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Submission to the Commission for 
the Review of Social Assistance in Ontario
The Income Security Advocacy Centre is pleased to make this submission to Ontario’s Commission for the Review of Social Assistance. 

Our submission sets out a vision for social assistance and an analysis of how the current programs support or undermine that vision. And while this submission references the Commission’s Discussion Paper, it does not follow the questions asked in the Commission’s Workbook. As we expect a robust consultation on program design options in the second consultation, we are instead focusing on what we see as the key policy issues for social assistance in Ontario. 
In particular, this submission examines why the current Ontario Works (OW) program cannot reach objectives consistent with poverty reduction under its current policy framework. It will also look at the Ontario Disability Support Program (ODSP). While ODSP shares many of the same problems as OW with respect to financial eligibility, unlike OW it has promising legislative objectives that have been given effect in judicial decisions at the highest level. While these objectives have not been fully realized, the program nonetheless has some important features that should not be discarded but instead built upon. 
We have developed our analysis based largely on the experience of our colleagues in the clinic system who work with recipients of OW and ODSP and the hurdles that they face every day. We have also worked closely with recipients of those programs through the ODSP Action Coalition, and several community development projects that have also acted as qualitative research into the issues that the Commission is grappling with. 
While there are several discrete groups in disproportionate risk of poverty, our remarks in this submission focus particularly on the issues facing single mothers, newcomers, and members of racialized groups in the OW and ODSP systems. We understand that First Nations issues are being addressed through a separate consultation process, which we believe is appropriate in order to best address how Ontario’s income security programs can meet their unique needs.  

Introduction: Consensus and Contention 
ISAC, together with many community and social policy partners, have been calling for an overhaul of social assistance since the government announced its commitment to developing a poverty reduction strategy. We did this because OW, as a “work first” or 
“workfare” program, has failed to provide income supports effectively and has failed as a program to promote labour market attachment. And we did this because OW as a whole, as well as many aspects of ODSP, undermines the values and policy framework of Ontario’s Poverty Reduction Act and Poverty Reduction Strategy.

Evidence of failure of the program comes from municipal, community and university-based researchers employing both quantitative and qualitative methods (see, for example, Herd et al. 2005; Lightman et al. 2005, 2010; Lightman et al. 2008; Lightman et al. 2009; Mitchell et al. 2007; Torjman 1997; Toronto Community and Neighbourhood Services 2002, 2004; Toronto Social Services 2006; Vaillancourt 2010; Vozoris et al. 2002). There has been no evaluation or research by the province that we know of, especially with regard to the program’s efficacy. But it is clear that a temporary income support program that sees a 40% return rate to benefits within the year, as cited in the Commission’s Discussion Paper, is not succeeding in integrating people into the labour market. Some municipal administrators have said that the rate is even higher over multiple years. And a program that provides benefits so far below any accepted poverty line, as well as requiring the depletion of assets, cannot claim to be successful as an income support program. Other jurisdictions that had work first programs have come to similar conclusions and are moving to different models of delivery of income support and “welfare to work” programs (see Overview of International Welfare to Work Models at www.sareview.ca for more information). 
Just as important as the program’s failures is the way in which it “manages” the caseload, devoting more resources to rule enforcement and surveillance than to assisting people, whether into the labour market or into accessing other supports. While steps must be taken to deal with the punitive way people on social assistance are treated when accessing program supports, it must be recognized that this culture is created and reinforced by the program’s legislative and regulatory framework. This means that legislative reform is required to effect change. While some municipalities have managed to bring important changes to the OW program, they do this in spite of the program’s legislative and regulatory framework and by not strictly enforcing its prescribed rules. 
While the Commission’s Discussion Paper correctly identifies a broad consensus that OW is “broken”, there is no similar consensus about ODSP. As we will discuss in more detail below, in spite of its problems, ODSP has important positive features that should be built upon and objectives that should be fully realized, not eliminated. When ODSP was introduced, it purported to provide a forward-looking support program that was tailored to the long-term needs of persons with disabilities and their families. There are some elements of the program objectives and design that are consistent with that progressive intent, yet those elements are significantly and increasingly undermined by rules that impose a punishing, OW-like financial eligibility regime on ODSP recipients. In addition, there have been long-standing and well-documented concerns with deficiencies in the medical eligibility process that force far too many people into appeals before the Social Benefits Tribunal (SBT) to establish their entitlement. 

It is important to understand that there are a number of “concerns” identified in the Commission’s Discussion Paper that advocates would say are actually strengths of the ODSP. For example, one concern identified is that the program does not distinguish between persons with disabilities who can work and those who cannot. These are not two distinct populations. The same person may fall into either category depending on the degree of accommodation available in the workplace or the impact of their disability on their health at any given time. As discussed below, we see this aspect of the program design as a positive feature that responds appropriately by providing a flexible framework that can account for varied and changeable workforce capability. Similarly, the Ministry’s concerns with what they have identified as “unsustainable growth” in the caseload must be considered in light of both demographic changes and the erosion of support from other programs (see Stapleton 2011, for a discussion of this issue).
Without a careful analysis of what is broken in each of the two programs, we cannot build consensus around the necessary solutions. Without understanding and reconciling the profound disagreement on these issues, we risk missing the real opportunities for transformation and, more importantly, we risk perpetuating the worst of each program. 
Are OW and ODSP “Last Resort” Programs? 
The Commission’s Discussion Paper identifies both OW and ODSP as being “intended by the government to be used as a last resort when people have no other financial options” (Commission 2011: 13). There is no further definition or elaboration of the nature of “last resort” programs, but the phrase continues to be used throughout the paper as explanation or justification for current policies and practices. For example, asset levels are low because these are “last resort” programs; all earned income is deducted dollar-for-dollar because these are “last resort” programs. 
The phrase “last resort” should not be used as code for a myriad of hidden policy choices that remove them from critical scrutiny. In particular, the idea that “last resort” programs inherently require the complete impoverishment of applicants before providing support must be rejected. The threshold for eligibility through income and/or asset tests is a distinct policy choice that should have a rational policy basis. 

It is important to examine the role that OW and ODSP actually play in Ontario’s social safety net today. When a broad range of surrounding programs exists to meet the needs of people whose income has been interrupted, and a healthy labour market provides accessible, quality jobs with a living wage, social assistance programs might very well be a short-term stopgap. Under such conditions, the impact of so-called “last resort” measures is not felt as strongly or deeply. But in today’s world of a degraded labour market and the erosion of many of the programs that provided support in the past, the failings of social assistance programs become acute and a different approach is required. For example, when fewer than 40% of the unemployed in Ontario are eligible for Employment Insurance and OW becomes the only source of support, the impact of failures in the current program is far-reaching – either because of the impoverishment it creates for those who require support, or the debt that households take on in order to avoid such a stigmatizing program. 
We must understand that people who apply for OW are there because of the failure of other systems and programs. This could be a failure of the labour market to provide employment; a breakdown in a family unit that was providing support; the failure of other social programs, like Employment Insurance or Workplace Safety and Insurance, that no longer provide support; failures or gaps in the education system or the mental health system; or a personal crisis that affects a person’s ability to compete in the labour market. 

Social assistance programs need to step up when these other systems fail. Instead of using “last resort” as a means of denying adequate income and other supports, social assistance programs should be seen as an opportunity to effectively intervene in the lives of those who come to it to launch them to a better place – whether in the labour market or in another long-term income support program. The programs should recognize the “systems failure” that has brought the applicant to its doorstep, provide the income support that the applicant needs, and address the problem as systemic rather than a personal failing of the applicant. 

New Benefit Structures 
Tax-delivered benefits are a recent addition to Ontario’s income security programs, which move income supports away from the “last resort” model. The introduction of the Ontario Child Benefit (OCB) has meant that tax-delivered child benefits now make up an increasing proportion of the income of families on assistance. Child poverty decreased slightly between 2008 and 2009, and this positive development has been attributed to provincial social policy choices (see DeGroot-Maggetti 2011). 
As a portable benefit that continues to be paid as people with children make the transition from OW to the labour market, the OCB has been welcomed by both low-income people and social policy experts. Low-income women consulted as part of our joint project with Ontario Campaign 2000 have indicated widespread support for the OCB, as a stable source of income that is not subject to the fluctuations in monthly income or to the vagaries of OW caseworker demands. Complaints about the OCB are primarily related to the related restructuring of OW and ODSP rates that accompanied the OCB’s implementation (see Ontario Campaign 2000 and ISAC 2011).
The introduction of the OCB was accompanied by a policy decision that people on social assistance would only receive a net benefit of 50% of the value of the OCB. In addition, the restructuring of OW and ODSP rates resulted in a highly uneven net benefit across different family types, with some families receiving as little as an additional $2.00 per child per month. And the “rolling in” of the Back to School and Winter Clothing Allowances into the monthly benefit, rather than being paid as a lump sum amount, created hardship for families whose incomes are too low to allow them to save for these expenses. And more single mothers are likely to become ineligible for OW because the total of their household employment income, child support and child benefits (both the Canada Child Tax Credit and the OCB) puts them over the financial eligibility threshold. Of some concern is that a faster path out of the program will mean that families with children now also lose their drug and dental coverage more quickly. 
An additional challenge arises when problems occur in the delivery of the OCB. Resolving disputes is neither straightforward nor accommodating. Eligibility for the OCB is now determined by the Canada Revenue Agency (CRA), but the CRA’s dispute resolution processes are opaque and Tax Court is inaccessible to most. 

A new housing benefit has been proposed that, modelled on the OCB, would be delivered through the tax system and be available to all low income households, whether working or receiving social assistance. This benefit could address the concerns of “fairness” as between those in receipt of benefits and those in the labour market, and could also begin to address the many calls and campaigns across Ontario for income adequacy. It is critical that such a benefit avoid the design and implementation flaws of the OCB. The benefit must provide the same net benefit to all households, whether on social assistance or not, and must not replace all or part of the shelter allowance in OW or ODSP. And consideration must be given to an enhanced dispute resolution mechanism if eligibility decisions are to be made by the CRA. 
ONTARIO WORKS

1. Analysis of Current Program

OW is designed as a “workfare” program
Ontario Works was introduced in the late 1990’s as a “workfare” program. The philosophy of workfare is that people should be required to undertake some form of work in order to “earn” their welfare benefits. Though Ontario did not adopt some of the more draconian forms of workfare that some U.S. states imposed, OW is similarly premised on a coercive approach to employment activities.

The workfare component is set out in s. 7(4) of the Ontario Works Act, which states that a recipient “may be required as a condition of eligibility for basic financial assistance to:

a) satisfy community participation requirements;

b) participate in employment measures;

c) accept and undertake basic education and job specific skills training; and

d) accept and maintain employment.”
In practice, recipients of OW are required to sign participation agreements, the contents of which are determined by their caseworkers. Any failure to comply with these agreements can and often does result in sanctions, ranging from suspension to cancellation of income. This key feature of OW makes it a punitive program in which employment-related activities are used as a mechanism through which recipients “earn” their benefit cheque, and not the means by which the social and economic situation of recipients can be improved. Compliance with rules takes precedence over ensuring meaningful supports. 
Some municipalities in Ontario take a different approach to the enforcement of participation agreements, using them as a genuine opportunity to assist their clients. Others, however, continue to use agreements to manage the caseload by routinely suspending benefits for non-compliance. While experience may vary across different municipalities, the program remains based on a framework of coercion rather than support. 
OW adopted a “work-first” approach
Section 1 of the OWA states that the purpose of the Act is to provide “temporary financial assistance to those most in need while they satisfy obligations to become and stay employed”. This section of the legislation creates the framework for what is known as a “work-first” or “shortest route to employment” model, the goal of which is to move a recipient out of the program as quickly as possible. 
This approach to social assistance is premised on the idea that any job is a good job in that it builds labour market attachment. However, this idea has been widely questioned (see, for example, Danziger and Seefeldt 2000; Herd 2006; Mitchell et al. 2007). Rather than building sustained labour market attachment and income improvements, the work-first orientation of social assistance programs means that “large numbers of leavers remain in poverty and access unstable work leading to frequent returns to welfare” (Herd 2006: 3). In the Ontario case, it is not unreasonable to link the combination of the work-first approach, low income levels, and asset rules that prohibit savings while on OW to the high rate of return to the program as jobs end. 

Despite the “work-first” orientation of the Act, section 6 of the OWA states only that employment assistance “may” be provided. This means that, while recipients have an obligation to participate in employment-related activities, the program has no obligation to provide employment assistance and recipients have no right to receive it. Recipients complain about the ineffectiveness of and lack of access to employment programs. For example, settlement workers have reported that newcomers often state that after one ESL course, their language skills are deemed “good enough” for the entry level jobs they are expected to apply for. This is despite the skills they bring with them that improved language capability would allow them to use to get a better job. 
Diversity of people in receipt of Ontario Works
Despite some local municipal initiatives, the OW program itself is not designed to meet the needs of anyone who isn’t immediately able to successfully compete in the labour market. At best, the program offers temporary exemptions from participation agreement requirements, with little specialized support services and no accommodation of long-term financial needs. 

In the past, groups such as single mothers of young children and people with multiple barriers to the labour market had access to long-term income supports that recognized their needs. Instead of establishing supports responsive to the particular needs of people in groups such as these, the OWA simply treats all people like any “job-ready” worker, even when they need to be out of the labour market or are systematically excluded from it. This puts the most vulnerable recipients at the highest risk of sanction for non-participation and condemns them to the harmful effects of deep and extended poverty.

Inadequate benefit levels are a policy choice
In tandem with the introduction of the workfare/work-first model in the mid-1990s, OW benefits were cut by 22%. This rate cut was not about establishing an alternative threshold of adequacy or a more appropriate “standard of support” but instead was about purposefully making benefits “inadequate” in order to make social assistance a less attractive choice. This policy choice included the reduction of asset levels. 
Rules that operationalize an inherently punitive program
The 800 rules described in the Matthews report and cited by the Commission represent much more than simply a set of administrative procedures that have “evolved in an effort to achieve several objectives” (Commission 2011: 28). Rather, the number and complexity of these rules are what it takes to run a program based on “negative eligibility”. Both OW and ODSP use a negative financial eligibility test wherein “no person is eligible for income assistance unless” they meet a long and complex number of conditions. This requires recipients of both OW and ODSP to prove and verify on an ongoing basis that they meet all conditions of eligibility. This maze of conditions is often inadequately understood by caseworkers themselves, and yet the onus is on recipients to meet them all. Should they fail to meet even one of these conditions, recipients can be sanctioned with income penalties or forced to repay any amounts that might have been provided in error (called “overpayments”), often creating insurmountable debts. 
The rules are intrusive and impose a high degree of surveillance on the lives of recipients. In particular, single mothers are subjected to scrutiny and intrusion that can destabilize their income and their lives. In some municipalities, there is a high frequency of suspension of benefits for failure to report a spouse that a recipient denies is a spouse. This is often done retroactively, resulting in overpayments of tens of thousands of dollars and forcing women to have to prove the non-existence of a spouse at the Social Benefits Tribunal. 
In most municipalities, mothers are required to seek child support from their children’s fathers as a condition of eligibility. OW forces women into court to sue for support. If they refuse to do so, their benefits can be reduced by the amount OW deems the estranged father should be paying. 
Women and their children receive no benefit from child support orders. Any amounts received as child support are deducted dollar for dollar from the mother’s benefit cheque. This is true even in situations where the paying father is on ODSP, resulting in a net reduction in social assistance dollars available to the family as a whole. 

On the face of it, it may seem reasonable to expect fathers to support their children rather than having them reliant on OW. In practice, however, this expectation can lead to an unproductive expenditure of public resources and often results in negative impacts on families. While the family justice system increasingly encourages alternative dispute resolution, OW pushes women into litigation, and agreements between parents for support payments are often rejected as collusion. This means that the resources of public institutions like the court system and legal aid are being used to recoup money for MCSS and municipalities. An analysis of the costs incurred by the Ministry of the Attorney General versus the actual financial benefit to MCSS would be a useful addition to the data. 

The impact of this policy on families can be devastating. As a result of court applications for child support, child custody arrangements that had been settled are often destabilized. In response to these court actions, fathers often ask for more time with their children in order to reduce their child support obligation. Low-income women frequently report that their children’s already tenuous relationships with their fathers are harmed by the adversarial court process insisted upon by OW. Women at risk of violence from their former spouses are supposed to be exempt from this requirement, but we continue to hear reports that this exemption is ignored, sometimes with violent consequences. 

2. 
Vision for a New Program that Supports Ontario’s Poverty Reduction Strategy
Meeting Diverse Needs: Not Everyone is “Job Ready” 

A healthy social assistance program must recognize the diverse needs of Ontario’s low-income population. Disability, as defined in the ODSPA, is not the only barrier to employment income. There are other groups and individuals who have a longer-term need for income support and a spectrum of need for other supports and services to compete in the labour market. 

The Poverty Reduction Strategy and legislation both recognize that there are groups of people at heightened risk of poverty other than people with disabilities. Numerous studies have documented the heightened risk and experience of poverty of single parent families, most of whom are led by women, and of racialized communities (see, for example, Canadian Research Institute for the Advancement of Women 2006; Ornstein 2006). In addition, qualitative research projects document the negative experiences of women, and single mothers in particular, with social assistance, both in Ontario (see, for example, Mosher et al. 2004, Purdon 2004) and with similar programs in other provinces. 

What we don’t have is precise data about who is currently receiving or has recently been in receipt of OW. As a result, OW is currently unable to adequately respond to the needs of various groups with appropriate programs and services. In addition, little data exists about the impact of either the current program or of pilot projects around the province. Many municipalities proudly describe changes they have made within the current OW framework – we need meaningful evaluation of these pilot projects so that positive experiences can be built upon. 

In the absence of this data, at the very least a policy approach that incorporates the documented needs of disadvantaged groups – including single mothers, newcomers and racialized communities – should be used to create a program that is capable of meeting their particular needs and addressing the specific barriers they face in escaping poverty. 

For example, OW should acknowledge and support the multiple roles that women in the workforce may have. A mother’s responsibility as a parent does not end when her children enter full-time education programs. The need for after-school care continues, children who are sick require that mothers take time off work, and the hours that mothers are available for work and the distance they can commute can impact the supervision, support, and guidance they can provide to their children, regardless of their age (see Ontario Campaign 2000 and ISAC 2011).
A policy approach that recognizes that some groups require income support for more than temporary or transitional periods will also need to consider increased benefit levels, depending on the length of time an individual or family may have to rely on income supports (see, for example, Stevens 2011).
A Commitment to Adequacy and Responsiveness

The Social Assistance Review must articulate the need for a policy commitment to adequacy of benefits. There are many ways to measure and ensure adequacy, and many groups and organizations have suggested ways to do this, including the creation of a Social Assistance Rates Board or using a modified and regularly updated market basket measure. But the first and most important step to take is to recognize that inadequacy was a purposive policy choice made in the 1990s, and that adequacy can be a purposive policy choice now. The new policy approach must be to acknowledge that social assistance programs should provide enough income to meet the cost of living, and not set rates at a level that is deliberately inadequate in order to make it an “unattractive” choice for individuals. This presumes that people are able to make an active choice between the labour market and assistance, and does not recognize that there is often no choice involved. 
For example, women who need to leave violent relationships and need to stabilize their families’ lives, find housing, and deal with trauma are not “choosing” these activities over working. Low benefit levels should not undermine the safety of women and children who need an adequate alternative to dangerous living situations (see Mosher et al. 2004) Similarly, members of racialized groups, who face systemic racism in finding good jobs, do not “choose” to be excluded from the labour market (see Block and Galabuzi 2011). Low benefit levels should not undermine their struggle to overcome the barriers they face.
Indeed, the “welfare trap” that is often discussed is not caused by generous benefits, but rather by the deep poverty inflicted through low rates and punitive income and asset rules. Deep poverty means, for example, no money for personal grooming and no money for transportation, both of which are essential to look for work. It also means spending time going to food banks just to survive – time that could be spent improving employment chances and quality of life.

In addition, as changes are made to the OW benefit structure, it is important that Ontario retains a program that is available quickly to respond to emergency needs. Benefits must not only be adequate, but also stable and predictable. 
“Better Off Working”: Supporting low-wage workers 
The Commission’s Discussion Paper states that the social assistance system should be constructed so that people are “better off working”. This should not mean that economic and program supports in social assistance must be inferior to what is available through participation in the most degraded part of the labour market. If we understand the bottom of the current labour market to be unacceptable because of the precarious nature of jobs, the lack of opportunity for advancement, and the lack of a living wage, why would we want public policy in Ontario to use the bottom of the labour market as the benchmark to define the maximum support that social assistance provides? 
In reality, the disparity between the income garnered from minimum wage full-time employment and that from OW is so large that it will take some time before this issue arises in the Ontario context. In addition, in many communities there are simply not enough good jobs, and sometimes not enough jobs, even at the bottom of the labour market. Precarious work is just that – work that is of low quality and often temporary. Social assistance policy should not undermine people who must suffer the consequences of a degraded labour market in which wages and benefits are increasingly being pushed down and in which precarity has become the norm.
Government has a responsibility to protect vulnerable workers from the vagaries of the labour market. It can do this in two ways: by strengthening regulation of the labour market through improvements to minimum wage, Employment Standards and labour legislation; and through providing social programs that mitigate against the impact of low-waged work, like the Working Income Tax Benefit, child tax benefits, and universal childcare. However, if government does not improve regulation of the labour market and does not address its shortcomings through social programs, and the bottom of the labour market remains the benchmark for social assistance, government is complicit in perpetuating the proliferation of non-standard work. This is not an acceptable option.
The Commissioners have also expressed a concern about the “fairness” of offering employment services, training and education to people on social assistance that are not available to people who are not eligible for the program. We don’t agree that this is an issue. It is in everyone’s benefit to actively assist OW recipients to escape poverty and improve their employability. The fear of unfairly impacting low-wage workers risks paralysis instead of much-needed innovation. 
Indeed, improving employment supports for people receiving OW (and ODSP) – including education and training opportunities – would simply put them on equal footing with those who are eligible for training programs through other programs, like Employment Insurance. As such, perhaps the Commission should instead explore whether eligibility for income support should be de-linked from eligibility for employment services. Separate eligibility processes could be put in place for either type of support. In this way, high quality services and supports could be made available to a wider range of Ontarians, and some of the more punitive aspects of OW could be resolved. 

Employment-Related Services: From Obligation to Entitlement
If we are to “turn OW on its head” and re-conceive of it as a program that provides meaningful employment supports that address the needs, barriers and capacities of recipients, we need to begin to think of employment services as an entitlement and not an obligation. Instead of the “workfare” mentality that puts the onus on recipients to earn their cheque, we need to place expectations on the social assistance system to provide services that actually support people along the road to successful labour market integration. 

This would mean providing services that include high quality personal and vocational assessments, quality social supports and employment programs, timely and accurate labour market information, and access to meaningful training and education programs. It would also mean a quality assurance process, which is essential for these services to be meaningful regardless of whether services are provided by the province or by non-profit or other organizations. And if these types of services are indeed at the heart of a new program, applicants and recipients must have effective recourse when they cannot access them through appeal mechanisms. 

From Work-First to Opportunity Planning 
Many jurisdictions have moved from a “work-first” approach to a “human capital investment” model, which is often also called the Opportunity Planning approach (see ISAC 2011). 

Opportunity planning is an approach to employment-related services that begins with assessing the needs, goals, and skills of the entire individual as well as the barriers to employment that they face, and responds with a mutually-agreed upon suite of programs and services that address their particular circumstances. The approach requires that a person’s income support and housing needs are first met in order to create a stable and predictable foundation for work-related programs and other services. It also requires providing ancillary services such as childcare and transportation in order to facilitate participation in programs and services. 

As the approach must be tailored to the individual circumstances of the client, the initial assessment must be flexible and comprehensive enough to allow for the person’s life circumstances to be taken into consideration. High quality vocational assessment is a key component, but the process may also require assessment by other professionals, such as a social worker. The intention, however, must not be to intrude on the person’s life even further, but to undertake a collaborative process for developing an effective and fully agreed-upon plan for success. 

Opportunity planning requires flexibility in goal setting. The move away from the “work first” model means that while attaining full-time sustainable employment may be a goal, there may be other goals along the path that may first need to be envisioned and agreed upon. These goals will depend entirely upon the individual person’s situation and may include goals for achieving particular life-skill competencies or pre-employment educational skills. 

Opportunity planning also requires that the assessment process is informed by the realities of the local labour market and is capable of matching the needs and goals of the individual with local employers, while simultaneously addressing the particular barriers that the individual may face. This aspect of opportunity planning must include an investment in high quality education and training programs in order to achieve the objective of supporting people into sustainable employment. Not everyone will require expensive training but it must be available to those who do need it.

While opportunity planning may require more funding for service provision than is currently allocated, we believe that these funds could be found in savings generated by reducing or eliminating eligibility surveillance, monitoring, and investigations. Reallocating these monies to quality programs and services that serve to assist people on the road to improving employability is a much better use of scarce resources. 
Equity: Incorporating Gender and Race in Opportunity Planning

As with other aspects of program design, opportunity planning must be undertaken with a deliberate recognition of the role of gender and race in contributing to poverty and, in many cases, to reliance on social assistance. This would require ensuring that opportunity planning is designed to take into account the variety of circumstances that women and people from racialized groups face when negotiating their connection to the labour market and to the services and programs intended to improve that connection. 
Such an approach would mean acknowledging and valuing women’s caring responsibilities by, for example, building the provision of adequate and accessible childcare into education and training programs and other services to ensure that women with children are able to manage their roles as both mothers and learners. 
It would mean recognizing the importance of volunteer placements or internships for newcomers to ensure that they are not simply directed into low-skilled jobs that waste the talents and skills they have brought with them to Canada. It would mean ensuring that ESL programs for newcomers are targeted not only towards basic English language acquisition but also to building language skills that are matched with employment skills. It would mean addressing the trauma faced by refugees first, before employment services can even begin to be effectively provided.
These are just some of the program design options that would arise from taking a “gendered equity” perspective in opportunity planning, and other aspects of program design. We know that many others have made submissions to the Commission that better address these issues (see, for example, Blackstock et al. 2011; submission to the Commission from Colour of Poverty-Colour of Change), and we urge the Commission to build these concerns into their recommendations. 

ONTARIO DISABILITY SUPPORT PROGRAM

The Ontario Disability Support Program Act (ODSPA) sets out ODSP as a companion program to Ontario Works. ODSP is the only social assistance alternative to Ontario’s work-first / workfare program and the only program that is designed to provide long-term support. There are important distinctions between the two programs.

Objectives of ODSP: A Foundation to Build On

The objectives of ODSP are different than those of OW in two important ways. First, the Act states that the purpose of the legislation is to create a program that “provides income and employment supports to eligible persons with disabilities” (ODSP Act 1997), establishing the concept of employment support, rather than obligation. Second, unlike OW, which promotes self-reliance, ODSP “recognizes that government, communities, families and individuals share responsibility for providing such support” (ODSP Act 1997). 
When the ODSPA was proclaimed in 1998, the legislature expressed an intention to create a program tailored to the distinct needs of people with disabilities. The Minister at the time told the Legislature:

We have created a separate income support program for people with disabilities that meet their unique needs...For many years, people with disabilities in Ontario have said that their needs were not being met through the welfare system. …They said it was unacceptable for them to be in a category that labelled some of them as permanently unemployable. They told us that the new program must be flexible and sensitive, and recognize fully that disabilities are diverse, unique, complex and often changing…. 

The proclamation of the Ontario disability supports program marks the start of a new era of fairer treatment and more opportunity for people with disabilities. … (Legislative Assembly of Ontario 1998)
The distinctive nature of ODSP, as expressed in these statements and in the program’s stated purpose, has been noted in many court decisions. For example, the distinction between OW and ODSP was confirmed by the Supreme Court of Canada in Tranchemontagne v. Ministry of Community and Social Services, where the court said: 
It is clear that the ODSPA and the OWA are meant to serve very different goals. The former statute is meant to ensure support for disabled applicants, recognizing that the government shares in the responsibility of providing such support (ODSPA, s. 1). The latter statute, on the other hand, seeks to provide only temporary assistance premised on the concept of individual responsibility (OWA, s. 1). The divergent purposes of these two statutes was alluded to by the Honourable Janet Ecker, the Ontario Minister of Community and Social Services, on the day after the ODSPA was proclaimed.
A number of critical concepts and program features flow from this distinction. For example, this distinction means that ODSP is not a “last resort” program. Supporting people with disabilities is a shared responsibility, as reflected in ODSP’s more generous benefits, asset and income rules, exemptions that allow families to contribute without penalty to their children, and a benefit unit definition that allows people with disabilities to continue to live with their parents while receiving ODSP in their own right. 
Definition of Disability: A Forward-Thinking Approach
In addition to meeting the conditions of financial eligibility, applicants to ODSP must meet a medical eligibility test, which is determined by the legislative definition of disability. The definition used by the Act is one that is more consistent with current approaches to disability than many other disability programs. Regressive changes premised on a perceived inherent “ability” or “inability” to work should not be made.

The definition of disability is integral to the program, as the Minister stated at the time that the Act was proclaimed:
The heart of the ODSP is a comprehensive and flexible definition of disability. The eligibility criteria recognize substantial mental and physical impairments that are continuous or recurrent and that are expected to last for a year or more.

The definition of disability also recognizes the social and economic factors that contribute to the impact of a disability. It looks at the whole person and not simply that person’s physical or mental impairment. This flexible definition of disability has been confirmed by the Court of Appeal of Ontario, though it is not always applied by the Disability Adjudication Unit. In fact, MCSS has been expending considerable resources appealing decisions of the Social Benefits Tribunal to Divisional Court, arguing for a narrower medical definition under the current legislation. To date, however, the broad interpretation set out in Gray v. Ministry of Community and Social Services remains law in Ontario.

A key feature of the definition of disability is the recognition of temporary disabilities expected to last longer than a year. And to some extent, the program supports episodic disability by allowing rapid re-instatement for those who leave the program for employment but may need to come back. In other words, the definition of disability does not insist that an impairment be “severe” or that it be permanent. This gives ODSP a much more enlightened perspective on disabilities than many other programs. 
Indeed, that ODSP does not differentiate between “people with the capacity and desire to work, and those who are unable to take a job because of disability” (Commission 2011: 27) is its strength – not the problem. There is no such dividing line in the lives of people with disabilities. There are many who aspire to paid employment but are excluded from the labour market. There are others who are able to participate in paid employment but not to the extent of achieving independence from the program. These people will need continuing income support. If we recognize that there is a spectrum of disability with different impact on different people – especially in combination with other barriers like gender and race – then it becomes clear that there is no such line. 

Accessing ODSP: Denial by Design
One of the biggest problems facing low-income people with disabilities in Ontario is gaining access to ODSP benefits and supports. Two key concerns have been the subject of advocacy by ISAC and our clinic and community partners for many years, and have been documented in a number of papers and presentations to government: the application process, and the adjudication of medical eligibility (see Fraser et al. 2003; ODSP Action Coalition 2008; ISAC 2009). 

The application process is based on a self-reliance model. The onus is put on the applicant to complete a number of forms and obtain all necessary medical information, despite the fact that many people’s disabilities make it difficult or impossible to undertake this process. In response to this problem, some municipalities and community organizations have established pilot projects to assist applicants who might otherwise be unable to complete the application process, and these pilot projects have had a high degree of success in helping people with disabilities obtain the benefits and supports they require. While these projects assist recipients, they have had no impact on the application process itself. 
The inconsistent application of the test for disability by the Disability Adjudication Unit continues to be a key problem that legal clinics grapple with on behalf of their clients. Since the late 1990’s, appeals to the Social Benefits Tribunal on medical eligibility denials have grown to become the largest area of practice for community legal clinics around the province. The problem is also reflected in the caseload at the Social Benefits Tribunal where over 80% of appeals are related to disability adjudication. The overturn rate of DAU decisions continues to be high (51% as of the latest annual report available from the Social Benefits Tribunal – see 2009-2010 Annual Report), indicating continuing problems with the decisions of the DAU.

The consequence of these problems is that many people with disabilities are forced to rely on OW rather than the benefits and supports that they are entitled to receive through ODSP – not because they are ineligible but simply because they cannot navigate the application process. These problems have also resulted in the unnecessary use of resources by the SBT and community legal clinics, and even by MCSS, in the process of ensuring that those who are entitled to ODSP benefits actually get them. 
Financial Eligibility: Punitive Framework Mirrors OW 
ODSP uses the same needs-based, negative-eligibility framework for determining financial eligibility as that used for OW. As section 5(1) of the Act states, “No person is eligible for income support unless…” they meet a number of requirements. In addition, ODSP uses the same statutory language with respect to budgetary, asset, information, and verification requirements as does OW. It is through this framework that the punitive approach of OW is introduced into ODSP, encumbering ODSP with the same program rules that result in unnecessary surveillance and intrusion into the lives of people with disabilities. Increasingly, MCSS has sought alignment between the two programs rather than building on the unique objectives of ODSP. 

The program’s ongoing requirements for eligibility-related information and the sanctions imposed for failure to provide it pose a particular problem for those on ODSP. Many recipients of ODSP – and particularly those with developmental or mental health disabilities – find it very difficult to comply with these requirements due to their disabilities, resulting in unnecessary hardship among the most vulnerable clients of the program.

ODSP also shares the same definition of spouse as OW, deeming a spousal obligation of support after three months cohabitation. This is different from the Family Law Act, which does not recognize an obligation to support a common-law spouse until three years of living together. The spousal definition in ODSP subjects people with disabilities to many of the same intrusions into their personal lives as those that OW recipients experience. But it also has a disproportionate impact on people with disabilities because of their often long-term exclusion from the labour market. Imposing this support obligation on new partners, especially with the often high cost of required drugs and other supports, undermines the ability of people with disabilities to form new relationships, and prevents them from exercising the same relationship choices as everyone else. The result is the perpetuation of isolation and social exclusion for people with disabilities in Ontario. This rule also exposes persons with disabilities who require the support of a roommate to manage day-to-day living to the risk of presumed spousal status where none exists. 

ODSP also has the same earnings exemptions rules as OW, despite the fact that the 50% exemption in OW is intended to ease the transition into the labour market. A more appropriate and more generous approach should be considered for people with disabilities, recognizing that, for many recipients, part-time work will be a long-term or permanent feature of their lives rather than being a short-term transition to employment. People with disabilities should be able to improve their living standards through retention of part-time employment earnings, especially in the absence of meaningful increases to ODSP rates. 

Income and Asset Rules Unique to ODSP: Operationalizing Shared Responsibility
ODSP regulations do, however, create a more generous income and assets test, as well as more generous asset and income exemptions, reflecting the shared responsibility for support set out in the Act. This was the intention of the legislature as stated by the Minister upon proclamation:

Improved supports for independence are a key feature of the Ontario disability support program. It provides for much more generous rules, for financial assets and for contributions made by families of people with disabilities.

ODSP’s legislative framework, the objectives stated when the legislation was introduced, and the body of case law that has subsequently emerged has been clear that support for people with disabilities is shared between individuals, families, the state and the community. This approach promotes the independence of people with disabilities, and allows families to contribute to the extraordinary costs of living with a disability without penalty to the ODSP recipient.
Unlike OW, at the age of 18, people with disabilities are entitled to apply for ODSP benefits in their own right, even if they live with their parents. Current regulations allow families to contribute up to $6,000 annually without penalty, and make unlimited contributions to approved disability-related expenses. ODSP recipients can protect up to $100,000 in assets if they are held in a trust for future support. 
There are many who think this approach to shared responsibility should be extended to spouses, allowing cohabiting or married spouses to be treated as a separate benefit unit. This would remove some of the barriers currently faced by people with disabilities in establishing new relationships, as noted above. The rules that operationalize shared responsibility have been very important to building the independence of people with disabilities, and this approach should be built upon throughout the program.
However, to fully operationalize shared responsibility would require a better legislative framework to avoid the absurd and unfair outcomes that currently arise. For example, if a recipient inherits $100,000 from a parent and puts it into a trust, that asset can be protected and drawn down in the same amounts that are exempted when provided directly by families. A recipient that does not know to put the money in a trust will not always be advised of this exemption, and will simply have their benefits cancelled for having assets in excess of the maximum until the inheritance has been depleted. Upon re-application, the way in which the money was spent will be scrutinized. If ODSP deems that the funds were “unreasonably” disposed of, the person requiring ongoing support can face the further sanction of continuing ineligibility for benefits.
Adequacy for People with Disabilities 
While ODSP benefits were frozen in the late 1990s, not cut by 22% as were OW benefits, their value has been significantly eroded by inflation since then. In fact, in its recent report on disability and work in Canada, the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) stated that “perhaps the biggest challenge” facing Canada is poverty among people with disabilities (OECD 2010: 18). Adequacy of incomes must be addressed by the Commission.

This is particularly the case in light of the fact that the regular costs of living are higher for people whose disabilities have an impact on their daily activities. And income supports are often required for a much longer period of time by people with disabilities, so they require additional support for items that may require periodic replacement, such as furniture or other household goods. People with disabilities also require extra funds that are necessary to purchase goods and services that ensure social inclusion, such as transportation, aids to accessibility, and the costs of recreation and other activities. 
People with Disabilities and Work

One of the key features of ODSP that put it ahead of its time is the recognition that people with disabilities have career aspirations and the need for employment supports to reduce barriers to employment. Unlike many other disability support programs, entering the workforce does not disentitle recipients from receiving benefits from ODSP. While the employment support component of the program has never been a reality for most recipients, the policy framework for employment incentives and supports exists within the current legislation. 

1. 
ODSP: Conceptualized as an Activation Program

The OECD has released a number of reports looking at disability and work policy across its member nations and has, as a general approach, advocated the use of activation programs rather than passive income support programs for persons with disabilities. Activation in this context means income programs that also incorporate labour market participation supports and expectations. 
We suggest that it is one of the strengths of ODSP that it is already positioned as an activation program within the framework suggested by the OECD. From its inception, ODSP has been structured as both an income support and employment support program. ODSP was intended to focus on a person’s ability, rather than their disability, and provide supports to help them overcome barriers to employment. This objective is supported by a separate employment supports component and by income support rules intended to encourage employment-related activities and reduce the risks of doing so. 
What ODSP does not do is make financial support conditional on work-related participation. This is a positive feature. To the extent that the OECD recommends that labour market participation should be mandatory and attached to sanctions for “inadequate” participation, we strenuously disagree. We do not believe that importing a workfare mentality would be constructive or effective in addressing the complex systemic and personal barriers to work faced by persons with disabilities. 
Program rules that contemplate and support employment through policies that provide incentives to work are a key feature of ODSP. But Ontario does not have an effective labour market strategy – not for “able-bodied” people and certainly not for people with disabilities. Such a strategy is urgently required. As this is not our area of expertise, we make no recommendations as to how a labour market strategy for people with disabilities should be developed. A good starting point, however, is the recommendations made by the ODSP Action Coalition (see their two submissions to the Commission, entitled Dignity, Adequacy, Inclusion and An Activation Agenda for People with Disabilities on ODSP).
2.
Meaningful Access to Quality Employment Supports: Not Mandatory Participation

If one goal of the review is to find ways to increase successful integration of persons on ODSP into the labour market, the solution lies with creating opportunity by addressing barriers, not with imposing additional burdens and the threat of sanctions. 
The government and Commission have heard that people with disabilities want to work, but the employment supports available in the program are far from reaching their goals. 

The development of effective employment support services is a complex process that requires the involvement of recipients and employment support providers to identify the kinds of opportunities that will actually help people with disabilities achieve their aspirations. Just such a process should be put in place. 
This is critical because, in spite of MCSS efforts to improve access and quality, these issues continue to be a common source of complaint from people who are on ODSP. People on ODSP continue to highlight the limited access to appropriate training and employment supports and inadequate accountability for the effectiveness of the supports that they are able to access. There is no recourse for recipients who are unhappy with the services that they do receive or for those who are deemed ineligible for employment supports. Just as for OW, access to employment supports should be repositioned as an entitlement rather than creating an obligation. This repositioning should be coupled with effective recourse for recipients, through an appeal mechanism, when supports are not made available. 
Applying sanctions for non-compliance with new program requirements situates the burden of disability entirely with the individual and not on the systemic barriers they face within the program and the labour market. If this review recommends mandatory requirements for ODSP, we risk importing the worst aspects of OW into ODSP. 
3.
Reducing the Risk of Employment Participation
The labour market can be a hostile and capricious place for people with disabilities. People qualify for ODSP in the first place because their disabilities have also resulted in economic vulnerability. But the application process is so complex and onerous that there is fear among recipients that engaging in employment will put those critical benefits at risk. Effective employment supports must take into account the very real risks inherent in moving into a job – due to factors such as health limitations, employer resistance to accommodation requirements or simple economic downturn. 
The income reporting process for recipients who work while still on ODSP is also a source of anxiety. Recipients and their families know that the onerous process of chasing every dollar of employment earnings invariably results in overpayment determinations – overpayments that can, at the most extreme, result in periods of benefit disqualification. The more that program obligations creating this kind of anxiety can be reduced, and the more steps that can be taken to break down the current climate of mistrust that people feel towards the ODSP system (see ODSP Action Coalition 2011b), the easier it will be for recipients to participate in paid employment. 
ODSP has introduced some key provisions to address some of these risks. People leaving ODSP for employment are entitled to continued extended health care coverage if it is not provided by their employer and are entitled to rapid reinstatement to ODSP if their employment ends. These are the kinds of supports ODSP needs to build on. The introduction of sanctions associated with employment related activities would take the program in exactly the wrong direction. 
4.
The Accessibility for Ontarians with Disabilities Act (AODA) is Not a Panacea

The AODA is an important step forward in raising awareness regarding barriers faced by people with disabilities in many aspects of their daily lives. It would be naïve, however, to think that the AODA will miraculously remove the most significant barriers that people with disabilities face in the workplace.
For example, while a significant proportion of people on ODSP have major mental health disabilities, the AODA does not address the challenge of supporting employment aspirations of persons who have mental health disabilities that may require periodic accommodation. It also does not address the needs of people with disabilities who need more time to complete a task, or need to work fewer hours. Even where the accommodation required is physical, the resources that the government should be providing to increase access and sustained attachment to the labour market are not addressed by the Integrated Accessibility Standards of the AODA. 
While it is important that ODSP recognizes the ability and capacity of people with disabilities, it is equally important that the program also recognizes that barriers do not disappear overnight. Capacity and a desire to work are insufficient if the labour market fails to provide appropriate employment opportunities and, more particularly, sustaining employment that replaces the need for income supports. The reality is that powerful tools like the Charter and Human Rights Code have not eradicated disability-based discrimination in employment. It is unrealistic to expect that the AODA can eliminate those barriers. (See submissions to the Commission from the ODSP Action Coalition and the ARCH Disability Law Centre for further discussion of the limitations of the AODA.) 
5.
“Better Off Working”
An application of the “better off working” principle is even more problematic as a metric for establishing the financial benefit levels within ODSP as it is within OW.
ODSP is a program that provides longer term financial support that replaces or supplements employment earnings for people whose disabilities have excluded them from the paid labour market. While some people on ODSP may be able to leave the program by earning a living entirely from paid work, for many the combination of social barriers and how they experience their disability will mean long-term support is required in place of or as a supplement to employment earnings.
Applying the “better off working” principle to the level of ODSP benefits essentially implies that no one on ODSP is worth more than the worst paid work in a degraded labour market. It ignores the reality that for many persons with disabilities, the costs of competing in the labour market are higher than those of a typical minimum wage earner. It also ignores the reality that many people with disabilities have higher levels of skill or training than is needed for minimum wage jobs – it is only their disability that stands in the way of better paid work.
The review should also consider how the program might more effectively allow employment earnings to improve the standard of living for recipients who work. Particularly in a fiscal environment in which government has been unwilling to replace the value of benefits that has been lost to inflation, allowing ODSP recipients to retain more earned income could be a practical strategy for beginning to address the acknowledged inadequacy of ODSP benefits. 
C. Accountability and Quality Assurance 
Research and Program Evaluation
In spite of over 12 years of experience of OW and ODSP, the provincial government has made very little empirical evidence available on the extent to which either program achieves its objectives. While many academics and some municipalities have demonstrated that new approaches are required, the lack of meaningful evaluation of the impact of OW and ODSP by the province means that program deliverers can assert the success or failure of their models with very little challenge. As we move forward, it is critical that any changes to OW or ODSP be accompanied by clear program objectives, effective data gathering, and an independent evaluation process that can measure the real impact of the programs. 
Effective evaluation must include feedback from recipients of the programs. It also requires evaluation based on disaggregated data, of the kind that advocates within racialized communities are requesting (see, for example, the submission to the Commission from Colour of Poverty-Colour of Change). Changes to the programs must be evaluated in ways that demonstrate the impact – whether positive or negative – on the very communities that Ontario’s poverty reduction strategy and legislation have identified being at heightened risk of poverty. 
Appeal Rights and Legal Remedies

Currently the Social Benefits Tribunal (SBT) provides an effective appeal mechanism for many decisions made by OW and ODSP. As the focus of the programs shift, appeal rights need to be included to make those shifts meaningful. In particular, there must be a right of appeal to employment services, which currently does not exist. And as we make changes to benefit structures that are outside the jurisdiction of the SBT, we need to be mindful of how to remedy problems that inevitably occur in even the most effective programs. 







Conclusion

The Social Assistance Review has come at a critical point in the history of social assistance in Ontario. The current system has been shown to have serious limitations that require thoughtful and active intervention. It’s time for a new vision for Ontario Works that moves away from the punitive negative financial eligibility and coercive work-first / workfare model to a program that uses opportunity planning to effectively intervene to help people who require assistance move to a better place, providing for both sustainable employment and long-term support where needed. And it’s time to bring ODSP program rules and employment supports in line with the program’s stated objectives of both providing adequate income and supporting employment aspirations.
We again thank the Commission for this opportunity to contribute to the work of creating a social assistance system that actually works for Ontarians, and look forward to receiving the Commission’s Options Paper, expected in December. As always, we would be pleased to answer any questions that this submission generates, and to share our expertise with the Commission as the Options Paper is developed. 
Bibliography

Blackstock, Sarah, Sonia Lawrence, Mary Marrone, Janet Mosher, Kate Bezanson, Rene Adams, Josie Di Zio, Shelley A.M. Gavigan, Emily Paradis, Eileen Morrow, Rhonda Roffey, Laurel Rothman, Lisa Philipps, and Katie Arnup. 2011. Letter to the Commission for the Review of Social Assistance in Ontario. May 6. 
Block, Sheila and Grace-Edward Galabuzi. 2011. Canada’s colour coded labour market: The gap for racialized workers. Wellesley Institute and Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives. 
Canadian Research Institute for the Advancement of Women. 2006. Disentangling the web of women’s poverty and exclusion. CRIAW.

Colour of Poverty-Colour of Change. 2011. Submission to the Commission for the Review of Social Assistance in Ontario. 

Commission for the Review of Social Assistance in Ontario. 2011. A discussion paper: Issues and ideas. Toronto: Queen’s Printer for Ontario. 
Danziger, S.K. and K.S. Seefeldt. 2000. Ending welfare through work first. Manager and client views. Families in Society: The Journal of Contemporary Human Services, 81(6): 593-604.

DeGroot-Maggetti, Greg. 2011. Poverty reduction does make a difference. The Toronto Star, June 26. Opinion Editorial. 
Fraser, John, Cynthia Wilkey and Joanne Frenschkowski. 2003. Denial by design: The Ontario Disability Support Program. Toronto: Income Security Advocacy Centre.

Herd, Dean. 2006. What next in welfare reform? A preliminary review of promising programs and practices. Toronto: Toronto Social Services. 

Herd, Dean, Andrew Mitchell, and Ernie Lightman. 2005. Rituals of degradation: Administration as policy in the Ontario Works program. Journal of Social Policy and Administration, 39(1): 65-79. 
Income Security Advocacy Centre. 2009. Disability adjudication summaries review: A presentation to ODSP officials from the Steering Committee on Social Assistance. Toronto: ISAC.

Income Security Advocacy Centre. 2011. Overview of international welfare to work models. Toronto: ISAC. 

Legislative Assembly of Ontario. 1998. Official Report of Debates (Hansard), 019A. pp. 970-971 (Hon. Janet Ecker) June 2. 

Lightman, Ernie, Dean Herd and Andrew Mitchell. 2008. Precarious lives: Work, health and hunger among current and former welfare recipients in Toronto. Journal of Policy Practice, 7(4): 242-259. 

Lightman, Ernie, Dean Herd, Andrew Mitchell and S. Um. 2009. Post-secondary education and social assistance in Ontario. Canadian Social Work Review, 26(1): 97-113.
Lightman, Ernie, Andrew Mitchell and Dean Herd. 2005. Welfare to what? After Ontario Works in Toronto. International Social Security Review, 58(4): 95-106. 

Lightman, Ernie, Andrew Mitchell and Dean Herd. 2010. Cycling on and off welfare in Canada. Journal of Social Policy, 39(04): 523-542. 

Mitchell, Andrew, Ernie Lightman, and Dean Herd. 2007. ‘Work-first’ and immigrants in Toronto. Social Policy and Society, 6(3): 293-307.

Mosher, Janet, Patricia Evans, Margaret Little, Eileen Morrow, Jo-Anne Boulding, and Nancy Vander Plaats. 2004. Walking on Eggshells: Abused Women's Experiences of Ontario's Welfare System: Final Report of Research Findings from the Woman and Abuse Welfare Research Project. Toronto. 
 
Ontario Campaign 2000 and ISAC. 2011. Key Messages from the ‘Bringing in Women’s Voices’ Project. July. Toronto. 

Ontario Disability Support Program Act, S.O. 1997, Chapter 25, Schedule B.
ODSP Action Coalition. 2008. If It’s Still Broke, Fix It: Reducing poverty by fixing the Ontario Disability Support Program. Toronto: ODSP Action Coalition. 

ODSP Action Coalition. 2011. Dignity, Adequacy, Inclusion: Rethinking the Ontario Disability Support Program. Toronto: ODSP Action Coalition. 

ODSP Action Coalition. 2011. An Activation Agenda for People with Disabilities on ODSP. Toronto: ODSP Action Coalition. 
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development. 2010. Sickness, Disability, and Work: Breaking the barriers: Canada. Opportunities for collaboration. Paris: OECD Publishing.
Ornstein, Michael. 2006. Ethno-racial groups in Toronto, 1971-2001: A demographic and socio-economic profile. Toronto: Institute for Social Research. 

Purdon, Coleen. 2004. Woman abuse and Ontario Works in a rural community: Rural women speak about their experiences with Ontario Works. Women Today Huron and Status of Women Canada.
Social Benefits Tribunal. 2010. Social Benefits Tribunal 2009-2010 Annual Report. Toronto: Ministry of Community and Social Services. 
Stapleton, John. 2011. Social Assistance disability income expenditures: Why costs are going up. Toronto: Open Policy Ontario. 

Stevens, Harvey. 2011. Improving the adequacy of social assistance budgets: A methodology for pricing budgets and a rationale for making current rates more adequate. Winnipeg: Social Planning Council of Winnipeg. 

Torjman, Sherri. 1997. Caledon Commentary: Welfare Warfare. Ottawa: The Caledon Institute for Social Policy. 

Toronto Community and Neighbourhood Services. 2002. After Ontario Works: A survey of people who left Ontario Works in Toronto in 2001. Toronto: Toronto Social Services. 
Toronto Community and Neighbourhood Services. 2004. Social Assistance and social exclusion: Findings from Toronto Social Services’ 2003 survey of single parents on Ontario Works. Toronto: Toronto Social Services. 

Toronto Social Services. 2006. Systems of survival, systems of support: An action plan for Social Assistance in the City of Toronto. Toronto: Toronto Social Services.

Vaillancourt, Julie. 2010. Ontario Works: Works for whom? Black Point, NS: Fernwood.

Vozoris, Nicholas, Barbara Davis, Valerie Tarasuk. 2002. The affordability of a nutritious diet for households on welfare in Toronto. Canadian Journal of Public Health,


36-40. 

PAGE  
1
[image: image4.png]425 Adelaide Street West
5th Floor, Toronto, ON
M5V 3C1

Tel 416.597.5820

Fax 416.597.5821
Tollfree 1.866.245.4072





