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Introduction

CUPE is the voice of nearly 200,000 public service workers in Ontario – people who work on the front lines in municipalities, utilities, hospitals, long-term care facilities, schools, universities and social service agencies.  The provincial budget has a significant impact on our members as residents and taxpayers, as service providers and caregivers, and as workers in the broader public sector.  CUPE members have a lot of first-hand experience and knowledge to contribute in planning next year’s provincial budget.

We thank the Standing Committee on Finance and Economic Affairs for the opportunity to present our suggestions and priorities for the 2004/2005 Ontario provincial budget.  

It’s barely four months since Ontario’s Liberals, led by Dalton McGuinty, ran on the slogan “choose change” and were elected by the people to form the government on that basis.  The people of Ontario want the government to be different from the government of the past nine years and also want the provincial budget to be different.  The people of Ontario want to rebuild our public services and rebuild strong communities.  We challenge Premier McGuinty’s government to bring in a budget that rebuilds our communities – that reinvests in our communities – that keeps the promise of change.

Your government was not as surprised by the $5.6 billion provincial deficit as is sometimes portrayed.  The Liberal finance critic predicted it quite accurately and publicly in June 2003.  While it wasn’t a surprise, it is a challenge that the new government has to meet.  The people of Ontario don’t want you to meet that challenge by cutting services, selling assets and privatizing.

We can’t afford to keep on cutting.  People in Ontario have invested a great deal in our public services.  We have created a network of schools, universities, hospitals, nursing homes, libraries, public health offices, water systems and more that is second to none.  But that network is crumbling.

Take our universities, for example. University workers report health and safety problems for everybody on campus because of deferred maintenance on buildings and grounds. The government’s own estimates suggest that there is almost $2 billion worth of work to be done.
Community agencies that help families cope, help immigrants settle in, provide recreation and care to people to all ages, are struggling under frozen budgets and increased demand.

Our roads are a mess.

Don’t be trapped inside the box that Mike Harris and Ernie Eves built. 

It’s time to start rebuilding our communities, not continue tearing them down. 

We are here today to participate in what we hope will be a truly open and full debate about the future of public services in Ontario. That debate cannot happen without looking at both revenue and expenditure. To date, the debate has been restricted by the government’s insistence that it would not raise taxes.

Public services in Ontario are in desperate need of rebuilding. More cuts are simply not possible. The people of Ontario understand this. The people of Ontario know they may have to pay higher taxes, taxes that will support better public services. 

In this pre-budget consultation, the public and the government must consider all the options, including increasing revenue and deficit-spending.  It is not possible for this government to meet all of its election promises.  You have to choose between your promises to rebuild public services and your restrictive commitment on taxes.  Choose change.  Choose to rebuild strong communities.

CUPE represents members in several sectors in Ontario – child care, school  boards, post-secondary education, health care, long term care, social services and municipalities.  In our submission we make general recommendations in each of these critical sectors.  In some cases, the recommendation will be expenditure at a certain level.  In other cases, the recommendations will be for changes in policy that have budget implications.  In most cases, we have not attempted to reduce our recommendations to a single set of numbers.  Rebuilding Ontario is going to be a multifaceted process and it won’t be finished in one year.  We challenge the new Liberal government of Ontario to get started on rebuilding Ontario in the following ways.

The revenue challenge

The $5.6 billion deficit the Liberal government inherited is not a problem of too much spending.  It is a problem of too little revenue.  That is the problem that the provincial government needs to solve.

It comes as a surprise to no one that the Tories left Ontario with a revenue problem after 9 years of cutting taxes and running deficits to fund tax cuts.  The annual impact of the Harris/Eves tax cuts was over $14 billion in the last fiscal year and would have risen to $16 billion if you had not cancelled the tax cuts that you did. The Tories left Ontario with a structural revenue gap. The province’s annual revenue is not sufficient to fund our public services.

We support and urge you to adopt an expansion of the province’s revenue through closing corporate tax loop-holes, small increases in tax rates, closing the electricity market and some measure of deficit spending in the first years of your term in order to meet your promises to rebuild public services.

The Ontario Alternative Budget (OAB) group has suggested a number of measures which would restore about 25% of the province’s lost revenue generating capacity and put this government on the road to meeting its promises to rebuild and support our universities, schools, hospitals, municipalities, child care agencies and other important public infrastructure.  We support the OAB’s recommendations for:

· closing corporate tax loopholes;

· ending exemptions to the Employer Health Tax;

· improved enforcement of tax collection; and

· recovering a portion of the revenue lost to tax cuts under the Tories by raising personal and corporate income tax 2%.

Combined federal and provincial corporate tax rates in Ontario are already at or below rates in comparable jurisdictions.

CUPE also supports recommendations made by various groups for increasing municipal revenues through some form of income or gas tax-sharing for large municipalities and removing the cap on corporate property tax.

The Tories’ disastrous electricity policies contributed almost $1 billion to the provincial deficit before the 2003 election.  Your government is staying on the same path.  Rather than closing the wholesale electricity market, the Liberal government proposes to raise retail rates.  The increased revenue will go directly to private power producers and will not offset the province’s debt or be used to fund conservation programs and new generating stations.  The electricity debt will continue to grow.  Close the electricity market now, sign long-term fixed rate contracts with private producers and use the revenue raised through the retail price increase to benefit the people of Ontario.  

The Liberal government was elected to take the steps necessary to rebuild public services.  That will require increasing revenue and investing in our communities.

Privatization and P3s are not the answer

The province’s fiscal problem will be worsened, not solved, if your government goes the route of increased privatization or the introduction of public-private-partnerships (P3s) for funding, building, owning and operating public services and public infrastructure.  Wherever they happen, P3s are a bad deal for taxpayers, a bad deal for workers and a bad deal when it comes to building strong communities.

Our new provincial government must invest in rebuilding public services in order to rebuild our communities.

There are several reasons that publicly owned and operated facilities and services are a better deal for the people of Ontario.

First of all, public services must have the public good as their ultimate and primary objective.   Our nursing homes must have the care of our frail and elderly residents as their overriding goal, not profit for shareholders.  Those who run our water and wastewater treatment systems must answer to the people who drink the water, not multi-national corporations.  Our waiting lists for health care must be determined by patients’ needs, not ability to pay.   Hospital cleaning and disinfecting procedures must be based on our best knowledge about infection control, and not be undermined by cost cutting to increase profits.

Secondly, public services are more accountable and transparent than the operations and functions of private corporations.  The people of Ontario need to know that public money invested in nursing homes goes to patient care, not private debt financing.  We need to be able to call our politicians to account when our hard-earned money goes to ballooning contracts with private companies like Accenture or MFP. 

Governments pay more for P3 lease-back arrangements than if they borrow the money directly. As well, P3 arrangements must include the cost of private profit within their budgets. In effect, the P3 arrangement gets the capital costs off government books but leaves the taxpayer paying more for both interest and for lining the pockets on private owners and shareholders.

A number of provincial Auditors General in Canada and some abroad have questioned the accounting practices behind particular P3s and the extent to which these arrangements try to obscure or hide real public liabilities.

Experience has shown that substantive risk is not actually transferred to the private sector in most of these arrangements. Public agencies pay most of the private partner’s risk premium to the extent that higher financing costs are passed back through ongoing lease payments. If interest rates are reduced by a government loan guarantee, then the public sector has taken on the risk in any event.

In any event, the public sector generally has no choice but to assume many risks in order to protect or deliver the public services. For example, it was the regional government in Hamilton that picked up the legal and clean-up costs after 180 million litres of sewage poured into the harbour and backed up into 70 homes and businesses under the watch of Philip Utilities.

Despite private sector arguments that they can deliver services for less, it is usually because there have been cuts to staff or reductions in quality. There are also long-term hidden costs associated with private sector involvement, not the least of which are anticipated returns on investment of at least 15%.

The net effect of P3s is to reduce the number of jobs and slash wages and benefits, because the private partner’s main method of earning an ongoing profit is by operating the services that support the building in the case of hospitals, universities, and other facilities. This is currently the case in the hospital sector in British Columbia.

The Compass Group, one of the players in the Healthcare Infrastructure Company of Canada and the preferred bidder for the Osler and Royal Ottawa hospital deals, has been involved in several privatization schemes. At Vancouver General Hospital, Compass Group cut wages almost in half to $9.50 per hour for housekeeping, laundry and food service workers. It also eliminated almost all benefits and basic workplace protections.  And, its subsidiary Medirest was caught up in a public outcry over cleanliness and infection control standards in Glasgow hospitals. That’s the risk you run when you cut staff, reduce the time they spend on each job and pay them less so there is higher turnover and less commitment to the job.

Reinvesting in strong public services, not privatization and P3s, is the way to rebuild Ontario’s communities.

Rebuilding our schools

Rebuilding our communities has to start with supporting and rebuilding our school system and our schools.

CUPE members are 45,000 support workers in Ontario’s schools.  We are caretakers who keep the schools and school grounds clean, safe and operating.  We are ESL teachers for newcomers to Canada.  We are education assistants helping children with special needs achieve success in the school system.  We are school secretaries who keep track of whether children come to school or not.   We are also parents and families.

During the 2003 election campaign, the current Minister of Education and the Premier made it clear that education was a top priority for this government, and that fixing the mess that is the legacy of years of Tory rule would begin the moment the Liberals took office.  To your credit, this government has taken significant steps in the right direction by cancelling the poorly conceived tax credit for private schooling, the education tax rebate for seniors, and by announcing an additional $112 million in funding for low income, single parent and ESL students.

Those announcements are a good start, but only a start.  They need to be followed up by a firm commitment to implement the funding needed to rebuild the education system.  That’s what CUPE members in the school board sector are looking for in this government’s first budget: a multi-year funding commitment to K-12 schools which contains significant annual increases above what’s required merely to keep up with inflation.    

The funding formula introduced by the Tories has been a disaster and must be revised along the lines recommended by Rozanski.

This government knows that the education system cannot be fixed in without significant new funding.  Premier McGuinty said before the election that his plan called for $1.6 billion in new education funding by the end of his first term in office.  Does the Premier mean a total of $1.6 billion spent over four years above what the previous government was planning to spend?  That amount would barely cover cost increases due to inflation.  Or does the Premier mean that four years from now the annual education budget will be $1.6 billion higher than the last estimate of the previous government?  That would be much more in keeping with Rozanski’s recommendations.

Analysis conducted last year by Hugh Mackenzie, Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives, showed that the Tory government’s spending projections would be $1.6 billion short of Rozanski’s recommendations in the 2005/06 fiscal year.  Mackenzie estimated that the cumulative short-fall from the amount needed to fulfill Rozanski through 2005-06 would have been $3.5 billion.

In order to begin to repair and rebuild the school system, the Liberal government has to increase education grants by $1.6 billion annually, not $1.6 billion on a cumulative basis.  If the $1.6 billion were cumulative over the government’s term, the annual increase would average $400 million.  $400 million was the approximate size of the annual increases under the former government, which were barely enough to cover inflationary pressures. 

CUPE is the main union representing support staff in Ontario schools.  Our 45,000 members in the sector know that the services we provide – school caretaking and maintenance, clerical and technical support, educational assistance in the classroom, and many other professional and paraprofessional responsibilities – are neglected because of biases inherent in the current funding formula. The problem is the artificial distinction the funding formula makes between “classroom” and “non-classroom” spending, and the incentive it gives to boards to dip into the envelopes that fund support staff jobs and divert funds to so-called classroom envelopes.  

Increasing the workloads of support staff like secretaries and custodians has been one consequence of the bias in the funding formula, but we also want to point out effects of cuts on students and the broader community.   Cash-strapped boards have deferred building and HVAC systems maintenance, and lowered cleaning standards.  Schools are less healthy and less safe places for children (and staff) as a result. 

The bias in the funding formula against continuing and adult education (there is no funding under the Pupil Accommodation Grant for such programs) means more schools are dark at night, sitting unused while members of the surrounding communities go without educational opportunities.

Schools have increasingly resorted to user fees to help them cover costs of after-hours use of schools, and some fees have doubled or more.  As a result, fewer community groups can afford to use school facilities for their programs.  It is truly outrageous that, at a time when youth and adolescent inactivity and its potential consequences on their health, are frequently the subject of news articles, far fewer recreational opportunities are being offered in our public schools. 

A community can’t use a school that is no longer open at all. The bias in the funding formula against small schools has been well documented by People for Education.  The formula for new school construction, as well as the staffing allocation formulas, has led to the closure of more than a hundred small schools since 1997.  Most of these closures occurred in small communities, leaving gaping holes where once-vital community hubs had been. 

Underfunding has also increased pressure on some boards to contract out or privatize work that CUPE members perform in our schools, especially in the areas of cleaning and maintenance.  Contracting out of our members’ work succeeds only because contractors cut corners (i.e. lower standards and expectations) and pay wages and benefits that are far inferior to the remuneration received by support staff covered by collective agreements.  

Less skilled and less conscientious workers are not the solution to the ills our school system is suffering.  More dedicated, more qualified workers can only improve the conditions in which our children learn.  The only winner in a low-wage, lower-standards regime is the contractor, who reaps profits.  The funding formula must be changed so that private contractors do not profit at the expense of our children.

The GLGs for K-12 education must also be restructured and then increased to allow for fair wage increases for support staff.  The bias in the funding formula against support staff workers has hurt us at the bargaining table, compared to teachers. Agreements reported by the Ministry of Labour for 2003 covering support staff averaged 3.2% (average annual increase), well below the 5% to 6% the school boards were able to provide to teachers. Support staff cannot continue to bear the brunt of the load of cuts to the education system.  They are the lowest paid staff to begin with, and do not deserve to fall further behind each year.

Money, or rather lack of it, is the cause of serious problems evident in our school system, and only a significant infusion of funds will alleviate those problems.  We are not simply asking for more money, however.  We are asking for reforms to the education funding formula, reforms that will remove the bias against “non-classroom” programs and personnel.  

Your government was elected to fix the problems in the school system, deficit or no deficit.  

Rebuilding post-secondary education

Rebuilding our post-secondary education system is a critical part of building for the future of our communities.

CUPE members are over 20,000 teaching assistants, researchers, administrative employees, security guards, caretakers, food service workers and library workers in Ontario’s universities.  We are also students and parents and proud families.

Ontario ranks last among all provinces in terms of post-secondary education spending as a share of total provincial expenditure and as a share of provincial GDP.  Tuition fees in Ontario continue to be the second highest in the country, after Nova Scotia.  Ontario universities attain the highest percentage of total budget from private sources.

	Ontario expenditures on post-secondary education as a share of provincial GDP

Stats Canada

	1992 - 1993
	1.26 %

	2001 – 2002 
	0.75%


Provincial expenditure on post-secondary education in Ontario actually declined 30% from 1992/93 to 2001/02, from $4.04 billion in 1992/93 to $3.1 billion in 2001/02, using 2001 constant dollars.

We can see how much provincial government support for university operating budgets has declined in recent years by looking at the increasing importance of tuition fees in operating revenue.  In 1991/92 tuition fees accounted for 22 percent of operating revenue.  This increased to 29 percent when the Conservatives took power in 1995.  By 2000/01 tuition fees comprised fully 41 percent of operating revenues in Ontario’s universities.  

This change in the relative importance of tuition fees to the running of Ontario’s universities represents a scandalous abdication of governmental responsibility for public education. Between 1995 and2001 Ontario’s funding for operating expenses decreased by 2.9 percent. Except for Hawaii, Ontario was the only jurisdiction in Canada and the United States where funding of operating expenses actually went down, and is far different than California, for example, where public funding of operating expenses increased by 76 percent.

At the same time as funding has declined, enrolment has been increasing dramatically.  In January 2003, the Ontario University Application Centre received a 46.7 percent increase in applications over the previous year and universities prepared for an influx of 72,000 new students. This was far in excess of what the Ontario government had planned for.
  Just last month the Council of Ontario Universities reported that total full-time enrolment is expected to top 326,000 students in the fall of 2004. This represents an increase of 5.1 percent over last year, and a 28.6 percent increase over 2001.

Last year’s announcements of $75 million new money in operating grants to colleges and universities did not come close to redressing the accumulated shortfall of $400 million in operating funds (1995-2002). Nor do current funding levels cover the almost $2 billion deficit in deferred university maintenance costs by expected by 2006-06.
  The Canadian Federation of Students argues that $190 million is needed to freeze tuition immediately.  A further $135 million is needed to increase grants to working class families.

We recommend provincial spending on the post-secondary education sector as a share of provincial GDP be increased from the current level of 0.75 percent, to 1.28 percent, which is the level at which Saskatchewan supports post-secondary education and the national mean, by 2005. 
  This would bring provincial expenditures for colleges and universities up a little higher than the levels of the early 1990s.

The following are our recommendations for priority spending by the province to reverse the trend to privatization and rebuild public post-secondary education. 

The province must invest in university operating grants.  Adequate government funding levels are required for post-secondary education to reverse the trend of relying on student fees and corporate sponsors. Funds are needed to maintain and repair buildings so that working and learning conditions are healthy and safe. Funds are also needed to ensure high quality programs and adequate space for all qualified students in this period of increased post-secondary enrollment.

The province should halt and reverse the contracting out of post-secondary education support services.  Library, custodial, maintenance, clerical and technical workers are an integral part of the post-secondary community. All new facilities and services on campuses should have adequate numbers of staff who are covered by union contracts.
The government needs to establish a publicly financed construction fund. Universities and colleges should not be required to seek private sector partners in order to build and expand to meet the demands of a growing student population. Sufficient public sector financing should be provided to ensure that these new facilities are utilized for the broader public good instead of private interests.

The commercialization and rise of corporate influence over academic programs has to be reversed.  Private-for-profit universities created under Bill 132 should be turned over to the public sector. All disciplines deserve equitable funding, whether or not they are directly connected to private interests.

The provincial government must ensure that there are enough fully funded spaces in our universities for qualified prospective students.  The double cohort is an urgent problem that needs to be addressed. The government needs to commit adequate funding if all qualified students are to have a space in the post-secondary system. Funds are needed to keep pace with increasing enrolments, hire new faculty, keep tuition fees down and keep jobs with reasonable workloads for workers on campus. 

The provincial government should reduce tuition fees and end the deregulation of tuition fees for graduate and professional programs. Access to a college and university education is a right that should be based on ability to learn and not ability to pay. The downloading of education costs through increasing tuition fees must be stopped. Escalating student debt must be eradicated. Tuition fees should be regulated, frozen and eventually eliminated. 

Rebuilding our social safety net

Rebuilding our communities requires rebuilding the social safety net for those who need help.

CUPE members are front-line service providers in children’s aid societies, shelters for abused women, shelters for homeless youth and adults, daycare workers, settlement workers and social assistance programs.  Sometimes we are also service users, and we are caring family members and members of our community.

Community Social Services

Community agencies deliver a wide-range of important social services to people and communities in Ontario.  From work with troubled youth, persons with mental and physical disabilities, women escaping violence in their homes to work with immigrant communities and with the homeless, these workers strive to fill gaps in services and government policies.  For the most part, funding for these services is precarious and the work is not given the recognition it deserves.

The non-profit community services sector in Ontario is at a significant juncture.  Without renewed attention, our community social service infrastructure is poised to buckle under the load of:

· inadequate and restrictive funding to community services;

· growing program delivery expectations; and

· increased demand for services from families and individuals resulting from cuts to welfare, social housing, childcare, health and education.

In the interest of all Ontarians, the provincial government must act quickly to restore adequate supports for non-profit social service agencies.  In the 2004/05 budget the government must immediately increase provincial allocations to non-profit agencies to help offset cuts by previous governments and operating dollars lost to inflation during years of stagnant funding.

In the coming year the government should convene discussions with representatives of non-profit social service agencies, unions, and key ministries to identify and implement funding models and levels that will:

· Enable agencies to attract and maintain a highly qualified and stable workforce by paying decent wages and benefits to their workers;

· Revive the sector’s capacity to plan effectively and ensure that programs and staffing levels are responsive to growing community needs; and

· Set the stage for planned long-term development and financial sustainability of the sector.

Child Care

The Ontario government must keep and broaden its election promise to implement a universal, high quality, regulated, seamless system of early childhood learning and care and develop a strategy for meeting this commitment. Ontario’s new child care strategy must commit government to providing high quality programs to all children regardless of ability, economic, cultural, linguistic and regional circumstances or their parents' work status. The Ontario government must play a leadership role with the federal government and the other provinces and territories to move towards a national child care program.

We recommend that the Ontario government develop its policy framework including legislation and action plan for implementation to begin to put this system in place within a year from the budget.  Support for municipal child care programs must be part of the new deal for cities.

To begin to stabilize current regulated, not-for-profit child care programs and avert a crisis, allocations in the 2004/05 budget should include:

· designating 75% of the $192 million federal dollars earmarked for early childhood development programs from the 2004-2005 ECDI to regulated not-for-profit child care; and 

· restoring the $160 million cut from the annual provincial budget for regulated child care between 1995 and 2001 by the Tory government. 

Child Welfare Services

The Child Welfare Act and the deepening crisis in child welfare have led to a huge increase in the number of children in care.  Last year most Children’s Aid Societies operated at a deficit because of the unworkable funding formula introduced by the Conservative government.  Problems with the funding framework include the areas of salaries and workload, services to children in care, legal costs, travel costs and information technology costs.  Your government has promised to review it and we are eager to work with you on that review.

Bailouts recently announced by your government are appreciated but won’t solve the systemic problems with the funding formula.

We know the importance of these programs.  The 1997 Coroner’s jury verdict at the inquest into the sad death of Shanay Johnson said:

“Evidence from other jurisdictions demonstrated that dollars invested in pro-active prevention programs can have a dramatic impact in reducing the need for child protection and other child services.  

… The government of Ontario should increase funding to community resources which contribute to the protection and well-being of children such as subsidized day care, children’s mental health centres, homecare and other services.”

Developmental Services

CUPE represents front line workers in Association for Community Living (ACL) facilities offering developmental services to children and adults with intellectual and developmental disabilities. Often, persons with developmental disabilities also have physical disabilities.   Waiting lists for services can be years long.

In 2000 KPMG conducted a review of ACLs that concluded:

· wages in this sector fell at least 20% below the wages for comparable jobs in schools, hospitals and government;

· wages were actually reduced at approximately 25% of surveyed agencies between 1993 and 2000;

· the staff turnover rate is high, at more than 14%, because of low wages and lack of career advancement; and 

· pensions and benefits are much lower than those in comparable organizations.

A report by McMaster University researchers called for renewed funding for the sector in order to reverse an alarming trend toward increased rates of violence, injury, bullying and workload-related stress resulting from under-funding and workplace restructuring.

In 2001 the MCSS announced $31.7 million in new funding for ACLs. This increase in funds was woefully inadequate,  working out to an average increase of only 4.3% to each agency.  Even if it had all gone towards wages, it would have fallen well short of closing 20% to 25% wage gap identified by KPMG.  Many workers in the sector continue to earn less than $15 per hour.  Recruitment and retention of staff are problematic.  A complete review of the funding and service model for supports for people with intellectual and developmental disabilities is needed.

It is through public administration of supports and services for people with intellectual disabilities that we can have real accountability to all stakeholders in the system – individuals, families, workers and government. These kinds of supports should never be delivered in a for-profit model, but must be universal, accessible, and non-profit. Services tailored to the individual needs are important, but individualized funding is not the answer to the problems in developmental services.  Individualized funding leads to privatization of services, competitive bidding to provide supports at the cheapest cost, and could result in people being thought of solely in terms of their budgets and not their needs.  

A recent story in an Ottawa newspaper illustrates some of the problems in this sector.

“….While she is developmentally disabled, Genevieve is not sick. She was deemed ready for release [from hospital] shortly after she was admitted in seizure on May 9. She's still there because there is nowhere else for her to go. 

Back in August, when it was clear there was no room in Cornwall's group homes, Community Living offered them $75,000 in funding to care for their daughter in their home. 

That would have made them responsible for creating a budget, as well as handling all hiring, firing and training. 

But when they worked it out, it became clear it wasn't going to work, as they'd only be able to pay staff $8 an hour. "What kind of help was that going to give us?" the parent asked.”

Social Assistance

The inquest into the death of Kimberly Rogers recommended that social assistance rates need to be reviewed for adequacy.  The Conservative government’s cuts to the social assistance system deepened poverty in Ontario and created a crisis in our social safety net.   

The new government has already moved to end life-time bans from social assistance, but it still needs to address the adequacy of benefits. We need to restore welfare to the pre-1995 rates with inflation adjustments.  We want the government to cancel the claw back of the child tax benefit and to increase benefits for health and dental coverage for recipients.  Housing allowances must better reflect the cost of housing.  

We are calling on this government to fulfill its promise to end workfare and to review the impact of the restructuring of social services through the private-public partnership with Accenture. The Conservative government’s radical reorganization of social assistance has reduced the number of welfare recipients by approximately 600,000 people.  As a result, it appears that the government has saved $8.2 billion.  These are false savings because the they have not been compared to the related costs of increased homelessness, more children living in poverty, increased use of food banks, and, tragically, the death of Kimberley Rogers.

Auditor Erik Peters called Accenture’s system “seriously flawed” and “a bad deal for taxpayers.” The contract has already cost more than $400 million, up from the original “cap”   of $180 million. Peters called payments to Accenture “questionable” because savings on which the payments were based “were exaggerated.” 

An Ottawa Citizen Editorial disparaged the contract between the Ontario Government and Accenture for the restructure of the welfare system.

 “When it comes to dealing with high priced consultants, you pay dearly. And why not? Private companies wish, quite understandably, to maximize their profits. They are not in the business of saving taxpayers money. The lesson is that if a service truly needs to be provided by government, then government should do the job.”

 Sandra Pupatello once asked in the legislature about the contract with Accenture, “Why would you sign a contract with this company?”  Let’s get on with reviewing the outcome of that contract.

Rebuilding health care

A renewed public health care system is a critical underpinning for building strong communities. 

CUPE represents over 20,000 dietary, service and maintenance workers, registered practical nurses, engineers, clerical staff, and ambulance and paramedical personnel in hospitals across the province.

Hospitals

CUPE’s biggest issue with the health care budget is the move to “P3” hospitals and contracting out support services.  There is very strong evidence that P3 hospitals will greatly increase health care costs while eroding the quantity and quality of care.
We were very disappointed to find out that the government plans to develop the Royal Ottawa and William Osler hospitals as public private partnerships (P3s), with only modest changes from the former Conservative government’s plans.  This will turn more than $1 billion public health care dollars over to for-profit trans-national corporations and privatize hundreds and hundreds of jobs. 

Before the election the Liberal Party campaigned against P3 hospitals.  Dalton McGuinty committed to stopping “creeping privatization”.

The Liberal health critic Sandra Pupatello told former Conservative health Minister Tony Clement:

“[Y]ou have tabled no evidence that it is safer, cheaper or more accessible to the public. The only way these private companies will make money, Minister, is if they operate with a different set of rules. It's the only way they can make money.” (Legislature, May 21, 2003 –1550)

We find it very hard to understand how turning over $1 billion of public health care money is putting an end to “creeping privatization”, especially as it has now become clear that many more hospital public private partnerships are being investigated with the blessing of the government.  Notably, the Ontario Hospital Association, which supports P3 experiments, wants $8 billion in hospital capital projects to go ahead in the next few years. 

While P3 hospitals are new to Canada, Britain has experimented with them over the last half dozen years.  The British call them “Private Finance Initiatives” or PFIs.  The prestigious British Medical Journal gave it a different name: “perfidious financial idiocy”.  

With P3s, hospital funds are diverted to profits.  Shareholders in British P3 projects can expect returns of 15-25% per year.  The British construction industry has admitted that construction companies expect to make between 3 and 10 times as much money on P3s as they do on traditional contracts. 

A second factor driving up costs are the expenses for negotiations and all the extra consultancy fees.  The first 18 P3 hospital projects in Britain spent £53 million pounds (over $110 million) on consultants and lawyers. The contract for Coventry’s Walsgrave Hospital was 17,000 pages! 

Most importantly, however, private financing increases hospital costs.  For-profit corporations cannot borrow money as cheaply as the public sector. This can add huge extra costs.  
A survey of the British Association of Chartered Certified Accountants found that only 1% strongly agreed that PFIs provide value for money. More than half thought it would be cheaper to build new schools and hospitals through public funding. "Most PFI projects would fail the value for money test" an Association director added.

Finally we note that while most British National Health Service Hospital Trusts spend about 8% of their income on capital, P3 schemes spend between 12% and 16%.

As Dalton McGuinty noted in a letter to CUPE: “P3 hospitals cost taxpayers more while providing lower quality of services”.  

Ending hospital public private partnerships will help the government deal with any financial challenges it faces in the long run.

We also note that changes to the province’s accounting practices should be made so that P3 hospitals do not appear on paper to have an advantage over public hospitals.  Currently, capital costs for publicly funded hospitals are accounted for on the government’s books over only a few years.  However, P3 capital costs may be accounted for over the life of the contract, which could be as long as 60 years. So despite the fact that real costs will be greater, they will not be reflected in the government’s books for some time.  Clearly we need to change accounting practices so government’s do not have an incentive to favour more expensive options.

There are several other issues for the government to consider In planning for health care spending in the next year.  

The only part of the health care system that is totally produced by for-profit corporations – drugs – has seen, by far, the largest increase in costs in the past decade, far outstripping health care sectors where public, not-for-profit delivery plays a more important role. In 1997/98 the drug programs were budgeted at a just under $1 billion.  By 2002/03 they were budgeted at almost $2 billion – a whopping 107% increase in just five years, more than twice the increase in funding for all health care sectors!  

We are seeking your government’s support for another proposal that will control hospital costs.  We are proposing a jointly trusteed benefit plan with Ontario’s hospitals.  Employee benefit plans are a significant cost to hospitals. Creating economies of scale can reduce these costs.  Some hospitals, however, have benefit plans that cover employees just at that facility.  Significant savings could be realized by creating a jointly trusteed benefit plan for hospital employees across the province.  While this may be opposed by some connected to the insurance industry and some local hospital administrators, we believe that if the government shows some leadership this model can work.  

We note that the successful creation of a jointly trusted pension plan for hospital employees (HOOPP) has proven it value, both in creating a superior pension system and by increasing employee support for an important human resource asset.  CUPE members now spend much time and effort discussing and debating HOOPP. With this, support and understanding of the realities of HOOPP has increased.  The same can be achieved for benefits plans with government initiative
Home Care

In 1996, the provincial Conservative government established 43 Community Care Access Centres to govern delivery of homecare in Ontario. The CCACs were directed to contract for services through a competitive bidding process.  In this process, private for-profit corporations were invited to compete for contracts against the non-profit service providers.  For-profit companies won contracts across Ontario.  Ontario’s long-standing non-profit home nursing and support services have been devastated. Unstable and poor wages and working conditions have contributed to the creation of severe nurse and home support staff shortages.

Confronted with this disaster, the Tories simply went on the offensive.  In 2001, the Conservative government responded to increasing home care costs and lobbying from the CCACs by firing all the CCAC boards and replacing them with new appointees.  They took the “community” out of the boards.  The fight back by the CCAC boards immediately died away.  The Conservative government carried out additional cutbacks.

Due to these unexpected provincial government cuts in homecare funding in the spring of 2002, tens of thousands of frail elderly and disabled lost their home support services. The total effect was:

· Reduction of 115,000 patients served from April 1/01 - April 1/03

· Six million hours of service were cut -  a 30% drop

We understand that another round of cuts in service is now going on to meet end of year budgets.

As Health Minister George Smitherman said to the Legislature late last year: 

“Earlier today, Mr. Speaker, I attended an Atkinson Foundation luncheon, honouring Mr. Romanow on the first anniversary of his report. His thorough review came to an irrefutable conclusion.  The pursuit of corporate profits weakens, not strengthens, health care by taking dollars and resources out of medicare.”

We believe this principle should be applied to home health care as well. Compulsory competitive bidding has led to significant duplication as competing corporations send staff to drive up and down the same roads.  We urge an end to compulsory competitive bidding and that the CCACs be turned over to community control.

Rebuilding long-term care

Ontario must be able to provide adequate, affordable high quality care to frail seniors and others who need residential care in our communities.

.

CUPE represents 20,000 workers in nursing homes, homes for the aged, and other long-term care facilities in the province.  We are also community members who have loved ones, friends and neighbours in long term care facilities through out the province.  Former CUPE members may now be residents in the same facilities.

CUPE workers in the long-term care sector are encouraged by the commitment that the provincial government has made to investigate the current situation in the sector through out the province.  For too long front line workers have watched the deterioration of their workplaces.    

CUPE calls on the provincial government to immediately re-introduce minimum standards of care for seniors living in long-term care facilities, and a system to monitor those facilities. Years of cutbacks, little or no accountability and a lowering of standards have eaten away at the fabric of the system.  

The sector has experienced two colossal changes in the past few years:

1. Downloading of residents who require more complex levels of care from hospitals, chronic care facilities, and psychiatric institutions to long-term care facilities; and

2.  The removal of minimum levels of personal and nursing care provided to residents.

The impact has been severe cuts to the level of staffing in all areas within the sector, including physical maintenance, dietary, recreation, housekeeping and laundry services as well as the personal care and nursing.

Levels of care required by residents in the homes are increasing as a result of the closure of chronic care facilities in the province. Long term care facilities typically operate with about half of the funding of chronic care hospitals (about $100 per resident per day compared to about $275 per patient per day).

According to a Price Waterhouse Coopers Report on Chronic and Long Term Care in 2001 comparing Ontario Complex Continuing Facilities with Ontario Long Term Care Facilities:

· Nursing Hours per day were only 2.04 per day in Ontario Long Term Care but 3.25 per day in OCCC.  Even nursing Homes in Mississippi had 4.2 hours of care.

· Less than 10% of residents in OLTC facilities received physical therapy compared to 78% in OCCC’s.

· Residents in OLTC facilities receive substantially less rehabilitation, physiotherapy, program hours and help from mental health professionals.

CUPE continues to advocate for these improvements:

· Restore appropriate staffing ratios of residents to staff by establishing a new minimum requirement of 3.5 nursing care hours per resident per day, along with funding to ensure adequate staffing.

· Restore other long-term care standards eliminated by the previous government, such as providing residents with a bath at least once a week.

Your government should also introduce accountability for funds spent in long-term care.

According to a report issued in September 2003 by the Ontario Association of Non-Profit Homes and Services for Seniors, the Ontario government gives $70 million more in annual subsidies to private nursing homes than to non-profit facilities.  This translates into approximately 10% more in government subsidies to for-profit homes than to charitably-run homes or municipally-run homes for the aged.  

About ½ of the operators in this sector are for-profit businesses.  Of the 20,000 additional beds currently being brought into the system, the vast majority were awarded to the private, for-profit operators.  The result has been a powerful lobby for deregulated standards of care.  With this we have seen the elimination of the 2 ¼ minimum number of hours of nursing care per resident, a reduction in the available beds for low-income seniors and an increase in the percentage of beds allowed for those who can afford to pay extra.

In August 2002 Ministry of Health announced an additional $100 million dollars to increase staff and staffing hours.  The government claimed that this funding increase would translate into roughly 2, 400 hirings for nurses and personal care workers.  Residents were supposed to get more care. Unfortunately, the operators of the long-term care facilities have put the money into all sorts of things, but not usually staffing. Both the funding and the improved care have disappeared into a black hole of unaccountability.  Instead of improving staffing levels nursing homes have reduced municipal subsidies, bought incontinence and nursing supplies or applied the new funds to their deficits. There have even been lay-offs in some homes.
As a result, CUPE calls on the provincial government to:

· Replace the current funding formula, the Case Mix Index (CMI). The current formula does not reflect the growing level of care required by residents of Long Term Care facilities., nor is it an accurate reflection of staffing level requireds.

· Establish a transparent review process for all expenditures, introducing an outcome-based monitoring system with provision for data collection and analysis, public accessibility, impartial review and public disclosure of financial statements.

·  Keep the ector public and non-profit.

Rebuilding municipal services

Municipal government finances have been plundered over the past decade by the downloading of responsibilities from senior levels of government without adequate funding.  The provincial and federal governments must work with municipalities to rebuild local services and infrastructure.

CUPE represents over 80,000 municipal employees in Ontario.  Our members drive ambulances, deliver public health services, inspect buildings, treat water and wastewater, collect garbage and recycling, fix roads, lead recreation programs for kids, care for our parks, plan urban growth and so much more.  We also live in our communities and contribute to our communities.

We urge the new government of Ontario to play a leadership role in working with the federal and municipal governments on a new deal for cities, one that enables municipalities to achieve long-term sustainability.   Such a deal will require reviewing which level of government is appropriate to deliver which services (again) and perhaps lead to “uploading”. For instance, we need to examine whether social assistance should be funded through a property tax system.  A new deal will also require sharing non-property based tax revenues. To reach a new deal the provinces will have to allow large municipalities a “seat at the table”.

For the 2004/05 budget, CUPE recommends that your government:

· restore its contribution to public transit funding;

· spend the federal money available on social housing and invest in social housing;

· spend the money transferred from the federal government for day care as described above; and

· remove the cap on municipal corporate property taxes, allowing municipalities to spread necessary tax increases across all taxpayers.

As we said earlier in our submission, P3s and privatization are not a good way to finance infrastructure capital projects, either provincial or municipal.   Neither are policies that prod municipalities in that direction for projects required to meet new standards in areas such water testing or water safety.   Your government should initiate innovative public financing initiatives to assist municipalities in meeting the need for infrastructure renewal spending, such as British Columbia’s Municipal Finance Authority.

CUPE campaigns to rebuild strong communities

CUPE Ontario is embarking on a campaign to rebuild strong communities. We are starting by using everything we have to convince governments of every level that it is time to reinvest in our people, to keep all the elements of health care, education, social services, water, utilities and so much more in public hands, where there is accessibility, openness and accountability.

We recognize that Ontario has deficit. We also know better than many that infrastructure renewal is a must. But we also believe, like so many people who voted for change in the last provincial election, that we have to go forward in rebuilding our strong communities. We need new thinking, not the same tired old ideas — cut services, sell assets, privatize

Our members cannot be expected to make up for Ontario’s revenue problem with their wages and benefits.  Many of the workers in support services are women, people of colour, immigrants. It is not fitting to consign them forever to low wages. They do important and necessary work. They are parents. They are consumers. They contribute to the community in many ways, at work and away from work.

You have a revenue problem, created by the previous government. There are ways to address that problem.

The people of Ontario voted to choose change.  Now it’s time for you to demonstrate that change in the 2004/05 budget.

We need to start by deciding what we want and how we are going to get it, not by looking at how to cut. I think Ontarians gave this government a pretty good idea about what they want by voting for the platform that promised change. Now, let’s talk about how to get it.
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