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Glossary of Terms
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CED
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COIN
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ODSPA
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SCAPR
SDS

TEF
VRC

Canadian Cooperative Association
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Community Economic Development Technical Assistance Program
Centre for Addiction and Mental Health
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Community Opportunities Innovation Network Inc.

Income Security Advocacy Centre

Jarrett Resource Centre

Jarrett Value 2 Cooperative

Jarrett Value Centre

Ministry of Community and Social Services

Ontario Council for Alternative Businesses

Ontario Disability Support Program

Ontario Disability Support Program Act

Ontario Partners on Aging for the Developmentally Disabled
Ontario Peer Development Initiative

Out of This World Café

Person Centred Planning

Peterborough Social Planning Council

Northern Ontario Research, Development, Ideas and Knowledge
Services to Children and Adults of Prescott-Russell

Sudbury Developmental Services

Toronto Enterprise Fund

Vocational Resource Centre



1.0 Background

The Canadian Community Economic Development Network (CCEDNet) is a national
association of over 250 organizations composed of practitioners, academics, policy makers and
community members engaged in the social economy®. Since its inception, CCEDNet has been
active in policy development to promote social economy initiatives, including improving the
environment for social enterprises®.

Social enterprises are organizations which “use...earned income strategies for mission
fulfillment” (Charles King, quoted in Randolph Group, 2006) and have, in part, emerged from
the need for specialized employment services for vulnerable and marginalized groups. Although
there is only a small body of research on social enterprises in Canada, early evidence suggests
that these types of employers may be an ideal site for greater social inclusion of persons with
disabilities.

In 2006 CCEDNet undertook a research initiative designed to identify areas for policy
improvement related to social enterprises which employ persons in receipt of the Ontario
Disability Support Program (ODSP). A recent policy forum sponsored by Ontario’s Ministry of
Community and Social Services (MCSS) (Randolph Group, 2006) indicates that there is
increased interest in the province to explore public policy options for supporting social
enterprises. Thus this research may be particularly significant at this time.

Four goals were established for the research:

e To expand the knowledge of policy challenges facing social enterprises which employ
ODSP recipients

e To strengthen models of employment and training service delivery to recipients of ODSP

e To facilitate peer learning of social enterprise practitioners, and ODSP employment
service delivery agents

e To improve income security programs across Canada through conducting high-quality
research on services and programs delivered to low-income people with disabilities living
in the province of Ontario.

The research began in the fall of 2006, but due to a number of factors, including some staffing
changes, was not completed until the late fall of 2007. CCEDNet partnered with NORDIK and
the Community Economic and Social Development program at Algoma University College to
complete the research.

! “The Social Economy consists of association-based economic initiatives founded on values of: Service to members
of community rather than generating profits; Autonomous management (not government or market controlled);
Democratic decision-making; Primacy of persons and work over capital; Based on principles of participation,
empowerment.” (CCEDNet National Policy Council, Social Economy Roundtable Consultation Briefing Notes,
2005)

? See www.ccednet.ca for more information on the organization and its policy initiatives.



2.0 Methodology

The research began with the formation of an advisory committee composed of both Ontario
Disability Support Program (ODSP) employment service providers, and directors and managers
of social enterprises which employ ODSP recipients. This advisory group had several
discussions regarding the nature of their work, and the research design.

The advisory committee initially determined that a survey of social enterprises and service
delivery agents should be conducted and some efforts were expended in designing a survey
instrument. It became apparent however, that such a data collection tool was too ambitious for
the scope of this research, and an alternative design was selected.

The final research design used four data collection methods: a literature review, focus groups
and interviews; and four case studies, including two with francophone social enterprises.

A literature review was conducted using the key words: ODSP, social enterprises, persons with
disabilities, employment and employment supports. The review was primarily focused on
Canadian literature, but did include some literature drawn from the UK, Australia and New
Zealand. The literature review revealed a gap in the literature related to this topic, with no policy
analysis directly related, and only two case studies in Ontario of social enterprises employing
people with disabilities.

A focus group including representatives of both service delivery agents and social enterprises
was convened, and this group discussed two major questions, i.e., what is working well, and
what needs to be improved. Additionally a series of semi-structured interviews were conducted
with advocates and social enterprise representatives. These interviews were designed to validate
some of the themes emerging from the literature review and the focus groups, and were
supplemented by follow-up email correspondence.

Finally, four case studies were conducted on social enterprises in Ontario which employ ODSP
recipients. Of these, two were francophone, and all were selected in an attempt to capture some
of the diversity of the province. Thus, one is from Toronto and employs people who are
survivors of psychiatric institutions and another is drawn from Peterborough and employs people
with developmental disabilities. Two social enterprises in francophone communities were also
studied; Charles Printing in Hawkesbury, and the Jarrett Value 2 (JVV2) used-clothing cooperative
in Sudbury. (See Appendices A, B, C, and D).

3.0 Ontario Disability Support Program and Employment Policy

The Ontario Disability Support Program Act, 1998 (ODSPA) provides the legislative framework
for the provision of financial benefits and employment support through the Ontario Disability
Support Program (ODSP). Persons who are found to be financially eligible, and “disabled” as
defined by the legislation may also qualify for employment supports (ISAC?, 2003).

® ISAC is a specialty legal clinic using a variety of tactics such as law reform, community development, public legal
education and test cases to address income security issues for low-income people. It provides province-wide support
and leadership to a system of over seventy legal clinics and as such, has a high degree of expertise on the ODSPA
and other legislation.



At the time of its introduction in 1998, the Act was touted as a program designed to “protect and
preserve the benefits of persons with disabilities...while assisting them to become independent
and securing employment” (ISAC, 2003:3). A review of the Act however, reveals that it does
not measure up to its stated goals, although recent amendments by the Ontario government have
attempted to address some of the most egregious areas. It still, however, poses a number of
challenges related to the employment of persons with disabilities — some for the ODSP recipients
themselves and others for their employers.

The ODSPA and the program itself has come under heavy criticism from advocacy groups for
making the application process needlessly complex, and for eliminating eligibility for a large
number of people with disabilities.

“This is not a system that meets the ‘unique needs’ of disabled people, as the provincial
government boasted in 1998. Rather it is a system that fails to accommodate their needs”.
(ISAC, 2003: 2)

Much of the criticism of the Act focuses on the application and eligibility determination process,
which frequently results in initial denials of benefits, forcing persons with disabilities to go
through lengthy, emotionally and logistically difficult appeal processes, often without adequate
representation (ISAC, 2003). This difficult process results in the development of a ‘culture of
fear’ — where the ODSP recipient quite legitimately experiences anxiety when undertaking any
activity which could possibly jeopardize his/her eligibility for benefits. Since the program is
needs-based, any income must be declared, and monthly reporting combined with a complex
benefit calculation system, places a recipient with employment earnings at some risk.

In 2006 amendments to the Act were introduced in an attempt to address these issues, including
increasing the amount of earnings and assets that a recipient can retain, and a rapid reinstatement
program for those individuals whose employment earnings exceeded benefit amounts for a
period, but were later reduced; however, these policy changes do not appear to be fully
implemented (Letheren, 2007). Other amendments such as the extension of health benefits to
those leaving ODSP for employment may also serve to assure recipients that attitudes are
changing, but it is still early to assess how effective these amendments may be overall in
decreasing recipients’ legitimate fears.

Under the terms of the Act, the responsibility for applying for employment services is that of the
recipient and s/he does not have the right to appeal the denial of employment supports. Thus
accessing the supports themselves may be a challenge, but since the issue is non-appealable,
advocates have no ability to assess whether this is a valid concern.

The role of the ODSP caseworker is primarily to ensure that recipients are “employment ready”
and if so, refer him/her to a service provider. Service providers are not government employees,
rather they are independent contractors (some for-profit, others non-profit). Service providers
are not permitted to be employers, apparently in an attempt to avoid potential conflict of



interest*. Service providers are paid on a fee-for-service basis, only after the recipient has been
in receipt of paid employment for a period of 13 weeks.

The service provider is responsible for developing an employment plan with the recipient and
assisting him/her in implementing it. There is some funding available on an individual basis for
accommodation supports, i.e., for capital costs related to modifying the workplace to
accommodate ODSP recipients.

Finally, and perhaps of most significance for this research, there is nothing in this section of the
Act or in the regulations which specifically refers to social enterprises.

3.1 Research Findings

The literature review explored three general topic areas:

e ODSP legislation, policies and directives

e Research on the integration of persons with disabilities into the workplace

e Research on the role social enterprises play in integrating persons with disabilities into
the workplace.

Most of the literature reviewed was Canadian specific, but the European experience (e.g. Ducci
et al., 2002; Spear, 2003; Spear and Bidet, 2003), which has a slightly longer history than that of
Canada, was also explored.

The literature related to the topic of social economy and persons with disabilities is sparse
(Spear, 2003) and in the studies that do exist, tend to be characterized by findings which are
highly localized (e.g. Wilton and Schuer, 2006; Seyfang, 2001). Despite these limitations
however, a number of themes emerged which can provide guidance for policy-makers, and
which can also be used to interpret the data collected in this study from service providers and
social enterprises employing persons with disabilities. These themes include:

e Neoliberal context for income supports and employment of persons with disabilities

e Innovation and creativity of social enterprise adaptation in meeting needs of persons with
disabilities

e Social and economic benefits inherent in social enterprises’ employment of persons with
disabilities.

3.2 Neoliberal Context

The widespread adoption of a neoliberalist agenda has impacted persons with disabilities in two
ways: first, it has reformed the welfare state in a manner which places “paid
work...unproblematically as the principal mechanism to secure ‘social inclusion’” (Wilton and
Schuer, 2006:186) at the same time as the workplace and paid employment have been

* The authors were advised that this section of the Act may change in 2008-09, however, at the time of finalizing this
report, the changes had not yet become effective. Additionally, the expectation is that should service providers be
permitted to be employers, their access to job target monies would be lost.



dramatically impacted by global economic restructuring. These two factors have resulted in a
“survival-of-the-fittest” (Torjman, 2000) approach to public policy in Canada which bodes ill for
any vulnerable population, particularly persons with disabilities, youth, women and other groups
with disadvantages in the workplace.

The general effect of this type of legislation is a highly individualized approach to employment
that places the onus for job readiness and training squarely on the shoulders of the individual.
This has been characterized by an emphasis on self-employment in locales of high
unemployment, and policies which explicitly state that training and job readiness supports must
be designed for the shortest route to employment, rather than long-term employment
opportunities (Torjman, 2000).

A second characteristic of this policy context has been an approach that reflects a distinct bias of
suspicion towards all individuals requiring income supports, i.e., that individuals who may
require some form of social assistance are likely to be ‘cheaters’ and defrauders of the system.
This has resulted in many people having benefits terminated when they are in fact eligible and in
need.

Attempting to have benefits restored often requires legal interventions, something to which
vulnerable populations do not have ready access (Beatty, 2005). One study (ISAC, 2003) shows
that over fifty per cent of the individuals denied ODSP are actually eligible for benefits, a
travesty for a program that supposedly helps one of Ontario’s most vulnerable groups.

3.2.1 ODSP and the Neoliberal Agenda

This research indicates that ODSP recipients who want to work are faced with a difficult
decision: after sometimes fighting for years to achieve recognition as a person with a disability
that is eligible for ODSP benefits, should they risk it all in an attempt to become employed?
Advocates (Letheren, 2007) indicate that recipients are justified in fearing loss of entitlement,
and that rapid reinstatement of benefits is still not fully implemented, despite government policy.

Even if the answer to that initial question is “yes”, the research indicates that there are a number
of areas that continue to be problematic for the ODSP recipient. The lack of an appeal process
regarding employment support issues may result in a lack of access to the benefits provided
under this part of the Act®, and the complex calculation of monthly benefits often leaves
recipients bewildered about earnings deductions and the submission of required documentation
(see Appendix D).

This research illustrates that social enterprises provide a highly supportive workplace that
accommodates the sometimes complex needs of persons with disabilities, as well as providing an
opportunity for the development of social networks. The ODSPA, however, may discourage
these employers through its separation of training providers from employers. The social
enterprises described in Appendices A, B, C, and D of this research, are all supported by

® Since this regulation cannot be appealed, one can only postulate. However given the high incidence of successful
appeals of other Sections of the Act, it is highly likely that some individuals are denied benefits to which they may
be entitled under this Section.



organizations which obtain funding, in part, from ODSP as a service provider. This separation of
training dollars from social enterprise revenues ignores the reality of the need for ongoing
training for persons with intellectual disabilities, and requires that more than one organization be
involved in the viability of the enterprise. Each organization reviewed in this research (see
Appendices A, B, C and D) has dealt with this issue is a slightly differing way, but all have had
to expend energy and time on finding creative solutions to this barrier.

This research also indicates that for many ODSP recipients, the training and support necessary
for employment may require long-term and even permanent job coaching (Lemon and Lemon,
2003, see Appendices A, B, C, and D). This does not fit well within legislation intended to find
the shortest route to employment.

3.3 Social Enterprises as Employers of Persons with Disabilities

The research shows that persons with disabilities often find obtaining employment in the
‘competitive’ workplace challenging, including a lack of knowledge and a basic unwillingness
on the part of employers to hire persons with disabilities (Canadian Abilities Foundation, 2004;
Neufeldt et al., 2000). In some cases persons with disabilities are able to work limited hours due
to the nature of their disability and the limitations it may impose, others such as those with
intellectual disabilities may require ongoing support and coaching in the workplace, making
employment within the ‘competitive’ marketplace challenging, due to an emphasis on profit-
making.

Social enterprises have recognized the value of creating employment for persons with
disabilities. Social enterprises have, by their nature, made a commitment to their social missions,
and have placed an emphasis on meeting the needs and capacities of the employees. Such
enterprises therefore create workplaces which accommodate employees’ needs in their
governance, management, type of work, and ongoing employee support (Lemon and Lemon,
2003; Sutherland and Beachy, 2004). The case studies in this research (see Appendices A, B, C,
and D) serve to illustrate the strengths of such an approach, and the variety of ways social
enterprises have found to meet their employees’ needs.

Social enterprises have combined their extensive knowledge of the disability, its impact and its
required accommodation, with business knowledge to effectively provide supportive
employment opportunities (Appendix B; Appendix C). This research demonstrates that persons
experiencing intellectual disabilities, for example, require ongoing, repetitive training (Appendix
C; Lemon and Lemon 2003) and that any workplace innovation will require intensive training,
job coaching and support. Likewise, the research demonstrates that dealing with episodic
disabilities such as psychiatric illnesses, requires employers who have an in-depth understanding
of the nature of the disability, and the varying needs of the employees as a result. At the same
time, they have used business knowledge and expertise, often provided by volunteers or staff
recruited for that purpose (Lemon and Lemon, 2003; Appendix C).

Social enterprises have been highly creative in designing workplaces and businesses which meet
the employment needs of persons with disabilities (Sutherland and Beachy, 2004). Social
cooperatives (Sutherland and Beachy, 2004), worker cooperatives (Lemon and Lemon, 2003;
Appendix B) and partnerships (Sutherland and Beachy, 2004) are just a few of the incorporated
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forms that social enterprises have taken to address the needs of persons with disabilities. The
cases examined in this research also demonstrate that social enterprises tend to develop
relationships with social services and non-profits as well as other businesses (Appendix A;
Appendix C) which create reciprocal benefits, including increased revenues and reduced
economic leakage from rural communities.

Social enterprises can also serve as a tool to “support social movements that can bring about
social change” (Charles King, as quoted in Randolph Group, 2006) through advocacy and social
action. Thisrole is jeopardized, however, when social enterprises rely too heavily on
government funding.

3.4 Both Social and Economic Benefits Accrue to Employment of Disabled

The literature review revealed that the employment of persons with disabilities has both social
and economic benefit to society, resulting in reduced health care costs, an improved quality of
life for persons with disabilities, and a reduced reliance on various forms of income support
(Sutherland and Beachy, 2004). There is concern, however, that these benefits are not as yet
well documented and further research needs to be done to demonstrate this to public policy
makers. It also shows that employment results in increased independence of persons with
disabilities, contributing to a reduced dependence on family members and on other social
services (Vaillancourt et al., 2003).

One of the determinants of health is social networks (Premier’s Council, 1991) and work
provides a rich source of networks with peers, customers, managers and others. The research
showed that persons with disabilities who worked strongly identified themselves as workers
(Neufeldt et al., 2000; Appendix A) and found employment greatly improved their quality of life.

4.0 Policy Recommendations

The research findings outlined in Section 3.0 of this report indicate five major areas of concern
for social enterprises and service providers, related to the employment of persons with
disabilities and the administration of the Ontario Disability Support Program (ODSP) which
could be addressed by policy changes. These include:

e Culture of fear and disincentives for persons with disabilities

e Focus on individualized support

e Lack of understanding of barriers facing persons with disabilities in obtaining and
maintaining employment

e Lack of support for development of social enterprises.

4.1 Creating a Supportive Culture

Governments at both federal and provincial levels have introduced human rights legislation to
prevent, in part, the discrimination against persons with disabilities, particularly with regard to
their opportunities for employment. Additionally, there is a large body of literature which
demonstrates that employment with its resulting higher levels of income, social networks, and
contribution to people’s feelings of self-esteem and self-worth, are highly desirable societal
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