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ORDER OF REFERENCE

Extract from the  Journals of the Sen ate of Tuesday, February 24,
2009:

The Honourable Senator Eggleton, P.C., moved, seconded by the
Honourable Senator Jaffer:

That the Standing Senate Committee on Social Affairs, Science and
Technology be authorized to examine the state of early learning an d
child care in Canada in view of the OECD report Starting Strong 1l
released on September 21  -22, 2006 and rating Canada last among 14
countries on spending on early learning and child care programs,
which stated "é national a n dearly education c i a | pol
and care of young children in Canada 1 s sti
coverage is low compared to other OECD countries";

That the committee study and report on the OECD challenge that
ésignificant energi es andinvestedid thenfigld wi | | nee:t
to create a universal system in tune with the needs of a full

employment economy, with gender equity and with new

understandings of how young children develop and learn”;

That the papers and evidence received and taken and work
accomplished by the committee on this subject since the beginning of
the First Session of the Thirty -Ninth Parliament be referred to the
committee; and

That the committee submit its final report no later than June 30,
2009, and that the committee retain all po wers necessary to publicize
its findings until 180 days after the tabling of the final report.

The question being put on the motion, it was adopted.
Paul C. Bélisle

Clerk of the Senate
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FOREWORD

The Senate Committee on Social Affairs, Science and Technology

f ound Ca tastedplade sanking among 14 member countries of the
Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) in
spending on early childhood education and care (ECEC) dismaying, for
several reasons.

First, Canadabos chil dren arwein@auagingf ut ur e .
society, we will need as many adults as possible who are willing and

able to be in the workforce, and, at the same time, we need to be

building self -esteem and learning readin  ess in our children. Only high -

quality learning  opportunities for  our young, whether in the home or

outside it, can ensure that future for Canada.

Second, Canadabts feder al structure can crea
how much is being done and invested in ECEC and by which level of
government. We saw the need to clarify how policy, program and

spending work across jurisdictions and across Canada toward our joint
responsibility to parents and their children.

Third, the Committee was aware that research, policy and programs

with respect to ECEC are evolving, sometimes dra matically and
rapidly, both across Canada and internationally. It was our wish to
capture the information and initiatives that are occurring around us,

partly in response to the OECD report.

Finally, we have witnessed many local, provincial, territorial and
federal program changes affecting ECEC, children and parents, since
the time of the OECD report. The Committee wished to understand

and report these changes, and assess them against the OECD
recommendations for Canada and for all OECD countries.

The Committee has recently studied and reported on autism in

Canadads <children, bringing it a higher | e
learned then the importance of both early intervention and appropriate

care for children with diverse needs.

In its hearings f or this study, the Committee heard from child care
providers and advocates from every province an d territory; officials
from  Human Resources and Social Development Canada; and
visionaries and Canadian international experts with respect to human



development in the early years, Dr. Fraser Mustard and the
Honourable Margaret Norri e McCain.

Further, the Committee has two subcommi ttees, one focussing on
population health, and the second focussing on housing , homelessness
and poverty in Canadian cities. Many witnesses before these

subcommittees identified early childhood development and learning as
key to addressing those issues as well, and are cited in this report.
We thank them all for their contributions to this study.

In addition, we recognize the enorm ous effort being made by parents
and grandparents, governments, child development organizations,
early childhood learning programs, and others to realize the potential

of our countryods <children. I n Canada,

families, educators, p olicy -makers and more to raise our children.
This report is for them.

Finally, we recognize the dedication and passion of Senator Trenholme
Counsell who sponsored the motion that initiated this study.

we



GLOSSARY

The following acronyms are used througho ut this report:
ECD Early childhood development

ECEC Early childhood education and care

ECE Early childhood education

ELCC Early learning and child care

These all refer to the same early childhood development of children

from birth to school -entry ag e (4, 5, or 6, depending on the province,
territory or country). Early childhood education and c are is the term
used by the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development

in its report, and is used in this report, except where other sources are

cite d and have used one of the other terms noted above.

OECD Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Senate of Canada, on 20 November 2006, authorized the Standing

Senate Committee on Social Affairs, Science and Technol ogy to
undertake two tasks. First, the Committee was to examine the state
of early learning and child care in Canada in view of the OECD report
Starting Strong Il , released on September 21, 2006 , Which rated
Canada last among 14 countries on spending on e arly | earning and
child care programs. Second, the Committee was to study and report

on the OECD challenge that fAési gni fi cant energies and
need to be invested in the field to create a universal system in tune

with the needs of a full employmen t economy, with gender equity and
with new understandings of how younrng childre
With this mandate, the Committee heard from child care providers and

advocates from across Canada ; officials from Human Resources and
Social Development C anada; and Vvisionaries and Canadian
international experts with respect to human development in the early
years .

As well, the Social Affairs, Science and Technology Committee,
through its current work on population health, and on poverty,
housing, and home lessness in Canadian cities, learned much about the
critical role of early childhood development and learning in addressing

these broader societal issues.

An in -depth analysis was undertaken of the OECD reports relative to
Canada as well as for several ¢ ountries with higher rankings and more
highly developed programs for early childhood learning and child care.

There can be no doubt t hat Canadads provin
already responding to the OECD challenge. In 2008, many excellent

initiatives  are in place with respect to inter -ministerial cooperation,

curricula, community participation and parental involvement. There is

a greater level of investment not only in child care spaces, but also in

parental support, parenting programs, training for e arly childhood

education staff with corresponding re -evaluation of salaries. The

Government of Canada continues to provide budgetary support to the

provincial and territorial governments for programming as well as to

! OECD Directorate for Education, Early Childhood Education and Care Policy: Canada
Country Note , October 2004, p. 6. Accessed from
http://www.oecd.org/dataocecd/42/34/33850725.pdf 3 August 2008.
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families through tax measures. This rep ort provides both historical and
current details on these federal investments.

The OECD has complimented Canada on its research on early

childhood development and learning. This Committee wishes especially

to thank Dr. Fraser Mustard who brought his inter national expertise to

our hearings. Yet , the Senate Committee re
reputation in the future will depend on two things T our on -going

support for research and our ongoing support for the families of this

nation.

The Committee has recog ni zed Canadads strengt hs but
weaknesses. Too many Aboriginal children and too many children with

special challenges are being left behind. Immigrant families look to

Canada for special help for their children. Bilingualism brings a unique

perspect ive to the provision of services for children especially those in

minority settings. Even our most talented children need the best early

childhood opportunities to reach their full potential. Too many of

Canadados children arrive atn Weacdnamndlwe not read
must do better as a nation.

In the conclusion to this report, the Government of Canada is called

upon to be a champion  for families in the 21 ' century. Throughout the
report, there are several ideas regarding the expansion and integratio n
of more comprehensive services for parents and children, the re -
evaluation of budgeting commitments to families and the need for
incremental increases to assure the availability of quality child care

spaces as well as all programs for parents and childre n focused on
healthy childhood development and early learning.

TheCo mmi tt eeds recommendati ons ar e:

1. that the Prime Minister appoint a Minister of State for
Children and Youth, under the Ministry of Human
Resources and Social Development Canada, with
re sponsibilities to include working with provincial and
territorial government to advance quality early learning,
parent ing programs and child care, as well as research
human development and early childhood development and
learning;

2. that the Minister for Hu man Resources and Social
Development appoint a National Advisory Council on
Children, to advise the Minister of State for Children and

7



Youth and through the Minister of State, other Ministers

on how best to support parents and to advance quality
early lear ning and child care. The Council membership is
to include Parliamentarians, other  stakeholders,
community leaders and parents, with appropriate
representation from Aboriginal communities;

3. that the Government of Canada call a series of meetings
of federal , provincial, and territorial Ministers with
responsibility for children and youth, beginning within
one year of this report to:

a. establish a pan -Canadian framework to provide
policies and programs to support children and their
families ; and

b. establish a fe  deral/provincial/territorial Council of
Ministers responsible for early learning and child
care and parental supports, to meet annually, to
review Canadaos progress wi t h respe
OECD countries, and to share best practices within
Canada . ; and

4. that the Government of Canada, in collaboration with
provinci al and territorial counterparts and researchers :
create an adequately funded, robust system of data
collection, evaluation and research, promoting all aspects
of quality human development and in e arly childhood
programming including the development of curricula,
program evaluation and child outcome measures.

Finally, the Committee reaffirms its belief
hope for Canadads ®lchoiced r fer ntheir €hédree n are

enhanced each community provides a solid network of parenting

programs, early childhood learning and quality child care options. All of

Canadabs governments and al l of Canadabs ci
make this a reality and to position Canada among t he best countries in

the world in which family life can flourish and prosper.



1. INTRODUCTION

The Government o ihvest@ennh atd asdpport children and
families began almost 100 years to an income tax deduction for
families with children that increa sed with taxable income. 2 This was
followed by the introduction of the Family Allowance, paid to all
families with dependent children in 1945; the value of the Family
Allowance was tripled and indexed to the cost of living in 1973. Five

years later it was  supplemented by a refundable tax credit targeted to

low -income families . These programs were combined, along with a
Working Income Supplement, into monthly payments based on income

and family size, phasing out to zero for upper -income families, in
1993. The new Child Tax Benefit continues, with several alterations,

to this day.  More information on this program i s provided later in this
paper.

The explicit support for child care was first evident in a modest Child
Care Expense Deduction in 1971, and in the inclusion of child care
subsidies as a permitted expense by provincial governments u nder the
Canada Assistance Pla n; this plan was introduced in 1966 to support
those in need or at risk of being in need. Funding for these purposes
continued, with fewe r conditions, when the Canada Assistance Plan
was replaced with the Canada Health and Social Transfer in 1996, and

later with the Canada Social Transfer. Information about these and

other programs are addressed in greater detail later in this report.

Thus, despite Constitutional jurisdictions that assign responsibility for

families to provincial and territorial governments, Governments of
Canada of every political stripe, in war and in peace -time, throughout
the past century, have invested in supporting C anadian families with
children. While science gives us new evidence of the importance of
healthy child development and very early learning not only to children,

but to the adults they will become, families and governments have
acted i eachintheirownwa y 1 to protect children from being victims
of their parentso6 poverty.

2 Information with respect to historical developments in federal investments in
children is taken from The National Child Benefit P rogress Report 2006 , Government
of Canada, 2008, p. 3, unless otherwise indicated.
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In more recent years, the percentage of families with two earners

doubled from 1974 to 1994, from one -third to 70%. * With the move by
women into the workforce, and the need to have more than one
income to raise a family, parents, employers and governments have

recognized the need for high -quality non -parental care for young
children whose parents are able and willi ng to work outside the home,
as well as other supports and the building of parenting skills for
parents of young children.

When the Organisation for Economic Co -operation and Development

(OECD) undertook a cross -national study on early childhood education

and care (ECEC), Canada volunteered in the second wave of countries

tobestudied. Canada 6s rankings were a disappoint men
well, data showed that child poverty rates were largely unchanged in

Canada, while the presence of vulnerable children among Canadian

families of all incomes persisted . Families, advocates, e arly educators

and policy -makers shared a renewed concern, and a commitment to

improve these results in Canada.

Our Committee has conduct ed two other studies concurrent with this

one. A population health study involved information  from every
province and  territory, with witnesses from across disciplines,
professions and areas of policy interest . The vital importance of early
childhood development as a foundation for the health and well -being
of the adults the children will become was emphasized repeatedly by
witnesses before that subcommittee. Their testimony is  cited in this

study as well , and a final report is expected in the coming months

Another Committee study has focussed on Canadads | arger citi
began with a consideration of social challen ges, notably poverty,

housing and homelessness. Jeopardizing early childho  od opportunities

was a key issue and alarm identified by witnesses across these

themes. Testimony from these witnesses is also cited in this report

and an interim report on these themes is expected in 2009.

®Rianne Mahon and Sus aBarne?Families Capght,in afiibesabWelfare
Regi me? The Politics of Chi |l dChil@@areatthe Crossroags i,n Canadao,
2005, p. 56.
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Another Senate Committee has also focussed on children and their

early development: the Standing Senate Committee on Human Rights

In its repo rt, the Committee conducted an intensive study of Car
compliance with the Conve ntion on the Rights of the Child, and

reported on t he gap between government Arhetoric

has left Canadian children vulnerable and with no representation. The
Commi tteeds final report recommends that:
éthe federal gover nmenncial meetdrritongli t h pr ovi

governments to coordinate the establishment of measurable
standards and guidelines for delivering early childhood
development and child care to children across the country,
matched by adequate funding. Consultations should begin
immed iately, with proposed solutions to be presented to the
Canadian public by July 2009.  *

Now it is the intention of the Senate Standing Committee on Social

Affairs, Science and Technology to report on developments in Canada

and other countries since the OECDG sreport s, and to assess the se
developments against the principles, country -specific
recommendations and more general recommendations articulated in

the reports .

* Standing Senate Committee on Human Rights, Children: The Silenced Citizens i
Effective I mplementation of Canadads I nternational Ot
Rights of Children , Final Report, April 2007, p. 145.
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2. THE INTERNATIONAL CONTEXT

The Thematic Review of Early Childhood Education and Care (ECEC)

Policy proj ect was | aunched by the OECDOG6s Educ
March 1998 following the 1996 Ministerial meeting on Making Learning

a Reality for All . At this meeting, the Education Ministers of the OECD

member countries made early childhood educatio n and care a high

priority with the specific goal of improving access and quality of

services.

The thematic review took place in two stages. In the first, 12

countries that had volunteered at the 1998 meeting were reviewed.
They were: Australia, Belgiu m, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland,
Italy, the Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Sweden, the United Kingdom

and the United States. A comparative report was presented at an
international conference in Sweden in 2001.

At its meeting in 2001, the Education Committee of the OECD
authorized a second round of reviews, involving eight more countries:
Austria, Canada, France, Germany, Hungary, Ireland, Korea and
Mexico. These reviews took place from 2002 to 2004. Canada was the

17" country to be reviewed among the 21 that volunteered to
participate in the process.

The OECD also commissioned research on key topics concerning
curriculum, services for low -income and disadvantaged families,
financing and research and data collection. The 50 reports that make

upthe OECDO6s revi ew aodcare servicea fori o pre -school -
aged children comprise the largest body of comparative policy
research to date in the field. This eight -year study allowed Canada to
evaluate itself against its international peers and provide d a unique
opportunity to draw on best practices in early learning and child care

policy and delivery.

2.1 OECDO6s Canada study and report

2.1.1 METHOD
The same method was applied to all countries that were reviewed.

Participating countries commissioned a Ba ckground Report structured

along guidelines accepted by all participants. For Canada, the 137 -
page report released in 2003 was commissioned by Human Resources

12



Development Canada and written by Gillian Doherty, Martha Friendly
and Jane Beach. °

A review te am, composed of an OECD Secretariat member and
experts, visited participating countries, interviewed the main
stakeholders involved in ECEC policy, and observed some ECEC
programs. In Canada, the review team visited Manitoba,
Saskatchewan, British Columbi  a and Prince Edward Island from
September 21°' to October 3™, 2003.

A ACountry Noteo was prepared by the revie
Background Report and the evidence gathered during their visit .

Country Notes for all participating member countries were integrated

into a comprehensive comparative report from the OECD.

2.1 .2. FINDINGS

The Early Childhood Education and Care Policy: Canada Country Note !

was the result of that process in Canada. The overall evaluation by

the review team of ECEC services i n Canada, excluding services

delivered in Quebec, was generally negative, describing services as a
Aipatchwork of wuneconomic, fragmented servic:
Achild caredo sector is seen as a | abour mar |

focusedchilddev el opment and eddcation role. o

| DENTIFIED STRENGTHS

Inthe country note, strengths in Canadads system wer
e remunerated parental leave for almost a year , enacted with the
Employment Insurance Act of 2001;

® Gillian Doherty, Marth  a Friendly and Jane Beach, OECD Thematic Review of Early

Childhood Education and Care Canadian Background Report , Canada, 2003. Accessed
from http://www.oecd.org/dataocecd/41/36/33852192.pdf 5 August 2008.

® For the sake of comparison, the review team for the USA traveled from 26

September to 8 October 1999, and visited Colorado, North Carolina and Ohio ( OECD

Country Note, Early Childhood and Education and Care Policy in the United States of

America , July 2000, p. 6, available online at

http://www.oecd.org/datacecd/52/33/2535075.pdf ). These American states were

fichosend because of their specific ctiedouracteri stics, v
provinces were the only ones that agreed to be involved in the study, according to

Norma Greenaway, based on an interview with Martha Friendly (Norma Greenaway,

AChildcare I nadequatepr OECDCc s a y\ationb§Post i 26

October 20 04, National Edition, p. A11). The review team for Canada regretted in

particular fAnot having the opportunity to review the
seem to have progressed far beyonGbuntyNoétefori | d cared per
Canada, p. 84.

" OECD (2004), pp. 55 -56.

® Ibid, p. 6.
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e Quebecos early educat ie® and theirdchilcc care e pol i ci
services which account for about 40% of regulated child care places

in Canada;
o efforts of provincial administrations to maintain ECEC services
Afdespite a withdrawal of Feder al funding a
of publ i c ellewingtheendal fthe Canada Assistance Plan
in 1996;
e growing consultation and co  -operation between federal and
provincial /territorial governments (e.g., multilateral agreements
which supported development of ECEC services, ended in 2007 );

o well -establish ed kindergarten early education network for children
over 5 years;

e the contribution of non  -profit, community organizations to the
provision of regulated early childhood services, accounting for
approximately 80% of subsidized child care provision; and

e Canadian expertise in ECEC research. °

CONCERNS

The main elements of concern raised by the review team were:

e weak public funding of ECEC services, especially for children under
S years;

e the separation of child care from early education;

e limited access to afford able child care services and particular issues
related to access for Aboriginal children;

e the quality of child care , e.g., very poor accommodation, child care
wor ker so protective and I ntackro diredt i oni st e
access to outside space;

e the app arent predominance of unregulated care; and

e staff qualifications and training and other issues related to their
recruitment and retention , e.g., absence of federal and
provincial/territorial guidelines and low wage levels , and limited
tradition of p rofessi onal development .*°

2.1 .3. CANADA -SPECIFICR ECOMMENDATIONS FROMTHE OECD
Canada - specific recommendations were included in the country note .

Upstream policy recommendations

e Strengthen the then -existing federal/provincial/territorial
agreements and focus th  em on child development and learning.
e Encourage provincial governments to develop, with major

stakeholder groups, an early childhood strategy with priority

° Ibid, 55 -56.
“Ibid, pp. 55 -68.
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targets, benchmarks and timelines, and with guaranteed budgets
to fund appropriate governance and ex pansion.

e Build bridges between child care and kindergarten education,
with the aim of integrating ECEC both at ground level, and at
policy and management levels.

Funding and financing recommendations

e Substantially increase public funding of services for young
children.

e Ensure the creation of a transparent and accountable funding
system, and for parents, a fairer sharing of ECEC funding.

e Devise an efficient means of funding a universal early c hildhood
service for children 1 to 6 years, delivered equitably by mixed
providers, governed by public mandated agencies.

Recommendations with regard to access
e Continue efforts to expand access while promoting greater
equity.
e In so far as possible, include children with special educational
needs in public early devel  opment/education services.
¢ Reinforce policies to support and include Aboriginal children.

Recommendations to improve quality

¢ Develop a national quality framework for early childhood services
across all sectors, and the infrastructure at the provincial le vel to
ensure effective implementation.

e Link accreditation of services to structural requirements and the
achievement of quality targets.

e Review ECEC professional profiles, improve recru itment levels
and strengthen initial and in -service training of staff.

e Provide publicly funded, high -quality intensive interventions in all
disadvantaged areas.

e Provide attractive indoor and outdoor learning environments.

e Co-ordinate Canadian ECEC research and through funding, orient
it further toward important policy issues

While many of these recommendations could be acted upon only by

provincial and municipal governments, others would require changes
in federal policy, programs or income transfers to implement.
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22. OECDO0s comparative study

On September 19, 2006, the OECD released the final summary T
Starting Strong 1l . This report outlined progress made by the
participating countries in responding to recommendations made in the

first report (which did not include Canada) , and compares the progress
made, highlights in  novative approaches and proposes policy options.

2.2.1. GENERAL FINDINGS

Starting Strong 1l notes progress across countries in a number of

areas:

e a growing consensus that governments must invest in and regulate
early childhood education and care ;

e a trend towards integrating early childhood policy and
administration under one ministry, often education X

e (greater contact between early childhood centres and schools, and
growing use of national curricular frameworks in the early childhood
sector ; t he provisio n of at least two years of kindergarten before
children enter compulsory schooling ; g rowing, but still insufficient,
government investment in services ;
more emphasis on quality improvement ;

¢ an understanding of the need for qualified staff, able to respon d to
changing social and family conditions ;

e an increase in university chairs in early childhood education and
care policy ; and

e recognition of the need for more country research and data
collection in the field

The report revealed three key areas where problems persist  across
countries: access , funding , and quality

2.2.2. KEY FINDINGS

ACCESS ISSUES

With respect to a ccess, infants and toddlers were the most neglected
group in the countries studied. A defined policy approach was least
likely for this age  group and service fragmentation is more prevalent.

The most frequent public policy response was longer maternity and
parental leaves but few were found to be  sufficiently long or flexible , to
cover the time gap between parents Oreturn to work and the begin ning
of more accessible program provision. Because regulated care is
scarce and the labour force participation of mothers with very young

children is high in most countries, the majority of young children are in
unregulated arrangements.

16



The age at wh ich young children have a legal right to attend free
programs (usually under education) varies considerably across
countries: 2 to 2.5 years in Belgium; 3 in ltaly; 4 in the Netherlands
and the United Kingdom. Close to 100% of 3-year -olds attend
regulated early learning programs in Italy, France, and Belgium. In the

Czech Republic, Germany, Hungary, Iceland, Portugal, Slovenia, Spain,
Sweden and the UK, coverage ranges from 50% to 90% Canada falls

in with Greece, Ireland, Korea, Mexico, Switzerland and T urkey where

~

attendance by 3-year-oldsi s fAnegd i gi bl e

By age 5, most countries provide at least part -day programs that are
widely attended. Some countries target their public early childhood

support to disadvantaged populations. This approach is less su ccessful
in reaching vulnerable children than countries striving for universal
provision. For example, in the US, only 45% of 3 - to 5-year -olds from
low -income groups are in early childhood programs compared to 75%

from high -income groups. In Canada, only 20% of lone parents and

5% of disadvantaged groups are covered. No country provides
adequate service to children with special needs.

FUNDING ISSUES

Public spending on early learning and care services for children from

birth to compulsory schooling range s from a low of 0.2% to a high of

2% of G ross Domestic Product (G DP). Canada was ranked as the
lowest spender, number 14 out of the 14 countries for which
information was provided, behind Australia and the Netherlands.
Denmark, Sweden, Norway and Finland were ranked as the highest
contributors. Costs to parents are lowest in countries taking a
universal appr oach to early learning services and highest in countries
where public support is targeted.

QUALITY ISSUES

Quality was reported to  vary widely across countries. Staff working
with younger children and in programs operated outside of public
education was reported to be more poorly trained and compensated.
Standards for non -educational programs tend ed to be lower and less
rigorously monitored and assessed , particularly for younger children.

The OECD report also noted structural barriers that g ave rise to policy
incoherence, service fragmentati on and reduced accountability. For
example, a variety of gover nment d e p a educatmm tclsld

care, health i were identified as  responsible for young children, each
with its own  conceptual framework. These departments could have
distinct, and often competing, mandates , while  overlapping
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responsibilities for  funding and delivery by each level of gover nment
add to the fragmentation

2.2.3. GENERAL RECOMMENDATIO NS FROMTHE OECD

The OECD gave a common set of policy recommendations to all
participating countries:

e to attend to the social context of early childhoo d development;
e to place well -being, early development and learning at the core of

ECEC work, whil e r es @ageocy iamdgaturahlearnioghi | d 6 s

strategies;

e to create the governance structures necessary for system
accountability and quality assurance o

e to develop with the stakeholders broad guidelines and curricular
standards fo r all ECEC services;

e to base public funding estimates for ECEC on achieving quality
pedagogical goals ;

e to reduce child poverty and exclusion through upstream fiscal,
social an d labour policies, and to increase resources within universal
program s for childr en with diverse learning rights

e to encourage family and community involvem ent in early childhood
services;

e to improve the working conditions and profe ssional education of
ECEC staff;

e to provide freedom, funding and support to early childhood
services ; and

e to aspire to ECEC systems that support broad learning, participation
and democracy.

Of these general recommendations, the Government of Canada  has
historically played a rol e in the social context of child care and the
fiscal, social and labour policies that contribute to the reduction of

child poverty and exclusion. In addition, it has transferred significant
funds to provincial and territorial governments, sometimes with
conditions, and so metimes without. These arrangements are

discussed in more detail later in this report.

2.2.4. CANADAIN COMPARISON

As the committee has heard and discussed, Canada did not fare well in
the final comparative study, published by the OECD in 2006. In
particular, the Committee has di scussed Canadads
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respect to federal spending on child care, 1 and with respect to public
investments on services for families and young children as
percentages of GDP. **  Nonetheless, the Committee heard that the
government supports the work of the OECD:

€ Canada absolutely endorses the process and the work of the

Organisation for Economic Co -operation and Development. We

are a member countryé. We absolutely

the principles. (Shawn  Tupper, Director General for Social

Policy, Human Resources and Social Development Canada ,

Evidence, 7 June 2007)

The Committee also heard that more recent international comparisons

show Canada falling behind:
The Save the Children report from the U.K € not ed that Canada
had fallen from fifth to twenty -fifth in their child index, largely
attributable to the number of children engaged in pre -school
education. We have evidence that not only was Canada a
laggard before & and certainly the OECD studies on child care
illustrated that & but we are now falling further behind our
industrial counterp arts. (Katherine Scott, Canadian Council on
Social Development, Evidence, May 10, 2007)

2.2.5. OECD MODELS

As a result of its first round of reviews and in its comparativ e report,
the OECD identified characteristics of successful ECEC services and
policies:

e a systemic and integrated approach to ECEC policy;

e a strong and equal partnership with the education system;

e a universal approach to access, with particular attention t o children
in need of special support;

e substantial public investment in services and the infrastructure;

e a participatory approach to quality improvement and assurance;

e appropriate training and working conditions for staff in all forms of
provision;

e system atic attention to data collection and monitoring; and

e a stable framework and long -term agenda for research and
evaluation. *

A substantial portion of the report, including the comparative tables,

endor se

was dedicated to fnéexamining the apbyogress
the countries particifPating in the review. o

1 OECD, Starting Strong II: Early Childhood Education and Care, 2006, p. 105. The
Committee heard testimony from government officials and received information that

contests the figures us  ed in the comparison.

12 |bid, p. 104.

3 |bid , pp. 3 -4.
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The cross -national comparisons prepared for Starting Strong |l reveal
just how far Canada lags behind.

Among the 20 countries in the OECD review Canada score d in the top
10 in the following categories: wealth (4 ™ in GDP per capita); amount
paid by parents for early childhood services (4 ™ child poverty (7 ™);
and the proportion of ¥ foomothérsmithchildrenher so (7
less than 3 years old; 8th for mothers with children less than 6 years

old).

Canada rank ed very low among other OECD countries on several

measurements: early childhood education attendance by children

under 6 years old (14 ™ for children aged 0 to 3; last for children aged

3 to 6); paid maternity and parental leave (in the low er third of

Afef fectived programs) ; spending on soci al p |
GDP (15 ™); and spending on all child and family programs (16 thy,

Finally, Canada was reported to come last on spending on early

learning and child care services out of 14 co untries compared.

Information on developments in some of the countries ahead of
Canada 1 France, Sweden, Australia and German i along with New
Zealand and Cuba, is provided later in this report.

Figure 1 - GDP per capita (in U.S. $)

50,000 -
45,000 A
40,000 A
35,000 A
30,000 A
$25,000 1
20,000 4
15,000 1
10,000 1
5,000 ¢

o

US NO IE CA DK NL AT BE AU SE UK FR FI IT DE KR PT CZ HU MX

Data source: OECD, fi Gtarting Strong II:FEarly €hildhaod Eddcation
and Care, 2006.

1 |bid , p. 4.
> Figures 1, 2 and 3 from Martha Friendly , Early learning and child care: How does
Canada Measure Up? Briefing note . Child Care Resource and  Research Unit, 2006.
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Figure 2 - Public spending on
children aged 0 to 6

years (as a % of GDP)

3~
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DK NO SE F FR HU AT UK US DE N T AU CA

Data source: OECD
Care, pg. 246.

Figure 3 - Public spending on benefits/services for families/young children

DK NO FIl AT SEHU FR AUBE UK DE CZ IE PT NL IT CA MX US KR

Note: Includes total cash benefits and total family services. Public expenditures
based on International Standard Classification

Data source: O E C D StartiigAStrong k: Eatly ©hildhood Education and

Care, pg. 246.

Spendin g calculations in  Starting Strong Il were based on information
provided i n background reports; in Canadads
on 2001 data on spending. ' The Committee heard testimony from a
federal official , reminding the Committee that spending levels had

changed in the interim:
I would like to use this opportunity today to let the committee
know the data dates back to 2003 and perhaps is not an
accurate reflection of the status of our situation today. Since

that time, investments have increased at bot

h the federal and

16 John Graham, one of the authors of the report, included in a memo from Martha
Friendly to federal officials, dated 19 November 2007.
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provincial levels.  (Shawn Tupper, Director General, Social Policy,
Human Resource s and Social Development Canada, Evidence,
7 June 2007)

2.3. Developments in other countries

International comparison reveals that ECEC has become a key po licy
priority in many countries. This section provides an overview of
international trends in the provision of ECEC in relation to the best
practice principles outl i rBerthg Btrongt Hle’” OECD®6 s
integration of services, universal access, ( uality and data collection
and monitoring. The Committee chose six countries to review:
Sweden, France, Germany, Australia, New Zealand and Cuba. (More
detailed information about each of these countries is provided in
Appendix 4.)  These countries were se lected because they either out -
performed Canada in the OECD review, or represented a particular

model of ECEC provision from which Canada could learn.

2.3.1. COUNTRIES REVIEWED

Swedenos provision of ECEC was seen by t h
model. *® In Sweden, early childhood education and care is one of main
the pillars of its welfare state. ECEC is mainly provided by the state at

minimal cost to parents, with high quality standards and well -educated
and remunerated staff. Swedes see the provision of high quali ty ECEC
as a means of both fostering the development of the child, and
enabling parents to participate in the labour market. 19

The OECD found the investment and support for ECEC in France to be

particularly impressive. *°  France spent 1% of its GDP on ECEC

services in 2004, placing it just below the high -ranking Scandinavian

countries. * Franceds spending allows it to provid:¢
enrolmentfor3 -,4- and 5 -year -olds, as well as 35% of 2  -year - olds in

its world famous  pre -school s or école s maternelles .#

" OECD, Starting Strong II: Early Childhood Education and Care , 2006.

18 OECD, OECD Country Note: Early Childhood Education and Care Policy in Swe den,
December 1999, p. 38.

9 Barbara Martin Korpi,  The Politics of Pre -School -intentions and decisions

underlying the emergence and growth of the Swedish pre -school , 15 October 2007,

p. 26.

2 OECD, OECD Country Note: Early Childhood Education and Care Poli ¢y in France

February 2004, p. 33.
%L OECD (2006), p. 105.
2 OECD (2004), OECD Country Note - France, p. 33.
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Germany provided the cradle for many of the theories and practices of
the ECEC profession in Europe .2 Early childhood education and care in

Continental Europe rests on the concept of Socialpaedagogik , or social
pedagogy, which seeks to addres s the needs of the whole child, rather
than focusing solely on scholastic outcomes. # Germany is also of

particular interest to Canadian policy practitioners because it is a
federal country and therefore faces similar jurisdictional challenges in
addressing chi Il drendés i ssues.

Australia has many of the same challenges as Canada in the provision

of ECEC. As a federal state with a mixed system of ECEC service

provision, including profit and non - profit organizations, and State and

Territorial governments, Aust ralia must also serve subpopulations,

including rural, remote and Aboriginal communities. The OECD

identified Australiabs policies and progr ams
of these communities as both innovative and effective. 2

Though not among the countr ies reviewed by the OECD, New Zealand
represents a successful model of the complete integration of ECEC
services, extending from public administration to the training of ECEC
workers. New Zealand also integrates the culture, beliefs and needs of

its Aborig inal peoples into its national programs and strategies, which
could serve as a model for Canada to follow.

Finally, Cubads i mpressive achievements i n
education and care contributed to its meetir
for All 6 goals, which include universal prim
and quality of education. ?*® Despite having few economic resources,

Cuban third - and fourth -graders have consistently out -performed their

Latin American counterparts in mathematics and language skills, a

success attributed to their high quality education system. 2 In effect,

Cuba has challenged the assumption that economic prosperity is
necessary for positive early childhood development and has

% OECD, OECD Country Note: Early Childhood Education and Care Policy in The
Federal Republic of Germany , 26 November 2004, p. 19.

# OECD, OECD Country Note - Germany , p. 19.

% OECD Country Note: Early Childhood Education and Care Policy in Australia ,
November 2001, p. 30.

% UNESCO, Strong Foundations: Education For All Global Monitoring Report 2007,

Paris, 2006, http://unesdoc.unesco.org/images/0014/0014/001477/147794E .pdf p.

64.

Lavinia Gasperini, AThe Cuban Educati ofouSystem: Les:
Studies: Education Reform and Management Publication Series, vol. 1, no. 5, July

2000, p. 5.
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demonstrated that policy choices are signif icant contributors to
improving development outcomes for children. 28

2.3.2. | NTEGRATIONOF ECEC SERVICES

To overcome the traditional separation between early childhood
education and care, the OECD recommended that countries work
towards establishing a sy stematic and integrated approach to early
education and care. # This included the establishment of a co -ordinated
policy framework, a lead ministry, strong links to parents and
communities, and a participatory approach to reform. In the countries
examined, the levels of integration in the provision of ECEC services

vary widely.

New Zealand, Cuba and Sweden have very highly integrated models of

ECEC services, with a single department responsible for education and

child care, a common curriculum, equal fundi ng structures and
equivalent staff qualifications for both early learning and schools. New
Zealand was one of the first countries to integrate ECEC services with

the education system. In 1986, they were integrated under one
department and were given equal funding support. ** By 1990, the
Government had introduced common qualification requirements for
workers in child care and kindergarten services. A unique set of
circumstances, contributed to this outcome, including pressure from

child care workers, the des ire on the part of Maori and Pacific peoples
for culturally appropriate early childhood education, and the election of

a Labour government in 1984, with child care in its main policy
agenda. *

In Sweden, the integration of ECEC and the school system occu rred in
1998, when both  pre-school and child care became the responsibility

of the Department of Education and Research. The integration of
services resulted from the creation of a pre -school class within the
education system for children aged 6. % However, the new pre -school
class was not meant to be radically different from existing ECEC
services. Child care and pre -school 0s common ai ms
were established through the introduction of common national
curriculum. To reinforce the integration of ¢ hild care and pre -school,

% Gasperini (2000), p. 5.

% OECD (2006), p. 47.

30 UNESCO, Early Childhood Education Policy Co  -ordination under the Auspices of the
Department/Ministry of Education: A Case Study of New Zealand , UNESCO Early
Childhood and Famil y Policy Series , no. 1, March 2002, p. 15.

31 UNESCO (2002), p. 12 -13.

%2 Martin Korpi (2007), p. 63.
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the Swedish Pre-School Act was amended so that both child care and

the pre -sc hool class would be -gceehealr,ead rteof |aesct fi
the lack of distinction between the two types of services. 3

The Cuban approach to early chi ldhood education and care is also

highly integrated. * Cubads single |l ead department for

education, the Pre-school Education Bureau of the Ministry of
Education, works closely with all the other departments and agencies
involved in ECEC. For example, the Ministry of Education coordinates a
national technical group for the Educate Your Child program, which
includes all the government agencies and organizations involved in the
delivery of the program, including Public Health, Culture and Sports :
the Federation of Cuban Women, and the National Association of Small
Farmers. * These interdepartmental coordinating groups for the
program are found at all levels of government, including the provincial

and municipal governments and community councils. | ntegration in
Cuba also exists at the staffing level, as child care workers and
primary school teachers all receive the same level of pay and have the

same education requirements.

Australia is moving towards the integration of ECEC services from a
highly fragmented system, as juri sdiction is shared between the state
and t erritorial governments and the federal government. The funding

of child care has remained a federal jurisdiction, while pre -school is
the responsibility of the State and Territories. Meanw hile, as noted
above, there are many different providers, including non -profit and

for -profit agencies. The recently elected Labour Government has
begun to address the fragmentation by establishing a common
department for pre  -school education and child car e in 2007, called the
Office of Early Childhood Education. %

However, not all countries are moving towards integration. In
particular, education and child care remain completely separate in

France. While pre-school is highly centralized under the Ministere
do£f£ducation With t & @omanbne national curriculum and
universal access, child care remains decentralised. Child c are is the
% Ibid., p. 64.

3 UNESCO, Cuba: Early Childhood Care and Education (ECCE) Programmes, Country
Profile prepared for the Education for All 2007 Global Monitor ing Report, 2006.

% Subcommittee on Population Health of the Standing Senate Committee of Social

Affairs, Science and Technology, Maternal Health and Early Childhood Development

in Cuba: Second Report of the Subcommittee on Population Health of the Standi ng
Senate Committee of Social Affairs, Science and Technology , February 2008, p. 18.
¥Government of Australia, fAEarly Childhood Education
http://www.oececc.gov.au/new_agenda.htm (access ed 15 July, 2008).
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responsibility of the Ministére du Travail, des Relations Sociales , de la
Famille, et de la Solidarité and the national  public agency, the  Caisse
Nationale des Allocations Familiales (CNAF). The CNAF works with local
agencies and municipal governments to provide ECEC services in
various parts of the country, resulting in uneven service provision

without the same universal accessibility, or common standards as the
nation -wide pre -school s.*’

In Germany, the OECD has not endorsed integration of the education

and child care services. * While kindergarten or pre -school falls under
the jurisdiction of the Laender ( or the prov i nces) , under
Basic Law , child care funding i s part of
responsibility to provide social welfare. The OECD noted that
integration of child care and early childhood education would make

child care the responsibility of the provinces, rather than part of social
welfare, eliminating the federal government role in ECEC. % The OECD
concluded that preservation of the federal role in child care was more
important than integration with education, to sustain national
uniformity inE  CEC.”

2.3.4. ACCESS

In Starting Strongll , t he OECD recommended that
in a universal approach to access with particular attention to young

children below the age of 3, as well as young children with special or

additional needs . ® A univer sal approach, according to the OECD,
requires ECEC provision to all children whose parents want them to
participate. Thi s noti on o f access [
services and the availability of those services to them. It also involves

equity, s uch that children who are disadvantaged have equal access to

services.

In the countries reviewed, there is a strong trend towards making
access to ECEC universal for children aged 0 to 3, in terms of both
equity and availability.

Most of the countries e xamined have already achieved close to

universal access in the area of pre -primary education for children aged
3 to 6. The exception is Australia, where it is estimated that between
13% and 20% of all 4 -year -olds in Australia did not attend pre -school

37 OECD (2004), OECD Country Note - France, p. 36.
% OECD (2004), OECD Country Note - Germany , p. 46.
% |bid.

“0 |bid.

“1 OECD (2006), p. 74.
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or any other form of ECEC. * To address this situation, the
government has promised that by 2013, all children will have access to
15 hours of Government -funded, play -based early childhood
education, for a minimum of 40 weeks per year, delivered by degree -
qual ified early childhood teachers ; services will be provided in public,
private and community  -based pre-school s and child care in the year
prior to formal schooling .* This commitment has been supported
through increased budgetary allocations for ECEC services

Despite the overall trend, access to child care and early childhood
education services for children aged 0 to 3 varies considerably in other
countries. While Sweden, New Zealand and Cuba have almost
universal access in these areas, France and Germany do not. In the
past few years, governments in both countries have made key policy
changes to enhance provision of ECEC services for children under 3.

For example, the French Government announced in 2008 that it

intends to make access to child care for childr en aged 0 to 3 a legal
right in the next five years, as well as create 350,000 mo re spaces
through an investmé&nt of 01 billion.

Meanwhile, in 2007, the German federal and provincial governments
passed a law ( Kinderfoerderungsgesetz) to promote the financing of
child care in the country. Its intent is to finance ECEC sufficiently to
provide access to one -third of children under 3 years of age by 2013,

in line with European Union standards. 5

In terms of improving equity in access to ECEC services, there have

been innovative practices in the countries reviewed. For example, New
Zealan d has developed a 10 -year strategic plan for early childhood
education, which specifically focuses on increasing the participation in

ECEC services of its Maori and Pacific populations. 6 Specific initiatives

“2 pustralian Government, Universal Access to Early Childhood Education: Guidelines

2007 -08, March 2008, p. 1.

“Australian Goveenmaht Acidssvto Early Childhood Educ
from http://www.oececc.gov.au/education/default.htm 16 July 2008.

“Government of FrilibrerdagoliigiecRi®l® fmille .0 Accessed from

http://www.premier - ministre.gouv.fr/chantiers/famille_1056/ accessed 22 July 2008

4> Bundesministerium fuer Familie, Senioren, F rauen und Jungend, fAUrsula vo
derLeyen: fiDer Weg zum Ausbau der Kinderbetreuung i st
http://www.bmfsfj.de/bmfsfj/generator/Politikberei che/Familie/kinderbetreuung.html

5 August 2008.

6 Government of New Zealand, Pathways to the Future: Nga Huarahi: A 10 year

Strategic Plan for Early Childhood Education , September 2002, p. 3.
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under the plan include the identification of bar riers to access, provision
of targeted grants, and more consultation with local communities. 47

New Zealand has also incorporated the culture and beliefs of its

Aboriginal peoples into its national curriculum: the Te Whaariki , a

Maor i term meani ag® .AkeoTe aMnarikin early childhood

curriculum is influenced by the Maori culture , but is not restricted to

programs serving in  digenous peoples. It is used in all early childhood

education programs and IS seen as a primary entry point to bridging

thecul tural divide between the descendants of
peoples and its European settlers.

Australia has also developed innovative policy approaches to

overcoming cultural and geographic barriers to ECEC services. The

federal government has wor ked with state and territorial governments

to develop integrated, community -specific and culturally appropriate

models of ECEC service delivery. For example, Mobi l e Chil drend
Services are traveling resource units which serve families in rural and

remote a reas. They offer a range of services including child care and

pre -school , as well as activities for older children, playgroups and toy

libraries. *

Cuba has also developed unique solutions to reaching children living in

isolated rural and mountainous areas. % Cuba has adapted its early
childhood education model to local settings by creating small schools

that use the same staff and resources cater to different ages and

school levels, but to smaller groups of children. To ensure the stability

of the teacher wo rkforce in rural schools, the education system
encourages teachers to make two -year commitments to rural schools.

In 2001, there were 27 pre -primary schools ( Circulos infantiles) in
mountainous areas that served as few as four children. ot

Finally, Swed en has worked towards increasing access for children of
unemployed parents, as well as immigrant children. Though Sweden
has guaranteed access to ECEC to all children of employed parents,
children of unemployed parents were left without access. This
effect ively discriminated against immigrant children, as their parents
were more likely to be unemployed. As a result, in June 2001, children

" Ibid., p. 10.

8 Further details regarding the specifics of t he curriculum will be provided in
Appendix 4.

49 OECD (2001), Country Note - Australia , p. 30.

0 Gasperini (2000), p. 14.

L Ibid.
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aged 4 and 5 of unemployed parents were also given access to pre -
schooling, in terms of both access to a space, and rete ntion of the
place they already had.  **

2.3.5. QUALITY , MONITORING AND EVALU ATION

According to the OECD, national regulatory standards and curriculum
support the quality of ECEC services. > The OECD reported particularly
weak regulatory standards for E CEC services for children under 3 in
the majority of countries it reviewed. >4

Australia, however, was singled out for its national quality monitoring

system that is tied to funding, a practice recommended as a model for

others. ®* Austr al i a énde qualityi accreditation system (QIAS)

evaluates the learning experiences of children; relationships among

children, parents and their carers; and the types and quality of

programs offered in child care centres nationwide. *® QIAS is also tied

tothe provisio n of funding through Australiads chi
Child Care Benefit, as Australian parents can use it only in child care

centres that have been approved through the QIAS.

The OECD also found the monitoring and evaluation of ECEC programs

in the ¢ ountries that it reviewed to be especially weak. °* Although not
included in the review, Cuba has a particularly strong monitoring and
evaluation system. °® In Cuba, children in institutional and non -
institutional ECEC programs are systematically monitored and
evaluated. Every two months, children are assessed based upon
developmental achievements and the objectives established for that

year, or life cycle, with a final evaluation or development assessment

at the end of each school level. At the end of the pre -school stage,
children are asked to complete a schedule of diagnostic tasks, which

are used to prepare individual profiles for each child in order to
custom -design the early part of the first grade.

%2 Martin Korpi (2007), p. 70.
3 OECD (2006), p. 126.

* Ibid., p. 130.

5 |bid., p. 131.

6 Australian Government, Fact Sheet 15 : Information for Families using Child Care,
http://www.oececc.gov.au/NR/rdonlyres/C97009D1 -F6F6-4D1C -90EC-

E7568DD3DF00/20736/OECECCFactS  heetl5.pdf (accessed 16 July 2008)
" OECD (2006), p. 175.

%8 |Information on Cuba in this paragraph is drawn from the Subcommittee on
Population Health of the Standing Senate Committee of Social Affairs, Science and
Technology (2008), p. 20.
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3. APPROACHES TO ECEC

Governments, researchers, educato rs, and, of course, Canadian
parents do not share a single view of how children (and their parents)

should be supported in their earliest years. While this will become

even more evident in the examination of programs and policies across
Canada, there are broad approaches that the Committee has
considered in its analysis.

3.1. Early childhood development and pedagoqy

In an enormously helpful presentation to the Committee on brain
development, Dr. Fraser Mustard said:
Experience -based brain development in t he early years of life
sets neurological pathways that affect health, learning and
behaviour... conditions in early life affect your risk for physical
and mental health problems throughout life, and that is related
to brain function . (Dr. Fraser Mustard, F  ounder, Council for Early
Child Development, Founder's Network, Evidence, 14 February
2008)

In his presentation, Dr. Mustard told the Committee of research on
Oepigeneticsd6, a science that explor.es how g
In a study published in 2007, he had cited evidence from experiments
that demonstrated that

early nurturing and stimulation influence the expression of

genes and can actually modify genetic codes that are passed

along to the next generation. %9

Dr. Mustard continued, emphasizing how early learning also lays the
groundwork for behavioural responses through a lifetime

[C] onditions in early life affect your risk for physical and mental

health problems throughout life, and that is related to brain

function. All of you can understa nd that for learning, and it also

is hugely true for behaviour, and behaviour includes mental

health problems . (Dr. Fraser Mustard, Founder, Council for Early

Child Development, Founder's Network, Evidence, 14 February

2008)
¥ Hon. Margare t Norrie McCain, J. Fraser Mustard, and Dr. Stuart Shanker, Early
Years Study 2: Putting Science into Action , Council for Early Child Development ,
2007, p. 32.
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The emphasis on learning plac es child care in a different light,
focussing on the development of the child, rather than simply
transferring care -giving responsibility from a parent (usually a mother)

to other care -providers, emphasizing pedagogy, not just child care. 60
The OECD report emphasizes this educational focus as a goal of
funding, a basis for accountability, and an approach that necessitates
more training of care  -providers and early childhood educators.

However, n otions of early learning often raise the spectre of toddlers

at desks, with a fixed curriculum and tests to measure progre ss; ' an

extreme view of  this is described as the fdA-pré maryo tThisdi ti on
approach characterizes systems in the UK, Belgium, the US, France

and the Netherlands.

Sometimes referred to as th e O0schoolificationo®®thsf the ea
approach contrasts with the social pedagogic practices, common in

Scandinavian countries, New Zealand, and Italy. These include a broad

developmental framework and participatory curriculum development.

Curricul um decisions are driven by the interests of the children within

the context of their families and immediate communities. The focus is

on developmental goals, interactivity with educators and peers, and a

high quality of life in the early childhood setting. The curriculum
contains broad orientations for children rather than prescribed
outcomes.

The 2004 OECD -curriculum review found little correlation between
department auspice and pedagogical approaches, rather societal

values and public spending wer e foun d to be more decisive. ® Canadian
researchers and early childhood program administrators continue to

search for the appropriate balance between the pre -primary and social
pedagogy traditions. In practice, a middle ground is usually reached. 64

““pPeter Moss, AFrom a childcar e i brputtangcpreidissgogi cal di sc
p | a c e Childran,iChanging Families and Welfare States , Jane Lewis (ed.),

Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar, 2006, p. 163.

¢ Evidence of this fear among parents appeared when the Government of British

Columbia released a discussion paper as part of its consideration of extending

Kindergarten to a full  -day program, and making registration at younger ages

voluntary, as cited in GlendaLuymes , fiVi ct or i-dayknddrgarsen;al |

Government also considering pre -ki ndergarten for Thedrwvingee,r ki ds, 0
4 July 2008.

2 OECD (2006) , p. 59.

8 John Bennett, Curriculum issues in national policy -making. Keynote address.

Paris, OECD/Malta, 2004.

“Jane Ber tPreschod ,Prfogr ams: Ef f ect i Eneycl@adiamn Earlyl um, o
Childhood Development , Centre of Excellence for  Early Childhood Development

2007, p. 3.
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Table 1 - Differences between
Pre -primary tradition

Centralized development of
curriculum, with frequently
detailed goals and
outcomes .

-primary and social pedagog

Social pedagogy

tradition

A broad central guideline
with local cur riculum
development encouraged
and supported

A focus on learning
standards, especially in
areas useful for school
readiness. Teacher child
relationships tend to be
formalized through
reaching for detailed
curriculum goals

Focus on broad

developme ntal g oals as well
as learning is stressed,
interactivity with educators
and peers encouraged and
the quality of life in the
institution is given high
importance.

Often prescriptive: clear
outcomes are set at
national level to be reached
in all centres.

Broad o rientations rather
than prescribed outcomes.
A diffusion of goals may be
experienced, with
diminished accountability.

Assessment often required.
Goals are clearly defined.
Graded assessment of each
child with respect to
discrete competences is an
impor tant part of the

teacherds rol e.

Assessment not required.
Goals are broad; outcomes
for each child are set by
negotiation (educator -
parent -child) and informally
evaluated unless screening
is necessary. A growing
focus on individual language
and communica tion
competences.

Favoured in the UK,
Belgium, the US, France
and the Netherlands

Favoured in Scandinavian
countries, New Zealand, and
Italy .

traditions

Dr. Mustard, in a recent publication, highlighted the importance of play

and educating: A E ar |dytargetdhe wiele,iactive childh o u |
and not just isolated cognitive skills. Programs should create playful
environments, rich with opportunities for e x pl or a%Most @Ganadian
provincial governments have been explicit about doing just that,

including Nova Scotia, Alberta, Manitoba, Prince Edward Island, and

New Brunswick.

%5 Bennett (2004) .
% The Learning Partnership,
2008, pp. 9-10.

The Quality of Public Education in Canada , Issue 4,
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3.2. Population health

The earl i est year s ar e pivot al t o a chil
development. Nurturing caregivers, positive learning

environments, good nutrition and social interactio n with other

children all contribute to early physical and social development

in ways that can positively affect health and well -being over a

lifetime. A poor start to life often leads to problems that can
impact health and long  -term prospects.

In his recent report, the Chief Public Health Officer described the three

a r e acsticafito healthy child development: o]

e adequate income 1 family income should not be a barrier to positive
childhood development, and support mechanisms should be in place for
all chi Idren to have a good start in life;

o effective parenting and family functioning T effective parenting skills are
fundamental to child development, however, parents may also require
employer support for flexible work hours and maternity/parental leaves,
as well as broader social support for family based opportunities and
resources; and

e supportive community environments T all members of the community
have a responsibility for the healthy development of children.
Communities need to provide accessible health and social programs and
resources for families with children. 68

Compelling evidence has been mounting for decades about the
importance of early childhood experiences for the future health of
children, including many factors well beyond epidemiological or o ther
health factors, starting with conception and continuing through early
development. In its hearings, the Subcommittee on Population Health

heard that the top of a list of things that would improve health
outcomes was early childhood development. 69

This Subcommittee has tabled four studies, ™ with a final one  expected
in May 2009 , on population health and the determinants of health,

7 Health Canada, The Chief Public HealthOffi cer 6s Report on the State of I
Health in Canada, 20 08, 2008, p. 46.

% Ibid.

% Dennis Raphael, Professor, School of Health Policy and Management, York

University, Evidence, 28 February 2007

" The four reports were: fiFopul ati on Health Policy: I nternational
fiMaternal Health and Early Child hood Development in Cuba, o both in F
andPoipul ati on Health Policy: | PspsilationsHeadtmRblicOp t i ons o and

Federal, Provincial and Territorial Perspectives, both in April 2008. These reports can
be downloaded from

http://www.parl.gc.ca/common/Committee _SenRecentReps.asp?Language=E&Parl=
39&Ses=2 .
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many of which have their roots in pregnancy, infancy and the years
prior to public education.

In addition, a  recent study by Canadian researchers for the World
Heal th Organizationds Commi ssi oreporceth Soci al

that greater progress toward equity could be achieved even in poor
countries by investing $1 in early childhood programming for every
$10 invested in heal th and education programming. A more locally

focussed report observe d the remarkable power of quality early
childhood care and educational programs in improving a vast range of
social outcomes, particularly for socio -economically disadvantaged
children, i ncluding: higher reading and mathematics scores, increased

IQ, higher levels of social competence, higher graduation rates, lower

teen pregnancy rates, less smoking and drug use, higher employment

and income levels, and lower crime rates 12

Further, i n her recent report, the Advisor on Healthy Children and
Youth to the Federal Minister of Health stated that it has been
repeatedly demonstrated that investments in early childhood education

pay off in better life and health outcomes later in life. ECD resear ch
estimates that every $1 invested in early childhood development is
worth between $3 and $18 later in life. *  Similary, Canadads Chi ef

Public Health Officer described the impact of barriers to early childhood
development programs on young Canadians:
The consequences of these disadvantages include children
growing into adults with lower educational attainment, weaker
literacy and communication skills, fewer employment
opportunities and poorer overall physical and mental health. "
And, from a different pe rspective, David Dodge, when he was the
Governor of the Bank of Canada , identified early child hood
development and health as critical determinants  of success in the
broadest sense:
While parents, along with some psychologists, sociologists and
public healt h experts, have long intuitively understood the
importance of ECD, it is really only over the last quarter century
or so that scientists, physicians, and social scientists have come

™ Lori G. Irwin, Arjumand Siddigi and Clyde Hertzman, Early Child Development: A

Powerful Equalizer 1 Final Report , University of British Columbia, 2007, p. 5.

2 M. Brownell , N. Roos, and R. Fransoo, Isfihe class half empty? A population -

based perspective on socio  -economic status and educationa I out c olRRPs 0,

Choices, 12(5), 2006, p. 21.

73 Mary Jo Haddad. #AChil drendéds Health Care: Whatdés Nex
Dr. K. Kellie Leitch,  fiReaching for the Top: A Report by the Advisor on Healthy

Children & Youth, Minister of Health 0, 2008, p. 15.

" Health Canada (2008), p. 48.
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to recognize the crucial role played by ECD. Good health (of
both mother  and child), good nutrition, good parenting, strong
social supports, and stimulative interaction with others outside
the home all combine to provide the best chance of success.
Neglecting investment in any one of these areas reduces the
value of investment  in other areas. ™

3.3. Supporting families

Children need good quality care from the moment they get up in

the morning until the time that they go to bed. There are two

ways to provide that care. One way is to strengthen families;

the other way is to provid e substitute care outside the family.
The two can go together quite nicely, but if you have one
without the other, you have missed a big part of the child's day.
(Douglas Willms, Professor, Canadian Research Institute for
Social Policy, University of New B runswick, Evidence, 6 June
2007)

The Committee considered supporting families from two perspective s:
increasing parental choice, and increasing parenting skills.

3.3.1. PARENTAL CHOICE

Public polling would indicate that Canadians are conflicted about the
most appropriate ways of supporting families with young children.
Surveys indicate a majority of Canadians expect mothers, particularly
lone -mothers, to work but are concerned about the well -being of
young children when they do. &

A report by the Vanier Institute of the Family 7" is often misrepresented

as parents not wanting day care. In this survey, however, parents 0
preferences regarding the care of their children indicated the following

priorities . Provided with a list of options, parents and relative care
were the top choices, followed by regulated family and group care, and

finally sitters and friends. As in the Canadian Council on Learning and
Environics polls, the Vanier Institute survey found Canadians recognize

parents need help raising their chil dren and want their governments to
contribute.

" DavidDodge , fAiHuman capital, early childhood development
An economist's perspecdive, 0 May 2003, p.

®N. Ghalan, AAttitudes towar d GamadienSqciallirendk .and famil y
Autumn 1997 , pp. 16 -17. Accessed from

http://www.statcan.ca/english/kits/pdf/social/women2.pdf 15 August 2008.

" R. Biddy, The Future Families Project : A Survey of Canadians Hopes and Dreams

Vanier Institute for the Family, 2004.
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The Committee began with the assumption that parents are the first

and most important providers of early learning opportunities and care

for children. Not a single witness or brief challenged that assumption.
Witnesses emphasized the importance of choice, and recognized that

choice would likely require public investment to ensure both access

and quality. Further, witnesses and policy analysts alike have
highlighted that the benefits of the best possible early childhood
learning opportunities, whether in the home or elsewhere, benefit

more than the child and his or her family, providing social benefits to

the broader community over time.

However, the Committee also heard from one organization that all

transfer s from both federal and provincial/territorial governments

intended to benefit children should be paid to parents, who would then

have choices as to how to care for their children. ®  That brief also

expressed its concern that public policy with respect to children was

being driven by a few unrepr elhedaycard i ve O0Or ¢
lobby, the OECD, the European Commission, and the World Bank are

currently driving the architecture of family/child policy in Canada, not

the Canadian electorate, parents, or t he best interests of children. 0"

The Committee recognizes that there is no consensus on the issue of
non -parental care and whether and how it should be financed, and
therefore endorses the notion of choice, which is also evident in many
developments at th e provincial and territorial level, described in more
detail below.

Choice underlies the programs and policies of the federal government.
In a letter to the  Toronto Star , then -Minister for Human Resources and
Social Development Canada  The Honourable Mont e Solberg wrote:

Our government has taken a balanced approach in giving

parents choice in child care. At $5.6 billion a year, we're making

the largest investment in early learning and child care in history.

We are delivering $2.4 billion a year directly t o the parents of 2

million Canadian children under 6 through the Universal Child

Care Benefit. Families are also benefiting from the new $2,000

Child Tax Credit.

Now parents can make their own choices on child care.

 KidsFirst Parent Association of Canada, #Alnclusion, Equal
Sustainability: Policy for Families with Dependent Clt
the Senate Committee on Social Affairs, Science and Technology, 2008, p. 3.

79 H

Ibid., p. 4.
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We're also helping create new child -care spaces. Last year, we
increased transfers to the provinces for child care to $1.1 billion

a year. Since then, the provinces have announced the intention

to create more than 60,000 new child - care spaces across the
country. %

A cautionary note on paren  tal choice is offered in concluding policy
observations in the OECD final report on ECEC:
To enhance parental choice is an admirable aim for policy
makers, but the discourse becomes less convincing when it
promotes the cheapest form of child care, while p rofessional
services are cut back or made less accessible to moderate and
low -income families. &

3.3.2. PARENTING SKILLS

The Committee heard about the importance of parent ing to the
development of young children:
There is no doubt about it; the single bigg est factor in how a

child turns out is parenting. What children need beyond good
nutrition and safe housing is what we call good nurturance:

Love, touch, reading, singing, playing, exploring, appropriate

and sensitive interaction and responses to their nee ds, all the
things that good parents give easily and naturally. This tells the

child that the world is a good, safe and interesting place to be.

When they know and understand this, their brain development

will be optimal.  (The Hon. Margaret Norrie McCain, Evidence, 14
February 2008)

The same strong message came from a scientist appearing before the
Committee:
€. parents have to be the pri mary focus 0
prevention. Any successful program has to be one that builds on
the parents' role and prov  ides them with the tools they need to
deal with the sorts of challenges, not just in terms of biology but
also in terms of the changing stresses and patterns of 21st
century societyé. that will give parents t he
be, in essence, effective  vehicles for the healthy development of
their kids. (Stuart Shankar, Professor, President, Council for
Early Child Development, Evidence, 30 May 2007)

Starting Strong |l specified that comprehensive ECEC services must
include a focus on community and fami ly environments in which
8 TheHonourab | e Monte Sol berg, fAParents now have choiceod,

Toronto Star , 11 July 2008, p. AAOS.
8 OECD (2006), p. 213.
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children live, and especially on parents. % |n Canada, a report based on
the results of the National Longitudinal Study on Children and Youth
(NLSCY) reinforced the value of intervention with parents, stating that

positive parenting can overcome other disadvantages a child may
face .®

However, acknowledging the value of such interventions does not lead

to clear directions as to the kind of interventions that are effective:
While research has demonstrated that parental input during the
first 24 months of I|ife is crucial t
is much less clear is what kind of support for parents is most
effective in fostering child development during that critical

period .®
While the Committee heard that parenting progr ams are especially
important to parents of vulnerable children, and that a greater
proportion of children in low -income households are vulnerable, the

Committee also heard that the largest number of ~ vulnerable children is

in middle -income households. As explained in a report co  -authored by
two of the Committeeds witnesses,
Vulnerable children are found in all SES [socioeconomic status]
groups but populations are not evenly distributed between
groups. The largest numbers of children overall are found in th e
middle groupings. The lowest SES group has a greater
percentage, but a smaller number, of wvulnerable children.
Conversely, children in the middle SES groups are less likely to
be vulnerable, but because of the size of the group, this is
where the most vu  Inerable children are found.

This implies that such programs should not be targeted based on
socioeconomic status alone. More on targeted versus universal
programming is provided under the discussion of service delivery
options, later in this report.

The Committee also heard of the value of integrating parenting
programs with early childhood education programs:
The evidence is compelling that a well -funded, integrated early
child development and parenting program will improve the
cognitive social functio ning of all children, and all children do

82 ;
Ibid., p. 55.
8 Human Resources and Social Development Canada [HRSDC], the Public Health
Agency of Canada [PHAC], and Indian an d Northern Affairs Canada [INAC], The Well -

Being of Canadads Young Children: Goy2007mm38nt
8 Dodge (2003), p. 5.
% MccCain, et. al., p. 46.
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well in a high quality early child development system . (The Hon.
Margaret Norrie McCain, Evidence, 14 February 2008)

More on integration of programs is provided below.

Most Canadian governments provide some form of training and
support for parents, some targeted to low -income or otherwise
disadvantaged children and families, some more universally available.

More detailed information can be found in Appendix 3, which contains
an overview of early childhood develop ment policies and programs for
each province and territory.

3.4. | nteqration

Integration can be understood in two ways: integration between pre -

school and school programs; and integration among services for
children, across sectors.

The OECD reports focu sed attention on the problems created by the
fragmentation of early childhood service delivery, stressing the need to

Abuild bridges between child care and

aim of integrating programs at both ground level and at policy and
management % eThee lexpertdé recommended creating an
adequate pan -Canadian framework and decentralizing management to
the local level, arguing that it is easier to connect the pieces of the
early learning and child care puzzle.

The service fragmentati  on that the OECD noted in its examination of
Canada continues. Parenting, school readiness, pre -school , child care
and kindergarten are often addressed in separate and distinct
programs, rather than as a continuum of programs essential to healthy

child de velopment and preparedness for school. As a result, parents

may be left to navigate on their own the confusing array of services

with conflicting eligibility criteria, operating hours and mandates.

Outside Quebec, the systems coherence championed by the O ECD and
prescribed by many analysts and experts, including Dr. Mustard and
Margaret McCain in the  Early Years Study ,* s still lacking. Early child
development and parenting centres 0 linked to primary schools and
other community facilities 0 could consolidat e the above service chaos

8 OECD (2004), p. 7.

87 Hon. Margaret Norrie McCain & J. Fraser Mustard , Early Year s Study: Reversing

the Real BrainDrain , Canadi an Institute for Advanced
Network, 1996, p. 153.
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into a single program addressing the needs of children from prenatal

to grade one and respond to the requirements of all parents whether

at home, at work and in school. These centres also encourage the
development of connections a  mong parents, and across sectors within
the community in which they are located. This new paradigm, one that
considers the education of young children on par with that of their
older siblings, is a leap most jurisdictions are only beginning to
envision.

The division between O6care6 in child care
kindergarten is a focus for attention for several policy studies in

Canada and internationally. In most Canadian jurisdictions the same

children often participate in both systems at differ ent times in the day.

A review of the literature found the transitions between two

environments are often disruptive for children and inconvenient and

cumbersome for parents.  ®

The Committee has become aware of especially good examples of
integration not  only of the child care and education programs, but also
inclusive of supports to parents.

In Fredericton, New Brunswick, Au PO6tit Monde d%ewasranco |
established in 1979 , and has occupied space in the Centre

communautaire Sainte  -Anne since that tim e. Over the years, the child

care centre has undergone several expansions , and currently provides

nursery school for 2 - to 4 -year-olds, pre-school for toddlers, junior

kindergarten for 4 -year olds, before -kindergarten care, after -school

care for children a ged 5 to 12, and summer camp. The centre in which

it is located offers kindergarten to 12 ™ grade schooling, side by side

with an auditorium for community use, an art gallery and book store.

In Toronto, Ontario, Toronto First Duty (TFD) combines kindergar ten,
child care , and family support services into a single, universal
program. * From this service platform, families are linked to more
specialized services as required. The program is a partnership of the
City of Toronto; Toronto District School Board a nd community agencies
with operational support from the Atkinson Charitable Foundation and

the Canadian Autoworkers Union. A comprehensive assessment

¥Susan Colley, APolicy Papers: How Can Integration of
Aged Chil dr en b Ehe lateghatioa Kite d M degration Network Project, OISE/

University of Toronto, September 2006, p. 20.

8 For more information about this organization, see its website, at

http://www.franco __ -fredericton.com/apmf/

% For more information about this program, see its website at

http://www.toronto.ca/firstduty.
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funded in part by HRSDC, found that integrated service provision
provided better quality programming, bet ter engaged parents in their
chil drenos earl vy l earni ng, rai sed
development among practitioners and parents; are well received by

staff, and cost no more than traditional service delivery .t Initial TFD
research also found impro ved vocabulary and numeracy scores in a
small sample of children.

Education in Canada is viewed as a public entitlement while care is the
parentoés probl em, with government [
labour force participation of low -income families. The availability of the
care, or its quality, tends to be of secondary concern, particularly

when the objective is the employment of lone mothers. 2 Full
integration between pre  -school and school services is also challenged

by differential  qualification and skills required for early learning versus
kindergarten, and often different regulations and other legislative
requirements.

Yet, there are some bright spots. | n Ontario, for example, the
Integration Network , founded to generate a discus sion in Canada
about the policy changes required to bring about early childhood
service integration for kindergarten aged children , survey ed officials
and key stakeholders  in New Brunswick, Quebec, Ontario and Alberta.

The results showed broad agreement on the need to align care and
education programs at least for 4 - and 5 -year -old children; to consider

a more coherent approach to curriculum and pedagogy; and to
improve the qualifications of at least some early childhood educators.

It also found a growing number of programs for pre -kindergarten aged
children in the education system B

And in Vancouver, local authorities (education, municipal and parks)

have been party to a shared protocol on early education, signed in

1994, which includes the following:
It should be understood that child care and education are inseparable
concepts and are supported by an integrated and coherent approach to
policy and practice. Childhood education and child care are located in
settings where both learning and care occur and include affordable,
quality, licensed child care services for children from birth to 12 years.

1 Colley (2006).

2 The Learning Partnership (2008), pp. 9-10; CCAAC, From Patchwork to
Framework: A Child Care Strategy f or Canada , 2004, p. 10.

% Colley, (2006), p. 50.
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In Vancouver, child care is seen as a cornerstone of childhood
development and therefore is the focus of this protocol. o

SO bright: 0 ne recent research
to linkages between

Nonetheless, the overall picture is not
report described the current situation with respect

early childhood | earning and the school Sys
issues in the development of Early Childhood Education and Care in

Canada today: the abrupt division for kindergarten -age children

bet ween Aicareo progr ams I n child care <cent

public kind®ergarten. o

As is discussed in greater detail under provincial programming below,

several provincial governments have recently m oved to integrate child
care and education in a single ministry or to create an over -aching co -
ordinating mechanism either within Cabinet or within their
bureaucracies. At the same time, child care organizations, scholars,

and local communities , with the | eadership of organizations like the
YWCA, have undertaken to move toward greater integration of
learning for children from birth to age 12.

The YWCA has undertaken a multi -year project with a view to creating
Acommunity architectur e oeariograndecare. | The chi | dhoo
figure below creates a continuum from completely distinct services (or

f r ag me nt)dada anentirely integrated service

96

Table 2 - Fragmentation to i ntegration
Fragmented Coordination | Collaboration | Integration
Separate: +Child care in *Blended program | *Single ministry
Mandate/ schools or K in +Shared space -Single
Philosophy child care centres | Co-management .
*Enrolment +Shared: *Blended profgsspnal
*Management -enrolment curriculum qualification
«Curriculum -information = Teaching team -Single curriculum
*Resources -program planning | *Reciprocal
+Location -professional credentials
+Legislation development *Separate

legislation remains

“Ccity of Vancouver, fAChild Care Protocol, o6 Policy Re,
Accessed from  http://www.city.vancouver.bc.ca/ctyc lerk/cclerk/20040309/p1.htm

4 August 2008.

% Colley (2006), p. 3.

%Y WCA, ildirga Community Architecture for Early Childhood Learning and Care

i Session fiveod, presentation template, slide 10. Ac c

http://www.ywcacanada.ca/public_fr/advocacy/Childcare/Session%205 BCAECLC Y
WCA.ppt 3 July 2008.
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Integration amon g different kinds of services i child care, parenting
programs, health services, and so on T is also on the agenda of
several provincial and territorial governments, and some other
countries. The frustrations inherent in more fragmented services were
descr ibed by one witness before the Committee:

The government has always done piecemeal work. There is the

Community Action Program for Children, which is fabulous,

thank you, but it is only for little kids. The Canada Prenatal

Nutrition Program is fabulous, bu t they do not do housing. The

Province of Ontario Healthy Babies, Healthy Children initiative is

for newborns, but we do not care about the 10 -year -old lighting

fires or the 17 -year-old on Ecstasy in the same household. It is

a bad example to set for young childrenunder 6é .1 advocate for

much more intersectoral work. | would like to see a federal

initiative make the provinces work intersectorally . (Gina

Browne, Professor of Nursing and Clinical Epidemiology,

McMaster University, Evidence, 28 February 2008)

Initiatives to encourage such collaboration are in place. Ontariods Best
Start encourages local coordination between education, child care and

parenting supports. The plan requires municipalities to work with

school boards, public health units, and child car e and children
services providers to develop Ostharlmld | ocat ec
families to services .¥’

A Hu b sam also be organized around non -profit child care centres
Whatever their base, they can be responsible and responsive to local

communi ty representatives, and can I ntegr &
services, easing childrenés transitions wit!l
simplifying access to services for parents. 9

In Manitoba, for example, the Childcare Family Access Network (C -
FAN) i s a rural integrated hub model delivering child care programs in

the six Manitoba hamlets of Langruth, Plumas, Amaranth, Alonsa,
McCreary and Laurier T all communities with less than 100 people and

as far apart as 70 kilometres. % Services range from full  -time, multi -

“Ontario Ministry of Chi | dAouatOmtanials BesbSsatth . Der vi ces, 0
Accessed from

http://www.gov.on.ca/children/english/programs/beststart/index.html 1 August
2008.

% Rianne Mahon and Jane Jenson, Learning From Each Other: Early Learning and
Child Care Experie nces in Canadian Cities , City of Toronto, 2006, p. 41. Accessed
from http://www.toronto.ca/children/pdf/elreseachreport.pdf 3 July 2008.

% Information on this project is taken from th e website of the Childcare Family
Access Network. Accessed from

http://cfan.cimnet.ca/cim/85C128 216T5199.dhtm#CT7864 3 August 2008.
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age child care with an integrated nursery school, to weekly nursery
school or parent/child groups. C -FAN adapts the programs to the
changing needs of families.

In Rocky Mountain, Alberta, a town of 7,000, the only child care centre

closed, leav ing no other options and no prospects for a new program.

On February 1, 2008, Community Connections opened with a new 60 -

space child care centre opened, providing flexible care options for

children from infancy to age 12.e-CTyhdlsed s t h.
facility expected to offer programs for youth, Aboriginal peoples and

seniors, and include a gym, outdoor play space, community kitchen

and garden, meeting space and workshop areas. To build this

initiative, the Canadian Union of Postal Workers sp onsored a process

that brought together a wide range of stakeholders including the

Mayor, Chamber of Commerce, the local Aboriginal head start and

friendship centres, the womends shelter, an
and parent program  s.

Integration amo ng services targeted to children and families could be
encouraged by a study of these and related programs by federal,
provincial and territorial governments. Such a study could support the

development of a more rational, integrated and comprehensive plan to
support expectant mothers and young children, and better outcomes
for both.

3.5. Accessibility

The inability to access early childhood programs as a result of
distance, availability or affordability is a significant barrier. Aboriginal
and immigrant  children may experience additional barriers if local child
programming is not culturally relevant or delivered in a familiar
language. '

Access to ECEC services can mean the absence of physical barriers for
children, parents or staff with mobility impairme nts; it can mean
affordability; it can mean geographic proximity , or cultural approaches
that are relevant for Aboriginal or new Canadians. And finally, it can

mean that children with special needs can be accommodated within a
mainstream program.

The OECD report identifies access in all these senses as a compelling
argument for ECEC services to be universally available:

19 Health Canada (2008), p. 48.
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Efforts to improve equitable access target primarily two
categories of children: children with special needs due to
physical, mental or se nsory disabilities; and children with
additional learning needs derived from family dysfunction, socio -
economic disadvantage, or from ethnic, cultural or linguistic
factors. In practice, many children in need of special or
additional educational support ha ve accumulated both physical
and socio -cultural at -risk factors. Early childhood services are
particularly important for such children, and contribute strongly

to their health, social and cognitive development, as well as to

the social inclusion of their f amilies and their future participation
in society. %

Research and evidence have also addressed accessibility as defined in
each of these ways. In the Early Childhood Development Initiative, in

2000, federal, provincial and territorial g overnments (except Quebec,
which did not sign on to the Initiative) identified inclusion across these
barriers as a priority for their services. 192 Federal programming
includes targeted initiatives for Aboriginal children. Specific program
information is provided later in this report.

In Canada, with its two official languages, access to child care in the
of ficial | anguage of one6s choice is | imited
the importance of early learning environments to language
transmission, '* and the Committee heard evid ence echoing this
message:
| can attest to child care programs as a francophone minority
living in a minority area. It has a component that preserves
| anguage and cultureé. Wit hout the early ¢
we would | ose our | angua@gwrsgyterdwecul ture éWhat
build in Canada has to address the needs of the Aboriginal
population and the needs of francophone parents living in
minority situations so that they can preserve their language and
culture. (Jody Dallaire, Child Care Advocacy Association of
Canada, Evidence, 20 April 2007)

Like many countries, Canada is becoming increasingly urbanized,
creating an even greater challenge in rural communities to create and

101 OECD (2006), p. 92

“AHFirst Ministersd Meeting Communi qu® on Early Child
September 11, 2000. Accessed from
http://www.unionsociale.gc.ca/news/110900_e.html 16 July 2008.

193 Ontario Ministry  of Education , Tle Aménagement Linguistique Policy: An
Overview . 0 Accessed from
http://www.edu.gov.on.ca/eng/document/policy/linguistigue/guide/index.html 6
August 2008.
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sustain the services they need. As reported by the Senate Committee

on Agriculture and Forestry, more rural Canadians are seeking

employment, increasing the need for high -quality non -parental care

forchildren. I n i ts recent report., t he QGmammi ttee
the federal government work with the provinces and territories to

introduce an early learning and child care program that is sensitive to

the needs of r¥ral Canada. 0

This recommendation echoed testimony during this study:
The Federation of Canadian Municipalities supports a national

rural child care system to support families in r ural
communitiesé. It should not be a matter of
live. Everybody should have child care. 195 (Donna Riddel,

Manitoba Representative, Child Care Advocacy Association of
Canada, Evidence, 20 April 2007)

A particularly good example of meeti ng the needs of rural families has
developed in Saskatchewan, where the Shaunavon Children's Learning
Centre (SCLC) is providing licensed care on -farm care during busy
seasons. Children are transported to a central farm from several
nearby homes to partici  pate in programming directed by trained early
childhood education. The program began in a community hall in 1995

with three children; by 1998 was in a renovated house licensed for 36
spaces, and by 2003 had its own purpose -built space licensed for 51
chil dren from infants through school age.

194 standing Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, Beyond Freefall: Halting
Rural Poverty , Final Report, June 2008, p. 177.

195 For more information on the Federation of Canadian Municipalities and its policy,

see APolicy Stat enueenstd oanv aR dlinaaht| el sosn
http://fcm.ca/CMFiles/rural1sjw -3262008 -597.pdf .
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4. FEDERAL INVOLVEMENT

In the Canadian federation, education and child care fall primarily

within provincial and territorial jurisdiction. Yet, as noted in the
introduction to this report, federal involvement throug h transfers to
both individual s and provincial and territorial governments has a long
history.

4.1. Policy, programs and funding mechanisms

As in any area related to individuals and families, the federal
government has a number of policy instruments from which it can
choose. In the case of ECEC, transfers through the tax system, direct
program spending on specific populations, and transfers to provincial

and territorial go vernments for specific purposes have all been
implemented.

4.1.1. TAXAND TRANSFER S TO INDIVIDUALS

The earliest federal interventions were through the tax system, and
taxes and transfers continue to be the mechanism s of choice with
respect to child care.

CHILD CARE EXPENSES DEDUCTION 1% 1972

Since 1972, Canadads i ncomwed famibes with st em has
child care expenses related to work to deduct these expenses from
taxable income before income tax rates are applied. This deduction is
available to taxpayers who are employed or self -employed, or were
students. Expenses that can be cla imed include:
e caregivers providing child care services;
e day nursery schools and daycare centres;
e educational institutions for the part of the fees that relate to child
care services;
e day camps and day sports schools where the primary goal of the
camp is t o care for children (an institution offering a sports study
program is not a sports school); or
e boarding schools, overnight sports schools, or camps where lodging

is involved .
)1 nformation drawn from fiChild Care Expenses Deducti
Canada Revenue Agency. Accessed from http://www.cra -
arc.gc.ca/E/pbg/tf/t778/t778 -07e.pdf 11 July 2008.
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Payment to a relative is not a deductible expense, and the deduction
must be cl aimed by the person with the lower income. The maximum
benefit for a child under six who is not disabled is $7,000 (for 2007);
the maximum for a child under the age of 17 who is disabled is
$10,000. For children between the ages of seven and 17 who are not
disabled, the maximum deduction is $4,000.

NATIONAL CHILD BENEFIT 1998

The National Child Benefit (NCB), introduced in 1998, was part of a
federal/provincial/territorial agreement 7 that brought a significant
reform of social assistance financing. The NCB involves a combination
of income transfers and spending on services that are aimed both at
reducing child poverty and helping families move from social
assistance to work without losing income. 1% The figure below depicts
how the programs interact across ju risdictions.

The feder al government s contribution to th
Tax Benefit (CCTB), National Child Benefit Supplement (NCBS) and a

Child Disability Benefit (CDB) delivered through monthly payments to

eligible families. All benefit amounts are adjusted annually. Figures

cited below apply from July 2008 to June 2009.

Canada Child Tax Benefit ' (CCTB): The basic CCTB benefit is $108.91
per month for each child under 18 years of age (except in Alberta,
where a provincial supplement increases the amount), and an
additional $7.58 per month for a third and each additional child. The

basic benefit is reduced for family net incomes over $37,885. The
reduction is 2% of the amount of family net income over that amount

for a family with one child; for families with two or more children, the
higher benefit is reduced by 4% of any income over that base amount.

197 The Government of Quebec stated that it shared the principles behind the NCB,
but has chosen not to participate.
198 & T hNational Child Benefit: A unique partnership of the Government of Canada,

Provinces and Territories and First Nations , 0 Accessed from
http://www.nationalchildbenefit.ca/ncb/thenati onall.shtml 11 July 2008 .

HCcanada Child Benefits: Benefit8tofuog200 d;& peri od fro
Canada Revenue Agency. Accessed from http://www.cra

arc.gc.ca/E/pub/tg/t4114/t4 114 -08e.pdf 11 July 2008 .
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Figure 4 i How does the NCB work? 110

National Child Benefit Initiative

Government of ‘

Canada
Canada Child
Tax Benefit
Paid to 80% of Canadian
famnilies
\ National Provinces, Territories
Child Benefit and First Nations
Supplement Reinvestments / investments
Targeted to
low-income Flexibility to target savings
families with to programs, benefits, and/or
children services for low-income families
to meet local needs
and priorities
National Child Benefit Supplement (NCBS): The NCBS is paid to
families with incomes below $2 1,287 . A fam ily with one child receives
$168 .75 per month ; for a second child, a family receives $14 9.33 per
month; for each additional chi Id, the amount is $1 42 per month. This

amount is reduced by 12.2% of family net income that is more than
$20,883 for a family with one child, by 23% for a family with two
children, and by 33.3% for families with three or more children.

Child Disability B enefit (CDB) : The CDB is included in the CCTB for
gualified families caring for children under 18 years of age with severe

and prolonged mental or physical impairments. Eligibility is based on

prior approval of an application for a disability tax credit.

The federal investment through the CCTB, including the NCBS, for low -
income families was projected at $6.9  billion in 2007 -2008. ***

MHHow does the NCB work?d Accessed from
http://www.nationalchildbenefit.ca/ncb/thenational2.shtml 11 July 2008.

11 The National Child Benefit Progress R eport 2006 , p 5. Accessed from
http://www.nationalchildbenefit.ca/ncb/Progress_Reports/2006/pdf/ncb_progress_re
port_2006.pdf 11 July 2008.
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UNIVERSAL CHILD CARE BENEFIT 2006

The current government 6s first b utnglentented a May 200C
decision to provide famili es with $1,200 per year per child under six, in

the form of a taxable Universal Child Care Benefit, at an estimated

cost of $10.5 billion over five years.

The UCCB was promoted by the government as
Careo al I"™wance.

CHILD TAX CREDIT 2007

Introduced in the 2007 federal budget, either parent in a two - parent
household can claim the Child Tax Credit . It provides a  $2,000 credit
per child, which means that taxes owing may be reduced by a
maximum of  $306 (in 2007)  per child. ** It is not re fundable, and
therefore does not benefit parents with low incomes who do not owe

taxes.

The Committee understands the value of these transfers to the
recipient families and their children. A re -evaluation of direct support
to all parents through federall y funded transfers could better reflect
both the value of parenting and the costs in providing children with

high -quality early learning opportunities, especially in families with
children with special needs.

4.1.2. DIRECT PROGRAM FUNDING
The federal gove rnment has a greater direct responsibility for on -

reserve First Nations, some Aboriginal peoples, military personnel and
their families, people incarcerated in federal penal institutions, and
refugees and immigrants to Canada. In each of these groups, the re is

an early learning interest and intervention.

FIRST NATIONS AND ABORIGINAL PEOPLES

The Aboriginal population in Canada is growing, young and urban.
Population growth of 45% between 1996 and 2006 pushed the

Y2 KChoice in Child Care Plan. Notes for Remarks o by The Honourable Diane Finley

Minister of Human Resources and Social Development at a Debate on the Speech
from the Throne , Choice in Child Care Plan , House of C ommons, Ottawa, 7 April
2006. Accessed from
http://www.hrsdc.gc.ca/en/corporate/newsroom/speeches/finleyd/060407.shtml

11 July 2008.

" HNew Child Tax Credito, Canada Re vhgpad/wevcgency . Acc
arc.gc.ca/agency/budget/2007/taxcredit -e.html 5 May 2008.

14 HThe History of Federal Child Benefits in Canada .0 Accessed from
http://www.nationalchildbenefit.ca/ncb/Progress_Reports/2006/eng/chapter_1.shtml

11 July 2008.
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numbers of Aboriginal peoples passed the mill ion mark for the first
time reaching 1,172,790. The Aboriginal median age is 13 years
younger than non -Aboriginal: 27 compared to 40 years. Almost half

are under 24, compared with 31 % of the non -Aboriginal population.
Compared to the total Canadian popu lation, Aboriginal peoples have a
higher fertility rate, 2.6 children; 1.5 for non - Aboriginal women. The
portion of very young Aboriginal children (age 0 -4) is t wice that of
non - Aboriginals: 9% compared to 5% and is projected to rise by 28 %
by 2016, compa redtojustl % for the Canadian population.  '*°

The Aboriginal population is also increasingly urban. Over 54% now
live in urban centres. Children and youth make up a particularly large
share. In three urban areas, more than half of the Aboriginal
populatio n was 24 and under: Regina (56%), Saskatoon (55%), and
Prince Albert (56%). Education and labour markets will need to
prepare for this new growth.

Aboriginal peoples are over -represented in most socio  -economic risk

categories, experiencing higher rates of suicide, poverty,
homelessness, disrupted families, unemployment, child and spousal
abuse, admission to foster care, and teen pregnancy. 16 The same is

true for negative child outcomes:
Early child development outcomes are no exception. Incidents of
infan t mortality, premature births and low birth rates, Fetal
Alcohol Spectrum Disorder, behaviour challenges, and cognitive
and language delays are more prevalent in Aboriginal

communities. 7
However , there are dramatic differences between communities. 118
Studi es of First Nations communities in B ritish Columbia , for example,

15 Statistics Canada, The Daily , 15 January 2008. Accessed from
http://www.statcan.ca/Daily/English/080115/d080115a.htm 26 August 2008.

116 canadian Population Health Initiative, Improving the Health of Canadians ,
Canadian Institute of Health Information, 2004, p. 80.

"Jane Bertrand, BFindlaRepadt Nobrthern Affairs Canada
Early Child Development, 31 March 2006, p. 1; M. Turcotte and J. Zhao, A Portrait of
Aboriginal Children Living in Non -reserve Areas: Results from the 2001 Aboriginal

Peoples Survey, Ministry of Industry, 2004, pp. 6, 11, 16.

18 Canadian Population Health In itiative (2004), pp. 17, 83, 84, 116; Statistics
Canada, 2001 Census: Aboriginal Peoples of Canada: A Demographic Profile. Ottawa :
Minister of Industry, 2003; and Paul K é&noms Medliva| Carié to Socia | Care:
Using the BC Atlas Of Child Development to Rethink How we Build Healthy

Commu ni tpresentatiopnto  Breakfast For Learning Provincial Advisory Gathering,
Victoria BC, 19 January 2007.
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find dramatic variations between communities with several rated
higher on indices of child outcomes than the Canadi an average .'*°

As noted above, the OECD identified access to ECEC for Abori ginal

children as an important priority. In 2002, the Federal Strategy on

Early Childhood Development for First Nations and Other Aboriginal

Children was announced to address these very disadvantages. This

initiative provided $320 million over five years t o work towards

integration of federal early childhood development; build capacity and

networks with annual funding to six national Aboriginal organizations

and support t he devel opment of an Abori gi
network (now called Aboriginal Child rends Circl kearrong); Ear |l y
advance research and knowledge, including development of the

Aboriginal Childrends Survey; and make new
existing programs (described in more detail below) and expand efforts

to address Fetal Alcohol S pectrum Disorder in First Nations

communities . **

In fact, o n-r eserve <childrends services are mainl
federal government for funds. Funding formulas and agreements still

exist between communities and three separate federal government

depart ments. How federal government departments work with each

other and with Aboriginal communities to deliver early child

development programs is an issue. Efforts to integrate existing child

care programs and services have been piloted through 17 single -

window service delivery demonstration projects in First Nations

communities testing the impact of streamlined funding, program

reporting and community development.

Nonetheless, t here are b arriers to such programming for Aboriginal
children . The legacy of res idential schools when children were removed

from their parents and placed in institutions haunts Aboriginal
communities. Residential school policy was designed to assimilate
Aboriginal children into mainstream culture by denying them access to

their langua ge, culture and values. The school environment was harsh

and high rates of tuberculosis and mortality were common A
Consequently , even now, group programs for children, particularly

19 Clyde Hertzman, Closing Address to the CARS National Co nference, Winnipeg,
Manitoba, 22 February 2008.
120 HRSDC, PHAC, and INAC (2007) , p. 28.

12l canadian Population Health Initiative, 2004; M. Greenwood, Aboriginal child care
in review. Interaction ,Vol.1 3, N o. 4, 2000. Canadian Child Care Federation, 2000,
pp. 15 -18.
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those operated or influenced by non - Aboriginals, are often viewed with
suspicion .'#

Further, a s provinces developed their child care services and
mechanisms, most did not extend their services to First Nation
communities.  As well, First Nation families often move back and fort h
between their reserve and off -reserve communities , stumbling over
jurisdictional barriers as they do, as the federal government has taken

the position that only issues identified in the Indian Act are formally
federal responsibilities, while the provinc ial governments  will provide
services on reserve  only if they are reimbursed .'* A comprehensive
review of Aboriginal child care notes that the absence of legislation and
policies specific to First Nations in both federal and provincial
jurisdictions has created a critical shortage and disparity in quality

child care services for Aboriginal people. 124

Barriers surrounding the recruitment and retention of qualified staff
that challenge child care services across Canada are magnified for
Aboriginal communities. Several studies point to the need for new
approaches to the training of Aboriginal teachers.

As well, t here are few resources to guide -culturally appropriate
learning for Aboriginal children. Almost 30%  of Aboriginal peoples
reported that they had enough knowledge of an Aboriginal language to

carry on a c onversation .** Among children, only 16% spoke an
Aboriginal language in 2001, down seven percentage points from

1996 .'?° Learning materials reflective of Aboriginal cultures are scare.
Under -resourced educators are left to create materials or translate
Englis h- or French -language books and songs. '

122 M. Greenwood, An overview of the development of Aboriginal early childhood

services in Canada . ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 456 954. 2001.

123 M. Greenwood, Voices from the field T An aboriginal view on child care.
Encyclopedia on  Early Childhood Development [online].: R.E. Tremblay , R.G. Barr,
R. DeV. Peters (eds.) , Centre of Excellence for Early Childhood Development, 2004|
Accessed from .  http:/ /www.excellence -
earlychildhood.ca/documents/GreenwoodANG.pdf 16 May 2008.

124 Margo Greenwood , Aboriginal Child Care in Review  (Part One) , 2003. Accessed
from http://www.cccf -

fcsge.ca/practice/programming/aboriginalchildcarepartl_en.htm 18 August 2008.

1% gtatistics Canada , Aboriginal Peoples in Canada in 2006: Inuit, Métis and First

Nations, 2006 Census, 2008, p. 8.

% canadian Council on L e anngin@apada: NSTimefoe of Lear
Comp | ac eReportproLearning in Canada 2007 , 2007), p. 69.

127 Exceptions to this practice can be found in Nunavut and Northwest Territories,

where the literacy councils are developing original materials in Inuktitut and other

First Nations languages respectively.
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While Aboriginal communities have identified early childhood programs
as a prime means to promote healing and preserve Native language
and culture , Aboriginal children are among the least well served in
Canada. **® For example, there are 257 First Nations communities
without access to child care and many more communities do not have

enough spaces to support even 20% of children from birth to 6 years
of age .*®
An overview of the number of child care spaces available fo llows:
Table 3 - On-reserve child care centr es by province/territory i 2006 '
Province/Territory by Number of Regulated by Provincial Federal Funding
Provincial/ Federal funding on-reserve Prov/Territory  Funding

centres
Newfoundland & Labrador 2 On request Yes Yes
Prince Edward Island 1" No No Yes
Nova Scotia 13 No No Yes
New Brunswick 7 On request No Yes
Quebec 43 Yes Yes Yes
Ontario 64 Yes Yes " Yes "
Manitoba 62 Yes Yes Yes
Saskatchewan 78 No No Yes
Alberta 31 No iv Yes " Yes
British Columbia 92 Yes Yes Yes
Northwest Territories 51 Yes Yes Yes
Nunavut 45 Yes Yes Yes
Yukon Territory 67 Yes Yes Yes

i. Off-reserve child care centres and family child care agencies serving Aboriginal families are available in
some provinces/territories.

ii. This represents an unlicensed kindergarten centre.

iii. Provincial funding is available through agreements between the federal government and Ontario and
Alberta.

iv. On-reserve child care centres are eligible for federal government funding equivalent to parent subsidies
if provincial licensing standards are met.

v. NT (outside Yellowknife) and NU are made up of Dene and Inuit communities. These figures represent
all centres in the two territories.

vi. There are no reserves in YT; information refers to child care operated by Aboriginal communities.

Source: Childcare Resource and Research Unit: The Big Picture 2007

128 Monica Lysack, Executive Director, Child Care Advocacy Association of Canada,
Evidence, 20 April 2007 .
129 National Council of Welfare,  First Nations, Métis and Inuit Children and Youth:

Time to Act , 2007, p. 46.
54



As noted above , four federal departments or agencies are responsible

for the delivery of early learning programs to Aboriginal peoples:

Health Canada, Human Resources and Social Development Canada,
Indian and Northern Affairs Canada, and the Public Health Age ncy of
Canada. These initiatives and programs include: Aboriginal Head

Start, both on -reserve and in urban and northern neighbourhoods;

First Nations and Inuit Child Care Initiative (FNICCI); transfers to
provincial ministries responsible for child care i n Alberta and Ontario
for the provision of on -reserve early childhood programming; and
funding for maternal health programs with particular attention to Fetal

Alcohol Spectrum Disorder, which affects Aboriginal children
disproportionately, through the Publ ic Health Agency of Canada, First
Nations and Inuit Health Branch.

Aboriginal Head Start: Both Aboriginal Head Start programs (on -
reserve, and in urban and Northern communities) are targeted to

children from birth to age 6, to help prepare them for the sc hool years,
Aby meeting their emotional, soci al, he
psychol ogic®l needs. 0

Aboriginal Head Start On Reserve (AHSOR) is targeted to First Nations
children who live on -reserve, and their families. The program is
delivered in more than 3 00 sites, and received more than $50 million

in 2005 -06, though not all was expended for this purpose and was
reallocated to regional health priorities. 181 Approximately 9,000
children participated in the AHSOR Program. Training is provided for
outreach an d home visit workers in smaller communities and for asset
mapping, family support and nutrition. The Department also enhanced

the AHSOR capital infrastructure by spending $7.6 million to support
capital projects.

Federal officials reported to the Committ ee on the benefits accruing
from this program:

To date, some additional observed benefits of the program

include a positive change in children's attitudes as they learn to

socialize and utilize the basic skills they require in school; First

Nation language development and use; the provision of

nutritious foods for children and the education of their parents

and staff about the relationship between nutrition and a child's

capacity to learn and develop. Promoting physical activity is a

key curriculum componen t at all sites, often in response to the

130 HRSDC, PHAC, and | NAC (2007), p. 28.
131 |bid.

55



growing concern regarding the early onset of type 2 diabetes.
(lan Potter, Assistant Deputy Minister, First Nations and Inuit
Health Branch, Health Canada, Evidence, 25 April 2007)

Aboriginal Head Start for Urban and Northern Communities: There are
more than 140 sites where this program is operati  onal, involving
almost 4,500 children, with a budget of more than $30 million. 132 ts

mandate is to:

o foster the spiritual, emotional, intellectual and physical growth of
the child ;

o foster a desire inth e child for life long learning;
support parents and guardians as the prime teachers and
caregivers of their children, making sure parents/caregivers play a

key role in the planning, development, operatio n and evaluation of
th e program;

e recognize and support extended families in te aching and caring for
children;

e make sure the local Aboriginal community is involved in the
planning, development, operation and evaluation of the program;

e make sure the initiative works with and is supported by the other

community programs and services; and

e ensure the human and financial resources are used in the best way
possible to produce positive outcomes and experiences for
Aboriginal children, parents, families and communities. 133

The Committee  heard evidence of the contribution early childhood
learning can make in Northern communities:
Early childhood education programs in Northern communities do
more than provide care while parents work or train; they have
the capacity to pass on the knowledge , values and beliefs of
Inuit ancestors. At their best, programs in the early years give
children hope, strength and pride in who they are as Inuit.
(Jennifer Dickson, Executive Director, Pauktuutit Inuit Women of
Canada, Evidence, 1 June 2007)

In New Bru nswick only, the federal government funds First Nation

Child and Family Services Head Start in 15 locations, providing just

over $1.4 million for centre - and home -based care. The programs
objectives are fAé to maintain the sttrength

132 bid., p, 35.
¥ HAAboriginal Head St ar t.0Acdsseddrona rhttpOwwaviphac e w
aspc.gc.ca/dca -dea/programs -mes/ah s_overview_e.html#npg 28 April 2008 .
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children facing physical, emotional, social and/or educational
deprivation; and protect childreW from har mf

The increasing demand for early learning opportunities for urban
Aboriginal children was emphasized before the Committee:
Current social and economic trends, including mobility,
increasing urbanization and urban Aboriginal women's
increasing education and economic independence are
transforming Aboriginal family structures and spurring the

demand for more organized early learning , child care and
education services. (Alfred J. Gay, Policy Analyst, National
Association of Friendship Centres , Evidence, 1 June 2007 )

The Committee heard direct evidence of the inadequacy of Head Start
funding to meet the need or even fund existing prog rams that are
based on the model:

The Lillooet Friendship Centre kids first program (GB6) is not an

Aboriginal Head Start initiative. It is as close to being a Head

Start program as possible without Head Start funding. We

support and believe in the model . There are only opportunities

for a few communities across this nation to have a Head Start

program. (Kama Steliga, Executive Director, Lillooet Friendship

Centre, Evidence , 3 April 2008)

The inadequate supply of Head Start programs and spaces was also
flagged by the Advisor to the Minister of Health for Child and Youth
Health in her recent report ; that report established the modest goal of
providing Head Start programming up to 25% of Aboriginal children
on- and off -reserve within five years , up fromth e current18% .'*

To reach this goal of programming for an increasing proportion of
Aboriginal children, sufficient resources could be allocated through
Aboriginal Head Start; child care and family support programs funded

through First Nations and Inuit Chi Id Care Initiatives; and health -
related supports to expectant and new mothers.

First Nations and Inuit Child Care Initiative . This initiative is funded
through Aboriginal Human Resources Development Strategy (AHRDS),
for First Nations and Inuit children o f parents entering the labour
market or who have entered into a training program. It was
anticipated that 7,500 child care spaces would be created and

¥ AAboriginal Human Resources Development Strategyo,

Report on Plans and Priorites, 2006 -2007 , retrieved from  http://www.tbs -
sct.gc.cal/rpp/0607/HRSDC ~ -RHDSC/HRSDC -RHDSCO08_e.asp#hi 28 April 2008 .
135 Leitch (2008), p. 8.
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supported through this program in the last fiscal year. 1% The AHRDS
is administered by Service Canada th rough 80 Aboriginal
organizations.

Transfers to Alberta and Ontario for on -reserve child care : The federal
government provides child care on -reserve in Ontario and Alberta by
transferring funds to the responsible ministries in those governments,

who then provide child care to First Nations children in accordance

with their standards and regulations for all child care centres.

In Alberta, more than 800 on -reserve spaces are funded through this
agreement, in 17 sites, at a cost of just over $4 million in 2 005 -06. (Of
this amount, just over $1 million was transferred to the Government of

Alberta to cover subsidies to parents.) 187

In Ontario, almost 3,000 spaces are funded in more than 50 First
Nations, at a cost of over $15 million in 2005 -06. 18

Innovative practices are emerging in Aboriginal programs and
communities across Canada . Some address the more general
recommendations of the OECD for greater parental and community
involvement, for improved quality, and for integration with the school
system . All address the need for better access to ECEC for Aboriginal
children and families. Brief descriptions are appended to this report as
Appendix 2.

Both the changing relationships between governments and Aboriginal
self-government organizations and the creativ e approaches being
developed within Aboriginal communities to meet the development
needs of their children would be supported by continued efforts by the
appropriate federal departments (Health Canada, Human Resources

and Social Development Canada, Indian and Northern Affairs Canada,
and the Public Health Agency of Canada) to develop more coherent
programs for early child development and learning and parental
supports. A meeting of these departments with their provincial and
territorial counterparts, Aborig inal organizations, and community
elders and leaders, co uld support the development of a more coherent
set of policies and programs to support Aboriginal children and youth

and their families, wherever they live in Canada.

1% HRSDC, PHAC, and | NAC (2007), p. 34.
137 bid., p. 92.
138 1bid., p. 33.
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MILITARY FAMILIES

The Department of National Defence/Canadian Forces provides
community based child care and related supports for military families.
Services operated by a non -profit board include: child and youth
programs; parent/caregiver education and support; casual and respite
child care; emergency care for families in crisis.

Funding for emergency respite child care for the first 72 hours is
provided by National Headquarters under specific administrative
guidelines. For care beyond 72 hours, fees are geared to income, with
fami lies paying a minimum of 50% of cost with incomes below
$40,000 and full costs at incomes over $65,000.

Canadian military personnel and their families are supported by
Military Family Resource Centres (MFRCs). As of 2008, there were 43

such centres locat ed in Canada and abroad. Their mandate covers four

areas of programs and services: child/ly outh development and
parenting support ; p ersonal development and community i ntegration ;
family  separation and reunion ; and p revention, support and
intervention.

Some centres provide child care directly, while others provide
information and support to parents choosing child care that is offered
in the broader community.

Staff of child care centres in 34 MFRCs were surveyed in 2004, as part
of an assessment of child care needs among military families. The
assessment provided the following summary of these survey results:

e Licensed group child care is being widely accessed by CF families
both on and off base.

e Few families benefit from child care subsidies.

The hours o f service during which care is offered tends to be
from6:30 a.m.to6 p.m.

e There is very little evening and weekend care available to
families and virtually no overnight care.

e These restricted hours of care are not flexible enough to meet
the unique needs of CF families in terms of shift work, non -
traditional work hours, and deployment.

¢ While MFRCs do play a major role in providing child care services
they also work in collaboration with other service providers in
order to provide referrals and advertise o ther services.

¥AMIilitary Families.oSdAcciescse dPifo@mam

http://www.familynavigator.ca/en/Military 18 April 2008 .
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e More than half of all MFRCs maintain a registry of either licensed
and/or non - licensed child care agencies and individual home
care providers in the community 10

The report concluded that child care was a high priority for Canadian

ForcesFami | i es: AThere iIis a demonstrated gap
availability of child care services. Action must be taken quickly given

the urgency surrounding the need for child care services expressed by

survey respondents. o0 't r ecomomeoaovideesd col |
and users to meet this need, and called on federal and provincial

governments to  provide the funding necessary. 1

Other federally funded programs are intended to support families
through deployment, separation and reunification. Examples of su ch
services are:
¢ information packages related to deployment and separation;
e briefings and information sessions related to deployment and
separation;
e peer support groups;
e telephone contact with CF families to see how they're coping
with separation or reunio  n;
e workshops on coping strategies related to deployment and
separation;
social events for spouses/partners, children and teens; and
e resource libraries.

In 2005 -06, the federal government funding for services for children of
military personnel aged 0 to 6 years was $4 million. ' At a summit
held in January 2009, the Canadian Forces Child Care Advisory
Committee made two recommendations: that child care be identified

as one of six priorities to fulfill the Canadian Forces Family Covenant,

b

ab

and that fundsbe designated to i mplement and sustai

infrastructure and human resources for a quality Canadian Forces -wide
child care*system. o

“HAn Assessment of the Need for Licensed Group Child

Familiesodo, report commi ssioned by MilitaryrFamily
Research and Education in Human Services, 2004, p. 5

Y1 bid.

HAMIilitary Family ServiceAdessedfromm there for you
http://www.forces.gc.ca/hr/cfpn/engraph /5_07/5_07_cfpn_mil __-fams_e.asp 18 April

2008.

143 Martha Friendly, Jane Beach, Carolyn Ferns, Michelle Turiano, ECE in Canada

2006 , 7th edition, Childcare Resource and Research Unit (CRRU), June 2007, p. 21

144 Canadian Forces Child Care Advisory Committee, ACF Child Care: The Way

Ahead, 0 presentation to Canadian Forces (CF) Family
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FEDERAL PRISONERS

In Canada, as of 2004, approximately 25,000 children ha d a mother in
jail or prison. *** More r ecently , a mother sentenced to a federal prison
while in the early stages of pregnancy gave birth to her child, and was

moved to a prison with the needed space for a Mother - Child Program.
This shone light on a program that has been in place more than ten
years.

The objective of t hi ® prpvide gar aupportive s né
environment that fosters and promotes stability and continuity for the

mother -c hi I d r el @ Wnshitph.ed fbest interests of
its -Bpmi@ent consi der at i o lows,forditheefullp rtimgr am al
or part -time co -location of mothers and their young children. Full -time
residency is possible only until the chil dods

The program is based upon assessments by local child welfare
authorities or other agencies in the nearby community, and relies on
their on -going involvement with the mother and child. It also requires

the establishment of a Parenting Agreement for the inmate, which
provides the framework for the program. Occasional babysitting may

be provided by o ther inmates, who have received approval for this role
from prison authorities. No spending allocation was available for this
program.

| MMIGRANTS AND REFUGE ~ ES

The Ministry of Citizenship and Immigration provides funding for

Language Instruction for Newcom ers to Canada (LINC). The program,

offered across Canada, provides basic language training in one of

Canadads of ficial | anguages t o adul t newcc
participation in Canadian society.

A child care component helps parents or legal guard lans attend LINC
classes by covering the cost of either licensed day care or on -site child
care. The program includes informal on -site arrangements or spaces in
local licensed child care centres. This is available for children aged 6
months to 6 years.

2009. Accessed from

https://www.cfp __sa.com/en/psp/DMFS/docs/Child%20care%20presentation%20DRAF
T%20E.ppt#385,9,Slide%209 16 March 2009.

145 Alison Cunningham and Linda Baker, filnvisible Victims: The Children of Women in
Prison, Voices for Childreno, 2004.
HInstitutio@mil MoPh&gmrminsdsi oner 6s Directive 768, 200C¢
Accessed from http://www.csc  -scc.gc.caltext/plcy/cdshtm/768cd -eng.shtml 28 April

2008. Further information on this program is drawn from this directive, unless

otherwise cited.
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4.1 .3. TRANSFERS TO PROVINCE S AND TERRITORIES

Transfers from the federal to provincial and territorial governments for
purposes related to early childhood development began in the 1960s
with the Canada Assistance Plan, and have continued in a variety of
forms since. These transfers are described, in chronological order,
below.

COMMUNITY ACTION PROGRAM FOR CHILDREN (CAPC) /C ANADA PRENATAL
NUTRITION PROGRAM (CPNP) 1993

At the 1990 United Nations World Summit for Children, Canada agreed

to invest in the well  -bein g of vulnerable children. This resulted in the
establishment of the Child Development Initiative. In 1993, the
Government of Canada created the Community Action Program for
Children (CAPC), the largest program of this initiative. The following
year, the Government then created the Canada Prenatal Nutrition
Program (CPNP).

The two programs share a management structure (a series of
administrative protocols signed at the Ministerial level, which identify

the funding priorities and set out the terms and cond itions for
managing the program in each province or territory), and principles :

children first, equity and accessibility, community based, strengthening

and supporting families, flexibility, and partnerships. They are

managed jointly by the federal and pr ovincial/territorial governments
through provincially based Joint Management Committees with
representatives from the regionally -based office of the Public Health

Agency of Canada (PHAC), the ministries of health or social services of
the respective provin  cial or territorial governments, and local health
authorities and community organizations.

Both CAPC and the CPNP are supported by PHAC. Health Canada is
still the department responsible for managing the Canada Prenatal
Nutrition Program for Aboriginal peoples living on -reserve.

Community Ac tion Program for Children (CAPC) supports projects that
deliver a set of integrated health and social programs designed to
meet the developmental needs of children between the ages of 0 and

6. The projects target po pulations that are seen as most likely to be

at risk, including families with low incomes; families headed by
teenage parents; Métis, Inuit and off -reserve First Nations children;
children who are recent immigrants or refugees; children who live in
remote or isolated communities; children with developmental delays,
social, emotional or behavioural problems; and children who have
experienced abuse or neglect.
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Projects are community -based and are implemented through
partnerships with local social service pro viders and volunteers. In
2005 -06, there were 440 CAPC projects in 3000 communities across
Canada, helping 67,884 children and their families. That same year,

the CAPC received $60,867, 980 in funding.  Each province or territory
receives an allocation of $ 500,000 per year to allow for one major
project. The remaining funding is allocated based upon the proportion

of children aged 0 -6 in each province or territory.

Canada P renatal Nutrition Program (CPNP) is delivered through two
different streams: the PHAC and the First Nations and Inuit Health
Branch (FNIHB) at Health Canada. FNIHB is responsible for delivering

the Canada Prenatal Nutrition Program to all women who live in First

Nations, Inuvialuit and Inuit communities, who are pregnant or have

infants u p to one year of age. The FNIHB program aims to support
projects that improve the diets of pregnant and breastfeeding women,
increase access to information and services on nutrition, and increase
the number of women who breastfeed and the length of time th ey
breastfeed, or increase knowledge and skill -building opportunities for
both participants and program workers.

The approximately 450 projects are community -based and delivered in
partnership with local organizations. In 2005 -2006, the FNIHB
program re ceived $9.3 million in funding was able to help
approximately 9,000 First Nations, Inuvialuit and Inuit women living in

their communities.

The PHAC is responsible for delivering the CPNP to pregnant women
facing difficult life circumstances, which coul d threaten their health and
the development of their babies. Aboriginal women living outside of
their communities, as well immigrant women are given special priority.

The program aims to support community -based projects that improve
maternal and infant h  ealth, reduce the incidence of unhealthy birth
weights, promote and support breastfeeding, build partnerships, or
strengthen community supports for pregnant women.

With an annual budget of approximately $30 million, the PHAC
component of the program supp orts 330 projects, involving
approximately 50,000 women across the country. These projects are

also funded by in kind contributions from local partnership
organizations.
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CAPC/CPNP National Projects Fund  was established in 1997 to support
both  CAPC and C PNP. It is supplementary to the main funding
mechanisms, and seeks to support specific CAPC and CPNP projects
designed to generate knowledge and action about children, families,

and the role of communities in supporting families. These projects

must be t ime -limited and national in scope and implemented by non -
profit organizations. The main objectives of the National Projects Fund

are:

e to support CAPC/CPNP projects through training on specific issues,

resource development and information sharing an d disse mination;
e to encourage the establishment of a national network of
community -based childrenés programs; and

e to disseminate the knowledge accumulated through the delivery of
CAPC and CPNP projects to other projects and communities.

e The National Projects Fu nd is managed by a National Working
Group of program consultants from each of the seven regions of the
PHAC. This group makes recommendations to the National Office,
which operates with a $1.9 million Grants and Contributions budget.

The Committee heard s trong support for continuing funding of these
programs:

Those are federal programs for the early childhood years and we

have strong data which supports those programs. The limiting

step is a dollar issue. | would encourage the federal government

to continu e to support and expand those particular programs.

They reach their mark. They work with very disadvantaged

communities, Aboriginal and non -Aboriginal. Aboriginal Head
Start has two versions, on  -reserve and off -reserve. They are
both successful and respons ive to local communities. (Hilliel

Goelman, Director, Human Early Learning Partnership (HELP),
Council for Early Child Development, Evidence, 30 May 2007)

CANADA SOCIAL TRANSFER 1995

In 1995, the federal government replaced the Canada Assistance Plan

(a co st-shared agreement in which the federal government paid 50%

of provincial and territorial expenses on social assistance and social
services) and Established Program Financing (which provided per -
capita block -funding for health and post -secondary education to
provincial and territorial governments) with a single Ca nada Health
and Social Transfer , which was entirely per -capita block fundin g.**’

Early childhood learning is included in CHST transfers, explicitly so
after the development of Early Childhood Devel opment Initiative, in

147 Amounts of other more general transfe rs to provincial governments may not be
established on a per -capita basis.
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2000. (This initiative is described in more detail below.) As part of the

initiative, the federal government added $2.2 billion to the CHST, with

a commitment to continue to do so through to 2005 -2006. *® Existing
funding for early ch ildhood development and early learning and child

care transferred to provinces and territories through the Canada Social

Transfer has been extended to 2013 -2014. ®

In 2003, the CHST was separated into two transfers: the Canada

Health Transfer and the Cana  da Social Transfer (CST). The latter was

to cover transfers for social and post -secondary education spending. In
2006 -07, the federal government transferred $8.5 billion in the
Canada Social Transfer to provincial and territorial governments. 150
This amou nt will grow by 3% annually beginning in 2009 -2010. ™

NATIONAL CHILDREN (5 AGENDA 1997

In January 1997, the federal -provincial -territorial Council on Social
Policy Renewal asked health and social service ministries to explore
possibilities for a National Chi Idren's Agenda. By August of that year,
at the ir annual conference, Premiers expressed "strong support” for
such an agreement, as part of their social policy renewal  efforts. **

In the Speech from the Throne in June 1997, the Governor General
said:
The fed eral, provincial and territorial governments agreed in
January 1997 to work together to develop the National
Children's Agenda, a comprehensive strategy to improve the
well - being of Canada'’s children.

Federal, provincial and territorial governments will w ork
together to develop this broader agenda for children, including
clear outcome measures by which to gauge success. 153

148 Stephen Laurent and Francois Vaillancourt, Federal - Provincial Transfers for Social
Programs in Canada , IRPP Working Paper number 2004 -07, Institute for Research on
Public Policy, July 2004, p. 6.

149 Rjust the Facts - Children and Families: Child Care ,0 Human Resources and Social
Development Canada, Accessed from
http://www.hrsdc.gc.ca/en/corporate/facts/children_families.shtml#child_care

14 July 2008 .

%0 public Accounts 2007,  Volum e II, Finance 9.6.

“I'AJust the Facts: Children and Familiesbo.

2 35Backgr ouMalteironal Childrenés Agenda, ©6 Accessed from
http://www.unionsociale.gc.ca/nca/ncal_e.html 14 July 2008.

153 % S p e efrorh the Throne to Open the First Session Thirty -Sixth Parliament

of Canada, o0 1997. hthdwwepmed fr om

bcp.gc.cal/index.asp?lang=  eng&page=information&sub=publications&doc=sft -

ddt/1997_e.htm 14 July 2008.
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The federal government committed to three new initiatives: the

establ i shment of Centres of Excell ence
understanding of children's development and well -being and to

i mprove our ability to respond to their nee:
Head Start program onto reserves; and measurement and reporting on

fthe readiness of Canadi &n children to | earn.

The Subcommittee on Pop ulation Health heard of the important
contribution of the centres of excellence a decade later, and the
linkages that have resulted between population health and early
childhood learning:
| want to point out the centres of excellence for children,
because that is really a very important asset in terms of
synthesis of information. We have a knowledge hub on early
childhood development in Montreal 0 the Centre of Excellence
for Early Childhood Development 0 that is connected to the
work with Clyde Hertzman th at is connected to the social
determinants of health. (Dr. Sylvie Stachenko, Public Health
Agency of Canada, Evidence, 22 March 2007)

Hosted by | Universit € de Montr éal, the Centre of Excellence for Early
Childhood Development  (CEECD) is a clearing house for organizations
and individuals interested in promoting healthy child development.

The centre conducts research on child development from conception to

age five; identifies and synthesizes the best scientific work in the field;
disseminates findings to service providers, and policymakers; makes
recommendations on the services and policies needed to ensure
optimum early childhood development; and consults with governments

and services providers.

The centre publishes the Encyclopedia on Early Childhood

Development , an online resource compiled by national and
international experts that covers a wide range of early development
topics, including aggression and p arenting skills. More than 270

authors from 11 countries have contributed to this uniqgue and
acces sible resource, which is designed to be expanded and updated as
new knowledge emerges.

The CEECD also works with the Canadian Council on Learningds (CCL
recentl y established Early Childhood Learning Knowledge C entre,

which is building a national network of experts to identify priorities for

research, identify best practices, and create networks to ensure that

%4 bid.
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the most current knowledge about early childhood learning is shared
across Canada .

NATIONAL CHILD BENEFIT 1998

As noted above, while the government of Canada provides income
benefits to individual families, the provincial/territorial governments

and First Nations were meant to reinvest funds that they previously
allocated to social assistance recipients. In particular, the funds
reinvested were to be  allocated to the following program areas:

Achil d/ day care initiatives;
child benefits and earned income supplements;
early childhood services and children -at-risk services;

supplementary health benefits;

youth initiatives; and

other NCB programs, bene fits and services (e.g., literacy,
empl oyment suppor®™ programs). 0

The following tables report on how much of the NCB reinvestments
combined with new investments by provincial and territorial
governments were spent on child care initiatives:

Table 4 - Reinvestments and new investments by provincial and territorial
governments  on child care initiatives 156
2003-2004  2004-2005 2005-2006  2006-2007

Expenditures Expenditures Estimates Estimates
Provincial/territorial expenditures $242.0 $251.7 $267.4 $282.4
Percentage of total NCB reinvestments 27.3% 28.0% 30.6% 33.3%
and investments
Table 5 - Reinvestments and new investments by provincial and territorial
governments  on early childh  ood and children  -at -risk services ~ **’
2003-2004 2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007
Expenditures Expenditures Estimates Estimates
Provincial/territorial expenditures $139.9 51508 S157.0 5162.8
Percentage of total NCB reinvestments 15.8% 16.8% 18.0% 19.2%

and investments

1% The National Child Benefit Progress Report 2005, p. 3. Accessed from
http://www.nationalchildbenefit.ca/ncb/Progress_Reports/2005/pdf/ncb_progress_re

port_2005.pdf 11 July 2008.
1% The National Ch ild Benefit Progress Report 2006  , Table 4, p. 14. Accessed from
http://www.nationalchildbenefit.ca/ncb/Progress_Reports/2006/pdf/ncb_progress_re

port_2006.pdf 11 July 2008.
57 |pid.
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While the breakdown by component is not available for the First

Nations reinvestment and investment, also permitted by the National

Child Benefit tax benefits, the total amount reinvested in 200 6-2007
was estimated a t$ 48.3 million.

SocIAL UNION FRAMEWORK AGREEMENT (SUFA) 1999

In 1999, the federal, provincial and territorial governments (except
Quebec which agreed in principle but did not sign) agreed to a new set

of arrangements for funding in areas of mutual intere st and concern.
It set out to provide a framework for creating roughly comparable,
adequately funded social services to meet the needs of Canadians. 158

The first two priorities identified by the signatory governments were
services for Canadians with disabi lities, and childhood development.

EARLY CHILDHOOD DEVELOPMENT I NITIATIVE (2000 )

One of the first agreements after the introduction of SUFA, the Early
Childhood Development Initiative committed the federal government

to spending $2.2 billion in early child hood development over five
years, starting in 2001 -2002. **°

Provincial and territorial governments agreed to use this increased

funding to

efipromote healthy pregnancy, birth and infar
e improve parenting and family supports,

¢ strengthen early childho  od development, learning and care, and

estrengthen communi®ty supports. o

The agreement did not require spending in all areas. In the first years,
less than 10%  was used for child care and only six of 13 governments
invested in regulated care. None of the biggest provinces 98 Alberta,

British Columbia and Ontario o did. **

First Ministers also made a joint commitment to report annually on

At heir i nvest ment s and progressao wi t h res
3A Framework to Improve the Social Union for Canadi
theGovernment of Canada and the Governments of the Pro

News release, February 4, 1999. Accessed from

http://www.unionsociale.gc.ca/news/020499 e.html 14 July 2008.

1 Gover nment of Canada, fAEarly CBak#hboodnDevelopment
September 2000. Accessed from http://www.unionsociale.gc.ca/nca/ecd -

back_e.html 14 July 2008.

190 bid.

181 C R R U The Early Chi Idhood Development Agreement: Provincial initiatives and

spending allocations, 2001 - 2002, 6 200 1.
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identified above, t o Nndevel op irgjomtlyar ed fr a
agreed comparable indicators to permit each government to report on
progress in improving and expanding early childhood development
programs and services,o0O and to report publ
these indicators. '
Table 6 - Cash Transfers in Support of the Early Childhood Development
Agreement ($ millions) 163

2001-02|2002-03/2003-04(2004-05/2005-06|2006-07|2007-08 Total
Newfoundland and Labrador 5.1 6.6 8.2 8.1 8.0 7.8 7.7 51.5
Prince Edward Island 1.3 1.7 2.2 2.2 2.1 2.1 2.1 13.8
Nova Scotia 9.0 11.9 14.8 14.7 14.5 14.3 14.2 93.5
New Brunswick 7.3 9.6 11.9 11.8 11.6 11.5 11.4 75.0
Quebec 71.6 95.0 118.3 118.0 117.7 | 117.3 117.0 754.9
Ontario 115.0 154.2 193.5 194.0 194.4 | 194.4 194.9 1,240.4
Manitoba 11.1 14.7 18.3 18.3 18.2 18.1 18.0 116.8
Saskatchewan 9.7 12.7 15.7 15.6 15.4 15.1 15.0 99.1
Alberta 29.6 39.7 49.9 50.1 50.7 51.6 51.8 323.4
British Columbia 39.4 52.5 65.6 65.7 65.9 66.1 66.2 421.4
Yukon 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 3.1
Northwest Territories 0.4 0.5 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.6 0.6 4.2
Nunavut 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 3.0
TOTAL 300.0 400.0 500.0 500.0 500.0 500.0 500.0 3,200.0
Note: Figures are based on Statistics Canada population estimates up to 2006 -07
and projections for 2007  -08. Figures beyond 2003 -04 are subject to revision up on
periodic release of Statistics Canada official population estimates. Totals may not add
due to rounding.
MULTILATERAL FRAMEWORK ON EARLY LEARNING AND CHILD CARE (2003 )
The 2003 Multilateral Framework Agreement on Early Learning and
Child Care focused di rectly on pre -school child care. It permitted the
provinces and territories to select from a broad spending menu:
information provision, fee subsidies, quality assurance systems, capital
and operating grants, training and professional development, and
wage enhancements. Funding could go to commercial as well as non -
profit providers.
It also identified principles of effective approaches to early learning
and child care: availability and accessibi lity, quality, inclusion, and
parental choice. **
Finally, th e Agreement contained more explicit commitments with
respect to reporting:
2 AFirst Ministerso6 Meeting Communi qu® on Early Chilc
September 11, 2000, from Social Union website. Accessed from
http://www.unionsociale.gc.ca/news/110900_e.html 16 July 2008.
183 HRSDC, PHAC, and INAC (2007) , p. 4. Accessed from
http://www.socialunio n.ca/ecdelcc_ae/2007/en/a_e_report.pdf 16 July 2008.
YAMul tilateral Framework Agr eemPHAC,aodINd@pended in HRS

(2007) , p. 73 -74.
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Ministers will report annually to Canadians on all early learning and
child care programs and services as defined in this Framework,
beginning with a baseline report for 2002 1 2003. Reports will include:

e descriptive and expenditure information on all early learning and child
care programs and services;

e indicators of availability, such as number of spaces in early learning
and child care settings broken down by age of child and type o
setting;

e indicators of affordability, such as number of children receiving
subsidies, income and social eligibility for fee subsidies, and maximum
subsidy by age of child; and

e indicators of quality, such as training requirements, child -caregiver
ratios and group size, where available. 165

A recent government -funded review of the reporting of governments
concluded that the commitments made in 2000 have not been
honoured by most governments:
[F] ew governments have clear public reporting that allows the
publ ic to easily track progress throughout the required reporting
period (2000/01 through 2005/06). None meet all of the
performance and reporting requirements outlined in the FPT
Agreements. This central finding is highlighted by the fact that
of the 13 juris dictions reviewed, 8 are missing reports for one or
more of the required years so the public cannot track all of the
federal transfers and total investments in child care services. 166

This report highlighted that reporting requirements were to the

A publof eadh government, not their legislatures or through the
federal government, and that the agreements were political in nature,

not legally binding. ' Within that context, the report made specific
recommendations to governments with respect to reporting and
accountability:  improve reporting to make  the reports more accessible,

clear, comprehensiveness and comparabl e; involve stakeholders
(including legislators) setting goals, developing plans and monitoring
results; focus on a few critical indicators; establ ish targets and
benchmarks ; and have the reports audited. 168

185 bid., p. 75.

186 | ynell Anderson and Tammy Findlay, Making the Connections: Using Public

Reporting to Track  the Progress on Child Care Services in Canada , Child Care
Advocacy Association of Canada , 2007, p. 4.

187 |bid, p. 8.

188 |bid. pp. 5 -6.
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MOVING CANADA FORWARD : FOUNDATIONS i AN EARLY LEARNING AND CHILD
CARE PROGRAM (2004 )

In October 2004, the same month that the OECD released its final

report reviewing the Canadian child care system , the federal
government announced the AFoundationso

prog

buildingofaCanada -wi de system of early |l eda®ning

AGREEMENTS -IN -PRINCIPLE ON EARLY LEARNING AND CHILD CARE 2005, AND
CANADA - QUEBEC AGREEMENT ON EARLY LEARNING AND CHILD CARE

This was followed in February 2005 by a n agreement among federal,
provincial and territorial governments outlining the principles on which

such a system should be founded: quality, universally inclusive,

accessible and developmental, or AQUADO. I n i1its 2005
federal government earmarked $5 billion over five years in support.

Between April and November 2005, the Government of Canada

negotiated interim bilateral agreements with all 10 provinces, although

only three final agreement s (Ontario, Manitoba and Quebec) were

signed before the 2006 election was called.

Recognizing the gains already made by Quebec, its agreement was

confined to funding. The other provincial documents outlined plans for

meeting the QUAD goals. The agreement s included a provision
all owing either party to withdraw upon

The committee heard praise for these agreements:
The strength of the Early Learning and Childcare Agreements -in-
Principle that were signed in 2005 was the flexibility to do things
differently in different provinces. What is right for Toronto might
not be right for rural Saskatchewan. (Dr. Kevin Milligan,
Assistant Professor, University of British Columbia, Evidence , 6
June 2007)

The new gover nment gave 0neonyhese ragreementyt i c e

which expired the following year.

CHILD CARE SPACES | NITIATIVE (2006 )

In addition to the Universal Child Care Benefit (described in more
detail above, the newly elected government also committed $250
million annually  for five years into a program (beginning in 2007) that
would go directly to private and community efforts to create 125,000

new spaces.

statement by Prime Minister Paul Martin. fAMoving

An Early Learning and Catiawadlune 3 204. Pr ogr am. 0
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Human Resources and Social Development Canada undertook a broad
consultation process following the announcement of this initiative; with
respect to employer -sponsor ed chil d car e, the depar
concluded that tax credits and other financial supports may prove
insufficient incentives to employers to provide child care spaces. The
report continued,
Most employers indicated they unde rstand the role that child
care can play in recruitment and retention for their businesses.

They are also aware of the benefits of supporting work -life
balance for their employees. Nevertheless, most businesses,
small businesses in particular, do not envis ion themselves

delivering child care. Most are interested in supporting their
employees' ability to purchase child care in the community, but
because it is treated as a taxable benefit they often choose not

to provide this support. They also recognize valu e in
partnerships with local child care providers, but not in setting up

child care themselves and suggested that the incentive should

be targeted toward the providers, not employers.

Moreover, equity concerns were raised about employer -
sponsored child ca re. Participants feared that an initiative
focussed on employer -sponsored child care would exclude
families living in rural areas or Aboriginal communities, parents

who do not work or are self -employed, and those whose
employer chooses not to support emplo yee child care needs. '™

These results were confirmed i n June 2006, when the Globe and Mail

Report on Business published the results of its C -Suite survey, a

guarterly poll of 150 senior company officials, indicating 75 % were

unlikely to take up the governrm e nt 6 s .Y6 fShaetly thereafter, t he

Minister for Human Resources and Social Development Canada

(HRSDC) established an independent advisory pa nel, Ministerial

Advi sory Committee on the Government of Cana
Initiative, headed by Dr. Go rdon Chong .

The Committee recommended a multi -prong ed approach advanced in
his report: a dedicated fund to increase supply; decrease demand

" Human Resources and Social Development Canada, #fWha
Summary of Consultations on the Child Care Spaces | ni
from

http://www.hrsdc.gc.ca/en/public _consultations/child_care/report_summary.shtmi#

challenges 10 July 2008.

1 AMore than 90 per cent of C  -level executives expect continued economic growth , 0
from CTV website. Accessed from
http://www.ctv.ca/serviet/ArticleNews/show/CTVShows/20060611/ctv_release_2006
0611/20060612 21 July 2008.
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through improved parental leaves ; h elp to parents to cover fees ; and

increased awareness of child care needs. 72 With respect to employer -
sponsored child care, the Committee report said:
Consultations as well as the Committeeds ow
shown, however, that employers are concerned about getting
directly involved in building, operating or directly providing c hild
care and would rather work with existing child care providers. 173

Following the report of the Committee, the dedicated funds were
transferred to provincial and territorial governments for the creation of

spaces.

Incremental  budgetary increases for fam  ilies and children directed

towards early childhood learning and child care spaces, combined with
continued increasing investment in programs by provincial and
territorial governments would contribute to meet ing the needs of

parents and their children.

4. 2. Federal leadership

All levels of government have demonstrated a strong commitment to

early child development, including the provision of high -quality non -
parental care for children. This report documents the remarkable steps

forward taken across Canad a.

An important government  -funded analysis of provincial and territorial
reports on spending of federal transfers with respect to early childhood
development, cited earlier in this report, concluded that federal
spending and leadership was a strong contr ibutor to the improvements
seen in quality and accessibility across Canadian jurisdictions. 17

Still, the Committee heard words of caution about the possibility of
back -sliding:
We have made a lot of progress on family policy, although in the
areas of child care and child benefits, there is a danger now that
some of the changes being made at the federal level will unravel
years of progress . (Ken Battle, Caledon Institute of Social Policy,
Evidence, 3 May 2007)

172 Ministerial Advisory Committee on the Government of Canadabés Ch
Initiative, ASupporting Canadian Chil dre
The Supply and Demand for High Quality C
13 1hid., p. 2.

1" Anderson and Findlay (2007), p. 5.

il d Care Spac
n & Famil i es:
hild Care, 0o .
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The Committee and its subcommittees have heard witnesses and
reviewed research demonstrating the wish and need for a clear
leadership role for the federal government.

Provincial officials and child care advocates told the Committee and its
subcommittees of the need for federal leadership. The Prince E dward
Island Assistant Deputy Minister of Health explained her rationale for
such a federal role:
[A] truly national early childhood education and care program
would pay big dividends in the area of population health.
Experts agree that there are three cha racteristics of quality child
care: low child -to-adult ratios, highly educated staff with
specialized training, and age  -appropriate equipment and
facilities. It follows that children from low -income households
benefit the most from quality child care. Curr ently, each
province and territory has its own approach to early childhood
education, and the approach varies considerably from province
to province. (Teresa Hennebery, Assistant Deputy Minister,
Health Operations, P.E.l. Department of Health, Evidence, 28
November 2007)

From British Columbia, the Committee heard:
In B.C. we know that without strong national leadership, money
alone will not solve our problem. Our crisis can be solved,
though, by political will and political leadership, both provincially
and federally. (Susan Harney, Vice -Chair, Child Care Advocacy
Association of Canada, Evidence, 20 April 2007 )

Nov a Scoti ads Poverty Wor ki ng Group call e
fiadvocate for a National Child Care Strategy that recognizes the need

for quality, un iversal, accessible, developmentally appropriate child

car €. 0

At the national level, the Child Care Advocacy Association of Canada,

for example, told the Committee that federal leadership (and funding)

were critical to the achievement of comparable servi ces across the
country. ®* The YWCA, in its work on integration of child care services,
called on the federal government to pass a Federal Early Learning and
Child Care Act to entitle access regardless of disadvantage or
difference and to provide financial incentives to provincial and

™ AReport of theufPboer WgrRedg Group,od Nova Scotia, J
31.

178 Jody Dallaire, Child Care Advocacy Association of Canada, Evidence, 20 April
2007.
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territorial governments to integrate early learning and family
supports. "’

As well, in its deliberations on poverty, Committee members heard
calls for federal leadership on child development issues from the
Caledon Institute o f Social Policy, First Call BC, Campaign 2000, and
the Canadian Council on Social Development.

The federal government itself has recently acknowledged its leadership

role through Human Resources and Social Development Canada:
Through investments in  key in itiatives,  participating
governments have agreed to policy objectives that will enhance
the well -being of children and the economic security of
individuals as well as families with children. The Department is
responsible for federal leadership on these ini tiatives and is
actively involved in facilitating learning and reporting on
results. *®

While federal leadership can take many forms, as evidenced by

Canadads shifting role with respect to early
Committee has considered creating an ombudsperson, a

commissioner, and/or a Minister of State. Based on research

conducted for this Committee, a Library of Parliament report outlined

the advantages and disadvantages of each. % The Committee

recognizes the merits of each.

1. The Committee r ecommends that the Prime Minister appoint
a Minister of State for Children and Youth, under the Ministry
of Human Resources and Social Development Canada, with
responsibilities to include working with provincial and
territorial government to advance qualit y early learning,
parent programs and child care, as well as research human
development and early childhood development and learning.

The Committee noted that the Standing Senate Committee on Human

Rights called for the appoi nt ssonet and f a Chil
Y7 Debra Mayer and Farheen Beg, Building a Community Architecture for Early

Childhood Learning and Care: Analysis and Recommendations , YWCA Canada, 2006,

p. 53.

8 Human Resources and Social Development Canada, 2006 i 2007 Estimates: A

Departmental Performance Report , 2007, p. 92.

"Karin Phillips and Havi Echenberg, Mn08i0BHE,ster of Sta
April 2008.  Accessed from

http://www.parl.gc.cal/information/library/PRBpubs/prb0803 -e.htm 18 August 2008.
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