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Foreword

Canadian cities are important. Our 20 largest municipalities have 40% of the nation’s
population — the largest single block of Canadians.The trend towards urbanization shows
no sign of slowing down. From 1972 to 2001, the number of urban dwellers increased by
50% — from 16 to 24 million.

More important, the local level — cities being the largest example — is the first line where
service impacts are felt. The availability of service has a direct impact on the social and
economic life of all communities. Cities, with their many and various neighbourhoods, are
no exception.

Understanding this relationship and wishing to explore it further in the area of early learning
and child care, 11 cities across Canada agreed to participate in Learning From each Other:
Early Learning and Child Care Experiences in Canadian Cities. The study, for the first time,
takes a national look at local provision of ELCC, including child care, kindergarten, and out-
of-school-hours care for 6 - 12 year-olds, much of which takes place via recreation programs.

Why are cities interested in early learning and child care? In Canada, the only part of ELCC
where they have direct responsibility is recreation and that sector’s role in ELCC is, as the
report points out, ambiguous. Local school authorities run publicly-funded kindergartens.
With the exception of Ontario municipalities, Canadian cities do not plan, manage, fund or
operate child care.

Lack of mandate does not mean lack of interest or diminished responsibility for the well-being
of all residents. Approximately one-half of urban dwellers are either in two-parent or lone-
parent families, so if a city is going to serve all of its residents effectively, ELCC must be
part of the local infrastructure. The changes in family composition and family activity
(principally maternal employment) over the last 40 years mean that ELCC is an important
support to parents as they work or participate in education or training. Our increased
understanding of how children develop and learn, as well as a concern about child health
and safety, provide an imperative for high-quality programs for children before they start
school and outside school hours.

The study found that cities advocate for more and better ELCC, work in partnership with
provincial authorities, school boards and community organizations, carry out research,
have local children’s advisory committees, take the lead in promoting innovation in ELCC
such as the creation of children’s services hubs, use zoning provisions and development
charges to build ELCC facilities, and support community networks such as those organized
by the YWCA and local United Ways. Nevertheless, as the government with the most limited
tax base, cities cannot, on their own, strengthen and expand local ELCC to the extent
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needed by children and their families. Recognizing that the other governments must join
the partnership and that local government must be recognized as a full partner, the report
argues for local or regional solutions within strong federal and provincial frameworks.

To start, there is not enough ELCC in any of the 11 cities in the study. Child care, the piece
of ELCC with the least local control, is particularly problematic. Montreal, in the province
with the most extensive ELCC provisions, has child care for just under 45% of children
aged 0 - 12. Most of the other cities cluster in the 10 - 16% range, with the exception of
Saskatoon with child care available to 6.9% of children.

Moreover, as can be imagined with provincial, municipal and school authorities in 10
provinces and two territories involved, the report shows that provision of children’s pro-
grams remains inconsistent nationally, provincially and locally. In addition, there is evidence
that provision is inconsistent across cities, favouring communities with better ability to
take advantage of whatever funding exists.

The study shows that there is an increasing understanding that collaboration among

all governments and community organizations is essential if children’s programs are to
expand and move towards greater coherence in ways that will help both children and parents.
Toronto First Duty, which piloted five integrated ELCC hubs, exemplifies the creativity that
can take place when governments, non-governmental organizations and communities work
together. TFD informed Ontario’s Best Start program, which is developing integrated
kindergarten/child care programs across the province. The YWCA worked with communities
in Vancouver, Martinsville, Sask., Cambridge, Ont. and Halifax to develop models for ELCC
hubs with “one door” access to services for families. In Calgary, the United way has taken
the lead in developing a service network.

A number of local initiatives have been shown to work and the most successful have these
features in common:

* they are created for all children and not targeted to special population
* they allow for local flexibility and local accountability

* there is ongoing commitment from all partners and the support of a cross-cutting form of
organization established in the community sector, by the province, or by the municipality.
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Finally, adequate, stable funding to provide programs for children and their families is
essential. Even with a strong vision, a clear plan and a well-developed local infrastructure,
inequities will arise as long as there is insufficient funding to provide a place for all who
want and need it. The very poor and inconsistent levels of service in communities across
Canada will continue if the federal government implements its current plan to cancel the
funding negotiated through the 2005 federal-provincial bilateral ELCC agreements to create
and operate new child care spaces.

The Learning From Each Other Municipal Reference Group
June, 2006
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|. Introduction

In the last decade, two things have emerged as important for public policy. One is an
accumulated body of knowledge pointing to the long-term impact of experiences in early
childhood for the sound intellectual and social development of children, and thus for
society’s well-being. A second is the recognition that what happens in Canadian cities has a
major impact on national well-being.These two pieces of social knowledge intersect in the
policy area of early learning and child care (ELCC).

The local level is where the integration of services for children and families may occur or
may fail to materialize. In its 2004 report assessing early childhood education and care in
Canada, the Organisation of Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) stressed
that the local level might become a key site for integrating early learning and care programs.
Describing the current situation as “a patchwork of uneconomic, fragmented services,”’
the OECD experts recommended both creating an adequate pan-Canadian framework
and decentralizing management to the local level, arguing that it is seasier to connect

the pieces of the ELCC puzzle.

Despite the accumulating evidence, research remains limited and policy-makers do not
often concentrate on this intersection of ELCC and the local. As policy communities focus
on Canadian cities, for example, they still tend to pay more attention to physical than
social infrastructure. Moreover, we still have hardly any knowledge about the child care
situation for pre-school and school-age children in major Canadian cities.

This study is motivated by a concern with identifying routes to successful governance as
well as adequate services. It starts from two premises: that “cities matter” and that, as
numerous studies have documented, a positive environment for early child development
builds a solid base for subsequent learning and human development. In an increasingly
urban Canada, small, medium and large cities are the place where most Canadian children
and families live.” Cities are, therefore, the place where Canadian parents seek to meet
their needs for ELCC services, whether these are for pre-school or school-age children,
whether they are for out-of-school hours care or recreation programs, whether during the
school year or school holidays. Ontario is the only province that assigns a clear responsibil-
ity for managing child care to municipal governments.

This study is interested in more than child care. It also surveys kindergarten and out-of-

school-hours programs for school-aged children, including before- and after-school programs
and summer and holiday day camps. Some of these programs are provided by municipalities,
some by other local authorities, such as school boards, and yet others by regional agencies

6 Learning From Each Other: Early Learning and Child Care Experiences in Canadian Cities



ELCC REPORT 2006

created by the province.They may be funded directly by a local authority or may use funds
provided by the provincial or federal government. Some may be delivered in partnership
with the non-profit sector while others are strictly public.

Despite the range of arrangements and multiple actors that we map in this study, we will
show that Canadian municipal governments do have considerable scope for affecting the
kinds of services available to parents living in their city.As the British Columbia Task Force
on Child Care described the situation 1991, “in many municipalities child care programming
for families and children is an important part of existing community services — health
units (parent/child drop-ins), libraries (story times, reading clubs), community centres
(licensed pre-schools, pre-school and school-age activity programs), parks (summer play
programs, sports leagues).”? Such programs are still part of any network of ELCC services.
Beyond services, municipal governments may involve themselves in ELCC in an indirect
fashion, by using their responsibility for zoning by-laws, license fees, property taxes, and other
policies regulating the use of municipal space. Some Canadian municipalities, as we
describe below, have made active use of these powers to shape child care services, even
when they are provided by other agencies. Finally, municipalities may actively engage in
planning the ELCC system, sometimes because they have been mandated to do so, some-
times because they have chosen to do so.

Notwithstanding its obvious importance, there has never been a systematic, pan-Canadian
review of this crucial piece of local social infrastructure. We lack basic information about
local conditions across the country such as: the amount and types of pre-school services
available in each city; services for school-aged children out of school hours; local govern-
ments’ roles and responsibilities for service design, delivery and/or regulation; and the
connections of municipal policies to provincial/territorial and federal policies on ELCC.
This study begins to fill the knowledge gap by mapping the situation in 11 cities across
Canada.? The cities selected include both five of Canada’s six largest metropolitan areas
(Vancouver, Calgary, Winnipeg, Toronto and Montreal) and six smaller urban centres
(Whitehorse, Saskatoon, Sudbury, Sherbrooke, Halifax and St. John’s). These cities are located
in nine different provincial/territorial jurisdictions. In two provinces, we have included one
large and one small city, to permit reflection on the ways city size and provincial policy
regimes interact to shape a local resource base.
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Figure 1
Child Care Spaces
11 Cities
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Figure 1 shows the share of the provincial child care spaces for children O - 12 that are
located in each of the 11 cities. The first bar reveals that in some provinces the largest city
clearly is the location for most of the child care action. This is true in Whitehouse, but also
Winnipeg, Montreal, Halifax and St. John’s. But the second bar is also important. It displays
how much child care is actually provided in each city, measured in thousands of spaces.
By this measure we see the Montreal and Toronto systems are the largest.

In Canada, provinces and territories have constitutional responsibility for education and
social policies, which is where much of ELCC programming has traditionally emerged.
Each province and territory has full responsibility for setting its own education policy,
establishing its own mechanisms for funding and regulating child care, and creating its
own set of rules governing relations with municipalities. These differences in
provincial/territorial policies and governance structures affect the quality and scope of
ELCC services available in cities. Figure 2 documents the wide variation in coverage of
child care needs that exists in these 11 cities.
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Figure 2
Child Care Provisions
11 Cities
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Here we see that Montreal and Sherbrooke are more like each other than they are like any-
where else.The same is true of Toronto and Sudbury. We can also observe the differences
in choices that have been made. In Whitehorse, for example, there has been a clear choice
in favour of child care for pre-school children, while in Saskatoon and Vancouver there is a
more even distribution of coverage over the 0 - 12 age groups.

Most of these choices do follow from provincial priorities. Nonetheless, we will also document
in detail in the next sections that some provinces and territories leave local authorities —
school boards, provincial agencies, municipalities — with greater room to manoeuvre than
do others. In all jurisdictions, however, there is some scope for local involvement and
decision-making.
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lIl. The Context for Emerging Concerns about Canada’s
System of Non-Parental Child Care

Canadian governments have had some limited concern for early learning and for child care
services for more than a century. By the late 1800s,“day nurseries” were being founded by
charities to provide child care services to mothers whose family circumstances “forced”
them to work. This meant, in other words, that day nurseries were meant to meet the
needs of poor mothers. At that time too, boards of education began to offer kindergarten
classes (1881 in Toronto) and by 1900, school boards across Ontario were offering such
programs.

The distinction between day nurseries for poor working mothers and kindergartens for

all pre-school children was immediately inscribed in governance structures and practices.
Kindergarten became part of the provincial education system, locally provided by provincially
mandated school boards, while day nurseries were organized by local charities, sometimes
with municipal assistance and provincial funding and usually for low-income families.’
This significant divide in the ELCC system is one that remains to this day in Canada.

The federal government also became involved. The first time was during World War II,
when it provided financing for day nurseries for mothers working in war-related indus-
tries; these were wound down at war’s end. Then in the 1960s, in Canada’s major cities a
growing chorus of voices — ranging from parents to social planning councils and
women’s groups — called for publicly supported day care.® The federal government’s
response came in two quite different forms: one was a tax deduction for mothers who
“chose” employment;” and the other was shared-cost financing of subsidies for the cost of
child care provision, administered by provincial governments.® At the time, neither of these
programs put much emphasis on the educational or developmental quality of care and the
programs were available only to families who met the criteria for eligibility.

Both federal programmes contributed to the creation of a child care system in which good
quality services were beyond the reach of many families. Parents ineligible for a subsidy
frequently found the real market costs of quality services to be too high for their budget.
They relied, instead, on more affordable informal care arrangements, such as babysitters,
family, friends and neighbours. The child care market has never generated an adequate
supply of regulated spaces meeting provincial licensing standards.
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Child care on the agenda: Socio-economic changes

The design choices made in the mid 1960s and early 1970s still underpin the ELCC regime
of today. Yet, the system is recognized as insufficient for the circumstances of the new
century. Canada continues to suffer from a large gap between the number of child care
spaces needed and the number available.” Parents remain subject to the pressure-cooker
experience of desperately searching for affordable child care arrangements that they can
trust and count on. Often, all they can find or afford are informal services or, as we will see
below, programs that are intended to serve other purposes, such as recreation, and are not
designed to provide reliable child care.

As demand has grown, use of informal forms of child care, such as babysitters and relatives,
has increased significantly. Between 1994-95 and 2000-01, reliance on informal care

rose eight % across the country, from one in every three children using non-parental child
care to more than two in every five.The increase was even greater for children living with
one parent. Single parents were the target of many programs to “make work pay.”" Faced
with the urgent need to find child care and with less disposable income on average, they
turned to informal care; their rate of use of such care more than doubled in six years,
rising from 8% in 1994-95 to 18% in 2000-01. Couple families also increased their reliance
on informal care but less dramatically (from 8% to 12%)."

The result of parental as well as experts’ concerns about who was caring for young children
was that for at least a decade early learning and child care was at the top of the Canadian
political agenda.A major reason for the attention is the gap between available services and
the reality of needs, as families adjust to restructuring of both families and labour markets.
Each has given rise to a demand for non-parental child care services for many more chil-
dren than in the 1970s.

In 1971, only slightly more than one of every 10 of families with children were headed by
a lone-parent and had, therefore, only one adult available to both earn market income and
provide care. By 2001, fully one of every four families was in that situation. Overall, the
labour force participation rate of all mothers, particularly mothers with young children, has
skyrocketed (see Table 1).
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Motbers in the Labour Force

In 197612, only slightly more than a quarter (28%) of women who were mothers of
children under age three were in the labour force; by 2003 that number had shot up
to more than three of every five (63%).

In 1976, only two of every five (37%) mothers with pre-school children (aged three to
five) were in the labour force. In 2003, less than one of every three (31%) was not in
the paid labour force.

In 1976, only 28% of single mothers with a child under age three held a job, and only
45% of mothers with children aged three to five did so. By 2003, 47% of mothers
with very young children and fully 61% of those with pre-school children were in
the paid labour force.

Of course, families continue to provide the vast bulk of care that young children need.
Nevertheless, the increase in the labour force participation of mothers means that many
parents rely on others to support them in caring for and educating pre-school children and
to provide out-of-school-hours (OSH) activities for children age 6 - 12 during working hours."

Such socio-economic changes are not the only reason why ELCC is on the agenda, however.
Just as the Abella Commission on Equality in Employment' did more than 20 years ago,
many jurisdictions recognize that women'’s equality in work depends on having access

to non-parental child care.” In addition, economic and social policy makers have come to
understand that good quality early learning and child care is a foundation for success in
school and life long learning as well as for the well-being of children in the here and now.'

While there is recognition that all children benefit from good quality ELCC services, two
population categories are of particular concern. The exploding numbers of children and
youth among Canada’s Aboriginal population and the difficult social and economic circum-
stances under which much of that population lives has convinced Aboriginal leaders as well
as governments that improved prospects for future generations depend on quality ELCC
now. The federal government is primarily responsible for providing ELCC programming for
people living on reserves, while provinces have responsibility for services for Aboriginal
children living off-reserve. A key partner of the federal government is the Assembly of First
Nations that has developed its own action plan for an ELCC network targeted at children

in on-reserve communities.'” Working in cooperation with both levels of government, the
National Association of Friendship Centres, whose mission it is to improve the quality of life
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for Aboriginal peoples in urban environments, has sponsored more than 23 Aboriginal Head
Start programs. Municipalities and school boards have become involved as well, because
nearly half of young Aboriginals live in cities, especially in the West, as Table 1 shows."

The second category of particular concern is children of recent immigrants.The rise in
immigration from countries where the language is other than French or English is especially
marked in Canada’s biggest cities, where the vast majority of new immigrants and their
families now settle (See Table 1 in the accompanying “Charts and tables” document). This
trend has generated the need for Second Language ELCC programs that both help children
to develop competence in their mother tongue and improve their capacity in at least one
official language.

Child care on the agenda: the intergovernmental context

Cities’ capacity to respond to new pressures and policy challenges is very much shaped
by the policy decisions taken by federal-provincial-territorial governments. From the mid-
1990s until 2005, several major policy actions in intergovernmental relations have shaped
the policy context in which child care services are provided:

1. Introduced in 1998, the National Child Benefit 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 at limiting reliance on
social assistance by “ensuring that families will always be better off by working.”"* 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. Most provinces and territories have preferred
to concentrate their spending on income supplements or other programs rather than
on child care programming.*

2. The 2000 intergovernmental agreement on Early Child Development Initiatives listed
early learning and child care as one of four areas where the provinces and territories
could spend federal money, but it 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 involved — Alberta, British Columbia
and Ontario — did so.”

3. The 2003 Multilateral Framework Agreement on Early Learning and Child Care focused
directly 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.*
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In October 2004, the OECD released its final report reviewing the Canadian child care
system, a critical assessment that supported the substantial evidence and analysis accumulated
over the years by Canadian research.? The very month that it was released, the federal
Liberal government announced its intention to set the foundation for “a truly national
system of early learning and care”® This was followed in February 2005 by a federal-provincial-
territorial agreement outlining the principles on which such a system should be founded:
quality, universally inclusive, accessible and developmental, or QUAD. In its 2005 budget,
the Liberal government indicated it was prepared to commit $5 billion over five years in
support of a new system. Between April and November 2005, it negotiated interim bilateral
agreements with all 10 provinces, although only three final agreements (Ontario, Manitoba
and Quebec) were signed before the 2006 election was called.

The agreements included a provision allowing either party to withdraw upon giving a
year’s notice. During the election campaign, the Conservative Party announced its intention
to replace the plan for a pan-Canadian child care system, with a “Choice in Childcare”
allowance.* The first Conservative budget, in May 20006, confirmed this decision to provide
families with $1,200 per child under six, in the form of a taxable Universal Child Care
Benefit.”” The new government also promised to put $250,000,000 into a program
(beginning in 2007) for private and community efforts to create new spaces.

A great deal of child care is provided in Canadian cities (Figure 1, page 8).Yet at no point
in the intergovernmental discussions that generated the various plans to design the ELCC
system were cities invited to sit at the negotiating table. The pressures they face, the needs
they have, the services they provide could only be represented by one or the other of the
“senior” levels of government.
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Il. The Realities of ELCC:
Provincial Governance, Local Provision

Although they are democratically elected governments, Canadian municipalities still have
the status assigned to them in the 19th century: they are “creatures of the province.” It is,
then, provincial and territorial policy that most shape the kind of ELCC options available at
the local level and described in Figures 1 and 2. Those governments set basic standards
and regulations, as well as making crucial decisions about funding. Provinces and territories
have also mandated or permitted a variety of locally-based agencies — especially school
boards — to provide some services that parents can access to meet their child care needs.

Because there are now 13 provincial and territorial governments making their own choices,
it is not surprising that the Canadian system of ELCC is a patchwork.There is, however, one
feature that all provincial and territorial ELCC systems share: the long-standing distinction
between kindergarten and child care persists and this distinction translates into differences
in the way services are governed and funded.”

Traditionally, child care has been placed under the ministry responsible for social assistance.
Recently, however, many provinces have created departments responsible for children and
families, and child care is often located within them, as the chart on the next page documents.
Quebec’s child care policy has been set by a ministry dealing with the family for a decade,
and responsibility is currently located within the Ministry of the Family, Seniors and the
Status of Women.

In 2003, the newly elected government in Ontario innovated by creating a Ministry for
Children and Youth Services, with child care as one of its responsibilities. British Columbia
has the most complex system, with responsibility for child care divided among four depart-
ments. While the Ministry for Children and Family Development has responsibility for child
care policy and programs, the registration of early childhood educators and approval of
early child educators’ training programs, the Minister of State for Early Child Development
is responsible for a cross-government integrated early child development strategy. The child
care subsidy program is administered by the Ministry of Employment and Income Assistance,
while the Ministry of Health Services looks after developing and implementing legislation,
policy and guidelines for licensed child care facilities.

Learning From Each Other: Early Learning and Child Care Expervences in Canadian Cities 15
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Provincial ministries responsible
for pre-school child care and kindergarten

Pre-school child care Kindergarten

British Columbia Ministry of Children and Family Ministry of Education
Development; Minister of State for
Child Care; Ministry of Employment
and Income Assistance; Ministry of
Health Services

Alberta Alberta Children’s Services Alberta Education

Saskatchewan Department of Community Saskatchewan Learning
Resources and Employment

Manitoba Family Services and Housing Education, Citizenship

and Youth

Ontario Ministry of Children and Youth Ministry of Education

Quebec Ministry of the Family, Seniors Ministere d’Education,
and Status of Women du Loisir et du Sport

[Ministry of Education,
Leisure and Sport]

Nova Scotia Department of Department of Education
Community Services

Newfoundland Department of Health Ministry of Education
and Labrador and Community Services

Yukon Department of Health Ministry of Education
and Social Services

As the above chart also reveals, kindergarten programs are the responsibility of a quite
different set of departments, those of education.

To provide an initial presentation of the situation, the rest of this section describes first
the part of the ELCC system that provides pre-school and recreation services; provinces
and cities are the major actors.Then we turn to kindergarten and OSH care, where the
school boards have a major service delivery role as well.

16 Learning From Each Other: Early Learning and Child Care Experiences in Canadian Cilties
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Provincial child care authorities at the local level

As provinces paid more attention to day care services, especially from the 1960s on, they
tended to take on more for themselves and leave less responsibility to municipal authorities.
In 2000, only in Ontario do municipal governments maintain significant authority over
services for pre-school children. Nevertheless, while basic standards and funding arrangements
continue to be set down by provincial ministries, the recent trend toward decentralized
administration in provinces means that locally-based agents of the provincial government
also may play a role in licensing, monitoring and program support, including quality
improvement (see Table 6).

For example, child care for St. John’s is handled through the St. John’s Regional Health and
Community Services Board. Social workers and early childhood education specialists work
as a team in the region. While the former focus on licensing, the latter monitor child care
centres, working with operators to address issues identified through site visits or operator
and parent surveys. Child care consultants play a similar role in Winnipeg, where they form
part of regional integrated service delivery teams, organized according to the Winnipeg
Regional Health Authority’s boundaries. They have a particular responsibility for supporting
the integration of children with special needs into the child care system. Saskatchewan just
recently shifted responsibility for monitoring, licensing and consultation to its Community
Resources and Employment Regions and the budget for child care now flows through
these.As in Winnipeg, the intention is that child care consultants will become part of a
team, coordinated through the Regional Intersectoral Coordinating Committees (RICs).

In Alberta, the Calgary and Area Child and Family Services Authority (CFSA) is active at

the local level. In addition to its role in handling the subsidy program, the Calgary CFSA
has strongly promoted improvements in services ever since the quality problems with

the Alberta system were identified in an internal report (2002) conducted by Alberta
Children’s Services and KPMG consultants. One of the CFSA’s key initiatives has been to
establish a regional child care committee to foster sharing of resources, continuous training,
resource development and mentoring.”

For the most part, the actions of provincial authorities are limited to monitoring and
improving the performance of the existing system.They pay less attention to ensuring

an equitable supply or distribution of spaces in all kinds of neighbourhoods.An exception
to this generalization is Quebec. In 1997, when the government made a commitment to
increase dramatically the number of spaces within a few years, the provincial Ministry
contracted with provincially mandated local agencies to participate in the process of
identifying priorities for locating new and expanding existing provision.The Ministry
contracted with regional development councils (now the Conférences régionales des élus
— CRESs), which worked with the Ministry and the local communities to sort through the
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applications from providers seeking to create or expand services. One of the goals of the
councils was to ensure that disadvantaged neighbourhoods obtained a good share of new
spaces, a task which was often hard to fulfil.*°

They consulted with other community-based provincial actors, such as health centres,

to construct a priority list for the city, but the final decision rested with the Ministry. This
arrangement came to an end in Montreal and Sherbrooke in 2005, when the last of the
new spaces promised in 1997 and allocated to each city, were approved.

Quebec has recently introduced a new institution that will affect supply and distribution
of spaces across the province.* This change is very important because of its effects on
the part of the ELCC system where most expansion of spaces has occurred. As Figure 3
shows,* the fastest increase since the new system was put into place has been in family
day care, no doubt because they are the easiest service to create quickly and at the lowest
cost, both for infrastructure and salaries.

Figure 3
Increase in Types of Services
Quebec 1997 and 2003

80 -
70
60
50
40
30
20
10

0 T T T
Early Family For-profit
Childhood Daycare Centre
Centre
(CPE)

1 1997

[12003

The way these services will be supervised has been substantially altered from the original
model. Beginning in summer 2006, 163 coordinating agencies under contract with the
provincial Ministry, each with a defined territory across the province, will supervise family
day care provision. Responsibilities include being a central information bank for availability
of spaces and distributing them among families. In addition, the agencies will be responsible
for inspecting and ensuring that family day care providers respect the terms of their
license and any subsidies they receive.
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Another example of provincially mandated authorities working at the local level to ensure
equitable access to all groups and throughout their region comes from Nova Scotia. The
Child Care Information and Support Coordinators (CCIS) program makes grants to community
groups to coordinate training for family child care providers, who are currently in the
unregulated sector.” This can be seen as a way of upgrading the quality of care provided
and encouraging these providers to become part of the regulated family child care system.

In general, then, administrative decentralization within a provincial structure may be laying
foundations for developing a locally managed delivery system, which could be more
responsive to local needs. Only Calgary’s CFSA and Quebec’s CRE report to their local
community, as well as to the province, however. In Calgary’s case, the board is not chosen
by the local population but appointed by the province, whereas Quebec’s Conférences
régionales des élus (CREs) bring together elected municipal officials as well as community
organizations.** In both cases, they may have enhanced legitimacy to speak in the name of
the local population. In no case, however, have the local representatives of provincial
authorities the degree of autonomy available to elected school boards.

Cities as child care managers

In the past, few provinces have given municipal authorities substantial responsibility
for providing child care. We will, therefore, only examine three provinces in this section,
Alberta, Ontario and British Columbia.

Although limited now, municipalities initially had an important role in the Alberta ELCC
system. In 1964, child care became a shared provincial-municipal responsibility. Municipalities
used a combination of municipal revenues (20%) and funds transferred from the province
to support child care facilities. Many of the centres were municipally-run and financed.

In the late 1970s, however, the Conservative government began to assume control over the
regulation and financing of child care for children O - 6.1t left only OSH care as a municipal
responsibility.*’ The City of Calgary thus manages a substantial OSH program, funded in
part via provincial transfers to the municipality. There were licensed spaces for 6,561 school
children. This is enough, however, to only cover 7.3% of Calgary children in that age group.

The dual system for financing and regulating child care retains an official role for the
municipality, but it also creates some problems. While the city government works with the
province’s Calgary Child and Family Services Authority (CFSA) to minimize the administrative
problems for parents, it can do little to close the financial gap resulting from the way
resources are allocated from the province to municipalities for OSH child care. Provincial
funds subsidize OSH at only 60% of the cost; parents must cover the remainder, thereby
putting OSH child care beyond the reach of many low-income families.
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In Ontario, some municipalities still provide child care themselves as well as funding
other providers, usually through purchase-of-service contracts.They have cost-shared

(20% operating, 50% capital) child care with the province since the mid-1960s and in 1997
gained additional responsibilities in the provincial government’s major overhaul of admin-
istrative structures. Municipal governments became Consolidated Municipal Services
Managers (CMSMs) for all social services, including child care. Now, all municipalities in
the province must ensure that child care is available and must finance a significant portion
of it. The municipal share of costs was increased to include 20% of wage subsidies as well
as the costs associated with integrating children with special needs.

The City of Toronto’s municipal system dates back to the 1940s and the City was the main
provider until the 1970s.Thereafter, although the municipality continued to build municipally
operated programs, it increased purchase-of-service agreements with both non-profit and
for-profit centres. Although municipally operated child care now accounts for only 6% of
its spaces, the City plays an active role in managing agreements with operators. Sudbury
has one municipally run centre, and it plays an important role within the local ELCC struc-
ture. Of particular note is its highly successful evening program, which addresses the
needs of retail, health and telecommunications workers.

When municipalities have significant management responsibilities, they can be innovative.
Toronto has long had standards for child care higher than the provincial minimum and the
City of Toronto established a wage subsidy for child care providers in non-profit centres
(without increasing the cost to parents) before the provincial government did.* More
recently, it has developed a set of operating criteria incorporating the values of program
quality, respect for diversity and parental involvement. The City has also been a key driver
of innovative pilot projects, such as Toronto First Duty.

Although Ontario municipalities have long had responsibility for funding part of the costs
of child care, they could never determine how many child care spaces would be established
within their municipal boundaries. When the provincial government imposed a cap on its
share of child care financing in the late 1970s, a gap widened between Toronto’s plans and
the province’s willingness to pay. Eventually the City decided to assume substantially more
than its required share of child care costs.”” For example, between 1995 and 2003, when,
due to provincial funding decreases, Toronto lost over 1,000 child care spaces, the municipal
government minimized the loss by maintaining 500 spaces, paying for them with 100%
municipal dollars. The City is currently paying 100% of the costs of several other child care
supports®*® as well as research on children’s policy and the Children’s Report Card.

Other instruments that Toronto uses to shape the local ELCC system are development
agreements under Section 37 of the Ontario Planning Act. With these it negotiates agreements
with developers who, in exchange for being granted increased height or density in zoning
decisions, commit to providing child care services or cash to be used for the same purpose.
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As Consolidated Municipal Service Managers, Toronto and Sudbury are also responsible for
planning local ELCC systems. Since 2000, all service managers are obliged to produce local
service plans, following consultation with the community. Such planning efforts can have
an impact not only on quality and equitable access but also on number and type of services.
Between 2000, the date of Sudbury’s first plan, and 2004, the total number of licensed
spaces increased by 34%. Toronto’s 2005-2009 Child Care Service Plan reports a 6%
increase in spaces for infants since the last plan, and equity for toddlers has been achieved
in several wards. Both cities recognize the need for spaces for school-aged children. Both
city governments provide support to OSH child care provided in schools. Both are also
now moving towards treating summer day camps as a part of the ELCC system. Sudbury,
for example, is favouring purchase-of-service agreements with recreation providers, while
Toronto is working on a new programming model for 6 - 12-year-olds, involving collaboration
between the Children’s Services and the Parks, Forestry and Recreation divisions of the
City government.

Toronto and Sudbury have also used their planning capacity to rectify geographic imbalances
in the distribution of spaces and identify and reduce service gaps. Sudbury has worked
especially hard to increase provision of evening and weekend care to meet the needs of
workers in the retail, health and telecommunications sectors. Both cities have collaborated
with school boards and community associations to ensure that francophone children have
access to services in French. Among the after-school programs Sudbury supports is one run
by the N’Swakamok Native Friendship Centre.

Ontario requires cities to consult parents, child care service providers and other local
stakeholders as well as obtain Council approval for each Child Care Service Plan. Moreover,
in both cities, the Children’s Services division reports through advisory committees to the
Mayor and Council. In Sudbury, the committee is charged with the task of developing and
implementing a city-wide “children first” strategy, a point to which we will return in the
last section.

Municipalities have no official responsibility for child care in British Columbia. From the
province’s standpoint, the “local” element of the administrative structure is provided by
Medical Health Officers who are responsible for licensing and monitoring child care.
Greater local engagement has been discussed and even at times actively supported by
provincial actors, however. A provincial task force, established to develop a child care strategy
for the 1990s, recommended “community-based child care planning structures that can
identify need, plan, coordinate, develop and deliver services consistent with community
needs and priorities. With adequate assistance, such structures can be responsible for
ensuring that their communities have both the necessary direct services and related infor-
mation, referral and resource services to make ‘one stop shopping’ a reality for parents and
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caregivers.”* In response, the B.C. government made local planning grants available to
municipalities, but the program was cancelled after two years, following a change in
government.

Despite the absence of any provincial mandate or funding, Vancouver has assumed an
active role in developing its ELCC system for more than a decade. In 1990, it adopted a
Civic Child Care Strategy, based on the principles of quality, accessibility and affordability,
and appointed a Child Care Coordinator. It has a number of instruments at its disposal. As
the Department of Social Planning notes, “the City prioritizes its investments in childcare
through a limited direct operating Childcare Grants program, capital grants, facilities devel-
opment through the Development Cost Levies (DCL) and Community Amenity
Contributions (CAC), infrastructure support and community capacity building.”*

Particularly useful are Development Cost Levies, which provide funds to the City’s coffers,
and Community Amenity Contributions, by which developers receive extra density
allowances if they deliver to the City a child care facility built to the City’s standards.To
develop the capacity to use these instruments, the City devised child care formulae for
local areas and industrial, commercial, general residential and family housing develop-
ments. The information gathered can be used in negotiating with developers over the
rezoning and to determine child care targets for local area plans.*

While this strategy has contributed in important ways to the municipal government’s ability
to fund and promote child care services over and above provincial allotments, one drawback
is that the majority of the funds and the facilities thereby obtained have to be used in the
areas where the new developments are sited.This makes it somewhat difficult to over-
come geographic imbalances across the city. The City is trying to address the problem,
however, by allocating a portion of Development Cost Levies to other parts of the city.

As we shall later show, the City of Vancouver has also used its fiscal and human resources
to play a key role in constructing strong partnerships with community associations, the
School and Parks Boards and West Coast Child Care Resource Centre, an important part of
the local child care infrastructure.

Although municipalities outside Ontario have a very small, if any, official role as managers
of the local ELCC system, all can have an impact through routine decisions made on zoning
by-laws and licensing fees. For example, in Montreal, the Conférence régionale des élus
was able to use its municipal connections (many municipal councillors sit on the CRE)

to help eliminate bottlenecks arising from zoning regulations and decisions.” All cities
might learn, moreover, from the ways the cities of Toronto and Vancouver have negotiated
development agreements to secure new child care spaces and funds.
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Municipal recreation: part of the ELCC infrastructure

In all cities in the study, municipalities hold a potentially important piece of the ELCC
puzzle — their after-school recreation programs and the day camps run during school
holidays. Some cities and boroughs only play an indirect role as partners to private sector
providers, but most are involved in provision and in many cases, seek to promote social
inclusion. We tend not to think of these programs as a component of the ELCC system,
however, in part because the needs of school-aged children have not received the same
attention as the pre-school years.

Treating recreation as part of the ELCC system is not without controversy, but such treatment
is justified because the pronounced gap between level of need and availability of classic
child care services for school-aged children (Table 2) often means that parents use recreation
programs to fill the gap, especially for older children.There are a number of other reasons
too: the fees may be lower than in licensed child care, because recreation infrastructure
costs are often heavily subsidized through the local tax base; there may be more flexibility
regarding attendance; there is often program variety and older children, in particular,
appreciate skills-based activities. Difficulties can arise, however, when there is little or no
recognition that recreation programs are used for OSH care by default.

The important but at times ambiguous role that recreation plays in the child care continuum
also created data-gathering challenges, especially in the area of after-school programs.The
array of after-school recreation activities was too extensive to document, and programs
often do not keep track of whether a family is using the program as child care.The most
stable recreation data are those for summer and other holiday programs. Most of the after-
school program information actually rests with school boards.

The information gathered shows that few after-school recreation programs have been
developed to serve both recreation and child care needs, with, for example, supervised
transport or extended hours.* Our evidence documents that after-school recreation programs
consist of a wide variety of activity sessions that take place at an enormous range of times
across many different locations. The programs meet the mandate and goals for recreation
programming, but leave to parents the job of cobbling together after-school and school-break
arrangements often on a day-by-day basis. Nor is there always supervision, as children move
from school to the recreation program. Summer day camps fare somewhat better on the
“family-friendly” front, with greater provision of extended hours and lunchtime programming.

There are also concerns about program quality and child safety, as recreation programming
does not fall under provincial/territorial standards for regulated child care.” There are,
however, ways to ensure that these programs are stimulating, age-appropriate, provided in
secure environments, accessible and inclusive. For example, High Five is a training and
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accreditation program, developed by Parks and Recreation Ontario, designed for recreation
and sport providers and intended to equip them with the tools to provide programs based
on knowledge of child development.Three cities (St. John’s, Halifax and Sudbury) are moving
to make High Five certification mandatory in their summer camp programs

Our cities also vary widely in their capacity to provide holiday care for school-aged children
in summer day camps and during school holidays or professional development days.
Saskatoon, for example, runs no day camps, but has a partner that makes them available
(Table 4). Montreal’s 20 and Sherbrooke’s six boroughs are responsible for summer holiday
programming as well as during some school breaks; there is, then, immense variety in
services.* Several boroughs run their own camps, while others rely on contracting with

a partner. For example, the Borough of Lennoxville in Sherbrooke runs a summer-long day
camp for English and French-speaking children, which accepts children from across the
City of Sherbrooke (with priority for Lennoxville residents) for its enriched programming.
In contrast, the Borough of Jacques Cartier runs no program itself and contracts with the
non-profit organization, Loisirs Sherbrooke Nord, as its service provider for summer and
school holiday programming. Nevertheless, both are attuned to the fact that they are providing
a child care service as well as recreation programming; they offer extended hours and/or
programs for professional development days.” Indeed, all boroughs in Sherbrooke offer
extended services (7:30 - 8:30 a.m. and at the end of the day) for parents who need them
for children registered in day camp programs.*

Cities are coming to the realization, although at not the same pace everywhere, that day
camps are part of the ELCC system for many families. Extended hours Table 4) are available
in all the camps run or sponsored by Montreal’s boroughs and Calgary, but only, in some of
the camps in Toronto, Sudbury, and Vancouver. Other cities hew to the idea, as Halifax
does, that camps are primarily about recreation, and therefore extended hours are not the
norm. St. John’s’“activity camps”, Winnipeg’s “Awesome Adventures” and Whitehorse’s
camps are not designed to provide full-day, full-week programming for the children of
employed parents. Despite these differences, however, in most cities, an increasing number
of programs include not only lunch-time supervision, but also the possibility of early drop-
off/late pick-up.

A Montreal study identified one problem that turns out to be common to many summer
programs: there is often a gap of two to three weeks between when camps finish and the
school year begins.” One of the reasons is that school facilities are sometimes used as sites
for summer programming and in August buildings need to be prepared for the new school
year. Another is that the young counsellors, on whom these camps rely for the majority of
their staff, want a break to get ready to return to school or university.® A third is lack of
financing: some city budgets only include enough for six to eight weeks of programming.
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Although fees range from completely subsidized activities (certain areas of Toronto),
partially subsidized (e.g., several of the Montreal and Sherbrooke boroughs) to market rate,
most cities do provide subsidies for children from low-income families, either directly

(St. John'’s, Halifax, some boroughs in Montreal and Sherbrooke, Toronto, Winnipeg, Calgary),
through partners such as Canadian Tire’s Jump Start (Sudbury and St. John’s) or through
provincial authorities (in some Montreal boroughs the local health agency provides the sub-
sidy). Most cities provide support for integrating children with special needs and some also
run camps for children with exceptional needs. One borough in Montreal runs a small day
camp for autistic children, for example. Some cities have made an effort to develop special
programs for minority language and Aboriginal groups. Sudbury and Winnipeg run several
francophone camps, and in Toronto one of the large outdoor camps has a French section.
In conjunction with Native Child and Family Services, Toronto runs summer camps targeted
to Aboriginal children. In Winnipeg, the Aboriginal Sports Achievement Centre runs a variety
of activities while Saskatoon supports the First Nations-run White Buffalo Lodge, which has
part-day activities for school-age children, and community associations offering Ma Ta We
Tan drop-in programs.

Fee subsidies, supports for including children with special needs, and special programs for
language minorities contribute to equitable access in socio-economic terms. But what is
done to ensure equitable geographical distribution across the city? St. John’s and Sudbury
both run neighbourhood playground programs and St. John’s also runs programs in disad-
vantaged areas, which are usually less well served by market-based providers. None of
these programs include lunch-hour supervision, however. Toronto’s recreation program is
organized according to district and its city-wide information base allows it to identify and
support under-serviced areas.” Vancouver addresses the issue of equity by using the Parks
Board to monitor local arrangements and identify areas that need more assistance.

In Quebec, some integration of recreation and child care for older children has come

via the move towards local Family Policies by cities and by boroughs. Both Montreal and
Sherbrooke (and their boroughs) have been developing these integrated planning mechanisms
for over a decade. Elsewhere, recreation programs may be formally recognized as meeting
child care needs where municipalities are not only active in the field of recreation, but
have also assumed responsibility for child care for children O - 12. Sudbury’s Child Care
Service Plan, for example, commits the City to “work with recreation providers to further
develop High Five accredited summer programs that can fill the gaps and offer choices to
parents for children requiring child care between the ages of 6 and 12.”°* Toronto City
Council allocated $3.7 million to implement an innovative after-school child care/recreation
program, part of an on-going collaboration between Children’s Services, Parks, Forestry &
Recreation, Toronto Public Library and the School Boards outlined in Best Generation Yet.>
Vancouver’s Joint Council similarly brings together the Parks Board, the Vancouver School
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Board and the City to develop “a comprehensive range of childhood education and care
services.”>*

Nevertheless, in most cities in the study, a disconnect remains between recreation and the
other parts of the children’s services sector, and notably child care. Most recreation depart-
ments see their mandate as activity, skills and fun. At the same time, the other players in
the ELCC sector are slow to recognize the need to work with recreation departments as a
legitimate player in the field. Too often, recreation and child care are seen as competitors
for scarce program dollars, rather than as allies in a campaign for more and better children’s
programs. A formal recognition on the part of all players in the children’s services sector of
the role of recreation in ELCC, and its use by families to meet child care needs, especially
for school-aged children, is required in any integrated and well-functioning ELCC system.
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IV. School Boards and ELCC Programs

There is less cross-provincial variation in the quality of kindergarten than there is in child
care, precisely because kindergarten’s integration into the educational system encourages
all provinces and territories to assure a relatively similar level of quality.” Changes in gover-
nance, finance and funding are also making education more provincially than locally directed,
as taxing and education funding are shifted from the local to the provincial level.*

Provinces and territories still differ significantly in what they require of local school
boards, however (see Table 5). Full-day kindergarten for five-year olds is the norm only in
Nova Scotia, New Brunswick and Quebec, and there is only limited provision for four-year-
olds in all provinces but Ontario, where most boards provide junior kindergarten even
though it is not mandated. School boards in Quebec also offer junior kindergarten for four-
year olds living in neighbourhoods officially designated as “disadvantaged” or children with
special needs. Most of these kindergartens have historically been in Montreal. Sherbrooke
offers only the Passe-partout program, which consists of more than 20 sessions, some for
children alone and some with their parents.

Even when required to provide kindergarten services, school boards still have considerable
latitude about how to do so. Most boards have the ability to decide whether to offer more
services than the province mandates, if their revenues permit. For example, the Rainbow
District School Board, which covers Sudbury, provides enriched full-day kindergarten for
five-year-olds, based on a “literacy enhancement activity program.” The Halifax Regional
District School Board has been offering its 4 Plus program for four-year-olds in disadvantaged
neighbourhoods for some time, and four Halifax schools are currently participating in the
province’s “pre-primary” pilot program for four-year-olds.”” Although only required to provide
half-day programming, the Saskatoon Public School Board offers full-day kindergarten for
five-year-olds in five of its schools located in disadvantaged areas, and the Catholic Board
runs full-day programming for five-year-olds at three of its schools. Winnipeg School
Division 1, the largest of five local boards, has part-day “nurseries”*® for four-year-olds in

all 59 elementary schools, and the four other boards run nursery programs in several of
their schools. The Vancouver Board has all-day kindergarten for five-year-olds in 46 of its 91
elementary schools, while six of 10 elementary schools in Whitehorse run full-day kinder-
garten programs for five-year-olds.

School boards sometimes deliberately use their resources to put pressure on provincial
governments for improved programming. For instance, when the Alberta government
ignored the recommendation of its own 2003 Commission on Learning™ to introduce full-
day kindergarten for five-year-olds, the Calgary and Calgary Catholic Boards joined several
others across the province in setting up their own programs. Because these programs are
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funded entirely from local revenues, however, the boards can only afford to offer them on
a selective basis. Thus, the Calgary board offers full-day kindergarten programs in only 23
of its 133 schools, with priority to schools with: a high need for English-as-a-second-language
training; many children lacking pre-school experience; and a large proportion of children
with special needs.

In many provinces, the francophone boards exceed provincial norms to develop language
skills and cultural identity (francization) in areas where French is a minority language
(Table 1). For example, the four francophone boards serving children in Toronto and
Sudbury offer full-day junior and senior kindergarten.The six Winnipeg elementary
schools of the Franco-Manitoban board offer part-day “nurseries.”*

A number of boards of education offer special programs for Aboriginal children.The
Toronto Board has language training in Ojibway, beginning in junior kindergarten, at three
of its primary schools. There is also a small First Nations School whose program starts at
junior kindergarten and offers a curriculum based on Aboriginal cultures. Two elementary
schools in Winnipeg District 1 have a strong Aboriginal cultural focus.The Saskatoon Tribal
Council is working with the Saskatoon Public Board on a pilot project to deliver a kinder-
garten program to support the retention of the Cree language and culture for students at
the Confederation Park Community School.The Calgary Board has several programs. Two
are run in partnership with the Métis Association and there is one based on Blackfoot-Cree
culture. Several of the Vancouver board’s elementary schools also offer programming
oriented to Aboriginal children.

School boards have sometimes also played an important role in assisting the expansion of
regulated child care. This assistance can be of several types. First, some school boards provide,
support or host out-of-school hours (OSH) child care. Across Quebec, and therefore in
Montreal and Sherbrooke, the Ministry requires school boards to provide OSH programming
when school is in session, wherever there is demand.The fees are set at $7.00 per day.

In Halifax, the Halifax Regional Board runs its own OSH care program, called Excel.

Second, school boards sometimes provide space and other supports for child care centres
located in school buildings, although they do not run the centres. The Manitoba govern-
ment has been actively promoting the provision of space for child care centres in new or
renovated schools, and in Winnipeg the initiative has generated 13 new school-based centres.
Ontario’s Best Start initiative has a “schools first” policy, whereby the preferred location for
new child care spaces and neighbourhood hubs is local elementary schools. The school
boards are heavily involved in implementing the first phase of Best Start — an expansion
of child care spaces for kindergarten children.
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In Toronto, the pre-amalgamation Toronto Board of Education began providing free space
and administrative help to non-profit child care operations in the 1970s. Other local school
boards followed suit with the result that one-third of centres in the city are already located
on school premises. When changes in the provincial education funding formula made this
support impossible to continue, the city government filled the gap and is currently spend-
ing over $5 million annually on child care rental subsidies to the amalgamated Toronto
District School Board.*'

Third, the boards may target particular populations.The Toronto city government has
helped to expand the number of francophone child care centres through agreements
with the two francophone boards serving the area. When the lone francophone school in
St. John’s got a new school building, space was also reserved for a child care centre.The
francophone Catholic board that covers Sudbury has also developed a curriculum for pre-
school children which it makes available to non-profit centres located on the premises of
its schools. It also offers support for the professional development of child care staff,
including organizing at least one annual meeting for all on-site child care services.The
Franco-Manitoban board has gone even further. Their schools must share resources, such
as libraries and concerts, with the child care centres, and the principals of schools are
required to sit on the centre’s board to help facilitate the integration of kindergarten and
child care into one early learning and care system. Here again, the desire to promote
francization has contributed to board interest in promoting on-site child care.
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V. Putting Humpty Together —
Moving towards an Integrated ELCC system

Numerous studies have documented the importance of establishing a comprehensive,
flexible and integrated ELCC system, capable of providing seamless support to children
and their families from the early years until age 12. Canada has yet to achieve such a system.
Creating a truly integrated system will involve not only political will but also coordinating
an existing system made up of both public and private providers, a range of ministries, and
different expectations about mandates.

In this context, creating an integrated system, supportive and stimulating for children, is a
“wicked problem.” As Neil Bradford explains, such problems “are resistant to traditional
monosectoral interventions designed from above by insulated, distant bureaucracies.
Instead they demand place sensitive, holistic approaches. That is, strategies built from the
‘ground or street up, on the basis of local knowledge and delivered through networked
relations crossing program silos, even jurisdictional turf”®> An important element in the
problem is the challenge of integrating child care, an ELCC program that is still part of
the marketplace, with its public partners such as education and recreation.

Currently, there are often no integrating mechanisms linking public and private providers.
A fragmented governance structure separates programs for pre-school and school-age
children. Institutionalized over decades, it poses a clear challenge. In cities where child
care has become a policy focus, children’s services divisions or departments have traditionally
operated in isolation from recreation departments. School boards and municipal authorities
may co-ordinate very little. Silo effects are exacerbated by perceived (and real) competition
for scarce funds and professional recognition.

Despite the challenges, an understanding of the need to focus on the system, and not simply
on the program, has already generated new policy approaches, many of which take the
local area as the unit of analysis.® In this section, we will examine attempts to foster
integration at two levels — those of the community and of the city/region.

Community-based bubs

Community-based ELCC hubs in which a school or child care centre functions as a support
for home-based care providers, both parental and family day home, have been advocated
for several decades. This principle featured centrally in the recommendations of the B.C.
Task Force on Child Care (1991) and Ontario’s Early Years Study, and constituted the orga-
nizational core of Quebec’s path-breaking child care program between 1997 and 2006.
Both Ontario, through Best Start, and the Manitoba government planned to use the dollars
promised in the 2005 federal budget to develop along these lines.
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The basic idea is that a centre or school oversees and supports a variety of child care
options, including group care, support for family day homes, toy lending library, and parent
resource centres related to community needs. The centre may also fulfil the following
functions: information and referral; networking, coordination and planning; serving as a
development vehicle for new child care services; establishing indicators of quality; accrediting
caregivers; and advocacy on child care issues.*

Rooted in the community, such centres also report to an elected board or advisory council
composed of parent users, community groups and local experts. The 1999 Early Years
Study by Margaret McCain and Fraser Mustard recommended a classic hub model.”

)

Examples of hub practices exist in several of our cities. For instance, Calgary’s Child and
Family Services Authority (CFSA) has contracted with several community organizations to
establish “parent-link centres,” offering parental education, early child development programs,
family support, information and referrals. The Saskatoon Public School Board is planning to
turn a renovated school into an ELCC hub.* Other cities have embraced the hub concept
more generally. Neighbourhood-based hubs constitute the building blocks in Vancouver’s
plan to create a coordinated, comprehensive system of child development services.®” With
at least a dozen hubs in place by the end of 2005, the plan is to extend the idea to most
of Vancouver’s 23 neighbourhoods.® Lessons from Toronto First Duty’s five pilot sites®
informed the work of the Mayor’s Roundtable on Children,Youth and Education, which
led to the adoption of Best Generation Yet in 2005. Its 10-year plan for children’s services
envisions a system of integrated children’s services hubs.

The Province of Ontario’s Best Start initiative, launched in 2004, is an example of provincial/
municipal/school board cooperation to develop a hub model, anchored in the community.
In Toronto, as Consolidated Municipal Service Manager, the City has the lead, chairing the
local implementation network, which has representatives from divisions of municipal
government, the province, school boards, community agencies and advocacy groups.
Schools will be the sites for the hubs.

Quebec’s Early Childhood Centres (Centres de la petite enfance - CPE) also represent the
hub vision. The CPEs are non-profit, community-based centres with parents constituting
the majority on the governing councils. Until 20006, the CPEs formed the hub of a system
composed of a child care centre offering centre-based ELCC and supervising family day
care providers in the area.Through this system, “family day care providers have access to
the resources and educational programs of the centres, which provide a variety of programs
open to the community in collaboration with other agencies — particularly that other
important local institution in Quebec, the CLSC.””* The OECD Babies and Bosses team

also noted that the Early Childhood Centres provide important support for children with
special needs, in cooperation with the local health centres, the CLSCs.”
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The value of the hub concept was explicitly ignored in the 2005 legislation on early child-
hood education (Bill 124, The Educational Childcare Act) described above, however. The
163 coordinating agencies cover a territory substantially larger than any CPE.”? Among the
requirements for obtaining a contract to provide this coordination are demonstrated links
with both parents and family child care providers.A CPE or a group of CPEs may apply to
become such an agency, which will employ on average five people. So too, however, may
other local non-profit associations. The new system will be functional as of summer 2000,
and only after that will it be possible to assess the extent to which the CPEs have been
able to adapt to the new legislation and continue to act as hubs in the system.

Nor has the Quebec system bridged the longstanding divide between schools and early
learning. As we noted above, responsibility for pre-school ELCC resides with the Ministry
of the Family, Seniors and the Status of Women, which licenses and oversees the CPEs,
while OSH programs for school-aged children are provided by the school boards, which
answer to the Department of Education. Among other things, there are issues around
coordinating curricula between the two systems and personnel management, because
employees of the CPEs and OSH child care workers each have their own collective
agreements and salary schedules.”

A third experiment with hub design is found in the community task forces in four places,
two of which are included in our study (Halifax and Vancouver) organized by the YWCA
Canada with support from Social Development Canada.Throughout 2005, each interdisci-
plinary, community-based community task force worked with its local YWCA member
association to create a plan for comprehensive, integrated services for children. The project
provides some useful lessons.

The task forces opted for governance by non-profit groups with elected boards, representing
parents and the various partners involved in the hub.All stressed the importance of stable
and adequate funding and less reliance on parent fees.The Vancouver task force concluded
that while “hub models can be delivered by a number of different organizations working
together in different ways, leadership from at least one organization in the neighbourhood
is required.”” Moreover, the lead organization requires sufficient publicly funded support
to develop an adequate service infrastructure. Finally, the task forces called for links with
other hubs to ensure services are coordinated and development is equitable across a given
territory. The task force that developed the Halifax model envisioned a clear role for the
municipality here. It recommended that “municipal governments will be responsible for
developing, with stakeholders, facility location criteria to ensure accessibility””” The
Vancouver proposal also suggested that municipalities could ensure efficient use of

scarce resources via centralized finance and administration of the hub system.
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The Vancouver task force also raised the problem of dispersion and that problems can
arise when there are multiple local tables all dealing with ELCC, but with different mandates,
priorities and resources. Some mechanism is needed to pull the pieces together at the
local level.

Mechanisms for local coordination

To ensure equity and efficiency, any community-based integrated system needs to be
embedded in a wider set of arrangements, while avoiding the kind of bureaucratic control
from the centre and isolation from the rest of the parts of the ELCC infrastructure which
plagued, for example, the Ontario Early Years Centres until recently. In this section, we look
at the different structures currently governing ELCC at the city or region-wide level. Three
broad patterns can be identified:

* regional representatives of the province (Saskatoon, Winnipeg, St. John’s and Halifax)
* province as partner within a wider local network (Calgary, Montreal and Sherbrooke)

* “city as the spider in the web” (Sudbury, Toronto and Vancouver).”

1. Regional representatives of the province: In Saskatchewan, Manitoba and Nova
Scotia, the impetus for a children’s strategy came from the province during the 1990s,”
and with this, new initiatives to break through departmental silos. In 1993, Saskatchewan
put forward its first Action Plan for Children, designed by the Interdepartmental
Steering Committee, which brought together seven departments. The action plan
was implemented at the local level through “RICs” (regional intersectoral coordinating
committees). While these initially only brought together local representatives of the
provincial departments involved in the action plan, they now include representatives
of school districts, the police, tribal councils and municipal representatives, and child
care can now be integrated into the RICs’ operations. As yet, however, child care has not
been a core part of the Saskatoon RIC’s agenda.™

Nova Scotia also began to develop a coordinated approach to children and youth in the
1990s, when it established “CAYAC” (Child and Youth Action Committee).This coordinating
committee brings together the executive directors of Health, Justice, Community
Services, Education and Sport and Recreation. CAYAC now has coordinators in each
region. More recent initiatives include the establishment of early childhood development
regional collaboration teams, under the leadership of the provincial Department of
Community Services and with 50% of membership from government units and 50%
from community-based agencies and services.The central (Halifax) region’s team is
co-chaired by an Early Childhood Development specialist from Community Services
and the Executive Director of the Dalhousie University Child Care Centre.” The interim
report the committee submitted to the province took a strong stance for child care as a

Learning From Each Other: Early Learning and Child Care Experiences in Canadian Cities 33



ELCC REPORT 2006

cornerstone of any strategy to promote early child development. The two key gaps
identified in the report were inadequate access to regulated quality child care and the
fact that “the programs are not working as an integrated system.”®

Manitoba’s Healthy Child Strategy is, similarly, a responsibility of a senior, multi-depart-
mental Cabinet committee. Like Saskatchewan, part of the strategy has involved an effort
to secure service integration at the local level and offers the municipality opportunities
to get involved. The administrative structure was described in Part II of this report. Of
particular interest here are the “parent-child centred coalitions,” which bring together
local representatives of the various departments along with voluntary associations and
the municipality to identify neighbourhood priorities and develop a local action plan.
Child care could form an element of these strategies under “literacy and learning” but
they are very small-scale and lack a Winnipeg-wide perspective.

In each of the above examples, the province establishes the parameters of the ELCC
vision and recognizes that this requires horizontal integration at the local as well as
provincial level. In all three examples, the province remains the central actor, although
provincial authorities in Winnipeg and Halifax seem to have been more successful than
those in Saskatoon in establishing partnerships with local community groups. In
Halifax, however, it seems as if the provincial ministry may not be prepared to grant
adequate leeway to local committees to implement proposed initiatives, while in
Winnipeg, the parent-child-centred coalitions appear to operate in the absence of the
kind of framework that a local children’s strategy could provide.

2. Province as partner: In some instances, regional agents of the province have con-
tributed to the development of local initiatives. In Calgary, both the provincial Child and
Family Services Authorities (CFSA) and the City have a role to play in developing its ELCC
network.The CFSA has been an active partner through its mandate to provide child care
services for younger children, while the municipality has a role through Family and
Community Support Services (FCSS),“... a partnership among the two orders of govern-
ment and the voluntary sector to support a local social infrastructure... The program
places primary emphasis on planning and administration occurring at the municipal
level, with project operation remaining largely the responsibility of voluntary agencies.”

One other way that local agents of the province can work to bring the pieces together
at the local level is suggested by the way Quebec relied on the Conferences régionales
des élues to play a role in implementing during the initial push to expand places. For
several years, the Quebec government has also been encouraging local governments to
take the lead in developing their own family policies. As the OECD’s Babies and Bosses
report noted, “the provincial government of Quebec sees a key role for local authorities
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in developing a new approach towards synchronizing various services so as to support
the parental work-life balance on a daily basis.”® The Montreal and Sherbrooke CREs,
which bring together elected municipal representatives, local community groups and
members of the National Assembly, are now playing a role in developing these policies
across their respective regions.This version of the second model has the advantage of
linking elected officials, local and provincial, with representatives of community groups
to elaborate on a common framework.As Quebec cities develop effective family policy
that takes the ELCC dimension into consideration, they are moving towards a third model.

. The city as spider in the web: A third model is one where the city is a lead actor, the
spider in the ELCC web. When they act as CMSMs with planning and funding responsi-
bilities, Ontario cities may play this role, one that Toronto actively pursues. Several
initiatives provide an example of this role in a web. Since 1999, the City has worked

on the Toronto First Duty integrated hubs with the Atkinson Foundation, the Toronto
District School Board and community agencies. In 2003, the Mayor’s Roundtable on
Children, Youth and Education, established to engage the wider community and advise
the Mayor and Council, brought together 26 people representing all levels of government,
including four councillors and the chairs of the two main school boards, representatives
of business, labour, and child and youth NGOs and advocacy groups as well as the
research community. In January 2005, City Council adopted a set of principles developed
by the Children’s Working Group of the Roundtable, and these became the backbone

of Best Generation Yet, a policy framework for integrating children’s services. Through
these initiatives, the City of Toronto has worked to develop a web (or coalition) of
service providers who share a vision and recognize the need to work together.

It is not only big cities in Ontario that are able to play this role. In December 2000,
Sudbury’s City Council established a Children First Roundtable as a “partnership of elected
representatives, local experts in child development, business and citizens working
together to build a sense of civic responsibility to improve the quality of life of
Sudbury’s children.”®* The Roundtable advises City Council and is responsible for promoting
community-based initiatives. By 2002, it had produced a Children’s Charter, endorsed by
City Council, that commits the City and the community to improving the quality of life
for all the children of Greater Sudbury. The 2004 Children First Report Card was
endorsed by the two major school boards, District Health and Family Services, and
numerous community-based service providers.

Cities outside Ontario can be the lead actor. Vancouver is another one of Canada’s big
cities where the municipality forms the centre of a strong ELCC web.As we saw earlier,
despite the lack of official mandate, it has played an important role in supporting crucial
parts of the ELCC infrastructure. In the late 1990s, it initiated a Regional Umbrella
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Group (RUG) that brought together 18 of the major Vancouver-based child care organi-
zations. Over four years, RUG members met on a quarterly basis to develop coordinated
responses to common challenges; to strengthen linkages with institutions providing
training, mentoring and support; and to increase capacity to plan child care services
both at the micro (organizational) and macro (city-wide) scale.®

In 2004, the City, the Vancouver School Board and the Parks Board signed a child care
protocol, which “sets out a framework for the City and the two Boards to work towards
a more coherent approach to policies and practices, in order to build a comprehensive
range of childhood education and care services” with equalized access “across the city
to a full continuum of care,” including developing a system of child development hubs.®
This in turn led to the formation of a Joint Council on Child Care, with elected and staff
representatives from each of the parties, community members from the city-wide net-
working committee and researchers. The Council offers an important vehicle for coordi-
nation among these local agencies.

The coordination role of non-profit NGOs

We have already described the role that YWCA Canada played in initiating and supporting
pilot projects that led to a focus on hub-centred development in several pilot projects.
Another example of the leading role of the NGOs comes from Calgary, where the United
Way is the lead agency in the Calgary Children’s Initiative, a grouping which includes the
CFSA and the City as active participants. The Initiative brings together various levels of gov-
ernment, community groups, business, labour and researchers and acts as a catalyst, bring-
ing local forces together to identify the gaps, and sponsoring research and pilot projects to
think about how best to fill them.Working groups have been established for 0 - 5-year-olds
and for 6 - 12-year-olds and child care forms an important part of the agenda. United Ways
in a number of cities have played important roles in prodding ELCC projects and networks
into action.®
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V. Summary

There is no single way to “put Humpty together” but the approaches that work best have
several features in common. First, an ELCC system requires a holistic vision or strategy for
creating an appropriate environment so that all children can develop to their full potential.
This element was strongest in Calgary, Toronto, Vancouver and Sudbury, but Montreal’s CRE
is also working with the City of Montreal and its boroughs to develop family plans.

Second, as local challenges and capacities differ, effective solutions allow for, and encourage,
the cooperative identification and pursuit of local priorities. This requires mechanisms for
consultation with, and accountability to, local communities. Toronto and Sudbury are
required by the province to consult with their citizens in developing their child care plans,
which also must be approved by Council. Vancouver’s plans were also a product of commu-
nity consultation. In Calgary, the CFSA is responsible to a board selected from the local
community, albeit appointed by the province. Montreal and Sherbrooke have community
representation via the elected boards governing the CPEs as well the CREs, which could
play an important role.

Third, turning the vision into a reality requires an ongoing commitment on the part of the
various partners — provincial authorities, local school boards, municipalities, community
groups — to work together. This needs to be reflected in some form of cross-cutting
organization whether that is established in the community sector, by the province, or by
the municipality. Halifax’s early childhood development regional integration committee has
the potential to do this, given sufficient support from the province. Winnipeg’s parent-child
coalitions are certainly addressing concerns at the neighbourhood level, but they appear to
lack a common framework and meeting ground. Quebec’s CREs, with their region-wide
perspective, have the potential capacity to link community and elected representatives to
achieve a balance between (neighbourhood) diversity and (region-wide) equity. In Toronto,
Vancouver and Sudbury, as we have seen, the municipality has taken the lead in linking
elected representatives, city officials, experts in early learning and child care and community
organizations. Private initiatives can also play a role.The Calgary Children’s Initiative, under
the aegis of the United Way, offers an important forum for identifying local priorities in the
city, and included municipal and provincial agencies and other community associations.

Still much to do

Clearly, a lot of effort has gone into laying the foundations for an early learning and
child care system in cities across Canada. Yet there is still much to do. One of the key
problems is equitable access to services in Canada, in regions across provinces, in cities
and in communities.
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Although the Manitoba government has increased the number of spaces substantially

and is the only province outside Quebec to place a cap on fees, a study of the distribution
of child care spaces in Winnipeg has documented the inequitable distribution across city
wards and different age groups. There were seven times more spaces for pre-school (2 - 5)
children than for infants and, while 6 - 12-year-olds accounted for one half the children,
only one third of the spaces were for OSH care.*” The study was particularly critical of
how, in the absence of local planning, there was no distribution of spaces according to
need, but rather neighbourhood “social capital” tended to prevail and more proactive
neighbourhoods were able to organize and establish programs.As a result, “group centres
started up when and where non-profit parent groups, private owners or workplaces estab-
lished them. One result is that areas high in ‘social capital’ tend to have more services, while
those with lower social capital have less.”® The distribution of social capital, in turn, largely
coincides with family income and education levels. Richer neighbourhoods tend to do best.

Despite Quebec’s substantial commitment to child care provision and central planning
structures, the problem persists there as well. Thus Japel, Tremblay and Coté found that
children from middle and upper-class backgrounds were more likely to have a space and
in better quality settings than those attended by children from lower-income families. The
latter are often forced to rely on inferior for-profit centres, lower quality family day care or
unlicensed care.”

This pattern is visible in Montreal. Another study done by the Conseil régional de
développement for the Island of Montreal documented the difficulty of establishing good
quality family child care in poor neighbourhoods.” The study focused exclusively on low-
income neighbourhoods, but if there were a survey covering the whole island, it would
likely parallel those of the pan-Quebec study by Japel et al. These results follow in part
from the way Quebec planned the implementation of its family policy in 1997.The process
involved a bottom-up process, in which proposals for a centre had to be generated from
the community. While funds were made available for groups interested in developing a
proposal and the CRDs were able to work with them to do so, there was always a problem
in generating sufficient proposals from low-income communities. The outcome was similar
to the pattern found in Winnipeg: more proposals tended to come from areas where
income and education levels are above average.

This problem appears even where municipalities have developed proactive child care plans.
Toronto has the largest network of children’s services outside Quebec and has had a local
planning process in place for several decades. Yet it has to deal with the legacy of the past.

Although licensed child care has been the responsibility of the former Metro government
since the early 1950s, the patterns of distribution reflect to a large degree the attitudes of
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the pre-amalgamated municipalities and school boards.The availability of facilities, subsi-
dized operating costs, and proactive urban planning resulted in an above-average supply of
physical and subsidized spaces in the downtown core.”

Amalgamation and the commitment of the new city to an integrated children’s agenda
have helped reduce the gap in infant and toddler care, but geographical inequities in
access to licensed spaces and subsidies have proved more difficult to overcome, especially
between 1997 and 2005, when the City had to cut 1,800 subsidized spaces to deal with
rising costs and frozen transfers from the province.Thus, while 61% of Toronto’s pre-school
children have working parents, only 19% have access to licensed spaces. In other words,
problems of equitable distribution are most likely to arise when there is insufficient funding
to offer a space for all.

Vancouver, too, has struggled. As the Inclusive Cities report on Vancouver notes, “Existing
pre-school and child care programs are seen as good — for those that have the possibility
of accessing them.The problem is access — demand for services (especially licensed) is
high, and a shortage of spaces has been identified as a significant area of concern.””> Here,
too, there is a problem of equitable geographic distribution.There is a ten-fold differential
in neighbourhood access and the least served areas are in the working class areas of the
east side.” Here again, despite the concerted effort of the City and the Joint Council, local
efforts have been undermined by cuts in provincial transfers.

What these experiences suggest is, first, that “bottom-up” processes, on their own, will do lit-
tle to address geographic and age-based inequities. What is needed, especially if the neigh-
bourhood hub becomes the principle on which the new ELCC architecture across Canada
is founded, is local planning capacity to ensure equitable development across the city.As the
OECD argued, “the provision of services across a city or territory — not the least in terms
of mapping where services should be placed — should be overseen by a public agency.”*

In Toronto, Sudbury and Vancouver, the municipalities have developed the technical,
organizational and policy resources to take the lead. In Montreal and Sherbrooke, a similar
role might be played by the CREs (conferences régionales des €élus).All of these bodies
have the advantage of being accountable to local communities as well as to the province.
Other cities have the beginnings of such an infrastructure — the RIC in Saskatoon, the
integrated service teams and community coalitions in Winnipeg, the regional early childhood
development team in Halifax, and the St. John’s Health and Community Service Board
represent a start, but in both cities the school boards and municipalities have yet to be
recognized as full partners.As we have shown, municipalities hold an important piece of
the solution to this puzzle in the recreation programs. Second, local planning capacities
mean little in the absence of access to a sufficient and stable level of funding, as the
Toronto and Vancouver stories suggest.
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VI. Conclusions

* Early learning and child care programs are an essential part of local social infrastructure.
They have multiple purposes and multiple outcomes: they support optimal child develop-
ment, parental employment, education or training, and women’s equality.

* The development of early learning and child care (ELCC) systems poses a “wicked prob-
lem” requiring a locally-based, holistic response. Child care forms a critical part of the
early child development puzzle.

» None of the cities in the study have sufficient coverage for children ages O - 12, with the
exception of kindergarten provision, which is universal and, in three provinces, compulsory.

* Municipalities hold the key to recreation programs that play an important, if de facto,
role in providing out of school hours care.

* In a number of cities, local schools are a popular site for existing or proposed integrated
children’s service hubs.The facilities are purpose-built for children and encourage integration
between the two main programs for children under six — child care and kindergarten.
Schools are also sites of important recreation facilities, which can be used for summer
programs for 6 - 12-year-olds.

Lessons Learned:

1. Providing licensed, regulated child care is the most difficult part of the LCC puzzle to
resolve. In most provinces, municipalities do not have any responsibility for child care.
Unlike recreation and kindergarten, which are funded and provided locally, child care is
still largely market-based and beleaguered by major access/affordability problems. Only
in Ontario, and for school-aged children, only in Alberta are municipalities mandated to
play such a role. Other provinces might encourage municipal involvement in other ways.
One way to do so might be to establish local child care planning grants to support local
planning and coordination.

2. Even if the province decides to maintain the lead role at the local level, as it currently
does in Newfoundland, Nova Scotia, Manitoba, Saskatchewan and Alberta, it needs to
work in full partnership with municipalities and school boards to plan for equitable
distribution of ELCC resources.

3. Local/regional planning capacity is essential to ensure equitable development across
entire cities. While community consultation is important, a bottom-up exercise is insufficient
on its own. Proactive planning is required if age and class-geographical inequalities are
to be addressed.The situation where the communities with the greatest social capital
obtain the most resources is far too common. Municipalities, as elected governments,
have an essential role to play here.
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4. Adequate stable levels of funding are essential. As the Toronto and Vancouver stories
show, even with a strong vision, a clear plan and a well-developed local infrastructure,
inequities will arise as long as there is insufficient funding to provide a place for all who
want and need it. The source of funding may vary, depending on the program. The limited
municipal property tax base will not sustain the cost of initiating and maintaining a
broadly-accessible ELCC program, and we have shown that purely local solutions do
not result in equitable access to services. Municipalities now fund large parts of recreation
and could expand in this area. School boards can continue to enhance ELCC through
kindergarten and other supports to school-based child care. Ultimately, building a strong
web of ELCC services may mean integrating funding as well as services;

5. Service integration, following the hub or other designs, is important and is most effective
when supported by a strong vision, shared by all, and organizational and fiscal mechanisms
that create a plus-sum game.

6. “Hubs,” organized around non-profit child care centres and responsible to elected
boards composed of users and community representatives, can respond to community
needs. Hubs have the capacity to integrate many types of children’s services, including
child care, parent supports and recreation. Integrated service hubs build in transitions
as children move throughout the day and as they grow and develop over time.They
can also provide a unified point of access when parents are looking for services.To be
successful, they need stable and adequate funding and a lead organization with the
administrative support needed to play a coordinating role.

7. A number of local initiatives have been shown to work and the most successful have
these features in common:

* they are created for all children and not targeted to special population
* they allow for local flexibility and local accountability

* there is ongoing commitment from all partners and the support of a cross-cutting
form of organization established in the community sector, by the province, or by the
municipality.
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make their own choices.Advocates call this stance ABC — ‘anything but childcare’” From Jane Jenson,
“Changing the Paradigm: Family Responsibility or Investing in Children.” Canadian Journal of Sociology, vol.
29:2,2004, p. 188. For one example of the original phrase ABC, see Charles Coffey and Honourable Margaret
N. McCain, Commission on Early Learning and Child Care for the City of Toronto, Final Report, May 2002,
p. 20. http://www.toronto.ca/children/report/elcc.pdf

7The flat payment of the taxable $1,200 will have perverse effects in terms of equity. “... wealthy single-earner
families stand to gain more than those in which both parents work but make less money.” Globe and Mail,
May 3, 2006.These “winners” are couples with only one earner (and therefore presumably no child care
costs), while two earner couples and single parents will receive only a fraction of the amount after taxes and
they risk loosing other income-tested benefits. For a full analysis see Ken Battle, The Choice in Child Care
Allowance: What You See is Not What You Get, Caledon Commentary, Caledon Institute, January 2006 and
The Incredible Shrinking $1,200 Child Care Allowance. How to Fix It, Caledon Institute, April 20006.

*#'The consequences of this distinction were pointed out almost a decade ago in Laura C Johnson and Julie
Mathien, Early Childbhood Services for Kindergarten-age Children in Four Canadian Provinces: Scope,
Nature and Models for the Future, Caledon Institute, September 1998, p. 6.The need to better integrate
kindergarten and child care services was a major theme in the OECD country report on Canada, released
in 2004.

* Region 3- Work Plan Template, Child Care Services, Website work plan template, 09/11/03 and interview
with Marg Cutler of the CFSA, October 6, 2005.

3 As a detailed analysis of Winnipeg shows, when the creation of new facilities depends on bottom-up initiatives,
as it does in Quebec as well as Manitoba, the proposals coming from disadvantaged neighbourhoods tend to be
limited in number and may be of lower quality. See Susan Prentice, Time for Action:An Economic and Social
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Analysis of Childcare in Winnipeg, Child Care Coalition of Manitoba, 2004, pp.15-16. Data from Quebec’s
Longitudinal Study of Child Development show, moreover, that poor children tend to be placed with services
(with the exception of those in a Early Childhood Centre) that are of lesser quality. “About 20 percent of
children in the first socio-economic quartile are in an inadequate service, in contrast to 9 percent of fourth
quartile children”

Christa Japel, Richard E.Tremblay and Sylvana Coté, Quality Counts! Assessing the Quality of Daycare
Services Using the Quebec Longitundinal Study of Child Development,IRPP Choices, vol. 11: 5, December
2005, p. 31.This study included all forms of care available in Quebec, including family daycare outside of the
formal system that is “regulated” as to numbers but not program quality or price. For a full list of kinds of
services offered in Quebec, see p. 8 of this study.

31 See http://www.mfacf.gouv.qc.ca/thematiques/famille/loi/index en.asp. Consulted on April 20, 2000.

32 Figure 3 is constructed from Japel, et al., Quality Counts!,p.9

3'The coordinators are also charged with making connections among informal care providers, drop-in
centres, play groups and parent education.

3 In 1997, these were Conseils de développement régional. They were reorganized into Conférences
régionales des élus (CREs) by the Charest Liberal government. While representatives of community groups
formed as much as two-thirds of the membership of the former, in the new bodies elected municipal councillors
predominate.

» For more on this history of Alberta municipalities, see Jane Jenson and Rianne Mahon, Bringing Cities to
the Table: Child Care and Intergovernmental Affairs, Ottawa: CPRN Discussion Paper F|26, October 2002,
pp. 24-25.

3¢ Rianne Mahon, “Childcare as Citizenship Right? Toronto in the 1970s and 1980s”, Canadian Historical
Review, 86:2, 2005, pages 285-316

7 Toronto began to pay more than its share in the late 1980s and by 2000 had assumed responsibility for
nearly 40% of costs. See Toronto 2005-2009 Child Care Service Plan, approved by Toronto City Council in
May 2005.

#These include programs such as Toronto First Duty, a pilot consisting of five integrated, school-based
children’s services hubs developed in co-operation with the Atkinson Foundation, the Toronto District School
Board and community agencies. The City also covers 100% of school occupancy costs, summer day camp
programs, and the Child Care Capital Reserve Fund. The Fund was created in 1998 when the formula for
calculating municipal contributions was changed to allow municipalities to count user fees toward their 20%
cost share. Half of the municipality’s savings were used to eliminate minimum user fees and the other half to
create the reserve. The funds are used to support new construction and for interest-free capital loans.
Communication with Petr Varmuza, October 27, 2005.

¥ City of Greater Sudbury, 2005-2009 Child Care Service Plan, p.23.
“ Showing We Care, p. 20.

# www.city.vancouver.bc.ca/commsvcs/socialplanning/initiatives/childcare/index.htm

2005.
2 Moving Forward Childcare: A Cornerstone of Child Development Services, City of Vancouver, April 2002.

, consulted July 22,

# Interview with Suzanne Pion, Family Committee, CRE de Montréal, conducted by Jane Jenson, October 21, 2005.

#“ In Vancouver, OSH programming occurs in recreation centres, but is actually licensed as child care, similar
to the OSH programming in Calgary and that provided in Quebec by school boards (see below).

# A very preliminary 1999 study in Toronto evaluated both licensed after-school child care and recreation
programs. The analysis showed that, while quality differences existed across the 19 programs in the study, the
licensed, regulated after school child care and recreation looked more alike than different. Julie Mathien
(Author) and Leela Viswanathan (Contributor), Taking Stock: The Status of Child Care and Children’s
Services in Toronto.A Joint Report of the City of Toronto and the Community Social Planning Council of Toronto.
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“The boundaries of the boroughs often correspond to the borders of municipalities that were merged to
form larger cities in Quebec’s municipal reform of 2002. The merger legislation left many key services as
borough responsibilities, including parks and recreation. This means that pre-existing distribution of revenue,
administrative practice, and physical and social infrastructure were little changed. Boroughs which were
active and revenue-rich as independent cities tend to have maintained their programs while poorer boroughs
have fewer programs.

7 In its 2006 budget, Quebec sought to address the problems that arise during school breaks, which are

not covered by the $7-a-day OSH child care services. On average, parents have had to pay $25 a day during
school breaks and professional development days.The budget set the cost at $14 a day and still allows parents
to claim the childcare deduction, which they cannot do for the ordinary OSH fee.

*® For details for 2006 see InfoSherbrookois, vol. 2:1, http://www.ville.sherbrooke.qc.ca/fr/zMainFrame.html.
Consulted on May 2, 2000.

¥ Rapport d’analyse de la problématique entourant les services de garde en milieu scolaire pour les 5 a
12 ans lors des périodes de fermeture scolaire, Conseil régional de I'lle de Montréal, February 2003.

** In Quebec the problem is systemic. Many counsellors are drawn from the population of post-secondary
CEGEP students. The school year for CEGEPs begins in the third week in August. Therefore, some boroughs
provide day care services in the schools for the last weeks of August.

*! Prior to amalgamation, the City of Toronto offered free recreational programs. After amalgamation Toronto
adopted the practice common in the suburbs of charging for recreation services. Deborah Cowen, “Suburban
Citizenship? The rise of targeting and the eclipse of social rights in Toronto,” Social and Cultural Geography,
vol. 6:3, 2005.

>2 City of Greater Sudbury, Best Start Child Care Plan, Children Services Section, October 2005, p. 42.

> Best Generation Yet, passed by Toronto City Council in July 2005, commits the City to developing a 10-year
plan for achieving a comprehensive, integrated, high-quality ELCC system for children 0 - 12. All divisions
working with children must submit a joint service plan.

% Child Care Protocol, Policy Report to Vancouver City Council from Carol Ann Young, Child Development
Coordinator, February 3, 2004.

> Laura C. Johnson and Julie Mathien, The Early Years’ Project. Early Childbhood Services for Kindergarten-age
Children in Four Canadian Provinces: Scope, Nature and Models for the Future, Caledon Institute,
September 1998, page 38.

¢ All provinces in this study have a tradition of local governance of education. Elected boards previously
possessed a degree of autonomy, due to their revenue base. As late as 1992, the typical financial arrangement
saw the province covering 60% of expenditures, with local property taxes covering the rest. In the 1990s,
provincial governments began to exercise greater control over local school boards. In Saskatchewan and
Manitoba, local taxes continue to provide a significant share of revenue, but such taxes account for only
10% to 20% of revenues in Quebec and Nova Scotia. Everywhere else the province has taken control of
school financing. Provinces have also sometimes engineered board mergers in the name of fiscal restraint
and administrative efficiency. The Yukon Territory has a mixed system. The only board of education is the
francophone one, serving the entire community across the territory. For the rest, the territorial ministry is
in charge, with school councils providing local input.

7 Announced in September 2005, the program is located in schools but taught by early childhood educators.
> In Manitoba, programs for four-year-olds are called “nurseries” not kindergarten.

» Every Child Learns, Every Child Succeeds. Report and Recommendations of Alberta’s Commission on
Learning, October 2003.

“The Conseil scolaire acadien provincial is participating in the Nova Scotia pilot program for four-year-olds,
although neither of its schools is located in Halifax.
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® The subsidy rate has also created a strong incentive for boards to choose non-profit providers. Interview
with David Letra, Toronto Catholic District School Board. September 20, 2005.

2 Neil Bradford, “Place matters and multi-level governance: perspectives on a new urban paradigm,” Policy
Options, February 2004, p. 40.

% This insight informs the Understanding the Early Years (UEY) program, which provides federal dollars to
communities to assess the quality of the local environment for child development.
www.sdc.gc.ca/en/hip/sd/300-UEYInfo.shtml. It also led the OECD country report on Canada, as we have
noted in the Introduction, to call for locally-based integration.

¢ Showing We Care, p. 29.

¢ For a critique by the same authors of the actual implementation of their proposals, see The Early Years
Study Three Years Later: From Early Child Development to Human Development, Hon. Margaret N. McCain
and J. Fraser Mustard, August 2002, CIAR.

% Interview with Karen Anderson, December 8, 2005.
7 Moving Forward Childcare:A Cornerstone of Child Development Services, City of Vancouver, April 2002.

* Lynell Anderson, “Lots to Build On, More to Do:Vancouver, British Columbia”in Blueprint for Community
Architecture for Early Childbood Learning and Care, YWCA Canada, November 2005, pp. 4-5.

“The project, a partnership of the City, the Atkinson Foundation and the Toronto District School Board,
involves five projects exploring different ways to integrate education and care for preschool children. Each
brings together formal education (kindergarten), child care and family resource programs to provide seamless
access to these and other core services.All have a governance structure involving parents, which has control
over a pooled budget and a mandate to deliver comprehensive services.

™ Jane Jenson,“Against the Current: Child Care and Family Policy in Quebec.” Child Care Policy at the
Crossroads: Gender and Welfare State Restructuring, Sonya Michel and Rianne Mahon, eds. Routledge
(2002), page 323.

"' Babies and Bosses: Reconciling Work and Family Life: Canada, Finland, Sweden and the United
Kingdoms, volume 4, 2005, p. 128.

2 In the interest of saving money by cutting jobs from the system, the Charest Liberal government’s White
Paper proposed creating 126 coordinating agencies, but under pressure from the association of Early
Childhood Centres providers, the Association québécoise des centres de la petite enfance (AQCPE), the
number was slightly increased, but not to the 253 the Association had wanted.

7 Interview with Carmen Lemire, Conseil scolaire de Marguerite-Bourgeoys, by Jane Jenson, October 5, 2005.

™ Lynell Anderson, Lots to Build On, More to Do,Vancouver Blueprint for Community Architecture for Early
Childhood Learning and Care, pp. 4-5.

™ Blueprint for Community Architecture for Early childbood Learning and Care,YWCA Canada, 2005, p. 6.

*Whitehorse, Yukon Territories, stands as an outlier where these categories are concerned. It is the most
densely populated centre of a large territory.There is one local school board (Francophone) and otherwise,
schools are governed by school councils. Responsibility for children’s services remains centralized in the
Territory. This has not inhibited the formation of local partnerships.Territorial authorities work with Yukon
College, the Child Development Centre, local schools and community agencies on a number of initiatives like
the “whole child” program, focused on children at risk.The closest thing to a child care planning body is the
Ministry of Health and Social Services Child Care Working Group, which brings together NGOs to meet and
provide recommendations to the Minister on the development of a four-year strategy for child care.

7 Newfoundland did not adopt a children’s strategy as such but children figured within its broader plan for
social development, to be implemented through the new regional health and community service boards.

Telephone interview with Paul Gauthier, General Manager of Saskatoon Community Service and co-chair of
Saskatoon’s RIC. December 6, 2005.
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7 Others involved include the executive director of a second non-profit child care centre, the CAYAC regional
coordinator, the Halifax Regional School Board, the executive director of a family resource centre, two owners
of commercial child care operations, and representatives from Child Welfare, Public Health and Early
Intervention.

% Community Collaboration Team, Central Region, Interim Report and Work Plan, May 2005.

8t “Family and Community,” Perspectives. Calgary’s Window on Social Issues, Winter 2004, p. 7.

% Babies and Bosses, p.129, footnote 12.

% 2002 Children First Report Card, Greater Sudbury, 2002. www.city.greatersudbury.on.ca.

89This was funded by Human Resources Development Canada. See “Outcomes of Vancouver Child Care

Regional Delivery Model Pilot Project,” http://www11.hrdc-drhc.gc.ca/pls/edd/VCCRDM 124004.htm
% City of Vancouver, Policy Report to Vancouver City Council from the Director of Social Planning on the
Child Care Protocol, February 3, 2004.

% For example, Centraide in Montreal was the sponsor of 7,2,3 Go/, an important community development
project focused on pre-school children, and the United Way’s Success by Six program has provided funds for
consultation as well as programming in Halifax and Vancouver, among others. Caroline Beauvais and Jane
Jenson, The Well-Being of Children: Ave there neighbourhood effects?, Discussion Paper F|31, Ottawa: CPRN,
2003, pp. 25,30, 35.

% Susan Prentice, Time for Action:An Economic and Social Analysis of Childcare in Winnipeg, Child Care
Coalition of Manitoba, 2004, pp. 15-16.

% Ibid. p. 15
% Japel, et al., Quality Counts!

* CRDIM, Services de garde a l'enfance. Constats et recommandations pour le développement de services
de garde en milieu familial sur I'lle de Montréal, 2003.

! Toronto Report Card on Children Update 2000, Toronto Children and Youth Action Committee, 2001, p. 28.

> Inclusive Cities Canada- Vancouver/North Vancouver Preliminary Report from Community Voices,
Perspectives and Priorities, March 2005, p. 7.

% Clyde Hertzman,“Making Early Childhood Development a Priority: Lessons from Vancouver,” p. 9.
** OECD, Canada: Country Note,p.77.
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Additional Sources Consulted

Documents

Alberta Commission on Learning, Every Child Learns, Every Child Succeeds: Report and
Recommendations of Alberta’s Commission on Learning, October 2003

Anjou-Montréal, Project de politique familiale pour consultation publique, Comité de
famille de I'arrondissement d’Anjou, juin 2005

Bergeron, Jocelyne, Rapport d’analyse de | problématique entournant les services de
garde en milieu scolaire pour le 5 a 12 ans lors des périodes de fermeture scolaire,
février 2003

Calgary and Area Child and Family Services Authority, Business plan package, 2004-2007

Calgary and Area Child and Family Services Authority, Annual Report, 2003-2004

Calgary and Area Child and Family Services Authority, Parent Link Centres Promote Early
Learning News, February 2005

Calgary Children’s Initiative, Calgary Children’s Initiative in Action! Issue 3, Fall 2005
Calgary Children’s Services, Work Plan Template - Draft, Calgary and Area CFSA

Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives-Nova Scotia, Nova Scotia Child Poverty Report
Card 1989-2002, November 2004

Children’s Working Group of the Mayor’s Roundtable on Children,Youth and Education,
Best Generation Yet, approved by Toronto City Council July 2005

City of Greater Sudbury, 2004 Child First Report Card, October 2005

City of Greater Sudbury, Best Start Child Care Plan, Children’s Services Section, October 2005
City of Greater Sudbury, Council Report Background about Evening Child Care Program
City of Saskatoon, Cultural Diversity and Race Relations Policy

City of Sherbrooke, On t'a gardé une place, Fonds du sport et du loisir Sherbrookois,
Projet d’aide financiére pour I'accessibilité au sport et loisir
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City of Sherbrooke, Projet de politique familiale de la ville de Sherbrooke: Document de
consultation

City of Toronto, Strategy for Children, adopted by Toronto City Council, November 1999

City of Toronto, Toronto 2005-2009 Child Care Service Plan, adopted by Toronto City
Council, May 2005

Colley, Susan, Integration for a Change: How Can Integration of Services for
Kindergarten-aged Children be Achieved? Institute of Child Study, OISE/University of
Toronto, May 2005

Coalition francomanitobaine de la petite enfance, Centres de la petite enfance. Pour un
regroupement de programmes et de service destines a la petite enfance et a la famille,

juin 2004

Comité sur les services de garde a I’enfance, Bulletin d’information, CREM 8e edition,
aout 2004

Community and Neighbourhood Services, City of Calgary, Adventure Together Summer
2005

Community Collaboration Team Central Region, Interim Report and Work Plan, submitted
to the Regional Administrator, Central Region, Nova Scotia Department of Community
Services, May 2005

Community Recreation Services, Recreation Discovery: Resource Guide, 2005 edition

Community Social Planning Council, Inclusive Cities Canada - Toronto. Community
Voices, Perspectives and Priorities, March 2005 Report of Toronto Civic Panel

Conférence régionale des élus de Montréal (CREM), Avis regional pour une politique de
conciliation famille-travail-études, octobre 2004

CREM, Grille d’analyse famille, juin 2005

CREM, vision régionale concertée et enjeux prioritaires en matiére de famille, comité
régional famille, juin 2004

Conseil scolaire district catholique du Nouvel Ontario, Garderie au milieu scolaire, AM4.1
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Conseil du statut de la femme, Avis: commentaries sur le projet de loi numéro 34, Loi sur
le ministere du développement économique et regional, décembre 2003

Conseil regional de développement de I'llle de Montréal (CRDIM), Développement de
services de garde sur lile de Montréal: état de la situation, analyse de la problématique
et recommendations, 17.10.2000

CRDIM, Services de garde a l'enfance: constats et recommendations pour le développement
de services de garde en milieu familial su I'lle de Montréal, Comité sur les services de
garde a I’enfance, juin 2003

CRDIM, Synthese des travaux du CRRIM dans le dossier des services de garde a I'enfance,
mai 2003

Cooke, M, Keating, D and McColm, M, Early Learning and Child Care in the City:A
Blueprint for Ontario, Centre for Early Child Development, George Brown College

Director of General Education of Youth, Québec Ministry of Education, School Day Care
Services Information

Educare, Educaring: Strategic Partnerships Between Schools and Child Care, Manitoba, 2001

Elliott, Doug, Saskatchewan Child Care Needs and Preferences Survey Research Report,
prepared for Saskatchewan Social Services, December 2001

English Montreal School Board, Together We are Better; Strategic Plan 2004-2007, June 2004

Friendly, Martha, Early Learning and Child Care in Saskatchewan: Past, Present and
Future, Saskatchewan Institute of Public Policy, Public Policy Paper Series, October 2005

Friendly, Martha and Beach, Jane, Early Childbood Education and Care in Canada 2004,
Childcare Resource and Research Unit, University of Toronto, 2005

Gavin and Associates, Community Based Funding Framework — an Evaluation
Prepared for Saskatchewan Learning and the Department of Community Resources
and Employment, January 2005

Government of Canada and the Government of Alberta, Moving Forward on Early
Learning and Child Care: Agreement-in-Principle Between the Government of Canada
and the Government of Alberta, July 7,2005

http://childcarecanada.org/res/issues/towardsanationalsystemofearlylearningandchildcare.htm
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Government of Canada and the Government of British Columbia, Moving Forward on
Early Learning and Child Care: Agreement-in-Principle Between the Government of
Canada and the Government of British Columbia, September 2005

Government of Canada and the Government of Manitoba, Moving Forward on Early
Learning and Child Care: Agreement-in-Principle Between the Government of Canada
and the Government of Manitoba, April 29,2005

Government of Canada and the Government of Newfoundland and Labrador, Moving
Forward on Early Learning and Child Care: Agreement-in-Principle Between the
Government of Canada and the Government of Newfoundland and Labrador, May 13 2005

Government of Canada and the Government of Nova Scotia, Moving Forward on Early
Learning and Child Care: Agreement-in-Principle Between the Government of Canada
and the Government of Nova Scotia, May 16,2005

Government of Canada and the Government of Ontario, Moving Forward on Early
Learning and Child Care: Agreement-in-Principle Between the Government of Canada

and the Government of Ontario, May 6, 2005

Government of Canada and the Government of Québec, Canada-Québec Agreement on
Early Learning and Child Care, October 28, 2005

Government of Canada and the Government of Saskatchewan, Moving Forward on Early
Learning and Child Care: Agreement-in-Principle Between the Government of Canada

and the Government of Saskatchewan, April 29, 2005

Government of Ontario, Best Start: Ontario’s Plan for Early Learning and Child Care,
July 2005

Gouvernement du Québec, Project de loi sur les services de garde éducatifs a l'enfance -
mieux soutenir les parents en prennent soin de leurs enfants, octobre 2005

Halifax Regional Municipality, Culture, Recreation and Tourism: Recreation Blueprint

Halifax Regional Municipality, Summer Camps in the Halifax Regional Municipality,
Summer 2005

Halifax Regional School Board, Excel Child Care Program: Parent Handbook, 2005-2006
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Herzman, Clyde, Making Early Child Development a Priority: Lessons from Vancouver,
Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives-B.C., May 2004

Japel, Christa, Tremblay, Richard, Coté, Sylvanne, Investir dans nos enfants/Investing in
our children, summary of a longitudinal study of the development of children and child
care services, Choix 1:11, October 4, 2005

KSI Research, Understanding the Early Years: Early Child Development in the Montreal
Study Area, Applied Research Branch, Strategic Policy, Human Resources Development
Canada, November 2003

KSI Research, Understanding the Early Years: Early Child Development in Saskatoon,
Saskatchewan, for Applied Research Branch, Strategic Policy, Human Resources

Development Canada, November 2002

KSI Research, Understanding the Early Years: Early Childhood Development in Winnipeg
School District #1, November 2001

Laporte, Pierre, Le profil de 5 communautés montrélaises et le développement des
enfants, Understanding the Early Years-Montreal, 2001

Lecourt, Gilles, Bilan annuel de marché du travail en Estrie, 2004 Emploi Québec

Lee, ]., Understanding the Early Years: Results of Community Mapping Study with the
Children of Winnipeg School District #1, November 2001

Masson, Dominique, “Femmes, governance régionale et enjeux de citoyenneté€,” presented
at workshop on “L’Outouais au Carrefour de modeles de développement,” Université du
Québec en Outouais, October 1, 2004

Minister of Education, Government of Manitoba, Aboriginal Action Plan 2004-2007

Minister of Family Services and Housing, Manitoba Action Plan - Next Steps. Moving
Forward on Early Learning and Child Care, July 2005

Minister of Family Services and Housing, An Eye on Early Learning and Child Care in
Manitoba, October 2005

McCain, Hon. Margaret Norrie and Mustard, J. Fraser, The Early Years Three Years Later,
August 2002, CIAR
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Milutinovic, S. and Toyer, S, Caring for our Young: an International Comparison of
Economies, Health Systems and Health Outcomes, prepared for the United Way Children’s
Initiative, 2001

Muhajavina, N, Dalanoy, S. and Ford, C, Understanding the Early Years 2003 Results
(powerpoint presentation)

Nova Scotia Department of Community Services, Directory of Child Care Centres, Early
Intervention Programs and Family Child Care Programs, July 2005

Nova Scotia Department of Community Services, Our Children...Today’s Investment,
Tomorrow’s Promise, Early Child Development Initiative Annual Report 2003

Nova Scotia Department of Community Services, Early Child Development Initiative and
Multilateral Framework on Early Learning and Child Care Annual Report 2003-2004

Ontario Ministry of Children and Youth Services, Ontario’s Baseline Report on Early
Learning and Child Care, May 2004

Santos, Rod, Power of Positive Change and Partnerships: Lessons from Manitoba’s Child-
Centred Public Policy (powerpoint), prepared for Health Child Manitoba Office, Healthy
Child Committee of Cabinet, Government of Manitoba, May 2005

SPARC BC, Report of Vancouver/North Vancouver Civic Panel Inclusive Cities Canada-
Vancouver North Vancouver City Preliminary Report, March 2005

St. John’s Regional Health and Community Services Board, Reaching Consensus and
Planning Abead: Health Focus 2001, Regional Profile, Fall 2001, Revised October 2002

Sullivan, Terence, District Review Report SD #39 Vancouver, submitted to the Minister of
Education, British Columbia, May 30-June 2 2005,

Suly, Lorne and Emmons, Mark, City Planning Branch, Urban Reserves: City of Saskatoon’s
Partnership with First Nations, prepared for a conference hosted by Pacific Business and
Law Institute, Calgary, April 22, 2004

Toronto Catholic District School Board, Day Care and Early Child Development Mission
Statement

Toronto District School Board, Working Together for Children’s Success: Best Practices
Jor Child Care-School Coordination
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Toronto District School Board, Child Care in Schools Policy, P.022SCS

Toronto District School Board, Child Care: Expansion and Establisbment of Space in
Operating Schools, Operating Procedure PR-691 SCS, March 29, 2005

Toronto First Duty Research Team, December 2003 Progress Report, December 2003

Toronto First Duty Research and Development Team, Toronto First Duty Starting Gate
Report Implementing Integrated Foundations for Early Childbhood, May 2002

Ville de Montréal, Profil socio-économique, septembre 2004
Whitehorse Department of Parks and Recreation, Summer 2005 Active Fun Flyer
Whole Child Program, Whole Child Program, September 2005

Winnipeg City Council, Plan Winnipeg 2020 Vision - A Long Range policy Plan for
City Council

Telephone Interviews

Debbie Bailey, Kindergarten specialist, Curriculum Support, School Support Services,
Calgary Board of Education, September 14, 2005

Varinna Russell, Calgary Children’s Initiative, October 13, 2005
Cheryl Joynt, Child and Youth Services, City of Calgary, October 21, 2005
Marg Cutler, Child Care Coordinator, Calgary and Region CFSA, October 6, 2005

Janice Silver, Consultant, Community-Based Education Programs, Halifax Regional School
Board, September 29, 2005

Lisa Davies, Director for Child Care Information and Support Coordinators program for the
central region, Department of Community Services, October 14, 2005

Rose Couch, CAYAC Regional Coordinator, Central Region, Government of Nova Scotia,
October 6, 2005

Roxanne Manning, Community Services, Government of Nova Scotia, October 11, 2005

Tammy Landry, Facilitator of Primary to Grade 9, Halifax Regional School Board,
September 26, 2005

Ronald Boudreau, Director General Conseil scolaire acadien provincial, September 14, 2005
Carmen Lemire, Conseil scolaire de Madeleine Bourgeoys (by Jane Jenson), October 14, 2005
Suzanne Pion, coordinator of child care committee, CREM (by Jane Jenson), October 24, 2005
Bev Hanson, Superintendent, Saskatoon Catholic School Board, August 16, 2005
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Karen Heinrichs, Child Care Coordinator for Saskatoon Region, Community Services and
Employment (by Katherine Mortimer), September 27, 2005

Scott Tunison, Saskatoon Public Board, October 14, 2005

Sue Delanoy, Coordinator of Saskatoon Communities for Children, July 27, 2005

Peter Armstrong, Eastern Townships School Board, September 23, 2005

Debby Toope, East Avalon School Board, September 27, 2005

Charlotte Strong, Newfoundland and Labrador Ministry of Education, October 12,2005

Helen Sinclair, Provincial Director of Child Care Services, Department of Health and
Community Services, October 19, 2005

Nathalie Godden, St. John’s Department of Parks and Recreation, October 3, 2005

Jean Hanson, Rainbow District School Board, October 20, 2005

Carmen Oullette, Director of Children’s Services, City of Greater Sudbury, October 19, 2005
Cindy Dent, Recreation Services, City of Greater Sudbury, September 29, 2005

David Letra, Toronto Catholic District School Board, September 20, 2005

Barbara Lampert, Early Childhoold Development Manager, Toronto District School Board,
September 26, 2005

Brenda Patterson, General Manager, Children’s Services, City of Toronto, October 3, 2005

Jeanette McCrie, Coordinator of Primary Programs, Yukon Department of Education,
October 11, 2005 (by Katherine Mortimer)

Carol Oberg, Inspector and Program Consultant, Child Care Services Unit, Whitehorse,
October 2005

Pam Best, Westcoast Child Care (by Katherine Mortimer), September 28, 2005
Susan Blown, Social Planner, City of Vancouver, October 14, 2005
Janine Bertrand, Conseil scolaire francomanitobain, October 3, 2005

Lois Speirs, Child Care Program Specialist, Ministry of Family Services and Housing,
October 20, 2005

Paul Moreau, Superintendent, Pembina Trails School Board, September 26, 2005
Wendy Church, Health Child Initiative (parent-child coalitions) November 2, 2005
Linda Rosentock, Manitoba Child Care, FSH, October 5, 2005

Tania Pshebniski, St James-Assiniboine School Board, September 26, 2005

Pate Wege, Manitoba Child Care Association (Educare), September 20, 2005

Doug Edmond, Winnipeg District #1 School Division, September 27, 2005

Learning From Each Other: Early Learning and Child Care Expervences in Canadian Cities 55



ELCC REPORT 2006

E-mail and Letters

Rose Mathews, Regional Municipality of Halifax on recreation camps, September 2005
Dim Beis, Arrondissement de Roxboro, loisir/camps du jour, October 2005

Johane Levac, Coordinator of Day Care Services, L.B. Pearson School Board

Mike Libke, Program Service Manager, City of Saskatoon, October 2005

Wayne Reeves, Toronto Parks, Forestry & Recreation, October 4, 2005

Andrea Little, Vancouver School Board, Child Care Survey, October 4, 2005

Dale Karasiuk, Administrative Coordinator, City of Winnipeg, October 13,2005

John Carlyle, Superintendant River East-Transcona School District, October 27,2005

Gérard Bissonnette, Directeur Général par interim Conseil scilaire catholique et francophone
du sud de I’Alberta, November 2, 2005

Julie Beare, Child Services Planner, City of Greater Sudbury, October 31, 2004

Heather Cowie, City of Calgary Superintendent of Recreation Services, Village Square
Centre, City of Calgary, October 29, 2005

Susan Kerr, Family and Social Policy Analyst, Manitoba Child Care, October 20 and 24, 2005
Joanne Williams, Excel Program Coordinator, Halifax Regional School Board, October 26, 2005

Karen Young, Manager of Strategic Planning and Policy, Recreation Division, City of
Calgary, October 24, 2005

Norm Blaseg, Rainbow District School Board, October 18, 2005

Rose Lamoureux, Manager, Community and Neighbourhood Services, Eastern Area,
October 6, 2005

Nicole Charette, Rainbow District School Board, Senior Advisor Corporate Communications
and Strategic Planning

Lina Davidson, Conseil scolaire catholique du Nouvel Ontario, September 2, 2005
Karin Borland, Winnipeg Public Library, October 8, 2005

Lisa Mooney, RIC in Saskatoon, numerous in October 2005
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