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The Social Assistance Review:
Opportunities and Risks in the Commission’s Discussion Paper
The Commission for the Review of Social Assistance in Ontario released its first Discussion Paper on June 9, 2011. 
This is the first major review of social assistance since the 1980s, which presents the opportunity for the changes and improvements that people have been advocating for years to finally be made. But as with all major reviews, it also carries some risks. Some hard fought improvements in the social assistance system could be put in jeopardy in the course of the review.  
The Income Security Advocacy Centre (ISAC) has prepared this document to highlight some of the key issues in the Commission’s Discussion Paper, summarize what the Discussion Paper says, identify some of the opportunities it presents, and signal some of the risks. We hope that this document will be of use to people who are making a submission to the Commission or who are responding to the questions that the Commission asks in its Workbook.
The Discussion Paper is structured around five main issue areas, which are all very important for the Commission to address:
· Issue 1: 
Reasonable Expectations & Necessary Supports to Employment

· Issue 2: 
Appropriate Benefit Structure

· Issue 3: 
Making the Rules Easier to Understand

· Issue 4: 
Making the System Viable over the Long Term

· Issue 5: 
Creating an Integrated Ontario Position on Income Security 

Within each of these areas, the Paper asks a number of detailed questions about particular aspects of these issues. In answering these questions, you can discuss how you or the people you work with have been affected by problems related to these areas, and can talk about your ideas for how the Commission should resolve them. 

In each of these areas, the Commission also asks the question: 
· Have we identified the key issues related to this area? Are there any issues we have missed or misunderstood? 

The way that the Commission has laid out what the problems are in these areas may not be the same as the way that people on OW or ODSP – or their allies and advocates – would describe them. They may not address some of the broader problems that exist in the current social assistance system. 

So not only is there an opportunity to respond directly to the questions asked in the Discussion Paper, there is also an opportunity to talk about other issues, to comment on some of the risks, or to encourage the Commission to broaden its view about these issues. This document will outline many of these other issues.

Overview 
The social assistance review is focused on how to help people move off OW and ODSP into the workforce. People on OW and ODSP have been asking for a long time for better supports to become more independent. What matters, of course, is how the system is set up to do this. 
The opportunity here is to talk about three broad areas related to the review’s focus that the Commission should use to help guide its work:  

1. 
Poverty Reduction: 

The Discussion Paper acknowledges that the social assistance review is cast within the context of poverty reduction. 
· This is an opportunity to define what poverty reduction means. 
· In 2008, the provincial government released “Breaking the Cycle: Ontario’s Poverty Reduction Strategy”. In 2009, the “Poverty Reduction Act” entrenched the requirement for poverty reduction strategies in law. The Act was supported unanimously by all parties in the Ontario legislature. 

· The social assistance review is a key commitment made in the Poverty Reduction Strategy. 

· The Poverty Reduction Strategy and Poverty Reduction Act set out important principles and commitments, including: 

· treating people with respect and dignity; 
· promoting social inclusion;
· reducing discrimination and advancing human rights; and 
· advancing equity by tailoring solutions to respond to the differential impact of poverty on particular groups. 
· Using these principles to guide the work of the review would give the Commissioners the opportunity to make the vision of poverty reduction real.
2. 
The Labour Market: 


The Discussion Paper acknowledges that the labour market is a problem that needs fixing. But it says that looking at labour market reform is “outside the mandate of our review but within the broader context of income security”.
· This is an opportunity to make the point that social assistance policy and labour market policy must go hand-in-hand if the objective of social assistance is to assist people in getting out of poverty by making the transition to work. 
· Having a job isn’t a guarantee out of poverty, which the Discussion Paper acknowledges. Jobs are increasingly casual and part-time, poor paying, and lacking benefits or adequate protections. 

· The Commission should therefore make recommendations in areas like improving the quality of jobs and ensuring workplace protections and accommodations – even if this is outside of its mandate.  
· Comprehensive labour market strategies and improvements in regulation in areas like the minimum wage or employment standards are some of the labour market policy issues that the Commission could make recommendations on.
3.
Equity

The Discussion Paper talks in several places about particular problems that the social assistance system poses for Aboriginal people and newcomers. However, there is little mention about the larger issue of equity for people in these groups and in others. 

· This is an opportunity to talk about the need for a gender and equity analysis in the review.

· The Poverty Reduction Strategy recognizes that “certain people are at a higher risk of poverty. Women, racialized communities, newcomers, people with disabilities, and Aboriginal peoples among others, experience poverty in relatively greater numbers, and for often complex reasons. The unique needs of these groups require tailored solutions and we know that we need to continue to view the issue of poverty from these perspectives going forward.” (p.5)
· This part of the poverty reduction vision needs to be made an integral part of the social assistance review. Social assistance programs need to take an approach to providing services that responds to the specific barriers that people in these groups face to getting and keeping good quality jobs. 

· Legislation or regulation that would reduce or eliminate the barriers that people face to finding and keeping good quality work, such as Employment Equity, are some of the areas that the Commission could make recommendations on. 

Issue 1: 
Reasonable Expectations & Necessary Supports to Employment
Under this issue, the Discussion Paper talks about three things:
1. Working with Employers: The paper identifies employers as having an important role to play in the workforce success of people on OW and ODSP. It says that making connections between people on assistance and potential employers, as well as providing certain kinds of support for employers (e.g., wage subsidies), may contribute to that success. It also highlights the Accessibility for Ontarians with Disabilities Act, 2005 as an important tool that requires employers to accommodate people with disabilities in the workplace. 
2. Effectiveness of Employment Services and Supports: The paper notes that participation in employment activities is mandatory for people on OW, but raises questions about how effective employment services are. It says various groups have raised a range of problems with current employment supports, including: the effectiveness of the assessment of individuals’ needs; the adequacy of the response to these needs; the degree of flexibility for the priorities of First Nations communities; the degree of capacity development for First Nations communities; access to and integration with programs offered by other provincial ministries (Employment Ontario, Citizenship and Immigration, Health and Long-term Care) and federal departments (Aboriginal Skills and Employment Training Strategy); a need for simplification and modernization of income assistance and employment-related supports; a need for a wider range of supports to address barriers to employment (e.g., secure stable housing, child care, health-related services, intensive case management, etc.); and a desire from advocates to expand “wraparound” services (e.g., Addictions Services Initiative) so more people can access addictions treatment.
This provides an opportunity to talk about any or all of the following issues: 

· The need for better training, education and pre-employment supports. You could talk about your experience, or that of people you work with, with the current system of education, training, and employment supports, and talk about what improvements should be made that would make these programs and services better. 
· The need for better “personal development” or “social inclusion” services that you think you or the people you work with would benefit from. These include services for people with addictions or mental health disabilities, or those that provide assistance with parenting, relationship support, or managing the activities of daily living. 

· The need for supports that provide a stable foundation for moving into work. This could include housing, child care, transportation, or other supports that you think are important.  

· The need for government to take active steps to respond to the lack of good jobs and to make other improvements to the labour market through employment standards regulation and enforcement. 

· The value of volunteer work or other ways of being part of the community, and the supports that people need in order to do this kind of work. 

· The impact that meeting the current “participation agreement” requirements has had on you or your clients who are on Ontario Works. 

· The need to eliminate the punitive aspects of OW and to stop putting people’s incomes at risk because of problems with training programs, supports, or the labour market. 

3. Capacity and Aspirations of People with Disabilities: In this section, the paper raises questions about the supports currently available through ODSP. It notes that mandatory participation in employment activities is not currently required for people on ODSP, and highlights the OECD’s recommendations on employment and disability, which it describes as making a shift in focus away from dis-ability toward ability and labour market attachment. The paper also notes advocates’ concerns about lack of comprehensive employment supports for people on ODSP – for example, the need for skills development, training, or further education. 
This provides an opportunity to talk about any or all of the following issues: 

· All of the issues about employment-related services listed in the bullet points above could also be discussed, but from the perspective of ensuring better services for people with disabilities. You may have experience with these services, and this is an opportunity to talk about them. 

But it also poses these risks:  

· Employment-related participation agreements – like those that people on OW are required to sign – could be extended to ODSP benefits, resulting in the loss of benefits for non-compliance. 
This idea comes from the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (the OECD), which is an international economic organization of 33 countries founded in 1961 to stimulate economic growth and world trade. The OECD has made a recommendation to shift disability support policy from a “focus on dis-ability” to “ability and labour market attachment”. Using this human rights frame which responds to the needs and desires of people with disabilities, it adopts the position of making income benefits conditional upon participating in work searches and job readiness. Such an approach could have a destabilizing and destructive impact, putting income benefits at risk without addressing the real issue of the barriers to employment that people with disabilities face in the labour market. 

The OECD policies were developed after an analysis of European countries where it identified as a problem the “overuse” of disability benefit programs that masks the true level of unemployment. Even in countries where benefit levels are higher and more available, this policy recommendation as a route to increased labour market participation has been challenged. But it clearly should not be applicable to Canada, however, where OECD found that the biggest problem is the depth of poverty that people with disabilities experience. In Canada the use of disability benefit programs is significantly below the OECD average – with many people with disabilities receiving no income from either employment or benefit programs. Canada, and Ontario, have a different problem that requires a different solution. 

Government often points to the Accommodation for Ontarians with Disabilities Act (the AODA) as the solution. The AODA is an important step toward accommodation in the labour market, but it doesn’t solve the problems. It has very few enforcement mechanisms if people with disabilities are not accommodated by their employer, and it exempts employers with fewer than 50 employees, in spite of the reality that the majority of jobs that are created are in companies of fewer than 50 employees. It also does not address who is responsible for paying for the cost of accommodation. 
· There is also a risk that ODSP could introduce participation agreements that would make income benefits and other supports conditional on treatment for addictions or mental health disabilities. (This could also apply to people on OW.) The Commissioners have been asked to make recommendations on ways to “place reasonable expectations on, and provide supports for, people who rely on social assistance with respect to […] participation in treatment and rehabilitation.” It is only recently that people whose disability is an addiction became eligible for ODSP after ten years of litigation. And the paper doesn’t indicate the long waiting lists or often non-existence of addictions programs.  Any kind of mandatory treatment condition for benefits needs to be the subject of consultation with communities that are affected, both those with lived experience and those who provide the services, as these are resource intensive programs that do not currently meet the needs of those who want them now. 
Issue 2: 
Appropriate Benefit Structure

Under this issue, the Discussion Paper talks about four things:

1. Adequacy of Benefits: The paper explains that the system provides income assistance for basic needs and shelter, as well as various other benefits, and confirms that “there are no standards or methodology for determining the level of rates”. The paper states that people with lived experience say rates are too low, Public Health Nutritious Food Basket surveys say rates don’t allow people to buy healthy food, research from the Daily Bread Food Bank shows growing reliance on food banks by people on social assistance, and the Northern Allowance may be insufficient to cover higher costs for people living in the North. The paper also indicates that the current rate structure may not deal well with the circumstances of First Nations on reserve – for example, benefit rates for different family structures ignore traditional living practices and the limited supply of housing in the North. 
This provides an opportunity to raise any or all of these issues:
· The critical need for significantly increasing current income benefits.

· The importance of establishing a rational mechanism through which benefit rates are established. Check other advocates’ proposals (ODSP Action Coalition or Hamilton Roundtable on Poverty Reduction) for details. 

· The need to ensure that poverty reduction is the overriding objective of recommendations on adequacy. See the Overview section on page 2. 

2. Ensuring that People are Better Off Working: The paper states there are “trade offs” that have to be made when setting benefits to ensure work pays more than assistance – particularly given the growth in part-time and low-paid work. It then comments on three benefit models and associated “trade offs”. 
The first model allows recipients to keep a portion of income support and benefits on top of employment earnings, up to a set cap. In this model, supports are eventually withdrawn as earnings increase, with a steep “rate of withdrawal” that may cause hardship. The paper asserts that fairness is an issue in this model as people on assistance could be better off than those who work in low-wage jobs full time.
The second model described in the paper sets benefits at a rate below minimum wage in order to encourage work. However, the paper says that this model conflicts with the goal of ensuring adequate income. 
The third model would move benefits into income-tested tax-delivery systems operating outside social assistance. This could mean income and/or other supports (e.g. prescription drug benefits) that would be available to all low-income Ontarians. But, the paper says, while many groups and jurisdictions support this model, it is more costly than social assistance. It also results in very high Marginal Effective Tax Rates (METRs) because benefits must be reduced and eventually withdrawn as income from employment increases. 
This provides an opportunity to raise any or all of the following issues:

· The importance of ensuring that the income provided by the minimum wage – and other aspects of the degraded labour market – are not used as the standard for determining the level of income benefits.

· The need for social assistance programs to pay specific attention to issues of equity and to actively provide the supports necessary to people who face barriers in the labour market. 

· The need to ensure access to justice in tax-delivered benefits. Currently, if anything goes wrong with a person’s benefits that are delivered through the tax system (such as the Canada Child Tax Benefit or the Ontario Child Benefit), people can only try to resolve the problem through the Canada Revenue Agency and/or federal tax court. Doing this is much more complex than appeals to decisions in OW or ODSP. 

3. Asset Limits and Exemptions: The paper asserts that the nature of social assistance – as a program of “last resort” – requires that eligibility be dependent on very limited assets (i.e., one month’s assistance for OW and $5000 for a single on ODSP, although these depend on family size and type). It lists some assets that are exempt, including principal residence, cars, Registered Education Savings Plans (RESPs) and Registered Disability Savings Plans (RDSPs). The paper notes that many people have argued that the low asset limits remove the financial cushion people need for the future and to help transition into employment, and conflict with government policy that encourages building assets through instruments like RRSPs. 
This provides an opportunity to raise any or all of the following issues:

· The importance of increasing asset limits and exemptions to levels that allow people to accumulate the financial cushion that they need to get into or back into the labour market, and to ensure future financial stability. 

· The importance of making sure that “last resort” isn’t used as a justification for low asset limits and exemptions. The levels of limits and exemptions are a social policy choice made by government. A “last resort” program could have higher levels, if the objectives of the program are to reduce poverty and ensure future opportunity. 
4. Benefits for People with Disabilities: The paper notes that ODSP does not currently differentiate between being “able” to work and being “unable” to work due to disability. It states that redesigning the benefit system for those who are “able” to work is required in order to ensure they are better off working. It also explains that some people have proposed a comprehensive redesign of benefits, to provide adequate long-term support, and notes that such support could be provided through a pension-type program and delivered by the federal government.
This provides an opportunity to raise any or all of the following issues:

· The importance of providing employment supports to everyone who wants them, regardless of their level of disability, which would help people into either a paid job or volunteer work. These supports should be provided in addition to ensuring that all people with disabilities have stable and adequate incomes. 

· Despite all the current problems with ODSP, there are features that should be protected. For example, the current definition of disability does not classify people depending on their ability to work. It requires that people have a “substantial impairment” in their ability to undertake regular activities of daily living. It allows people to work while getting benefits and doesn’t put their continuing eligibility for benefits in jeopardy if they do work. In addition, a person’s disability doesn’t have to be permanent for them to qualify for benefits. 

But it also poses these risks:
· The Discussion Paper talks about disabilities in terms of the idea that some people are “able to work” and some are “unable to work”. This is a false distinction, both in terms of the multiple and varied disabilities that people have and in terms of the possibilities for appropriate employment in a degraded labour market.

· If we move to a system wherein a sharp distinction is made between people who “are able” to work and those who are “not able” to work, we risk creating a two-tier system that denies some people the programs and services that would assist them into employment (to whatever degree they are able) or into fuller participation in their community. 
· Such a system could also mean that fewer people would be eligible for disability benefits in a context cited by the OECD where the biggest challenge in Canada is poverty and, in comparison to other countries, more limited access to disability benefits. 
Issue 3: 
Easier to Understand

Under this issue, the Discussion Paper talks about two things:

1. Complexity of Benefits and Eligibility: The paper states that the rules are intended to meet several objectives, which it says include: ensuring people access other resources first; addressing the varying and unique circumstances of individuals and families; meeting expectations for public accountability and preventing fraud; and facilitating the administration of a big program. It says that the rules affect all aspects of the program, and that new rules have been put in place over time to respond to complexity and changing socio-economic conditions. 
But the paper also states that “it is not clear whether the rules, particularly when taken as a whole, are meeting their objectives”. It cites Deb Matthews’ 2004 report that is critical of the rules, noting that her report highlighted the approximately 800 rules that people must adhere to, that the rules are inconsistently applied, and that the rules are virtually impossible to communicate to clients. The paper acknowledges that the large number of rules make it hard for people to understand and access the system. It says that some advocates say the rules are too intrusive or don’t correspond to people’s lived realities, and that people end up working to fit the rules rather than the rules working to fit the people.
The paper highlights the problem of access to ODSP. It notes that the requirements for detailed medical records and application forms can be onerous, particularly for First Nations, who are not represented in ODSP caseloads as much as other groups. The paper states that this could be due to a lack of awareness of the program among First Nations, difficulty getting medical reports, and discomfort dealing with non-First Nations workers. 
The paper notes that administering so many rules is costly and labour-intensive for service deliverers, and may take the focus away from case management.

This provides an opportunity to raise any or all of these issues:

· That the objectives of ODSP are different from OW. That OW needs a completely new framework, but ODSP needs to better implement the objectives of the current program.  

· The impact of social assistance rules on you or the people that you work with. 

· The importance of expanding income exemptions to include income other than paid employment, such as child support.

· The importance of addressing the bigger picture. Individual rules are a problem, but a larger problem is how all the rules work together within a system that was set up to be punitive, coercive, and to restrict benefits as much as possible. Resolving these systemic problems in the social assistance system is very important. 


But it also poses these risks:

· “Simplification” could mean fewer benefit programs or changes to useful benefits. 
· For example, when the OCB was introduced, back to school and winter clothing allowance benefits ended. The money received for those allowances was added to the monthly cheque and spread out over the full year instead of being paid in a lump sum at the time of year when people need the benefit.  
2. Eligibility for Special Benefits: The paper states there are several “special benefits” beyond income support that people on OW and ODSP may be eligible for, including Special Diet Allowance, Temporary Care Assistance, and Assistance for Children with Severe Disabilities. It says that these benefits are intended to help with special costs related to individual circumstances or health needs, and that the benefits have additional eligibility and administrative requirements. 
The paper says that these benefits are complex to administer and may be hard to access, that there are inconsistencies in delivery of these benefits across the province, that discretion for some benefits applies, and that some benefits for ODSP recipients have to be accessed through OW. 
The paper notes that some people have recommended that it would be more “effective and equitable” to move some of these benefits outside social assistance and deliver them to all low-income Ontarians. 

This provides an opportunity to raise any or all of the following issues:

· The need to improve the Special Diet Allowance program and other “special benefits”, and the impact that changes to these programs have had on you or the people that you work with.  

· The importance of understanding that the Special Diet Allowance (SDA) is not a “special benefit”. The SDA is instead one part of the core benefits (including basic needs and shelter) that determine a person’s eligibility for either Ontario Works or ODSP. 

· The value of expanding a wider range of benefits to all low-income people, such as drug or dental benefits, or a housing benefit. But it will be important to ensure people on assistance get the full value of any new benefit without clawback or restructuring of existing benefits.  

But it also poses these risks:

· These “special benefits” could be lost. Both the Special Diet Allowance and the Temporary Care Allowance have been controversial in the past several years, and were specifically referred by government to the Review Commission for recommendations. This could mean that government wants the Commission to make recommendations that would result in these programs being eliminated. 
· Moving benefits outside social assistance to cover all low-income people could mean that people on OW or ODSP are not given the same level of net benefit as low-income people who are working. This was the case with the Ontario Child Benefit, in that OW and ODSP rates for people with children were “restructured” when the OCB was introduced and again when the amount of the OCB was increased. Restructuring removed some of the money that people with children on OW and ODSP were getting in their “basic needs” benefit – although the amount of money that they got from the OCB was more than the amount that they lost. But what this meant was that some families on OW or ODSP didn’t benefit as much as other families did, and that many families on OW or ODSP didn’t benefit as much as low-income people who work. Single mothers with older children benefitted the least from the OCB. 
Issue 4: 
Viable over the Long Term

Under this issue, the Discussion Paper talks about two things:
1. Sustainability and Public Accountability: The paper asserts that spending on social assistance has to be focused on intended purposes, that services must be delivered efficiently, and that the growth of program costs must be in line with available resources. It says that these requirements not only apply to the program as a whole but also to key components of the program like employment services and special-purpose benefits, which must meet their objectives and be delivered effectively. 
It states that there is no shared understanding, of nor public reporting on what the outcomes of social assistance are or should be. It notes that certain objectives, like getting people into employment, are unclear as they could mean different things (for example, the paper asks, is the objective to get people into the first available job, or into sustainable employment?) 
The paper states that there is not enough data collected on the needs and employability of people on social assistance, which means two things. First, measuring and publicly reporting on the success of services like employment supports is impossible, and second, understanding whether available supports and services address the needs of particular groups at greater risk of poverty is impossible.
The paper notes that there is a desire among some advocates for specific racial and ethnocultural data to be collected.
This provides an opportunity to raise any or all of the following issues:

· The need to align social assistance policy with broader policy frameworks like poverty reduction.  
· The importance of ensuring accountability in the programs. This includes making sure that programs have clearly defined outcomes with tools for measuring and evaluating whether or not those outcomes are reached; building in the right of appeal for all programs and benefits; ensuring that government produces more detailed statistics and data around who is receiving social assistance and why, and especially the disaggregated data that would allow better understanding of the impact of poverty and social assistance on people in disadvantaged groups in order to better tailor programs and benefits.

But it also poses these risks:

· “Sustainability” is often understood by governments to mean controlling caseloads and costs. But we can make the point that for income security programs sustainability must also mean ensuring that people have predictable and stable benefits that they can count on. 

2. Improved System Integration: The paper explains that Ontario Works is delivered by 47 different municipal / regional bodies across the province, which also deliver other social services, and that ODSP is delivered by the province. 
It notes that the 2008 Provincial-Municipal Fiscal and Service Delivery Review identifies the need to better define the roles of the jurisdictions involved in service delivery. It asserts that this would help to make service delivery more effective and integrated, and would also help reduce duplication, confusion about responsibility and accountability, and reduce regulatory burdens. The paper states that lack of coordination undermines the ability of the system to achieve its expected outcomes and gain public confidence.
The paper notes that there are local initiatives underway to better integrate service delivery, such as those in Peel and Algoma as well as in other municipalities and on First Nations. It highlights the need for coordinated policy across income support programs, rather than the current policy silos, to make objectives consistent and reduce the systemic barriers that are currently built into the programs.
This provides an opportunity to raise any or all of the following issues:

· You may have experience with poorly integrated systems that you could talk about. Or, you may be in one of the municipalities that is trying to better integrate services, so you could talk about whether or not those efforts are successful, and what might be tried that could improve integration.
Issue 5: 
An Integrated Ontario Position on Income Security 

Under this issue, the Discussion Paper first gives an introduction, and then talks about three things. 
The paper states that social assistance is part of a broader income security system, which also includes Employment Insurance (EI), private and public pensions, tax-delivered child benefits, and the federal Working Income Tax Benefit (WITB). It explains that changes in any of these parts of the system can affect social assistance benefits. The paper also notes that ineffectiveness in any one part of the system can increase the need for social assistance.
1. Gaps in EI Support and Training: The paper states that EI is intended to stabilize incomes when people become unemployed and before they get their next job or while they get training. It explains that people in Ontario are less able to access EI as compared with other provinces – including youth, recent immigrants, and people in part-time or temporary work. The paper notes that a major study by the Mowat Centre that includes recommendations for the redesign of EI is expected in fall 2011.
The paper notes that two-thirds of unemployed Ontarians are ineligible for EI, which impacts on the need for social assistance. 
It states that most training programs available through the Labour Market Development Agreement (between Ontario and the federal government) are only available to people who are currently or were recently on EI. It also states that there are other provincial training programs (those available through OW, ODSP, and Employment Ontario) that are available to people not receiving EI, and that these are funded through the Labour Market Agreement (LMA) and the Labour Market Agreement on Persons with Disabilities (LMPDA). However, it notes that the LMA and LMAPD may not be enough to address the whole range of training needs of people on social assistance.
This provides an opportunity to raise the following issue:

· The importance of restoring EI benefits to unemployed residents of Ontario. 
2. Other Benefits: The paper asserts that child benefits have been shown to do a lot to reduce poverty, but notes that there is no agreement between the province and the federal government about the levels of child benefits over the longer term. It states that this lack of agreement has to be taken into account when recommending rates and benefit structures that work best to get people into employment. 
The paper also notes that the federal government has created the Working Income Tax Benefit (WITB) for low income people with employment earnings, but that the current design of the WITB tends to support part-time, low-wage work because it reaches maximum and is withdrawn at an income level below that provided by a full-time minimum wage job. The paper notes that advocates have suggested a redesigned and expanded WITB to strengthen income security for low income people, and asserts that this could help social assistance recipients make the transition into work by making work better than benefits.
The paper states that clarification of the objectives and long-term plans for the WITB, child benefits, and other income-tested benefits is needed, as this could help integrate federal benefits with social assistance benefits.
This provides an opportunity to raise the following issues:

· The importance of federal involvement in providing supports and services that would benefit people on social assistance and all low-income people in Canada. In addition to those mentioned above, others could include a national poverty reduction strategy, a national childcare program, and a national housing strategy. 

· The need to resolve the negative interaction that you or your clients have experienced between social assistance and other benefit programs, like Employment Insurance, the WITB, CPP-Disability, or others.
 But it also poses this risk:
· The federal government’s lack of response could delay provincial action if changes that the province should make now depend on federal action. 

[image: image2.png]ISAC




2
[image: image3.png]INCOME SECURITY ADVOCACY CENTRE
Centre d’action pour la sécurité du revenu
wWww.incomesecurity.org





_1156319104.bin

