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The third McGuinty Budget in
as many years was a great dis
appointment for many On-

tario advocates. Despite an excess of
revenue of $3 billion, mainly addi-
tional tax revenue which was largely
a result of a better than expected
economic indicators, as well as less
than budgeted to debt servicing, new
measures were few. Indeed many
were, in the words of economist
Hugh Mackenzie, recycled—re-an-
nouncements of commitments al-
ready made earlier.

Highlights
While no new taxes or tax in-

creases were announced, the small
(0.15 per cent) reduction in capital
tax will have significant implications
in the coming years particularly for
the financial services sector.

The largest single item in the
2006 Ontario budget was Move On-
tario, a commitment of  $1.2 billion
to address infrastructure needs on ur-
ban transit, roads and bridges. Health
care was the beneficiary of a further
$1.9 billion, nominally to be dedicated
to increasing the number of family
health teams and decreasing waiting
times for a number of designated
procedures.

About 10 per cent of the ad-
ditional billion dollars projected in in-
creased spending will fund insulin
pumps for some 6,500 juvenile dia-
betics, and support the expansion of
provincial newborn and breast can-
cer screening programs. The other 90
per cent, just under a billion, has been
designated for all other purposes, in-
cluding education, post secondary
education and a two per cent increase
in welfare rates.

The infrastructure investments
will have important short and long
term benefits. In addition to jobs in
construction and related sectors,

Move Ontario should also mean that
we can look forward to fewer cars
and parking lots—and the potential
of real benefits for the environment
in the context of what is essentially a
federal withdrawal from Kyoto.

At the same time, the
McGuinty government persists in sup-
porting its Alternative Funding and
Procurement (AFP) strategy, a vari-
ant on public-private partnerships
which seems destined to result in
more expensive infrastructure re-
newal, encumbered by partnership
deals to ensure ‘adequate’ return on
investment for the private partners.

The additional commitments
to the health care sector have the po-
tential to ease some of the bottlenecks
which are frequently the target of
media stories. However, most will de-
pend for their effectiveness on more
assertive intervention by the Minister
to ensure that add funding is used in
the words of  former commissioner
Roy Romanow to “buy change”—
that is, spent cost-effectively to im-
plement strategies which make the
best use of available resources both
in prevention and acute care.

While the designation of some
priority procedures is undoubtedly a
comfort to those Ontarians afflicted

ONTARIO BUDGET 2006—NO RELIEF FOR THE
POOREST DESPITE IMPROVED REVENUE PICTURE
Janet Maher
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The Medical Reform Group is an organiza-
tion of physicians, medical students and oth-
ers concerned with the health care system.
The Medical Reform Group was founded
in 1979 on the basis of the following princi-
ples:
1. Health Care is a Right. The universal
access of every person to high quality, ap-
propriate health care must be guaranteed.
The health care system must be adminis-
tered in a manner which precludes any
monetary or other deterrent to equal care.
2. Health is Political and Social in Na-
ture. Health care workers, including phy-
sicians, should seek out and recognize the
social, economic, occupational, and envi-
ronmental causes of disease, and be di-
rectly involved in their eradication.
3. The Institutions of the Health Sys-
tem Must Be Changed. The health care
system should be structured in a manner in
which the equally valuable contribution of
all health care workers is recognized. Both
the public and health care workers should
have a direct say in resource allocation and
in determining the setting in which health
care is provided.

with priority ailments, where this is
done by reallocating within the health
budget, the result can be an erosion
of the principle of access which is one
of the founding principles of Medi-
care.

First reading of Bill 102, Min-
ister Smitherman’s prescription for
reining in provincial drug spending,
suggests that there is the potential to
improve the current situation in which
the growth of prescription drug costs
threatens not only the provincial treas-
ury but also the financial well-being
of families facing excessive drug ex-
penses [see update, below, for more
information on the MRG response to
Bill 102].

Few social advocates view the
government’s response to the poor-
est Ontarians as anything other than a
betrayal of  McGuinty’s fulsome
promises in 2003 to restore the Na-
tional Child Benefit clawback for
welfare recipients.  As noted by Globe
columnist Murray Campbell on March
28th, “it would have taken only 7 per
cent of  Ontario’s $3 billion surplus for
Premier McGuinty to keep his prom-
ise to poor families that he would end
the clawback of the National Child
Benefit Supplement. $220 million—
that is how much the Ontario gov-
ernment takes away from parents and
children on social assistance every year.
That translates into $1,400 a year per
child for parents who are struggling
to pay the rent and feed their children
on as little as $987 a month. $1,400
each year can make the difference
between using food banks and hav-
ing the money for nutritious food;
between having to sit out school and
sports activities and having the oppor-
tunity to participant in the school and
community life.”

“It would also be a huge step
towards telling those parents and chil-
dren that they are just as valued as
the families who get to keep this anti-
poverty benefit. Other priorities like
transit are important, but what kind
of government chooses to ignore the
present and future well-being of over
160,000 children and their families.
We should all be looking at our shoes
in shame” [see next page for a copy
of the letter sent to Finance Minister
Duncan].

Instead of the monotone to
their federal counterparts on the fis-
cal imbalance, 2006 would have been
the perfect opportunity for our pro-
vincial leaders to pay some attention
to addressing the fiscal imbalance to
which the provincial government has
subjected particularly the larger mu-
nicipalities by continuing to require
them to use property tax revenues to
support emergency welfare and child
care.

The release in early May of the
Task Force Report of  the Toronto
City Summit Alliance and St.
Christopher House on Modernizing
Income Security for Working Age
Adults is a compilation of discussions
of some 60 community leaders from
all sectors in Toronto. While there was
not complete consensus among the
leaders, what remains notable about
the document is that even the major-
ity report calls both federal and pro-
vincial governments to task for their
short-sighted approaches to income
security for the most vulnerable, with
recommendations to step up to the
plate with better supports for health
benefits for those in marginal employ-
ment and moving with a little more
purpose and dispatch to increase
minimum wage and other employ-
ment supports.♦

ONTARIO BUDGET 2006—NO RELIEF FOR THE
POOREST (continued)



Spring-Summer, 2006   Vol.  25, No. 4-Vol. 26, No. 1                 Double Issue 137               Medical Reform      3

We heard your comment on March 27th indicating an interest in ending the provincial government’s claw
back of the National Child Benefit Supplement and am writing to urge you to take decisive action and
follow through on this election promise.

In follow-up interviews to the March 23rd Ontario budget you mentioned you would have liked to have
done more to support the most vulnerable members of our society – those on social assistance.

Ending the claw back would be one immediate way that you as Finance Minister could have an immediate
impact on lessening the levels of hunger and hardship experienced by families on social assistance who have
experienced a 40 per cent decline in real incomes over the past ten years.

The most common reasons for families to turn to social assistance are: health problems, loss of a spouse,
and unemployment. 71 per cent of  the families on social assistance are led by lone mothers.

Ending the clawback would help reduce hunger for vulnerable families. In the GTA alone, studies by the
Daily Bread Food Bank show that almost 14,000 children would no longer need to use food banks if  the Province
did not claw back the NCBS from their social assistance cheques. Across Ontario children represent 43 per cent of
people using food banks.

The 2006 Ontario Budget identified $2.2 billion higher than expected revenues. Revenues are forecast to
continue increasing from $85.7 billion in 2006-07 to $90.3 billion in 2007-08. The Liberal Government cannot
keep arguing there are insufficient funds to find the $220million per year needed to end the clawback and maintain
the programs on which those funds are now spent. Families on social assistance deserve to be able to raise their
families in dignity.

The 2006 budget took significant steps to address the ‘transportation deficit’. I urge you as Minister of
Finance to show equal determination and creativity to address the ‘social deficit’ and the fact that one in every six
children in Ontario live below the poverty line. Ending the provincial claw back of the National Child Benefit
Supplement would be a significant step.♦

ADVOCATES WANT PROVINCE TO ADDRESS THE
SOCIAL DEFICIT TOO
On March 29, 2006, about a week after the release of the 2006 Budget, the Medical Reform Group joined many other advocates to urge the Ontario
Finance Minister to make good on their commitment to return the National Child Benefit Supplement to families of social assistance recipients.

The Supreme Court decision in
the “Chaoulli Case” made eve
ryone acutely aware of the

problem of waiting lists and delays
in obtaining certain types of medical
service, even though they are nomi-
nally available in the public healthcare
system.

The provincial governments in
particular were seized with the need
to establish limits to waiting times for
specific elective surgeries, and to es-
tablish procedures for obtaining and
paying for the delayed therapies at

sites outside the province if neces-
sary. Like an ever recurring echo from
past Medicare “crises”, the develop-
ment of a parallel private healthcare
system was seen by some as the an-
swer to this problem, arguing that this
would remove the pressure from the
public system. The CMA decided to
take the opportunity to prepare a
position paper on the relationship
between public and private health
care.

BACKGROUND
1. Previous CMA discussion papers.
Two earlier discussion papers are of
interest as possible indicators of the
CMA approach. The first (Looking
At The Future Of Health, Health
Care And Medicine, 2000), describes
four hypothetical visions of the fu-
ture of Medicare, based on different
economic assumptions. The second
(In Search Of  Sustainability, 2001)
presents four hypothetical situations,
each based on a different assumption

THE CMA SUPPORTS PUBLIC HEALTH CARE SYSTEM —— OR
DOES IT?
Norman Kalant

(continued  on page 4)
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regarding expenditures, aging of the
population, or improved efficiency.

There was no serious attempt
to evaluate the validity of the various
assumptions (some of which were
not mutually exclusive), but a small
number of selected individuals were
asked their opinions of the likelihood
or probability of  each of  the visions.

No conclusions were drawn
from this exercise.

2. CMA General Council Meeting,
August 2005.

i) A motion brought by the Cana-
dian Association of Internes and
Residents “that the CMA supports
access to healthcare based on need,
not ability to pay, and that the CMA
calls on governments and key
stakeholders to work with physi-
cians to ensure that instead of per-
mitting the development of a
parallel private healthcare insurance
system as a solution to unreasonably
lengthy wait lists, Canada maintains
a strong, vibrant, publicly funded
healthcare system that is capable of
meeting the healthcare needs of all
Canadians.”
This motion was divided into 2 parts
which were voted on separately:

That the CMA endorses the princi-
ple that access to medical care must
be based on need and not ability to
pay.”   Passed, 96 per cent for, 3
per cent against.

“That the CMA calls on govern-
ments and key stakeholders to work
with physicians to ensure that instead
of  permitting the development of
a parallel private healthcare insurance
system as a solution to unreasonably
lengthy wait lists, Canada maintains
a strong, vibrant, publicly funded

healthcare system that is capable of
meeting the healthcare needs of all
Canadians.  Failed, 67 per cent
against, 33 per cent for.

ii) Motion “that the CMA, working
closely with its divisions and affili-
ates develop a discussion paper with
policy principles that will define and
guide the relationship between the
public and private sectors in the de-
livery and funding of healthcare in
Canada, which will be presented to
the Board within 6 months”.   Passed

iii) Motion “the CMA supports the
principle that when timely access to
care cannot be provided in the pub-
lic health care system, the patient
should be able to utilize private
health insurance to reimburse the
cost of care obtained in the private
sector..”   Passed

 iv) Resolution calling on govern-
ments to enact legislation by 31
March 2007 to provide public fund-
ing at the patient’s home province/
territory rates, including travel and
accommodation costs, to enable pa-
tients to seek treatment where and
as available when benchmark wait-
ing times are exceeded.    Referred
to the Board of the CMA.

Several other related resolutions were
passed.

3. Implementation of Motion 2 ii).
An Ad Hoc Task Force on the Pub-
lic-Private Interface was struck. The
work of this group has led to a “dis-
cussion paper” to be finalized some-
time in the late spring. At the same
time, President Ruth Collins-Nakai
asked the membership for comments
on the resolutions passed by the Gen-

eral Council. The responses were
analyzed by an independent consult-
ant and the results published. In brief,
32 per cent favoured a completely
public system with no private aspects,
30 per cent favoured a mostly public
system with private care available only
under specific conditions, 23 per cent
favoured parallel public and private
systems, and 4 per cent favoured a
fully private system with no public
aspects.

FUTURE DEVELOPMENTS
1. Likely emphasis of CMA papers
Access: The main focus of the CMA
message has thus far been “access,”
a theme which in the post-Chaoulli
world seems to have become synony-
mous with the introduction of pri-
vate insurance rather than retaining its
original association with “access based
on need”. Undoubtedly the financial
“unsustainability” of the public sys-
tem will be the justification for any
privatization advocated in the Discus-
sion paper.

Care guarantees and the “safety valve”: In
its submission to the Romanow and
Kirby Commissions, the CMA pro-
posed a “safety valve” whereby pa-
tients who waited longer than the
guaranteed (i.e., maximum) time
would have some recourse, either
through “gap insurance” or through
public funding. More recently Bill
Tholl and Ruth Collins-Nakai have
discussed a “Canada Health Access
Fund” composed of public dollars
that could be used to get faster ac-
cess to care for such patients. Many
see this fund as one that could be used
to pay for patients to get care in the
private sector within Canada if the
public system doesn’t meet the

THE CMA SUPPORTS PUBLIC HEALTH CARE SYSTEM —— OR DOES
IT? (continued)

(continued  on page 5)
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benchmark...in essence public subsidy
of  a second tier.

Privatization of  non-clinical services: The
CMA has already endorsed P3s and
contracting out of  all kinds of  serv-
ices. They pay lip service to ensuring
high quality of care, but proponents
of this goal appear not to recognize
that governments have no capacity or
desire to judge quality of care in the
public system which they control; they
will have even less in a private system
over which they have no control.

2. Process. The papers will be drafted
by CMA staff and reviewed by the
elected members of the working
group, under the co-chairmanship of
Bill Tholl, Marshall Dahl, Suzanne
Strasberg and Robert Hollinshead.
Three of the four chairpersons have
previously expressed their support
for increased privatization.  In addi-
tion to this array, the President-elect
who will serve as President for 2007-
8, is Dr. Brian Day, founder of  a for-
profit clinic in B.C.

The evidence is clear that the
cost of care is higher and the quality
of care is lower in for-profit institu-
tions than in not-for-profit institutions.
Very recent studies in the US show
that physician-owned specialty hos-
pitals (such as that established by Dr.
Day) in comparison to publicly
owned hospitals appear to have
lower costs per patient because they
engage in “cherry-picking” the
healthier patients. As a result of  these
findings Congress put a moratorium
on further development of such hos-
pitals. When presented with these
facts, the response is usually to ignore
them.

3. Outcome: Despite the strong sup-
port for the public healthcare system
and the weak support for a private
system shown by the survey of  the
CMA membership, the Board and the
President-elect are in a position to
ignore the membership and endorse
a Discussion paper that is strongly
pro-privatization.

4. Speaking Out: Doctors who feel
strongly that the CMA’s initial posi-
tion on the public-private debate is
inadequate or even dangerous need
to speak out.

Private insurance clearly under
consideration, something which
would deeply affect access to care for
most Canadians except for a small
wealthy minority. Beyond this, the
total disregard for the evidence
around private delivery will prove
problematic down the road.

The evidence is clear that pri-
vate delivery is more expensive and
leads to worse quality of care, yet the
numbers of private hospitals and clin-
ics across Canada continues to in-
crease, many of which have physician
owners and stakeholders. Further, the
subcontracting out of non-clinical
services and P3 hospitals which rep-
resent enormous waste of  public
money with a total lack of account-
ability to the public bodes ill for the
future of our system. The CMA has
been silent on these issues at best, and
in many instances CMA representa-
tives have spoken in favour of these
phenomena.

The MRG will continue to
fight on all these fronts to protect
access to care for Canadian patients,
including to the CMA. We hope you
will use every opportunity to make
your voice heard!♦

Canadian Doctors for Medicare
is an organization that has re
cently formed to provide a

strong voice for physicians who op-
pose the trend toward health care that
is privately funded.

We believe that access to
health care should be based on need
rather than ability to pay, and that
physicians have a responsibility to ad-
vocate for equitable access to health
care for all Canadians, not just for
the privileged.

We are committed to support-
ing and strengthening Canada’s pub-
licly funded healthcare system. Our
goal is to provide a voice for the thou-
sands of physicians across Canada
who believe that Medicare remains
the best way to provide high quality
health care for all our patients.

Medicare is under threat as
never before, as privatization within
Canada’s health care system expands
at an unprecedented rate. Last year,
in a decision that applies specifically
to Quebec, the Supreme Court struck
down the law banning private health
insurance for essential care, citing that
people have a right to buy private
health insurance to cover medically
necessary procedures in situations
where wait times in the public system
were unacceptably long.

In Quebec, a decade of un-
precedented cuts in health care spend-
ing had exacerbated the problem of
wait times significantly.  While length
of waiting lists is clearly of great pub-
lic concern across Canada, the solu-
tions to unacceptably long wait times
are not to make prompt care the re-
serve of  those who can pay.

THE CMA SUPPORTS PUBLIC HEALTH CARE
SYSTEM —— OR DOES IT? (continued)

CANADIAN
DOCTORS FOR
MEDICARE
Karen Trollope Kumar

(continued  on page  6)
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In the debate about privately
funded health care, several fallacies re-
surface again and again. It is often said
that more funding from the private
sector will increase the sustainability of
the health care system.

Yet studies of  countries that
move towards increased private spend-
ing on health care show that overall
costs spiral upward. In fact, in terms
of percent of GDP spent on health,
Canada is in the middle of the pack
among industrialized nations. The ma-
jor reason that we spend approximately
half  of  what the U.S. spends per capita
on health care are the enormous ad-
ministrative efficiencies that come
from having a single payer system.

Another myth is that opening
up a “second tier” would decrease waits
in the public system. Yet here the fal-
lacy lies in the issue of human re-
sources. Private clinics need skilled
professionals – doctors, technicians and
nurses. When these highly skilled peo-
ple move to the private sector, there

is a serious drain of human resources
out of the public system. Experience
in a number of jurisdictions – Britain,
Australia, New Zealand, Alberta and
Manitoba among them – suggest that
while wait times are minimal for those
who pay privately, the opening of  a
second tier actually increases wait time
among the remainder.

There are solutions to unaccept-
ably long wait times for medically nec-
essary services. For example, cardiac
care treatment wait times have been
improved significantly in Ontario, as
have wait times for hip and knee serv-
ices in Alberta. This has been achieved
within the publicly funded system, by
better coordination of existing re-
sources as well as new funding.

A commitment to a publicly
funded health care is an important
Canadian value. This was highlighted
recently in Alberta, where the Klein
government had to back away from
the ”Third Way” proposal that would
introduce a second tier into the pro-

CANADIAN DOCTORS FOR MEDICARE (continued)
vincial health care system. The medi-
cal profession, however, has been giv-
ing mixed messages to the Canadian
public on the privatization issue. Brian
Day, the president-elect of  the CMA,
is strongly pro-privatization. If he is
elected in August, this will give a pow-
erful message to the Canadian public
that doctors support the move toward
increasing privatization.

Through Canadian Doctors
for Medicare, physicians across
Canada will be able to advocate for a
strong publicly funded health care sys-
tem, while resisting the trend towards
increasing privatization. Non-physi-
cians are welcome to join the organi-
zation as Friends.

If you agree with these funda-
mental principles, please join us at
www.canadiandoctorsformedicare.ca,
and pass the word about this organi-
zation along to your colleagues.♦

STUDENT PETITION ATTRACTS 1,000 SIGNERS

As reported last issue, Canadian
medical students have also ex
pressed their   concern over

the implications of the CMA debate
at the 2005 annual meeting for the
future of Medicare.

University of  Toronto gradu-
ating medical student Andrew Pinto
has led the effort to educate his col-
leagues across the country and, ear-
lier this year, began to circulate a
petition which:
♦ reaffirms their support for the
Canada Health Act principles of uni-
versality, comprehensiveness, acces-
sibility, portability and public

administration;
♦ calls on the CMA and its mem-
bers--their mentors, teachers and su-
pervisors--to support public
medicine; and
♦ expresses their disagreement
with the motion passed at the 2005
CMA Annual Meeting, stating that
patients who can’t get timely access
to care should be allowed to rely
on private health insurance and pri-
vate sector health services, rather
than strengthening the public health
care system.

Over the winter, over a thou-
sand students across the country have

signed on, and the group is now
working on a strategy for seeking an
opportunity to address the board of
the CMA to present the petition in
the coming weeks.

As of the end of this academic
year, the students have identified links
across the country, and come together
to work on a range of educational
projects on access to and quality of
health care in Canada and world-
wide.♦

Janet Maher, with files
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Funding for hospital redevelop
ment in Ontario should give
the best value for citizens’ tax

dollars. Hospitals should be under
democratic governance and operated
according to the principles of the
Canada Health Act.

The funding mechanism pro-
moted by the government,  ‘Alterna-
tive Funding and Procurement’,
presents several problems. AFP is a
version of  Private Public Partnership,
or P3, in which for-profit consortia
take over financing, construction, fa-
cility management, maintenance and
some hospital services for long term
deals stretching up to 40 years. They
often seek additional revenue through
commercial land deals on the public
hospital lands, and service charges or
user fees for patients and their visi-
tors.

We are deeply concerned
about the government’s plans to im-
pose P3s on our hospitals. P3s have
proved to cost more and to result in
compromised services. In the UK,
the facilities funded through P3s have
‘almost invariably provided less ca-
pacity than those they were intended
to replace.’ (R Atun, M McKee BMJ
2005;331;792-793)

Information provided to the
public about P3s is frequently inac-
curate. The December 2005 newslet-
ter of Hamilton Health Sciences says
about the hospital expansion and re-
development projects in the city that
‘the private sector will take on the task
of designing and building as well as
the financial risks of ensuring that the
project comes in on time and on
budget. Hospitals will remain pub-
licly owned, controlled and account-
able.

The government’s decision to
use the AFP approach to financing
means we will be able to offer state-
of-the-art programs and services for
our patients in great new facilities
much sooner than would be possi-
ble using the traditional government
financing approach..’

However, of the 4 projects,
the 3 larger ones will in all likelihood
involve not only construction but also
profit-generating facility manage-
ment, maintenance and services. As
for protection against financial risk,
in the UK, P3 hospital development
has frequently greatly exceeded budg-
ets and timelines. While the public may
have title, in the UK, control has been
elusive as it has commonly been dif-
ficult and expensive to bring about
needed structural and service changes.
And there is no basis for claiming that
P3s achieve development ‘sooner’.

The solution is for hospital re-
development to be funded publicly.
Governments can obtain much more
favourable borrowing terms than can
the private sector. The public will pay
for our hospitals either way. But with
public funding, we avoid the higher
costs of P3s and keep hospital man-
agement, property and services in
public hands. And we stop the
growth of a for-profit health indus-
try that has an interest in two tier
healthcare from which they can take
profit, further increasing the cost of
health care.

As Roy Romanow, head of  the
Commission on the Future of Health
Care in Canada said in his report: ‘I
have carefully explored the experi-
ences of other jurisdictions with co-
payment models and with
public-private partnerships and have
found these lacking. There is no evi-

dence that these solutions will deliver
better or cheaper care, or improve
access (except, perhaps, for those
who can afford to pay for care out
of their own pockets).

More to the point, the princi-
ples on which these solutions rest can-
not be reconciled with the values at
the heart of Medicare or with the
tenets of the Canada Health Act that
Canadians overwhelmingly support.’

We call on the government to
act in the public interest and to use
citizens’ dollars responsibly. Hospital
construction and services must be
publicly funded and hospitals must
remain fully publicly managed and
serviced.♦

MDS WANT TO KEEP
HOSPITALS  PUBLIC
On March 20, 2006, Gordon Guyatt wrote
the Toronto Star about their coverage of the
Open Letter as follows:

As one of the MD signatories
of the letter to Premier
Dalton McGuinty, I wish to

point out an error.
It was not written on behalf

of the “left-leaning Ontario Health
Coalition.” The effort on our part is
being done collaboratively with the
Medical Reform Group and the
Ontario Health Coalition.

It is our view that incurring the
additional costs that are associated
with the Alternative Funding and Pro-
curement mechanism — in the form
of higher rates of borrowing, profit-
taking and management fees — is bad
stewardship of  public money. It is not
a matter of left or right.♦

SAY IT AGAIN—NO TO P3S
On March 17, 2006, 75 Ontario physicians and medical students signed an Open Letter to Premier McGuinty, seeking accountability on his
commitment to public ownership of publicly funded health care facilities.
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Authors of a popular series of
articles published in the Ca
nadian Medical Association

Journal have threatened to withhold
pending instalments unless the jour-
nal’s owners clarify why the CMAJ’s
editor and senior deputy editor were
fired.

Dr. John Hoey and his senior
deputy, Anne Marie Todkill, were dis-
missed Feb. 20 in what the journal’s
owner, the Canadian Medical Asso-
ciation, has described as a need to re-
vitalize the editorial leadership but
which critics say was the result of a
battle over editorial independence.

“Unfortunately, our confi-
dence in the CMAJ as a journal that
ensures editorial autonomy has been
shaken,” Dr. Gordon Guyatt of
McMaster University said in a letter
to CMA president Dr. Ruth Collins-
Nakai and acting journal editor Dr.
Noni MacDonald on behalf of the
group of  authors.

“Unless it is restored, we feel
we cannot submit the new set of ar-
ticles to the CMAJ, and will be com-
pelled to submit elsewhere. Restoring
our confidence will require an hon-
est, straightforward explanation for
the firing of  Drs. Hoey and Todkill.”
Attempts to reach Dr. Collins-Nakai
and Dr. MacDonald for comment
were unsuccessful yesterday.

Dr. Guyatt and 11 colleagues
— leading academic physicians from
Canada and the United States — have
been working on a second series of
articles on evidence-based medicine.

The first batch of five articles,
published in 2004 and 2005, were
among the most popular downloads

from the journal’s on-line archive, they
noted.

The series was designed to help
clinicians interpret and put into prac-
tice emerging medical evidence pub-
lished in peer-reviewed journals. The
version in the print edition of the
journal was aimed at practising doc-
tors while an on-line version was
aimed at those teaching in medical
schools.

Dr. Peter Wyer, of  Columbia
University Medical Center in New
York, said the aim of  the series was
to make doctors “evidence literate . .
. so they can read and understand
what’s being reported,” he said from
Westchester, N.Y.

Dr. Wyer said the group is not
comfortable submitting new work to
the journal at this point.

“We’re very troubled by the
situation there. And if it came down
to a choice between publishing in a
journal that lacked independence, I
think we all agree that that is just not
acceptable. It would neither be good
for the series nor ultimately the jour-
nal.”

Critics of the firings have ar-
gued that under Drs. Hoey and
Todkill, the journal’s impact factor —
an industry measure of its impor-
tance — soared.

And just last week it was an-
nounced the journal had received its
second nomination for a Michener
Award for public service journalism
for an article on the way pharmacists
were handling sales of the emergency
contraceptive Plan B.♦
First published in the Globe and Mail April 5,
2006 by Canadian Press reporter Helen
Branswell

Not long after the tabling of
the 2006 Ontario Budget,
Health Minister George

Smitherman introduced his Transpar-
ent Drug System for Patients Act,
2006 as Bill 102 on April 14th, 2006.

At press time, the bill has re-
ceived second reading, and has been
sent to the Social Policy Committee
of  the Legislature for public hearings.
The MRG has requested an opportu-
nity to intervene and is in the process
of preparing a brief.

We spoke recently to member
Joel Lexchin for his evaluation of the
Bill, and summarize here some of his
preliminary observations.

Lexchin notes, as with most
things, the impact of the bill will de-
pend on what the details look like.
Nonetheless, he expects that many of
the provisions have the potential to
address some of the most pressing is-
sues in public funding of prescription
drugs in Ontario.

Lexchin notes several provi-
sions which will begin to rein in costs
to the provincially funded Ontario
Drug Benefit and Trillium Drug Pro-
grams. He asserts that the regulation
of discounts from generic companies
to pharmacies and plans to lower
prices for generics is promising. How-
ever, he has some concerns about an
amendment which changes the word-
ing for generic equivalence from
“same” to “similar,” which he believes
can open the door to reference based
pricing, despite the fact that the gov-
ernment says that it is not introducing
reference based pricing. He suggests
that while in theory, paying pharma-
cists for advice is a good idea, it hasn’t
worked in Quebec.

MEDICAL WRITERS THREATEN BOY-
COTT OF CMA JOURNAL--AUTHORS
WANT EDITORS’ DISMISSALS EX-
PLAINED

MRG VS BIG
PHARMA
Ontario’s Bill 102
Janet Maher

(continued  on page  9)



Spring-Summer, 2006   Vol.  25, No. 4-Vol. 26, No. 1                 Double Issue 137               Medical Reform      9

His assessment on conditional
approval for new drugs will depend
greatly on the conditions and subse-
quent evaluation roll out. He has simi-
lar reservations about the proposal
to allow drug companies to raise prices
of  products on the formulary under
certain conditions. Without clarity on
what conditions this may prove mean-
ingless. Moreover, it will be interest-
ing to see if this is accompanied be
provisions for lowering prices under
certain other conditions.

The point of instituting more
research on value for drugs is also
not clear. As he notes, $5 million in
this context is not really a lot of
money. As well, without specifics on
the much-vaunted concept of trans-
parency, it is difficult to evaluate the
potential impact of this provision.

Finally, the naming of  a ‘drug
czar’ and appointment of two citizen
representatives on the Drug Quality
Therapeutics Committee (or what-
ever the renamed body is) can be a
double-edged sword. Provided that
these people are independent of the
pharmaceutical industry and patient
groups funded by the industry, and
operate within clearly defined regu-
lations, both measures have the po-
tential to speed up the approval
process and the degree of fairness
expected in a part of health system
which continues to account for a in-
creasing proportion of our health
budget.

The debate over the bill may
provide some information to answer
some of these questions and Lexchin
will work with the Steering Commit-
tee over the next weeks and months
to review the detailed language of the
bill and develop a brief for the hear-
ings. Stay tuned.♦

Early in 2006 came the news
that Canwest Global Media
has launched a charter chal-

lenge on the current federal regula-
tion of Direct to Consumer (Drug)
Advertising [DTCA], in a case which
many observers expect will reach the
Supreme Court of Canada.

The law firm of  Sack,
Goldblatt Mitchell, which has acted
on behalf of many social advocates,
is assessing the merit of seeking leave
as an intervenor in the case and steer-
ing committee member Steven
Barrett will keep us informed of  that
application.

In the meantime, member Joel
Lexchin reported in mid-March on
his preliminary discussions of the case
with one of the lawyers who will be
handling the DTCA case for the gov-
ernment. Here is some of what he
learned.

It appears that the government
is taking this case seriously. One of
their lawyers arguing this case is a con-
stitutional expert who previously ar-
gued the same-sex marriage case. She
is encouraging groups to seek
intervenor status but warns that ac-
tivist groups would likely have more
trouble getting status than groups that
are seen as more neutral, for exam-
ple, the Canadian Medical Associa-
tion. Her point is that intervenors are
seen as people who are aids to the
court and therefore should be there
to offer advice to the court. The de-
cision about who gets intervenor sta-
tus will be up to the court.

Most of the case will be pa-
per based, that is, experts will swear
out statements and be cross-exam-

ined by the other side and then the
transcripts of all of this will go to
the court once the case is heard. The
government side is looking for peo-
ple who have both academic and
experiential expertise in this area.
Joel’s informant stated that the courts
will be looking for academic degrees
that match up with the expert knowl-
edge people will be offering. There-
fore, they may not use anyone from
New Zealand, since the perception
is that people like Les Toop who did
the large physician survey on DTCA
in New Zealand does not have aca-
demic expertise in this area.

According to Lexchin’s in-
formant, the main hurdle with respect
to this case will be to prove that a
total ban on DTCA (that is, a ban on
mentioning the name of the drug and
its use together) is necessary and that
consumer protection cannot be
achieved with lesser measures. (They
did not talk directly about what
Health Canada currently allows and
whether or not that is acceptable.
However, in Joel’s opinion, if  the
government feels that its argument is
weak, then it may argue that it cur-
rently allows some limited DTCA and
therefore a further loosening of the
regulations is not necessary.)

The federal lawyer expressed
the opinion that the argument that
CanWest Global is currently using,
that the ban on DTCA deprives them
of  the opportunity to make money,
is not nearly as strong as the argu-
ment that drug companies would
make—that DTCA provides neces-
sary information to consumers and
therefore leads to better health.♦

MRG VS BIG PHARMA (continued)
Direct to Consumer Advertising—an infringe-
ment of Charter Rights?
Janet Maher

Bill 102 (continued)
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In early May, 2006, the MRG re
ceived a request from a group of
medical students from the McGill

International Health Initiative, pro-
posing a Canada-wide advocacy cam-
paign in support of a crucial
resolution concerning Global health
justice.

Under the present framework
of  drug development and delivery,
treatments for diseases that affect the
world’s poorest get the least funding.
There is little profit to be made in
finding affordable treatments for
these diseases.

A resolution to be presented
at World Health Assembly at the end
of May 2006 aims to correct this un-
acceptable situation. Entitled “Glo-
bal Framework on essential health
research and development”, the man-
date of this global framework will
be to create a Working Group of

interested Member States to exam-
ine incentives to encourage greater,
more sustainable investment in medi-
cines and other products specifically
for diseases that disproportionately
affect developing countries. The goal
of the McGill International Health
Initiative is to convince the Canadian
government to take a leadership role
in support of this resolution.

On May 9, 2006, the Medical
Reform Group sent the following
letter to Ian Shugart, Senior Assistant
Deputy Minister at Health Canada as
well as to the federal health minister,
the Hon. Tony Clement. Members are
encouraged to send similar messages.

Using the patent system to
finance research for treatments of
diseases occurring mainly in devel-
oping countries has been largely
unsuccessful because, regardless

of the prevalence of the problem,
most people in these countries are
unable to afford treatment. At the
upcoming World Health Assem-
bly Kenya and Brazil will be spon-
soring a resolution calling on the
Director-General to establish a
working group of interested
Member States to consider pro-
posals to establish a global frame-
work for supporting needs-driven
research, consistent with appropri-
ate public interest issues.

The Romanow Commission
report emphasized the need for
Canada to align its long history of
the support of human rights with
its foreign policy regarding health
issues. One way for Canada to
demonstrate leadership in this area
would be for it to publicly an-
nounce its strong support for the
resolution.♦

NEGLECTED DISEASE RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

Thanks to all of you for your
endorsement of the brief we
submitted to the National As-

sociation of  Pharmacy Regulatory
Authorities (NAPRA) in early March
regarding the question of expanding
access to Plan B (levonorgestral).

As you know, we have asked
that NAPRA formally request the
National Drug Scheduling Advisory
Committee (NDSAC) to consider
this proposal to have Plan B avail-
able off-schedule, i.e. without phar-
macist intervention and in unrestricted
venues.

The brief was reviewed by the
Executive of NAPRA in late March,
and they have passed the request to
the full NAPRA board who are
scheduled to meet on April 23. We

therefore hope to know by the week
of  April 24 whether NDSAC will be
asked by NAPRA to review this pro-
posal. We will keep you posted on
what we hear about that.

In the meantime, we have two
requests to make of you. First, if the
proposal goes to NDSAC, we will
likely need to provide further defence
for our position that ECP is safe to
sell without pharmacist intervention
and hope to be able to provide sub-
stantiation from other countries. We
have a small amount of  information
about the situation in other jurisdic-
tions, but if any of you have access
to information, studies or contacts in
other countries where ECP is avail-
able in unrestricted venues, we would
like to know about it.

Please send any information
you have to Anne Rochon Ford
(annerf@sympatico.ca) and Madeline
Boscoe (ed@cwhn.ca).

Secondly, on the issue of  get-
ting help from the media for our case,
we have not yet called upon the me-
dia as we would like to see first how
this will play out with NAPRA and
NDSAC. We do, however, anticipate
at some point in the near future that
we will want to do a press release
about what is happening (particularly
if we need to put pressure on either
organization). And we do periodically
get calls form the media wanting to
cover this issue. (It has been particu-
larly “hot” because of the role a story
about ECP played in the current state

EMERGENCY CONTRACEPTION UPDATE
On  April 16, 2006, we received the following note from Anne Rochon Ford and Madeline Boscoe of  the  Women and Health Protection Group

 (continued  on page  11)
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The Canadian Health Coalition
paper, More for Less: a Na
tional Pharmaceutical

Strategy, was launched publicly on
February 22nd, 2006 to a media and
public eager for realistic approaches
to national pharmacare.

In addition to the policy pa-
per, the Coalition has made this one
of its key campaigns for the coming
year and has available electronically a
full kit of materials to support a
lobby of federal, provincial, and ter-
ritorial politicians and members of
the Task Force on the National Phar-
maceutical Strategy (NPS).

The kit includes fact sheets, a
drug index, description of the vari-
ous public drug plans, as well as a
one page briefing note with the Coa-
lition set of demands

Background
The National Pharmaceutical

Strategy was agreed to in the Sep-
tember 2004 First Ministers Health
Accord. The Health Ministers have
also agreed to public consultations
and a report by June 2006. There was
a limited consultation on drug safety
issues in September, but as yet no
other consultation and no announce-
ment on a process.

The Health Council of Canada
issued its second annual report at the
end of January and reported the
progress on the NPS as: “progress is
unknown”. This appears to be due to
three main factors: i) the F/P/T
process is secret and excessively bu-
reaucratic; ii) Big Pharma and its army
of industry lobbyists in Ottawa is try-
ing to stall the plan until they can kill
it outright; and iii) premiers are hold-
ing out for federal cash to help pay
for “catastrophic” coverage.

Coalition members, including
members of  the Medical Reform
Group are encouraged to participate
in the lobby of government. It is im-
portant to approach federal, provin-
cial and territorial governments
(politicians and departmental offi-
cials). Most provinces want progress
on the elements of  the NPS. Some
should be encouraged inn their efforts
to take leadership on the question of
single-payer and better drug manage-
ment programs (Manitoba, Saskatch-
ewan in particular and others,
including B.C. and Ontario on some
specifics).

An e-mail message has been
sent to all federal MPs, premiers and
health ministers to get the issue on
their radar and the formal lobbying
(meetings and education materials) at

the federal level began with the re-
turn of Parliament in April, to com-
plement efforts with provincial and
territorial Ministers of Health and de-
partmental officials.

In early February, 2006, the
UBC Centre for Health Services and
Policy Research hosted a conference
and copies of the conference pres-
entations are available at http://
w w w . c h s p r . u b c . c a / h p c /
?page=presentations. There were fea-
ture presentations by the governments
of BC, New Zealand, Australia, and
the United Kingdom on how to ex-
pand coverage and control drug ex-
penditures on expensive ‘me-too’-
drugs as well as a presentation on the
Common Drug Review program in
Canada.

According to Canadian Health
Coalition coordinator Michael
McBane, a sign of the conference
being on the right track was the na-
tional newspaper ads attacking the
event. The ads were taken out in the
name of  CARP (a Toronto-based
travel agency for seniors with fund-
ing from pharmaceutical and insur-
ance companies).♦

of  affairs at the CMAJ.) With re-
gard to any future work with the
media, it would be very helpful for
us to know if any of you would be
willing to talk to journalists who call,
or if we might include you as con-
tacts on any upcoming press releases.
We are strong believers that the pub-
lic should see a wide range of peo-
ple concerned about this issue, not
just one or two of us the media hap-
pen to have on their call list for this
issue.

If you would be willing to
make your name and coordinates
available for media work, please
contact us as above.♦

EMERGENCY CONTRA-
CEPTION UPDATE (con-
tinued)

NATIONAL PHARMACARE STRATEGY
Janet Maher, with files
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The Provincial Liberal Govern
ment of Dalton McGuinty is
pushing through legislation

that will result in major changes in the
ways that health care is organized and
delivered in the province of  Ontario.

According to the Ministry, the
Local Health Integration Networks
(LHINs) will create a more integrated
and regionalized health system. The
Ministry of  Health and Long-Term
care is creating fourteen LHINs
across the province, each one respon-
sible for health services in a particu-
lar area.

The LHINs legislation repre-
sents round two of re-structuring of
health services in the province –
round one being the process of hos-
pital service restructuring that began
in 1996. The scope of this current
legislation is even broader, covering
a wide variety of  health care services
as well as non-clinical services within
health care facilities.

The LHINs will receive fund-
ing from the Ministry, and will have
the power to allocate and disburse
health care funding within their re-
gions. They will have the power to
coordinate services, to create partner-
ships between health service organi-
zations, and to transfer, merge or
amalgamate existing health services.
LHINs may change levels of fund-
ing for health service organizations
and also order providers to start or
cease provision of  services.

In a recent analysis, the Ontario
Health Coalition outlines the various
ways in which the LHINs legislation
facilitates privatization of  health serv-
ices. Their power to amalgamate
health service organizations applies to

non-profits, but not for-profits. In the
process of creating partnerships be-
tween providers, services may be
transferred from non-profit to for-
profit services, opening a major new
market niche for privatized health
services.  Non-clinical services can be
contracted out through competitive
bidding, a move that will undoubt-
edly result in new opportunities for
for-profit corporations to bid on
services. Further, there is no protec-
tion for the promotion of non-profit
and public delivery of  health serv-
ices.

In a recent public education
flyer published by the Ministry, the
promise is made that the LHINs will
be “transparent, accountable, and re-
sponsible.” Yet the question of  ac-
countability and responsibility of the
LHINs is a key concern of critics of
the LHINs legislation.

Members of the boards of the
LHINs are not elected from the com-
munity, but rather are appointed by
the Minister. Further, there is no pro-
tection against corporate for-profit
bias on LHINs boards or among key
LHINs personnel.

While the LHINs report to the
Minister through accountability agree-
ments, there is little or no provision
for public input into the LHINs proc-
ess. For example, there was no pro-
vision for a process of community
consultation during the development
of the LHINs legislation, nor is there
a plan for ongoing community input
during implementation and evaluation
of  the LHINs.  Without this process
for community input, the issue of
public accountability becomes criti-
cal.

According to the Ministry’s in-
formation flyer, the LHINs are
meant to “restore equity to Ontario’s
health system, ensuring quality care for
every patient, in every community in
the province.” In one strategy to pro-
mote greater efficiency of  services,
access to specialized services such as
joint replacements will be centralized
at particular hospitals, or “centres of
excellence”. While this proposed so-
lution could improve wait times for
particular procedures, it is hard to see
how it will improve equity. Poor and
marginalized patients will undoubt-
edly have difficulty traveling to re-
gional centres for their care.

Health services for the most
marginalized of patients are presently
a diverse blend of government agen-
cies and a wide variety of non-profit
organizations. Many of  these non-
profit agencies are heavily supported
by volunteers, who work both on the
governing boards as well as in the
day-to-day work of  the agencies.

These non-profits are thus
deeply embedded in the communi-
ties they serve and are continually
nourished by ongoing community
input. If such agencies are forced to
“partner” with for-profit agencies,
that powerful spirit of volunteerism
that inspires them may vanish. When
a diversity of  services is lost through
partnerships or amalgamation, it is
the poorest who will likely suffer.

Doctors are not subject to the
legislation, nor are they part of the
governing structure of  the LHINs. In
a recent statement by the President
of the College of Family Physicians
on Ontario, Dr Cheryl Levitt ques-

ONTARIO’S LOCAL HEALTH INTEGRATION NET-
WORKS—REARRANGING THE DECK CHAIRS?
Karen Trollope-Kumar

 (continued  on page  13)
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tions the absence of any input into
the LHINs process by family phy-
sicians. Family physicians play a key
role in the health care system, yet they
are neither affected by this legisla-
tion nor are they a part of the de-
sign or governance of  the LHINs.

Opposition to the LHINs
legislation has been brisk. The On-
tario Health Coalition’s analysis of
the legislation reveals the emptiness
of  the government’s rhetoric about
the legislation and exposes the in-
crease in centralized power that is
in fact being created. Unionized
health service workers across the
province have been mobilized into
action to oppose this legislation that
clearly threatens their jobs.

The Medical Reform Group
has serious concerns about the scope
and extent of the power of the
LHINs. As a physician group, we
can have a significant voice in the
debate about this critical emerging
issue in Ontario’s health care sys-
tem.♦

Tony Clement’s new position as
federal Minister of Health puts
him in the centre of an intense

controversy over public versus pri-
vate payment for health care and the
role of investor-owned, for-profit
health care delivery.

In October 2005, Clement and
I participated in a televised political
discussion. During the conversation,
Clement claimed that contrasting the
small-business model of group medi-
cal practice with private investor-
owned for-profit facilities was “a
difference without a distinction”.

The subsequent rapid-fire dis-
cussion prevented me from fully ar-
ticulating the enormous importance
of the distinction.

There are similarities between
the two health-care models. Both
small-business group practice and
investor-owned for-profit health care
facilities are privately owned, and the
owners seek to maximize income.

The differences, however, are
impressive. First are structural differ-
ences. Group practices are generally
small; for-profit institutions may be
large –major hospitals, for instance.
Group practice owners have direct
contact with patients; the investors of
for-profit facilities do not. Physician-
owners of group practices have been
trained in a culture of responsibility
and caring for patients. Investors have
not.

In a group practice, all “prof-
its” stay in the facility. They contrib-
ute to the incomes of the workers

and are directly devoted to health
care.

In for-profit health businesses,
the return to the investors of up to
20 per cent is money that leaves the
facilities. It represents resources that
could be devoted to patient care, but
are not.

These structural differences
may influence patient outcomes. Stud-
ies of the outcomes of small-busi-
ness group practices versus other
models of outpatient care are una-
vailable. Comparisons of private for-
profit versus private not- for-profit
delivery have been conducted and are
telling.

A rigorous systematic review
of high quality studies comparing for-
profit versus not-for-profit hospitals
has demonstrated a relative increase
of two per cent in death rates in the
for-profit facilities. The implications
of  the study, published after peer re-
view in Canada’s top medical jour-
nal, are important: If all Canadian
hospitals switched from not-for-
profit to for- profit status, the result
would be 2,200 additional deaths
each year.

A similar review, published in
a leading American medical journal,
showed an eight per cent increase in
death rates in largely outpatient for-
profit kidney dialysis facilities in com-
parison to not-for-profit facilities.

The need to satisfy investors
leaves less money for patient care.
Corners are cut and patients ultimately

ONTARIO’S LOCAL
HEALTH INTEGRA-
TION NETWORKS
(continued)

MONEY AND MEDICINE:
IN FOR-PROFIT HEALTH CARE, INVESTORS
HAVE NO CONTACT WITH PATIENTS, PROFITS
LEAVE THE FACILITY AND THE INCIDENCE OF
PHYSICIAN FRAUD IS STARTLING

(continued  on page  14)
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suffer. The incentive structure also
explains another difference between
group practices and investor-owned
facilities. Fraud is unusual among Ca-
nadian doctors and when it occurs is
small scale.

But fraud is common in inves-
tor-owned facilities. To cite two ex-
amples: one for-profit hospital chain
in the United States has paid the larg-
est fraud settlement in American his-
tory, $1.7 billion. Another for-profit
chain has paid almost $400 million in
a series of fraud settlements that are
still ongoing.

A cynic would suggest that a
final set of differences explains the
Conservative party’s enthusiasm for
investor-owned for-profit health care
delivery. For-profit health care com-
panies make large political donations,
of  which the Conservative party is
the major beneficiary. The Conserva-
tive party has received hundreds of
thousands of dollars in donations
from for-profit companies provid-
ing diagnostic imaging and long-term
care services.

Clement is personally familiar
with this phenomenon. One long-

term care company donated more
than $43,000 to his unsuccessful cam-
paign for the Ontario Conservative
leadership. Two diagnostic test com-
panies, to which Clement’s provincial
health ministry subsequently awarded
contracts, donated $11,000 to his
campaign.

Politicians also reap personal
benefits from for-profit health care
providers. Retired politicians often sit
on boards of directors of compa-
nies that deliver, or benefit from, for-
profit health care. For instance, Don
Mazankowski, lead author of a 2001
report lauding the benefits of for-
profit health care delivery, received
at least $204,000 in 2000 for sitting
on boards and providing advice for
the parent company that owns Great-
West Lifeco, one of  Canada’s largest
providers of supplementary health
care insurance.

Michael Kirby, chair of  the sen-
ate committee on social affairs, sci-
ence and technology, produced an
influential health care report in 2002
that recommended expanding inves-
tor-owned for-profit health care de-
livery. Senator Kirby is a director of

Extendicare, a giant for-profit nurs-
ing home company, has sat on three
of  the board’s committees and is a
major shareholder in the company.

During our appearance on the
political talk show, Clement said that
he and the Conservative party are
committed to publicly financed
health care and do not support pri-
vate pay.

The moderator, Michael
Coren, turned to me and said, “You
don’t believe that, do you?” I must
admit, I expressed skepticism. I hope
I was wrong, and that as Minister of
Health, Clement will aggressively en-
force the Canada Health Act, and
stop Ralph Klein’s—or his succes-
sor’s—privatization plans.

I also hope that the Conserva-
tive government will practice evi-
dence-based health policy. That begins
by recognizing the problems with in-
vestor-owned for-profit health care,
and acting accordingly.♦
First published April 17, 2006 in the Hamil-
ton Spectator under the byline of Dr. Gordon
Guyatt

MONEY AND MEDICINE (continued)
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Dear Mr. Clement:
The Medical Reform Group of  Ontario (MRG) is a group of  physicians and medical students who have

been working, for over 25 years, to achieve and maintain high quality health care for all Canadians. We are writing
now to present our perspective on possible health care priorities for your new government.

The MRG was delighted with your party’s commitment to single-tier health care and the Canada Health Act
that you expressed repeatedly and forcefully during the campaign. Unfortunately, this commitment will be tested in
the coming months. The previous Liberal government did not fulfill its duty to enforce the Canada Health Act
against the extensive violations now going on in Alberta, British Columbia, Quebec, and Nova Scotia. In these
provinces, patients can pay to get to the front of  the line for imaging procedures such as MRI. Your government
could demonstrate its commitment to the Canada Health Act by more aggressively reducing transfer payments as
a penalty for these violations.

Ralph Klein’s and Jean Chrétien’s proposed legislation allowing private insurance for publicly insured serv-
ices, and allowing physicians to work in both private and publicly financed systems, are gross, blatant, unprec-
edented violations of  the Canada Health Act. We hope that you will soon speak out against this legislation, and
bring the full weight of  the Canada Health Act to bear on the provinces should they move forward. Your timely
intervention before the legislation is passed could force these provinces to rethink their actions, actions which
violate the fundamental principles of equitable health care.

We would also ask you to rethink one of  your election promises. We understand that the intent of  wait time
guarantees is to relieve Canadians’ anxiety over what they perceive as excessive, sometimes unacceptable, delays in
health care. The guarantees, however, have two key limitations.

The first is that they make no attempt to address the underlying problems within the system. For example,
Canada has the fewest practicing doctors per capita of any G7 country and we only maintain our above average
nursing ratio by raiding third world countries. Guarantees will not train a single additional doctor or  nurse.

MEDICAL REFORM GROUP CHALLENGES NEW
HEALTH MINISTER

The MRG of Ontario has re
leased an open letter to the new
Health Minister, Tony Clem-

ent. The letter challenges the new gov-
ernment to deliver on its promises
that make sense – and to drop the
ones that don’t.

“The MRG was delighted
with your party’s commitment to sin-
gle-tier health care that you expressed
during the campaign”, says MRG
spokesperson, Dr. Gordon Guyatt,
in the letter.

“Unfortunately, this commit-
ment will be tested in the coming
months. Ralph Klein’s proposed leg-
islation allowing private insurance for
publicly insured services, and allow-
ing physicians to work in both pri-

vate and publicly financed systems, is
a gross, blatant, unprecedented vio-
lation of the Canada Health Act.”

In the letter, Dr. Guyatt calls
on Mr. Clement to speak out force-
fully against the legislation, and to
“bring the full weight of the Canada
Health Act to bear on the provinces
should they move forward.”

“We are asking the government
to act now,” said another MRG
spokesperson, Dr. Ahmed Bayoumi.
“Mr. Clement’s timely intervention
before the legislation is passed could
force Mr. Klein to rethink his plan, a
plan that violates the fundamental
principles of equitable health care.”

In its letter, the MRG raises a
second issue, the Tory campaign

promise to introduce guaranteed wait
times. The letter argues that guaran-
teed wait times won’t train a single
needed doctor, or a single needed
nurse. Furthermore, guaranteed wait
times substitute length on a wait list
for patient’s need as a criterion for
moving to the front of the line.

“Wait list targets – and espe-
cially monitoring of the extent to
which targets are met – makes sense,”
Dr. Guyatt concludes: “Guarantees
do not. A major test for this new gov-
ernment is whether they will make the
right decisions to strengthen public
health care.”♦
Released by the Medical Reform Group Febru-
ary 7, 2006

(continued  on page  16)
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Canada has so far failed to take full advantage of  efficiencies that could shorten waiting times. The health
sector lags far behind most other parts of  the economy in utilizing computerized information technology for
ready access to patient information.

We have failed to effectively apply queue-management theory. By and large, for instance, individual doctors
keep their own waiting lists. Regional groups keeping a communal waiting list could facilitate quicker access to
care. The government should greatly expand short-stay surgical clinics for procedures such as joint and cataract
surgery.

Guarantees distract from the real task of implementing these efficiencies, and draw away resources that we
need for innovation.

The second major problem with wait times is that they introduce what some have called “perverse incen-
tives” into the system. Currently, doctors in Canada treat patients according to need. The sicker you are, the more
you are suffering, the higher priority you have.

Guaranteed wait times introduce another factor into the decision - how long you have been on the list.
That would be fine if  there was a perfect one-to-one relation between need and length of  wait. Unfortunately,
that is not the case.

With guaranteed wait times, patients have a strong incentive to get on the list early, even if  their problem
does not warrant intervention at the time. After all, it might get worse, and once on the list, the clock starts ticking.
Time on the list therefore tends to lose any relation to need.

For specialists, lots of  quick short first appointments will ensure that patients get off  the wait list before the
required time runs out. Unfortunately, the process of  actually sorting the problem out may lengthen interminably.
These two limitations - failure to address the underlying problem, and the perverse incentives they introduce - are
the explanation for failed experiments with guaranteed wait times in Europe. Norway, Sweden, and Denmark
have all tried and abandoned guarantees. Where they persist, they create an unhealthy tension between treating
according to need, and treating according to time on the list.

It is important to distinguish between guarantees, which are likely to prove destructive, and wait time
targets associated with rigorous monitoring. Setting guidelines for acceptable wait times, and keeping close track
of how we are doing in achieving them, is highly desirable.

In Ontario, an easily accessed website will tell you waits for cataract surgery, joint replacements, CT and
MRI scans, cardiac procedures, and cancer surgery in your region. This sort of monitoring is a big step forward.
It allows a check on how we are doing in implementing the sensible, needed strategies and investment for
reducing waiting times in publicly funded, not-for-profit delivered care.

We believe that your government should make a strong initiative to renew efforts to have provinces
establish wait-time targets, to extend them beyond the areas they have so far established, and to rigorously
monitor wait times and make them available to the public. We believe that this will be far more effective than
guaranteed wait times, and avoid guaranteed wait times destructive consequences.

Thank you for considering the issues we have raised.♦

MEDICAL REFORM GROUP CHALLENGES NEW HEALTH MINISTER
(Letter continued)
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Conditioned by past disappoint
ments, Canada’s electorate will
be watching closely to see if

Stephen Harper keeps his election
promises. Hampered by a relatively
weak minority, Harper may have to
pick and choose which promises he
keeps.

A general category of prom-
ises that are best shelved is election
gimmicks—policies that may appeal
to voters at election time, but fail the
test of  fundamental soundness. One
such promise that the new Prime
Minister would be wise to dismiss is
health care wait time guarantees.

Wait time guarantees have the
quintessential features of an election
gimmick. They address a complex
problem, and offer a simple, straight-
forward, appealing—but mis-
guided—solution.

The intent of wait time guar-
antees is to relieve Canadians’ anxiety
over what they perceive as excessive,
sometimes unacceptable, delays in
health care. The guarantees, however,
have two key limitations.

The first is that they make no
attempt to address the underlying
problem. Canada is experiencing a
shortage of doctors, and is increas-
ingly threatened with a serious nurs-
ing shortage. Guarantees will not train
a single additional doctor or nurse.

Canada has so far failed to
take full advantage of efficiencies that
could shorten waiting times. The
health sector lags far behind most
other parts of the economy in utiliz-
ing computerized information tech-
nology for ready access to patient
information.

We have failed to effectively
apply queue-management theory. By

and large, for instance, individual doc-
tors keep their own waiting lists. Re-
gional groups keeping a communal
waiting list could facilitate quicker
access to care. Short-stay surgical clin-
ics for procedures such as joint and
cataract surgery should be greatly
expanded.

Guarantees distract from the
real task of implementing these
efficiencies, and draw away resources
that we need for innovation.

The second major problem
with wait times is that they introduce
what some have called “perverse in-
centives” into the system. Currently,
doctors in Canada treat patients ac-
cording to need. The sicker you are,
the more you are suffering, the higher
priority you have.

Guaranteed wait times intro-
duce another factor into the deci-
sion—how long you have been on
the list. That would be fine if there
was a perfect one-to-one relation be-
tween need and length of wait. Un-
fortunately, that is not the case.

With guaranteed wait times,
rational patients will get on the list
early, even if  their problem is trivial.
After all, it might get worse, and once
on the list, the clock starts ticking.
Time on the list therefore tends to
lose any relation to need.

For specialists, lots of  quick
short first appointments to ensure pa-
tients get off the wait list becomes
rational behavior. Unfortunately, the
process of actually sorting the prob-
lem out may lengthen interminably.
These two problems—failure to ad-
dress the underlying problem, and the
perverse incentives they introduce—
is the explanation for failed experi-
ments with guaranteed wait times in

Europe. Norway, Sweden, and Den-
mark have all tried and abandoned
guarantees. Where they persist, they
create an unhealthy tension between
treating according to need, and treat-
ing according to time on the list.

Some observers see a further
risk in the guarantees. They worry that
Stephen Harper’s recent conversion
to a believer in the Canada Health Act
and equitable health care is insincere.
If  so, could guarantees be an excuse
for establishing investor-owned for-
profit facilities that would bail out
current delivery systems when patients
exceed wait times?

Strong evidence suggests—at
least for hospitals and dialysis facili-
ties—that for-profit care leads to
poorer outcomes, and higher charges
for funders. Governments pay more,
the public gets less.

That bad deal for Canadians
could get worse if the clinics repre-
sent a step toward user pay Ameri-
can-style medicine. Stephen Harper’s
history suggests we should not dis-
miss this concern lightly.

It is important to distinguish
between guarantees, which are likely
to prove destructive, and wait time
targets associated with rigorous moni-
toring. Setting guidelines for accept-
able wait times, and keeping close
track of how we are doing in achiev-
ing them, is highly desirable.

In Ontario, an easily accessed
website will tell you waits for cata-
ract surgery, joint replacements, CT
and MRI scans, cardiac procedures,
and cancer surgery in your region. This
sort of monitoring is a big step for-
ward. It allows a check on how well
we  are doing in implementing the

MR. HARPER, WE WILL FORGIVE YOU IF YOU DROP YOUR
GUARANTEED WAIT TIME PROMISE
The Medical Reform Group prepared the following op-ed days after the election with the following recommendation

(continued  on page  18)
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sensible, needed strategies and in-
vestment for reducing waiting times
in publicly funded, not-for-profit
delivered care.

Shipping people to the United
States, or to investor-owned, for-
profit clinics in Canada, won’t im-
prove Canadian health care.
Switching the criterion for moving
to the front of the line from need
to length of time on a wait list will
be bad for patients.

Mr. Harper, we will forgive
you if you drop your guaranteed
wait time promise.♦
Released by the Medical Reform Group Janu-
ary 25, 2006

Our brief focuses on three
main points:

1. The value of our current sin-
gle-tier publicly funded health care
system, not only on grounds of eq-
uity, accessibility and quality, but also
as a factor in our economic com-
petitiveness.

2. The value of a strategic role
of federal partnership in support-
ing expansion and improvement in
service delivery, through strategic
supports for not-for profit manage-
ment and service delivery. Commit-
ment to adequate remuneration for
those who provide services, but
does not commit Canadians to es-
tablishing profit and administration
line items for non-provider inves-
tors.

3. The value of federal support
for pan-Canadian functions such as
health protection and health research,
the training of highly specialized
health care human resources which
are typically shared across the coun-
try, as well as providing applied re-
search which focuses on the detailed
evaluation of innovative delivery ap-
proaches.

Nearly 50 years of experience
in Canada with not for profit health
services administration suggests our
single payer approach has many ad-
vantages which make us the envy of
our neighbours to the south because
they are associated with lower em-
ployer costs in this country. Numer-
ous commissions and inquiries, as well
as senate and commons committees

MR. HARPER, WE
WILL FORGIVE YOU
IF... (continued)

MRG PROVIDES INPUT ON FEDERAL BUDGET
The MRG took the opportunity offered by the new Finance Minister, the Hon. James M. Flaherty, to address federal budget priorities in a letter
on April 19, 2006

We are pleased to respond to
the invitation of the Minis
ter of Finance to address

key health priorities for the current
and future federal budgets, and trust
that they will be received and shared
with other stakeholders in the spirit
of transparency and accountability
with which your government has be-
gun its mandate.

The Medical Reform Group
is a voluntary association of physi-
cians and medical students which has
been monitoring federal and provin-
cial (predominantly Ontario) funding
and delivery issues around the fund-
ing and delivery of  health services,
health protection and health human
resources for over 25 years.

We have consulted and pre-
sented briefs to federal and provin-
cial legislative committees,
commissions and inquiries on a range
of  health-related issues over the years.

on health have come up with a re-
markably similar trio of recommen-
dations which we urge you to
consider adopting as the starting point
for any further negotiation with the
provinces and territories who are
charged with the direct delivery of
care. While the order varies from one
committee and commission to the
next, all have urged aggressive action
on:
• Primary care reform
• National pharmacare, and
• National home care.

Some important initiatives
have begun to be taken in primary
care reform to address the most ef-
fective use of health human re-
sources, but much remains to be
done, before the wait lists which have
occupied so much media attention in
the past 4 or 5 years, will subside to a
manageable level. As your colleague,
the Hon. Tony Clement will tell you,
we are already on record as caution-
ing against the expectation that the
proposal for wait time guarantees will
do anything more than move the wait
lists from one medical condition to
another.

A few weeks ago, the second
annual report of the Health Council
of  Canada confirmed yet again the
wisdom of several recent commit-
tee and commission reports which
have made priorities of national
pharmacare and national home care.
As you will have heard from the Ca-
nadian Health Coalition, among oth-
ers, there is an urgent need to address
the increasing anxiety of Canadians
at mounting drug prices. We think a
strategy which combines the purchas-
ing power of the whole country and

(continued  on page  19)
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involves all levels of government in
cost-containment, for example ,
through insisting on transparency in
new trade and patent legislation, can
only be good for all of  us.

As noted, the other priority for
health care service delivery is a realis-
tic approach to home care, which has
been the basis of bed closures across
the country. Although we have re-
duced acute care beds by nearly 50
per cent across the country, for the
most part there has been little corre-
sponding attention to building com-
munity infrastructure which would
relieve pressure on the remaining
beds.

This is particularly the case for
home care services which allow ear-
lier discharges and/or support and
maintain fragile Canadians in the com-
munity rather than in the hallways of
crowded hospitals. It has also not
escaped our notice that the informal
home care labour force consists pri-
marily of middle-aged women who
also risk their own long-term eco-
nomic security through temporary

absence from the labour force to
provide care which is not otherwise
available to ill or dying relatives.

While there are obviously a
number of ways to address these is-
sues, we would like to recommend
that you and your government focus
on strategies which focus all available
funds directly on service provision,
rather than being diluted by adding
administrative and profit line items
to accommodate for profit opera-
tions or tax allowances which tend
to favour those with the greatest in-
come, not necessarily those in great-
est need.

We think there is a very impor-
tant role for the federal government
in the regulation of safety and effec-
tiveness of health related products
and therapies. While we acknowledge
the interest of the previous govern-
ment in cost containment in health
protection, we think this must not be
done at the cost of  patient safety, and
so we recommend that, in your re-
view of this important regulatory
area, you seek strategies which do not

involve the pharmaceutical and medi-
cal device industry in voluntary regu-
lation of a function which has such
potential to risk the lives of Canadi-
ans.

Similarly, although we think
there is an important role for private
sector research and development in
the health sector, we are not per-
suaded that this should be linked as
closely to federal funding for basic
and applied research in health care as
has been the case with the previous
government.

While we support partnership
where it can be demonstrated to be
in the interest of all partners, we are
concerned that some initiatives of
previous administrations have resulted
in some research and funding deci-
sions more closely aligned to private
rather than public interests.

We look forward to consult-
ing with you on ways to implement
these recommendations throughout
your mandate.♦

MRG PROVIDES INPUT ON FEDERAL BUDGET (continued)

Since the fact sheet on Special Di
ets was first published in MEDI
CAL REFORM in the spring of

2005, a small group of family doc-
tors and nurse practitioners in the
Greater Toronto Area have become
a force to be reckoned with in the
growing campaign to advocate to
recognize the individual and social
costs of avoiding the plight of social
assistance recipients in Ontario.

We recently met with member
Gary Bloch to review their current
agenda. Here is a summary of
projects and some of the people

HEALTH PROVIDERS AGAINST POVERTY
Janet Maher, with files

(continued  on page  20)

who are working on them [Please also
see reports on the campaign from
Gary and others elsewhere in this is-
sue]:
1. Ongoing pressure on the privacy

complaint which, if successful,
could result in a loosening of re-
strictions on the special diet pro-
gram, which could allow for
millions of dollars to again flow
to deserving people living in
poverty.

2. A new complaint to the ombuds-
man (Andre Marin) regarding the
persistence of legislated poverty

in Ontario (with a focus on in-
adequate social assistance rates).

3. Continued work within the
OMA to get them to recognize
poverty as a health priority. This
will hopefully start with the writ-
ing of a policy paper with the
Population Health subcommittee
to be distributed throughout the
organization for eventual ap-
proval and publication in the
Ontario Medical Review. This is
being carried out with Michael
Rachlis, and we hope to expand
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from here to eventually have
poverty recognized by the OMA
on the level and with the re-
sources they have allocated to
smoking and smog.

4. Ongoing lobbying of other
health organizations for ongoing
support – the Registered Nurses’
Association of  Ontario, the As-
sociation of Local Public Health
Authorities, the Canadian Public
Health Association, the College
of Family Physicians of Canada,
and Registered Dietitians.

5. Requests for meetings with the
Ministers of Health, Health Pro-

motion, Community and Social
Services and the Provincial Medi-
cal Officer of  Health, Dr. Sheela
Basrur.

6. Ongoing support of grassroots
actions by the Ontario COalition
Against Poverty, as well as the
H u n g e r M a r c h O r g a n i z i n g
Committee, and other frontline
organizations.

7. Ongoing alliance with other
community groups combating
poverty, for example, the ODSP
Action Coalition.

8. Considering legal avenues for
challenging low welfare rates and
the special diet allowance changes

Gary is eager to hear from col-
leagues around the province, and the
country, to provide resources for
other local initiatives, and share ex-
periences and lessons of front-line
advocacy.♦
(In Spring, 2006, Gary Bloch was winner of
one of four New Teacher Awards from the De-
partment of  Family and Community Medicine
at the University of Toronto.)

HEALTH PROVIDERS AGAINST POVERTY (continued)

In response to a complaint to the
Information and Privacy Com
mission of  Ontario, the provin-

cial government has quietly reversed
a policy that breached the privacy
rights of the tens of thousands of
Ontarians who receive social assist-
ance through the Ontario Disability
Support Program (ODSP).

In December, 2005, a com-
plaint was launched with the Infor-
mation and Privacy Commissioner of
Ontario by Dr. Gary Bloch, a family
physician with St. Michael’s Hospital
in Toronto.

Prior to the filing of this com-
plaint, the Ministry of Community
and Social Services listed ODSP re-
cipients’ medical diagnoses in the cli-
ent files accessible to front-line social
services workers.

These diagnoses were re-
ported in the form of  codes from
the International Classification of
Diseases – codes that are accessible
on the website of  the World Health

Organization.  A quick web search
by a client’s worker could reveal di-
agnoses including HIV/AIDS and
Hepatitis C.

It has been learned that, in
January 2006, the government quietly
corrected this breach by erasing these
codes from every client file.

“The swiftness of the govern-
ment’s response to this complaint in-
dicates both the gravity of the breach
of privacy and the public relations
nightmare this would have caused if
it had become public,” states Dr.
Bloch.  “Unfortunately, it required an
outside whistleblower to push the
Ministry to bring its records in line
with basic standards for the privacy
of  health information.”

This privacy complaint was
filed as a follow-up to an outstand-
ing complaint to the Privacy Com-
missioner, launched in November
2005 by Dr. Bloch, regarding changes
to the application form for the “Spe-
cial Diet Supplement”.

The new form requires health
providers to check off boxes that
openly state their patients’ health con-
ditions.

“The government continues to
demonstrate that it values the privacy
rights of people living in poverty less
than those of  other citizens,” says Dr.
Philip Berger, Chief of the Depart-
ment of Family and Community
Medicine of  St. Michael’s Hospital.
“People living in poverty should not
be forced to choose between reveal-
ing the intimate details of their health
status and being able to buy food.”♦
Released by Health Providers Against Poverty,
May 2, 2006.

MCGUINTY GOVERNMENT FORCED TO CORRECT
DISABILITY PRIVACY BREACH
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After some debate about the
virtues of trying to change
things ‘from within’, Michael

Rachlis, Gary Bloch, Melissa Melnitzer,
Tara Kiran and I decided to take ad-
vantage of our obligatory OMA
membership and lobby internally for
the OMA to make some official state-
ment about the adverse effects of
poverty on health.

Several other professional
groups, including Registered Nurses,
Dietitians, Public Health Agencies,
Community Health Centre physicians,
and the Ontario College of Family
Physicians had officially supported the
recent Raise the Rates campaign, and
it was a glaring omission that the of-
ficial body representing all Ontario
doctors hadn’t joined them in pres-
suring the provincial government to
keep its election promise and restore
social assistance payments to pre-
Harris levels. (In 1996 the Harris gov-
ernment cut welfare payments by 21
per cent, equivalent to 40 per cent in
2006 dollars.) If  they needed evidence
that living in poverty is the main so-
cial determinant of  health, we had it
in abundance.

Our first meeting was with
Ted Boadway (now retired) and John
Wellner, Executive Director and Di-
rector of  Health Policy, respectively.
They were welcoming and interested
but impressed on us that the OMA,
if it had an advocacy role, focused
on “the effect on doctors in their
offices” and in regards to the Raise
the Rates campaign, had heard from
doctors frightened or threatened into
signing the Special Diet Forms.  (See
relevant Newsletter articles in this and
recent issues of MEDICAL REFORM.)

They were very clear that the
OMA does not endorse ‘campaigns’.
Past experience had taught them cau-

tion; they had “been badly burned”
by at least one experience, attributing
the disaster to inadequate research on
the issue.

If the OMA couldn’t endorse
the Raise the Rates campaign, could
we educate or have some input into
the OMA Forms committee proc-
ess, given the government’s promise
to revise the Special Diet Form yet
again?

Answer: The Forms commit-
tee dealt with questions, complaints
and requests for revision of the ap-
proximately 3000 forms ‘shared’ by
doctors and the Ministry of Health.
Our last minute input into a
longstanding historical membership
and process was unlikely to be wel-
come. Nevertheless we have written
to them, asking for participation.

Could we bring a motion from
the floor, to OMA council?

Answer: Even if brought for-
ward by a Council member, there
would be, literally, two minutes to
present, two minutes for the Chair
to ask questions, and then a vote, al-
most guaranteed to be “No”. This
would most certainly send the issue
back into obscurity, exactly the op-
posite of what we were trying to
achieve. If by some chance our state-
ment on poverty was ‘passed’, we
needed to know that members’ mo-
tions are not binding on the OMA,
though “they may be taken seriously
by the Board”.

Our best hope was to meet
with the OMA Committee on Popu-
lation Health, (previously chaired by
Dr. Chan Shah) who welcomed us,
listened carefully, and offered us much
sympathetic support. Robert Kyle,
the current Chair, reiterated that the
OMA process is much slower than

most doctors realize. When Michael
praised the OMA’s incredibly success-
ful anti-smoking public policy work,
including effecting legislation, we
learned that its seeming ‘fast-track’
success was in no small way due to
the fact that it was one issue on which
all doctors could agree.

By contrast, it had taken over
three years to complete a position
paper on TB (following an outbreak
in a Toronto men’s shelter) and eight
years to go from ‘committee’ to a po-
sition paper on Homelessness. Our
first task, it was clear, was to educate
Ontario physicians about poverty in
their communities and its effect on
health.

We have kept in touch with
them by email, but at the last meet-
ing, March 27th, it was understood
that they would consider our proposal
and let us know if adequate funding
existed to hire an unbiased researcher
to prepare a thorough document/
paper for publication in the Ontario
Review. Michael and Gary both of-
fered their research and writing ex-
perience towards what we were told
was this crucial first step.♦

POVERTY -- AN ISSUE FOR THE OMA?
Mimi Divinsky
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Over the past three months we
have been witness to the es
calation of a health crisis

more dramatic than any we have seen
in years.

It will have a bigger fallout than
tainted water or SARS, a greater im-
pact than obesity or smoking. The evi-
dence for its existence and impact is
strong.

The solution is well within
reach, but those who can fix it just al-
low it to get worse.

This crisis is poverty, and the
health risks forced on the hundreds of
thousands of Ontarians who live on
social assistance.

In November 2005, the On-
tario government placed new restric-
tions on the “special diet supplement.”
Since then, we have seen a steady
stream of our vulnerable patients re-
porting their welfare cheques have
been cut by as much as half.

This supplement has been avail-
able for more than a decade, allowing
health providers to prescribe extra
money for a healthy diet for those who
required it.  The new restrictions make
it almost impossible to obtain for most
people who would benefit from it.

The diet supplement became an
essential lifeline for welfare recipients
after the Mike Harris Conservatives
cut social assistance rates by 21 per
cent in 1995.

Its importance grew with the
failure of rates to rise with inflation
and ballooned when the Ontario gov-
ernment refused to allow welfare re-
cipients to keep the federal child
benefit.

People receiving welfare today
must survive with 40 per cent less
spending power than they had 11 years
ago.

Make no mistake: The new re-
strictions to the special diet supplement
are simply another welfare cut.

A single mother with two chil-
dren whom we saw last week had her
cheque cut by $750, leaving her with
no money for food once she paid her
rent and bills.

Her children, like all those liv-
ing in poverty, are more likely to de-
velop a variety of illnesses and mental
health problems, to experience hospi-
talization, to perform worse at school
and to leave school early.

A young woman with HIV, who
came to Canada 10 years ago as a refu-
gee from Rwanda, saw her income fall
by nearly a quarter, leaving her with
little more than $750 a month.

Under the new rules, she will
only be eligible for special diet funds
once she begins wasting away from her
disease.

Never before have we been
forced to be complicit in an activity
that so clearly harms the health of  our
patients.

Now, the government allows us
only to declare whether a patient has
one of the few health conditions listed
on his form. Further, the amount of
money now attached to these condi-
tions is laughable — like the 30 cents
a day for a person at risk of heart dis-
ease because of high cholesterol.

By requiring us to sign this form,
the government is using our positions
as health professionals to gain legiti-
macy for its latest welfare cut.
This cut represents the most recent
assault on the incomes of people liv-
ing on social assistance.

Our patients would love to
work, but are inhibited by many fac-
tors, from lack of available jobs to
physical and mental disability. They do
not deserve to be forced into the health
consequences of  dire poverty, includ-

ing a higher risk of cancer, heart dis-
ease, and diabetes.

These conditions are prevent-
able and will cost our health system
far more over the long term than this
government is saving with these cuts.
We feel it is our duty as health profes-
sionals to speak out against this attack
on our patients’ health.

Poverty needs to be elevated to
the level of smoking and smog as a
target for our health programs.

Last year, in response to the
blatant unwillingness of politicians, bu-
reaucrats, and members of our own
professions to combat poverty as the
leading preventable cause of illness, we
formed Health Providers Against Pov-
erty.

We did so because, in one of
Canada’s richest provinces, thousands
of  people are going hungry every day.
This is not because of famine or
drought, or for other reasons beyond
our control. People are hungry because
they are poor, and the so-called social
safety net is full of  holes.

The provincial Liberal govern-
ment raised social assistance rates a
paltry 3 per cent in 2004, which is so
insignificant as to be insulting.

This month, this government is
presenting its spring budget. For the
sake of our most vulnerable patients,
it needs to include a rollback of the
restrictions on the special diet supple-
ment and a 40 per cent increase in
welfare rates for all recipients of so-
cial assistance.

This will allow low-income peo-
ple to live in dignity, to feed themselves
and their families and it will address a
strong, reversible risk factor for poor
health for hundreds of thousands of
Ontarians.♦
First published by Gary Bloch and Kathy
Hardill as an op-ed in the Toronto Star, March
10, 2006.

QUEEN’S PARK IGNORING LOOMING HEALTH CRISIS
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Health Providers against Pov
erty have prepared a range
of materials to assist in edu-

cating colleagues and the broader
public on the social determinants of
health and the health and social costs
of failing to address the basic needs
of those below the poverty line.

Recent cuts to the Special Diet
Allowance are resulting in a cut to the
welfare cheques of thousands of so-
cial assistance recipients in Ontario.
New regulations, implemented in
November 2005, make this allowance
almost unattainable, by severely re-
stricting the number of health con-
ditions that qualify, and by cutting the
amount of money available for these
conditions to insignificant amounts.

This is a health issue! This
supplement was intended for health
providers to prescribe an income
supplement for nutrition to those
who, in our professional opinions,
require it. The new regulations not
only have a negative impact on the
health of our clients but impact on
our ability to provide the best possi-
ble care.

Health Providers Against Poverty,
along with other groups, is working
to reinstate this benefit and to have
social assistance rates increased by 40
per cent. We believe poverty needs
to be at the forefront of the health
agenda in Ontario, and we feel we
have a duty to speak out.

The action package has infor-
mation for patients and providers to
educate themselves about poverty
and health, and the new changes to
the special diet allowance; and tools
to let the government know that this
situation is unacceptable, and is a
threat to the health of the hundreds
of thousands of Ontarians living on
social assistance.

If  you require more informa-
tion than is available here or want to
link more closely to the campaign,
please contact Gary Bloch at
gary.bloch@utoronto.ca.♦

SPECIAL DIET ALLOWANCE ACTION KIT: FIGHTING
POVERTY TO IMPROVE HEALTH

It has been well documented that
one of  the strongest determinants
of  health is poverty.1  Literature

scans consistently demonstrate the
robust relationship between low in-
come and poor health, leaving little
doubt that poverty leads to ill health.2
Furthermore, Phipps notes that the
literature supports the notion that the
causal effect is one of poverty lead-
ing to poor health, and not the re-
verse.

Researchers from the Univer-
sity of  Toronto have demonstrated
convincingly that current welfare rates
in Ontario are inadequate to meet the
nutritional needs of recipients, for
single person, single parent, and two
parent family households.3 A survey
of  food bank users in Toronto dem-

POVERTY LEADS TO A GENERAL INCREASED RISK OF
DEVELOPING HEALTH PROBLEMS

onstrated that 94 per cent experi-
enced some level of food insecurity
over the previous year.4 Nutritional
scientists have argued that social as-
sistance recipients may be at greater
risk for income related health inequali-
ties than other low income individu-
als because generally social assistance
is granted only to those with very
minimal liquid assets.5

Low income results in huge dis-
parities in key health indicators, in-
cluding life expectancy, infant
mortality, disability and long-term ill-
ness.6  On an individual level, Canadi-
ans living in poverty are at higher risk
of dying from cancer, heart disease,
diabetes, and respiratory diseases.7

According to census
tract data, Canadians living within the

poorest 20 percent of urban neigh-
bourhoods have much higher mor-
tality rates for cardiovascular disease,
cancer, diabetes and respiratory dis-
eases than other income groups.8, 9

Twenty three percent of  all prema-
ture years of life lost to Canadians
are attributable to income differ-
ences.10

Analysis of the 1996-1997
National Population Health Survey
(NPHS) indicates that food insuffi-
cient households had significantly
higher risks of having poor func-
tional health, of suffering from mul-
tiple chronic health problems, of
having major depression and psycho-
logical distress as well as being sig-
nificantly more likely to report having
heart disease, diabetes, high blood

(continued  on page  24)
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pressure and food allergies.11 Analy-
sis of the NPHS for the 1998-99 data
show that approximately one in five
people living in food insecure house-
holds reported having at least three
chronic conditions.12

These effects accumulate
across the lifespan. Children’s imme-
diate and future health is especially
susceptible to such exposures to ma-
terial deprivation.13  Canadian children
living in poverty are more likely to
develop a variety of illnesses and in-
juries, and are more likely to experi-
ence hospitalization, mental health
problems, lower school achievement,
and early school leaving.14

Why the Raise the Rates Campaign?
Welfare rates in Ontario were

cut by 21.6 per cent in 1995, and have
decreased, in real terms, steadily with
inflation in the ten years since, leaving
recipients with 21 to 37 per cent less
spending power than they were enti-
tled to in 1994.  Welfare incomes in
2003 in Ontario provided 35 to 59
per cent of the income needed to
reach the poverty line (depending on
the size of the family receiving assist-
ance).15

Research on low income fami-
lies and food insecurity has concluded
that household food insecurity ap-
pears inextricably linked to financial
insecurity.16 People living on social as-
sistance have been shown to be at
much greater risk of food insecurity
than those with other income
sources.17 Food shortages may be
caused by circumstances such as hav-
ing to pay bills for essential services
(such as rent, electricity or telephone)
or by unusual expenditures such as
changing place of residence, purchas-
ing a child’s birthday gift or needing
to buy a school uniform.18

However, it is common among low
income families that they simply do
not have enough money to be able
to purchase food to last the entire
month. This then precipitates the use
of strategies to augment resources
such as borrowing money, utilizing
foodbanks, reducing portion sizes
and “stretching” meals with low cost
ingredients.  In addition, people use
other strategies such as failing to make
full rental payments, sending children
to a friend or relative’s home for a
meal, delaying payment of bills, giv-
ing up services such as telephones and
selling or pawning possessions.19 In
the context of  poverty, feeding a fam-
ily is a constant struggle, placing anxi-
ety about food and the lack of it to
the forefront of  daily living.20

The campaign to approve the
Special Diet Supplement for all so-
cial assistance recipients in Ontario
rests on the belief that, given the in-
adequacy of current welfare rates to
cover basic needs for shelter, cloth-
ing, and food, living on currently
available levels of social assistance
places one at high risk for nutritional
deficiency and other health conditions
strongly associated with poverty. The
Special Diet Supplement helps to
mediate these risks. With the decline
in welfare rates, the exceptional need
for a “special diet” has become a
general need to prevent nutritional
deficiency.

Ultimately, this campaign’s goal
is to advocate for an overall 40 per
cent increase in welfare rates for all
recipients of social assistance, to fun-
damentally address a strong, revers-
ible risk factor for poor health for
hundreds of  thousands of  Ontarians.
For further information about the
campaign to Raise the Rates, please
see ocap.ca/taxonomy/term/44.♦

POVERTY LEADS TO A GENERAL INCREASED RISK OF DEVELOPING
HEALTH PROBLEMS (continued)
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This is a summary of an analy
sis undertaken by the Ontario
Health Coalition on behalf of

the Council of Canadians, the On-
tario Association of Community
Health Centres, the Medical Reform
Group, and the Registered Nurses’
Association of  Ontario. For the full
report, please see the OHC website
at www.ontariohealthcoalition.ca.

An emboldened private for-
profit health industry is making in-
roads in primary health care in Cana-
da’s largest provinces. In Ontario’s
urban centres the number of these
investor-owned for-profit physician
clinics is growing. These clinics are dis-
tinguished from normal fee-for-serv-
ice family practices by their corpo-
rate ownership, their co-mingling of
OHIP-covered and uninsured serv-
ices, their high fees selling pay-your-
way to the front of the line health
care, and the limited size of their prac-
tices.

This report looks at the impact
of the for-profit corporate health
clinics in Ontario on cost, human re-
sources, and number of patients
served. The report looks at the fu-
ture growth of the industry and its
consequences on patient access and
health system costs.

The research shows that the
growth of this industry will exert an
inflationary pressure on physician
costs in the public system. This model
of for-profit medicine is obviously
unsustainable and produces social,
economic and medical harm to the
vast majority of Ontarians for dubi-
ous, if  any, benefit for a small
number of those with income to
spare.

• For every 8 - 10 physicians
that move into the for-profit bou-
tique medicine industry there is a cost
increase of approximately $1 mil-
lion.

• For each family physician that
moves into a for-profit boutique
clinic 800 - 1,350 patients lose their
GP.

• Physicians in Copeman for-
profit clinics cost 212 per cent of
the average salary of a Community
Health Centre physician and 150 per
cent of the average payment for a
fee-for-service physician.

• Physicians in Copeman for-
profit clinics cost 519 per cent of
the average cost per patient for the
highest-paid Community Health
Centre physicians and 330 per cent
of the average cost per patient for
fee-for-service physicians.

• If  10 per cent of  Ontario’s
family doctors limited their practices
and increased their fees in the way
that the Copeman for-profit clinic
physicians have done, 626,000
Ontarians would lose access to a
family doctor and the cost would
increase by approximately
$100,000,000 per year.

• If  20 per cent of  Ontario’s
family doctors limited their practices
and increased their fees in the way
that the Copeman for-profit clinic
physicians have done, 1,252,000
fewer patients would have a family
doctor and the cost would increase
by approximately $200,000,000 per
year.

• If  50 per cent of  Ontario’s
family doctors limited their practices
and increased their fees in the way
that the Copeman for-profit clinic
physicians have done, 3,132,000

fewer patients would have a family
doctor and the cost would increase
by approximately $500,000,000 per
year.

These findings echo those in
Ontario’s experiments with for-profit
MRI/CT clinics and the for-profit
cancer treatment centre at
Sunnybrook Hospital. They reinforce
world-wide evidence about for-
profit healthcare.

The majority of  Ontario’s for-
profit MRI/CT clinics were found
to have poached scarce technologists
and physicians out of the public hos-
pital system. 5 of the 8 clinics have
been converted from for-profits into
non-profits. The Sunnybrook cancer
centre was found to cost $400 more
per patient by the provincial auditor
and was brought back into the pub-
lic system.♦

A PATH WISELY AVOIDED: FOR-PROFIT BOUTIQUE CLINICS
AND THE ROAD TO THE DESTRUCTION OF MEDICARE
Natalie Mehra, Ontario Health Coalition
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I am writing on behalf of the
Medical Reform Group to ad
vise you of our support for the

NGO position paper on the pro-
posed Government Directive on
Regulating, “Protection and Precau-
tion: Canadian Priorities for Federal
Regulatory Policy,’ prepared by Hugh
Benevides of the Canadian Environ-
mental Law Association.

VALUING HEALTH PROTECTION
The Medical Reform Group wrote the Privy Council Office in Ottawa on January 12, 2006 to support the Canadian Environmental Law
Association brief on health protection.

The Medical Reform Group,
a voluntary association of physicians
and medical students has been active
for over 25 years monitoring Cana-
dian health and social policy with the
objective of maintaining and enhanc-
ing access to high quality health care
in our country. We have observed the
current consultation with some con-
cern, given the recent tendency of
government policy proposals to fo-

cus on a version of risk management
which treats health protection as only
a consideration rather than a guiding
principle for action.

We believe the Canadian En-
vironmental Law Association brief
represents those concerns and makes
a number of constructive recommen-
dations to address them.

I look forward to being in-
volved in the ongoing consultation.♦

The Canadian Association of
Physicians for the Environment
(CAPE) is an organization of

doctors and other health care profes-
sionals concerned with the health of
our environment and its impact on
humans.  Its work ranges from educa-
tion to active lobbying and its issues
from climate change and air pollution
to pesticide by-laws and the regulation
of  chemicals.

Problems that are both environ-
mental and health care-related are a
natural fit for CAPE,   problems like
the use of the phthalate DEHP in
medical care, the subject of one of
CAPE’s latest campaigns.

Diethylhexyl phthalate (DEHP)
is part of a family of chemicals used
to soften plastics, particularly the en-
vironmentally-unfriendly polyvinyl
chloride (PVC).  A solvent in cosmet-
ics and a softener for plastic consumer
products, DEHP is used widely in
health care to keep tubing flexible, and
in blood and intravenous bags.  DEHP
can make up as much as 20 to 40 per
cent of the product.

But DEHP leaches out of the
plastic as you use it, into the body of
whoever is connected to the tube.

Several government agencies have con-
cluded that at-risk patients, mostly in-
fant boys, are exposed to potentially
unsafe amounts of DEHP while re-
ceiving medical care.

A June 2005 study by Harvard
researchers of 54 newborns in inten-
sive care found that infants receiving
the most invasive procedures had five
times as much of  DEHP’s breakdown
products in their urine as babies with
few procedures.

Health Canada, in its draft po-
sition on DEHP in medical devices has
acknowledged that DEHP has the po-
tential to cause, in humans, the kind
of adverse reproductive and develop-
mental effects seen in rodents.  Of
greatest concern is the risk to devel-
oping testes.  Health Canada’s draft
position calls for the use of alterna-
tives to DEHP-containing PVC tub-
ing for vulnerable groups like infant
males where they may be exposed to
high doses.  But no action is being
taken.

Exposure to DEHP is environ-
mental as well.  The Canadian govern-
ment officially declared DEHP an
environmentally toxic substance over
a decade ago.  Due to its wide use,

DEHP and many other phthalates are
everywhere; we consume them every-
day.  And as the various phthalates
work in similar ways it is important to
look at their combined exposure.

New studies continue to link
phthalate exposure to effects on boys’
reproductive systems.  A European
study last year found decreased free
testosterone levels in 3-month-old boys
associated with higher levels of breast
milk phthalates. A U.S. study in the
same year showed that infant boys
whose mothers had higher prenatal
phthalate levels were less masculinized
on average.

Working to reduce exposure to
DEHP through health care is an im-
portant first step CAPE can take in
decreasing overall DEHP exposure.  It
will help protect infants most at risk,
reduce the total burden of phthalate
exposure in Canada, and decrease our
use of PVC plastic, the most environ-
mentally hazardous of  all plastics.

Safer and affordable alterna-
tives exist.  Your help will be needed
to spread the message that DEHP is a
potential problem in our hospitals, and
that children need to be protected.♦
Kapil Khatter—CAPE

CANADIAN ASSOCIATION OFPHYSICIANS FOR THE ENVIRONMENT
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MRG MEMBERSHIP APPLICATION

In this update Dr. Ida Hellander
at Physicians for a National
Health Program summarizes their

recent activities and campaign priori-
ties.

PNHP has trained about 300
physicians as speakers and spokes-
people around the country in the last
two years. Drs. Rosana Pellizzari and
Joel Lexchin have helped us with in-
formation on Canada’s health system.

We’ve been trying to keep up
with and respond to attacks on the

Canadian system that followed the
Chaoulli decision. Much of the cov-
erage here is touted here as “further
proof ” that the Canadian system is
falling apart.

We’ve done a lot of  media on
single payer recently. Among these,
Paul Krugman had a series on health
care reform in the New York Times
that championed single payer.

We are participating in a lot of
debates with supporters of Health
Savings Accounts, like the American

Medical Association and the right
wing think tanks and speaking to
more groups than ever, including sur-
geons. Surgeons!

Many candidates in the mid-
term elections are coming out for sin-
gle payer (although PNHP can’t
endorse candidates, we are happy to
see it).

There is a new grassroots
group for single payer in the US,
Healthcare Now (www.healthcare-
now.org) based in New York.♦

PHYSICIANS FOR A NATIONAL HEALTH PROGRAM
Ida Hellander
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Please visit and comment on our web-site at http://www.hwcn.org/link/mrg
Please also make a note of our current contact information as follows:

(416) 787-5246 [telephone]; (416) 352-1454 [fax]; medicalreform@sympatico.ca [e-mail]

Medical Reform Group
Box 40074, RPO Marlee
Toronto, Ontario  M6B 4K4

Light refreshments
MDs and others: $30
Students: $10
Tickets from the Medical Reform Group (space limited)
Medicalreform@sympatico.ca or (416) 787-5246

MRG SPRING MEETING--REFLECTIONS ON 1986
June 2006 marks 20 years since the debate on the so-called Ontario Health Care Accessibility Act of  1986, the passage
of  which marked the end of  the Doctors’ Strike in Ontario. We’re holding a social evening to mark this historic event.

Join Us at the Free Times Cafe
   320 College Street, Toronto (just west of Spadina)

Saturday, June 24th, 2006
8 to 10 pm

Speakers include several MRG participants in the events of  June-July, 1986, including
♦♦♦♦♦ Philip Berger, Chief  of  Family Practice at St. Michael’s Hospital;
♦♦♦♦♦ Rosana Pellizzari, Medical Officer of Health for Perth County;
♦♦♦♦♦ Michael Rachlis, health policy analyst and author; as well as

♦♦♦♦♦ Ann Silversides, free-lance writer, former Globe and Mail reporter covering the strike


