canadian Human
Rights Act. While this is due to the outdated nature of the Standard, the lack of
knowledge on the pat of organizations and classfication advisors of what
conditutes financid management activities and of what condiitutes financid
management, as well as to the infrequent experience with the application of the
Standard, it nevertheless leaves the gpplication of the Standard in violation of the
CRHA.

The current structure of four levels as defined by the 1987 Standard was never
readjusted for the consequences of changesto the Management Category, now the
Executive Group, and thus does not reflect a current assessment of the appropriate
number of levels required to ddliver financid management services,

Increasing numbers of FIs must provide high level generdigt or specidist financid
advice as partners of line managers since at least the early 1990s when operating
budgets came into being, but they generdly:
a. do not have that advice recognized in the current Standard;
b. donot havethisroleclearly defined for career devel opment purposes,; and
c. donot havethisrolerecognized by executivesto thefull extent it should be
as partners to those executives.
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The conclusion that current Standard does not support career management or career
development, and does not provide a group Structure that supports current client
requirements for financid management was largely determined through consultations
with the FI focus groups and SFOs.

B. Recommendations

In order to addressthese deficienciesin the Financiad Management Group Classfication
Standard, its gpplication, and in the development and hence the management of the
members of the FI Group to improve the financid management of the Government of
Canada, three recommendations are in order:

Recommendation 1:
The Community HR Framework devel oped by PSHRMAC should be the framework
used for the management of the FI Group.

Integrated HR
Framework

Community- led
ompetency-based ‘ ~
Cc

The HR Council has endorsed this mode for gpplication to al the common services
groups, i.e. the Computer Science (CS) Group, the Financia Management (F1), Human
Resources Management (PE), and Information Services (1S) groups.

The merits of thisframework asamode for the management of agroup arethat it links
organization and classfication, and in particular classfication, as the key to the
management of the group. At the same time it links dassfication with organizationd
design and the identification of job competency profiles, which in turn dictates the
resourcing drategies for saffing pogtions, as well as the learning and professiona
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development of membersof agroup managed using thisframework. Findly, it linksdl of
these with performance management, as thisis a key to identifying the organizationd
structure required to achieve specific gods.

The IT Community (CS) Development Project under the Chief Information Officer
Branch at Treasury Board has adready made sgnificant advancesin theimplementation
of thisframework, but awesknessin the gpproach used for the CS Group has been that
the project was moved from Treasury Board to PWGSC, and now back to Treasury
Board. With this lack of certainty in the ownership of the project, departments have
been dower than might have been the case in the assessment and implementation of the
generic work descriptions prepared.

Recommendation 2:

The Office of the Comptroller Generd should assume leadership/respongbility for the
management, including classification of the FI Group asacorporate asset of the Federd

Government. There are a number of precedents, which can serve as models for what
would condtitute the OCG' s managing the FI Group:

1. Thereare srong modes, where management includes the selection, classfication,
and appointment of individuas to a group:
a. theformer Comptroller of the Treasury (FI pre-1968) being responsible
for the Fl Group; and
b. the Deputy Minister of Judtice currently being responsble for the LA
Group.
2. Thereareweaker modeswhere management isrestricted to the devel opment and
advice on the sdlection and classfication of pogtions of agroup:
a. the CIOB taking leedership for the IT Community; and
b. PWGSC taking the lead for the IS Community. (Albeit this is more an
interdepartmenta effort with each participating department contributing
resources to the project and PWGSC provides the facilities housing the
Secretariat.)

ACFO prefers the adoption of a strong modd.

Recommendation 3:

The OCG should take the lead on the revison of the FI Group Classfication Standard
and the dructure of the FI Group. This should be undertaken as a co-development
project of OCG, PSHRMAC and ACFO, and other departments and agencies as
required.

Specificdly:
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1. The OCG should establish a core group of classfication officers at the OCG or
under OCG direction which could:

2.

a

b.

C.

render al FI classfication decisions and/or delegete decisonswhereloca
competency is deemed adequate;

train or produce training materias for other classification specidigts, and
work in partnership with PSHRMAC, sdlected departments and agencies
and ACFO on the redesign of the FI Classification Standard.

The OCG in collaboration with PSHRMAC and other departments should establish
a new dructure for the FH Group, which has gx levels. There are four
considerations behind this recommendation:

a

b.

The overwhelming mgority of both ACFO member focusgroupsand SFO
consultation groups was that more than four levels are needed;
The overwhelming mgjority of SFOs and senior Fls fed there should be
another level abovethe current FI-04 that would be equivaent toan EX-01
(such as is the case with the CS-05 and the AU-06, and most of the LA
Group). Oneof the key benefits of adopting an EX equivaent level isthat a
Pre-Quadlified Pool of candidatesfor EX-02 SFOs could be created based
on the PQP modd currently being used for sdection of qudified CS-05s
for gppointment to IT EX-02s;
From the perspective of the SFOs, the ultimate number of levelsis less
important than making it clear what competenciesarerequired at each level
to carry out the roles required today. It was dso clear for them that the
complexities of different organizations must be taken into account and not
just as reflected in size of resources susceptible to influence (i.e. budget);
Given that the current working leve for the financid manager isthe FI-02,
oncedlarification of specidizationsand influence have been accounted for, it
is believed that a new level between the current FI-02 and FI-03 is
required to develop the management skills of incumbents for future
promotions.
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