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LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF ONTARIO

STANDING COMMITTEE ON
GENERAL GOVERNMENT

Thursday 26 January 2006

ASSEMBLEE LEGISLATIVE DE L’ONTARIO

COMITE PERMANENT DES
AFFAIRES GOUVERNEMENTALES

Jeudi 26 janvier 2006

The committee met at 1001 in room 151.

ONTARIO MUNICIPAL EMPLOYEES
RETIREMENT SYSTEM ACT, 2006

LOI DE 2006
SUR LE REGIME DE RETRAITE
DES EMPLOYES MUNICIPAUX
DE L’ONTARIO

Consideration of Bill 206, An Act to revise the On-
tario Municipal Employees Retirement System Act /
Projet de loi 206, Loi révisant la Loi sur le régime de
retraite des employés municipaux de I’Ontario.

ASSOCIATION OF MUNICIPALITIES
OF ONTARIO

The Chair (Mrs. Linda Jeffrey): Good morning and
welcome. Thank you for being here today. After you’ve
introduced yourself and the individuals at the table with
you, should they be speaking, for Hansard, if you could
record your name and the organization you speak for.
After that you’ll have 15 minutes. Should you use all that
time, there won’t be an opportunity for questions. If you
leave a little bit of time, there will be an opportunity for
us to ask about your delegation.

Mr. Roger Anderson: Thank you very much, Madam
Chair. My name is Roger Anderson. I’m the president of
the Association of Municipalities of Ontario and
chairman of the regional municipality of Durham. To my
right is Pat Vanini, our executive director, and to my left
is Brian Rosborough, our policy staff. We’re pleased to
be here today and have the opportunity to once again
make a follow-up submission to the standing committee
on general government on Bill 206.

As a representative and advocate of almost all
municipal governments across the province of Ontario,
with more than 380 municipal members who are OMERS
employers, AMO is profoundly concerned about the
impact of Bill 206 and the potential for significant costs
for municipalities and, ultimately, for the property tax-
payers that we all represent. To date, AMO has heard
from over 200 municipalities across this province citing
concerns regarding the proposed legislation. AMO main-
tains that the province is rushing to reform one of
Canada’s most important pension funds without a
reasonable understanding of the potential repercussions

and without sufficient regard to the best interests of the
employees, retirees, employers, citizens and taxpayers, or
the Ontario economy.

The government advised the Legislative Assembly at
second reading of this proposed legislation that all of the
input received by standing committee members was
brought forward and taken very seriously. Yet
amendments tabled to date reflect a fundamental, ab-
solute disregard for the interests of OMERS employers,
municipal governments and property taxpayers. Bill 206
is terribly flawed and fundamentally wrong. If this bill
was once about the devolution of responsibility and au-
tonomy to OMERS employee and employer members, it
no longer is. It is now a bill that is first and foremost
about ensuring access to enhanced retirement benefits for
a select group of employee members.

AMO’s preliminary analysis concluded that the
potential cost impact for municipalities in Ontario for
supplemental plans could be as much as $380 million a
year. This is estimated to be equivalent to a province-
wide property tax increase of 3%. Over five years, this
amounts to $1.9 billion. This is equivalent to the full
amount of the federal gas tax being transferred to Ontario
municipalities over the next five years. How interesting.

While the amended bill appears to put some limits on
benefit changes and the government has signalled an
intent to remove the solvency requirement for
supplemental plans, we have absolutely no doubt that
there will be new OMERS costs, with not one penny
finding its way into any service improvements for the
public. The province has told the committee that AMO’s
costing is based on a worst-case scenario, as mentioned
by MPP Brad Duguid. If they have any alternative data or
actuarial analysis they can provide us, we urge them and
call upon the government of Ontario to present it to us
and to the public now.

Bill 206 provisions mandating supplemental plans for
police, fire and paramedics will result directly in property
tax increases and will undermine our ability to invest in
communities, including emergency services. There will
be costs, ladies and gentlemen. In fact, the amendments
introduced subsequent to the last standing committee
hearings, particularly the provisions making sup-
plemental plans mandatory within two years and the
addition of paramedics, would increase AMO’s cost
estimates dramatically.
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Needless to say, the logistical challenges of
supplemental plans are considerable and complex. All
would have to be managed and administered by OMERS
on behalf of approximately 900 employer groups, not to
mention the anticipated significant increase in actuarial
and technology costs. The OMERS board has speculated
that the cost of lawyers and pension experts to advise the
sponsors corporation in establishing province-wide
supplemental plans alone is somewhere between $5
million and $10 million. These estimates don’t even
factor in the resources necessary to ensure the successful
transition of the plan and support for the sponsors in
educating themselves as they assume their new and very
important role.

When Bill 206 was introduced, it outlined the
potential for a number of supplemental plans to enhance
the retirement benefits of OMERS police and fire service
employees. Not only did government amendments to the
bill after first reading introduce mandatory supplemental
plans, but they also extended these provisions to
paramedics and clarified that the definition of “police”
now included civilian police services employees and not
just front-line officers.

In debates of the Legislative Assembly at second
reading, the government assured the members opposite
that the rationale for providing emergency services
workers special consideration in this legislation is that
such noble careers are characterized by particular
physical and mental challenges, necessitating personal
and special sacrifices. Yet those OMERS employees in
civilian police services jobs include office administrators,
information technology services, human resources
workers and school crossing guards. AMO is certain that
it is only a matter of time before OMERS employees in
other areas of employment outside the emergency
services sector will seek the same access to enhanced
retirement benefits as their colleagues in police, fire and
paramedics.
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The tenets of Bill 206 will effectively change the face
of municipal labour relations forever in this province. If
you think AMO’s last cost estimates for supplemental
plans were a worst-case scenario, trust that you will see
these enhanced benefits whipsaw across this province in
the public sector, including the provincial OPP service.
And at what cost to the taxpayers of Ontario?

Bill 206 introduces an unusual decision-making model
whereby the sponsors corporation may make a specified
change—an example would be a change to benefits or
contribution rates—with an affirmative vote of two thirds
of its members. If a proposal is neither accepted by the
two-thirds majority nor rejected by a simple majority, the
sponsors corporation may, by an affirmative vote of a
simple majority of one, refer the proposal to mediation
and an arbitration process. A little complicated, isn’t it?

What the government must consider as inevitable,
though, is that if an arbitration decision on plan benefits
is rendered at the sponsors corporation level, then the
likelihood of arbitration at the local level will happen

with great ease. Current arbitration decisions take
decisions elsewhere and replicate them. That’s a common
fact. AMO cannot support such a model. In essence, a
decision by an arbitrator could have significant impact on
the municipal tax rate, without any regard for tax
increases and the ability to pay, without any regard for
the reduction of staffing and services to other programs,
without any accountability whatsoever to the public,
taxpayers or, better yet, the employees. It is an appalling
means to supposedly protect the interests of the public of
Ontario. The bill should simply include that the decisions
for specified changes are subject to a two-thirds majority
vote—full stop.

The proposed decision-making model is incomprehen-
sible and unnecessarily complicated and flies in the face
of the stated objective of the sponsors autonomy. As
well, the government’s amendments to make sup-
plemental plans mandatory negate the rationale for an
arbitration component.

To date, the government of Ontario has not provided
any information to demonstrate that it has analyzed the
potential cost implications of Bill 206 for any employers,
including municipalities. OMERS estimates that the cost
of implementing certain supplemental benefits could qua-
druple the costs, without solvency funding, in the first
five years, placing an additional, perhaps even insur-
mountable, fiscal pressure on the employers and the
employees who fund it.

Add to this the current financial performance of the
basic plan that necessitates OMERS employees and
employers to manage an average 9% increase in their
OMERS contribution. Costs related to Bill 206’s man-
datory supplemental plans would be in addition—in
addition, ladies and gentlemen—to the escalating cost for
the basic plan.

AMO stands 100% behind our costing analysis as
accurate, as should the province. When asked to provide
their own fiscal analysis, the province of Ontario
indicated that they are relying on figures supplied to them
by the OMERS board. Well, AMO has also produced fair
and reasonable estimates using OMERS data and
actuarial information projected across 120 municipalities
in this province.

Although the finance minister has signalled to
OMERS his intent to recommend to cabinet that
supplemental plans be exempted from solvency
requirements under the Ontario Pension Benefits Act,
nothing in Bill 206 changes the legislated solvency
requirements. While we do not question the sincerity of
the minister or his commitment, his promise provides no
guarantee. It would be irresponsible for AMO or anyone
else to adjust its current cost estimates under these
circumstances. If anything, the original costs we provided
to this committee and to the municipalities in the
province of Ontario have grown. The $380 million does
not account for the new costs that were added to the bill
at second reading: the extension of mandatory
supplemental plans for paramedics or civilian police
service employees.
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Furthermore, even if we factor in a solvency
exemption, the cost developed by OMERS actuaries at
AMO’s request projected a 10% increase in OMERS
costs for municipalities with 1,000 employees. That’s a
10% increase on top of the already escalating costs of the
OMERS basic plan, with not one penny going toward
better services for our residents. | guess that’s not what
the government would call a best-case scenario: a 10%
hike in OMERS costs without one penny invested in
better services. That means increased pension benefits
supported by municipal taxpayers, including pensioners
on a fixed income, for a pension plan that is already one
of the most generous in this country.

Yesterday this committee heard from the Police
Association of Ontario that the costs of supplemental
plans would be low. So this committee has heard from
stakeholders with different views and very different
interests, and still the government of Ontario has refused
to provide anyone on this committee or in this province
with any information about the costs of this bill.

The notion that costing done from 2002 consultations
has any bearing on Bill 206 is ridiculous. Is it possible
that the government simply doesn’t know what the true
cost impacts of Bill 206 will be? What does this say
about this bill and the work of this committee right here
in this room?

We maintain that taxpayers deserve nothing less than
full disclosure of the province of Ontario’s costing
analysis as part of due diligence on this major policy
initiative. The government has commented on the
credibility of our costing analysis. It’s only fair that we
should be able to comment on theirs. Unfortunately, they
won’t provide it to us. AMO feels so strongly about this,
in fact, that we felt compelled to make a formal request,
which is absolutely unheard of by the Association of
Municipalities of Ontario, for information under the
provisions of the Freedom of Information and Protection
of Privacy Act, something we were reluctant to do, as our
preference would have been that the government of
Ontario provide us the information and the costings they
should have gotten before this bill passes. To this day,
we’re still waiting for the information.

The Chair: Mr. Anderson, you have a minute left.

Mr. Anderson: You have a copy of the remainder of
my comments, so I’'m going to leave the last minute for
any questions. | would hope that the province of Ontario
takes a sober second look at this and really does their
homework and makes their decisions from an informed
basis as opposed to an uninformed basis, which we think
is the situation today.

The Chair: Unfortunately, that was a total minute left.
There’s no time for questions. You’ve exhausted the
time. | apologize.

Mr. Anderson: No problem.

The Chair: Thank you for coming today.

ONTARIO PROFESSIONAL FIRE FIGHTERS
ASSOCIATION

The Chair: Our next delegation is the Ontario
Professional Fire Fighters Association. Good morning
and welcome. Before you begin, please identify
yourselves and the group you speak for for Hansard.
Then when you do begin, you will have 15 minutes.
Should you leave time at the end, there will be an
opportunity for us to ask questions.

Mr. Fred LeBlanc: Thank you. My name is Fred
LeBlanc. I’'m president of the Ontario Professional Fire
Fighters Association. With me today is executive vice-
president Brian George. Also joining us in the committee
room are many members from across the province,
including many from throughout the GTA, right here in
Toronto, the Niagara region, London and Kingston, and
also representatives from the Police Association of
Ontario.

I’m pleased to make a subsequent presentation on
behalf of the OPFFA with respect to Bill 206. Attaining
OMERS autonomy has long been a priority for the
OPFFA and its members. This commitment has been
recently underscored with the passing of Bill 211 and the
ending of mandatory retirement in Ontario. While the
OPFFA supported the maintenance of mandatory retire-
ment within the fire sector, early retirement options
within Bill 206 provide a possible solution for our
members.

The OPFFA joined the Police Association of Ontario
in September 2001 and jointly submitted recom-
mendations for OMERS governance. That coalition was
formed due to our common pension goals, and it remains
today. I’m confident you’ll notice the similarities in our
respective presentations and recommendations.

Bill 206, as amended, fulfills our essential priority
with the inclusion of supplemental plans or optional
benefits for those within the police, fire and paramedic
sectors. We thank the government for its recognition of
Ontario’s emergency responders in this manner and offer
our support for the passage of this legislation.
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Notwithstanding, we do appreciate this additional
opportunity, and we advocate for further amendments to
meet the goals of our members and those of other
stakeholders within OMERS.

You may recall that in our November 16 presentation
to this committee we presented 10 recommendations.
Through the hard work of this committee, Bill 206 was
significantly amended for second reading. As well, the
Honourable Dwight Duncan, Minister of Finance, has
issued his support for solvency relief of supplemental
plans. We acknowledge and applaud all of these efforts
in the evolution of a new governance structure for
OMERS.
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Today, we have five remaining issues from our
previous submission and one additional concern that we
are putting forward to you for further deliberation.
However, given the time restrictions with respect to our
presentation, I’ll just focus on four of our priorities.

On the supplemental plan issue for police, fire and
paramedics, section 10 of Bill 206 was amended to
include section 10.1, which can be found in appendix 1
of our brief. This amendment provides that “the sponsors
corporation shall amend the OMERS pension plans to
provide optional benefits for members of the primary
plan who are employed in the police and fire sectors,”
understanding that definition for “police and fire sectors”
now includes paramedics.

Sections 24, 25, 34 and 35 clearly identify the roles
and responsibilities of the sponsors corporation as one of
plan design, and the administration corporation as one to
act as the administrator of OMERS pension plans,
respectively.

The inclusion of section 10.1, in our view, has
essentially designed the supplemental plan and thus
fulfilled the role of the sponsors corporation. It is now the
responsibility of the administration corporation for its
implementation. It is therefore our recommendation that
section 10.1 be amended to reflect that the responsibility
of implementing these optional benefits be the role of the
administration corporation.

As stated during our previous submission, the
inclusion of benefits through a supplemental plan is of
critical importance to our membership. We do recognize
and appreciate the committee’s and government’s
support in this matter. However, | must make comment
respecting the employers’ continued assertion that
supplemental plans will cost the taxpayers millions of
dollars, when the financial result of this amendment is
zero.

I believe everybody here understands that these
benefits are subject to negotiations, with all costs shared
equally between employers and employees, yet the
employers’ spin continues to be fed by adding all of the
optional benefits together, as well as assuming that all
police, firefighters and potentially now paramedics are
receiving these benefits on the same day. As we heard
yesterday, many municipalities are still going outside the
identified optional benefits within the amended bill in an
effort to drive up any potential costs and unrealistically
heighten the impact of their statements. This remains a
totally unacceptable illustration.  Obviously, the
employers have a very high confidence level in our
negotiating abilities yet do not recognize our members’
limitations to pay their share for these benefits.

It is our position that this committee and,
subsequently, the government have listened to the
various employers’ and the Association of Municipalities
of Ontario’s presentations. We take this view because the
amendments found within section 10.1 go further than
simply limiting the number of possible benefit
enhancements. It also restricts the parties eligible for

these optional benefits to negotiate no more than one
benefit as described until an initial agreement has been
reached.

Notwithstanding, the language within this section
requires some clarity. The issue of past service should be
clearly defined. The 2.33% accrual rate has been
identified under section 13 as a benefit, without the
opportunity for past service applications unless paid for
entirely by the employee. It is our position that the
remaining benefits are eligible for past service
recognition through negotiations. However, clear
language would assist in recognizing this intent.

As well, subsection 10.1(6) states “an additional
benefit.” The language allows for an argument that it is
singular in nature, resulting in the parties being
essentially capped at two benefits. Our recommendation
would be to delete the word “an” prior to *“additional”
and change the word “benefit” to “benefits” to clearly
identify the intent.

With respect to defined benefit definitions, section 9
of Bill 206 originally contained the following wording:
“Every OMERS pension plan must be a defined benefit
plan.” During the previous amendment process, this
section was deleted. The OPFFA views this deletion of
section 9 as the thin edge of a dangerous wedge.
Eliminating a provision requiring all OMERS pension
plans to be a defined benefit provides a new opportunity
to significantly disrupt the foundation of our pension
plan. Cementing the principle of defined benefit for all
plans within OMERS will ensure that all stakeholders
can rely upon a predictable pension, and we recommend
reinstating the previous language within section 9.

Section 12 of the bill references the CPP offset. It
describes a mathematical calculation with respect to the
integration of OMERS with the Canada pension plan. It
restricts the offset calculation or caps it at 0.6% where
currently OMERS retirees are subject to 0.675%
integration.

The problem with this restriction is that although it
may be considered a slight improvement to the current
status, in reality it places OMERS retirees at a distinct
disadvantage in comparison to other retirees under other
public pension plans in Ontario. Currently, the teachers’
and hospital workers’ pension plans offer 0.45% and
0.5% CPP offsets respectively, thereby giving their
retirees a greater portion of their pension. We would
therefore recommend that this section be deleted and that
you leave this issue to the sponsors corporation.

With respect to the corporations, the composition of
the sponsors and administration corporations were
heavily scrutinized during the first set of committee
hearings. The committee’s response was an increase in
the overall numbers on both corporations. While the
attempt may have been sound in its intent to satisfy the,
at times, acrimonious criticism, the result is two
corporations that could be easily described as unwieldy.
The OPFFA’s position was to secure seats for the major
stakeholders while maintaining representation for the
OPFFA and PAO on each corporation. With the
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significant increase in the composition for the sponsors
corporation and administration corporation, the value of a
seat has been greatly impacted.

OMERS recently issued an active member affiliation
breakdown that can be found at appendix 2. For the
employee side, the four largest stakeholders—CUPE,
management employees who are non-union, police and
fire—represent over 80% of the active members. It is
important to note that the NRA 60 members in police and
fire contribute at a significantly higher rate and thus have
a much larger proportionate financial investment in the
plan. Although collectively, police and fire represent
slightly over 15% of the active members within the plan,
OMERS has estimated that the NRA 60 members
represent approximately 30% of the plan’s financial
status. A comparison of what an NRA 60 member would
pay in contribution rates for this year versus an NRA 65
member is outlined in appendix 3, and that is from the
OMERS website. You will see that an NRA 60 member
potentially contributes an additional $4,300 annually.

While we may not have the solution to satisfy all
parties on the makeup of the corporations, it is our
position that where the legislation refers to the compo-
sition of the sponsors corporation and the administration
corporation, the language be amended so that at all times
the corporation shall be composed of at least one
representative from each of the OPFFA and the PAO.

In conclusion, once again we would like to
acknowledge and thank the Honourable John Gerretsen,
Minister of Municipal Affairs, and the Liberal gov-
ernment for introducing Bill 206. OMERS governance
has been debated for far too long, and we applaud the
very detailed action that has been taken thus far.

It is our position that this committee has responded to
the priorities as presented by the various stakeholders and
should not heed the intense criticism by very few
stakeholders to stop Bill 206 and essentially go back to
the drawing board.

Bill 206 does not discriminate against women and it
does not discriminate against lower-paid workers, as is
the claim of other stakeholders. Bill 206 does recognize
the unique realities of Ontario’s emergency first
responders, many of whom are female, and facilitates
opportunities to negotiate the ability to afford to retire
earlier. As well, Bill 206 does not alter the premise that
your pension is based upon your salary, but it does
initiate much-needed flexibility within a very diverse
plan.

This committee and the government should be proud
of their work. We remain confident that Bill 206 will not
introduce financial hardship across municipal employers
and employees, as some would have you believe. The
bargaining realities and the restrictions surrounding the
optional benefits reflect the necessary balance on this
very contentious matter. The PAO yesterday provided
sample costing within their brief, and we would support
those figures and arguments. Taking action on the
amendments before you in addition to your previous
work and encouraging swift passage of Bill 206 will

provide a governance structure that will greatly enhance
the ability of OMERS to deliver its pension promise and
allow people to retire with dignity.

The OPFFA would once again like to thank the
members of the standing committee for this opportunity
to appear before you today, and we would be pleased to
answer any questions that you may have.

The Chair: You’ve left about a minute for each party
to ask a question, beginning with Ms. Horwath.

Ms. Andrea Horwath (Hamilton East): I’'m glad you
raised the issue of section 9; | think that’s an important
issue and I’'m glad to see it here.

I wanted to ask you, though, and it’s interesting,
because the issue of whether or not the bill
discriminates—I know you were here for a little bit
yesterday.
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Mr. LeBlanc: Yes.

Ms. Horwath: | read some of the comments in a
paper you issued | don’t know when, maybe yesterday,
about that issue. It seems to me that the crux of the
concern around discrimination is the extent to which the
bill allows, for example, police and fire to go to the
2.33%, and what’s allowed under the Income Tax Act,
but other employees are not allowed to go to the
maximum. | think the paper that you issued yesterday
acknowledges that lack of equity, if you want to call it
that. Can you comment on whether or not you see there
being a lack of equity or a lack of equal treatment in that
regard?

Mr. LeBlanc: On the 2.33%, that became a reality as
a result of the changes to the Income Tax Act at the
federal level, which recognizes certain occupations as
public safety occupations. | guess | take exception to the
fact that because we are recognized within the greater
scheme of public safety occupations because of the
nature of our work—us, police and paramedics now—
that somehow discriminates against women. There are
many female police officers, firefighters and paramedics
as well. 1 don’t know what that says toward those
individuals, except that | believe they’re quite insulted by
the accusations as well.

Ms. Horwath: But you didn’t address my specific
question around whether or not allowing your groups to
get exactly what they’re allowed under the Income Tax
Act and other groups—that’s where the inequity, from
the way | read it, comes in. So all of the other rhetoric
aside, that’s the issue, in terms of fair treatment, on that
piece.

Mr. LeBlanc: | think the 2.33%, just to try and
answer your question, is a reflection of our ability to
retire earlier. In Ontario, many of the firefighter
collective agreements and | believe many of the police
agreements would have a mandatory retirement element
within the collective agreements. For our fire sector, and
I’ll speak specifically to fire, it’s NRA 60. You need the
financial ability to make up for those lost income years,
those five years, and that’s where that extra 0.33% comes
in. 1 don’t find it discriminatory when, given the nature
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of some of the other professions we’re talking about, they
allow for maybe a longer employment status, where |
don’t think that should be applicable in our profession.

Ms. Horwath: | see what you’re saying. | think caps
should be—

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Horwath. Your time has
expired. Mr. Duguid.

Mr. Brad Duguid (Scarborough Centre): Sid Ryan
said yesterday that the government is asking other non-
emergency workers to pay for supplemental benefits for
firefighters. He went so far as to suggest that somehow
these supplemental benefits are *“sticking” it to their
workers; that’s the word he used. Madam Chair, my
reading of the bill, and the advice I’ve received from
staff, suggests that that is blatantly misleading, blatantly
untrue, and in fact there’s a clause in the bill that was
strengthened in the last set of hearings, at CUPE’s
request, which strengthens and eliminates any possibility
of rebound costs.

My question to you is, are Mr. Ryan’s concerns
legitimate, or is he misleading his own members in
suggesting that somehow supplemental benefits will be
paid for by CUPE members?

Mr. LeBlanc: | think he’s vastly misleading not only
his members but this committee and the public. I believe
it’s under section 14—I think that’s the one you’re
talking about—that that was amended to strengthen the
language to make sure there were no rebound costs, and
that those who are eligible for supplemental plans or
optional benefits would pay for those. OMERS a few
years ago readjusted how it determines the rates for NRA
60 versus NRA 65, and we saw a significant increase in
the rates paid by NRA 60 members to eliminate any
opportunity for those types of accusations to be levelled.

Mr. Duguid: What do you think about Mr. Ryan’s
suggestion—

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Duguid. I’m sorry; your
time has expired.

Mr. Duguid: I’d love to have more time.

The Chair: I’m sorry. Mr. Hardeman.

Mr. Ernie Hardeman (Oxford): Thank you very
much. First of all, I just want to make a comment about
the parliamentary assistant’s comment about presenters
being misleading. |1 don’t think there’s anything more
misleading than the minister’s letter that suggests there
will be no new costs and no new benefits in this bill
provided.

Mr. Duguid: Do you agree with Sid Ryan—

The Chair: I’m not going to have cross-chatter. Mr.
Hardeman, could you direct your question to the
delegation.

Mr. Hardeman: | do want to ask a question to the
presenters on the firefighters’ position, and it’s to do with
the issue of the defined benefit plan, section 9. | spoke
strongly against that amendment being put forward
because I didn’t think it should be taken out. I think that
was there for the protection of the people involved in the
pension plan and should be left in.

My understanding is that the reason it was being taken
out was because the supplementary plans, if they are
defined benefits—that if the premiums over time do not
cover the cost for pensioners, then the whole OMERS
pension plan would have to pay for those. | think that’s
where it comes in, where at some point in time the
supplemental plan could cost the main plan money.
Could you explain to me whether that would or would
not happen if it remains a total defined benefit plan?

Mr. LeBlanc: | believe section 14 is the one that
recognizes that for any costs associated with the
supplemental plan, the actuaries have to provide an
estimate back to the OMERS administration corporation,
I’m assuming, or the sponsors corporation, to determine
the appropriate contribution rates, and that takes into
account your issue on the supplemental plan.

Mr. Hardeman: | guess my concern is, though, that
we’ve had it in the past where actuaries make these
projections, as they did with the OMERS plan a few
years ago, and now find that it’s somewhat underfunded.
If that should happen in the supplemental plan, would the
main plan then be obligated to cover the costs for the
pensioners who have retired on the supplemental plan
benefits?

Mr. LeBlanc: That’s not my understanding of how
it’s supposed to work, anyway.

Mr. Hardeman: But that’s my understanding of why
it was put there, and I’m just pointing that out.

The Chair: Your time has expired, Mr. Hardeman.

Thank you, gentlemen. We appreciate your being here
today.

PETER WYNNYCZUK

The Chair: Our next delegation is Mr. Wynnyczuk.
Have | pronounced that right?

Interjection.

The Chair: Close? Wonderful.

Mr. Peter Wynnyczuk: I’m humbled here today and
I do need your assistance. | did err on the front page, as
you can see; a little bit of levity here.

The Chair: Welcome. We appreciate you being here.
I’m just going to wait till the crowd at the back settles
itself, so that we’re not distracted, before you begin. If
everybody could find a seat, please, we’re about to begin,
or have your conversations outside.

I presume you’re not speaking for an organization; it
isn’t here on my delegations. You will have 15 minutes.
Should you use all that time, there won’t be an
opportunity for us to ask questions. After you have
introduced yourself, we will start the time.

Mr. Wynnyczuk: Thank you. My name is Peter
Wynnyczuk and | am representing myself as an
employee contributor to the OMERS plan through the
municipal sphere. | apologize for the error | placed on the
cover page and in some of the notations as to the number
of the bill.

However, good morning, honourable members of the
standing committee on general government and ladies
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and gentlemen. Thank you for the opportunity to address
you today. | look forward to your review of the
comments and suggestions | have presented today.

I’ve had the honour of working in the municipal field
for over 26 years serving the public. In that time, | have
had many opportunities to better understand how
municipal and other levels of government interact, give
direction, solve problems, plan and make mistakes.
Having lived through the high-inflation years of the early
1980s, the rapid growth of the mid-1980s, seeing the
slide in the economy of the late 1980s and early 1990s
and the relatively steady economic growth since then,
this has led to significant shifts in investment
opportunities, to a point that in the early part of the
decade, as you well know, OMERS was in the position of
a surplus, and therefore some of the offsetting surpluses
were benefiting the members.

Also around the time of the late 1980s, OMERS was
initiating the seeking of autonomy as it related to its role
under the provincial government in respect of the
administration and investment decisions that were needed
to anticipate and take advantage of investment
opportunities in a reasonable timeline. In 2002, times
were very good for the OMERS plan, and the current and
retired members benefited. As a contributing member to
OMERS for many years, | have had no qualms with the
accountability, the representation and the communication
provided in various forms.

There is a footnote here about the federal government.
The election seems to have been capturing the media’s
attention over the last number of months, but |
understand that the bill was introduced back in June
2005. In speaking to various employees of different
OMERS employers over the last week on this matter of
Bill 206, they had none or very little understanding, as |
had before my research began, on what was proposed in
the bill and the potential impacts. Communication seems
to have been disjointed or glossed over by the media,
OMERS and employers, as it is not clear what action a
member could take if they had an issue.

In reading some of the various documents presented,
such as the OMERS newsletter of the winter of 2005-06,
they seem to tread carefully and vaguely on how the
changes will affect governance at one end, and then we
have the major concerns that have been raised by AMO
and CUPE.

The age of quality leadership and decisiveness seems
to have been changed to a public perception of
uncertainty and untrustworthiness of government in
general. The media has unfortunately done a great job of
highlighting issues that in the bigger scheme of things are
an unneeded distraction.
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Today, the issue before the standing committee on
general government has an impact potentially on the
livelihood of up to a million residents, if you include
family members in this province now and at some point
in the future. In my understanding, this act not only
revises the OMERS plan but changes the governance

structure. The key to this whole thing is that we have
such a diverse range of employers and employees that it
makes it much more difficult for you to try and come up
with a reasonable solution. I’m paraphrasing that
paragraph.

As an individual, this causes me concern that the best
interests of the pension plan members do not appear to be
served by Bill 206 in its current form. | shall try to
highlight some of the issues that | have been able to
interpret, as the act is, shall we say, written in a form that
the average person is flummoxed by. If both the existing
OMERS act and Bill 206 were analyzed side by side, you
would think the only difference should be the sponsors
group. This does not seem to me to be the case.

Generally, in my understanding, the province is
currently in a position to ensure the operation of the plan.
Under the new structure, the board of directors, after
bylaws are enacted, will become, in my understanding,
responsible as described under the Business Corporations
Act. The sense | have is that the board members will then
have a fiduciary responsibility, which is a paradigm shift
from the current administrative philosophy. Expertise in
the Municipal Act, Income Tax Act, Business
Corporations Act, Pension Benefits Act and, if arbitration
is included in the bill, the Arbitration Act will be needed.
Therefore, the calibre of expertise will have to be raised,
with no disrespect to current or previous board members,
as the legal exposure was somewhat shielded by the
province. Therefore, if a sitting member group wishes,
they would have to nominate one from their ranks who
may need exposure to financial/administrative manage-
ment courses for those directors who need the skills to
properly carry out their duties.

Overall, I believe there should be greater negotiations
between the existing pension plan participants to develop
a made-in-OMERS solution to the administration of the
plan, similar to the OSSTF, before passage of this bill.
My suggestion is that there should be a provincially
guided opportunity for all of the stakeholders to come up
with a workable governance structure prior to the
enactment of Bill 206. This could then be more reflective
of the interests of the diverse members of the existing
pension plan.

If I’'m inviting guests over for a party, | tend to think
it’s appropriate for the members of the household to have
everything in order before the guests arrive. | sense that
at this point this legislation still needs some reworking,
and the affected parties should resolve some of the issues
prior to enactment of the legislation—or the guests’
arrival. The act | envision is to get the house in order
first, then drive the legislation.

To help the process, the Ministry of Municipal Affairs
and Housing should take responsibility to facilitate the
meetings for the transition/governance committees and
set a deadline of between six months to a year to come up
with the governance and policies. This would help in the
bylaw creation framework, as it would then be able to be
included in the deliberations. This would reduce the
pressure on the interim board and staff during the
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transition to also have to deal with the creation and
enacting of bylaws in a one-year period, as presently
identified in the bill. 1t’s not clear to me what the status
of the applicability of the existing OMERS bylaws would
be under the new model resulting from changes enacted
by Bill 206.

Currently, in my opinion there have been many
presentations on a piecemeal basis, either to support,
suggest changes or to criticize the bill. As an individual
contributor, the representation that | should be getting
seems to occur on a consultative basis. This is not the
same as in a goal achievement process, with direct
contact and discussion of issues with the stakeholders. In
presentations such as we have here today, the honourable
members and staff present listen, make notes and analyze
my presentation. Then they see how my comments and/or
comments from other presenters can be incorporated,
unfortunately in some cases on a disjointed basis, lacking
cohesive background understanding. Therefore, if the
current stakeholders and governance structure are
advised to hold meetings to iron out the issues with direct
provincial guidance before passage of the bill, greater
success can be achieved, in my opinion. It is unfortunate
that so much time and energy has to be put into this
process under these conditions.

Based on the actions of certain vocal groups that have
carried out recent media campaigns and sought support
of large and small employers to voice a concern, it is not
clear to me how successful the OMERS administration
and stakeholders consultation process was. This does not
instill confidence in me and possibly many other
members if there is a sense of confusion and, it seems,
confrontation at the pre-legislated stage.

My point is that this government has the responsibility
to both OMERS members and the taxpaying public to
ensure that the foundation for current and future
members is built on a sound, fair and reasonably
governed pension plan. Therefore, OMERS, stakeholders
and the provincial government, through the Ministry of
Municipal Affairs and Housing, have the responsibility—
| emphasize the word “responsibility”—to focus energies
on coming up with workable solutions to the issues that
have been discussed here in my presentation. Therefore, |
place the onus on the province to guide OMERS through
the process before direct provincial sponsorship is
divested by enaction of Bill 206. As someone once
related to me, you can pave the road for the child or you
can prepare the child for the road.

In closing, | would like to thank the honourable
members of the standing committee on general
government and the provincial staff for the opportunity to
be here today respecting this issue.

The Chair: You’ve left about two minutes for each
party to ask you a question, beginning with Mr.
Ruprecht.

Mr. Tony Ruprecht (Davenport): Thank you very
much, Mr. Wynnyczuk, for your presentation. You
listened to the Association of Municipalities of Ontario
and the Ontario Professional Fire Fighters Association,

and | want to have your opinion on something. It’s very
important.

You advocate in your presentation a paradigm shift, so
you are really standing outside the box and looking in.
What is your sense of the claims that were made about
discrimination against those who make less than $30,000,
especially against women? From your research, is there
any other pension plan in existence that advocates these
kinds of changes that the professional firefighters and the
police are suggesting?

Mr. Wynnyczuk: You pose an interesting question
that I can’t say I’'m really comfortable in responding to.
The premise of my presentation is to say that there
should be a clear understanding and discussion with all
the members. Each of them has diverse interests. This
issue of a perception of some differences in priorities as
far as the members go: That’s something that should be
worked out through the discussions with the
stakeholders. My position is that this isn’t ready to go
forward. This should be put aside. Get the stakeholders to
the table and get their house in order before then, because
basically | understand that the province right now is the
sponsor of this pension plan; they have a responsibility
for the proper divesting. The question | have to ask is,
then they are encumbered to make sure that their house is
in order. The issues you mention or the question you ask
me, I’m not really going to comment on that.

Mr. Ruprecht: | was especially interested in your
comments because you want to think outside the
paradigm. That, to you, is important, but | understand
what you’re saying. Thank you very much.

Mr. Hardeman: Thank you very much for the
presentation, and | want to say that I find it interesting.
It’s well researched and it points out the problem that we
have. When the bill was introduced by the minister it was
focused on the devolution of OMERS to have a different
governance model and to change the way the plan
operates so it would be operated by employers and
employees, as other pension plans are, and just to take it
out of the realm of the provincial government.

Since the public hearings have started, nothing seems
to be farther from the truth, because the fact is that all the
debate and all the presentations speaking to the bill seem
to be totally away from what the purpose of the bill was;
they talk about supplemental plans for plan members. Of
course, the municipalities have concern about
supplemental plans because they say that’s going to cost
them a lot more money. People who are asking for the
supplemental plans say that isn’t the case: “We are going
to pay for the supplemental plans,” and so forth. But it
really is down to that that wasn’t the reason the bill was
proposed.

I share your concerns that we’re going to pass a bill
for the devolution that is not well suited for the
devolution because we have spent collectively all our
time debating supplemental plans, whether that’s the
right or the wrong thing to do. So I commend you for
coming forward and saying, “Let’s step back and look at
what the purpose of the bill was and whether what we’re
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doing there is the right thing to do.” As we heard
yesterday, a number of presenters say that the devolution
shouldn’t take place because it would be better if the
government kept it going.

What is your view?

Mr. Wynnyczuk: My view is that some of the other
pension plans, as | understand it, are very specific to an
individual or a group, such as the Ontario Secondary
School Teachers’ Federation. That’s straightforward:
Monies from the province flow through the boards to the
teachers.

With the municipalities or other agencies or groups,
monies in some cases are filtered through various other
levels of government.

Therefore, there is a much broader, more diverse, with
quite interesting and varied—their issue is that each
group has its own priorities, and when you have such a
diverse group, it certainly does become a challenge to try
and get some consensus in this process. There may be an
opportunity, in my opinion, to section off portions of it
and for those specific groups to pick up their own
pension plan, potentially, thinking outside the box,
because that would be difficult.
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The Chair: Thank you. Ms. Horwath.

Ms. Horwath: | was interested in your presentation
because | think what it really did was highlight what, at
the end of the day, has turned out to be a very poor
process in terms of trying to get consensus among the
stakeholders. 1t’s unfortunate, because my understanding
was that at the beginning of the process, at least around
Bill 206, there was some consensus around the
stakeholders, and what the government has succeeded in
doing, unfortunately, is dividing the stakeholders, not
along traditional lines.

Usually the employer stakeholders will have one
position, employee stakeholders will have a different
position, and that’s understandable; they’re coming from
different perspectives. Unfortunately, in this bill you
have employee stakeholders, and one section of them has
a position and another section has a different position.
Employer stakeholders are over here. Some people are
interested in seeing the bill passed as it is or with a few
amendments because it’s in their interests; others,
employee stakeholders, want the opposite. That happens
to be the same as—you missed yesterday—the shaking of
hands between Sid Ryan and Hazel McCallion, who both
want this to be slowed down because it’s not meeting the
interests of their particular, different interests, but their
interests.

It’s interesting that you call for the government to kind
of take a step back and start over again. Would that be
your advice, and what would you see as a more
appropriate process to get this addressed?

Mr. Wynnyczuk: | think the government should step
back. Because it’s gotten into the legislative aspect—it’s
not within the ministry anymore; it’s gone to the general
forum, as | could say. If it was reverted back to the
Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing and got them

to get the players to the table, as | mentioned in my
presentation, then maybe they could figure out if there
are opportunities even for diversification of some of the
plan members into other groups, potentially, where they
have more common interests. Like | said, the diversity of
the pension plan is quite significant. When you go from a
nursing home worker to a tree climber to a person who’s
working in a water and sewer situation, there’s quite a
diverse risk-benefit and also opportunity.

The Chair: Thank you very much for being here. We
appreciate your delegation.

Mr. Wynnyczuk: Thank you for your time.

MUNICIPAL RETIREES ORGANIZATION
ONTARIO

The Chair: The next group we are going to hear from
is the Municipal Retirees Organization Ontario. Good
morning and welcome. Thank you for being here.

Mr. Don MaclLeod: Good morning. Thank you,
Madam Chair and members of the committee. | see that
you had on the agenda that Dan Mclntosh was going to
be with me, but that’s not the case. It’s Bill Winegard,
who is our executive director.

The Chair: Are you Don MacLeod?

Mr. MacLeod: I’m Don MacLeod.

The Chair: Actually, my agenda was fixed. We have
it right.

Mr. MacLeod: | just went on the website yesterday
and thought, “Uh-oh. | don’t know who this Dan is.”

The Chair: We have the most accurate agenda in
front of us. So welcome. Thank you very much for
identifying yourselves, and the group that you speak for
is the Municipal Retirees Organization Ontario. Is that
right?

Mr. MacLeod: That’s right.

The Chair: Great. You have 15 minutes. Should you
leave any time at the end, there will be an opportunity for
us to ask questions.

Mr. MacLeod: On behalf of the 15,000 OMERS
pensioners who are members of the Municipal Retirees
Organization of Ontario, | would like to thank you for
this opportunity to appear again at your second set of
hearings. In addition, | would like to congratulate you for
providing a second set of hearings. This is a very
complex subject with lots of room for controversy and
with long-lasting effects.

No group before you over the last two days is more
concerned about the potential impacts of this bill than
OMERS pensioners. We rely upon the OMERS for our
livelihoods. Most of our life savings are in OMERS’
hands. Furthermore, we believe that the pensioners
understand pensions in a way that no one else does. We
have advice to offer.

MROO has always supported OMERS’” autonomy. We
hope that all parties throughout this Bill 206 process are
committed to taking the time to get it right. These
hearings and your willingness to hear every group that
requested it give us faith in the process.
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At our first hearings, we presented a number of
recommendations. We are grateful that one of these
recommendations was accepted at second reading: that
the retiree representative on the sponsors board would
have voting status. This change will strengthen the
pension voices of 100,000 retirees. We note, though, that
several of our earlier recommendations were not
accepted. Also, the wording of the bill after second
reading introduces some new issues.

Unfortunately, it appears to us that the viewpoint of
100,000 pensioners has perhaps still not been fully taken
into account. In this presentation, we are not reworking
all the old ground; we are concentrating on pensioners’
highest priorities: (1) our hope for improvement to the
basic plan, and particularly for a reduced CPP offset if
and when the fund can safely permit pension
improvements; (2) a strong and effective voice for
pensioners in the pension plan, consistent with our
unique stake in the plan and the fact that almost 30% of
its assets were generated with pensioners” money.

Pensioners’ priority number one is to remove the 0.6%
CPP offset limitation in section 12. Almost 30% of the
assets of the plan were generated with the contributions
over the last 40 years of today’s pensioners. As the
number of retirees increases, so will the pensioners’
portion of the assets. While few current retirees may see
a surplus situation which would permit a reduction below
the 0.6%, we see no reason why the option should not
remain at the discretion of the sponsors in future decades,
subject to the bill’s other safeguards. In our view, it is not
necessary to legislate with respect to the CPP offset, and
it is not consistent with the rules pertaining to other
public sector pensions.

As a corollary to this recommendation, we recommend
that the Legislature remove the reference to the solvency
basis of computing OMERS liabilities in section 15. The
105% required minimum ratio of going concern liabilities
to assets already will guarantee the prudent management
of the fund. Adding words about the ratio of the fund’s
assets to the solvency liabilities is unnecessary, and it just
delays the time when OMERS’ successful investment
strategies will produce an actuarial surplus and enable the
sponsors to consider reducing the CPP offset. We want to
make it clear that we are not talking about the Pension
Benefits Act. Reference to solvency liabilities can be
removed from section 15 without any commitment by the
government on the larger question.

Our second priority is to ensure an effective and
balanced voice in OMERS governance for all OMERS
pensioners. In our earlier submissions, we advocated two
retiree representatives on each board. This remains our
preferred option. It would permit proportionate
representation closer to the pensioners’ financial stake in
the plan. It would permit permanent representation from
both NRA 60 and NRA 65 retiree organizations. MROO
hopes that you will reconsider our earlier
recommendation. However, after second reading, the bill
still limits retiree representation to one on each board.
Furthermore, it still suggests that this representation

would be selected over time on a rotational basis: largest
organization first, second-largest second, and so on. As
noted in our earlier submissions, this rotational method is
completely unworkable. It would permit small, marginal
groups to claim a turn. It would permit groups
representing retirees in only one small part of this large
province to claim a turn. It would encourage every union
to create a retiree section, however small, and claim a
turn. It would disenfranchise NRA 65 retirees, who are
85% of the total, for long periods. It would place an
undue onus on the OMERS staff to do a membership
census and lead to questionable membership criteria and
counting.

If the Legislature chooses to limit retiree re-
presentation to one on each board, we believe there is
only one way to ensure consistently effective and bal-
anced representation for all OMERS retirees. Municipal
Retirees Organization Ontario is the logical body to
appoint the retiree rep on each board on a permanent
basis. | say this not because it benefits our organization in
any way—it doesn’t—but because the nature of our
organization provides a logical way for the Legislature to
ensure consistently effective and balanced retiree re-
presentation. MROO represents former employees from
all walks of municipal life, including police officers,
firefighters, union and management. MROO is not re-
stricted to either union or management viewpoints, nor to
either NRA 65 or NRA 60 categories, and is able to work
with all sides.
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MROO has many more members than any other
OMERS retiree organization. MROO has membership
across Ontario. MROO has stable funding and therefore
has the resources to consult other OMERS retiree or-
ganizations, to work with those organizations to find the
best candidate to communicate with retirees across On-
tario, and to ensure a well-rounded voice for all OMERS
pensioners.

MROO has a credible record of almost 30 years
speaking for pensioners and understanding pension
matters. MROO has consistently nominated well-quali-
fied retiree representatives for the OMERS board since
retiree representatives first went on the board in 1992.
These have included a retired police officer, a retired
school board administrator and a retired manager of mu-
nicipal budgets and investments.

MROOQ’s selection process will include prior
consultation with all known OMERS retiree organiza-
tions. MROO is the only retiree organization representing
all OMERS retirees and with the ability, interest and
track record to ensure a balanced and effective voice
from all elements of the OMERS retiree sector.
Subsection 39(5) of the bill should make the Municipal
Retirees Organization of Ontario responsible for ap-
pointing the retiree representative on each board and be
amended accordingly.

We see two additional obstacles to ensuring that both
boards have effective retiree representation. The first
problem is section 56 of the bill. This section contains a
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“drop-dead” provision, which virtually guarantees three
or four years of chaos and unnecessary cost for the newly
fledged OMERS sponsors board. As of the end of 20009,
it wipes out everything in the bill regarding composition
of the boards and requires the newly recreated sponsors
board to start all over again.

This committee and the Legislature, as well as the
groups who have spoken to you, have given considerable
time and thought to a workable structure for the OMERS
boards. They are trusting you to refine the bill ac-
cordingly, not to create another free-for-all in three years’
time. The structure created in the bill should remain in
place until and unless amended by bylaw of the sponsors,
pursuant to subsection 23(1). Therefore, section 56
should be deleted.

Subsection 39(6) of the bill creates a similar problem.
In keeping with the drop-dead provisions discussed
above, subsection 39(6) limits the first term of office to
three years, i.e., until December 31, 2009, unless the
sponsors pass a bylaw to adopt a structure for the two
boards before that date. If the Legislature is not willing to
remove the 2009 drop-dead date, an alternative would be
to give the appointing organizations the right to extend
the term of a member for a further three years. It is our
observation and that of many past and present OMERS
board members that many new OMERS board members
have a steep learning curve. Three years is too short a
time to get the best out of the board members who have
learned what they need to know to be effective.

Once again, thank you for the opportunity to give you
our pensioner’s point of view as you consider this im-
portant piece of legislation. Best wishes in your
deliberations.

The Chair: You’ve left about a minute and a half for
each party, beginning with Mr. Hardeman.

Mr. Hardeman: Thank you very much for the
presentation. | just wanted to point out that in the com-
munity that | represent, when they talk about Bill 206 and
the pension, it’s generally the retirees who are talking
about it. The other members of the plan who are
presently still working seem to be quite oblivious to the
fact that this is happening at all. But the retirees have
great concern as to what the changes to the plan will do
to their pensions and their livelihood.

I’m just wondering: As you made your presentation,
you said there was only one thing from your previous
presentation that was incorporated in the amendments
and that you appreciated that being put in. Would you
suggest that it’s good enough to take that and say we
should now pass the legislation in its present form, or do
you believe that more consultation with both your
membership and the membership around the province is
required in order to come up with a plan that will serve
us all well? You seem to imply that discussions will lead
to solutions to some of these problems, as opposed to
being forced to do it. Could you comment on what you
think we should do to proceed from here?

Mr. MacLeod: I’ve been giving you the viewpoint of
the retirees, and if all of those things we were asking for

were passed, then we would say that maybe they should
go ahead. But we would say they should wait until
everybody else is happy, because you don’t have a very
good plan if you have sides fighting all the time. | think
you must sit down and resolve all the problems before
you go ahead and pass the bill.

Mr. Hardeman: Can the solving of those problems be
done here by this committee, or does it need to include
your membership?

Mr. MacLeod: We would like to be part of the
solving of any problems. As | said, | thanked you for
what you did on first reading, but on the second reading,
| said that we have some of these issues that are still
important and we would like you to seriously look at
those.

Ms. Horwath: Nice to see you again. You raised the
issue last time around about the restricted term of office
to three years. Looking at your presentation and
reviewing what happened in terms of amendments, the
amendment the government put forward didn’t open it
up, as a way to describe it. | think the government,
instead of putting a strict three-year term of office in the
bill, has said a three-year term unless that’s amended by
the sponsors corporation. Can you tell me why that’s not
good enough, in your opinion, in terms of a change?

Mr. MacLeod: Especially in the case of the retirees
and in the case of some of the other places where there’s
going to be a rotation—and as | pointed out, if we rotate
with the largest group first and then the second and the
third, we don’t have that choice of keeping that person
on. If you’re in one of the representatives where you have
an automatic seat, then that person could stay longer. |
know the bill says that it’s three years, but we’re saying,
especially in the case of the retirees, where we have to
rotate, that it should be six years once that person gets in
there, because then that person has more expertise to
continue at that time.

Mr. Duguid: Your organization sent out a letter to
your members some time ago. | assume it was not on
purpose, but it led some of your members to be
misinformed into believing that their pensions were
somehow threatened by this legislation. | know that you
know, because we’ve talked about this, that that is not the
case. Retirees’ pensions are not in any way threatened by
this legislation. They’re secure and will be secure, and
we’ve been able to reassure retirees of that. | would hope
you would join us in doing that.

I was a little surprised that you didn’t mention the fact
that retirees are being designated two voting positions on
both the sponsors committee and the administration
committee, something that doesn’t exist in any pension
plan that we’re aware of across the country. So the ability
of retirees to have input in future decisions is enhanced,
greater in this pension plan than potentially any other.
I’m a little surprised you didn’t bring that up. You didn’t
bring it up in your letter; you didn’t bring it up today. To
be honest with you, I don’t understand why you
wouldn’t. | would have thought you would have come
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here today to suggest that is a good thing, unless you
don’t think it is.

The question | have for you is, who paid for the
correspondence that you sent out to your members?

Mr. MacLeod: We did.

Mr. Duguid: Who funded that correspondence?

Mr. MacLeod: We did.

Mr. Duguid: I’ve been told that CUPE funded that.

Mr. MacLeod: No, no. CUPE had no funding in that
whatsoever. That is our correspondence; that is money
that we paid for. As | said in our presentation, we have
secure funding and we can do all the things that we’ve
said we want to do, that we would like you to do, if we
are going to be selecting them.

Mr. Duguid: My question to you is—

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Duguid. Your question
time has expired.

Thank you, gentlemen, for being here today.
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CANADIAN UNION
OF PUBLIC EMPLOYEES,
AMBULANCE COMMITTEE

The Chair: Our next delegation is the Canadian
Union of Public Employees, ambulance committee. Good
morning and welcome.

Mr. Michael Dick: Good morning.

The Chair: | only have two names here, so if you
could identify yourselves and the organization you speak
for when you get yourselves settled. After you’ve
introduced yourself, | will set the clock for 15 minutes.
Should you leave time at the end, there will be an
opportunity for us to ask questions.

Mr. Dick: Great. Good morning. I’'m Michael Dick
and I’m the chairperson of CUPE Ontario’s ambulance
committee. To my left is Joe Matasic, CUPE staff, ambu-
lance coordinator, and to my right is Antoni Shelton.
He’s the EA to the CUPE Ontario president.

I’d like to thank you for allowing us this opportunity
today. This follow-up presentation supplements our
original submission that was presented to the committee.
Following a clause-by-clause and second reading of the
bill in December, we made a decision to focus on one
core issue. Like other CUPE presenters, we are very
disappointed with Bill 206 as it stands. The government
amendments introduced at second reading render the bill
deeply flawed.

It is our understanding that the intent of the revised
meaning of police and fire sectors in Bill 206 was to put
paramedics on the same footing as other individuals em-
ployed in the public safety occupations. However, there
appears to have been an oversight in carrying this out.
Currently, if Bill 206 becomes law without any changes,
paramedics will not be on the same footing as those
employed in the police and fire sectors for the purpose of
normal retirement age 60 provisions of the primary plan.

While the bill includes paramedics with the fire and
police sectors for the purpose of the proposed sup-
plemental plans, it does not address the core issue, which
is the normal retirement age for paramedics. The purpose
of the federal income tax amendments recently passed
was to allow employers to provide the same enhanced
pension benefits to paramedics as are currently allowed
for police and firefighters. In OMERS, this would be
achieved by providing enhanced benefits commonly
referred to as normal retirement age 60.

The NRA 60 provisions are currently set out in the
Ontario Municipal Employees Retirement System Act,
regulation 890. Subsection 12(3) of the regulation
provides that: “(3) An employer may change the normal
retirement age of all members or any class of members
who are police officers or firefighters from 65 years to 60
years by submitting an election in writing to the presi-
dent.”

As you can see, paramedics are not included in this
regulation. However, this is the section that implements
the public safety occupation benefits of the Income Tax
Act. As it currently stands, Bill 206 does not amend
subsection 12(3) of the regulation to include paramedics
in the normal retirement age 60.

In addition, our understanding is that Bill 206 will
establish the current plan as the basic plan. If the legis-
lation is passed without the regulatory changes, para-
medics would be excluded from the NRA 60 portion of
the current plan. Therefore, under OMERS, paramedics
would be denied the benefits of early retirement as
provided for in the Income Tax Act. In order to
implement the Income Tax Act public safety occupation
changes, the basic plan would need to be amended to
include paramedics in section 12.

I’d like to thank the committee for the opportunity to
address our concerns. If there are any questions, we’d be
pleased to answer them.

The Chair: You’ve left about three and a half minutes
for each party to ask questions, beginning with Ms.
Horwath.

Ms. Horwath: I’'m just trying to recall if this issue
was raised by you in the last round.

Mr. Dick: Yes, it was.

Ms. Horwath: Did you receive any correspondence or
any acknowledgement from the government that this was
a problem that they were going to address in any way?

Mr. Dick: Not on that issue.

Ms. Horwath: So they pretty much just put this aside,
and although they are saying they’re bringing paramedics
in in their description of what they’ve done in this bill,
what you’re saying is that in effect, a big piece of that is
not being addressed by the bill.

Mr. Dick: Right. There are really no benefits to the
changes without this change being implemented.

Ms. Horwath: Okay. Well, 1 don’t know what the
government’s intentions are, but 1 would hope that they
would be prepared to undertake the appropriate
amendment. I’'m surprised that they’re saying verbally
that that has happened, and yet the actual language that
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brings that into effect doesn’t exist—that’s what you’re
saying.

Mr. Dick: Correct.

Ms. Horwath: Can | ask you, from your perspective,
having participated thus far in this process, do you think
that this bill is in a position now, after second reading, in
this process that we’re in now, in a place where it should
go forward in its current state, or do you think there is
some other process that needs to take place to bring all
parties on side?

Mr. Dick: I think there’s still a lot of work that has to
be done. Stakeholder meetings would be somewhere to
start, but | think there’s still a lot of work that has to be
done on the bill.

Ms. Horwath: Do I have any more time?

The Chair: Yes.

Ms. Horwath: It seems to me that we’re in a position
now where the government’s trying to demonize a
particular group of employees in their attempts to try to
get what they think is the appropriate model or the appro-
priate issues addressed in the bill. It seems to me that
today’s language coming from the parliamentary assist-
ant is very strong, and it harkens back to a previous
government that tried to demonize a certain section of
workers. In that case, it was teachers; in this case, it
happens to be CUPE workers. Can you comment, in
terms of being a member of that union, how you feel
about the government and the kind of language that has
come from the parliamentary assistant today?

Mr. Dick: Big question. | am part of a big organi-
zation, CUPE. There have been some issues that have
been brought forward from them, and there’s been a lot
of dialogue from across the table which 1’d rather not get
into. They have their position that they’re taking. It looks
like maybe there are some people getting their backs up
over that, but it’s the paramedics that I'm here to
represent. We always seem to be left out. We don’t know
why; we’re wondering if we’ve done something to
somebody. All the way through the process—I’ve been a
paramedic for 26 years, and we always seem to be trying
to fight to get the same luxuries that the police and
firefighters have. Now we think that we have that chance,
and still we were left out after second reading.

Mr. Duguid: Thank you, Mr. Dick, and thank you for
your representation of the paramedics today and always.
The first question | have for you is, I’ve been advised
with regard to this issue that we legally cannot include
this in the legislation, that it’s something that has to be
negotiated from a legal context. I’'m not a lawyer; | don’t
know exactly why, and | want to get a little bit more
information on that. Do you have any legal advice on this
matter? If so, if you could share it with committee, that
would be great. If not, if you can’t share it today, I’d be
very interested to hear something on that which would
suggest that we can do a little more than we’re doing.

Mr. Dick: I’ll let Mr. Matasic address that.

Mr. Joe Matasic: Subsection 12(3) of the regulations
established the framework for providing the enhanced
benefits that employers are entitled to provide under

OMERS and under the Income Tax Act public safety oc-
cupation group provisions. Our understanding is that the
government does have the capacity to amend the
regulation in the normal fashion.

The understanding that we’ve gotten through advice
from our counsel is that government could also include in
this bill a provision that would amend the current
regulations or that would serve to amend that section,
section 12 of the regulation, which would have the effect
of including the paramedics along with police and
firefighters.

Mr. Duguid: Thank you. We’ll certainly look into
that.

The second question is, yesterday we heard Mr. Sid
Ryan disparaging our province’s emergency workers and
suggesting that there’s nothing unique about their jobs
compared to other CUPE members. I’ve been out on the
ambulances with paramedics on a number of occasions in
Toronto, and I’ve seen first-hand the difficult job you do,
the unique circumstances, and the reasons why careers
for emergency workers—in particular, paramedics—
often necessitate earlier retirement. | understand that and
recognize that from being out first-hand with your
members. | guess my question to you is, do you share
those views, or do you feel that emergency workers and
paramedics are in a unique circumstance, recognizing
that unique circumstances are warranted?

Mr. Dick: I must have missed the comments from Mr.
Ryan to that—

Mr. Duguid: It’s too bad you weren’t here.

Mr. Dick: —because that’s not what | heard.

Mr. Duguid: It would have been nice if you were
here.
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Mr. Dick: Yes, | do agree that police, fire and para-
medics do a different type of work. It is very stressful. It
does shorten careers. That’s why we’ve now been in-
cluded in the public safety occupations.

As far as other people’s positions and jobs in CUPE,
they all are important, top to bottom, so we should all be
treated as equals. On certain points, | think he was get-
ting toward the supplemental plans, where he was con-
cerned about the plan in general paying for the upgraded
early retirement option.

If I could as well—

Mr. Duguid: You’ve had a look at that, I’m sure, and
I’m sure you recognize that our intention in the legis-
lation is that there will be no costs going on, that if
paramedics get access to these benefits—and they’ll have
to negotiate with municipalities to get that, so we don’t
know what’s going to happen, but it may be, depending
on your negotiations into the future—those costs will not
be subsidized by other members of the CUPE plan. Have
you had a look at that, and can you confirm that’s your
understanding?

Mr. Matasic: | could address that. First, going back to
your previous point, CUPE does unequivocally support
early retirement for paramedics.

Mr. Duguid: It didn’t seem to yesterday.
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Mr. Matasic: CUPE has been very clear about that.
The issue that CUPE—

Mr. Duguid: They weren’t clear yesterday, | can
assure you.

The Chair: Mr. Duguid, let him answer the question,
please.

Mr. Matasic: The issue that Mr. Ryan has raised with
respect to the legislation has to do with the governance,
with the accrual cap, with how workers other than the
police and fire sectors are treated with respect to that
group. | don’t think anybody is saying that that group
should be kept down. | think the concern CUPE has is
that other workers aren’t being afforded the same rights
as police and firefighters.

The position we take, including the CUPE paramedics
unequivocally, is that other workers deserve in every
respect the same rights, benefits and privileges as the
police and fire sectors. The purpose was never to deni-
grate or to diminish those particular sectors. It’s merely
to say that CUPE members, the other members of the
plan who are not police and firefighters, or paramedics,
for that matter, deserve consideration as well throughout
the process.

The Chair: Thank you.

Mr. Duguid: That’s not what we heard, unfortunately,
but I understand that’s what you would like to believe.

The Chair: Mr. Duguid, your time has expired. Mr.
Hardeman.

Mr. Hardeman: Thank you very much for your
presentation. | too had the privilege of sitting in on the
presentation yesterday, and | think Mr. Ryan was quite
clear. It’s not often | speak in support there, but it was
quite clear that he was talking about the general terms of
the change for the plan and that he did not believe it was
fair to cap certain employees as opposed to giving
everyone the same opportunity. He never spoke to the
fact that there should not be supplemental plans for the
police, fire and ambulance services. | think it’s important
to put that forward.

On the issue of early retirement and the part that you
suggest still doesn’t apply to the ambulance workers, if a
supplemental plan was put in place and it was negotiated,
the early retirement would only apply to ambulance wor-
kers if there is a supplementary plan that you negotiated.
Am | to understand that in the other section of the
regulation, the early retirement possibility is there now,
in the main plan, for police and fire?

Mr. Matasic: If | could address that, the early
retirement provisions of OMERS, as they exist now, are
contained in the basic plan. Our understanding is that that
will be continued if Bill 206 passes. The supplemental
plans are in addition to the basic plan, which includes the
early retirement provisions for police and firefighters.
That’s the core section of the plan that establishes the ba-
sic early retirement provisions. That’s the part we’re
most concerned with.

The supplemental inclusion in the police and fire sup-
plemental plans is a step in the right direction, but
without amendments to the basic plan, it would in effect

be meaningless for the paramedics. That’s a very, very
important piece of the entire picture.

Mr. Hardeman: | take the parliamentary assistant’s
comments as the fact that they’ve kind of overlooked that
that part of the bill should be changed to include the am-
bulance service within that. You’re suggesting, then, that
if that part isn’t changed, when supplemental plans are
put in place you would not be eligible for the NRA 60?

Mr. Matasic: That’s correct, yes. If the basic plan, as
it stands now, is not amended to include paramedics in
subsection 12(3), then paramedics would not be entitled
to the normal retirement age 60.

Mr. Hardeman: Thank you very much, and I think
my colleague has a question he would like to ask you.

The Chair: You have about 30 seconds.

Mr. Jerry J. Ouellette (Oshawa): One quick ques-
tion. The way the bill is laid out now, would you rather
see it move ahead or go back and be cancelled and start
from zero?

Mr. Dick: As the plan is now?

Mr. Ouellette: Yes.

Mr. Dick: It would be devastating if the plan went
ahead as it is now.

Mr. Ouellette: So you would rather not have it go
ahead in its present form.

Mr. Dick: That would be our decision.

The Chair: Thank you, gentlemen, for being here
today. We appreciate it.

Mr. Duguid: | wonder if | could ask our legislative
research staff—and perhaps the deputants who are just
leaving might want to listen to make sure the wording is
good—to review the comments made on the NRA 60
provisions in this last presentation and report to com-
mittee on whether there are legal options for the gov-
ernment to accommodate those concerns. Would that
wording be specific enough for you to do that?

Mr. David Mclver: Yes, | will look into that.

Mr. Duguid: Okay, and perhaps you might want to
consult with ministry staff as you do that as well. Thank
you.

CANADIAN UNION
OF PUBLIC EMPLOYEES,
LOCAL 79

The Chair: Our next deputation is the Canadian
Union of Public Employees, Local 79, Toronto. Good
morning and welcome. I’m just going to wait until the
chatter outside ends so that you have our full concen-
tration. Before you begin, if 1 could remind you to
introduce yourself, anybody you would like to introduce
who’s with you, and the organization you speak for.
When you do begin, you will have 15 minutes. Should
you leave time at the end, there will be an opportunity for
us to ask questions.

Ms. Ann Dembinski: My name is Ann Dembinski.
I’m the president of CUPE Local 79. With me today is
Jacqui Latter. Jacqui is on staff for Local 79.
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I thank you for this opportunity to speak to you once
again. It’s the second time | have been here before this
committee. | just want to remind you who Local 79 is.
We are the largest municipal local in Canada; in fact,
probably one of the largest locals in any area. We
represent the city of Toronto, the Bridgepoint Hospital
and TCHC. Our members work in public health, in
homes for the aged, in social services, in parks and recre-
ation, in housing, in ambulance services and in the
courts. We represent child care workers, registered nur-
ses, ambulance dispatchers, planners, hospital workers,
building inspectors, shelter and hostel staff, public health
nurses, water and sewage treatment employees, and
cleaners who work in the city of Toronto, including the
police stations.

Why are we here again? When we came here in
November, we were optimistic that the government
would listen to our concerns and make the appropriate
amendments. In fact, Mr. Duguid even said after our
presentation, “I just want to assure you we’ll be taking
your recommendations very seriously. | don’t know if
they will all be included in amendments, but certainly
we’ll seriously be looking at them. You’ve made some
good suggestions.”

Not only is the government ignoring our recommen-
dations, but the 11th-hour amendments included at
second reading in December 2005 have made a bad
situation even worse.

What are our concerns? CUPE Local 79 continues to
have grave concerns with the proposed legislation regard-
ing discrimination against women and other low-paid
members of OMERS. We have already said that the
capping of pensions is unfair and will create inequities.
When we appeared before this committee in November
2005, | told you that there is serious systemic gender
discrimination inherent in this proposed legislation. Most
of our members are women, many of whom entered the
workforce later in life. This adversely affects their ability
to accumulate adequate pension benefits. Many of them
have difficult and stressful jobs. Some of our members
even have dangerous jobs. Many of our members work in
the essential service field. They work in jobs that, too, are
dangerous and life-threatening. Many of our members
receive injuries at work from lifting patients. These
injuries are so serious that they often never return to the
workforce. We represent public health staff and workers
at long-term-care facilities who have to deal with SARS
and legionnaires’ disease. Our members have been
infected with SARS and legionnaires’. This pension cap
would apply to all these workers. It would mean that any
increases are capped at the 1.4% accrual rate. This cap
would not apply to the male-dominated occupations.
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Local 79 members, as I’ve said, work in dangerous
jobs. In fact, | was just back in Seven Oaks on Monday. |
met one of the women who worked there. She had in fact
got legionnaires’ disease. What she said to me was very
interesting. She said, “I went through chemotherapy.
Legionnaires’ disease was worse.”

The nurse who died from SARS was one of our
members from Bridgepoint Hospital. Our members, as
I’ve said, contract injuries, they pick up diseases that are
life-threatening, but no one seems to be listening. They
deserve the same treatment as everyone else. Just because
it’s not something that’s perhaps as visible as immediate
injury, they can’t be ignored.

| just wanted to give you an example. A woman who
is in CUPE and who is a member of OMERS, who works
for 30 years and retires at age 65, with the current
OMERS 1.325% accrual rate multiplied by her best five
years at a $30,000-a-year wage will get a pension of
$11,925 a year. The best that Bill 206 will allow is an
accrual rate of 1.4%. Police and fire could have as much
as 2.33% and many other public pension plans have a
rate of 2%. At that 2% rate, that same woman would
receive $18,000 a year. For many pensioners, especially
women, it is a $6,000 difference, the difference between
living in poverty and having some comfort later in life.

As I’'ve said, women are already seriously dis-
advantaged financially when they retire from the
workforce. Why would this government propose leg-
islation that will only continue to perpetrate this
disadvantage? Does this government not understand that
pension plans hold out the greatest potential for
preventing poverty of older women in the future?

I also wanted to talk about the fact that following
second reading, a two-thirds majority on the sponsors
corporation will be required to make decisions on benefit
improvements and contribution rate adjustments. This
will hamstring an already weak sponsors corporation and
ensure that important decisions can never be made. The
sponsors corporation will never allow increases, as it
would mean that the employers would have to pay larger
contributions.

There are more new flaws. A group representing
senior municipal managers was given a seat on the
employee side of the table on both the sponsors corpora-
tion and the administration corporation. Representatives
from this group have traditionally sat on the employer’s
side of the table. Bill 206 will make OMERS unaccount-
able to the members. There will be 40 directors on two
boards, with neither board nor an individual director held
accountable to anyone. This is totally unacceptable to
Local 79.

Pensions must be protected to guarantee the best
outcome for all retirees regardless of where they work.
The proposed legislation must allow for significant
pension improvements for every group and must create a
level playing field for all OMERS members. The
appropriate sections of the proposed legislation must be
altered. The principle of representation by population has
not been applied to the administration corporation, where
CUPE members remain seriously underrepresented. This
must be amended. The new administration corporation
must be accountable to the new sponsors corporation.
This must be reflected in the legislation.

The sponsors corporation must be able to act in a
democratic fashion and have a voting process that is not
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so oppressive that the corporation is rendered dys-
functional. Normal voting rights must be restored. The
original mediation-arbitration process must be restored to
ensure 50-50 deadlock access to mediation-arbitration.
The amendments that change the original process must
be scrapped.

CUPE Local 79 strongly urges this committee,
especially government members, to seize this oppor-
tunity. Take a leadership role in the struggle to help
women overcome poverty, especially in their senior
years. Amend the legislation to ensure that all workers
who are contributors to the plan will always have mean-
ingful input and that their financial interests will always
be protected appropriately. Do not legislate poverty for a
whole group of workers. If these amendments are not
made, this seriously flawed piece of legislation must go
back to the drawing board. The Ontario government will
then have to start over and begin a broad collaboration
process with the OMERS stakeholders to get it right.

Again I’ll ask you, please do not ignore our largely
female-dominated group. Thank you.

The Chair: You’ve left about a minute and a half for
everybody to ask a question, beginning with Mr. Duguid.

Mr. Duguid: Just quickly, | want to thank you for a
measured and helpful deputation. | listened carefully to
your comments on the cap issue and would certainly
appreciate an opportunity to maybe talk a little bit further
with you about that in a little more detail. You’ve raised
some good points there and 1’d like to hear what you
have to say on that—perhaps in the next few days, if
that’s possible. Maybe we could elaborate on that a little
more.

I really don’t have too much more to say. | guess I’'m
trying to figure out the structure of all the different
stakeholders and how they relate. I’'m looking at CUPE
as an organization. You represent CUPE Toronto, more
or less. Do you have an arrangement with CUPE Ontario
in terms of ensuring that Toronto’s voice is heard within
any kind of representative structure on these committees?
Have you had discussions with them about how you’d be
represented?

Ms. Dembinski: In terms of the—

Mr. Duguid: On the sponsors committee or—

Ms. Dembinski: We have had discussions, and | will
be very honest. | believe that Local 79 represents more
members than anyone, and my position is that Local 79
needs to be there.

Mr. Duguid: So you think there should be in-
dependent recognition of Local 79, whether it be through
CUPE recognizing it or whether it be in the legislation?

Ms. Dembinski: That would be great.

Mr. Ouellette: Thank you for your presentation. A
quick question: Why do you believe that senior
municipal managers were given a seat on the employee
side and what do you believe the recommended break-
down for the membership on the board should then be?

Ms. Dembinski: | think basically they were put there
to try to influence members, and I don’t think they should
be there. That’s all | want to say. | will reiterate that |

think the crux of the issue is that you’re treating pre-
dominantly female members differently. More so, when |
even look around the room and | look at the deputations,
it’s primarily the largely male-dominated groups that are
here.
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As I’ve said, | respect everything they do—I do; I've
said that last time—»but everyone seems to forget that our
members don’t have a choice. They can’t abandon the
residents, the patients, when they are in a dangerous
situation. Nobody can. The ambulance drivers can’t. The
police can’t. No one is recognizing that our members
deserve the same treatment as everyone else. We seem to
be drifting away from the fact that they are not being
treated the same.

Ms. Horwath: I’m really glad that you clarified the
issue about the accrual rates. | tried to get at that issue
with the firefighters delegation, and again, all along,
yourself, myself, everyone has acknowledged in this pro-
cess that the Income Tax Act treats emergency workers
differently, and nobody is denying that that’s appropriate.
Everybody agrees—and | think that the parliamentary
assistant tries to bring this up as some wedge issue when
it is not—that there is something that is acknowledged
around those particular workers and their right to retire
early and all of that.

The issue, though, is that if the government ack-
nowledges that by removing caps on their ability to get to
their 2.33%, which everyone supports, then similarly, fair
treatment would mean that the cap of yours, that 1.4%,
has to go, and you should be able to achieve the 2% that,
under the Income Tax Act, is allowed. Does that reflect
the issue that you’re concerned around in terms of what
we call discrimination in the way different workers are
being treated under this bill as it sits?

Ms. Dembinski: Yes, that absolutely is the issue.

Ms. Horwath: Thank you.

The Chair: Thank you, ladies, for being here today.
We appreciate your delegation.

CITY OF GUELPH

The Chair: The next group we have before us is the
city of Guelph. Good morning and welcome. Thank you
for being here. I’m just going to wait till all of the
hubbub behind you subsides a little bit and remind you
that when you do begin, if you could introduce your-
selves and the group that you speak for. After you’ve
done the introductions, you’ll have 15 minutes. Should
you leave time at the end, there will be an opportunity for
us to ask questions. We have your handout with us.

Could people sit down, or leave the room if you’re
going to have a chat, please? We’re about to begin.

It’s all yours.

Ms. Kate Quarrie: Good morning, Madam Chair and
honourable members. My name is Kate Quarrie, and I’m
the mayor for the city of Guelph. With me today is the
city’s chief administration officer, Larry Kotseff, and the
city’s director of human resources, Pauline Blais. On
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behalf of the city of Guelph, we thank you for taking the
time to consider our municipal concerns regarding Bill
206, An Act to revise the Ontario Municipal Employees
Retirement System Act.

The city of Guelph is a rapidly growing community of
approximately 120,000 people, located in the heart of
southern Ontario, just about 100 kilometres west of
Toronto. It is in one of Ontario’s strongest economic re-
gions. The province’s Places to Grow draft growth plan
has identified Guelph’s downtown area as an urban
growth centre and has forecasted its population to grow
to approximately 200,000 persons by 2031.

While we acknowledge that the Ontario government
has an interest in removing itself from the governance of
OMERS, and while we may be supportive of OMERS’
autonomy, the city of Guelph continues to have sig-
nificant concerns with respect to the proposed Bill 206 in
its present form. We are concerned that Bill 206 will
have very serious negative implications on our city, our
residents and businesses. The costs related to the pro-
posed Bill 206 will have a dramatic effect on our ability
to provide services in our community.

Ladies and gentlemen, please also take the time to
reflect on the comments we raised in our previous written
submission on November 21, 2005. It’s attached as
appendix A.

Today, we wish to focus on two very important issues
for the city of Guelph: decision-making by the sponsors
corporation and the financial impact.

In its current form, Bill 206 proposes decision-making
which requires a two-thirds majority of the members of
the sponsors corporation to effect any proposed changes
in matters such as changes to benefits, including the
supplemental plans, changes to contribution rates and
changes to, or the establishment of, a reserve to stabilize
contribution rates.

The bill further proposes that if a two-thirds majority
is not achieved, the sponsors corporation through a
simple majority can refer proposed changes to a process
of mediation, and, failing mediation, can subsequently
refer such matters to arbitration, again by way of a simple
majority decision.

We do not believe that alternative decision-making
mechanisms such as mediation-arbitration are required or
advisable in resolving such important pension plan
design and cost matters. We believe that since the second
reading of Bill 206, the government has already
introduced some key changes which greatly diminish the
need for such matters to be referred to a process of
mediation and arbitration.

The composition of the sponsors corporation has been
improved to better represent all OMERS stakeholders.
We are pleased to see that the government has recognized
the importance of providing representation on the
sponsors corporation for the very large group of non-
union management employees who are OMERS plan
members.

The most recent provisions of Bill 206 now require
that supplemental plan options be developed for police,

fire and paramedic employees, thereby greatly
diminishing, if not negating, this potential area of dispute
among members of the sponsors corporation.

In light of the above, we believe a two-thirds majority
decision-making process will ensure that the members of
the sponsors corporation retain both the responsibility
and the privilege of making final decisions regarding
such significant issues for all OMERS stakeholders.

In keeping with our previous recommendation to you
regarding the proposed decision-making process for
OMERS plan changes and improvements, Guelph city
council strongly recommends that these decisions rest
with the sponsors corporation in accordance with the
two-thirds majority currently proposed by Bill 206.

The financial impacts: We have yet to see evidence
that the Ontario government has conducted a full risk
analysis regarding the proposed changes to OMERS, nor
has it sufficiently assessed the cost impact on members,
employers and taxpayers. The changes proposed under
Bill 206 will have substantial financial impact on the city
of Guelph, resulting in costs of millions of dollars per
year.

Our most current analysis of the cost of Bill 206
provisions related to supplemental plans suggests a
potential increase of $2.8 million annually which will
need to be funded from the city of Guelph’s tax-
supported and user-pay budgets. Each increase of $1.2
million in the city’s budget results in a tax increase of
1%. This OMERS increase of $2.8 million annually will
result in an annual increase of 2% to 2.5% in taxes for the
average residential household in Guelph.

If this cost is not passed on to the local taxpayer and if
alternative funding is not provided by the government,
the city of Guelph will ultimately be faced with the
reduction or elimination of services to its citizens.
Guelph city council recommends that the government
conduct a significant review of the cost impact of Bill
206 on municipalities and that it share its findings with
municipalities prior to proceeding with Bill 206 in its
current form.
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In light of the above, the city of Guelph is requesting
that the government of Ontario not proceed with Bill 206
in its current form. Also, as a member of the Association
of Municipalities of Ontario and the Large Urban
Mayors’ Caucus, we endorse the submissions put for-
ward to you by these associations regarding Bill 206 on
our behalf.

In conclusion, financial, pension and governance
matters are very complex and require a great deal more
analysis prior to the Ontario government proceeding with
Bill 206 in its present form. Guelph city council strongly
urges the Ontario government to seriously reconsider the
proposed changes to the Ontario municipal employees
retirement system as reflected in this proposed bill and to
support our recommendations made to you today.

I thank you for the time that you’ve taken. | under-
stand my colleague Hazel was in here yesterday. | won’t
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end my comments the same way she did, but | have to
agree with her sometimes. Thank you very much.

The Chair: Thank you. You’ve left about two
minutes for each party to ask a question.

Mr. Hardeman: Thank you very much for your
presentation. 1t’s much appreciated. 1 would say that I’d
be willing to admit that | always have to agree with
Hazel.

Ms. Quarrie: | do, too.

Mr. Hardeman: It’s not good news to not do that. |
think it’s particularly true yesterday. She made a very
passionate presentation and came down to the final crux
of the problem, which is that not enough work has been
done. Obviously, from the hearings we’ve held so far,
we’ve had groups from every direction coming in and
saying that there are still problems with this piece of
legislation. Some presenters had a different view than
you, Madam Mayor, and came here saying that it would
be better not to pass the bill than to pass it in its present
form, recognizing that they are really looking for some of
these changes to be made.

I think the big problem we have—first of all, you
address the issue of cost, that the province should come
forward with an analysis of what the impact will be to
municipalities if this bill is passed in its present form.
We’ve been asking the government if they have done
some work on that, and to present the committee with the
cost analysis they’ve done. They have so far been
reluctant to do that. It turns out that the minister wrote—
and | expect that you got the letter—on December 20,
and said that this bill, if passed, would not increase any
cost or pension benefits that would be detrimental to
municipalities. So obviously he can’t do a cost analysis if
he has already committed to the fact that it’s not going to
have a cost impact. | guess we shouldn’t hold our breath
waiting for those comments to come forward.

Having said that, with all the presentations we’ve
gotten from municipalities in particular, how would you
explain that the minister would tell the heads of every
council in this province that there will be no financial
impact? Not that they disagree with your analysis of the
financial impact, but that there will be no financial
impact and no cost to municipalities if this bill is passed.

Ms. Quarrie: | don’t want to get in the middle of
party politics. That’s one of the great things about being
in municipal politics: | can work both sides of the fence
here.

I would strongly suggest that if an analysis had been
done that made the minister make that statement, then
show us the material. AMO has asked for that material,
as well as municipalities. All we’re saying is, if we’re
wrong, show us where we’re wrong. That’s all we’re
asking. But it hasn’t been forthcoming.

The Chair: Thank you. You’re clearly a wise mayor.

Ms. Quarrie: I’m learning.

Ms. Horwath: Good afternoon. | wanted to know how
you came up with your figures. What are some of the
assumptions around your $2.8 million annually?

Ms. Quarrie: We had our director of finance and
Pauline Blais, who is director of human resources, work
together. She could likely answer that in detail for you, or
we would be very happy to supply the information to
you, if that would save you some time. But if you would
like her to answer, by all means.

Ms. Horwath: Sure, a quick answer would be great.
We had another presentation yesterday where there was a
discrepancy between how different parties are analyzing
the numbers, so | would appreciate that.

Ms. Pauline Blais: | hope I can assist to some degree.
All of the municipalities used a fairly similar approach,
as advised by our treasurers and directors of finance.
Essentially, we looked at the proposed potential
improvements to the supplemental plan, whether or not it
would be an increase in the accrual rate or whether or not
there would be improved early retirement: rather than
after 30 years, that it would be after 25 years. So we
looked at those scenarios that would be the most
plausible improvements that seemed to be outlined
through the auspices of the bill. Using those costings,
projecting—you have to project age and your numbers
etc., so we were basing that on our current numbers of
employees, assuming that they would still be around in
those numbers. They were not inflated; they were
projections based on current FTEs.

Ms. Horwath: And with all the potential benefits in at
once?

Ms. Blais: Knowing that these would come in over a
period of time. This also relates back to the decision-
making process that is spoken about in the bill. So we did
project all costs, knowing that over a short period of
time, if the language of decision-making remains the
same, it could be a fairly short period of time where all
the improvements would be in place. So, yes.

Mr. Lou Rinaldi (Northumberland): Thank you
very much, Your Worship, for being here today. We ap-
preciate your submission in person. I’m going to share
my time with Mr. Ruprecht here.

My question is specific to your cost analysis, to follow
Ms. Horwath’s question. | reviewed your written
submission, and the cost seems to be basically the same;
very little variance. One of the things we heard after first
reading was the fact that the supplemental plans and the
solvency issue create a huge burden. After second
reading, we got a letter from the Minister of Finance to
consider removing the solvency provisions so that the
cost wouldn’t be as great. I’m just wondering if you took
that into account in your submission here today.

Ms. Blais: What we took into account is that the scope
of Bill 206 does not address the issues of solvency, that
that is another discussion by government, and that we
can’t assume that that promise would ever be im-
plemented when it is not within the purview of this bill.
Our key message here is that, based on the current
provisions of this bill and our costing, it is going to be a
burden on the municipality.

Mr. Rinaldi: Thank you.

The Chair: Mr. Ruprecht, you have about 30 seconds.
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Mr. Ruprecht: I’'m going to follow up on Ms.
Horwath’s question and my colleague’s question here.
You’re actually indicating that the OMERS increase is
supposed to be $2.8 million, and that would also
represent a tax increase, Ms. Quarrie, of 2% to 2.5%. Is
this the—

Ms. Quarrie: This is on an annual basis.

Mr. Ruprecht: On an annual basis; that’s right. Is this
the worst-case scenario—I was listening very carefully to
what your colleague said—or is this an estimated cost? |
know you can’t be totally specific and you can’t be to-
tally correct in this number, but I’'m just wondering. It
just seems a bit high, that one municipality like Guelph—

Ms. Quarrie: My understanding is that they went on
very conservative numbers. Perhaps, Pauline, you could
address that.

Ms. Blais: | think you had a range of many other
municipalities speaking about a 3% increase. No, we held
to fairly conservative projections based on looking at the
eventual implementation of an increased accrual rate and
increased improvements to the year where these em-
ployees would be able to retire with the new, improved
supplemental plans.

The Chair: Mr. Ruprecht, your time has expired.

Thank you very much. We appreciate your being here.

DURHAM REGIONAL CUPE COUNCIL,
RETIRED WORKERS’ CHAPTER

The Chair: Our next delegation is the retired workers’
chapter of the Durham Regional CUPE Council. Good
morning and welcome.

Mr. William Harford: Good morning, Madam Chair.

The Chair: Are you Mr. Harford?

Mr. Harford: Yes. It’s Harford; no “t.” We got rid of
that in Boston.

The Chair: Okay. Thank you. Welcome. If you could
introduce yourself and the group you speak for for Han-
sard when you begin. After that, you’ll have 15 minutes.
If you leave some time, there will be an opportunity for
guestions.

Mr. Harford: Thank you very much. My name is
William John Harford. I am the acting president of the
retired workers’ chapter of Durham Regional CUPE
Council. Thank you very much, Madam Chair and mem-
bers of the committee, for the opportunity to speak this
morning regarding Bill 206 and the way we grassroots
retirees see it.
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I represent a group of retirees who get together three
times a year to talk about issues that are of interest to us.
I can tell you, they do not usually centre around politics
or our pension, which, until recently, seemed to be
relatively quiet. However, in recent months we have seen
in the newspapers items regarding our OMERS pension
and Bill 206. I can tell you, one thing retirees seem to
zoom in on is something that may affect their pensions.
So this matter did come up at our last meeting. After

much discussion, it was felt that we should let our views
be known from a grassroots level.

We are ordinary workers from school boards and local
municipalities in the region of Durham. We do not have
all the technical jargon that | see from reading some of
the other presentations, nor a detailed understanding of
the proposed Bill 206, but we do understand what self-
governance, retiree representation and a Canada pension
plan cap mean.

For some 15 years or more we have heard the request
for self-governance and how it would give us better
control over our pension destiny. Over that span of time
we had nearly reached the goal, only to have a provincial
election called or a new minister put in the municipal
affairs office. It seems that OMERS and its stakeholders
are on the brink of achieving that goal. As retirees
watching this development, we are becoming a little con-
cerned. Under the current system, we have a retiree
representative on the board selected from the Municipal
Retirees Organization Ontario, more commonly known
as MROO, who has voice and vote.

This well-structured, non-partisan organization has
served our members and other retirees well over the years
by bringing retirees’ pension concerns to the ears of other
OMERS board members. This has resulted in positive
improvements to our OMERS pension plan, not just for
retirees but for retirees in the future. Our retirees chapter,
most of whom are members of MROO, have recognized
this organization as our voice at the OMERS board table.
Its representatives, both on the OMERS board and in its
organization, have always been well informed, know-
ledgeable and sensitive to the retirees’ welfare, a voice
for OMERS’ inactive members, better known as retirees.

It is our understanding that Bill 206 is changing the
structure of OMERS to have an administrative cor-
poration and a sponsors corporation. We are pleased to
see that each corporation will have a retiree. It is further
understood that this retiree would not necessarily come
from MROQO, as is the current practice. In fact, it seems
that even someone from our small chapter could become
a retiree representative on the board. It is our belief that
all-inclusiveness would not serve retirees well. A small
organization such as ours would not have the expertise or
a more global understanding and contacts with other
retiree groups throughout the province or even beyond
Ontario. Therefore, our chapter recommends MROO to
be our voice and the common voice of all NRA 65
OMERS retirees. MROO has had a successful track
record over the past 23 years to achieve improvements to
the OMERS plan for both retired members and future
members. MROO is a well-founded organization with
eight zones throughout the province. It communicates
with its members annually at zone meetings and with
quarterly newsletters. 1 know our retiree group looks
forward to both the zone meetings and the letters to keep
them informed on matters that most affect retirees.

Upon request, MROO has sent speakers to the Dur-
ham chapter’s meetings. MROO has the respect of the
current OMERS retirees and the executive board of
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OMERS. MROO, over its history, always put forward
good, strong, informed, knowledgeable representatives
who understand the need to improve the OMERS plan for
current retirees and future retirees. As noted above in the
reference to NRA 65, we would suggest, for the same
reason that MROO has been able to represent us suc-
cessfully, that the committee should consider increasing
the number of retirees from one to two, with one being an
NRA 65 and one an NRA 60.

As demonstrated, there have been improvements made
to the OMERS plans. These changes have been brought
about by experience in the field of being retired, and
those experiences being told to the executive board,
resulting in improvements to the OMERS plan. These
same experiences will be had by the NRA 60s, especially
with the expansion of the emergency and health sector to
include paramedics. A representation by a person from
the NRA 60 can best express the on-the-ground situation
that those retirees are having.

The retired workers’ chapter of Durham region
recommends MROO to be the voice of the OMERS
retirees. We further recommend that the legislation have
this written into it to ensure that MROO always has con-
tinuous representation on the two corporation boards.
This is what we understand to be self-governance and
representation.

With regards to the CPP cap that is in the current Bill
206, this cap is a travesty and an insult to OMERS board
members and the staff. To place this kind of restriction in
the legislation would be a major setback for retirees and
for the purpose of self-governance. For over 15 years we
have worked to get self-governance, and one of the
features would be to expedite changes to the OMERS
pension plan without having to go through the political
loops of the Ministry of Municipal Affairs. Had it not
been for the delays caused by the current system, we
could have achieved the Canada pension offset of 0.6%,
and today may have reached parity with the hospital
workers’ pension plan, HOOPP, or the teachers’ sector
pension plan. OMERS, in our opinion, have always
operated in a prudent, diligent and fiscally responsible
manner to ensure the plan’s security.

This cap seems to fly in the face of those at OMERS,
that if they were given self-governance, they would irres-
ponsibly run off and lower the Canada pension cap from
its current 0.675% to maybe 0.4%. This won’t happen. |
and our members have faith in the OMERS board to use
due diligence, to only make those kinds of changes when
it is in the best interests of the plan’s security and its
OMERS members. Yes, we would like this cap to be
lowered. We would most certainly like to see parity with
the hospital workers’ pension plan, HOOPP, or the
teachers’ sector pension. We also know and respect the
fact that OMERS cannot do that unless there are enough
funds to do so. A Canada pension cap reduction is the
only way retirees can actually gain more money in their
pocket. This is especially helpful for those among retirees
who have a low pension income. | might add that a good
number in this category are women.

In summary, | hope | have been able to give some idea
how we retirees at the grassroots see the proposed legis-
lation and how we would like to see it changed to reflect
our needs. We will be depending on other advocates to
finesse the details of the proposed legislation, but | do
hope your committee, Madam Chair, will have the pro-
posed legislation changed to meet the concerns contained
in this presentation. | thank you very much for taking the
time to listen.

The Chair: Thank you. You’ve left about two
minutes for each party to ask questions, beginning with
Ms. Horwath.

Ms. Horwath: I’m glad you’ve raised the issue of the
cap, because it seems to be one of the issues that is raised
to demonstrate how the bill in its current form dis-
criminates against certain numbers of workers.

I was interested to receive a document today and
wanted to read a piece of it. This is from the firefighters.
It says, “Currently, Bill 206 allows the sponsors cor-
poration the ability to negotiate an accrual rate from its
current level of 1.35% to 1.4% or a 0.6% CPP offset.
CUPE, fire, police and even the current OMERS board
have recommended that this cap be removed and are con-
tinuing to recommend this change prior to third reading.”
Would that be your position as well, based on your
presentation today?

Mr. Harford: Speaking on behalf of the retirees I
represent in my little area, one of the things we had
always looked forward to was a reduction in the CPP cap.
It is the only way that current retirees can see a little
more money come into their pocket. The other thing is
that for over 15 years we’ve been arguing for self-
governance in order to make these kinds of corrections.
Unfortunately, we ended up being frozen. The other thing
is that every time we’d get close to it, we’d have a
change in government and we’d have to start all over
again. | can tell you, some of the people who started out
on this journey 15 years ago aren’t here today. So I’'m
hoping that the government will listen.
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They have to have faith in that board. OMERS isn’t
some kind of Mickey Mouse organization, as you well
know. We’re talking about a $30-billion operation, and
these people are responsible. You can bet your bottom
dollar that they’re not going to give us something if we
can’t afford it. So it should be removed, that 0.6%.

Mr. Jean-Marc Lalonde (Glengarry—Prescott-
Russell): Mr. Harford, | want to thank you for taking the
time to come up and address the committee. You’ve
probably clarified some of the concerns that you have
today.

I’d just like to know: You say that MROO is your
voice. They represent the retiring people. Have you read
this letter that was sent out to all the people from
MROO? And also the newspaper ads?

Mr. Harford: Yes, sir, because that letter was sent to
all MROO members. So, yes, | had read it, and not only
that, but 1’d also read the paper items on Bill 206. To be
quite honest with you, one of the questions | had put back
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to MROO as a member out there in la-la land was, “What
are we doing in MROO? Why aren’t you giving us some
direction as retirees?” | can tell you, sir, that once we
leave our workplace, either as a union member, where |
was very active, or as an employee of an employment
group, the door closes and the retiree has no more voice.
The only voice that has consistently brought issues
forward for retirees has been MROO. It’s a well-
organized group formed by people who are, like myself,
retirees who have come together and have studied the
legislation, whether it be with the province or with the
federal, and have tried to give some guidance and leader-
ship to try and make improvements for retirees.

Mr. Lalonde: Have you had any meetings since last
November’s public hearing that we had?

Mr. Harford: With the province?

Mr. Lalonde: No, with MROO.

Mr. Harford: No. MROO has not called any
meetings. We’ll have one in April, | suspect, in our zone.

Mr. Lalonde: Because we feel that the content of the
letter was misinforming the MROO members, and it’s
also been confirmed. The people have been calling me.
They were really concerned when they received this let-
ter, and also reading the newspaper ad, because at the
present time, definitely no retiree members will be
affected by Bill 206.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Lalonde.

I’m going to give you an opportunity to respond.

Mr. Harford: | guess one of the things that could
happen, as we’ve heard from some of the presentations,
is if the taxes go up, that definitely hits retirees, a number
of whom are on fixed wages. The main issue, | believe,
from MROO, is that what our retirees were looking at is
the fact that the 0.6% cap was going to be written into
legislation, and if it is written into legislation and we ever
wanted to try to correct that, if it took 15 years to try to
get self-governance, it might take another 30 years to try
to get that cap reduced to something that’s more suitable
in the future, providing the funds provide.

Mr. Ouellette: Thank you for your presentation. It’s
somewhat different from a lot of the ones we’ve heard in
that it appears that you support the legislation, except that
you would like us to ensure that MROO represents and
has your voice there.

The other aspect is that the change that you’re looking
for is an additional seat for the NRA 60s and 65s. Do you
feel that the board makeup, then, is best represented in
that fashion only?

Mr. Harford: I’m not totally familiar with the whole
composite of the proposed board, but | would like to say
that one of the reasons why | think that it would be a
good idea to have a retiree from the NRA 60 as well as
NRA 65, which | understand will be there, is that,
unfortunately, working people don’t have the chance to
tell you what’s going to happen when they’re retired.
Fortunately, with OMERS, we’ve had the opportunity of
a debriefing of working people who have become retired.
It’s from that debriefing of those retirees back through
MROO that we’ve been able to effect positive changes in

the OMERS pension plan. Does that answer your
question?

Mr. Ouellette: CUPE 79 had mentioned that they
actually thought it would be good if they had
representation by their organization on the board, and
from that, | gathered that the various disciplines within
CUPE would be seeking representation. What I’'m
hearing from you is that you feel that there could be
potential growth in that single organization, such as
MROO would best represent your interests.

Mr. Harford: Yes, certainly MROO does represent
retirees because, as | said, there’s nobody who speaks on
behalf of retirees once you retire. There is no voice. Not
even our unions really speak to it in an effective way,
because CUPE members are working members, and
we’re the ones who are retired and know what has hap-
pened. Certainly, that has been my experience. When we
have effected changes, it was because of retired members
who said, “Holy smokes. Do you know what? I’m retired
but I don’t have this or that”—things where we tried to
effect change.

With regard to Local 79, | can certainly understand
why they think they should have representation, being
one of the largest. I’ll leave that up to the union to decide
how they want to do that. CUPE’s a big umbrella.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Harford. We appreciate
you being here today.

REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF NIAGARA

The Chair: Our next delegation is the regional muni-
cipality of Niagara. Good morning and welcome.
Actually, | guess it’s good afternoon—good afternoon
and welcome. Thank you for being here. Once you get
yourself settled, if you could introduce yourselves for
Hansard and the group that you speak for. After you’ve
begun, you’ll have 15 minutes. If you leave time at the
end, there will be an opportunity for questions.

Mr. Peter Partington: Thank you. Chair Jeffrey and
committee members, my name is Peter Partington and
I’m the chairman of the regional municipality of Niagara.
With me is John Nicol, the region’s commissioner of
human resources.

Niagara region is a great place to live in and visit,
encompassing 12 municipalities across 1,800 square
kilometres. We’re home to 425,000 citizens. Our tourism
industry attracts over 15 million visitors a year. We’re
critical to the socio-economic well-being of the province
and the country. We, like a number of other regions and
municipalities in Ontario, do, however, have significant
challenges, including the responsibility for providing
ever-growing and costly public health, emergency and
social services and transportation needs within a very
restrictive stream of revenue: the property tax system.

Notwithstanding the commonality of services pro-
vided across the major municipalities of Ontario and the
funding concerns, we in Niagara differ significantly from
a number of municipalities in Ontario and particularly the
Golden Horseshoe as to our economy and our ability to
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pay for ever-increasing municipal service costs. Our
manufacturing sector is predominantly branch plant
oriented. We have a sizable tourism and hospitality sec-
tor, significant agricultural and greenhouse production,
and development in telecommunications and call centres.

Most of these sectors of the economy are struggling.
For example, tourism has been set back by 9/11, SARS
and the appreciation of the Canadian dollar. Manu-
facturing is the most significant contributor to the GDP in
Niagara; however, manufacturing jobs are on the decline.
Our unadjusted unemployment rate on average for 2005
was 7%, compared to a provincial average of 6.6%. With
a higher share of provincial citizens 65 years and older
residing in Niagara, government transfer payments
account for a larger share of personal income in the re-
gion compared to elsewhere. Lower average earned
income associated with our economic profile and a high-
er share of seniors in the overall population contribute to
the region’s lower-than-average household incomes and
high out-migration of our youth. For example, according
to 2003 Statistics Canada data, Niagara had a median
family total income of $63,800, compared to $98,700 in
Oakville and $86,900 in Burlington, which are com-
munities within an hour’s drive of our headquarters. Our
median family total income was the lowest of the 11
Ontario municipalities reported by Statistics Canada and
compares to a provincial median income of $67,500.

According to the 2005 BMA Management Consulting
municipal study, nine of 12 single-tier municipalities in
Niagara had a higher ranking as to total municipal tax
burden as a percentage of income available on an average
household. No Niagara municipality had a low ranking as
to municipal tax burden, while other municipalities
within a 100-kilometre radius did have a low ranking—
communities such as Burlington, Cambridge, Guelph,
Oakville and Waterloo.
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As a consequence, property taxes represent a greater
percentage of disposable income in Niagara than in many
other Ontario municipalities. Additional costs associated
with the supplemental benefit, as proposed under Bill
206, will further the economic hardship already faced by
our local taxpayers. We in Niagara do not have the same
assessment base or ability to raise revenues for needed
infrastructure investments as do many other muni-
cipalities. New greenbelt legislation has further added
economic revenue generation challenges for a number of
municipalities in Niagara and has accentuated our con-
cern as to our ability to pay for municipal services.

OMERS pension contribution rate increases recently
authorized by the provincial government already repre-
sent an additional $1.78 million, or plus-10% in 2006
pension contribution costs for our regional municipality
compared to 2005. We estimate that the proposed sup-
plemental pension benefit alone for police, sworn and
civilian personnel, as well as paramedics, could represent
an additional $4.7 million, or a 1.9% increase to our
municipal levy for the region.

Mandated consideration of supplemental pension
benefits prescribed under Bill 206, representing ad-
ditional and costly pension plan benefits for police, fire,
paramedics and sworn and civilian personnel, are not
affordable in Niagara, given numerous other local service
demands, infrastructure, transportation needs and costs.
When introducing Bill 206 in the Legislature for second
reading on December 12, 2005, the Minister of
Municipal Affairs and Housing, as well as his parlia-
mentary assistant, noted that municipalities will have
control over supplemental benefits through negotiations
with their respective bargaining units. In fact, in his letter
to me of December 20, 2005, Mr. Gerretsen confirmed
that once the supplemental benefit plan is made available,
it will be up to local groups of employees and employers
to decide whether or not they wish to access a new
pension benefit.

We respectfully disagree with the minister and his
parliamentary assistant, as the Police Services Act, the
Fire Protection and Prevention Act and the Ambulance
Services Collective Bargaining Act all require that any
issue raised at negotiations leading to impasse must be
decided by an arbitrator. This means that municipalities
could lose the right to decide on the proposed supplemen-
tal benefit, should they reach impasse during collective
bargaining. We strongly disagree that a third party should
have the authority to decide such an expensive, complex
and precedent-setting benefit for municipalities in
Ontario. We believe it is all too easy for the associations
to request supplemental pension benefits at collective
bargaining and to bring the entire collective bargaining
process to an impasse, requiring an outside arbitrator to
decide this and any other issue remaining in dispute
through the collective bargaining process.

I will now request our commissioner of human
resources, Mr. John Nicol, to further explain why we
believe the proposed legislation should exempt the au-
thority of arbitrators to address supplemental benefits for
emergency worker services.

Mr. John Nicol: Historically, there has been
insufficient regard by interest arbitrators as to differences
across municipalities pertaining to the ability to pay for
municipal workers who are subject to mandatory interest
arbitration following an impasse at collective bargaining.
Notwithstanding specific language in the Police Services
Act, the Fire Protection and Prevention Act and the
Ambulance Services Collective Bargaining Act requiring
arbitrators to consider the employer’s ability to pay, arbi-
trators have awarded emergency service workers com-
pensation improvements which are causing significant
budgetary hardship for local taxpayers. As there is little
emphasis given by arbitrators as to a municipality’s
ability to pay, we find there are very similar salaries paid
to police personnel right across Ontario, as well as fire
and paramedic personnel, for their particular
occupational group.

As an example, as of December 2005, a first-class
constable in Toronto received an annual base salary of
$69,361. That compares to $69,293 in Peel, $69,282 in
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Halton, $69,194 in Hamilton and $69,097 in Niagara.
Notwithstanding the considerable differences between
Toronto and Niagara as to cost of living, service demands
and ability to pay, the gross salary difference in pay be-
tween the two forces is only $264 per year.

As noted in his arbitration award of October 5, 2004,
concerning the determination of salary adjustments at
Ottawa Police Service, William Kaplan stated, “l have
been guided by the criteria normally considered and ap-
plied by interest arbitrators, most notably replication and
comparability, particularly and historically with the big
12.” The “big 12” refers to the province’s largest
municipal police forces and underscores the similarity of
salaries and benefits across the 12 police services, not-
withstanding differences as to ability to pay across these
communities.

As well, the comparable, if not identical, annual
percentage base wage improvement awarded to sworn
officers is also awarded to civilian employees in these
same services. For example, in the Brockville Police Ser-
vice award of March 10, 2005, Richard McLaren noted,
“This award recognizes the fact that historically there has
not been a differentiation in wage settlements between
the uniform and civilian agreements of this board.”

As Bill 206 allows supplemental benefits for civilians
in the emergency service sector, it is very likely that
associations will request arbitrators to grant supplemental
benefits to not only sworn officers but also civilian staff,
who in many cases undertake similar work to municipal
employees. This could add further cost for local gov-
ernments and supplemental pension demands from other
non-emergency sector municipal workers.

Fire associations have also effectively and suc-
cessfully linked police settlements to their salary
improvements in both negotiations and arbitrations. For
example, the Mitchnick award concerning the town of
Markham in March 2005 awarded a three-year salary
improvement, “to match the general increases settled on
in York both as to timing and amount” for York police
services. The result in annual salary differential between
a first-class constable and a first-class firefighter at York
is only $40 per year.

To date, fire associations have been less successful in
bargaining retention pay commonly found in police
contracts. However, they are proceeding to some 12 mu-
nicipal interest arbitrations in an attempt to be awarded
that benefit. Retention pay has considerable salary
benefit and pension cost ramifications for municipalities
of Ontario.

Arbitrators in the emergency workers sector have
tended toward annual compensation improvements which
exceed other municipal workers. In his award of June
2005 concerning the region of Peel paramedic arbitration,
Kevin Burkett rejected “the employer’s attempt to tie the
wage increase to normative municipal sector wage in-
creases.” He awarded improvements of 20.3% over three
years, which is an average of 6.77% per year.

Personnel costs associated with emergency services—
that is, police, fire and paramedics—are consuming an

ever-increasing proportion of our municipal budgets and
constraining the ability of municipalities to fund other
necessary programs. Salary and benefits-related costs re-
present 86.8% of the net Niagara Regional Police Service
operating budget in 2005. This large percentage of
personnel costs to total operating budget is not unique to
Niagara, as other police services have a similar per-
centage of salary and related benefits to net operating
budget. Supplemental benefits for union and civilian
personnel will add to our challenge across Ontario to
control ever-increasing emergency services.

In conclusion, municipalities cannot afford sup-
plemental pension benefits for police, fire and para-
medics. Local councils do not have control over this
costly benefit for purposes of emergency service workers
who have recourse to mandatory interest arbitration. We
have witnessed that specific legislation requiring arbi-
trators to give consideration to ability to pay or
government intent in the absence of such specific legis-
lation is not sufficient.

A good example is the Goodfellow arbitration award
of December 17, 2004, concerning the issue of Ontario
health premiums between the city of Hamilton and the
Hamilton Professional Fire Fighters Association: “As for
the question of the government’s intent ... as expressed,
for example, on at least one occasion in the Legislature
(i.e., that the cost of the premium would not be covered
by existing collective agreement language), it is, quite
simply, irrelevant to the issue before me.”
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Supplemental benefits for emergency workers will en-
courage early retirement of experienced and skilled
emergency worker personnel, which in turn will lead to
ever-more-difficult and costly recruitment competitions
amongst municipalities for limited skilled resources. The
supplemental benefit itself will be of significant cost to
our benefit budgets.

We are not alone in our concerns. The Conference
Board of Canada has confirmed, through their survey
research of September 2005, that funding of existing
pension plans and the question of a pension plan under-
funding crisis in Canada is real for governments, plan
sponsors and concerned Canadians. If the municipal
pension plan amendment is to go forward, we ask that
Bill 206 be amended to exempt the authority of arbi-
trators concerning supplemental benefits. To do other-
wise is to remove control from local government and its
employees, which is contrary to the Minister of
Municipal Affairs and Housing, who stated in the House
on December 12, 2005, “This puts the supplemental
benefits in the control of local governments, which would
bargain with their workers.” To allow a third party arbi-
trator to decide such a benefit is to take control from
local governments and is contrary to the intent of the bill
as expressed by the Minister of Municipal Affairs and
Housing and his parliamentary assistant. The latter stated
in the House on second reading of Bill 206 on December
12 that, once supplemental benefits are set up, “It would
then be left up to the local groups of employees and
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employers to decide if they wish to access this new
pension benefit.” He also emphasized to the House,
“These reforms return the decision-making function to
our democratically elected local representatives and their
constituents.”

If we are to return the supplemental benefit decision-
making function to local municipalities, the provincial
government must ensure that arbitrators do not have the
authority to address supplemental benefit issues arising
from the collective bargaining process. Thank you very
much.

The Chair: You’ve left exactly no time. You just used
your whole 15 minutes. Thank you very much for your
very thoughtful presentation. We appreciate you being
here today.

INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF
ELECTRICAL WORKERS, LOCAL 636

The Chair: Our next delegation is the International
Brotherhood of Electrical Workers. Good afternoon and
welcome.

Mr. Patrick Vlanich: Good afternoon. How are you
today?

The Chair: I’m good. How are you?

Mr. Vlanich: Very well, thank you.

The Chair: After you’ve had a chance to get yourself
organized, if you could introduce yourselves and the
organization you speak for, so Hansard can record it.
When you begin, you will have 15 minutes. Should you
use all that time, there won’t be an opportunity to ask
questions. If you do leave some time, we will be able to
ask about your presentation.

Mr. Vlanich: Good afternoon, everyone. My name is
Patrick Vlanich. I’m a union education officer and con-
tributing member of OMERS. | am joined today by Rick
Wacheski, the business manager and financial secretary
of IBEW, Local 636. On behalf of Local 636 of the
International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers and our
members, | would like to thank you all for this
opportunity to appear before you today and share our
supplemental comments and recommendations on Bill
206.

It was Yogi Berra who once said, “When you come to
a fork in the road, take it.” OMERS now finds itself at
this junction, and it will be left to you to have the daunt-
ing task to choose its path.

In the court of public opinion, there is never any
shortage of judges, and the introduction of this bill in
June 2005 certainly proved this adage true. Over the past
six months, this legislation has been under intense
scrutiny by both those who support its passage and those
who oppose it. lronically, rather than promoting unity
among the stakeholders, this bill has created serious
wounds that must be healed to ensure that all parties can
get back to the very good work of delivering on the
pension promise to the families across Ontario.
Hopefully, by adopting the key changes today presented

before you, most significantly the elimination of caps on
benefits, the healing process can now begin.

Passions have often run high on both sides in this case,
occasionally resulting in the release of information—or
perhaps misinformation, depending on your point of
view—that has made good headlines, but not necessarily
good sense. It is unfortunate that this has now over-
shadowed the true focus of this bill and the work of this
committee. No doubt there will be escalating campaigns
in the days and weeks ahead. We urge you to not be
swayed by the rhetoric and remain focused on the reality
that the time is now for OMERS autonomy.

While only a handful of our earlier recommendations
were adopted, our members appreciate the efforts made
thus far by the committee and the government to address
the many varied concerns brought forward by a very
diverse group of interested stakeholders. As we all know,
no bill can possibly be all things to all people, and
obviously there’s much work to be done if we are to meet
the greater good of all stakeholders. We encourage you to
continue in this pursuit.

Today the IBEW reaffirms our belief that, with some
further amendment, Bill 206 would in fact be good for
OMERS, good for our members and good for the future.
In reviewing the bill, as amended for second reading, we
have identified several areas of concern, the details of
which are outlined in our written submission. Rather than
revisiting the recommendations and comments included
in the earlier submission tabled in November, we have
chosen to focus our attention on these issues. OMERS
must be put on a level playing field with other major
public sector pension plans in Ontario. To this end, the
IBEW is respectfully requesting reconsideration for the
sections of Bill 206 dealing with defined benefits, sup-
plemental plans, the CPP offset, start-up funding and
transitional matters.

Let me begin with defined benefits. In the original
draft, section 9 of Bill 206 read, “Every OMERS pension
plan must be a defined benefit plan.” To our surprise and
disappointment, this section has been removed. For many
of our members, defined benefits define OMERS. Since
its inception more than 40 years ago, OMERS has been a
defined benefit plan and, simply put, we believe that it
should remain so for the next 40 years. With this in mind,
the IBEW recommends that section 9 should be
reinstated within Bill 206, as previously written.

Although I’m somewhat reluctant to talk about
supplemental plans, given the other presenters today, I
will touch on that briefly. Despite the passage of Bill
211, which ends mandatory retirement at age 65, a steadi-
ly growing number of our members are continuing to
seek ways to retire early. That is why we encourage this
committee to include language that enables pension plan
members other than police, fire and paramedics to
establish supplemental plans. We support the establish-
ment of two independent supplemental plans, one for
police, fire and paramedics and one for all other
members, respectively, each guaranteeing a minimum
threshold of negotiable improvements and each governed
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by a sponsor/advisory committee that includes equal
representation from employees and employers.

Next we’ll deal with the question of the CPP offset.
Presently, the Canada pension plan offset is 0.675%. This
effectively reduces the pension benefits for OMERS
retirees at age 65 to a degree higher than those in other
public sector plans such as the hospitals of Ontario or the
Ontario teachers. Admittedly, the legislation has lowered
the ceiling by reducing the offset to 0.6%. However,
meaningful independence for OMERS should allow the
sponsors committee to determine what the plan can
comfortably afford and balance that against the expec-
tations of the members who want to enjoy the maximum
benefits available. To this end, the IBEW recommends
that paragraph 12(1)2 be deleted.

Another issue that is a carry-over from our earlier
submission is start-up funding. Obviously, an under-
taking of the scope and magnitude anticipated following
passage of this legislation, should it occur, will inevitably
result in significant start-up costs. Estimates range
anywhere from $3 million to $5 million. Those could be
conservative or perhaps lofty, depending on who you are.
Nevertheless, legislative restrictions may prevent some or
all of these sponsor costs from being charged to or
recovered from the primary plan. In turn, such costs may
be passed on to the members and the employers. From
our perspective, that’s patently unfair. When the OPSEU
pension plan was established and the teachers’ pension
plan was devolved from government, funding was pro-
vided. Therefore, we recommend that the government
provide adequate start-up funding for any and all costs
incurred during the transition that cannot legally be
recovered from the primary plan.

Turning our attention to transitional issues, the IBEW
agrees with the decision to give voting rights to a
representative for retirees on both the sponsors and
administration corporations. However, we are quite per-
plexed as to why the representative chosen by the
Association of Municipal Managers, Clerks and
Treasurers of Ontario has been given a seat on what has
traditionally been regarded as the employee side of the
table—not that we are to discuss partisan approaches to
composition, but the reality is that quite often the
manager and employer are one and the same. However
well-intentioned, the assignment of a representative from
the management group to the plan members group in
both the administration corporation and the sponsors cor-
poration seriously skews the equal representation
envisaged by the legislation. On an organizational level,
this group may be regarded as employees, and in the eyes
of OMERS they may classified as members. We
respectfully submit that, practically speaking, this is
where the similarities end between this group and the
others represented in the members group.
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We find it difficult to imagine that the people in this
association share many common interests with the
working people in their employ. They seldom do at the
bargaining table or when we’re engaged in a grievance

meeting. In order to maintain balance in the sponsors cor-
poration, the IBEW recommends that paragraph 39(1)10
be amended to provide for three persons to represent
“other members” of the OMERS pension plan and further
amended to ensure that the person chosen to represent the
Association of Municipal Managers, Clerks and Treas-
urers of Ontario be included in the 11 employer
representatives.

Likewise, in order to maintain balance in the
administration corporation, the IBEW recommends that
paragraph 45(1)7.1 be amended to ensure that the person
chosen to represent the Association of Municipal Man-
agers, Clerks and Treasurers of Ontario is again included
in the employer representatives, which in this case would
be eight—a slight change from the legislation.

Turning now to the advisory committee: As we under-
stand it, the bill establishes advisory committees “for the
purpose of advising the sponsors corporation about bene-
fits for OMERS pension plan members.” What we don’t
understand is why the legislation directs that these
committees will be “discontinued when the sponsors
corporation passes the first bylaw under subsection
23(1).” We think the advisory committee will serve an
important role. Therefore, the IBEW recommends that
subsections 40(3) and 41(3) respectively be deleted to
ensure that, once established, the advisory committee
shall continue to advise the sponsors corporation about
benefits for the respective OMERS plan members.

The debate surrounding the issue of OMERS self-gov-
ernance has gone on far too long. We appreciate the
efforts of this committee and the government to bring
closure to the often heated and sometimes acrimonious
exchanges between competing interests over this bill.
The IBEW believes that pension plan independence
should not be a privilege but a right. OMERS, its
members, employers and retirees have earned that right.
The proclamation of Bill 206 will confirm that this
government agrees.

We urge you to adopt the recommendations that the
IBEW has put forward and finally establish a governance
model that empowers the stakeholders, provides retire-
ment benefit security for current and future generations
and ensures that OMERS can remain true to its pension
promise.

In closing, I’ll leave you with the words of Dwight D.
Eisenhower, who said, “Neither a wise man nor a brave
man lies down on the tracks of history to wait for the
train of the future to run over him.” I ask you to be brave
and to be wise during your upcoming deliberations and
make choices that are good for the people of Ontario and
the people in OMERS. Thank you again for your time
and attention.

The Chair: Thank you. You’ve left about a minute
and a half for each party, beginning with Mr. Rinaldi.

Mr. Rinaldi: Thank you very much for your
presentation. You folks certainly put a lot of effort into it.
You made some interesting recommendations in your
first submission and this submission. I don’t really have a
lot of questions—just to commend you on the work that
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you people have done toward trying to achieve this and
move on.

We’ve heard during deliberations both yesterday and
today that we should throw it away and start all over
again. | think that’s what they’ve been doing for the last
15 years. We certainly need to move on, so | thank you
for that recommendation.

Mr. Vlanich: Thank you.

The Chair: Mr. Hardeman.

Mr. Hardeman: Thank you very much for your
presentation. Through the whole hearing process—and
we’re getting near the end of it—we’ve been hearing a
lot of concerns from all parties involved. Yours are
slightly different, because you have not really spoken to
the supplementary plans, as opposed to the overall plan
and the devolution of the plan. When we started on the
process, it was because the minister said there was a need
to devolve the plan; to put it, as other pensions are, into
the responsibility of employers and employees. Through
the whole process we’ve kind of lost that purpose, be-
cause we’ve had all our debates and all our discussions
about supplementary plans and the positive and the
negative.

I was interested in the comments about the manage-
ment members of the plan who are going to get a seat on
the board and your concern that they would not
necessarily be on the same side, that they should be on
the opposite side; that they shouldn’t be on the labour
side but should be on the management side of the table.
Is it not true that the interest of anyone that’s a member
of the plan would be a solidly run plan that would
guarantee the benefits in their retirement years? Would
that not be the same for the lowest-paid person on the
scale and the highest-paid person on the scale? Wouldn’t
the objective of the person on the board be a solid
pension plan, as opposed to the management side just
wanting to save premium costs?

Mr. Vlanich: In a perfect world | would suggest that
that is true, and in principle | would hope that that’s the
practice of the persons appointed or selected for any
committee or even the current OMERS board. Practically
speaking, however, the structure currently is six em-
ployers and six members. That traditionally has been
regarded as employer and employee, much akin to the
current collective bargaining process. I’m very confident
that the representation provided by both sides is kind of
“hang your guns at the doors” right now, and you do
work toward the common interest of the plan.

I guess the concerns we would have is that it has never
been an issue before because the people on each side of
the discussion and the representative groups in each
particular camp were always of the same mindset.
Theoretically, as we’ve indicated, | would hope that
they’ll all work toward the same goal. But if it comes to a
question of finance—we’ve heard a lot about that from
municipalities and other employers across the province—
I don’t know if it would be that easy to separate yourself
from your role as an employer and that of an employee

group.

Ms. Horwath: Welcome. At the end of your
presentation, you’re saying that the proclamation of Bill
206 is where you want to go. However, there are several
items you’ve raised, and they’re common with other
employee groups: the super-majority requirement that’s
been added, the municipal managers being on the em-
ployees side that Mr. Hardeman raised, and the cap on
accrual rates. Those are three of the biggies. If those are
not addressed in final amendments to the bill, do you still
want to see the bill going forward? Do you have any
dealbreakers?

Mr. Vlanich: | would suggest that there are deal-
breakers. Like any set of negotiations, there is a degree of
compromise that lends credibility to the process and
leads to resolution. | believe that some of the concerns
raised and those shared—or even different concerns
between the different groups are very legitimate. | think
that the focus and intent, as was raised by an earlier
member of your committee, was to provide empower-
ment to the people in the group. It would be difficult to
transfer that power and authority over a plan when the
people within that group are still somewhat at odds with
respect to what should be in there.

When we refer to the proclamation, we are hoping that
since this in a pre-legislative state, by the time the final
draft comes about, it does take into consideration the key
areas of the bill. Admittedly, perhaps not everything that
everybody wants will be in there, but some transcend
political lines or partisan lines. We certainly can’t pro-
mote or condone systemic discrimination. We certainly
can’t prohibit certain groups within the plan from enjoy-
ing the full benefits and entitlements of it. We hope that
it would be provided through a proclamation because it
has been a long time. To go back to square one would be
unfortunate for everybody, but I think we also have to
recognize that these are not fabricated. These are very
real issues to very real people.

The Chair: Thank you very much for your delegation.

CANADIAN UNION OF PUBLIC
EMPLOYEES, LOCAL 2316

The Chair: Our next delegation on your agenda is
indicated as Valarie Hartling. It’s actually Aubrey Gon-
salves. Are you speaking for the Canadian Union of
Public Employees, Local 23167 Is that right?

Mr. Aubrey Gonsalves: That is correct.

The Chair: Great. Welcome. Get yourself settled.
When you begin, could you introduce yourself and the
group that you speak for, so we have a record for
Hansard. After you do begin, you’ll have 15 minutes. If
you leave some time at the end, we’ll be able to ask you
some questions. I’ll give you a one-minute warning if
you’re worried.

Mr. Gonsalves: Thank you very much. Good
afternoon. My name is Aubrey Gonsalves. I’m the chief
steward of CUPE Local 2316, which represents 700 full-
time and part-time workers at the Children’s Aid Society
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of Toronto. To my right is Antoni Shelton, CUPE On-
tario executive assistant to the president.

I want you to understand very clearly how important
this issue is to my membership. In 2004, our membership
held not one but two emergency membership meetings.
These meetings were called for by the membership, not
by the executive, because they had very serious concerns
about OMERS and they wanted to discuss them. They
were concerned about how OMERS was investing our
money and how OMERS was governed.

One of the actions that the members voted to take at
those meetings was to send a petition to the Legislative
Assembly of Ontario calling for joint trusteeship of the
OMERS pension plan and an independent audit of the
Borealis fiasco. Since that time we have participated in
demonstrations and a postcard campaign, and have con-
tributed our dues money to the CUPE court case
concerning Borealis. We have also called our MPPs, de-
manding changes to Bill 206. | believe that these ongoing
actions demonstrate a sincere interest in our pension plan.
I can tell you very clearly that the changes the gov-
ernment is proposing fall far short of addressing my
membership’s concerns.
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The proposed governance structure does not allow for
genuine joint trusteeship, nor does it provide any
protection from another Borealis-type money grab from
our pensions. We need a governance structure that pro-
vides for representation by population, a governance
structure that ensures that workers are equal partners in
the management of the plan, and a governance structure
that is accountable to the investors in that plan.

As workers, we are the investors. Pensions are
deferred income. It’s our money that we all work
extremely hard to earn. We deserve a real say in how our
money is invested and its delivery in the form of
pensions. The money does not belong to our employers,
nor does it belong to the government. It belongs to us and
we must have effective input on how OMERS meets its
obligation of translating our money into our pensions.
My members, who are all voters, do not expect anything
less.

When OMERS was first introduced, all members were
subject to the same rules. All members were provided
with the same basic benefits and all members had the
same opportunity to develop supplementary plans and
avail themselves of these plans. However, Bill 206 pro-
poses to change that, with some members benefiting
more than others. That is not right, nor is it just.

When our members retire, we are all charged the same
for our electricity, our housing and our food. The local
grocery store is not going to charge my retired members
less than a retired firefighter or police officer because
you, the government, discriminated against us in the
OMERS pension plan and therefore we have con-
siderably lower pensions. We all have the same basic
needs. We all deserve the right to develop supplementary
plans. We all deserve a pension that will allow us to meet

our needs and live with some financial peace of mind.
Bill 206 must be changed in order to ensure this happens.

Furthermore, under section 12 of the bill, the lower-
paid members of the plan, who are primarily women, will
be stuck with an effective accrual rate of 1.4% because of
a 0.6% cap on potential improvements to the CPP offset.
In contrast to this, the police officers and firefighters can
access an accrual rate as high as 2.33%. This is total
discrimination. | feel the need to remind you that the
stressful and dangerous nature of our job is no different
from that of police officers and firefighters when we step
out in the community.

Bill 206 is deeply flawed and should not be rammed
down without serious changes—changes that provide for
accountability, representative governance and changes
that provide for equity for all plan members. Bill 206
does not even begin to address my members’ issues. My
members expect that their concerns will be taken ser-
iously and have faith that the government will do what is
right and what is just. Don’t prove them wrong. Change
Bill 206 so that my members can retire with dignity.

CUPE Ontario has called for strike action to oppose
Bill 206 in its current form. You need to know that we
will not be steamrolled over on matters concerning our
pension and our future. We will continue to fight for fair
pension plans.

The Chair: You’ve left about three minutes for each
party to ask you questions, beginning with Mr.
Hardeman.

Mr. Gonsalves: Just before that, 1I’d like Antoni to
follow up.

Mr. Antoni Shelton: | just wanted to say that with
regard to representation on the sponsors corp and the
admin corp, CUPE believes that the government would
be well advised, regardless of what decision it eventually
makes, to stay out of the internal politics of CUPE.
CUPE Ontario is a provincial body and there is only one
CUPE provincial body in Ontario, and the OMERS plan
is a provincial plan. CUPE reserves the right to decide
who sits on the sponsors and admin corporations for
CUPE. Thank you.

The Chair: Okay, it’s about two and a half minutes
for everybody, beginning with Mr. Hardeman.

Mr. Hardeman: Thank you very much for the
presentation. Again, | want to say that we’ve had a lot of
discussion about the supplementary plans. We’ve been
told now in this discussion that in fact it is possible for
other members of the plan besides the police, fire and
ambulance to have supplementary plans. | personally was
under the impression that wasn’t possible. The parlia-
mentary assistant says that the plan can create those
supplementary plans, but it would require the impossible
task of having a two-thirds vote on the board to make that
happen.

I guess the issue is—and we’ve had quite a bit of
debate about it—if the government believes that all
should be entitled to, or have the ability to negotiate, a
supplementary plan, why would it be designated to just
some and not to all, in your opinion? Why couldn’t they
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have just added, “The supplementary plans would be
mandated for everyone,” and then they could negotiate
them, if deemed appropriate?

Mr. Shelton: Thank you for the question. We
understand quite clearly that with regard to the two-thirds
majority that’s required on the sponsors corp, it effect-
ively renders null and void our access to supplementals.
Furthermore, the menu of supplementals that has been
offered to fire and police, with a two-year window for
their implementation, is something that has not been
offered to the NRA 65.

On Dboth fronts, our members are discriminated
against; first, as | mentioned, in terms of the nature of the
two-thirds supermajority, which was only introduced
through second reading amendments. As we know
through bargaining, a two-thirds majority effectively
gives the minority on the board a veto. We think this is
discrimination. As was originally drafted in Bill 206, it
should be a simple majority. That’s a hurdle that we
believe has really been put there to prevent our fair ac-
cess to supplementals.

The second issue is the fact that fire and police have
been given the privilege of a specific menu of sup-
plementals which they have access to, which bypasses
the problem of the supermajority on the sponsors corp.
They’re allowed to have direct access to those sup-
plementals.

We’re not asking for police and fire to be denied any
of these privileges; we’re asking not to be discriminated
against. As the previous speaker said, we believe this is
systemic discrimination against our members, and we’re
asking the government not to go down that road.

Ms. Horwath: Interestingly enough, a CUPE
presenter earlier on said that after the first set of
presentations, she felt some comfort—I think it was Lo-
cal 79—that the government was making all the right
sounds around their willingness to accommodate and to
take seriously the concerns that were brought to the table
by CUPE last time around. Do you get the sense that the
government has heard the issues that you’re bringing for-
ward, and are you getting any signals that they’re
prepared to move on some of these changes that you’re
asking for?

Mr. Gonsalves: If we felt that the government was
taking our requests seriously and implementing them in
this bill, I don’t think we would be here today.

Ms. Horwath: Just as a follow up, is that why your
organization is taking the position that it’s taking around
the possibility of striking on this issue?

Mr. Shelton: As you know, we’ve made it clear that
there are a number of issues that have been put on the
table through amendments in second reading, like the
supermajority, two-thirds majority, like having our
managers on our side of the table—the clerks and treas-
urers—and we have the issue of the offset and the accrual
rate cap. These are quite simply dealbreakers for us, and
we can’t support Bill 206 in its current form if these
issues are not addressed.
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Mr. Duguid: Thank you very much, Mr. Gonsalves,
for coming here today. It’s good to hear from somebody
on the front line and directly involved with their em-
ployees. So it’s good of you to be here.

The question | have is, have you been told somehow
or another that the government has not responded to any
of the concerns of CUPE?

Mr. Gonsalves: No, | have not been told that.

Mr. Duguid: So you’re aware that there are at least
nine amendments made in the last round to accommodate
concerns of CUPE. Actually, the majority of concerns of
CUPE were in one way or another addressed. There are
still some outstanding issues.

Mr. Gonsalves: That is correct, and that’s my under-
standing: that we are here for those outstanding issues.

Mr. Duguid: That’s terrific. Of the outstanding issues
you mentioned—two or three, | guess, in your depu-
tation—which one is your top priority at this point in
time?

Mr. Gonsalves: I’d like to refrain from answering that
question on the grounds that | feel that they’re all
priorities and | don’t think that one can go ahead of the
other. | think what’s happening here is that it’s playing
one piece over the other. All of them need to be
addressed for our membership, and that’s what 1I’m here
to speak about. I’'m not here to talk about which is
priority and which should be put on and which should be
taken off. I’m here for all of them to be heard.

Mr. Duguid: | understand that answer. It would be
nice to know, though, whether there are some you feel
more strongly about than others. As we’re going through
this, it’s sometimes good to know that. But | understand
your answer.

Mr. Gonsalves: | can understand that.

The Chair: Thank you very much for being here
today. We appreciate your deputation.

TOWNSHIP OF MIDDLESEX CENTRE

The Chair: Our last deputation for this session is the
township of Middlesex Centre. Good afternoon, and
welcome. Thank you for being here. We’ve saved the
best for last, I’m sure, so we appreciate your being here.
If you could identify yourself and the organization you
speak for, once you’ve done that, you will have 15
minutes. If you leave time at the end, there will be an
opportunity for us to ask questions.

Mr. Al Edmondson: Thank you very much. It’s a
pleasure to be here. My name is Al Edmondson. I’'m the
acting mayor of Middlesex Centre, one of eight lower-
tier municipalities in the county of Middlesex. Today |
have with me our CAO, Paul Mylemans. You can ask
either of us questions at the end of the presentation.

We are fortunate to have this opportunity to express
our views on behalf of the township, the county and, I’'m
sure, the many other municipalities that weren’t afforded
this opportunity, even though they may have wished to
be here.
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There is no question that Bill 206 is an enormous
concern for those charged with the protection of our
property taxpayers’ interests, and those concerns revolve
around the theme of accountability and transparency.

Honourable Chair, ladies and gentlemen, a gracious
good afternoon to you. Each of us at some time in our
public or our personal life has made a promise that he or
she could not keep. Thus, we often wish that we had
never made it. When it was made it was done with good
intentions, but often without the knowledge of the
circumstances or the factors that would be in play when it
was to be delivered.

Whether you are a government or a parent, it is
difficult to deliver the message that you cannot deliver on
your promise. It takes courage to do that in a forthright
way. On occasion, this government, despite the known
fallout, has had the courage to back away from its
promises for the greater good of the people of Ontario.
Knowing when and having the strength to admit you are
wrong is admired.

In the case of Bill 206, we have great trepidation that
that is not the case. Some years ago, before this govern-
ment was elected, a commitment was made to the police
and fire associations that there would be devolution of
the OMERS plan and, further, that supplementary agree-
ments would be included. We have heard this many
times. | have the documentation here if it’s needed.

We will not delve into the reasons for this promise that
was made, but rather examine the results as we see them.
There is a maxim that suits the promise well: Vision
without action is a dream, but action without vision can
be chaos. | repeat: Vision without action is a dream, but
action without vision can be chaos. Bill 206 relates to the
latter part of this maxim, and it is the chaos that concerns
us. The reasons we make such an assertion are as
follows:

(@) The ramifications to the taxpayers across the
province were apparently given little consideration. The
only numbers we have seen are those that municipalities
have put together based on the modelling from OMERS.

The impact on labour relations is far from clear, and
we know you have heard the concerns from both labour
and management representatives.

(b) When a bill needs 100 amendments, mostly from
the party presenting it, it raises the question in our col-
lective minds, is it possible it was flawed in the first
place? Was the vision clear?

Last August at the AMO conference, when the bill
was first presented to municipalities in a public forum,
there were clear concerns raised about the devolution,
supplementary agreements, the so-called checks and bal-
ances, and the door that arbitration would open in terms
of the potential long-term costs. It was suggested by the
government side that devolution was a natural evolution.
Devolution of fund management may be natural but the
addition of mandatory supplementals, the adversarial
nature of management structures, and the processes in-
cluded in this bill are anything but natural.

Most changes in direction bring with them some
positive results, yet when an expert from BC speaking at
the conference was asked about the benefits of devolu-
tion, in his experience, there was none forthcoming.

Mediation-arbitration was a real concern and indeed a
professional mediator advised us there that it not be
included due to the lack of precision or equality with
which such decisions are made. That has been spoken to
several times this morning and this afternoon.

Mayor McCallion, at a subsequent ministers’ forum,
expressed the view that little homework had been done
on this issue by the province and requested that it not be
rushed, leaving time for all to understand the financial
implications for the taxpayers, both present and future.
The reply gave assurance that the time frame was more
than ample. In view of these hearings and the endurance
that you people have shown, such a reply was perhaps
overstated.

Months later, we received a letter from Minister
Gerretsen stating, “Bill 206 will not impose new costs or
pension benefits on any employer.” Such a statement
avoids or sidesteps the true implications of the wheels
that are set in motion by the passing of this bill, a point
made by a myriad of presentations thus far. We take no
comfort that Minister Gerretsen’s statement reflects any
financial analysis.

Citizens want to know that they can trust their mu-
nicipal representatives, and municipalities want to know
that their interests and those of the taxpayers are being
protected by the politicians and so on. Without complete
understanding or disclosure of the possible costs of Bill
206, this trust is in great jeopardy.

In our personal lives, when entering into an agreement
there would be few among us who would not want to
know the details and the cost, whether it be for a car lease
or a business venture. We have recently been reminded
by circumstances that as municipal politicians it is essen-
tial that we understand all the ramifications of complex
new deals. | don’t need to remind you where the
problems occurred, but you can understand why we are
extremely cautious when we are told, “It’s okay. You can
trust us.”
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In the Municipal Act it is the legislated duty of the
municipal politician to develop the programs and policies
of the municipality. In doing so, it is essential that the
financial and other implications of any policy or program
be evaluated, debated in public and communicated to the
ratepayers for feedback; that that feedback be reviewed
and the recommendation be revised, if necessary, and
only then the matter be presented for a final decision.

Is it clear to each and every committee member here
that all of the above has been accomplished, and each one
of you understands the full ramifications, financial and
otherwise, of Bill 206? Further, is it clear that each
member of the Legislature who is charged with the duty
to vote on its acceptance will have access to this degree
of understanding if they so choose? We charge you that if
such is not the case, then your duty as elected officials,
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such as is required under the Municipal Act, has not been
fulfilled.

We continually must balance new demands with old,
as our citizens already pay the highest property tax bills
in Canada and the G8 due to the unprecedented $3 billion
of provincial social service costs being collected on
property taxes, and that number comes from 2003. Is it
any wonder we push back when the province puts its
hand even deeper and more firmly into the property
taxpayer’s pocket with Bill 2067 It cannot go further.

We need to know, as should you, that the promise by
our Premier does not result in an action without vision
that has the potential to cost the taxpayers of this great
province dearly. We also need to know, if such is proved
to be the case, as on other occasions, that the Premier and
this government will have the intestinal fortitude to
withdraw the bill and send it back to the drawing board
knowing that he and his party are truly serving the
Ontario public and recognizing that true political
representation is doing what you ought to do, not what
you want to do.

Pull back, get the facts and display them, as you
understand them, for all to see, and maybe then we can
work together to see what can and should be salvaged
from this initiative.

Thank you very much for your attention.

The Chair: Thank you. You’ve left one minute for
every party to ask a question, beginning with Ms.
Horwath.

Ms. Horwath: | hear in your comments your concern
about the cost of supplemental plans on the municipal
taxpayer. | wanted to ask you a question, though, about
the process by which supplemental plans will be coming
into effect, and that is the process of negotiations. Have
you participated in negotiations with your unions?

Mr. Edmondson: | have not personally, no.

Ms. Horwath: But you understand that it’s a matter of
taking, for example, many, many issues in terms of the
collective bargaining process, whether it’s language in
the collective agreement or compensation package.

Mr. Edmondson: Yes.

Ms. Horwath: | wanted to focus on the compensation
package particularly. It was my experience when | was
on municipal council that the compensation package in-
cluded many different things, and part of that was
benefits and part of it was wages. Do you envision,
should the supplementals go forward in this legislation,
that there would be an offsetting, perhaps, of an ask for
wages if there’s also an ask for improved benefits? Do
you see what I’m saying? So if the negotiating committee
comes forward from the union’s perspective—firefighters
or police—asking for increases in supplemental benefits,
would they not then also not be asking for as much in
their wage ask, for example, understanding that, “You
can’t get everything, so perhaps we won’t ask for as
much of a wage increase because we’re asking for sup-
plementals in this round of bargaining”? Does that make
sense to you? Is that a possibility, do you think?

Mr. Edmondson: I’'m understanding the general
consensus of that. Maybe Paul wants to comment on that
as well. I would say that in many negotiations, people ask
for more than they know they’re going to get. Without
going into any great details, | think the previous
presentation made by Niagara addresses our concerns in
the fact that because you have the arbitration pos-
sibility—in fact, the likelihood—that causes great con-
cern for any municipality, as was expressed by Guelph
and Niagara Falls this morning, in the sense that you
have no control. Arbitration, as we’ve mentioned, is
certainly not an exact science.

Mr. Duguid: | want to thank you for a very thoughtful
and well-put-together presentation—well delivered as
well. | very much enjoyed your presentation. You
touched on a subject—disclosure of possible costs—that
a number of parties alluded to today and yesterday. | just
wanted to clarify with you and get a response from you.

OMERS has provided all stakeholders with the costing
information on the supplementals. They provided it in
2004. The provincial government requested them to
provide it again in 2005, which they have, to all stake-
holders. So disclosure of costs is really not an issue.
Although it’s been mentioned a number of times, some
municipalities seem to think there are numbers out there
that they don’t have. There are not. AMO has those
numbers, and they’ve used them.

What is at issue is the estimates that some muni-
cipalities are suggesting, that there would be full take-up
of all the benefits. The testimony we’ve heard today and
yesterday, and previous testimony, would suggest that
that’s totally unrealistic and it’s not going to happen.
Legally, in fact, in the legislation, it can’t happen because
you are only allowed to negotiate for one benefit per
collective bargaining process.

My question is, were you aware of that and

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Duguid. That’s a long
question.

Mr. Edmondson: Yes, we were aware of that. |
appreciate the question. But | believe that that’s per
negotiation. The other threat that might come out of that
is the fact that we would no longer have two- and three-
year contracts, that we would have shorter contracts.
That’s a possibility. Each time you have a contract, you
can bring forth another. Therefore, you have a building,
which is a real threat, and that’s what we’re saying. As
far as | know, | have seen no numbers other than those
that have been produced by AMO and their group. If you
can produce some of those other numbers, | and every-
body in Ontario would be very pleased to see those.

Mr. Hardeman: Thank you very much for your
presentation. | much appreciate it. Through the whole
hearing process we’ve been hearing comments that relate
back to the minister’s letter saying, “Don’t worry. Trust
us. There will be no extra costs, no extra benefits in this
plan,” and that do not even—and | don’t think you do in
your presentation—point out that that’s wrong, except
that others have different views. So far the proponents of
this legislation have put nothing forward on what their
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views are as to extra cost, the likelihood of gained bene-
fits in negotiations beyond this bill, what impact that will
have on municipal budgets. No one has done any work
on that; at least there appears to be no work on that,
because none has been put forward.

I don’t really have a question. | just want to say thank
you for putting it forward and to point out that really it’s
a request to have a better look at what’s happening here
to make sure that we all understand the impact of this
change as we move forward.

I would agree with you, and thank you very much for
putting on the record that we all should make sure that
everything is addressed before we put the seal of the
province on the bottom of it to say that this is the best
way to deal with it.

Mr. Edmondson: Thank you very much. Do we have
a moment? Paul, do you have a comment?

Mr. Paul Mylemans: No, | think it’s been said very
well, thank you.

Mr. Edmondson: | would just like to thank you as a
group for what you’ve done. Today, you’ve been very
patient—good questions—and you didn’t just listen; you
heard.

The Chair: Thank you for your time today.

This brings to a close our hearings for the day. 1’d like
to thank all the witnesses, members and staff for their
participation in the hearings.

I’d like to remind all members that amendments to
Bill 206 should be filed with the clerk of the committee
by 4 p.m., Monday, January 30.

This committee now stands adjourned until 10 a.m. on
Wednesday, February 1, for clause-by-clause consider-
ation of the bill.

The committee adjourned at 1320.
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