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E C H O 
The Ontario Municipal Human Resource Association Newsletter 

PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE 

Louise Ann S. Riddell, B.E.S, M.A., President, OMHRA 

 

 
I am writing this following a beautiful May weekend that can only be described as weather from the 
Caribbean! What a great way to begin the summer season! 
 
Our Spring Workshop HR - Enabling Organizational Excellence, was a tremendous success with many 
positive comments given to your Board of Directors. We must give a big thank you to the Education 
Committee for the tireless effort put forth to execute all the educational events.  As you will recall, at 
the end of each event we also formally request feedback from the delegates. The Spring Workshop 
2016 Evaluation has provided us with the following feedback: 

 

 45 participants completed the evaluation form (110 delegates) 

 98% rated the workshop as useful and practical to their needs 

 Delegates found the Legal based sessions most informative and the sessions with the case 

studies both meaningful and timely. 

 Networking opportunities were described as invaluable. 
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Feedback on these events is very important to both the Education Committee and the Board of 
Directors. Over the last few years each delegate has received an electronic evaluation survey arriving 
in your inbox the week following the event.  We appreciate the time taken to participate in the 
conference/workshop evaluations because your comments enable us to better plan and execute future 
conferences and tailor them to meet your needs. We are hoping to increase the number of responses 
and ask that you please take the time to complete the evaluation form because we are intentional in 
addressing your comments. 
 
On June 24, 2016, at the Holiday Inn Burlington Hotel and Conference Centre, Burlington Ontario, our 
One-Day Workshop will focus on Bill 163, Supporting Ontario’s first responders Act 
(Posttraumatic Stress Disorder), 2016.  The workshop will incorporate the topics/issues raised at the 
Spring Workshop. 
 
The Education Committee is currently finalizing the agenda and events for the Fall Conference and our 
Annual General Meeting.  Hold the date: September 14 - 16 at the Nottawasaga Inn Resort Alliston, 
Ontario. This resort-hotel is located in the countryside of the Nottawasaga Valley.  
 

Don’t forget that our Alerts (which are all archived in the website) give you quick access to breaking 
news on advocacy issues, employment/labour legislation, benefits and pensions, arbitrations and 
collective agreements.   And please do not forget to send information on settlements for the LRIS---it 
is only current when we update our information. 
 
I am looking forward to seeing you at the one-day Workshop on June 24, 2016 and in Alliston!  
 

 
Keep Active: Don’t sit if you can stand.  Don’t stand if you can walk.  Don’t walk if you can run. 
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MESSAGE FROM THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

Chrissy Shannon, Executive Director, OMHRA 

Thank you for reading our summer edition of the ECHO.  The summer-like weather has arrived a bit 
late this year, but hopefully it is here to stay. 
 

OMHRA’s Spring Workshop was held in April at the Hilton in Niagara Falls.  Thanks to our Board of 
Directors, Education Committee, Sponsors and event volunteers for making the event a success!    
 

On Friday June 24th we will hold our one-day workshop on Bill 163 – Supporting Ontario’s First 
Responders (PTSD) at the Burlington Holiday Inn. We encourage Human Resource professionals and 
Fire Chief’s to attend this event.  Joseph Cohen Lyons from Hicks Morley will be speaking on the legal 
aspect of this new legislation.  Dawn Yearwood, Vice President of Operations, and Susan Brown, Vice 
President of Business Development from Acclaim Ability Management will be sharing best practices 
and practical hands-on solutions for prevention, claims management and return to work.  Monica A. 
Szabo, Executive Director, Government, Municipal, and Public Safety, Public Services Health and 
Safety Association (PSHSA) will provide information on the online resources toolkit to assist employers.  
Please follow the one-day workshop link for more information or to register. 
 

Our Fall Conference will be held from September 14th to 16th at the Nottawasaga Inn Resort and 
Conference Centre in Alliston.  We are pleased to be returning to this beautiful location.  OMHRA’s 
Annual General Meeting will be held at lunch in the Crystal Ballroom at the Nottawasaga Inn on 
Thursday, September 15, 2016.  The Annual John Panunto Memorial golf tournament will be held on 
Wednesday, September 14th at the Nottawasaga Course, sponsored by Buffett Taylor.  We encourage 
you to come out for a fun game of 18-hole, best-ball golf with fellow members and sponsor 
representatives.  Remember – fun is the key here!  Whether you are a seasoned golfer or a beginner, 
it will be a great day of golf!  Registration for the conference and golf will open in July. 
 

Have a safe and relaxing summer. I hope to see you in Alliston in September! 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Nottawasaga Inn Resort 

& Conference Centre 
 

6015 Highway 89, Alliston 

OMHRA Fall Conference 
 

September 14th to 16th, 2016 

 
Please call 1-800-669-5501 to 

reserve your room or fill out the 

attached Reservation Form 

which you can scan and email 
to the Nottawasaga Inn  

http://www.omhra.on.ca/en/events/index.asp
http://www.omhra.ca/en/events/resources/Fall-Conference-2016/Nottawasaga-Inn-Reservation-Form.pdf
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YOU’RE OUT OF ORDER COUNCILLOR                                                               

LEGAL REMEDIES FOR HARASSMENT BY A MEMBER OF COUNCIL 

Natasha Savoline, Lawyer & HR Advisor, Bernardi Human Resource Law LLP 

Most, if not all, municipalities have a policy that addresses harassment for its employees. But what if 
the offending conduct is at the hands of a member of municipal council? News stories in recent years 
have told increasing tales of offside behaviour by councillors towards municipal staff, fellow councillors, 
or the public, ranging from yelling and disrespectful conduct, to vulgar and demeaning language as well 
as sexual harassment.  

Most people would agree that councillors should be held accountable in the same way as a municipal 
employee; perhaps being held to an even higher standard given the principles of integrity and 
accountability that underlie their elected positions. However, councillors fall outside the employer-
employee relationship, which has created difficulties for municipalities in addressing circumstances 
where a councillor’s conduct offends municipal harassment policies. Although many of these policies 
stipulate that they also apply to councillors, municipalities have historically been unable to impose 
sanctions on councillors for their misconduct.  

Recognizing this gap, in 2007, the provincial government made changes to the Municipal Act, 2001 
and the City of Toronto Act, 2006, to provide municipalities with tools and mechanisms to attain 
transparency and accountability in respect of the conduct of municipal council and local municipal 
boards.  

The amendments to the Act permit municipalities to implement a policy regarding transparency and 
accountability and authorize them to establish and enforce a Code of Conduct for members of council. 
Municipalities are also empowered at their discretion (required in the case of the City of Toronto), to 
appoint an integrity commissioner who reports to council, to provide advice to council in respect of 
adherence to the Code of Conduct and to undertake inquiries into complaints regarding any breaches 
by members of council of the principles set out in the Code. The integrity commissioner’s powers and 
duties are assigned by the municipality in respect of the Code of Conduct. 

Many municipalities have put these mechanisms in place, implementing comprehensive Codes of 
Conduct for council members and appointing an integrity commissioner to fulfill the mandate permitted 
by the Act. The Codes of Conduct that have been established generally address standards and 
expectations of councillors’ behaviour, including respect in the workplace and harassment in particular.  

If the integrity commissioner determines that a member of council has breached the Code of Conduct, 
the Act provides that the municipality can impose: a) a reprimand; or b) a suspension of pay for up to 
90 days. These penalties are not exclusive and in practice municipalities have imposed a number of 
other remedies, such as: 

 harassment training  

 a formal apology  

 making a personal donation to a charity of the complainant’s choice  

 removal of access to areas on municipal premises unless accompanied by senior management, 
with the exception of council or committee meetings 

 requiring that the councillor’s correspondence and inquiries to municipal staff be conducted 
through the CAO/Clerk  

 barring the councillor from meeting with a particular staff member unless arranged through the 
CAO’s office  
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 removal of the councillor’s contribution to the municipality’s newsletter 

 removal of the councillor’s appointment on a particular committee or board 

 a formal and public declaration that the councillor breached the Code of Conduct 

 a request by a majority of council that the councillor resign  

Many of the above measures are both creative and effective means of addressing harassment by 
members of council. 

Best Practices for Preventing and Responding to Harassment 

Of course “an ounce of prevention is worth a pound of cure”. So how can a municipality make effective 
use of the mechanisms provided by the Act to address complaints of harassment by council members? 

1. Establish a Council Code of Conduct – Implement a comprehensive Code of Conduct for 
members of council which addresses standards of behaviour, including expectations regarding 
respect and harassment. The Code should also outline the complaint procedures and potential 
avenues for resolution as well as the role and process that will be followed by the integrity 
commissioner or his or her delegate, if one has been appointed.  It is also useful to incorporate the 
municipality’s harassment policy into the Code of Conduct by specifically stating that it forms part 
of the Code of Conduct and that members of council are required to abide by the policy. Any other 
applicable workplace policies should also be mentioned, such as policies that address violence in 
the workplace and harassment via social media given the popularity of individual blogs maintained 
by council members.  

Have councillors review the Code of Conduct annually and sign an acknowledgement of that review.  

2. Training – Council should be properly trained and familiarized regarding the Code of Conduct. An 
initial interactive training session is most effective rather than a mere review and recitation of the 
document. This helps drive appropriate behaviour and increases an understanding of harassment 
and its impact. Another effective way to inform council regarding their respective obligations is to 
provide them with an easy-to-digest guideline and fact sheet on respect and harassment.  

3. Use an Investigator with Appropriate Expertise – A lack of appropriate knowledge and expertise 
about the law of harassment creates a significant risk of a flawed investigation based on an error in 
the interpretation or application of the law and legally sound investigation procedures. This could 
ultimately result in an incorrect finding. To avoid this, ensure that the individual conducting the 
inquiry and investigating the complaint – for example the integrity commissioner, his or her delegate 
or another external investigator – has expertise in harassment and is proficient in investigating 
harassment complaints. Part of this expertise would include having sufficient experience regarding 
workplace harassment complaints to ensure a thorough understanding of the latent issues and 
dynamics that underlie harassment. 

4. Asking the Integrity Commissioner to Delegate Where Appropriate – The Act permits the 
integrity commissioner to delegate any of his or her powers and duties to another person, other than 
a member of council. If the integrity commissioner does not have the necessary expertise and 
experience to properly conduct an inquiry into a complaint of harassment, municipalities should 
consider including a mandate that the integrity commissioner must delegate the inquiry to an 
individual who does. The consequence of coming to the wrong conclusion in an inquiry is not only 
a legal liability, but an outcome that will be harshly and thoroughly highlighted by the media for 
scrutiny in the public eye.   

5. Impose Effective Remedies – Giving those responsible for breaching a harassment policy “a slap 
on the wrist” is ineffective at curbing the behaviour. In any situation of wrongdoing, it is critical that 
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the remedy be fair, proportional to the misconduct and effective at preventing the individual from 
repeating the behaviour.  

Although there are limitations, a municipality’s hands are not completely tied and there are creative and 
practical solutions to effectively resolve these thorny and increasingly common situations.  
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BILL 163:  NEW LAW PROVIDES FIRST RESPONDERS WITH EASIER 

ACCESS TO WSIB BENEFITS FOR CLAIMS FOR POST-TRAUMATIC 

STRESS DISORDER 

Lauren Chang MacLean, Lawyer, Filion Wakely Thorup Angeletti LLP 

Recent changes to the Workplace Safety and Insurance Act, 1997 (“WSIA”) could significantly affect 
the cost of WSIB claims for municipalities that employ firefighters, police, paramedics and certain other 
first responders. In early April 2016, the Ontario legislature passed Bill 163, Supporting Ontario’s First 
Responders Act (Posttraumatic Stress Disorder), 2016, which amends the WSIA to create a rebuttable 
presumption in favour of granting worker’s compensation benefits to first responders diagnosed with 
post-traumatic stress disorder (“PTSD”). 
 

Who is Considered a First Responder? 

The new bill considers the following groups of employees to be “first responders”: 

 Full-time, part-time and volunteer firefighters; 

 Fire investigators; 

 Police officers; 

 Members of an emergency response team; 

 Paramedics; 

 Emergency medical attendants; 

 Ambulance service managers; 

 Workers in a correctional institution; 

 Workers in a place of secure custody or place of secure temporary detention; and 

 Workers involved in dispatch. 

New Law Shifts the Onus of Proof from Employee to Employer 

The new statutory presumption means that if a first responder from the above-list applies for Workplace 
Safety and Insurance Board (“WSIB”) benefits following a diagnosis of PTSD, it will be presumed that 
the employee’s PTSD is “causally linked” to the workplace, and that the PTSD occurred “out of and in 
the course of” the first responder’s employment. The onus to prove otherwise will now rest with the 
employer. To rebut the presumption, an employer may need to show that the diagnosis of PTSD is 
inaccurate, or that a work-related trauma was not a “significant contributing cause” to the employee’s 
PTSD. 

To benefit from the statutory presumption, first responders will be required to provide a diagnosis from 
a psychiatrist or psychologist for PTSD consistent with the definition of PTSD as set out in the DSM-V 
(Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, Fifth Edition).  
 

Cost for Municipalities and Other Employers of First Responders 

The passing of this new law comes soon after the province’s February 2016 announcement of a new, 
multi-pronged “prevention strategy” to help prevent or mitigate the risk of PTSD among first responders. 
The Ministry of Labour reports that “first responders are at least twice as likely as the general population 
to suffer from PTSD, due to the risk of routine exposure to traumatic stressors” (News, Ministry of 
Labour, Ontario Passes Legislation to Support First Responders with PTSD (April 5, 2016)). 

The province’s new focus on helping first responders could have a significant impact on WSIB claim 
costs for municipalities. Municipalities are typically categorized as “Schedule 2” employers under the 
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WSIA, and are accordingly responsible for the full cost of WSIB benefits claims filed by employees. 
Claims for benefits for mental illness can be very expensive for employers, and a leave of absence for 
an employee suffering from PTSD can be lengthy. With the new law providing easier access to loss of 
earnings benefits for first responders claiming PTSD, employers responsible for the dollar-for-dollar 
cost of their WSIB claims could find themselves facing steep increases to WSIB claim costs.  
 

Some Suggestions to Contain Costs 

Municipalities may wish to consider a proactive approach to help reign in these potential costs. While, 
according to the DSM-V definition of PTSD, some sufferers of PTSD may experience PTSD symptoms 
when confronted with reminders of the traumatic event (for example, for some, the workplace could be 
a triggering environment), an employer such as a municipality may be able to offer accommodation in 
the form of suitable modified work in other areas of the organization, thus minimizing non-working time 
and the resultant loss of earnings benefits claims. Even for employees for whom PTSD does not 
manifest in this manner, the availability of alternative suitable work could assist in returning the 
employee to work, thereby keeping the employer’s WSIB costs contained. 

Employers who wish to challenge an employee’s claim for PTSD may need to enlist the help of third 
party experts and independent medical evaluations to prove that an employee’s PTSD was not caused 
by work-related trauma and/or was not significantly contributed to by a workplace trauma. 
 

Performance Management Exempt 

It should be noted that the new law specifically restricts an employee’s ability to claim PTSD for 
performance-management-related actions taken by the employer. The law states that employees are 
not entitled to WSIB benefits for PTSD if it is shown that the PTSD was caused by an employer’s 
decisions or actions relating to the worker’s employment, including a decision to change the work to be 
performed or the working conditions, to discipline the worker or to terminate the worker’s employment. 
 

Other Helpful Information 

The new statutory presumption will apply to both new and pending WSIB claims. Employees whose 
claims have been denied may not refile their claims. Claims that have already been appealed cannot 
be re-appealed to benefit from the new law. 
 

Bill 163 received Royal Assent on April 6, 2016. 
 

This new statutory presumption is not the first example of the Ontario legislature reversing the onus of 
proof regarding WSIB claims for certain classes of workers. The WSIA already contains a statutory 
presumption in favour of firefighters with respect to certain heart conditions. 
 

Lauren Chang MacLean is a lawyer at Filion Wakely Thorup Angeletti LLP, a law firm specializing in labour and employment 
law, including workplace safety and insurance law. Please feel free to contact Lauren with any questions pertaining to Bill 
163 or any other labour and employment issues. She can be reached at lchangmaclean@filion.on.caor 416-408-5511 
 

 
 

mailto:lchangmaclean@filion.on.ca
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MEDICAL MARIJUANA AND THE WORKPLACE:    

CONSIDERATIONS FOR EMPLOYERS 

Julia Nanos, Jacqueline Luksha and Amanda Lawrence, Hicks Morley 

Hamilton Stewart Storie LLP 

In light of the recent proposed and actual changes to legislation regarding the process for obtaining 
medical marijuana, employers are beginning to receive requests for accommodation relating to the use 
of medical marijuana either in or around the workplace.  As a result, employers are becoming 
increasingly concerned about their respective legal obligations towards employees who use, or are 
planning to use, medical marijuana in the workplace. In particular, employers are becoming concerned 
about their obligation to accommodate requests for accommodation while also maintaining a safe 
workplace for all employees.  
 

In this article, we set out some considerations to keep in mind should such an accommodation request 
arise in your workplace. 
 

Engaging the Duty to Accommodate  

The obligation to accommodate the use of medical marijuana arises under the Ontario Human Rights 
Code (the “Code”). The Code, in part, requires employers to accommodate an individual’s disability to 
the point of undue hardship. As it pertains to the use of medical marijuana, accommodation may include 
permitting an employee to smoke or use marijuana in situations or at times where such use would 
otherwise be prohibited.  
 

Looking to the Case-Law for Guidance 

To date, the Human Rights Tribunal of Ontario (the “Tribunal”) has had cause to address the use of 
medical marijuana in the workplace in the context of restaurant patrons and pre-employment screening. 
As is true in all cases involving accommodation, the Tribunal has been clear that in determining what 
is reasonable accommodation, an employer is required to balance competing interests. 
 

For example, in Gibson v. Ridgeview Restaurant Limited, 2012 HRTO 595, the Tribunal found that 
requiring a patron of a restaurant to refrain from smoking marijuana within six feet of the entrance was 
reasonable and bona fide. The Tribunal also found that the requirement had been adopted in good faith 
in light of legitimate concerns for other patrons, including health-related concerns that are “rationally 
connected” to running a licensed bar/restaurant. The Tribunal further stated that permitting the applicant 
to smoke in close proximity to the restaurant would have given rise to undue hardship. 
 

Similarly, in Ivancicevic v. Ontario (Consumer Services), 2011 HRTO 1714, the applicant, who had an 
"Authorization to Possess" marijuana pursuant to federal regulations, argued that a regulation under 
the Liquor Licence Act discriminated against him on the basis of disability because he was not allowed 
to consume medical marijuana while on a licensed premise (in an area sanctioned for tobacco 
smokers). That regulation also prohibited a licence holder from permitting a person to “hold” marijuana 
while on its premises. 
 

The Tribunal found that the applicant had a disability-related need and that he was required to smoke 
marijuana and to use it throughout the day. As a result, the regulation was found to be prima facie 
discriminatory. However, the Tribunal also found that the Code defence of undue hardship had been 
satisfied because the regulation was adopted in good faith for the purpose of protecting the health and 
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safety of others. The regulation was therefore found to be reasonably necessary to accomplish a 
legitimate legislative purpose.  
 

However, the Vice Chair also found that the regulation was unenforceable to the extent that it prohibited 
the applicant from holding, as opposed to consuming, marijuana. This prohibition was discriminatory 
and there was no evidence that this prohibition was reasonably necessary. 
 

In Francisco v. Ontario (Community Safety and Correctional Services), 2015 HRTO 1028, the applicant 
claimed entitlement to smoke marijuana indoors at his own Human Rights Tribunal mediation and 
hearing. The Tribunal refused and instead offered him regular outdoor smoke breaks where he could 
smoke or vaporize. The Vice Chair was also willing to consider other reasonable forms of 
accommodation, but the applicant offered none and his application was dismissed as abuse of process. 
 

Finally, in Old v. Ridge Country Contracting, 2015 BCHRT 63, the British Columbia Human Rights 
Tribunal found that a heavy equipment operator who was self-medicating with marijuana could not face 
early dismissal. Indeed, although the operator did not have a prescription for the medical marijuana, 
the British Columbia Human Rights Tribunal stated that a doctor’s note outlining that he would remain 
symptom-free was sufficient. 
 

The Tribunal has also dealt with the issue of medical marijuana in the context of pre-employment 
screening.  For example, in de Pelham v. Rain for Rent Canada ULC, 2014 HRTO 1689, the Tribunal 
found that there must be evidence of a disability to trigger scrutiny under the Code. In that case, the 
applicant had not indicated a concern that a pre-employment drug test or reference check would reveal 
a disability, nor had he pointed to any evidence that would indicate that the employer perceived him to 
have a disability. The Tribunal therefore concluded that the application had no reasonable prospect of 
success. 
 

These cases demonstrate that the Tribunal will weigh different interests in determining whether a rule 
is reasonable and bona fide. Therefore, accommodation issues arising from the use or possession of 
medical marijuana must be met with careful analysis.  
 

What This Means for Employers 

When faced with a request to use or possess marijuana in the workplace, employers should, at a 

minimum, consider the following issues:  

 Does the employee have a disability-related need to consume medical 

marijuana? 

 Would a refusal to allow the employee to use or possess marijuana 

have the effect of creating a substantive disadvantage for the 

employee? 

 Does the employer have an explicit policy prohibiting the use or 

possession of marijuana in the workplace?  

 Is that prohibition based on health and safety considerations, or other 

considerations which are rationally connected to the workplace? 

 Was the prohibition adopted in good faith? 

 Is the prohibition no broader than necessary to accomplish its purpose? 

 Is there a location available at the workplace where the employee can discreetly consume the 

medical marijuana? 
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Remember that throughout the accommodation process, there are obligations placed on all of the 
workplace parties, including the employer, employee and union, where applicable.  As such, the 
employee has an obligation to do the following: 

 Establish that he or she has a disability-related need to consume medical marijuana while at work;  

 Make his or her need known to the employer and request information; 

 Cooperate in the accommodation process by providing supporting medical documentation, 

attending meetings and exploring reasonable alternatives;  and 

 Be capable of performing his or her job duties safely, without endangering others. 

The Employer has a duty to accommodate to the point of undue hardship. However, that duty extends 
only to the provision of “reasonable” accommodation, not the employee’s preferred accommodation. 
As a result, employers should remember the following:  

 Employers must obtain information that is sufficient to explore reasonable accommodation options, 

including information about how the medical marijuana is ingested when the employee is required 

to ingest the marijuana;   

 Where an employer prohibits an employee from using medical marijuana in the workplace, the 

employer must establish that the prohibition has been adopted in good faith and is based on 

concrete substantiated health and safety concerns or other considerations that are rationally 

connected to the workplace;  

 Where applicable, an employer may establish that no accommodation is possible if an employee is 

impaired from the use of medical marijuana and is not medically fit to perform his or her work duties 

(a bona fide occupational requirement); and 

 Employee health information, including medical treatments such as pharmaceutical drugs or 

medical marijuana, must be treated in a private and confidential manner. 

Conclusion 

While some employers may perceive it to be difficult to accommodate the use of medical marijuana in or 
around the workplace, an employer cannot refuse to provide accommodation by merely asserting that an 
employee’s disability-related need to use or possess medical marijuana will constitute undue hardship. Each 
case will require an individual analysis taking into account competing interests and workplace requirements. 
On a proactive basis, workplace policies and procedures should take into account the potential for 
accommodation of medical marijuana use or possession in the workplace. 

Julia Nanos, Jacqueline Luksha and Amanda Lawrence specialize in labour and employment issues facing municipalities. 
If you have any questions about any workplace issue, please contact Julia at 416-864-76341, Jacqueline Luksha at 416-
864-7531, or Amanda Lawrence at 416-864-7030. 
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SUMMER IS THE PERFECT TIME TO CONTINUE YOUR LEARNING 

Audie McCarthy, President and CEO of Mohawk College Enterprise 

Although workplaces don’t stop for summer, businesses, organizations and people tend to slow down during 
this season. It can be easy during this more laid back time to let things slide and to coast along in the summer 
sunshine. 
 

But since summer tends to bring fewer deadlines and many commitments are put off until fall, it is a great 
time to fill in your schedule with continuous learning opportunities.  
 

In our society, where there is accelerating change in nearly every area, we are compelled to continue 
learning. Sticking with what we already know simply isn’t enough. None of us are finished products and the 
best leaders believe in continuous learning and development. In today’s world, it is the only way to succeed. 
Since beginning our Future Ready Leadership program in 2011, almost 600 participants from municipalities, 
manufacturing, healthcare, nonprofit agencies and education have graduated from our program. The one 
thing they had in common was a passion to become a better leader. Whether you take an official course or 
find your own ways to learn, it is important to carve out time in your busy life to develop and grow. This can 
include reading, attending seminars or training, taking risks and entering into new situations. 
 

Here are five ways you can fit continuous learning into your summer: 
 

 Leaders are readers. Buy or borrow a book on a topic that will help you grow. Beneficial areas include 
books on leadership, habits, time management or on your specific industry or role. 

 If you are not a reader, you can still be a leader. Watch Ted Talks or YouTube videos or listen to 
podcasts or audiobooks while you walk or drive. 

 Take advantage of any learning opportunity your organization offers. This could be a formal course 
or volunteering on a committee. Consider any projects an opportunity, not just another task added to 
your to-do list. 

 Invest in yourself. Sign up for courses, find a coach or a mentor and spend time on your professional 
development. 

 Continue pursuing and learning about your hobbies and interests. Even non work related pursuits 
help you to grow and learn applicable skills. They also give you a needed outlet to help you relax, 
have fun and avoid burnout. 

Mohawk College Enterprise is a business-to-business corporation established by Mohawk College to prepare people and 
companies with the skills and expertise required to succeed in today's fast-paced world. Through our expert trainers, 
we provide training and customized solutions with the latest techniques and technology. Teaching performance 
management principles is part of our Future Ready Leadership Program, a series of customized leadership training sessions 
held one day each month, over eight months. This highly sought after program will help develop emerging leaders and 
provides; critical thinking skills and valuable insight that will prepare and address organizational change management. Audie 
McCarthy is president and CEO of MCE. For information, please contact Audie at 905-575-2525 or 
amccarthy@mcecor.com.  

 

 

 

mailto:amccarthy@mcecor.com


 
 

SUMMER 2016 
 
 

 

  

14 
 
 

TAKE CARE OF YOUR CAREGIVING EMPLOYEES 

HOLLY EWING-MURPHY, VICE PRESIDENT RETIREE BENEFITS, ENCON GROUP INC  
 

The “sandwich generation” concept is not new. The term was first coined in 1981 when it originally referred 
to younger women in their 30s who were taking care of their children, while also trying to meet the needs of 
their parents, friends and employers.1  
 

Today, it refers to both men and women, generally in their 40s and 50s, who are working and taking care of 
their children and older family members. The number of caregiving Canadians has escalated dramatically—
a fifth of Canada’s working population is considered to be a part of the “sandwich generation” and this 
number continues to climb.2  
 

This statistic is not surprising; with improved medical technology and easier access to medical care more 
seniors are living longer, placing more demands for care on their working children. Between 2006 and 2011, 
the number of seniors in Canada increased by 14 per cent to approximately five million people.3 Adding to 
the pressure, is the fact that more and more working adults are choosing to have children later in life, which 
results in the additional stress of having to care for very young children and older parents at the same time.  
 

The physical, mental and financial strain of being a caregiver can be significant; with the feelings of guilt and 
anxiety being quite common. “Sandwiched” employees tend to get sick and suffer from exhaustion and 
depression more frequently than non-caregivers.4 In addition to the emotional strain, caregivers are also 
challenged by the financial costs of caring for their loved ones. Close to 50 per cent spend more than $5,000 
a year (out-of-pocket), and over 60 per cent worry about the impact that providing care will have on their 
retirement planning.5  
 

Don’t leave your “sandwiched” employees on their own; without your support, the stress of going through it 
alone can be crushing.  
 

Here is what you can do now:  

1. If your company offers an employee assistance program (EAP), promote it as a valuable 
resource for a wide range of eldercare and lifestyle issues. The EAP can help your employees 
with managing stress, healthy eating and getting active. Staying healthy both mentally and physically 
should be your employees’ number one priority.  

2. Consider introducing flexible working hours, compressed work weeks, the option to work 
from home and new types of leaves for dealing with family emergencies.6 The option for 
offering flexible work accommodations is the most recommended way to support employed 
caregivers. When employers not only create policies, but also embrace and actively promote flexible 
working accommodations within their organizations as a successful method of managing care 
responsibilities, it has the potential of improving productivity and engagement.7 

3. Help your employees plan for the future. If your organization does not offer health care benefits in 
retirement, you can help your employees plan for their financial future by providing information on 
private health insurance to supplement provincial health plans, as well as publicly funded homecare 
services to help them with their caregiving obligations. Employees with group benefits coverage may 
fail to see how limited OHIP coverage is because they’ve always relied on their benefits plan to 
supplement government benefits. Once retired, that benefits plan cushion is no longer there. 
Consider holding an information session with your employees to help communicate all these 
important points.  
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Though the majority of caregivers are unlikely to identify themselves as such and are more likely to be “secret 
caregivers,” many employers are now becoming more aware of this growing trend and are taking a proactive 
approach to caring for their employees. With the right support, flexibility and a solid financial plan, your 
“sandwiched” employees may start to feel some relief from the “squeeze”.  
 

In response to this growing trend, we have enhanced our MROO Retiree Benefits program to include a new 
service – YourNurse.  
 

Included in the MROO Health Care Plan, YourNurse provides tools to help families address their particular 
caregiving challenges. Nurse-led, this personal consultation is customized for each situation so that 
caregivers are able to make informed decisions about their loved one’s care.  
 

You can also add this service to your organization’s existing group benefits insurance plan.  
Visit www.yournurse.ca to learn more.  

1Wikipedia, “Sandwich Generation”; 2The Globe and Mail, “Life on overload: ‘Sandwich generation’ struggles with burnout,” March 27, 2013; 
3McInnes Cooper, “The Sandwich Generation – 5 Employer FAQs About ‘Family Status’ Accommodation”; 4SP Solutions, “The Sandwich 

Generation – Caught in the Middle”; 5The Family Caregiver Newsmagazine, “Five things you should know about family caregivers,” June 25, 2013; 
6The Globe and Mail, “Life on overload: ‘Sandwich generation’ struggles with burnout,” March 27, 2013; 7US National Library of Medicine, National 

Institutes of Health, “The Hard Work of Balancing Employment and Caregiving: What Can Canadian Employers Do to Help?” 

 

For information about any of our MROO insurance plans, including health and dental care, travel insurance and convalescent care, 
please visit www.encon.ca/mroo or call ENCON Group Inc., MROO’s insurance plan administrator, at 1-800-363-7861. You can 
also email us at mroo@encon.ca. 
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CHECK IT OUT!  ONTARIOS NEW POLICE REFERENCE CHECK 

LEGISLATION 
 

Iouri Vorobiev, Lawyer, Sherrard Kuzz LLP 

Does your organization conduct police reference checks on its potential or current employees, student 
interns or volunteers?  If so, you should know the Ontario legislature has passed a bill which will change the 
process by which police record check information is sought and used.  Failure to follow the new rules could 
lead to your organization being fined up to $5000.  
 

Standardizing the Process 

On December 3, 2015, Bill 113: Police Record Checks Reform Act, 2015 (the “Bill”) received Royal Assent.  
The Bill sets out a new, standardized process by which police reference checks are requested, conducted 
and obtained, and limits disclosure of certain types of information. Until now, police reference checks have 
been conducted across Ontario in an inconsistent manner with each police service having its own protocols 
regarding the process and type of information disclosed.  However, the wide range of information released 
through these record checks had the potential to infringe on individual privacy and lead to discriminatory 
treatment. The Bill standardizes the police reference check process across all police services in Ontario.  
 

Under the current regime, when a potential employer carries out a police record check it might receive 
records of suicide attempts, mental health detentions, complaints where charges were never laid, withdrawn 
charges, as well as acquittals. The Bill specifically prohibits disclosure of mental health records, non-
conviction records, and records from police "carding" checks, except in limited circumstances.  
 

In addition to limiting categories of disclosure, the Bill prescribes how to request a record check, how to 
respond, and the proper scope and manner of disclosure.  For example, the Bill specifies that a person or 
organization that receives information in response to a police record check shall not use or disclose it except 
for the purpose for which it was requested or as authorized by law. 
 

It is also worth mentioning that the individual being ‘checked’ will have the final say whether to disclose the 
results of a police record check to a potential employer.  At present, some police services seek consent 
upfront and then release results as they become available.  Under the Bill, results will first be provided to the 
individual who will then submit written consent to the police service to release the results to the organization 
requesting it.  
 

Types of Checks 

The Bill provides for three types of police record checks: 
 

 Criminal record check: Discloses criminal convictions for offences for which a pardon has not been 
granted, and findings of guilt under the Youth Criminal Justice Act (subject to certain limitations in the 
Youth Criminal Justice Act). 

 Criminal records and judicial check: Everything a criminal records check discloses PLUS offences 
for which the individual received an absolute discharge (if occurred within one year of the request), 
offences for which the individual received a conditional discharge (if occurred within three years of 
the request), every court order made against the individual, and criminal offences for which there is 
an outstanding charge or warrant to arrest the individual. 

 Vulnerable sector screen (for individuals working with children or vulnerable persons): 
Everything a criminal record and judicial check discloses PLUS every criminal offence with which the 
individual has been charged that resulted in a finding of not criminally responsible on account of 
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mental disorder and any non-conviction information authorized for exceptional disclosure (the Bill 
provides various examples such as whether the individual targeted a child or vulnerable person). 

What Does This Mean for Employers? 

Not in compliance with this new legislation? Do not fret. For now employers can breathe easy as the 
legislation has not yet been proclaimed into force. But do not delay, as we anticipate this will happen within 
the next few months.   
 

As a best practice, consider implementing the following steps now so as to be ready when the Bill becomes 
law: 
 

1. Review and update existing policies and template documents (or if none exist create them) 
regarding when and how your organization will seek a record check.  For some organizations, the 
requirement to conduct a check, including the type of check, is mandated by law. 

2. Ensure appropriate measures are in place to protect privacy throughout the process. 
3. Train (and retrain) individuals in your workplace responsible for requesting record checks on the new 

procedures including how the results of a police record check can be used. 

To learn more and for assistance contact the employment law experts at Sherrard Kuzz LLP. 

Iouri Vorobiev is a lawyer with Sherrard Kuzz LLP, one of Canada’s leading employment and labour law firms, representing 
management.  Iouri can be reached at 416.603.0700 (Main), 416.420.0738 (24 Hour) or by visiting www.sherrardkuzz.com.   The 
information contained in this article is provided for general information purposes only and does not constitute legal or other 
professional advice.  Readers are advised to seek specific legal advice from Sherrard Kuzz LLP (or other legal counsel) in relation 
to any decision or course of action contemplated. 
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REVISITING ORILLIA SOLDIERS:  DOES THE HUMAN RIGHTS CODE 

REQUIRE THAT SENIORITY ACCRUE DURING PROCTECTED LEAVES? 

Julia Nanos, Jacqueline Luksha and Amanda Lawrence, Hicks Morley 

Hamilton Stewart Storie LLP 

Ever since the Ontario Court of Appeal released its 1999 landmark decision in Ontario Nurses’ Association 
v. Orillia Soldiers Memorial Hospital, human resource professionals have come to accept that, as a general 
principle, employees on pregnancy, sick or other protected leaves must continue to accrue seniority for the 
duration of their leaves because the impact of denying continued seniority accrual may be reduced access 
to workplace opportunities. But is the principle really that simple? Are there exceptions to the general rule?  

This past April, more than 16 years after the release of the Court’s decision in Orillia Soldiers, the Human 
Rights Tribunal clarified that the Human Rights Code does not require continued seniority accrual all 
circumstances. Rather, if an employee would otherwise have accrued seniority only through active service 
(as opposed to the passage of time),  it will not be discriminatory to deny seniority accrual during the time 
that an employee is absent due to pregnancy leave, sick leave, or otherwise.  This decision will be of 
particular interest to municipal employers who have groups of employees (such as casual employees) who, 
although covered by a collective agreement, do not accrue service or seniority save and except through the 
performance of active work. 

Seniority Accrual: Passage of Time or Active Work? 

The Limestone District School Board employed casual employees who were covered by a collective 
agreement with CUPE. Casual employees did not have guaranteed hours of work. Rather, because they 
filled in for absent regular employees, casual employees’ hours were very much sporadic. The collective 
agreement between Limestone District School Board and CUPE provided that casual employees were not 
entitled to accrue seniority, but that if they became regular employees, seniority would be credited to them 
on the basis of “days worked”. The provision read as follows: 

 “When a person who has been a casual employee becomes a regular employee,  
  seniority shall be so dated as to give credit for the total number of days that person 
  has worked as a casual employee.” 

The Applicant commenced employment with the Board as a casual employee in 2004. She was a part of 
the bargaining unit represented by CUPE. During her employment, she took several leaves of absence 
including maternity and sick leave. In 2012, eight years after she first became employed by the Board, the 
Applicant was hired as a regular full-time employee. After completing her probationary period, the Board 
notified the Applicant of her seniority date. At this time, the Applicant learned that her seniority date had been 
calculated on the basis of actual days worked for the Board as a casual employee, and that she had not 
accrued seniority during the time that she was on maternity or sick leave.  

The Applicant filed a grievance and subsequently an application with the Human Rights Tribunal. Before the 
Human Rights Tribunal, the Applicant (with the support of CUPE) argued that that it was discriminatory for 
the Board (and the collective agreement) to have denied her seniority accrual during maternity and sick 
leave. More specifically, the Applicant asserted that the provision at issue had an adverse impact on women 
who became pregnant and/or took maternity leave because these women did not accrue seniority at the 
same rate as their male counterparts, and therefore were more vulnerable to layoffs, had less of a chance 
at being recalled from layoff, and less of a chance at being selected to fill vacancies (because all of these 
were in part determined by seniority). The Applicant relied on Orillia Soldiers in support of her position. 
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The Board argued that the collective agreement provision at issue was not discriminatory because, 
regardless of the reason for not working (whether that be sick leave, maternity leave, or simply electing not 
to be available), all inactive service was treated equally by the Board.  In other words, the days that a casual 
employee did not work could be for a variety of reasons, some wholly unrelated to any protected ground 
under the Code. Casual employees were not guaranteed hours by the Board and conversely were not 
required to provide the Board with any guarantee of availability. They were entitled, at their discretion, to 
refuse work offered to them for any reason. As a result, the only practical way to award casual employees 
for their past service was to base it on hours actually worked. Finally, the Board reminded the Tribunal that 
the provision at issue was freely negotiated with CUPE, presumably because both parties recognized that it 
was a fair and appropriate way to award casual employees, whose work was sporadic and unpredictable, 
for their past service to the Board.  

The Human Rights Tribunal agreed with the Board and held that the collective agreement provision was not 
discriminatory. The Tribunal made clear that the facts in this case were distinguishable from those in Orillia 
Soldiers. In Orillia Soldiers, the employees who were denied continued accrual of seniority were full-time 
permanent employees who otherwise would have accrued seniority through the simple passage of time 
(commencing from their dates of hire). By contrast, in this case the Applicant was a casual employee who 
was not entitled to accrue seniority so long as she remained a casual employee (rather, seniority was 
credited back to her only if she became a regular employee).  Moreover, because the Applicant’s job was 
less formalized in terms of the availability of work, the Tribunal held that, “in effect, she did not have a job 
from which to take a leave.” In other words, it could not be assumed that, had she not been on maternity or 
sick leave, she would have been offered any work at all. Accordingly, the Applicant did not suffer adverse 
treatment on the basis of a prohibited ground in the Code. 

Implications for Employers 

Although the decision in Bender v. Limestone District School Board is based on a very particular set of facts, 
it has significant implications for employers with casual or other employees. The Tribunal has confirmed that 
the Human Rights Code does not mandate that seniority accrue for employees during pregnancy, sick and 
other protected leaves so long as the employee would otherwise have accrued seniority only though the 
performance of active work (as opposed to the passage of time). Employers are therefore free to craft 
collective agreement provisions that either preclude certain employees from accruing seniority altogether 
(e.g. casual or temporary employees), or which restrict seniority accrual to periods of active service. If the 
latter approach is taken, employers must be sure that all periods of inactive service are treated equally, so 
that employees on pregnancy or sick leave, for example, are not adversely and differentially impacted by 
virtue of their membership in a protected group. 

Julia Nanos, Jacqueline Luksha and Amanda Lawrence specialize in labour and employment issues facing municipalities. If you 
have any questions about any workplace issue, please contact Julia at 416-864-76341, Jacqueline Luksha at 416-864-7531, or 
Amanda Lawrence at 416-864-7030. 
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THE LATEST ONTARIO RETIREMENT PENSION PLAN 

DEVELOPMENTS:  A PRIMER FOR EMPLOYERS 

Sundeep Gokhale and Andrew Ebejer, Lawyers, Sherrard Kuzz LLP 

First announced as part of the 2014 Ontario Budget, the Ontario Retirement Pension Plan (“ORPP”) is a 
new, provincially managed pension plan for employees working in Ontario initially scheduled to take effect 
in 2017.  On February 16, 2016, Ontario Finance Minister, Charles Sousa, announced a one year 
implementation delay (to 2018) to allow for negotiations with the federal government regarding a possible 
enhancement to the Canada Pension Plan (“CPP”), and then on April 14 2016, the province introduced the 

Ontario Retirement Pension Plan Act (Strengthening Retirement Security for Ontarians), 2016.   

In many ways the ORPP is similar to the CPP – both require contributions from employees1 through payroll 
deductions, as well as matching contributions from employers. While possible expansion of the CPP 
continues to cast some doubt on the future of the ORPP, at least for now public pension reform in Ontario 
remains advertised as a two-pronged approach – ORPP implementation occurring simultaneously with CPP 
reform. 
 

What retirement benefits will the ORPP provide? 
 

Starting in 2022, a retiree who has made contributions to the ORPP will be eligible to draw retirement benefits 
at age 65, with options to receive adjusted benefits as early as age 60 or as late as age 70. The value of 
benefit payments will vary depending on the employee’s earnings and the number of years of contributions. 
However, the plan was designed to provide up to a 15 per cent income replacement rate for persons who 
have contributed over a 40 year period. Retirement benefit payments will be indexed to inflation. The ORPP 
also provides for survivor benefits to a spouse, beneficiary or estate. 

How much will the ORPP cost? 
 

Once fully implemented, the total contribution rate per employee will be 3.8 per cent of employment income 
up to $90,000 per year. The first $3,500 of income will be exempt from the ORPP contributions, as will all 
income earned by an employee less than 18 years of age or over the age of 70. The 3.8 per cent contribution 
will be split evenly between employer and employee – 1.9 per cent being contributed from each, with the 
employer being required to collect and remit employee contributions. 

When will ORPP take effect? 

The following chart illustrates the rollout of employer contributions to the ORPP, including the most recent 
changes announced by the government: 

Type of Employer 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 

Large Employer (500+ employees) without an existing registered 

pension plan 
-- 0.8% 1.6% 1.9% 1.9% 

Medium Employer (50-499 employees) without an existing registered 

pension plan 
-- 0.8% 1.6% 1.9% 1.9% 

Small Employer (49 or fewer employees) without an existing registered 

pension plan 
-- -- 0.8% 1.6% 1.9% 

                                                           
1 Definition of employed in Ontario: A person would be considered employed in Ontario if they are required to report for work at an establishment of the employer in Ontario, or if not so 

required, if the establishment of the person’s employer from which the person’s remuneration is paid is in Ontario. 
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Type of Employer 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 

Employers (all sizes) with an existing registered pension plan which 

does not meet the “comparability test” (described below) 
-- -- -- 1.9% 1.9% 

 

Employers that fail to deduct or remit contributions will be charged interest on late payments and may be 
subject to fines. 

Exemption for “Comparable” Pension Plan 

Employers and employees who participate in a “comparable” pension plan are exempted from mandatory 
participation in the ORPP.  For a pension plan to qualify as comparable it must be a registered pension plan 
- that is, a plan subject to federal and provincial government regulation, and it must satisfy a prescribed 
minimum contribution threshold.  An employer with a comparable plan may still choose to opt-in to the ORPP 
starting in 2020. 
 

One kind of plan, known as a Defined Benefit plan (“DB plan”), pays a specific monthly retirement benefit 
calculated according to a formula set out in the plan. For a DB plan to be considered comparable, the 
retirement benefit formula must provide for an annual accrual rate equal to at least 0.5 per cent of the 
employee’s earnings.  
 

Another kind of plan, known as a Defined Contribution plan (“DC plan”), provides for contribution of a fixed 
amount into an established account in the employee’s name. The eventual retirement benefit is based on 
the amount of money in the plan on retirement, and this is a product of how much has been contributed and 
how well the investment has performed.  For a DC plan to be considered comparable there must be a 
minimum total contribution rate of 8 per cent of base earnings, at least half of which must be contributed by 
the employer. An employer with a non-comparable DC plan will have until 2020 to convert the plan into a 
comparable plan; otherwise the employer will be required to make ORPP contributions. 
 

Similar comparability criteria exist for other kinds of pension plans, including a Multi-Employer Pension Plan 
and Pooled Registered Pension Plan.  
 

The exceptions are Group Registered Retirement Savings Plans and Deferred Profit Sharing Plans.  The 
Government of Ontario has already determined these types of plans are not ‘comparable’ to the ORPP 
regardless of the rate of contribution. 

Other Exclusions 

As a provincial initiative, the ORPP will exclude federally-regulated employers (e.g., employers in the 
banking, inter-provincial transportation, or telecommunications sectors).  Self-employed individuals will also 
be excluded from participation in the ORPP, for now.  Other exemptions exist for certain persons employed 
as a member of a religious order or sect and for First Nations employees working on a reserve.  An employee 
in receipt of ORPP retirement benefits who returns to paid employment may opt back into the ORPP and 
suspend benefit payments; however reenrollment is not mandatory.  

Next Steps for Employers 

A federally-regulated employer, self-employed individual or employer which already has a comparable 
registered pension plan does not need to take any immediate action. 
 

However, an employer with a non-comparable pension plan, or no pension plan at all, should not wait to 
start exploring options.  Waiting until the ORPP becomes law may eliminate potentially money-saving 
initiatives. Further, although contributions do not begin until January 1, 2018, the process of verifying 
comparable workplace pension plans and employer enrollment begins in January 2017. 
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Best practice suggests conducting an assessment of the risks and benefits of establishing a 
comparable pension plan versus contribution to the ORPP. This includes consideration of any existing 
workplace arrangements (such as a collective agreement or employment contract) which might prohibit the 
establishment of a pension, or amendment of an existing pension arrangement, and whether the employer 
will have a right to set off amounts contributed to the ORPP against contributions to an existing plan.  
  

We will continue to monitor ORPP developments, and report back to readers.  In the meantime, to learn 
more about the ORPP, how it may impact your workplace, and steps you might take to minimize liability, 
contact the employment law experts at Sherrard Kuzz LLP. 

 

Sundeep Gokhale and Andrew Ebejer are lawyers with Sherrard Kuzz LLP, one of Canada’s leading 
employment and labour law firms, representing management.  Sundeep and Andrew can be reached at 
416.603.0700 (Main), 416.420.0738 (24 Hour) or by visiting www.sherrardkuzz.com.    
 

The information contained in this article is provided for general information purposes only and does not constitute 

legal or other professional advice.  Reading this article does not create a lawyer-client relationship. Readers are 

advised to seek specific legal advice from Sherrard Kuzz LLP (or other legal counsel) in relation to any decision 

or course of action contemplated. 
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HEALTH REASONS FOR RETIREMENT:                                                

“CAN’T DO IT ANYMORE” OR “CAN’T TAKE IT ANYMORE”? 

Bill Winegard, Executive Director, MROO 

Retirement has been the subject of an amazing mass of research, much of it in Canada.  One conclusion 

from it all: “poor health/health issues” are a major reason given for taking retirement… 40% of retirees in 

some studies.   

But research also confirms that “poor health/health issues” is actually two reasons.   First is the “can’t do it 

any more” type of reason.  Think of the Public Works operator losing his eyesight, or the librarian crippled 

by rheumatoid arthritis.  In one Canadian study of retirees up to six years after retirement, those who had to 

retire for health reasons were 14 times more likely than most retirees to wish they could have stayed working. 

Research also identifies the “can’t take it any more” reason for retirement.   These people give their health 

as a reason for retirement, but not the reason.   Six years later, these retirees were three times more likely 

than most retirees to wish they could have kept working.    Delving further into it, many retirement researchers 

are suggesting that, for this group, “health reasons” is often code for stress. 

This conclusion is consistent with MROO’s observations after retirement planning seminars with over 2000 

municipal employees across Ontario.  Overwhelmingly, people like their jobs.  When asked to rate their job 

satisfaction on a 1-10 scale (10=highest), almost all are in the 7-10 range.  After our seminars, employees 

quite often confirm that they’d rather keep working than retire just yet. 

So, why do people retire at all then?                               
Internal and External reasons for stress in older employees 

Neuroscience tells us that the human brain becomes less resilient to stress as we age; we don’t bounce 

back as easily.  On balance, we don’t think quite as quickly.  We don’t sleep as well.  Want someone to leap 

a tall building, or walk through a wall, or meet a deadline of last week, or fight a three-day fire?  Choose a 

30-year-old.    Want someone to mentor a team or address a long-term problem, someone who keeps things 

in perspective, uses experience to interpret new situations, and tolerates ambiguity? Choose a 60-year-old. 

At a certain age, even people who are good at their jobs and enjoy their workplace choose to retire if their  

work consistently requires “have it done by yesterday” tasks, work around the clock, or complex decision-

making at lightning speed.  Our jobs and our aging brains come to be less aligned. 

External reasons for stress… some come from home but some are waiting at the office… conflict with the 

boss or co-workers, nowhere to go, sidelined, thrust untrained into untried technology.   Unreasonable 

demands to do more with less don’t help.  New bosses without the sensitivity to lead a diverse team don’t 

help.  Failure to recognize people’s pride in their work doesn’t help.  Unresolved workplace conflicts don’t 

help. 

So What? 

So, when a good employee talks to you about “health issues” and possibly retiring, listen carefully.  What 

are you hearing?  Is it “can’t do it anymore” or “can’t take it 

anymore”?   Are you losing good people too quickly that you don’t 

want to/don’t need to lose?   
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HEALTH INSURANCE FOR VISITORS TO CANADA 

Gavin Prout, Vice President, Special Benefits Insurance Services 

You may think Special Benefits Insurance Services only does Individual Health and Dental Insurance.  That 
is far from the truth.  Did you know that we also specialize in Out of Country Travel Insurance and Visitors 
to Canada insurance?   
 

With the summer season upon us, you may be expecting out of country guests or planning on going on a 
trip longer than what your group plan covers, please give us a call for a quick no obligation free quote.  Here 
is some information on our Visitors to Canada Insurance. 

 

Do you have friends or family who live outside of Canada coming to visit?  If so, they may not be protected 

if they experience a medical emergency during their visit.  Provincial health insurance plans do not provide 

coverage for visitors from other countries, and the traditional health insurance plans that cover them in their 

home country may not cover them while they are visiting Canada.  In addition, coverage for Canadians 

traveling outside of their home province is limited to what their province covers.  This could result in out-of-

pocket expenses if the cost of care is more expensive in the province they are visiting than in their home 

province.  As a result, your loved ones should purchase a separate emergency health plan to ensure they 

are protected if the unexpected occurs.  Without it they could be responsible for hundreds or even thousands 

of dollars in doctor’s bills if they require medical treatment during their stay in Canada. 
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Benefits of Emergency Health Insurance 

Emergency health insurance will help ensure your visitors have access to the care they need if they 
experience a medical emergency during their trip.  As healthcare costs steadily increase, the impact of an 
unexpected illness or injury can be devastating without adequate insurance coverage.  Having an 
emergency health insurance plan can help visitors and their families by minimizing their out-of-pocket 
expenses should they need medical treatment while visiting Canada.  Furthermore, adequate coverage can 
provide peace of mind for your visitors, allowing them to enjoy their visit worry-free, knowing they will be able 
to afford the care they need if they need it. 

What is Covered? 

Individuals who purchase emergency health insurance can choose either single or family coverage based 
on their needs.  The types of services that are covered vary by plan, but many of the treatments that are 
typically covered include physician services, hospitalization, prescription drugs, X-rays, lab tests, emergency 
dental treatment and more if they are related to the emergency. 

How Does it Work? 

An emergency health insurance plan pays for the cost of medical treatment received after the deductible is 
paid.  The plan deductible applies per person per covered emergency.  Similar to traditional health insurance 
plans, emergency medical insurance will not pay an unlimited dollar amount for treatment.  Plans have a 
maximum amount they will pay.  These maximums vary based on the amount of coverage selected when 
the plan is purchased.  Visitors can choose the amount of coverage that’s right for them and their families. 

Rates for emergency health coverage vary and are calculated based on the applicant’s age, the age of all 
applicants that will be covered under the plan (if applying for family coverage) and the amount of coverage 
for which the applicant is applying. 

Obtaining Emergency Health Insurance 

Many people who need emergency health insurance for their trip abroad have never had to purchase this 
type of coverage before.  Because it works differently than traditional health insurance, it can be helpful to 
speak with one of our qualified customer service representative who can help assess your unique needs, 
explain how the coverage works, review the costs associated with the plan and answer questions about the 
policy.  We know your time is precious so call us today at 1-800-667-0429. You won’t get an automated 
response like you will with many companies. Instead, you’ll speak directly to one of our helpful and 
knowledgeable Customer Service Representatives. We care enough to answer each call personally. 
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HAVE YOU HEARD? 

 
COUNTY OF WELLINGTON 
 Media Release 
 
 
 
 

 
June 1, 2016 

 
COUNTY HONOURED WITH THE DAVID C. ONLEY FOR LEADERSHIP IN ACCESSIBILITY 

 

The Government of Ontario has awarded the County of Wellington with the David C. 
Onley Award for Leadership in Accessibility. The Honourable David C. Onley presented Michele Richardson 
and Kristen Horne from the County’s Human Resources Department with the award at Queen’s Park, this 
afternoon. 
 

The County was selected for exceeding the Accessibility for Ontarians with Disabilities Act (AODA) mandate, 
for demonstrating exemplary leadership in the integration of disabled persons into their work force, and for 
providing barrier-free working conditions for persons with disabilities. 
 

“The County of Wellington is proud to be a barrier-free employer and municipality” said Andrea Lawson, 
Director of Human Resources. “I would like to thank the Honourable David C. Onley and the Government of 
Ontario for this recognition. The County has worked very hard to be progressive and inclusive.” 
 

The County’s commitment to accessibility extends far beyond the AODA, by creating and updating 
the: 

•  Accessibility Policy - outlines the County’s commitment to accessibility 

• Workplace Accommodations Policy- outlines the County’s process for accommodating    
employees with disabilities 
• Accessible Communications Guidelines- outlines the County’s commitment to making 
information accessible 
• Facility Accessibility Design Manual- requirements for all new construction/renovations to 
municipal buildings 
• Mental Health Toolkit Training- requirement for all staff to have training on mental health 
disabilities 

 

“The County of Wellington will continue to update our accessibility policies and manuals and provide training 
to all staff,” commented Michele Richardson, County Health and Safety Coordinator. “As guidelines change, 
the County will be ready to adapt and implement these changes.” 
 

For more information on the County’s Accessibility Policies, visit: www.wellington.ca 
 

Media Contact: 
Andrea Ravensdale 
Communications Manager 
T 519.837.2600 x 2320 
E andrear@wellington.ca 

http://www.wellington.ca/en/index.asp
mailto:andrear@wellington.ca
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MARK  YOUR CALENDARS 

 

 
   

 

   Complimentary Webinar on Bill 132 
   New Laws Regarding Workplace Harassment 

 

SESSION DESCRIPTION: 

As of September, new rules will come into effect in Ontario governing workplace 

harassment under the Occupational Health and Safety Act with the passing of Bill 

132: Sexual Violence and Harassment Action Plan Act (Supporting Survivors and 

Challenging Sexual Violence and Harassment), 2016. Join us in this session to learn 

about what Bill 132 means for your workplace, including: 

 an expanded definition of workplace harassment 
 a duty to investigate  

 requiring changes to workplace violence and harassment policies 

 new obligations regarding workplace violence and harassment practices and 

procedures 

 advising the complainant of corrective action imposed 

 broadened powers for Ministry of Labour inspectors 

 defining what is not workplace harassment 

During this session we will prepare you for these changes including discussing what 
policies and programs to put in place to meet this increased duty along with some quick 
tips on a legally sound investigation.  

SESSION INFORMATION: 

This complimentary session will be delivered in a webinar format online. You will need 

access to a computer, speakers and internet connection. You will be sent the login 

information the week of the webinar.  
 

DATE: Friday, June 24, 2016 

TIME:  12:00 p.m. - 1:00 p.m. (EST) 
 

TO REGISTER: 

Please email Becky Seath at bseath@hrlawyers.ca  
or contact by telephone at (905) 271-2028 
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Don’t miss your chance to participate in 
the 2016 Ontario Municipal 
Compensation Survey! The submission 
deadline for this year’s survey is June 21. 
Participation in the survey gives you a 
67% discount on the results and the 
option to choose premium or basic results 
access. Premium results allow you to 
tailor results to resemble your 
municipality’s unique circumstances. 

About the survey 

Brought to you by Mercer and the Ontario Municipal Human Resources Association (OMHRA), the Survey 
represents about 78,000 employees from more than 50 municipalities and provides comprehensive job 
rates for 236 benchmark jobs for municipalities across Ontario. Positions covered in the survey include 
functions such as long-term care, public health, social services, planning, economic development, 
emergency services and public works. In addition to compensation data, participants will also be able to 
access information on pay policies and practices such as job rate adjustments, flexible working 
arrangements, overtime, promotion policy and more.  

New in 2016! 

  New full-time positions  

o Manager, Client Services 

o Manager, Sports 

o Manager, Parks 

o Data Analyst 

  Part-time Arts, Recreational, and Fitness Instructor positions have all been split into Casual and 

Advanced. 

  Policy/Job Rates Questionnaire Changes 

o Part-time data fields revised to collect information on pay structure. 

o Collection of actual base salary for CAOs that are out of range. 

  Major improvements to job matching which will enhance data quality. 

Participation and contact information 

Don’t miss out. Download your questionnaire at http://www.imercer.ca/municipal and participate today! If 
you have any questions or need help with the survey, please contact Mark Bowling. 

502-561-4644 
mark.bowling@mercer.com 

 
 

http://page.mercer.com/wE0VF0bDv002005I0002J0j
http://page.mercer.com/wE0VF0bDv002005I0002J0j
http://www.imercer.ca/municipal
http://page.mercer.com/P020F0bDvE00L00j00KV502
http://page.mercer.com/CE000N0pv00D0Fb0201OV00
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WELCOME TO OUR NEWEST OMHRA MEMBERS 

Andrea Bull, Human Resources Manager, County of Haliburton 

Amanda Collins, Human Resources Manager, Town of Innisfil 

Michael Smith, CAO, Town of Wainfleet 

Mandy Lee, County of Wellington, Human Resources Generalist 

Lisa Granger, Human Resources Manager, Town of Lakeshore 

Linda Jerome, Human Resources Manager, Niagara Region Police Services 

Vesna Barbe, Human Resources Manager, Town of Aurora 

Ray Morrison, CAO/Treasurer, Augusta Township 

Deborah Board, Deputy Treasurer, Augusta Township 

Barbara McCulloch, Human Resources Manager, County of Frontenac 

Molly Wright, Human Resources Consultant, County of Wellington 

Brendan Ridgeway, Human Resources Consultant, County of Wellington 

Grace Laufman, Workforce Staffing Specialist, City of Hamilton  

Emily Gerardo, HR Generalist/H & S Specialist, Leamington 

Irene Blanchard, Human Resources Consultant, Niagara Region 

Trina McGarvey, Human Resources Manager, Township of Loyalist 

Lisa Workman, Specialist I, Occupational Health & Safety, City of London 

OMHRA ECHO  

The OMHRA ECHO is currently published four times a year in the spring, summer, fall and winter, by 
the Ontario Municipal Human Resources Association.  Mail to the ECHO should be addressed to the 
Co-ordinator, at the e-mail address below.  Members receive this publication as part of their 
membership dues. 

CO-ORDINATOR  

Jennifer Di Martino     

(519) 941-2816 Ext. 2522   

Email:  jdimartino@dufferincounty.ca  

 

The OMHRA ECHO is meant to be a forum for the exchange of information and opinions.  Contributors 
are fully responsible for their texts and the opinions expressed do not necessarily reflect the views of 
OMHRA.  However, the editors reserve the right to refuse submissions or to edit for brevity or clarity, 
or gender neutrality.  Texts may be reproduced without authorization, provided the source is 
acknowledged.  

 

mailto:jdimartino@dufferincounty.ca

