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PAY EQUITY HEARINGS TRIBUNAL
PEHT Case No: 1069-14-PE
Pay Equity
Wellington,
Respondents

Office, Applicant v Community Living Guelph
Canadian Union of Public Employees Local 4392,

PEHT Case No: 2277-14-PE
Community Living Guelph Wellington, Applicant v Canadian Union
of Public Employees, Local 4392, Respondent
BEFORE: Patrick Kelly, Vice-Chair, Ann Burke and Carol Phillips,
Members
DECISION OF THE TRIBUNAL: March 16, 2015
1.
Case No. 1069-14-PE is a referral to the Tribunal for
enforcement of a Review Officer’s Order issued under the Pay Equity
Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. P.7, as amended (“the Act”).
2.
Case No. 2277-14-PE is an application objecting to the same
Order.
3.
By way of a decision dated January 5, 2015 of Chair McKellar
(“the McKellar decision”), the Tribunal, as is its usual practice, held the
application in Case No. 1069-14-PE in abeyance pending the outcome
in Case No. 2277-14-PE. This decision therefore deals only with Case
No. 2277-14-PE, which I shall refer to as “the application”.
4.
The application concerns the issue of the applicant’s ability to
satisfy an Order dated March 5, 2014 (“the Order”) of Review Officer
Al Coulen (“the Review Officer”).
The applicant posted a proxy
comparison pay equity plan on July 11, 1994, and made good on the
pay equity adjustments required under the pay equity plan until 2010,
at which point the applicant ceased to make any of the remaining
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adjustments for 2010 through 2014 due to lack of funding from the
Ministry of Community and Social Services (“the Ministry”)
Subsequently, the applicant received some further pay equity funding
from the Ministry, and made further payments under the pay equity
plan, but not all of the required payments.
5.
The applicant does not challenge the substance of the Order.
It says it wants to comply fully with the Order, but simply does not
have the means to do so unless and until the Ministry comes through
with further funding. The applicant says it cannot comply with both
the Order and its Service Agreement with the Ministry under which the
applicant has promised to provide a certain level of service. Therefore,
the applicant requests that the Tribunal stay the enforcement of the
Order until Ministry funding is in place.
6.
The McKellar decision directed the filing and delivery of
submissions concerning the motions of the respondent trade union
(“the union”) to have the Tribunal:
dismiss the application on a prima facie basis, and
determine that the “interested parties” that the
applicant, Community Living Guelph Wellington, has
identified in the application (and who appear on
Appendix A to the Registrar’s cover letter for this
decision) have no legal interest at all in this
proceeding and should be denied intervenor status
and removed from the title of the proceeding.

This decision deals with those two issues and the submissions received
in relation thereto.
7.
The Tribunal received submissions from the applicant, the
union, Community Living Tillsonburg (which also filed a response to
the application on November 14, 2014), Community Living Oshawa
Clarington (which to date has not filed a response to the application)
and Community Living Glengarry Inc. (which, after having filed a
response on November 15, 2014 to the application, indicated in
correspondence dated January 19, 2015 that it did not intend to
participate in the proceeding and requested that it be treated as a
non-party).
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8.
By way of background, in addition to the response to the
application filed by the union, the Tribunal received 22 responses in
November 2014 from among the 63 “interested parties” named by the
applicant in its application. 1 All but one of the 22 responses simply
purported to adopt the facts set out in the application and requested
that the Tribunal rule in favour of, and grant the remedies sought by,
the applicant. 2 And as we have indicated, of those 22 entities who
filed responses, only Community Living Glengarry Inc. and Community
Living Tillsonburg filed any submissions concerning their status as
parties in response to the McKellar decision. Furthermore, Community
Living Glengarry Inc. no longer wishes to participate in the application.
Community Living Tillsonburg in its submissions simply adopted the
submissions on standing advanced by the applicant.
9.

Subsection 32(1) of the Act reads:
Where a hearing is held before the Hearings Tribunal or
where a review officer investigates for the purposes of
effecting a settlement of an objection or complaint, the
parties to the proceeding are,

1

(a)

the employer;

(b)

the objector or complainant;

(c)

the bargaining agent (if the pay equity plan
relates to a bargaining unit) or the
employees to whom the plan relates (if the
plan does not relate to a bargaining unit);
and

(d)

any other persons entitled by law to be
parties.

In addition to the 22 responses, the Board received a Statement of Service but no response from
Lambton County Development Services and Norfolk Association for Community Living,
2
The response filed by The Participation House Project also purported to adopt the facts asserted by the
applicant and requested that the Tribunal rule in favour of the applicant; but in addition, The Participation
House Project requested that the Government of Ontario be ordered to fund pay equity retroactive to
April 1, 2010. The Government of Ontario is not a party in this matter, and thus the Tribunal has no
jurisdiction to make such an order.
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10.

Rules 32 and 33 of the Tribunal’s Rules of Practice read:
32.
Any person may, with leave of the Tribunal,
intervene in all or part of the proceeding on such
conditions as the Tribunal considers appropriate.
33. A Notice of Motion (Form 11) seeking leave to
intervene including a description of the grounds on
which intervention is sought, the role the intervener
proposes to play in the proceeding, Affidavits (if any)
and any legal decisions relied upon must be served on
all parties to the Application and filed with a Statement
of Service (Form 3) with the Tribunal as soon as
possible after the intervener becomes aware of the
Application. Four (4) copies of the Motion and
supporting materials, excluding the legal decisions,
must be filed, with Statements of Service (Form 3),
with the Tribunal. Where the Motion is filed by facsimile
transmission no additional copies need be filed. Three
(3) copies of the legal decisions must be filed with the
Tribunal. Decisions reported in the Pay Equity Reports
should be identified but need not be filed.

11.
Community Living Tillsonburg (with the support of the
applicant) submits that it is a proper party in this matter. The
applicant says the same is true of all the other named interested
parties, that they are in fact “persons entitled by law to be parties”.
Community Living Oshawa Clarington does not say exactly whether it
should be treated as a party pursuant to subsection 32(1)(d) of the
Act or as an intervener under Rule 32 of the Rules of Practice, but it
claims it has an interest in the application by virtue of its assertion
that the current and future sustainability of provincially funded
organizations would be jeopardised if they were required to make pay
equity adjustments without provincial funding.
12.
The test for party status – that is, the status of a person
entitled by law to be a party – is whether or not the entity or
individual has a direct and substantial interest in the outcome:
Wentworth County Board of Education (1990) 1 P.E.R. 132. In that
matter, the Tribunal was asked to determine whether the Ontario
Secondary School Teachers' Federation (OSSTF) was a party to a
proceeding involving the Wentworth County Board of Education and
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the Wentworth Women Teacher's Association, an organization
representing elementary teachers. OSSTF argued that it should be
allowed to participate on the basis that the decision of the Tribunal
could have an impact on job class issues for secondary teachers. The
Tribunal held that OSSTF was not entitled by law to be a party. The
then Chair of the Tribunal explained at paragraph 28:
It is the Tribunal’s decision that OSSTF is not a party to
these proceedings. The determination of job class for
elementary classroom teachers is the issue in this case.
OSSTF is not bound by this decision... Therefore,
OSSTF does not have a direct and substantial interest
in the outcome of this case.

13.
Community Living Tillsonburg says that its
substantial interest in the application lies in the fact that:

direct

and

it has the same rights and obligations under the
Act as does the applicant;
it provides services which, like the applicant, are
controlled by the Province;
it, like the applicant, is limited in its financial
resources which are largely funded by the
Province; and
it anticipates receiving orders from a Review
Officer.

The applicant relies on the same four factors to support its position
that Community Living Tillsonburg and all the other named interested
parties have a direct and substantial interest in the outcome of the
application.
14.
With respect, the factors cited by Community Living
Tillsonburg and the applicant do not make out a case that the named
interested parties are entitled by law to be parties in this application.
The best that can be said is that these appear generally to have a
number of things in common. They arguably share a similar interest
generally in pay equity because they appear to be organizations that
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provide similar services to similar clients under similar conditions that
are prescribed by their funder in common. But as the Tribunal
explained at paragraph 24 of Royal Crest Lifecare Group No. 4 (2001)
12. P.E.R. 38, “an interest in pay equity generally does not amount to
a direct and substantial interest in the outcome of a particular case”.
The fact of the matter is that if the Tribunal denies the named
interested parties status as parties under subsection 32(1)(d) of the
Act, whatever the outcome in this matter, it will not bind anyone but
the applicant and the union. Nor is the Tribunal bound to follow any
final decision in this application in another subsequent proceeding that
may involve one or more of the named interested parties.
Accordingly, we find that the named interested parties are not persons
entitled by law to be parties in this application.
15.
We turn next to the question whether the Tribunal should
permit the named interested parties to participate in this matter as
interveners pursuant to Rule 32.
The applicant (supported by
Community Living Tillsonburg) states as follows in its submissions of
January 19, 2015:
16. The Applicant submits that,
(a) the identical nature and scope of the concerns
of the Applicant and the Interested Parties;
(b) the Inefficiencies of having each organization
file its own application;
(c) the lack of prejudice to CUPE; and
(d) the narrow issue (whether payment of pay
equity amounts owing can be delayed until
such time as funding is provided by Ontario);
all indicate that the Interested Parties should, at a
minimum, be granted status as non-party Intervenors
in the proceeding.
17. The Applicant acknowledges that the participation
of multiple parties could in some circumstances
delay the determination of the dispute or add to
the cost of proceedings. However, these concerns
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may be addressed via direction from the Tribunal
with respect to procedural matters.
18. The Interested Parties have information and
evidence which will assist the Tribunal in
considering the issues raised by the Application.
19. With respect to the application of Rules 32-36 of
the Tribunal's Rules of Practice (“the Rules”), the
Applicant submits that:
(a)

Rule 1 permits the Tribunal to relieve against
the strict application of the Rules;

(b)

to the extent that the Tribunal would be
assisted by specific information about the
Interested Parties' circumstances, it may
request submissions from them in that
regard; and

(c)

the Tribunal may provide directions with
respect to the scope of participation by the
Interested Parties:

all of which would provide a more efficient and effective
use of the parties' (including the Tribunal's) resources
than having each Interested Party file an Individual
Notice of Motion as contemplated by the Rules.

16.
As pointed out by the union, the vast majority of the
organizations named by the applicant as interested parties have not
bothered to file a response to the application or file submissions in
response to the McKellar decision.
Moreover, among those
organizations named by the applicant as interested parties who have
filed anything in respect of this application, none of them has (except
as outlined previously in this decision) described their organizations,
their compliance or lack thereof with the Act, any Orders that may
have been issued against them, the specific grounds on which each of
them base their claim to intervene, the proposed scope of their
intervention in the application, or the role they intend to play in the
proceeding. With the exception of the The Participation House Project
(which seeks a remedy the Tribunal has no jurisdiction to grant), those
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entities that filed a response to the application did nothing more than
adopt the facts and representations made by the applicant in
connection with an Order that was made only against the applicant.
That constitutes a failure to advance their own legal interest or to
show how their legal interest is served by participation in this
proceeding.
17.
While we do not mean to diminish the problems that nonprofit organizations such as these may be experiencing coming to
terms with their obligations under the Act (and to be clear, none of the
named interested parties expressly claimed that similar Orders have
been made against them, and that they cannot afford to satisfy those
Orders), their purported adoption of the content of the application
amounts to little more than cheerleading for the position of the
applicant. The named interested parties have not established their
own factual basis for intervening in this matter, which leads us to the
conclusion that they have nothing new or different to add beyond what
the applicant wishes to present.
18.
In Haldimand-Norfolk (No. 5) (1990), 1 P.E.R. 77 the Tribunal
dealt with an application for leave to intervene by Mercer, a human
resources consulting company. The Tribunal held as follows:
19.
… [T]o grant Mercer party intervenor status
would unnecessarily add to the length and cost of the
proceedings. The Tribunal must balance this against
the need to be fair, accessible and efficient in our
adjudication of disputes. We can find no reason to
lengthen or complicate the process unnecessarily when
the Mercer company is not subject to any result of the
hearing… There is prejudice to the Applicant if the
Employer is allowed to buttress the defence of its
proposals by status being granted to Mercer as an
additional party intervenor.
…
26.
In balancing the criteria for intervention, the
Tribunal finds that the nature and scope of the
proposed intervenor’s concern in these proceedings is
not one which involves direct and legal interests …
Mercer’s concerns are of a commercial nature and are
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incidental to the issues before us… In summarizing our
application of the other criteria, the Tribunal finds that
there would be a prejudice to the parties in allowing
Mercer's participation; the proceedings would be
unnecessarily lengthened and more costly and would
delay an expeditious determination of the dispute…
Having considered the criteria, on balance, the Tribunal
finds that even if it does have authority to add party
intervenors, it would not allow the intervention
application in this case.

19.
The Tribunal, also refused a request brought by individual
teachers for leave to intervene in York Region Board of Education
(1993), 4 P.E.R. 51. In that case, the Tribunal explained at paragraph
26:
26. …Non-party intervenor status is granted at the
discretion of the Tribunal where it feels that the
participation of the non-party intervenor will be of
assistance to the Tribunal in reaching its decision. We
do not feel that the participation of the Individual
Teachers will be of assistance to us. The Individual
Teachers do not offer the Tribunal a distinct point of
view or expert knowledge on the issues before us. They
do not represent any general public interest, or indeed
any interest that cannot adequately be presented by
someone else. In fact, their position – opposition to the
Review Officer's finding that the elementary classroom
teachers in the Board's employ comprise seven job
classes – will be presented by someone else, the
Board.

20.
Similar observations apply with respect to the proposed
intervention of the named interest parties in the present case. They
too do not claim to bring a distinct point of view or expert knowledge.
21.
The named responding parties did not advance any facts that
would suggest, as the applicant submits, that the nature and scope of
their concerns are “identical” to those of the applicant. To the extent,
however, that the nature and scope of their concerns are identical to
those of the applicant, there is no need for them to participate as that
perspective is already represented by the applicant in this proceeding.
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22.
To the extent that the organizations named by the applicant
as interested parties have received or may receive outstanding orders
from a Review Officer, they can file their own application with the
Tribunal. They have other means, apart from intervening in this
matter, to raise their concerns. The applicant suggests there is
something inefficient in having each organization file its own
application. The fact of the matter is that any organization served with
an order by a Review Officer is entitled to file its own application.
There is no specific information before us to suggest that a large
number of orders have been issued against the named interested
parties, or that applications have been, or will be filed, by those
entities. Accordingly, the submission of the applicant is speculative.
In any event, the fact that other applications may be filed with the
Tribunal has no substantial impact upon the efficiency of the current
proceeding.
23.
The (unspecified) involvement of dozens of entities either as
non-party interveners would unnecessarily complicate and delay the
proceeding. Moreover, if the named interested parties were permitted
to participate, surely any trade unions with whom they have a duty to
bargain pay equity also would be entitled to participate, thus
complicating the matter even further.
24.
In conclusion, the named interested parties have failed to
establish that they have a direct and substantial interest in the
outcome of this proceeding, and we therefore find they are not parties
within the meaning of subsection 32(1) of the Act. Moreover, the
named interested parties have advanced no grounds independent from
those of the applicant that would justify the exercise of the Tribunal’s
discretion under Rule 32 to permit their inclusion in this matter as
interveners.
We therefore decline to grant them standing to
participate in the application.
25.

We turn next to the union’s prima facie motion.

26.
To make out a prima facie case, the applicant must allege
facts, which, if proven, would constitute a basis in law for revoking the
Review Officer's Order. In numerous cases, the Tribunal has held that
an application will be dismissed if the pleadings disclose no prima facie
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case: See Peterborough (1991), 2 P.E.R. 86; Parry Sound District
General Hospital (No.2,) (1996), 7 P.E.R. 73; Villa Colombo (1997), 8
P.E.R. 133.
27.
The specific test for a prima facie case has been set out in
Peterborough Firefighters, supra at paragraphs 6 and 7:
6. On a motion for dismissal on the basis of failure to
make out a prima facie case, a tribunal must decide
whether the applicant has made out a case on the face
of the written material filed as the application. For this
purpose, the applicant is permitted to make its best
case by treating everything it has alleged as if it were
true. A failure to establish a prima facie case means
that even if the applicant could prove all its allegations,
the tribunal could do nothing for it because the facts
alleged do not constitute a violation of the relevant
statute. If the applicant's best case does not provide
the basis for a remedy, the application is dismissed, if
it would provide a basis for a remedy, however, the
assumption of truth is forgotten: the case proceeds to
permit the applicant to prove its allegations and the
respondent to respond to them.
7. An applicant must make out a set of circumstances
which, if proved, the Tribunal can rectify in the manner
requested by the applicant. There are times when the
applicant may make out a case which could be rectified
by the Tribunal, but does not provide sufficient
information for the respondent to answer the case
fully; then the Tribunal might order the applicant to
provide further particulars about the circumstances
underlying its claim. But such cases must be
distinguished from those in which it is clear on the
material filed by the Applicant that the Tribunal could
not rectify the circumstances set out by the Applicant in
the manner requested; then there is no point in
proceeding: hence the authority to dismiss for failure to
establish a prima facie case.

28.
In the present case, the sole basis for the applicant’s request
for an order staying the enforcement of the Orders, is its alleged
inability to pay due to a lack of funding from the Ontario government.
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However, the Tribunal has said on prior occasions that lack of funding
is not a defense to an employer's obligation to comply with a pay
equity plan or the Act and accordingly the Tribunal lacks the
jurisdiction to issue the requested order.
29.
In Kensington Village (2000 -01), 11 P.E.R. 1 the Tribunal held
that lack of funding is not a defense to an employer's obligation to
comply with a pay equity plan or the Act. On this issue, the Tribunal
explained at paragraphs 20-24:
20. … [T]here is no provision in the legislation which
addresses issues of funding or financial hardship on the
part of an employer with obligations under a pay equity
plan.
21.
It would have been a simple matter for the
legislature to have included language in the statute to
explicitly allow for pay equity obligations to be deferred
in cases where payment would cause financial hardship
to the employer. More specifically, if the legislature
had intended to provide that organizations in the
broader public sector would not be obligated to make
pay equity adjustments unless and until they received
annual dedicated funding, it could have included such a
provision in Part III.2 of the Act, which deals with the
Proxy Method of Comparison.
22. Instead, the legislation sets out a scheme of
mandatory obligations and mandatory timeframes for
the payment of adjustments…
23. We conclude that, even if the pay equity plan
governing these parties does on its face allow payment
of adjustments to be deferred until dedicated
government funding is received, this language in the
plan cannot be relied upon by Kensington Village as a
basis for not meeting its statutory obligation to pay out
annual adjustments until such time as pay equity is
achieved.
24. Accordingly, we dismiss the application on the
basis that it fails to state a prima facie case for
revoking the Review Officer's Order.
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30.
In Regesh Family and Child Services (2001 - 02), 12 P.E.R. 94
the applicant in that case again attempted to argue that lack of
funding is a defense to an employer's obligation to comply with a pay
equity plan or the Act. Relying on Kensington Village, supra, the
Tribunal held at paragraphs 12-13 that “the Pay Equity Act had no
provisions which permit an employer to avoid or delay the liability to
make pay equity adjustments on the basis that it did not have the
ability to pay” and that “even if the Tribunal were satisfied that the
Applicant did not have the ability to pay and was not funded to meet
its pay equity obligations, the Tribunal would not be able to issue the
remedy requested”.
31.
More recently, in Touchstone Youth Centre v George, 2012
CanLII 35710 (ON PEHT), the Tribunal again confirmed at paragraph
13 that “lack of funding is not a defense to an employer's obligation to
comply with a pay equity plan or the Act.”
32.
In response, in its written submissions the applicant relies
upon the Board's discretionary power in subsection 25(2)(g) of the
Act. Subsection 25(2) reads:
The Hearings Tribunal shall decide the issue that is
before it for a hearing and, without restricting the
generality of the foregoing, the Hearings Tribunal,
(a)

where it finds that an employer or a
bargaining agent has failed to comply with
Part II or III.1, may order that a review
officer prepare a pay equity plan for the
employer’s establishment and that the
employer and the bargaining agent, if any,
or either of them, pay all of the costs of
preparing the plan;

(b)

where it finds that an employer has
contravened subsection 9 (2) by dismissing,
suspending or otherwise penalizing an
employee, may order the employer to
reinstate
the
employee,
restore
the
employee’s compensation to the same level
as before the contravention and pay the
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employee the amount of all compensation
lost because of the contravention;
(c)

where it finds that an employer has
contravened subsection 9 (1) by reducing
compensation, or has failed to make an
adjustment in accordance with subsection
21.2 (2), may order the employer to adjust
the compensation of all employees affected
to the rate to which they would have been
entitled
but
for
the
reduction
in
compensation and to pay compensation
equal to the amount lost because of the
reduction;

(d)

may confirm, vary or revoke orders of review
officers;

(e)

may, for the female job class that is the
subject of the complaint or reference, order
adjustments in compensation in order to
achieve pay equity, where the Hearings
Tribunal finds that there has been a
contravention of subsection 7 (1);

(e.1) may determine whether a sale of a business
has occurred;
(f)

may order that the pay equity plan be
revised in such manner as the Hearings
Tribunal considers appropriate, where it finds
that the plan is not appropriate for the
female job class that is the subject of the
complaint or reference because there has
been a change of circumstances in the
establishment; and

(g)

may order a party to a proceeding to take
such action or refrain from such action as in
the opinion of the Hearings Tribunal is
required in the circumstances.
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33.
Subsection 25(2)(g) does not grant the Tribunal the discretion
to refuse to apply the Act or to make an order contrary to the
requirements of the Act. The general remedial power in this section
only provides the Tribunal with the discretion to make orders
consistent with the legislative scheme.
34.
In Dufferin-Peel (No. 3) (1998-99) P.E.R. 6, relying on
subsection 25(2)(g), the employee parties sought an order from the
Tribunal requiring the employer to allow the employees time off work
without loss of pay to participate in the hearing. The Tribunal however
refused to make the order. It explained at paragraph 12:
In the absence of clear language permitting the
Tribunal to make the order requested by the Employees
we must refuse to do so. The Legislature, in its
discretion, created a statutory scheme in which the
Employees are a necessary party to the Board's
application to revoke the review officers [sic] order. In
so doing it chose not to provide for the applicant to
remunerate the responding employees.

35.
The remedy requested by the applicant in this case - that the
Tribunal stay the enforcement of the Order for an indeterminate period
of time – is not consistent with the legislative scheme of the Act. In
fact, it is contrary to the Act in that it would exempt the applicant from
having to comply with its statutory obligations at least temporarily,
and perhaps permanently if the applicant ultimately fails to gain the
funding it seeks from the Ministry. Even were we persuaded that the
applicant does not have the financial means to comply with its pay
equity plan, this is not a remedy we would be prepared to grant.
36.
In our view, the application as pleaded has no reasonable
prospect to obtain the remedy requested. The Tribunal is unable to
rectify the circumstances faced by the applicant. There is therefore no
point in proceeding further with this matter.
37.
For these reasons, the union’s motion is granted, and the
application is dismissed.
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Dated at Toronto, Ontario this 16th day of March, 2015.

“Patrick Kelly”
Patrick Kelly, Vice-Chair

“Ann Burke”
Ann Burke, Member

“Carol Phillips”
Carol Phillips, Member
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Pay Equity Office
180 Dundas Street W
Suite 300
Toronto ON M7A 2S6
Attention: Senka Dukovich
Legal Counsel
Tel: 416-314-1781
Fax: 416-314-8741
Canadian Union of Public Employees
350 Oxford Street W
Suite 101
London ON N6K 1V5
Tel: 519-433-1753
Fax: 519-433-4279
Canadian Union of Public Employees Local 4392
100 Arthur Street W
Unit 3
Harrison ON N0G 1Z0
Attention: Joanne Smithers
President Labour Management
Tel: 519-820-5945
Email: local4392@yahoo.ca
Community Living Guelph Wellington
8 Royal Road
Guelph ON N1H 1G3
Attention: Bernadette Mitchell
President, Board of Directors
Tel: 226-314-0824
Fax: 519-821-6174
Siskinds LLP, Barristers and Solicitors
680 Waterloo Street
London ON N6A 3V8
Attention: Elizabeth Traynor
Tel: 519-660-7890
Fax: 519-660-7891
Community Living Guelph Wellington
8 Royal Road
Guelph ON N1H 1G3
Attention: Bob Butella
Executive Director
Tel: 519-824-2480
Fax: 519-821-6174
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Sack Goldblatt Mitchell LLP Lawyers
30 Metcalfe Rue
Bureau 500
Ottawa ON K1P 5L4
Attention: Colleen Bauman
Tel: 613-235-5327
Fax: 613-235-3041
Sack Goldblatt Mitchell LLP Lawyers
30 Metcalfe Rue
Bureau 500
Ottawa ON K1P 5L4
Attention: Peter Engelmann
Tel: 613-235-5327
Fax: 613-235-3041
Canadian Union of Public Employees
350 Oxford Street W
Suite 101
London ON N6K 1V5
Attention: Steve Kenney
National Job Evaluation Representative
Tel: 519-433-1753
Fax: 519-433-4279
Brockville and Area Community Living Association
6 Glenn Wood Place
Lower Unit, 100
Brockville ON K6V 2T3
Attention: Michael Humes
Tel: 613-342-2953
Fax: 613-342-2972
Bruce Penninsula ACL
314 George Street
P.O. Box 95
Wiarton ON N0H 2T0
Attention: Libby Ispen
Tel: 519-534-0553
Fax: 519-534-2739
C.L.A.S.S. (Simcoe)
125 Dufferin Street S
Alliston ON L9R 1E9
Attention: Vito Facciolo
Tel: 705-435-4792
Fax: 705-435-2766
Email: evelynshaw@class.on.ca
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Choices
59 Kirby
Units 10 & 11
Dundas ON L9H 6P3
Attention: Heather Bruce
Tel: 905-628-6147
Fax: 905-628-6175
Community Living Belleville
91 Millennium Parkway
Belleville ON K8N 4Z5
Attention: John Klassen
Tel: 613-969-7407 Ext 29
Fax: 613-969-7775
Community Living Brant
366 Dalhousie Street
Brantford ON N3S 3W2
Attention: Janet Reansbury
Executive Director
Tel: 519-756-2662
Fax: 519-756-7668
Community Living Burlington
3057 Mainway Drive
Burlington ON L7M 1A1
Attention: Judy Pryde
Tel: 905-336-2225
Fax: 905-335-9919
Community Living Cambridge
160 Hespeler Road
Cambridge ON N1R 6V7
Attention: Denise Gruber
Tel: 519-623-7490
Fax: 519-740-8073
Community Living Campbellford Brighton
65 Bridge Street E
P.O. Box 1360
Campbellford ON K0L 1L0
Attention: Nancy Brown
Tel: 705-653-1821 Ext 211
Fax: 705-653-5738
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Community Living Chatham-Kent
P.O. Box 967
Chatham ON N7M 5L3
Attention: Lu-Ann Cowell
Tel: 519-352-1174 Ext 242
Fax: 519-352-5459
Community Living Dufferin
065371 County Rd 3
East Garafraxa ON L9W 7J8
Attention: Sheryl Chandler
Executive Director
Tel: 519-941-8971 Ext 136
Fax: 519-941-9121
Community Living Durham North
60 Vanedward Drive
Unit 2
Port Perry ON L9L 1A8
Attention: Glenn Taylor
CEO
Tel: 905-985-8511 Ext 225
Fax: 905-985-0799
Elmira District Community Living
118 Barnswallow Drive
Elmira ON N3B 2Y9
Attention: Greg Bechard
Executive Director
Tel: 519-669-3205 Ext 227
Fax: 519-669-3444
Community Living Essex
372 Talbot Street N
Essex ON N8M 2W4
Attention: Nancy Wallace-Gero
Tel: 519-776-6483
Fax: 519-776-6972
Community Living Fort Erie
615 Industrial
P.O. Box 520
Fort Erie ON L2A 5Y1
Attention: Maureen Brown
Tel: 905-871-6770 Ext 224
Fax: 905-871-3339
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Community Living Fort Frances
P.O. Box 147
Fort Frances ON P3A 3M5
Attention: Alanna Barr
Tel: 807-274-5556
Fax: 807-274-5009
Emond Harnden LLP
707 Bank Street
Ottawa ON K1S 3V1
Attention: Vicky Satta
Tel: 613-940-2753
Fax: 613-563-8001
Email: vsatta@ehlaw.ca
Community Living Glengarry Inc.
332 MacDonald Boulevard
Alexandria ON K0C 1A0
Attention: Danielle Duranceau
Executive Director
Tel: 613-525-4357
Fax: 613-525-4360
Community Living Haliburton
14 South Street
P.O. Box 90
Haliburton ON K0M 1S0
Attention: Teresa Jordan
Tel: 705-457-2626
Fax: 705-457-9287
Community Living Haldimand
2256 River Road
Cayuga ON N0A 1E0
Attention: Susan Wavell
Executive Director
Tel: 905-772-3344
Fax: 905-772-3155
Community Living Hanover and Area
521 11th Avenue
Hanover ON N4N 2S3
Attention: Jeff Pilkington
Executive Director
Tel: 519-364-6100
Fax: 519-364-7488
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Community Living Kincardine and District
286 Lambton Street
P.O. Box 9000
Kincardine ON N2Z 2Z3
Attention: Andy Swan
Executive Director
Tel: 519-396-9434 Ext 229
Fax: 519-396-4514
Community Living Kawartha Lakes
205 McLaughlin Road
Suite 200
ON K9V 0K7
Attention: Teresa Jordan
Executive Director
Tel: 705-328-0464
Fax: 705-328-0495
Community Living Meaford
158185
Rural Route 1
Meaford ON N4L 1W5
Attention: Jeff Pilkington
Tel: 519-538-4165
Fax: 519-538-5820
Community Living Middlesex
82 Front Street W
Strathroy ON N7G 1X7
Attention: Sherri Kroll
Executive Director
Tel: 519-245-1301
Fax: 519-245-5654
Community Living Mississauga
6695 Millcreek Drive
Unit 1
Mississauga ON L5N 5R8
Attention: Mr. Keith Tansley
Executive Director
Tel: 905-542-2694
Fax: 905-542-0987
Community Living Newmarket
757 Bogart Avenue
Newmarket ON L3Y 2A7
Attention: Colleen Zakoor
Tel: 905-898-3000 Ext 246
Fax: 905-898-4828
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Community Living North Halton
917 Nipissing Road
Milton ON L9T 5E3
Attention: Greg Edmiston
Tel: 905-878-2337
Fax: 905-878-5413
Community Living Oakville
301 Wyecroft Road
Oakville ON N6K 2H2
Attention: Janet Lorimer
Tel: 905-844-0146 Ext 266
Fax: 905-844-1832
Community Living Oshawa Clarington
39 Wellington Avenue E
Oshawa ON L1H 3Y1
Attention: Patrick Grist
Board President
Community Living Oshawa Clarington
39 Wellington Avenue E
Oshawa ON L1H 3Y1
Attention: Terri Gray
Tel: 905-576-3011
Fax: 905-576-9754
Community Living Owen Sound
769 4th Avenue E
Owen Sound ON N4K 2N5
Attention: Rick Hill
Tel: 519-371-9251
Fax: 519-371-5168
Community Living Peterborough
223 Aylmer Street
Peterborough ON K9J 3K3
Attention: Jack Gillan
Tel: 705-743-2411
Fax: 705-743-3722
Community Living Port Colborne Wainfleet
100 McRae Avenue
Port Colborne ON L3K 2A8
Attention: Vickie Moreland
Tel: 905-835-8941
Fax: 905-835-5515
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Community Living Prince Edward County
67 King Street
Unit 1
Picton ON K0K 2T0
Attention: Brian Smith
Tel: 613-476-6038
Fax: 613-476-2868
Community Living Quinte West
52 Lafferty Road
Trenton ON K8V 5P6
Attention: Ms. Starr Olsen
Executive Director
Tel: 613-394-2222
Fax: 613-394-0381
Community Living St Elgin
400 Talbot Street
St. Thomas ON N5P 1B8
Attention: Tom McCallum
Tel: 519-631-9222
Fax: 519-633-4392
Community Living Stratford and Area
112 Frederick Street
Stratford ON N7A 3V7
Attention: Trevor McGregor
Tel: 519-273-1000 Ext 223
Fax: 519-273-6277
Community Living Thunder Bay
1501 Dease Street
Thunder Bay ON P7C 5H3
Attention: Lisa Louttit
Tel: 807-622-1099
Fax: 807-622-8528
Little, Inglis & Price & Ewer LLP
148 Wortley Road
London ON N6C 3P5
Attention: Mr. Timothy G. Price
Tel: 519-672-5415
Fax: 519-672-3906
Email: tprice@lip.on.ca
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Community Living Tilsonburg
96 Tillson Avenue
Tillsonburg ON N4G 3A1
Attention: Marty Graf
Tel: 519-842-9000
Fax: 519-842-7628
Community Living Wallaceburg
1100 Dufferin
Wallaceburg ON N8A 2W1
Attention: Cheryl Mcguire
Tel: 519-627-0777
Fax: 519-627-8905
Community Living Welland Pelham
535 Sutherland Avenue
Welland ON L3B 5A4
Attention: Barb Vyrostko
Tel: 905-735-0081
Fax: 905-735-2256
Community Living York South
101 Edward Avenue
Richmond Hill ON L4C 5E5
Attention: Don Wilkinson
Executive Director
Tel: 905-884-9110
Fax: 905-737-3284
Hands The Family Hep Network
222 Main Street E
North Bay ON P1B 1B1
Attention: Jeffrey Hawkins
Tel: 705-476-2293
Fax: 705-495-1373
KW Habilitation
99 Ottawa Street S
Kitchener ON N2G 3S8
Attention: Ann Bilodeau
Tel: 519-744-6307
Fax: 519-571-1629
Lambton County Developmental Services
339 Centre Street
Petrolia ON N0N 1R0
Attention: C. Burchart-Etienne
Tel: 519-882-0933
Fax: 519-882-3386
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Madawaska Valley Association For Community Living
19460 Opeongo Line
Barry's Bay ON K0J 1B0
Attention: Darcy Lacombe
Tel: 613-756-3817
Fax: 613-756-0616
Mainstream: An Unsheltered Workshop
263 Pelham Road
St. Catharines ON L2S 1X7
Attention: Kevin Berswick
Tel: 905-934-3924
Mills Community Support Corp.
67 Industrial Drive
P.O. Box 610
Almonte ON K0A 1A0
Attention: Mike Coxon
Tel: 613-256-1031
Fax: 613-256-1185
Nithview Community, a div. of Tri-County Mennonite Hm
200 Boullee Street
New Hamburg ON N3A 2K4
Attention: E. Klassen
Tel: 519-662-2280
Fax: 519-662-1090
Norfolk Association for Community Living
644 Ireland Road
Simcoe ON N3Y 4K2
Attention: Stella Barker
Tel: 519-426-5000
Fax: 519-426-5744
Ontario Agencies Supporting Individuals with Special Needs c/o Community
Living South Muskoka
15 Depot Drive
Bracebridge ON P1L 0A1
Attention: David Barber
Ottawa Carlton Association for Persons with Developmental Disabilites
229 Colonnade Road S
Ottawa ON K2E 7K3
Attention: Dave Ferguson
Tel: 613-850-3316
Fax: 613-383-0193
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Ottawa Carlton Lifeskills
1 Brewer Hunt Way
Unit 9
ON K2K 2B5
Attention: Jocelyne Paul
Tel: 613-254-9400
Fax: 613-254-8414
Ottawa Foyers Partage
44 Eccles Street
Suite 50
Ottawa ON K1R 6S4
Attention: Kim Gallant
Tel: 613-744-3562
Fax: 613-288-0043
Parents for Community Living K-W Inc.
30 Dupont Street E
Unit 102
Waterloo ON N2J 2G9
Attention: Katherine Loveys
Tel: 519-742-5849 Ext 101
The Participation House Project
55 Gordon Street
Suite 1
Whitby ON L1N 0J2
Attention: M. Marshall
Executive Director
Tel: 90-579-5267
Fax: 905-579-5281
Reena
927 Clark Avenue W
Thornhill ON L4J 8G6
Attention: Sandy Stemp
Tel: 905-889-6484
Rygiel, Supports for Community Living
1550 Upper James Street
Suite 200
Hamilton ON L9B 2L6
Attention: Donna Marcaccio
Tel: 905-525-4311
Fax: 905-525-5933
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Simcoe Community Services
39 Fraser Court
Barrie ON L4N 5J5
Attention: Marion Graves
CEO
Tel: 705-726-9082
Fax: 705-726-6875
Tamir
11 Nadolny Sachs Private
Suite #218
Ottawa ON K2A 1R9
Attention: Mr. Mark Palmer
Executive Director
Tel: 613-725-3519
Fax: 613-725-6045
St. Francis Advocates
7346 Arkona Road
P.O. Box 218
Arkona ON N0M 1B0
Attention: Lorrie Mason
Tel: 519-829-3923
Total Communication Environment
203 Colonnade Road S
Unit 5
Nepean ON K2E 7K3
Attention: Karen Belyea
Tel: 613-228-0999 Ext 222
Fax: 613-228-1402
Woodstock and District Developmental Services
212 Bysham Park Drive
Woodstock ON N4T 1R2
Attention: Kathy Straus
Tel: 519-539-7447
Fax: 519-539-7332
York Support Services Network
240 Edward Street
Unit 3
Aurora ON L4G 3S9
Attention: Marie Lauzier
Executive Director
Tel: 905-898-6455 Ext 2235
Fax: 905-898-1171
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