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Executive Summary

PricewaterhouseCoopers (“PwC”) is pleased to present this report to the Ministry of Community Safety
and Correctional Services (the “Ministry”) concerning the performance of Management and Training
Corporation Canada (“MTCC") in its management and operation of the Central North Correctional Centre
("CNCC”) under an initial five-year (“Initial Term”) contractual agreement (“Services Agreement’). The
Initial Term expires in November 2006. This report has been developed to assist the Ministry in its
decision-making process with respect to its options at the end of the Initial Term.

Project Background and Description

In the mid- to late-1990s, the Ministry embarked on a program of infrastructure renewal and service
enhancements to improve the efficiency of its correctional institutions and, ultimately, to become more
effective in lowering re-offending rates.

As part of this process, the Ministry decided to construct two identical correctional institutions: CNCC,
operated by the private sector in an altemative service delivery partnership, and the Central East
Correctional Centre ("CECC"), operated by the Ministry. Operations for both institutions were to
commence at the same time,

The results—performance and cost-would be compared with a view to drawing conclusions concerning
the advantages and/or disadvantages of including private corrections management in the Ontario system.
The result measurement period would be over the Initial Term, split inte a six- to eight-month transition
period, where inmates are transferred from other correctional institutions in Ontario upon the

commencement of operations (“Transition Period”) and the remaining period of steady state operations
(“Steady State”).

Events did not unfold according to this plan. Notable events included:

* The Ministry entered into the Services Agreement with MTCGC in May 2001. After a five-month period
during which MTCC prepared for commencement of operations, GNCC opened in November 2001,
After a six month Transition Period, the Steady State measurement period began in May 2002 and
concluded in July 2003 for the purposes of the comparison period.

* Preparation for commencement of operations at CECC began in mid-2000 with the appointment of
the Superintendent. However, due to a varisty of factors including construction delays, CECC opened
in February 2003. For the purposes of the comparison period, the Steady State period began 13
months later in March 2004 and concluded in June 2005. Further, due to continuing construction
issues, the infirmary at CECC is not available for use. While CNCC operates & 24-hour infirmary as
planned, CECC has not yet been able to do so.
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Delays in operations of the Cookchill Food Production Centre, the Ministry’s food provider for these
institutions, required CNCC to deliver food via conventional cooking methods on site with a temporary

kitchen setup for a period of 14 months to January 2003. This delay did not affect GECC’s later start
date.

Labour relations—both at CNGC and in Ministry operations—affected operations at CNCC and
CECC:

© The Ontario Public Service Employees Union {"OPSEU") members employed by the Ontario
Government were on strike from March through May 2002. CNCC employees did not go on strike
as they are not part of this bargaining unit. As a result, CNCC was called upon to assist the
Ministry with maintaining its corrections operations by taking on additional work load,

© Employees at CNCC began union certifications beginning shortly after operations commenced.
The process of certification (for several classes of employees) and negotiation of initial
agreements between CNCC employees and MTCC continued through 2005, including the period
during which interviews were conducted for this report.

o At CECC, operations commenced eight months after ratification of the centrally negotiated
OPSEU/Government contract in May of 2002 (Contract for January 2002 to December 2004),
Another centrally negotiated agreement was reached in June 2005 (Contract for January 2005 to
December 2009). Howavaer, commencement aof operations at CECC required significant staff
transfers from closing Ministry institutions as was the case to a much lesser degree for CNCC. In
CECC's case, management of staff transfers was significantly complicated by the fact that, for
éxample, grievances outstanding at the time of transfer “followed” the transferred staff to CECC
{in contrast to CNCC where operations cornmenced without collective agreements in place and

transfers were made observing obligations for “reasonable efforts” under the Ministry's collective
agreement with OPSEU),

CECC has been called upon to accommodate significant numbers of Immigration Holds, a new
requirement with no analog to the same degree at CNCC. CECC has also been called upon to deliver
intermittent accommodation services (128 beds designated), again, a service for which there was no
significant analog at CNCC during the comparison period.

Commencement of indusrial training operations at CECC (with Trilcor—metor vehicle licence plates)
was complicated by the need for continuity of production combined with delays on construction of
associated facilities at CECC. This resulted in delays in transfers of affected staff to CECC: the
industries building at CNCC was not fully completed and transferred to MTCC by the Ministry for full
use until the summer of 2004.

The Ministry installed equipment at both CNCC and CECC to reduce the impact on the sewer and
waste systems in their respective communities: CNCC did so first (having opened first and been the
subject of local municipal complaints), followed by CECC.,

P3




2006-10-25 13:11 opseu 905-712-2916 >> 4164487462

MINISTRY OF COMMUNITY SAFETY AND CORRECTIONAL SERVICE

CeNTRAL NQRTH CORRECTIONAL CENTRE ~ REVIEW AND CUMPARISON 10 CENTRAL East CoRRECTIONAL CENTRE

The events noted above impacted the comparison agsessment committed and undertaken by the Ministry
at the time of the CNCC tendering process.

Ministry Qptions

The Ministry’s options under the Services Agreerment are:

1.

Extend the Services Agreement with MTCC for one year, by giving notice to MTCC no later than
six months prior to the expiry of the Initial Term, which occurs in November 2006. This one-year
extension (“Second Term®) would be on the same terms and conditions as the Initial Term with no
change to the services charge.

Extend the Services Agreement with MTCC for five years, either

* By giving notice to MTCC no later than six months prior to the expiry of the Initial Term: or

* By giving notice no later than six months prior to the expiry of the Second Term.

A revised services charge would be agreed to in form and substance that is satisfactory to the
Ministry in its sole and absolute discretion for the five-year extension period. The agreement on the

revised services charge must be reached no later than six months before the expiry of the Initial Term
or Second Term:.

Allow the Services Agreement with MTCC to Expire, and either:

*» Bring the management and operations of CNGC into the Ministry; or

* Re-tender the management and operations of CNCC to the market, thereby opening the
opportunity to MTCC and other service providers.

Both of these options could be undertaken while using the one-year extension option to facilitate a
smooth transition to Ministry operation, andior a re-tendering transaction. If tho Ministry were to
consider bringing the management and operations of CNCC into the Ministry it would incur one-time
transition costs, which would include, but are not limited to, the following:

s Costs of a transition team:
* Purchasing of vehicles and equipment;
» Staff clothing and training costs; and

* Refurbishment upgrades to building systems.

Contents of This Report

This report incorporates both information provided by Ministry staff, as well as research and analysis
performed by PwC.
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The reports produced by Ministry staff were directed at a comparison of performance between CNCC and
CECC. These analyses were not directed at MTCC's performance related to its contractual obligations
under the Services Agreement, but were conducted according to a comparative evaiuation framework for

corrections performance. The results of this analysis are presented in section titted MTCC Performance:
CECC Comparison.

The research and analysis performed by PwC were directed at MTCC's performance against its
contractual obligations, the expectations of the Ministry and other stakeholders related to these
contractual obligations and the Ministry's intent to enter into this contractual relationship, The results of
this analysis are presented in the section titted MTCC Performance: Services Agreement Expectations.

Economic analyses—comparing Ministry costs at CNCC versus CECC-have been performed by both
Ministry staff and PwC, all based on data provided by the Ministry and MTCC. The data provided by the
Ministry and MTCC have not been audited, examined or compiled by an independent auditor. The results
of this analysis are presented in the section titled Cost and Affordabitity.

Summary of Findings

Overall, the data and analysis in this report indicate that MTCC is operating in material compliance with its
contractual obligations under its Services Agreemant with the Ministry, and that its performance is, on the
whole, satisfactory in the context of the Ministry's overall system. A comparison of the performance of
CNCC versus CECC (excluding cost) indicates that CEGC is rated higher than CNCC.

Extending the Ministry’s contractual relationship with MTCC for an additional five-year term appears to be
economically advantageous, However, there have been specific performance concems that will need to
be addressed in negotiations with MTCC, should the Ministry choose to continue its contractual
relationship with MTCC.

MTCC Performance: CECC Comparison

The Ministry analyses conclude that on balance, CECC's performance was rated higher than that
of CNCC, as managed and operated by MTCC according to the Services Agreement for the
identified comparison periods. The Ministry analyses address the comparative performance (other than
cost, which is dealt with separately in this report) of CNCC, as managed and operated by MTCC, versus
CECC. This conclusion is based on the comparative information available from the Ministry on
comparative non-economic performance, those addressing security, programming, health and community
impact for the specific comparison periods identified within the report,

* With respect to security, CECC scored higher than CNCC on static security, video monitoring,
staffing levels, supervision levels, and search compliance. CNCC scored higher than CECC on
preventative maintenance (of security-related equipment) and training compliance. Overall, CECC
scored higher than CNCC on security.
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«  With respect to programming:

o On classification, and on use of this classification for client/risk need practices, CECC rated
higher than CNCC with the exception of the educational area in which CNCC'’s use of the
Canadian Academic Achievement test was noted:

o On variety and volume of prograrnming, CNCC rated higher than CECC, particularly in the
educational area;

‘o On programming quality and effectiveness, CECC's closer alignment with the “what works”
literature resulted in a higher rating than GNCC. Organizational culture was another factor in
which CECC rated higher, although “poth institutions struggle to effect cultural change to one that
supports rehabilitation of offenders™

o On the continuum of services to offenders, CECC's well-established inter-agency links,

discharge planning and staffing levels were factors contributing to its higher rating versus CNCG;
and

o On recidivism, analyses were performed using data from the Offender Tracking Information
System as of Septernber 2005. For this analysis, “due to the short follow-up period, recidivism is
defined as any re-entry into the provincial system, including offenders who re-entered the system
due to parole violations or remand warrants”. The analysis compared inmates at CNCC for the
period of April 2002 to July 2003, and inmates at CECC for the period of March 2004 to June
2005. These analyses conciuded that the recidivism rate of inmates released from CNCC was

higher than those released from CEGC by a statistically significant amount, allowing for
differences in offender populations,

*  With respect to health, CECC rated higher than CNCC overall in areas of infections, time to respond
to requests, time to receive treatment or medication (by a small margin), issues of concern and
health-related ombudsman complainte by inmates. CNCC rated higher on health care assessments,
Overall, CECC rated significantly higher than CNCC on heaith. The Ministry authors note that
“substantially more audits were performed at CNCC than CECC,; this may have resulted in a greater
number of critical incidents at CNCC than at CECG." A direct comparison between CNCC and CECC
on health care is complicated. Although both institutions provide health care, CNCC operates a 24-
hour infirmary, while at CECC, the facilities required to deliver comparable serviges are not available
due to construction issues. The Ministry authors note that “this may have some impact on the inmates
that may be transferred to this facility.”

* With respect to community impact, “findings indicate that the impact of CECC appears to be
somewhat more positive on the community than that of CNCC. This difference in impacts is
minimized if one does not consider the data from the anti-privatization advocacy groups” in among
the groups that rated both facilities.
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MTCC Performance: Services Agreement Expectations

The research and analysis conducted by PwC addressing matters of performance versus
contractual expectations (other than cost) indicate that MTCC has been in material compliance
with its contractual obligations. It is also fulfilling the expectations of stakeholders interviewed by PwC

for this analysis related to these obligations and the Ministry’s intent in entering into the contractual
relationship with MTCC.

» With respect to performance, data and interview results indicate that MTCC is operating in material
compliance with its contractual obligations. There have been, over the course of the Initiat Term,
Issues that have arisen related to these contractual obligations, notably in areas of health care and
food services. In these cases, quantitative data and interview findings indicate that MTCC's

performance trend has been favourable and that MTCC is currently operating in material compliance
with its contractual obligations.

»  With respect to stakeholder satisfaction, interview results indicate that stakeholders-Ministry and
community—are satisfied with MTCC's performance against expectations. Internally to the Ministry,
interviewees indicated that CNCC under MTCC management is operating as expected within the
Ministry's corrections management structure. Relations with Adult Comrmunity Corrections have been
strained at times, although interviewees indicate that this is a Ministry-wide challenge not unigue to
CNCC, Community stakeholders indicated that issues which arose from the opening of GNCC - the
impact of CNCC on the local waste treatment system, and clear delineation of responsibility (between

MTCC and the Ministry) for communication and action-have been resolved and that MTCC is
operating according to expectations.

»  With respect to the Impact on the Ontario correctional system, interviewees on balance indicated
that the management of CNCC by MTCC has had a positive impact in the areas of “competitive
tension” and access to new corrections practices from other jurisdictions such as the “Success for
Life” program. It is noted in comparison that CECC does not have the same opportunity to invest
locally due to restrictions imposed by the government's procurement directives. Some interviewees

were opposed to private management of comectional facilities and did not agree with this overall
assessment.

*  With respect to the impact on the community, the positive economic benefit of CNCC has proved,
according to interviewees, to be greater than anticipated in part because of MTCC's policy of buying
locally where possible. According to interviewees MTCC has also eamed a reputation of heing a good
corporate citizen through its program of charitable giving. The opening of CNCC has placed a strain
on the Huronia and District Hospital, possibly mitigated by the operation of a 24-hour infirmary (which
is not operational at CECC for reasons described abave) to the extent that this infirmary can provide
services that would otherwise be provided at the hospital. However, in the view of hospital officials
interviewed for this report, CNCC tends to attract inmates with health issues because of this
capability, which in turn places a strain on the hospital, This perspective was not a ¢riticism directed
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by interviewees at MTCC, with whom they indicated they have a good relationship, nor at the Ministry
or other Ministry institutions,

Cost and Affordability

The data and analysis in thie report indicate that the Ministry has enjoyed a cost advantage at
CNCC versus CECC over the life of the current contract with MTCC. Further, based on MTCC's initial
pricing proposal for a contract extension, continuing the MTCC contract is economically advantageous.

*  With respect to historical cost efficiency, CNCC and the CECC are the two most efficient adult
correctional institutions when using per diem costs to evaluate the cost efficiency of correctional
institutions in Ontario. Per diem cost analyses for the 2004/05 fiscal year (the one year for which
comparable data are available) indicate that CNCC had a lower per-diem cost than CECC on a
comparable basis. For the Initial Term period, CNCC costs represented a savings of
approximately $22.5 to $23.0 million compared to comparable costs at CEGC. Both CNCC and
CECC were efficient in reducing overall Ministry costs and had per diem costs well below the Ministry
average for adult correctional institutions of approximately $162.32 in 2004/05: and

» With respect to future affordabllity, projected costs for CNCC are lower than for CECC at zll
utilization levels considered for contract renewal based on the initial proposal from MTCC.

o For the prospective Renewal Term period, MTCC’s initial proposal indicates savings of

approximately $8.4 to $10.3 million ($9.6 to $11.4 million including Cookehill savings)
versus comparable costs at CECC.

Decigion Considerations

The Ministry’s preferred course of action with respect to the Services Agreement will depend in large part
on the definitive economic terms available in negotiation with MTCC and the cost indications of
terminating a relationship with MTCC.

* One additional decision factor that the Ministry may consider is that a decision to transition of the
operation and management of CNCC to the Ministry would be difficult to revisit (that is, to re-introduce
private corrections management) at a later date due to, for example, labour relations reasons. A
decision to continue external management of CNCC is easily reversed, as the Ministry Is afforded a
decision point (at @ minimum) at every contract expiry; and

* Another decision factor that the Ministry may wish to consider is that, due to delays in cormmencing
operations at CECC, the comparative study of CNCC and CECC is based on one year of real time
experience for financials and a variety of different calendar periods for each facility in other areas,
Completion of this analysis has been delayed. The Ministry may wish to make its decision on the
long-term management of CNCC based on a greater experience base and real time comparison with
the public sector over that time.
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Scenario 1: Economic Advantage for Continuation of MTCC Relationship

Initial pricing from MTCC indicates an economic advantage of continuing the Services Agreement
with MTCC, although the advantage may not be as great as is was for the Initial Term. Overall,
performance of CNCC under MTCC management was satisfactory in the context of the Services
Agreement, Based on this, the Ministry’s preferred course of action may be to negotiate with MTCC with a
view to achieve modified contractual performance obligations that reflect the Ministry's concerns

regarding the performance issues highlighted in this report, as well as the hest possible economic terms.
Other issues for consideration include:

* The Ministry's evolving priorities for the overall management of the Ontario corrections system. These
priorities may indicate further modifications of the relationship between the Ministry and MTCC;

» The Ministry may need to exercise its option to extend for all or part of one year in order fo provide

the time necessary to achieve its negotiating objectives (or to determine that they cannot be
achieved);

* Alternatively, the Ministry may determine, for policy reasons outside the scope of this report, that
managing CNCC should be internal to the Ministry, notwithstanding an economic advantage to
continue the contract with MTCC:

» Finally, the Ministry may choose to re-tender if it determines, in the course of negotiations with
MTCC, that improved terms may be avaitable in the market and that these improved terms would
offset the investment (financial and in operational disruption) involved in re-tendering.

Scenario 2: Economic Advantage for internal Provision

If, in the course of the negotiations described above, the definitive pricing from MTCC indicates

an ecenomic advantage for internal provision by the Ministry (using CECC as the benchmark), or
that the Ministry’s performance objectives cannot be mat, then the Ministry’s preforred cause of astion
may be to:

* Prepare for expiry of the MTCC contract and commencement of the internal provision;
* Re-tender the CNCC contract to achieve better terms from another provider; or

* Retain MTCC as a service provider as part of the overall Ministry portfolio at this time for policy
reasons,

Scenario 3: No Apparent Economic Advantage for MTCC or internal Provision

If the Ministry determines that there is neither a clear advantage to either internal provision nor to
a continued contractual relationship with MTCC, then the Ministry’s preferred course of action will
be determined by policy considerations. Examples of such policy considerations include:
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The desire to extend the comparative analysis of CNCC versus CECC as described ahove;

* The desire to have an external “benchmark” as part of the Ministry corrections portfolio to achieve

competitive tension and a window on practices in other jurisdictions. This action would indicate to
continue having the private sector be involved; or

* A policy decision that Ontario corrections services should be delivered by the public sectar. This
action would indicate the Ministry would terminate its involvement with the private sector,






