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On Februarys, 2007, a citizen was hired part-time, on a trial basis. Her social assistance 
officer notified her that she had to file her application for the Return to Work Supplement 
once her position became full-time. In early March, she obtained a position working 20 
to 25 hours a week, but in reality was working over 30 hours each week. On March 28, 
following her officer’s directives and believing she was within the 30-day timeframe, 
she filed her application. 



Her application was denied on the grounds that her employment consisted of less than 30 
hours per week and her basic income was under the minimum wage. Despite the citizen’s 
payslips indicating a salary in excess of the minimum wage and a work schedule of over 30 
hours a week, the director at her local employment centre upheld this refusal. 

Relying on an administrative review was no more successful, as the application was this 
time denied on the grounds that the citizen had failed to respect the timeframe of 30 days 
following the start of employment. The citizen then proceeded to contact the Québec 
Ombudsman, which communicated with the department to emphasize that the citizen’s 
work schedule was changed to a full-time one within the requisite 30-day period and that 
the information provided by the officer, moreover, could have easily lead to a misunder-
standing regarding eligibilities conditions. Was the measure not designed to help financial 
assistance recipients regain their independence?

The citizen, who is still working at her job, finally received the $ 500 supplement.

In January 2006, a financial assistance recipient got a job in a daycare centre as a replace-
ment worker. She filed her application for the Return to Work Supplement in March of that 
same year. Her local employment centre took one year to agree to process the application, 
after which it was denied on the grounds that the citizen had not worked for a period of 14 
consecutive weeks.

In reality, however, she had worked a total of 24 weeks, with one week off after an initial 
10-week period. She explained that this time off was not her decision, but had occurred 
because the employee whom she had replaced resumed her duties. Her application was 
again denied for these same reasons following an administrative review conducted in 
April 2007. 

In response to the citizen’s complaint, the Québec Ombudsman stressed to the Ministère 
de l’Emploi et de la Solidarité sociale that such a strict application of this measure is at 
odds with its objectives, notably promoting and supporting the return to employment. 
The citizen, who still works in a daycare centre and has not received any financial assistance 
benefits since January 2006, finally received her Return to Work Supplement in the summer 
of 2007.



A social assistance recipient returned to the labour market in May 2007 after having recei-
ved benefits for a few years. She obtained a job in the civil service, with an initial contract 
lasting 17 weeks, during which time she received training. It was understood that her 
contract would be renewed if budget funding was available. This is in fact what occurred, 
with her contract extended to February 2008.

Her application for the Return to Work Supplement was initially denied, a decision that was 
upheld following an administrative review. The problem : despite having a job in Montréal, 
the citizen was a resident of Longueuil. This meant that the applicable criteria were those 
for the Montérégie region, which included a stipulation whereby the job had to last a mini-
mum of 18 consecutive weeks. The extension of her contract was not considered, as only 
the initial contract duration was taken into account. 

Given these refusals, the citizen contacted the Québec Ombudsman, which reviewed the 
case and proceeded to intervene with the department, believing that the situation merited 
consideration from another perspective. Firstly, the citizen’s employment was in Montréal, 
where the criterion was only 14 weeks. Secondly, by the end of January 2008, she would 
have worked a total of 39 consecutive weeks. Why exclude those weeks included in a plan-
ned extension of employment, particularly when the duration of the work is outside of the 
citizen’s control? 

It bears noting that a study by the Secrétariat du Conseil du trésor5 revealed that 18 % of 
Québec civil servants were casual employees, with the study’s authors stating that : “ […]
some employees retain their status throughout their career, either because their status 
as casual employees is renewed or as a result of occupying various positions as casual 
employees. ” By excluding the extension of an original contract when determining work 
weeks, the department is essentially excluding all workers with a casual employee status. 
The citizen received the supplement to which she was entitled in September 2007.

To improve the processing of these cases, the Québec Ombudsman recommended that the 
Ministère de l’Emploi et de la Solidarité sociale review the eligibility criteria for the Return 
to Work Supplement. This is particularly important given that 60.9 % of the applications for 
administrative review submitted to the department in 2006-2007 concerned this measure.  



”



In 1991, an 18-year old girl left her family to go live with a man who quickly proved to be 
possessive and manipulative. After bearing him a child and living with him for three years, 
she decided to leave her abusive spouse, taking her child with her.

She was offered shelter by friends, during which time she met a young gentleman who 
suffered from epilepsy and was partially paralyzed. In 1995, they moved into an apartment 
together, after which they got married and had four other children. The entire family lived 
off of social assistance. In 2005, her spouse was suddenly afflicted by flesh-eating bacteria 
and passed away. 



Several months following his death, the children told their mother that they had been 
sexually abused by her now deceased spouse, a revelation which threw the entire family 
into a psychological tailspin. Things also deteriorated financially, as the family’s total social 
assistance benefit dropped from $ 1,211 ( two adults ) to $ 680 ( one adult ). This amount is 
not much for a single mother raising five children aged 10, 8, 7, 5 and 2 years.

The Direction de la protection de la jeunesse ( DPJ ) subsequently intervened, placing three 
of the children in foster care. The citizen at this point began having health problems, suffe-
ring from a degenerative disease that affected her psychomotility. She became depressed 
and was hospitalized for a while. 

The Québec Ombudsman intervened, apprising the department of this citizen’s particular 
situation, which had notably resulted in her not taking any steps to obtain the benefit to 
which she was entitled. With the supporting medical evidence, the Québec Ombudsman 
obtained a higher benefit than that provided for under the Social Solidarity Program, 
namely $ 870 a month.  

A citizen received a letter from the Ministère de l’Emploi et de la Solidarité sociale noti-
fying her that according to information obtained from the Directeur de l’état civil, she was 
married. Being single, this information had the result of modifying the amount of her 
benefits. She quickly prepared a statement under oath denying this allegation. The depart-
ment deemed this statement insufficient, and requested that she submit an attestation of 
celibacy, delivered by the Directeur de l’État civil at a cost of $ 20.

The Québec Ombudsman’s investigation into the Directeur de l’État civil’s electronic exchan-
ges revealed the existence of a woman - with the same name and date of birth - who was 
effectively married. Despite the fact that one of her first names was “ Marie ”, like many 
women in Québec, she did not go by this name. 

At the Québec Ombudsman’s request, the department checked this information with the 
Directeur de l’état civil directly, and learned that there had indeed been a mix-up. Taking 
its intervention one step further, the Québec Ombudsman recommended that changes 
be made to the computer system to include adequate space in the fields for the last and 
first names to include all data, for example “ Marie-Marthe ” rather than simply “ Marie ”
in the case of a first name, or “ Côté-Tremblay ” instead of just “ Côté ” for a last name. 
This change would make it easier to properly identify citizens and hence limit the risk of 
errors being committed.

The department made the recommended changes to the computer system in the fall 
of 2007.







While receiving parental benefits for a second child, a worker learned that she was again 
expecting. Because these are in fact consecutive pregnancies, she met a first condition 
( section 31.1 of the Regulation ). A special educator, she holds two jobs, one with a school 
board, the other in a rehabilitation centre for children. The second issue targets women 
with more than one job ( section 31.2 of the Regulation ).

There are currently special regulatory provisions for handling such cases. Hence, in the 
case of consecutive pregnancies, the amount of the parental benefit is the same as that 
granted for the first pregnancy, subject to certain conditions. 

Eligibility for this flexible interpretation notably requires that a recipient has received benefits 
for the previous pregnancy. Another condition that often poses a problem: the requirement 
that a woman have been unable to earn insurable income for more than 15 weeks during 
the reference period ( the one used for benefit calculations ). Because the citizen held one of 
these jobs for more than 15weeks during this period (she was in preventive withdrawal for 
the other job ), the regulatory flexibility provided for cannot apply. 

The flexible component of the regulation concerns women who hold more than one job and 
are in preventive withdrawal from one of them.7 To avoid penalizing workers, the Regulation 
allows for creating a new reference period for taking the salary normally earned into consi-
deration, and this even if the woman only held one of her jobs during the reference period 
( in this case 52 weeks ). The only condition : that the worker has earned income during the 
preventive withdrawal ( vis-à-vis the other job ).

Here again, the citizen cannot benefit from the Regulation’s flexibility. During this period, 
she was in preventive withdrawal from both jobs, her employers having failed to transfer 
her within her work environment. In fact, her functions are such that there would be risks 
regardless of where she worked. Because she had received Québec Parental Insurance 
Plan benefits from April 1, 2006 to April 1, 2007, section 32 of the Regulation was the one 
that applied. This section notably provides for an extension of the reference period. Despite 
this extension, her benefit ( $ 250 a week ) continued to be calculated on the basis of one 
income only. 

The citizen contested her inability to benefit from any aspects of the flexibility provided 
for in the Regulation, and this despite the fact that her circumstances corresponded to 
exceptions identified by the legislature. In one scenario, she worked too much while in the 
other, she did not work enough. Regardless of what she does, she is penalized. 




