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● (1555)

[English]
The Chair (Mr. Robert Morrissey (Egmont, Lib.)): I call this

meeting to order.

Welcome to meeting number 59 of the House of Commons
Standing Committee on Human Resources, Skills and Social De‐
velopment and the Status of Persons with Disabilities.

Today’s meeting is taking place in a hybrid format pursuant to
the House order of June 23, 2022. Members and witnesses will be
appearing virtually using Zoom and with us here in the room.

To ensure an orderly meeting, I would like to make a few com‐
ments for the benefit of the witnesses and members.

Before speaking, please wait until I recognize you by name, and
please address comments through the chair. You have the option of
using the official language of your choice. If interpretation services
discontinue, please get my attention. We'll suspend while they are
corrected.

As well, I would like to remind all participants that screenshots
are not allowed to be taken in the room or on the screen.

Also, for those appearing virtually, unless you're using an ap‐
proved House of Commons headset that allows the interpreters to
interpret your presentation, I will not recognize you to participate
verbally, although those members of the committee appearing virtu‐
ally will still have the option to vote.

Pursuant to Standing Order 108(2) and the motion adopted by the
committee on Friday, February 3, 2023, the committee will contin‐
ue its study of Bill C-35, an act respecting early learning and child
care in Canada.

Tests have all been done, Mr. Clerk, on the connectivity and the
equipment, so we're okay to go.

I would like to welcome our witnesses to begin our discussion
with five minutes of opening remarks, followed by questioning. I
would remind the witnesses that after five minutes I will advise you
to conclude your comments so that members of the committee have
time to question you.

Appearing virtually, we have the Association québécoise des
centres de la petite enfance, with Hélène Gosselin, the chair; the
Canadian Labour Congress, with Bea Bruske, president, and Vicky
Smallman, national director, human rights, by video conference;
and here in the room with us, we have Child Care Now, with Morna
Ballantyne, executive director.

We'll begin with Madame Gosselin.

[Translation]

You have the floor for five minutes.

Hélène Gosselin (Chair, Board of Directors, Association
québécoise des centres de la petite enfance): Thank you very
much. Good afternoon.

My name is Hélène Gosselin and I am chair of the board of di‐
rectors of the Association québécoise des centres de la petite en‐
fance, or AQCPE.

As an early childhood expert, the AQCPE provides leadership,
representation, outreach and support of a quality system of educa‐
tional child care centres and coordinating offices, commonly
known as CPEs and BCs, for children aged 0 to 5 years. Thank you
for inviting us to testify about Quebec's early childhood experience
as part of the study of Bill C‑35.

In 1996, Quebecers were asked to make a considerable effort. It
was the time of “zero deficits”. However, then-premier Lucien
Bouchard knew that to achieve his goal, Quebecers would need to
be given tools to enable them to participate actively in Quebec's
productivity. The rest, as they say, is history.

Today, recent events have served as powerful reminders of the
essential character of child education services. The pandemic and
the widespread labour shortage propelled what was considered
“nice to have” to “must have”. This recognition can also be found
in the preamble to the bill, which contains findings from the Que‐
bec experience, as well as from the many longitudinal studies on
the positive impacts of such a measure:

… the Government of Canada … recogniz(es) the beneficial impact of early
learning on child care and child development, on the well-being of children and
of families, on gender equality, on the rights of women and their economic par‐
ticipation and prosperity and on Canada's economy and social infrastructure ...

This is welcome official recognition. Similarly, the guiding prin‐
ciples that led to the creation of the network of educational child
care centres—affordable, inclusive and high-quality services—are
also included.
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Of all of these, our focus here is on the principle of quality. Why
are we interested in quality services? Because it is not just a matter
of work‑family life balance. Taking care of toddlers means much
more than just making sure they are looked after and safe. Trained
staff working in the CPE/BC network are not extensions of the
home. It is a real social fabric that we wrap around children and
their families, enabling them to develop their full potential.

In some cases, it means overcoming a language delay to ensure
better educational success. In others, it enables the family to break
the cycle of poverty. There are as many examples as there are testi‐
monials, but each has its significance and impacts our society.
Child development professionals are able to recognize subtle cues,
and to do so at several levels simultaneously. That requires adapted
training, specific skills and abilities.

It is also referred to as “structural quality”: the settings, equip‐
ment and management that support educational staff, links with
other organizations that work with families and links with the
health and social services network. To achieve the objectives, expe‐
rience has also shown us that only one model can fulfill this man‐
date. The network of early childhood centres was built on commu‐
nity-based, non-profit day care centres, a model for and by the
community, managed by boards primarily made up of parent-users
and independent of financial considerations, all exclusively for the
benefit of children.

This structure directly affects the level of quality offered. Since
Quebec implemented the mandatory quality assessment, we are
able to rank the different models. A clear difference between for-
profit and CPE models emerges. Even with identical funding, as is
currently the case between CPEs and subsidized private day care
centres, the difference is 30% in favour of CPEs.

However, the network has been driven by political trends and its
development has been chaotic. This has led to the proliferation of
models and in so doing curtailed the positive impact. Thus, we are
reaching out to our counterparts in other provinces: You now have
the opportunity to choose the model that will enable you to achieve
your early childhood education goals. This decision must be clear,
scientifically based and impervious to political interference.

Finally, the desire to secure investments in early childhood is, in
our view, an acknowledgement of how important that funding is to
people.
● (1600)

While respecting provincial jurisdictions, we see in this bill a
bulwark against economic and political uncertainty. Quebec's expe‐
rience and the many studies, both national and international, speak
with one voice: It is a win-win situation when a society invests in
early childhood, and we hope that you, parliamentarians, will move
in that direction.

Thank you for your time.
The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Gosselin.

[English]

Ms. Bruske, you have five minutes.
Ms. Bea Bruske (President, Canadian Labour Congress):

Thank you so much.

Good afternoon. My name is Bea Bruske. I'm the president of the
Canadian Labour Congress, and I'm pleased to speak on behalf of
Canada's largest labour organization, representing three million
workers from every sector of our economy.

The CLC supports Bill C-35 as an important building block in
the effort to establish a truly pan-Canadian system of quality, af‐
fordable, accessible, inclusive, public and not-for-profit child care.

Canada's unions have been advocating for child care for decades,
and we know that it is good for families, good for children and
good for our economy. We also know that it is essential for en‐
abling women's labour force participation. If done right, it could be
a very important source of quality jobs in a sector that has tradition‐
ally been dominated by women, and often Black, indigenous and
racialized women, new Canadians and migrant women.

Unions were excited, quite frankly, when the long-term funding
was established in the 2021 federal budget, and we were hopeful
when the multilateral early learning and child care framework and
bilateral agreements were reached with the provinces and territo‐
ries. However, we know that the devil is always in the details and,
along with others in the child care sector, we have expressed some
misgivings that there were not enough teeth in these agreements to
ensure the outcomes of the new system meet the very high expecta‐
tions of the parents, workers and communities, and that there was
some risk that the effort might result in the further entrenchment of
our patchwork, market-based system.

We have a chance to get this right, and that's why this legislation
is so very important.

Unions believe that everyone should have the right to the care
they need, and that includes the right to early learning and to child
care. We further believe that decent work for people working in the
sector, whether they're early childhood educators, cooks, adminis‐
trators, cleaners or others, is deeply connected to the quality of
learning and the care that our children receive and our families de‐
pend on. We were pleased to see that references to rights are includ‐
ed in this legislation, including the references to the United Nations
Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples and the United
Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child.
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We also like it that the legislation clearly lays out the govern‐
ment's commitment to system building and to enshrining a set of
core principles to guide the development of such a system, recog‐
nizing the roles of the provinces and territories, as well as those of
the indigenous peoples, and the need for programs and services for
first nations, Inuit and Métis children and families that are cultural‐
ly appropriate and led by indigenous peoples.

We were very pleased to see the reference to public and not-for-
profit early learning and child care, and we urge the committee to
support this language. There is considerable evidence that public
and not-for-profit programs and services deliver higher-quality care
and better jobs for child care workers, and we do not believe that
the diversion of public funds to private interests will help us build
the affordable, accessible system that families have been waiting
for.

We also support the references in paragraph 7(1)(c) regarding the
need for “respect” and valuing “diversity” and meeting the “vary‐
ing needs” of children and families. Although the text of the bill
does mention “inclusive” programs, the need for programs and ser‐
vices that meet the needs of children with disabilities is not explic‐
itly stated, and perhaps it should be.

We are glad to see the reference to a “qualified and well-support‐
ed” workforce in paragraph 7(1)(d). We believe it could be further
strengthened by more specific reference to what “well-supported”
might mean in practice, including decent working conditions, prop‐
er compensation commensurate with qualifications, experience, ac‐
cess to ongoing training and other measures necessary to recruit
and retain workers. Child care workers have been sounding the
alarm about the staffing crisis, and if the system is going to expand
to meet the growing needs of families and the ambitious plans of
government, a clear workforce strategy is absolutely essential.

We're also pleased to see the legislation enshrine the establish‐
ment of the national advisory council on early learning and child
care. Ideally, we would like to see workers represented on this
council as well. I don't believe that is currently the case; however,
that could be something that could be addressed in regulation or
practice rather than in legislation.

We would support any amendments aimed at making the func‐
tions of the council more concrete or more specific: for example,
requiring meaningful consultations with stakeholders, including
unions representing child care workers. The council could and also
might be more directly mandated to assess progress and implemen‐
tation of this legislation. Finally, the bill could be strengthened by a
requirement for adequate funding to sustain the council's work.

Thank you. I look forward to your questions.
● (1605)

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Bruske.

Madam Ballantyne, go ahead for five minutes, please.
Ms. Morna Ballantyne (Executive Director, Child Care

Now): Thank you for inviting me to appear before your committee.

I'm a member of the National Advisory Council on Early Learn‐
ing and Child Care, but I speak to you today as the executive direc‐

tor of Child Care Now, Canada's national child care advocacy orga‐
nization.

Early childhood education in Canada is far from what it should
be. It's unavailable in many communities. Where it's available,
wait-lists are long. The quality of programs is uneven. Although
parent fees have dropped dramatically over the last year, licensed
child care remains unaffordable for too many.

These problems result from the failure of past governments at all
levels. For too long they refused responsibility for the provision of
early learning and child care, relying instead on private individuals
and organizations to set up programs on either a for-profit or a not-
for-profit basis. This has meant unplanned, uneven and under sup‐
ply.

Also, for far too long inadequate public funding has forced ser‐
vice providers to charge high service fees, putting licensed child
care out of the financial reach of most families. At the same time,
the parent fee revenue collected has never been sufficient to proper‐
ly compensate educators for their work and to ensure decent work‐
ing and learning conditions. This is why the child care sector has
suffered from a perpetual problem of high staff turnover and it's
why it's so difficult to recruit educators to the sector, especially
graduates from early childhood education programs.

Almost always governments have responded to these problems
ineffectively through short-term patchwork solutions such as salary
top-ups, subsidies for some parents and inadequate operating grants
of various kinds.

Child care advocates in Canada cheered when the Government of
Canada proposed in budget 2021 to spend just under $30 billion
over five years to transform early learning and child care. We cele‐
brated the funding agreements with the provinces and territories,
and we welcomed Bill C-35 because it affirms the federal govern‐
ment's long-term commitment to fund early learning and child care
and to establish with the provinces and territories systems that
could eventually realize every child's right to quality early child‐
hood education.
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Going by the experience of other countries, it will take many
years to reach the goal declared in paragraph 6(a) of Bill C-35, to
have a Canada-wide early learning and child care system that gives
all families access to affordable, inclusive, high-quality early learn‐
ing and child care programs regardless of where they live.

It will take time and it will take spending federal money in the
right way on the right things.

That's why in our written submission we propose ways to
strengthen the principles in clause 7 of Bill C-35 that are intended
to guide federal investments. It's why we also suggest ways to
strengthen the accountability mechanisms in the bill.

Unfortunately, I don't have time in my five minutes to expand on
our proposed changes, but I do want to take my last minute to em‐
phasize what we don't want changed.

We agree fully with the language in paragraph 7(1)(a) that sup‐
ports the expansion of early learning and child care operated on a
public and not-for-profit basis. It is consistent with the Canada-
wide early learning and child care funding agreements agreed to by
every province and territory, and it fulfills the promise made in the
2021 budget that was adopted by Parliament.

Federal public funds should be directed to expanding the provi‐
sion of high-quality early learning and child care, not to expanding
opportunities to make private profit or to increasing the equity of
privately held real estate and other business assets.

Also, evidence from Canada and internationally tells us that not-
for-profit and public early learning and child care providers are
generally of higher quality and are more reliable and that public
and not-for-profit child care systems are better at serving low-in‐
come families.

Thank you. I look forward to your questions.
● (1610)

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Ballantyne.

We will now open the floor for discussion, beginning with Ms.
Ferreri for six minutes.

Ms. Michelle Ferreri (Peterborough—Kawartha, CPC):
Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Thank you to all of our witnesses for being here today.

Ms. Ballantyne, thank you for being here. I know you have
worked in this field for a long time and I know you have pointed
out a lot of issues we have in child care.

I guess right off the bat we just don't have the accessibility, right?
We don't have access. We have so many people still waiting to ac‐
cess it, as you outlined.

I'm asking, I guess, if you're open to the idea that all sectors,
specifically those that meet the provincial and territorial standards
regardless of business model, have a role to play in providing high-
quality accessible child care for Canada.

Ms. Morna Ballantyne: The position of our organization is that
existing for-profit providers—which I assume is what you're getting
at—that are licensed should be able to access the federal funding.

We don't support the expansion of public support for unlicensed
child care. We don't think the federal funding should be used to ex‐
pand the for-profit sector. In this way, we would both recognize the
contribution that has been made by those who have established
themselves as providers and move towards the aim of a primarily
not-for-profit and public system, which is particularly important as
public funding for the system increases.

With a reduction in parent fees and the replacement of parent-fee
income with public funds, we're seeing a system that will be almost
totally publicly funded. We want to make sure now that every dol‐
lar that's possible goes towards expanding the provision of services,
not to profit.

Ms. Michelle Ferreri: Thank you for that.

I think that if we want to close the gap—because the demand has
increased, and it's obviously going to increase tremendously with
the affordability piece—what's still missing is the accessibility
piece. Based on the numbers that you know, there's no way to close
the gap without incentivizing all forms of quality, licensed or stan‐
dardized care, care that meets the standards of the province or terri‐
tory. Do you think that would be a good amendment to include so
that we can meet the need of families across Canada?

Ms. Morna Ballantyne: We fully support increasing access
through the expansion of licensed child care. However, I would dis‐
agree with your premise that it's not possible to make licensed child
care accessible to all without resorting to funding a for-profit sector.

We know from other countries that, in fact, it is very possible to
achieve a universal child care system of a very high quality exclu‐
sively through expanding, in a very deliberate and conscious way,
the provision of not-for-profit and public child care.

Ms. Michelle Ferreri: Thank you.

I would strongly disagree because, right now, we have 200,000
children just in Ontario alone who are on that wait-list.

Ms. Gosselin, I think the Quebec model is a wonderful way for
us to understand what we can do better moving forward. There are
still 70,000 children on a waiting list to access child care. What can
we do with this bill to ensure that we don't have that same wait-list
so that people aren't left out in the cold, so that they have access to
quality, affordable child care?

● (1615)

[Translation]

Hélène Gosselin: Thank you.
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Yes, the waiting lists are long in Quebec because we suspended
development projects for a decade. If they hadn't been put on hold
and we had continued to develop services rather than cut budgets,
we would have been able to meet the demand more quickly, and
that would have prevented people from ending up on a waiting list.

At the moment, we're facing accelerated development, but also a
labour shortage, much like all employment sectors across society.
However, there's a way to offer many services, and Quebec is mak‐
ing that plain. We're currently in accelerated development, and
CPEs are part of that. Given Quebec's plan to develop services in
prefabricated CPEs with high quality standards, we also have faster
development projects that aim to provide more places for children
who are waiting.

When the family policy was introduced in Quebec, things moved
very quickly in terms of development as of 1998. However, things
came to a standstill. If that hadn't happened, there wouldn't be so
many children awaiting services in Quebec.
[English]

Ms. Michelle Ferreri: Thank you so much for that.

I think what we want here, as a lot of us have said, is to make
this as non-partisan as possible. Child care shouldn't be a partisan
issue. We want access, and that is the pillar of this bill.

I'm still not seeing the data. If we look at these messages, we see
the following: “Even after-school care, my daughter has been on a
wait-list for almost three years, and we still haven't gotten a space
yet.” There's another message from Katie that says, “My son has
been on a wait-list for two and a half years.”

I guess what I'm asking for is how we incentivize and not divide.
This is for you, Ms. Ballantyne: How do we not divide the two sec‐
tors? They're both very important in providing that quality child
care and access that we desperately need to reduce these wait-lists.

The Chair: Please give a very short answer.
Ms. Morna Ballantyne: Well, we certainly don't want to de‐

crease access. We want to try to maintain the current supply and ex‐
pand on it, but when we're looking at how we expand, we have to
think about the kinds of strategies that are going to work.

In the past, what governments have done is exactly what you're
proposing to do: to hope that individuals will be incentivized, pri‐
marily through the profit motive, to set up shop. That actually has
led to the problem we have now, which is inequitable access and
the lack of child care in many communities, particularly in commu‐
nities that can't contribute to making a business work, particularly
for profit.

It's so much better to put the public money into expanding a pub‐
lic and not-for-profit system and to do it in a planned and deliberate
way to address the access issue.

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Ballantyne.

Madam Saks, you have six minutes.
[Translation]

Ms. Ya'ara Saks (York Centre, Lib.): Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I'd like to thank all the witnesses for being with us today.

[English]

Ms. Ballantyne, I think I'll expand on where you got cut short on
time, because there is a lot of concern about how we balance the
demand for spaces.

I'd like to talk about the importance of non-profit care. In your
opening remarks, you alluded to the evidence in systems that are
built on a non-profit model. I'd like to give you the opportunity to
expand on that a bit.

Ms. Morna Ballantyne: Well, I think the other witness from
Quebec, in her testimony, gave a very good example of what hap‐
pens.

In Quebec, we actually have three systems. We have a govern‐
ment-supported not-for-profit system, a government-supported for-
profit sector, and then a private system that is supported through tax
credits by giving money directly to parents.

What we know from the evidence of research that's being done is
that the quality is best in the subsidized not-for-profit sector, in
what are known as “centres de la petite enfance”.

Moreover, as the other witness said, it's not just a question of fund‐
ing, because even where the funding is the same for the for-profit
subsidized sector and the centres de la petite enfance, the quality is
better.

The other thing that's really important is that if you have a pub‐
licly managed and publicly funded system it can be expanded in a
way that really meets the public needs. The public interest comes
first, and that's what has to happen.

● (1620)

Ms. Ya'ara Saks: I'd like to just pierce to points that we heard
here today on that.

There's an argument that the private sector is more nimble in
building out spaces. A simple yes or no: Would you agree or dis‐
agree with that?

Ms. Morna Ballantyne: Well, the for-profit private sector has
put at the top of their list the need to survive as a business entity,
which means making a profit, so it will inevitably go into neigh‐
bourhoods and communities where that's possible.

Ms. Ya'ara Saks: I have a second question.

In terms of quality of care in the for-profit sector, there are some
that say the for-profits can offer high-quality care, unique services,
specific art space and so on and so forth. I know that in my riding
of York Centre the Jewish community has a wonderful not-for-prof‐
it day care that's actually inclusive of the entire community, regard‐
less of religion or background. What would you say to that in terms
of quality of care and for-profit versus non-profit?

Ms. Morna Ballantyne: I would say that the not-for-profit and
public sector is ideally positioned to give very high-quality care,
because every dollar of public funding will go to ensuring that
high-quality services are provided.

Ms. Ya'ara Saks: Thank you.
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I'd like to lean in a bit more in terms of ECE workers and the pay
model. There's been much discussion about wage grids. Each
province submitted one in terms of their agreement. This is sort of
the last piercing of the debate that ECEs in the for-profit sector
would be paid better or that there would be wage respect that cur‐
rently.... There is much advocacy on that in terms of enhancing the
wages of ECEs, but does the evidence show that a for-profit would
pay better than the not-for-profits, or is it the inverse?

Ms. Morna Ballantyne: This is my opportunity to reinforce that
we need a lot more data. The research we have suggests that in fact
wages on average are poorer in the for-profit sector, and I would al‐
so let you know that parent fees are higher.

Ms. Ya'ara Saks: Thank you for that.

Moving along, we do have a lot of research, primarily from Que‐
bec—I had the privilege of visiting the team at Ste-Justine when I
was in Montreal earlier this year—about development outcomes in
terms of a non-profit, accessible and inclusive system. I'm wonder‐
ing if you could weigh in on the not-for-profit model in terms of
children's development outcomes and where the data is from the
models that we do have, both here in Canada and abroad.

Ms. Morna Ballantyne: I don't know if I'm allowed to do this,
but I would really encourage Madame Gosselin to also answer this
question.

Ms. Ya'ara Saks: Perhaps we'll split the time.

Madame Gosselin, you can also [Inaudible—Editor].
Ms. Morna Ballantyne: What we know is the development out‐

comes are always better when the quality is higher. We also know
that the working conditions and learning conditions contribute to
high quality. If you have good working conditions and good com‐
pensation systems in place, the outcomes will be better develop‐
ment. As a result, the programs will be of higher quality.

Ms. Ya'ara Saks: Thank you.

[Translation]

Ms. Gosselin, you have the floor.
Hélène Gosselin: Studies in Quebec show a major difference in

service quality, because the level of quality in non-profit services is
30% higher.

This is somewhat related to the previous question. Non-profit
child care is available across Quebec, including the more remote ar‐
eas. However, for-profit child care providers set up shop in areas
like Montreal or Quebec City with high population density, where
they have a better chance of doing good business. Coming back to
equal opportunity, if non-profit child care can set up shop any‐
where, that will certainly bring better access to services and foster
development for all children.

Why offer high-quality services? They allow for early detection
of developmental challenges and intervention before those chal‐
lenges become a real issue. Non-profit services are supported by
health, social services and child welfare workers, which means we
can secure truly equal opportunity for children and they can suc‐
ceed later in school. Therefore, quality plays a key role in children's
development.

● (1625)

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Gosselin.

Ms. Bérubé now has the floor for six minutes.

Ms. Sylvie Bérubé (Abitibi—Baie-James—Nunavik—Eeyou,
BQ): Thank you, Mr. Chair.

First, I'd like to thank the witnesses attending this meeting and
the interpreters, who are doing a really good job.

Ms. Gosselin, you didn't mention this: How do you feel about the
National Advisory Council on Early Learning and Child Care being
created, and who do you think should be on it?

Hélène Gosselin: Establishing a committee is a good tool to en‐
sure enforcement. That said, who should be on it? Organizations
representing each province need to be on it. It's also very important
to have researchers from various backgrounds to ensure that high-
quality services are provided in all provinces across Canada.

Ms. Sylvie Bérubé: You also state that the pandemic and the
labour shortage have shed new light on the critical nature of child
care services, particularly from an economic perspective, because
without them some women would be unable to work.

What effect have the pandemic and the labour shortage had on
child development?

Hélène Gosselin: Yes, we're currently experiencing the fallout.
The pandemic has wreaked havoc on the most vulnerable families.
Among other things, more incidents have been reported at the
Youth Protection Branch. The pandemic has isolated families and
children. We have families who use services to feed their children,
and that's very important in this time of inflation we're experienc‐
ing.

When it comes to the labour shortage, it's a vicious circle. Take
health services, for example. We don't have enough people who can
work in the system right now. We need more workers, but they can't
work because they don't have access to child care. Child care used
to be a go-to solution when people needed to balance work and
family, and now it's become a critical and urgent need to address
the labour shortage plaguing all sectors of the economy.

Therefore, child care services don't just meet children's needs,
they also help balance work and family, which is very important.

Ms. Sylvie Bérubé: In your presentation, you state that it's im‐
portant to have quality child care services. We know that Quebec's
child care services are an example to follow, because they do more
than just care for children.

Can you tell us more about how quality services affect children?
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Hélène Gosselin: The quality of services has declined. The earli‐
er they begin working with children, the earlier they can recognize
those who need language stimulation, for example. That means
those children have access to language development services as
soon as they begin to speak. This gives them better chances of suc‐
cess in school and of integrating better into the school system. Be‐
cause the challenges are addressed earlier, the children can have
better experiences.

Quality services are important across the board. Children who
have stimulation needs because they come from vulnerable back‐
grounds have access to quality food as well as activities to help
them develop all facets of their personality. When they enter the
school system, they experience inequality less frequently and are
more successful.

Quality services play a key role in ensuring equal opportunity.
Ms. Sylvie Bérubé: You also seem to be saying that educators

are better placed than parents to determine what's good for child de‐
velopment. Does that mean early childhood education should be
mandatory, in your opinion?

Hélène Gosselin: No, absolutely not.

Based on what Quebec and the Accueillir la petite enfance edu‐
cational program advocate, children are the prime player in their
development, and the main responsibility for children's education
lies with parents.

It's not our role to usurp the parents' role as educators. Rather, we
have a collaborative and supportive relationship in educating chil‐
dren. Close cooperation starts to develop as soon as the child is en‐
trusted to us. It also helps us fill certain gaps if the family is not
able to work with their child or need additional tools, or if they
need help in their parental role. Our role is to help parents and ad‐
vise them.

So child care services shouldn't be mandatory. Parents remain the
primary educators of their children.
● (1630)

Ms. Sylvie Bérubé: For a long time, Quebec went it alone with
its family policy and network of education services. In your opin‐
ion, why hasn't the model been replicated elsewhere in Canada?

Hélène Gosselin: Quebec had to move faster to close the gap be‐
tween the male and female employment rates. At the same time, it
needed to take action for certain disadvantaged groups, like single
mothers.

When the children's educational services network was set up,
Quebec very quickly saw an increase in economic productivity
among single mothers. It was a societal choice.

Ms. Sylvie Bérubé: Do you think it would be a good idea—
The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Bérubé.

[English]

We will now move to Ms. Gazan for six minutes.
Ms. Leah Gazan (Winnipeg Centre, NDP): Thank you so

much, Chair.

My first question is for Madam Ballantyne.

We've heard a lot in committee today about the crisis in the child
care sector and about expanding it.

We know that the key crisis in the sector has to do with the work‐
force. That's making it difficult to create the new spaces that are
needed to meet the demand to bring down some of the wait-lists
that we're talking about. It's one thing to build spaces, but we need
trained workers to staff them. What is causing this crisis and how
can the federal government help fix it?

Ms. Morna Ballantyne: What we have is first and foremost a
crisis of retention. We're unable to retain qualified early childhood
educators. They leave, most often, after three years in the work‐
force. They do so because the working conditions are so difficult
and because the pay is so low.

We also have an impossible job trying to recruit educators who
are qualified to replace those who are leaving.

It's not that there are no qualified educators around who have
training; it's that they don't want to work in this sector. They're
leaving for higher-paid jobs, particularly in the public education
system.

Ms. Leah Gazan: I appreciate that, and I was actually one of
those people myself.

Madam Bruske, it's good to see you again, and thank you for
your comments on the rights of indigenous peoples. Certainly that's
something, you know, that is near and dear to my heart.

That's one of the reasons the NDP is pushing the Liberal govern‐
ment right now to make amendments so that the bill will align with
Bill C-15, which affirms that the United Nations Declaration on the
Rights of Indigenous Peoples has application in Canadian law, by
including this commitment in the bill to ensure that the government
upholds the right of indigenous peoples to free, prior and informed
consent for legislation pertaining to indigenous children. So, thank
you for that.

I want to build on the comments by Madam Ballantyne.

We have a workforce crisis. Do you think that Bill C-35 should
be amended to include an explicit commitment to decent work for
child care staff?

Ms. Bea Bruske: That would absolutely be an amendment we
would support because we know that we need a robust workforce
strategy to make sure that we can address the recruitment and reten‐
tion issues in the sector.

We know that making sure that folks want to come to work in the
sector and can afford to stay to work in the sector is critical, espe‐
cially when we know that the heightened need for child care in ru‐
ral and northern communities is at an all-time high. Recruiting and
retaining folks, not just in urban centres but also in rural and north‐
ern areas, is critically important.
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Finding ways to come up with a workforce strategy for those re‐
gions has to be part of this particular discussion. Otherwise, you
can build all the centres you want, but if you have no active hands
actually taking care of the folks in your care, you still have a prob‐
lem and are still not going to get any further ahead.

Ms. Leah Gazan: Madam Ballantyne, you know it's no secret
that child care now is being pushed to prioritize expansion of not-
for-profit and public child care programs.

My question is this, and we hear this debate around the table:
What risk to a high-quality, national child care system does the ex‐
pansion of for-profit care, as was recently announced in Alberta,
pose?

We came out with a bill, and then two minutes later they an‐
nounced over 20,000 for-profit spaces when we haven't seen an ex‐
pansion of public not-for-profit spaces. What risk does that pose to
the expansion of a high-quality, national child care system?
● (1635)

Ms. Morna Ballantyne: There are a number of risks.

One of the things I would say is that putting a lot of emphasis on
expanding for-profit care is a real lost opportunity.

The other thing I'd say around risk is that what we know from the
for-profit providers and what they have said publicly with respect
to the Canada-wide system of early learning and child care is that
they're concerned, for example, about the constraints that are put on
them by holding down parent fees.

Also, they are concerned about being over-regulated and that it in
some way is going to limit their profit margins, as I would suggest.
Organizations representing the for-profit sector have said publicly
that they want to end public funding, direct operational funding,
and instead go back to giving parents money to spend for the child
care.

We just know that hasn't worked, so if we allow for the expan‐
sion of the for-profit sector, we're going to actually increase the lob‐
by to reduce regulations.

Am I taking up your time? I'm sorry.
Ms. Leah Gazan: I have just one question for Madam Bruske.

We've heard these comments. Would you agree with me that the
expansion of for-profit child care hurts workers, yes or no, and
why?

Ms. Bea Bruske: For-profit absolutely hurts workers because
the reality is that you can only get profit by either increasing fees or
lowering wages. Having a public, not-for-profit system is the best
in terms of providing the quality of care that our children need and
in terms of recruiting and retaining the very workers you need to
rely on to actually provide that care.

The Chair: You have 10 seconds.
Ms. Leah Gazan: I have only 10 seconds. Okay, thank you.

The Chair: Now it's down to five.

Ms. Leah Gazan: What are some ways you think the bill can be
strengthened, Madam Ballantyne, to more effectively ensure a

long-term, stable and effective national child care strategy, based on
your former comments?

Ms. Morna Ballantyne: We've set out some very specific rec‐
ommendations in our written submission. I can't do it in 10 sec‐
onds.

Essentially, we want to strengthen the guiding principles that
would guide federal investments because that's what this bill is
about. We want to make sure, for example, that federal funds ex‐
plicitly go to addressing the workforce crisis, the retention crisis,
the recruitment crisis. We also want to strengthen the accountability
mechanisms in the bill, and those in the bill revolve around reports
from the minister to Parliament. We think Parliament—and we say
both Houses of Parliament—needs to continue to be engaged in this
issue to ensure that the purpose, the declarations and the guiding
principles are actually enforced.

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Gazan.

Mrs. Falk, you have five minutes.

Mrs. Rosemarie Falk (Battlefords—Lloydminster, CPC):
Thank you very much, Chair.

I want to thank our witnesses for their contributions today. As a
mother of four young children where child care is an issue, I have
lived it and not been able to access it. It is very frustrating, because
I'm just one drop in the bucket of the parents who can't access it.

I believe that all parents should have access to affordable child
care, but also high-quality care. That matters as well. We have to
recognize that there is limited access right now. I believe this bill is
picking winners and losers, and it is going to hinder access even
more.

I come from a rural community. I represent communities that
don't have public child care and don't have not-for-profit care. What
happens in those situations when they don't have access to funding
to expand? Some of these small communities are growing, because
it's more affordable to live in a smaller community as opposed to an
urban area. What happens to those children and to those parents if
they already have limited access, but maybe their child care
provider in that community, or a community farther over, doesn't
fall under what the government of the day thinks is important?

Ms. Ballantyne, with regard to access in communities like the
ones I've listed that don't have public or not-for-profit care, is it
your suggestion that if there is a private day care it should be ex‐
cluded?
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● (1640)

Ms. Morna Ballantyne: No, our position is that if there's an ex‐
isting for-profit provider, that provider should receive federal sup‐
port for the best-quality program possible. We also think that wher‐
ever you live in Canada, you should have access to high- quality
care. The evidence tells us that that means a not-for-profit or a pub‐
lic provider. In fact, it's interesting, on this issue about rural access,
that there are small communities in Alberta where the only reason
families have access is that the municipality has stepped up to pro‐
vide public child care of really high quality.

We need to see a lot more than that. If we need incentives, they
are incentives to get public employers, municipalities, and other
public entities and the not-for-profit sector to help them make sure
that every community is served with the highest-quality care.

Mrs. Rosemarie Falk: Do you believe that the parent is the best
person to decide what type of care their child receives when they
are working or unavailable?

Ms. Morna Ballantyne: I absolutely think that parents need
choice, and the best way to give parents choice is to increase the
supply of high-quality early learning and chid care.

Mrs. Rosemarie Falk: We have heard a lot about the labour
shortage. I've spoken to lots of teachers as well who are finding it
difficult, even in classrooms, just with anxiety and depression. A
lot of our youth are struggling with mental health and behaviour is‐
sues, and that type of thing. Is any of that discussed in this research
that is being referenced? Are any of those types of issues that these
child care providers are facing reasons they may be leaving the pro‐
fession?

Ms. Morna Ballantyne: The evidence suggests that it's really
about working conditions. I would say a lot of what you're talking
about speaks to working conditions and learning conditions. It's a
very difficult sector to really do your best and to have personal
safety and mental wellness, for sure. The only way to address that
is to actually increase public funding and to make sure that the
workforce is supported in every way, not just in wages, not just in
compensation but also in ensuring good-quality working condi‐
tions.

Mrs. Rosemarie Falk: I just have one quick thing, Chair.

Can you please table for the committee this research and data
you keep referring to?

Ms. Morna Ballantyne: Absolutely. There are volumes of it, but
I will.

Mrs. Rosemarie Falk: That's wonderful. Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you, Mrs. Falk.

I will remind members to please identify who you want answer‐
ing a question, when you're questioning.

Mr. Coteau, you have the floor for five minutes.
Mr. Michael Coteau (Don Valley East, Lib.): Thank you so

much, Mr. Chair.

I'm going to give two minutes of my time to Mr. Van Bynen. I
know he has a question, so I'll take the first section, then pass it
over.

It sounds to me, from what we've heard—not only from the wit‐
nesses today but also throughout this entire process—that the pub‐
lic system pays better, the outcomes are better and it ensures more
diversity and equity. It also increases access. There are lower fees,
so it's more affordable for parents.

Perhaps, Ms. Ballantyne, you could go over those key indicators
for outcomes and success—the four or five I mentioned—and con‐
firm that information for the committee.

Ms. Morna Ballantyne: First of all, we're talking about both
public and not-for-profit systems being better.

A public system of early learning and child care.... A public
provider is a government. In most countries with fully developed
early child care systems, local government plays a key part—either
municipalities or what we know in Canada as school boards. One of
the reasons why they pay higher wages is because they have a more
secure base of funding. Public employers have that.

The same is true for not-for-profit, but the main difference be‐
tween not-for-profit and for-profit is that we have to look at the
budget and see where the money is being spent. As I said earlier, in
a for-profit business, what you're looking at is the bottom line. It's
paying your bills and also ensuring you end up with a profit. That's
why you're in business.

Not-for-profits don't have that concern. As a result, they tend to
spend their money on delivery of service and high quality. That in‐
cludes ensuring better wages. They also want to make sure, as part
of their not-for-profit mission—and this is also true for public em‐
ployers—that they're accessible, so they try to keep their fees
down.

The problem is that neither the for-profit nor not-for-profit sector
can keep fees down if public funding is not sufficient. That's why
we also call for more public funding.

● (1645)

Mr. Michael Coteau: It sounds as if, when you put the right
type of infrastructure in place—stability and predictability, with the
right type of funding—the issues the Conservatives brought up
about accessibility can be tackled. If the system is funded properly,
it creates more opportunity for growth. If it's stable, it creates better
recruitment and retention, which addresses labour gaps that may
exist. When there's co-operation among the different players, in‐
cluding government and program deliverers, and if that equation
works well, it allows for expansion and addresses some of the con‐
cerns the Conservatives brought up.

I'm going to turn it over to Mr. Van Bynen at this point, Mr.
Chair.

The Chair: He has one minute and a half.
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Go ahead, Mr. Van Bynen.
Mr. Tony Van Bynen (Newmarket—Aurora, Lib.): Knowing

that, I will ask one quick question of Ms. Bruske.

Quite simply, I will ask you to submit what you mean by putting
more “teeth” into the legislation. Could you provide us with a writ‐
ten commentary?

I want to go back to Ms. Gosselin.

I want to talk about the issue of quality. You mentioned there are
quality assessments. I would like to know about process, criteria
and evaluation for these quality assessments, how often they're
done and whether there are incentives for compliance, or conse‐
quences for not meeting the quality standards.

If you don't have enough time to do that, can you submit a brief?
The Chair: She has 45 seconds for the answer.

Go ahead, Ms. Gosselin.
[Translation]

Hélène Gosselin: In Quebec, external evaluators conduct quality
inspections before license renewal, which occurs every five years
for subsidized child care centres. Inspections are done on site. If the
centre fails inspection or has areas for improvement, a support plan
is proposed to ensure that those areas are improved and identify
ways to do that. Failure to comply with the support plan and im‐
prove the areas identified will result in the centre's license not being
renewed.

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Gosselin.
[English]

Mr. Van Bynen, your time is over.
[Translation]

Ms. Bérubé, you have the floor for two and a half minutes.
Ms. Sylvie Bérubé: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Ms. Gosselin and Ms. Ballantyne, do you think it would be a
good idea to include a clause in Bill C‑35 that would allow Quebec
to opt out of this program with full compensation and no strings at‐
tached, to avoid negotiations and bickering every five years be‐
tween the federal and provincial governments?

Hélène Gosselin: Since child care falls under provincial jurisdic‐
tion, it sort of goes without saying.

The Quebec network's independence has helped it respond more
adequately to needs, so it's very important that service organization
remain a provincial jurisdiction. This will ensure that enforcement
aligns with each province's realities.
● (1650)

Ms. Sylvie Bérubé: What do you think, Ms. Ballantyne?
[English]

Ms. Morna Ballantyne: We support the asymmetrical nature of
the agreement that was reached with the Province of Quebec. We
see nothing in this bill that would prevent another asymmetrical
agreement from being negotiated in the future.

[Translation]
Ms. Sylvie Bérubé: Ms. Gosselin, I'd like you to further define

the benefits of our child care in Quebec, which, as you know,
stands as a model.

Hélène Gosselin: Child care services in Quebec come in all
shapes and sizes, because they were developed at random over the
years. However, the quality of services provided by CPEs, which
are subsidized non-profit organizations, has been proven over the
years. When their services are evaluated, they must comply. They
get very good results, much better results than for-profit child care
centres.

Of course, when profit is not a concern, all the money is invested
in services for the children, including highly specialized support
services to ensure equal opportunity and that even the most vulner‐
able children can reach their full potential. So that's something that
makes the Quebec model and CPEs stand out.

Ms. Sylvie Bérubé: Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Bérubé.

[English]

We now go to Ms. Gazan for two and a half minutes to conclude
this round of questioning.

Ms. Leah Gazan: Thank you so much.

I just want to follow up with you, Madam Bruske.

I asked whether for-profit child care hurts workers, and you pro‐
vided an explanation as to why it does. We know that one of the
biggest barriers to recruiting and retaining child care workers is
wages that don't cover the bills. This is one of the biggest barriers.
If we want to talk about wait-lists, we can't talk about wait-lists
without talking about workers.

What should the federal government be doing to address this
worker shortage?

Ms. Bea Bruske: As I noted earlier, we really need, as part of
this planning, a robust workforce strategy that sets out prevailing
wages in the various different areas across Canada, that sets out ed‐
ucational opportunities for workers to maintain their accreditation
and to continuously have upgrading—which benefits children, of
course, as well—and we need to really look at strategies to make
sure we provide those spots in rural and northern communities.
That might mean having some additional supports that workers
might need to either relocate to those communities or to be able to
stay in those communities and to find housing and to afford to live
in those communities as well.

There has to be a broad-based approach. There are a number of
nuances. We'd be happy to provide some additional details on what
we believe would be contained within a very robust workforce
strategy. We need the very workers who are providing that care to
also be able to afford that care for their families.

Ms. Leah Gazan: If you could provide that information to com‐
mittee, that would be wonderful.

Ms. Bea Bruske: We will do so.
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Ms. Leah Gazan: Is there anything you would like to add,
Madam Ballantyne?

Ms. Morna Ballantyne: On this question, the only thing I would
add is that it would be very helpful to have a national workforce
strategy with respect to early learning and child care—of course, it
would be important for every province and every territory to have a
strategy, but it would be one supported through federal funding—
and also to ensure that best practices in one province can be applied
to another, where appropriate.

Ms. Leah Gazan: Thank you very much.
The Chair: You have 30 seconds.
Ms. Leah Gazan: Building on that, are there any ways you feel

the bill could be strengthened? I know I asked that before.
Ms. Morna Ballantyne: I'll just go back to what I said before.

There is a provision in the bill that requires the minister to report
and make a public report on an annual basis. I think it's really im‐
portant that the minister tables such a report with the Houses of
Parliament. It's a democratic thing. Parliamentarians are the repre‐
sentatives of citizens. This is a national project of huge significance
with large federal investments. It would be important for Parlia‐
ment to keep a close eye on developments and hold whatever gov‐
ernment is in place to account.
● (1655)

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Gazan.

That concludes the first hour.

I want to thank the witnesses for appearing today. We will sus‐
pend for a few moments while we transition to the next panel.

We'll suspend for three minutes.
● (1655)

_____________________(Pause)_____________________

● (1655)

The Chair: Committee members, if we have your attention then
we will resume the second hour of this meeting.

Welcome, Andrea Hannen, from the Association of Day Care
Operators of Ontario; Martha Friendly from the Childcare Resource
and Research Unit; and Maureen Farris from the Strath-MacLean
Child Care Centre.

We'll start with Ms. Hannen, for five minutes, please.
Ms. Andrea Hannen (Executive Director, Association of Day

Care Operators of Ontario): Thank you, and thanks for the hon‐
our of being with you today.

I'm Andrea Hannen from the Association of Day Care Operators
of Ontario, or ADCO.

ADCO represents independent licensed child care programs,
both commercial and not-for-profit. Most of our member centres
are run as small businesses, the majority of which are owned by
ECEs, early childhood educators. Others are owned by Ontario-cer‐
tified teachers, Montessori teachers or internationally trained pro‐
fessionals in early education. We also have not-for-profit member
centres run by churches, temples and community groups.

In Ontario, there are only enough licensed spaces to support
about 25% of children under five, so ADCO shares your goals of
expanding access, making care more affordable and ensuring it's of
high quality.

So far, we've heard a lot about the aspirations the government
has for the Canada-wide early learning and child care program, or
CWELCC. We haven't heard much about the challenges facing it
though. ADCO is suggesting amendments that could help prevent
these challenges from becoming systemic barriers to the program's
success.

We need to keep in mind that although the federal government
helps fund it, child care is a provincial responsibility. All Canadian
provinces have well-established, highly regulated child care sys‐
tems supported in part by provincial tax revenues, and within each
province there's an existing network of licensed spaces. Already
half of Canadian provinces have had to amend their CWELCC
agreements. Staffing shortages are a big part of this, and few
provinces can run their existing systems at full capacity.

In Ontario, many centres have closed entire rooms or shortened
their hours because there's not enough staff. It's not just about
wages and working conditions, although both are really important.
It's that we can't pull ECEs out of thin air. Provinces can expand
ECE diploma programs or work with the federal government to re‐
cruit more child care professionals from abroad, but that can take
years, and families can't wait that long.

Families are eager for $10-a-day child care, but there aren't
enough spaces to accommodate them. Staffing shortages will make
it hard to expand the sector fast enough to meet the needs of a
growing population.

To address this, ADCO is suggesting changes to the bill to reflect
the fact that families use a variety of child care solutions. Rather
than trying to create a single funded solution that may not currently
be available, the CWELCC could simply focus on supporting fami‐
lies. The bill could allow provinces to offer families more flexible
funding that follows the child. This approach would not only help
more families access care now but also reduce the administrative
burden on licensees, giving them more time to focus on the chil‐
dren.
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ADCO is deeply concerned that many of Canada's existing cen‐
tres could be at risk of closure because they fall outside of the bill's
preferred model. They aren't in the public or not-for-profit spheres,
yet they're highly regulated for quality. While many of these centres
are covered by the current CWELCC agreements, the language of
the bill could make continuing to fund these centres difficult or im‐
possible once the current agreements expire.

Paragraph 7(1)(a) of the bill needs to be amended to include all
licensed child care. This is a matter of practicality, because the last
thing anybody wants is for Canadians to wind up with fewer li‐
censed spaces as a result of the government passing this bill.

The committee has heard a lot about the differences between not-
for-profit care and care provided by centres run as small businesses
or larger companies. However, within each province all licensed
child care programs are bound by law to adhere to the same stan‐
dards of quality, no matter what their incorporated auspice is. To
suggest that there's a difference is to malign the hard work of the
provincial inspection officials who devote themselves to ensuring
that all regulated programs are delivering quality care.

My last point is about the costs associated with the bill being so
specific about the types of care to be funded. It takes a tremendous
amount of new government bureaucracy to try to transition
Canada's existing systems to the single model proposed in the bill.
While some people worry that taxpayer dollars could wind up fund‐
ing undue profits, the bigger risk may be the creation of a program
that delivers more government bureaucracy than actual child care.

In closing, I'd like to thank the committee for its work. I would
also ask that you consider the amendments that ADCO and others
have put forward to broaden the focus of the bill to support all fam‐
ilies and all child care programs. Families are and always will be in
the best position to know what will work best for their children.

Thanks.
● (1700)

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Hannen.

Now, Ms. Friendly, go ahead for five minutes, please.
Ms. Martha Friendly (Executive Director, Childcare Re‐

source and Research Unit): Hello, I'm Martha Friendly. I'm the
executive director of the Childcare Resource and Research Unit,
CRRU. I think you have my written brief, which I submitted to the
clerk. I'm just going to speak for five minutes, and it's going to be a
small summary of that.

CRRU is a small child care and family policy research institute.
It began at the University of Toronto in 1982, and it's been an inde‐
pendent non-profit organization since 2007.

I have been a policy researcher in child care for almost 50 years.
I've written many papers, reports, popular articles and several
books. I've worked on child care internationally. I've been a mem‐
ber of various government expert groups.

One of the main ideas that has guided CRRU's work is the idea
that good policy-making needs a solid foundation of good evidence.
That's been one of our guiding principles.

Since the earliest days, CRRU has urged governments at all lev‐
els to work together to establish an early learning and child care
system based on the premise that child care is a public good. Thus,
we've applauded the introduction of the Canada-wide early learning
and child care plan, CWELCC, but we continue to point out ways
that it's implementation can be strengthened.

We all know that quality child care for all is essential in a 21st
century society, but how it's set up and designed is especially and
critically important. Why? It's because a well-designed child care
system can meet multiple goals at the same time. However, a child
care market with child care deserts or poor-quality services does
not deliver the same results.

Bill C‑35 is a key component as Canada begins to build its child
care system. Legislation is important for setting out the high-level
goals, aspirations, principles and objectives that we need to trans‐
form Canada's piecemeal child care market into a high-quality sys‐
tem, that is, a public good and part of our community infrastructure.

As a dedicated researcher, I find that the federal government's
overall policy approach to child care is generally consistent with
the best available evidence. That being said, though, I want to make
several recommendations aimed at strengthening Bill C‑35, and the
rest of my comments are going to be about the recommendations
that I'm going to make.

The first thing that I want to recommend is strengthening the lan‐
guage that sets out the division. The importance of early learning
and child care for children, women, gender equality, families and
the economy is quite well represented in the legislation's preamble.
However, the Government of Canada's vision in paragraph 5(a) is
inconsistently tentative. Thus, I suggest amending paragraph 5(a) to
read, “the Government of Canada's vision for a Canada-wide uni‐
versal, high-quality early learning and child care system that is en‐
visioned as a public good,” which, I think, would strengthen and
make it more consistent with the principles in the preamble.
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The second recommendation I want to make is to strengthen the
rights-based language, which I was very pleased to see in the
preamble, linking the new system to international human rights
conventions, such as the Convention on the Rights of the Child, the
UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples, CEDAW and
the social development goals. Therefore, I suggest amending para‐
graph 6(a) slightly to declare the Government of Canada's obliga‐
tion “to support and ensure establishment and maintenance of a
Canada-wide child care system”. This would be consistent with the
federal government's role as the responsible state party identified in
the Convention on the Rights of the Child and in the comments of
UN committees reviewing Canada's compliance.

The third recommendation I want to make has already had a lot
of discussion. I want to support the federal approach limiting for-
profit care with regard to expansion while permitting existing for-
profit child care to receive public funding on the same basis as not-
for-profits, which is the government's approach at this particular
point.

The legislation touches on this in paragraph 7(1)(a). I suggest
strengthening this clause for at least two reasons. The first reason is
that, as we've already discussed, there is abundant research showing
negative associations between for-profit ownership and key quality
indicators, including the number of qualified staff, their wages,
working conditions and support, staff turnover and morale, and that
observed what we call “process quality”.
● (1705)

I actually—
● (1710)

The Chair: If you could, please conclude.
Ms. Martha Friendly: I ask whether I can table a paper we pro‐

duced that summarizes all this research. I'd be happy to do so.

I want to mention the second reason why I make this recommen‐
dation. The reality is that child care, especially when there's public
funding available, has become a favourite asset for international
private equity firms—

The Chair: Ms. Friendly, I have to ask you to conclude your
comments. You can table any documents you have. You'll have op‐
portunities in the questioning round.

Ms. Martha Friendly: Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you.

Go ahead, please, Ms. Farris. You have five minutes.
Ms. Maureen Farris (Director, Strath-MacLean Child Care

Centre) : Thank you so much for giving me the opportunity to
speak on behalf of the child care community. I'm grateful to be
here, today, to share with you some areas of concern regarding Bill
C-35 and the Canada-wide early learning and child care program
from the perspective of a director, as well as others throughout the
child care community, including educators, families and children.

I would like to start by acknowledging that the intention of Bill
C-35 is an honourable one: a national child care plan that includes
high-quality, accessible and affordable child care for all who need
it. Bill C-35 is certainly moving in the right direction. However,
there are parts of the bill that require refining, in order to meet the

core principles it initially set out to meet: affordability, accessibili‐
ty, inclusivity, quality, flexibility and collaboration.

Bill C-35 sets out a vision and core principles for a national child
care plan, and the child care community is appreciative that this
committee and the federal government are working to build on the
plan and improve it, in order to make it accessible to all Canadians.
To do so, there is a need for the expansion of child care programs
and improvements to compensation that values educators. We need
trained early-childhood educators to make expansion possible.

BillC-35 is intended to ensure equity and sustainability. In its
current state, the Canada-wide early learning and child care plan, or
CWELCC, is not equitable or sustainable. This program is terrific
in theory, facilitating access to high-quality early learning and child
care programs and providing funding to make child care more af‐
fordable for families. However, it is vital that the federal govern‐
ment look at the actual impact this program has on families, chil‐
dren, educators and organizations.

I would like to acknowledge that the Canada-wide early learning
and child care program is fantastic for our families. These families
have access to high-quality early learning programs that are now
more affordable. This is incredibly important to the families we
serve. However, as I mentioned, CWELCC is not equitable. It is not
equitable for families on the wait-list that currently don't have child
care. As the media continues to report on $10-a-day child care, our
wait-lists are growing daily, which leads to further inequities.

In Peterborough, which is where I'm from, we have approximate‐
ly 3,500 children on the wait-list across the city and county, and
that number continues to grow. While this may be a provincial ju‐
risdiction, simply put, we do not have the educators or physical
space to create more child care places. We cannot create access to
affordable child care without qualified, well-paid educators. It's im‐
portant to recognize there is no access without educators.

The Canada-wide early learning and child care plan is also not
equitable for families with children in care but whose children are
not all eligible, under the guidelines of the program. For example,
in our organization, we have several families with a school-age
child in our before- and after-school programs, for which they
pay $24 per child per day. These children have siblings in our
preschool program, for which the family pays $19.85 per child per
day. The children in our before- and after-school programs are there
for a maximum of four hours of care. The children in our preschool
program are there for up to 10 hours of care and receive all the as‐
sociated education and outdoor programming, as well as two snacks
and a hot lunch daily.
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As you can see, families pay significantly more for less program‐
ming and fewer hours of care for their school-age child. Where is
the equity in that?

We also have families that, beginning in the fall, will have two
children in our primary after-school program. One of their children
will be in grade 1 and the other in junior kindergarten. The JK child
is eligible for the CWELCC fee reduction, whereas the child in
grade 1 will not be eligible. As a result, these families will pay $17
for the child who is not eligible for a fee reduction, but only $12 for
the child who is eligible. These children are in the same program
with the same educators, and with access to the same programming
and snack. Everything is the same, yet families will pay $5 more
per day for a child who is not eligible. Again, where is the equity in
that?

Furthermore, CWELCC is not equitable for educators. Bill C-35
states that high-quality early learning and child care programs will
be provided through the use of a qualified and well-supported early
childhood education workforce. However, in Ontario, at least, that
is certainly not the case. While I again acknowledge that wage grids
are a provincial and territorial jurisdiction, I would like to share,
with this committee, some facts about the workforce in Ontario. As
of January 2023, early childhood educators in Ontario are eligible
for a wage floor of $19 per hour. As that amount includes wage en‐
hancement, the wage floor is actually only $17 per hour.

● (1715)

Governments at all levels must focus on recognizing registered
early childhood educators as professionals. They are professionals
who educate our children, following a curriculum and a pedagogy
routed in child development practices.

These professionals educate and care for young children, support
their families and work collaboratively with other educators.

They are governed by the College of ECEs, as well as a code of
ethics and standards of practice, while working within guidelines
laid out in the Child Care and Early Years Act. ECEs are required
to strictly adhere to all of these.

Our registered early childhood educators are not glorified
babysitters. They need to be given the respect of a professional,
which includes a professional wage—

The Chair: Ms. Farris, please conclude shortly. If you could,
bring your comments to a conclusion.

Ms. Maureen Farris: Certainly. I'm sorry about that. Let me
skip ahead.

Both the federal and provincial governments are promising to in‐
crease child care spaces. However, it's impossible to do so without
the workforce to support and sustain this. Without adequate
staffing, we cannot create more spaces.

As someone who operates two child care centres and sits on vari‐
ous committees, I can tell you that the biggest hurdle our child care
community is currently facing is staffing. In fact, even the media is
honing in on this. They admit that child care will be facing a
staffing shortage and a staffing crisis by 2025.

I would argue that we're already in that crisis. What you may not
be aware of is the incredible amount of pressure on frontline staff.

In spite of all the mounting pressure, Bill C-35 does not contain a
clear staff retention plan. We need strong leadership in developing a
workforce strategy. Otherwise, creating more child care spaces and,
therefore, ensuring access to quality care are unrealistic expecta‐
tions.

I have a lot more to say, but I will conclude, because you've
asked me to do so.

It is my hope that the ideas shared at this committee meeting will
help to refine Bill C-35 and the national child care plan so that they
remain an excellent solution for families and their children, and that
they are also equitable for educators, while being sustainable for or‐
ganizations.

Investment in the early years is the best use of national funds.
Every dollar invested in early learning and care is returned expo‐
nentially in our communities and the economy.

Bill C-35 needs to ensure that the focus is on the welfare of chil‐
dren, which is ensured through high-quality early learning and care
provided by qualified early childhood educators.

It is truly my desire, and that of the child care community, that
Bill C-35 does what it originally intended, which is ensure high-
quality, accessible, inclusive and affordable child care for all who
need it.

Thank you so much.

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Farris. You'll get a chance to expand
on that during questioning.

Before we open the floor to questions, I want to advise that I an‐
ticipate adjourning around 5:50. Before we do that, we need a few
minutes to discuss our plans going forward, since we've had two
meetings displaced because of other agenda items.

I will now open the floor to questions. We will begin with Ms.
Ferreri for six minutes.

Ms. Michelle Ferreri: Thank you so much.

Thank you to our witnesses.

As the critic for this file, I've had the opportunity to listen to
thousands of parents and families.

Ms. Friendly, what's really disheartening is that I feel, whether
you intended to or not, that you're really pitting these home-based,
entrepreneur, small-business-operated child cares against the public
system.
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My child went to a home-based child care. It was amazing. If
you say that they don't have quality, I feel, as the critic, it is my job
to voice that they are absolutely quality people who look after our
children. I want that on the record.

I'm going to turn to Andrea, if I may call you that. In your com‐
ments, you mentioned the risk of creating a system that offers more
bureaucracy than care. Can you explain to the committee what you
mean by that?

Ms. Andrea Hannen: I would argue that it's already happening.

The data collection and the reporting requirements under the
CWELCC program are pretty labour-intensive for child care li‐
censees.

I've talked with a lot of licensees about this. The consensus
seems to be that at minimum, so far, the CWELCC is taking about
four hours of a supervisor's time every week, just for the paperwork
related to the CWELCC. That's over 200 hours per year that could
have been used to help support frontline staff or to work directly
with the children.

I can quote one of our own operators about this. He said that the
impact is that the time he would normally use running his day care
is now dedicated to reading government memos and responding to
demands for data and reports. It used to be that he would get emails
from his staff with room inspections, playground inspections and so
on, and he would either send them a quick note to thank them for
keeping up the quality, or stop by their work areas to go over any
issues they may be having. Now he can't do that. He doesn't have
the time. He's stuck in the office, rather than interacting with staff
and families and being able to monitor quality and equipment
needs.
● (1720)

Ms. Michelle Ferreri: Thank you for that.

I think it does take a village to raise a child, as we've said multi‐
ple times, and we need all all hands on deck here to work together.

The CBC recently reported that 16,000 kids are enrolled in the
YMCA's 35,000 licensed spaces. That means there are 19,000 kids
who don't get access to care in the YMCAs of the GTA. Every new
centre that opens or gets renovation money to create more spaces
seems to be sitting empty or is not at capacity. Do you think the
quality is going to be compromised in combination with what An‐
drea has just told us about making this bureaucratic?

I would like to direct that to Ms. Farris.
Ms. Maureen Farris: Do I think that the quality would be com‐

promised in what capacity...?
Ms. Michelle Ferreri: With the way the bill is currently written,

do you think quality will be compromised for child care and access‐
ing child care?

Ms. Maureen Farris: I genuinely worry about the ability to pro‐
vide quality care if we don't have the workforce to support and sus‐
tain it. In all my commentary on this, I keep coming back to “it's all
about the workforce”. We are currently in a staffing crisis. We have
an incredible shortage of staff in the area, and that's why we can't
create spaces either.

Yes, I do worry about the impact on the quality if we can't get the
staff we need to support these programs.

Ms. Michelle Ferreri: Thank you.

Andrea, if I could go back to you, could you give an example, or
is there an example, of another time when a government program
designed to increase access to child care has actually resulted in
centre closures?

Ms. Andrea Hannen: Yes, it has, actually. I would say that hap‐
pened when the Province of Ontario rolled out its government-run
full-day kindergarten program in public schools—FDK. Prior to
that, a lot of Ontario families relied on licensed child care centres to
provide kindergarten programming.

In the first five years of the full-day kindergarten rollout, which
moved a lot of the kindergarten programming into public schools,
Ontario lost more than a thousand licensed child care centres.
Those centres provided child care spaces not just for kindergarten-
aged children, but for children in all age groups. It seemed that the
smaller not-for-profit centres were actually the hardest hit by that.

Ms. Michelle Ferreri: Thank you so much, Andrea.

Ms. Farris, do you feel that with the way Bill C-35 is currently
written it could create a two-tiered system of child care? Basically,
those who are lucky enough or who win the lottery have a spot, but
those who are waiting do not.

Ms. Maureen Farris: Yes, I definitely do have concerns. That
exact system could happen.

As I've mentioned, there are so many children who sit on the
wait-list and do not have a space, and there are operators who have
chosen not to opt into CWELCC and can therefore provide or offer
spaces to those families. Yes, that would absolutely create a two-
tiered system. Families who could afford to pay for more expensive
care would be able to do so, and families who can't may get sub‐
standard care, unfortunately.

I do feel that this bill has the opportunity, though, to support the
not-for-profit sector in securing and building better spaces.

Ms. Michelle Ferreri: Thank you so much.

I need a quick yes-or-no answer from all three of you. You can
just shake your head. Yes or no, were you consulted by the govern‐
ment on how to improve or create a national workforce strategy to
meet the demand of the labour crisis in early childhood educators?

For the record, Chair, none of them are saying yes.

Thank you.

● (1725)

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Ferreri.
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We have Mr. Collins for six minutes, please.
Mr. Chad Collins (Hamilton East—Stoney Creek, Lib.):

Thanks, Mr. Chairman.

Thanks to all the witnesses for appearing today.

I've had the opportunity to meet with non-profit care providers in
Hamilton. I've also had the opportunity to read some recent infor‐
mation that was provided at my former place of work at the City of
Hamilton as it relates to the progress we're making parochially in
the city of Hamilton. I can say the legislation to date has been a
game-changer for us in my neck of the woods. We're seeing 200 to
300 spaces a year that will be created over the next number of
years. We've seen families receive reductions in their fees in the
thousands and thousands of dollars.

But I do have some concerns I want to raise today. They're really
about the implementation and the service delivery and about how
the provinces are helping or not helping as relates to many of the
issues that have been raised by witnesses.

Maybe I'll turn to Ms. Friendly.

First and foremost, as relates to the non-profit versus profit sce‐
nario that's been talked about and highlighted today, and certainly
has in our past meetings with other witnesses, I heard something to‐
day that I had to scratch my head about, which was just that if
somebody has a licence, a government licence, then it must be true
that they're providing the same level of service across the board,
whether they're a for-profit or a not-for-profit. I've been an elected
official for a long time. I would point to the provision of long-term
care services in the province of Ontario as an example of how just
because you have a licence, that doesn't mean you're doing it prop‐
erly and it doesn't mean there's the same level of service and out‐
comes.

Can I ask your opinion as it relates to some of the comments that
were made previously about the provision of services in the not-for-
profits and the outcomes of those versus those in the private sector?

Ms. Martha Friendly: A licence is supposed to be a floor. It has
never been assumed that a licence, in other words being compliant
with the regulations, translates necessarily into quality. Quality is
above that. The Ontario government used to say that very clearly.
I'm quite familiar with the research on quality of a whole variety of
kinds. It is true that licensed child care centres actually have vari‐
able quality even if they're licensed. I think you have to dispel that
myth. A licence is not the same as quality.

The issue of for-profit and non-profit child care has been with us
in Canada for as long as I can remember. I've been working on
child care since the 1970s, and the discussion is always the same.
Putting that aside, it is definitely clear that the motivation to make a
profit, which is usually the objective of a business—and this is not
to say anything about anybody on the panel here, because I've nev‐
er seen your centres, Maureen.... In general, research in a wide
number of areas shows that the quality of for-profit child care is not
as good as that of non-profit and public child care. A lot of it would
have to do with the need to make a profit.

Most of the budget is for staff, so when you have a child care
budget, 85% to 90% in a non-profit budget is generally for staff

compensation. If you're going to make a direct profit, that's the best
place for it to come from. That's why wages are generally lower,
turnover is generally higher and education is lower, because even in
places, in countries or provinces, where there is a wage scale, you
can hire lower on the scale so you get less-expensive staff.

There is other research that looks at things like decision-making
and what impact that has on staff. If you think about what makes
quality, it's reflective, well-qualified staff who have the latitude to
make decisions about what they're going to be doing in their pro‐
grams. Sometimes—not always, but sometimes—you find very in‐
trusive kinds of decision-making from higher management. When
you get into larger companies and you move out of owner-operated
centres, very often you have decisions being made by a head office
in another country.

So I think the picture of why quality is—
● (1730)

Mr. Chad Collins: Ms. Friendly, can I interject? I appreciate that
answer. I have less than a minute now, and I'd very quickly like to
ask you about what you're hearing from service providers.

When I met with service providers in Hamilton, I met with Wes‐
ley, St. Matthew's and Umbrella Family centre representatives.
They talked about quality and specifically about wages. We've
heard a lot about the province's floor that they've established here.
It's hard to attract and retain people for $18 or $19 an hour. What
are you hearing in that regard in terms of what the province should
be doing as it relates to retention of and encouragement of people to
get into the industry with higher wages?

Ms. Martha Friendly: Wages are kind of the core of the work‐
force issue. While they're not all there is to it, they're undeniably
the core. I think in Ontario that wage floor, which is so low, and it
actually is only of benefit in those instances where the lowest
wages are already being paid. It brings them up to a low standard. I
think a lot of people working in the sector are really offended by it.

I think coming out of the pandemic, when people working in
child care worked really, really hard in difficult circumstances, it
was their 15 minutes of fame. They were briefly essential. Now
they're not so essential when it comes to paying them better, and
even talking to this sector about what it is they want—career lad‐
ders, further education, and the opportunities you would get in bet‐
ter-paid work.

I agree with Ms. Farris about the workforce. It is absolutely cen‐
tral to the success of this program and it is absolutely essential to
expansion, which is another really important issue we've touched
on. I'm hearing that the workforce doesn't buy the wage floor and
isn't going to come back for those kinds of wages in Ontario.

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Friendly and Mr. Collins.
[Translation]

Ms. Bérubé, you have the floor for six minutes.
Ms. Sylvie Bérubé: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

To all the witnesses, thank you for taking part in this meeting. It's
important, because we're talking about the future of our young chil‐
dren.
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Bill C‑35 neither defines what child care is, nor does it give any
indication of the age range in which children will be covered by the
Canada-wide early learning and child care system. In your view, is
that a problem and can you speak to the impact that will have?
[English]

Ms. Martha Friendly: If you're asking me whether I think treat‐
ing it as an asymmetrical agreement is a problem and will create a
problem in the program in the future, I've always supported an
asymmetrical approach in Canadian federalism. I think it's critical
to the success of this program that Quebec be treated differently.
Quebec did pioneer a child care system that some elements of the
proposed CWELCC are based upon.

Obviously, and I think people do realize it, Quebec itself has a
way to go, but given the structure of Canadian federalism, which is
a given, I think this is the only way to move forward. I really sup‐
port it. I don't think it will harm the program in the future.
[Translation]

Ms. Sylvie Bérubé: Ms. Farris, what do you think?
[English]

Ms. Maureen Farris: I apologize. I didn't hear the beginning of
the question. My interpretation function wasn't on properly. Is it
possible to have the question restated, please?
[Translation]

Ms. Sylvie Bérubé: Okay. Bill C‑35 neither defines what child
care is, nor does it gives any indication of the age range in which
children will be covered by the Canada-wide early learning and
child care system. In your view, is that a problem and can you
speak to the impact that will have?
● (1735)

[English]
Ms. Maureen Farris: Regarding the age in the CWELCC pro‐

gram, they're aiming specifically for children of ages zero to six.
Any child over the age of six is not eligible for any kind of fee re‐
duction. Obviously, we still provide care for those children, but
they're not eligible for the fee reduction.

As I mentioned earlier, it results in a big inequity for those fami‐
lies who have school-aged children versus children who are in
some of our younger full-day programs. There are even children
who are in the same program where one child is in junior kinder‐
garten and therefore under the age of six and thus eligible for fee
reductions, and the family is paying more for the exact same care
for their school-aged child.
[Translation]

Ms. Sylvie Bérubé: Thank you.

Ms. Hannen, would you like to add something?
[English]

Ms. Andrea Hannen: I don't disagree at all with what the previ‐
ous panellist said. I think that is correct.
[Translation]

Ms. Sylvie Bérubé: All right.

Ms. Friendly, are there any other key items that should be added
to Bill C‑35? Do you have any concerns about the bill?

[English]

Ms. Martha Friendly: Are there any missing parts? I think there
are things that could be further elaborated. The parts are there. I
agree that the workforce is only mentioned; it really needs to be
strengthened and elaborated on. I also think something that's miss‐
ing is any kind of recognition of the idea of inequity. There's noth‐
ing to really ensure that low-income families, vulnerable families or
families who are not in the child care picture as much now, will re‐
ally have any opportunity to become part of it. I'd like to see that
discussed a little more.

Some of the definitions and the principles could be strengthened.
I don't see things that are missing, but I see a number of places that
are quite important that could be elaborated on.

As for expansion, I'm not sure how to do this in a bill, though I
thought about it. I would see much more of it...which is why I said
there's an obligation on the part of the federal government to ensure
that child care is available. That is something other countries have
done, which has been quite effective, when you have the correct
structure, in motivating expansion and structuring expansion in a
public and planned way.

Those are things I see in there that are only touched on, but could
be elaborated on.

[Translation]

Ms. Sylvie Bérubé: What do you think, Ms. Hannen?

[English]

Ms. Andrea Hannen: Are there missing components to the bill?
What I would be somewhat concerned about is that we have to be a
little careful about inequities, in that there are very lengthy waiting
lists. Right now, people who have a space, keep that space. Howev‐
er, we can't create spaces fast enough to serve all of the other folks,
particularly the families who really need child care in order to put a
roof over their heads.

System expansion, if we can't do it quicky enough, certainly
leads to a level of inequity. I hate to hear reports already from oper‐
ators that some quite well-off families are using the less expensive
spaces almost as drop-in care, because the spaces have become less
expensive under the universality element of this program. Really,
they are using it as drop-in care and they don't actually need the
spaces, yet there are other families who desperately need the spaces
in order to go to work and support their children. There is some in‐
equity, and I'm not sure how to solve that in the bill.

The Chair: Thank you, Madame Bérubé.

Ms. Gazan, you have six minutes, and that will conclude this
round.

Ms. Leah Gazan: Thank you so much, Chair.



18 HUMA-59 March 21, 2023

Madam Farris, in your jointly submitted brief, you described the
wage floor of $18 an hour set by the Ontario government as an in‐
sult to early childhood educators. As a former EC provider, I agree
with this wholeheartedly. It's totally unacceptable and disrespectful.

What is the human impact of these inadequate wages and the
lack of benefits on workers, on the children they're educating and
on your ability to deliver child care programming?
● (1740)

Ms. Maureen Farris: It's very disheartening for the staff. Hon‐
estly, when that wage floor was announced, it was like a punch in
the gut to our staff. Not only is the wage floor really low, but there
also is a cap or a ceiling of a maximum of $25 per hours—$23 if
you take out the wage enhancement. Again, our staff doesn't have
any room for growth within their careers. They're going to hit that
ceiling really quickly. Then there is also a lack of benefits in some
organizations. There are no pensions.

I feel that a national minimum wage for early childhood educa‐
tors would be a really valuable component to Bill C-35.

Ms. Leah Gazan: Would you agree with the statement that un‐
less the deal provides workers with livable wages and benefits,
we're going to continue to have waiting lists and a crisis in develop‐
ing a national child care strategy?

Ms. Maureen Farris: Absolutely.
Ms. Leah Gazan: Thank you.

I have another question for you.

Your brief says that you are “concerned that many larger corpo‐
rations are now viewing child care as a profit-driven pursuit”, and
that this is “not the system that we imagine for our community.”

How would an expansion of private corporate child care at the
expense of not-for-profit providers like yours harm families?

Ms. Maureen Farris: In our small community we have two
amazing for-profit centres. I just want to give them a shout-out be‐
cause they are incredible and they really are concerned about quali‐
ty child care.

However, in our small community, a big box style for-profit cen‐
tre would definitely be detrimental to quality programming. It is be‐
cause those larger corporations have a focus on profit over quality
care.

Ms. Leah Gazan: I know in the child care legislation it says to
prioritize not-for-profit public care. Knowing that there are a lot of
good child care providers, do you think the priority should be pub‐
lic not-for-profit care?

Ms. Maureen Farris: I think that the priority should be public
not-for-profit care, but I also think that we need to really focus hard
on the centres themselves and the kind of quality they are provid‐
ing.

As I mentioned, the two small centres we have here are like
“mom and pop” style for-profit centres. They offer amazing, quality
care. We have wonderful working relationships with those two cen‐
tres.

However, the majority of care offered in this town is public not-
for-profit care.

Ms. Leah Gazan: I have a question for Madam Friendly.

What are some examples of countries that have gotten it right in
their child care programs that Canada should emulate?

In the alternative, what are some cautionary examples for us to
avoid, particularly regarding the role of for-profit child care?

Ms. Martha Friendly: Actually, the countries that always come
out the best in international rankings by organizations like UNICEF
and the OECD, are actually the Nordic countries, particularly Swe‐
den and Iceland.

Are they perfect? I wouldn't argue they're perfect because if you
talk to people from these countries, there are things that they don't
like.

The countries that always do the worst are the countries where
they have a child care market where they haven't developed....

In our one year that this has been in play.... This is only the first
year. Those countries have been developing their child care systems
for years. There are written descriptions of how they did it, what
the setbacks were, what the pitfalls were and what they did right.
There's a great one about Sweden and how it developed. It's not
perfect; it goes up and down.

The countries that do the worst are the countries.... I will com‐
ment on the for-profit issue here. Australia is probably the best
known example of a country that became dominated by large cor‐
porate firms, even before the private equity companies got into the
game. New Zealand is in the news right now because private equity
firms just want to assetize child care. They're not even child care
companies; they just bought them up. It's a problem to have small,
better-quality child care that can be bought up because that's mostly
the way these large financializations have occurred in child care.

There's a very big study in the U.K. of how the money works—

● (1745)

Ms. Leah Gazan: Would you be able to submit other examples
to committee in a brief?

That would be very helpful.

Ms. Martha Friendly: Absolutely. I'll submit some stuff in writ‐
ing.

Ms. Leah Gazan: It's just because I have limited time and I have
one other question for Madam Farris.

You mentioned in your brief that transparency is vital so that
public funds are being spent wisely.

Do you support amending Bill C-35 to add stronger reporting re‐
quirements so that people know what advice an advisory council is
providing the minister and for the minister's report to include a de‐
tailed summary of all information regarding how federal money is
being spent?
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Ms. Maureen Farris: All I can really confirm for you.... Yes, I
agree that there needs to be the transparency for the money that is
being spent. Right now, there are a lot of requirements on operators.
We have to provide our audited financial statements annually to our
CMSMs, and then those are eventually provided to the provincial
government. I assume that they are then also provided to the federal
government for their review as well.

We have a lot of paperwork, as Ms. Hannen pointed out, a lot of
paperwork that we have to do on a regular, consistent basis for the
CWELCC program. That is taking away from our time for being
with the children and our families and our staff and supporting
those people who are in our programs, but I do believe that we need
to ensure our public dollars are spent very carefully so we can as‐
sure that quality care is still being provided to the children and their
families.

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Gazan.

Thank you to the witnesses for your presentations before com‐
mittee today.

We're still in public, so I'm going to use a few minutes to ask the
clerk to give an overview.

The witnesses can excuse themselves from the meeting and vir‐
tually.

Again, thank you for your time.

We have a few minutes. As you know, committee members, we
had two meetings displaced. House operations gave us three op‐
tions. We said yes to all three. Then they came back and said, “no”,
“no” and “yes”.

The one option we have currently is for next Thursday evening
from 6:30 p.m. to 8:30 p.m. As chair, I have scheduled a meeting
for next Thursday from 6:30 p.m. to 8:30 p.m. to continue with the
committee, with witnesses that will be scheduled then.

Mr. Wayne Long (Saint John—Rothesay, Lib.): This is to
make up for...?

The Chair: This Friday's meeting interfered with President
Biden's visit.

We're still off one. We're still checking on resources, but I don't
have anything to offer to committee at this time.

Mr. Wayne Long: For that week, it would be Thursday and Fri‐
day, then?

The Chair: Next week, we will be meeting Thursday evening
from 6:30 p.m. to 8:30 p.m. and Friday morning as regularly sched‐
uled. Tuesday is budget day.

Ms. Gray, go ahead.
Mrs. Tracy Gray (Kelowna—Lake Country, CPC): Thank

you, Mr. Chair, for that information. I appreciate that.

At this time, I would like to move the following motion. I will
say really quickly that this is a motion that everyone has had for a
couple of weeks. This is our standard motion to call the ministers
for estimates.

The Chair: My understanding is that the motion is in order.

Go ahead, Ms. Gray.
Mrs. Tracy Gray: Thank you very much.

I will read it really quickly:
That, pursuant to the Order of Reference from the House dated Wednesday,
February 15, 2023, the Committee invites: the Minister for Employment, Work‐
force Development, and Disability Inclusion ; the Minister of Families, Children
and Social Development; the Minister of Housing, Diversity and Inclusion; the
Minister of Labour; the Minister of Seniors; to appear for no fewer than 2 hours
each regarding the Supplementary Estimates (C) 2022-2023 and the Main Esti‐
mates 2023-2024. That relevant department officials be invited to appear with
the Ministers at the same meetings including the respective Chief Financial Offi‐
cers; that these meeting take place as soon as possible, but no later than April 28,
2023.

● (1750)

The Chair: Thank you.

You have heard the motion. It is in order.

Recognizing that we are running short on time, is there any dis‐
cussion?

Mr. Long, go ahead.
Mr. Wayne Long: Mr. Chair, I have some thoughts.

If you add it up and take a quick look at how many meetings we
have left until the end of the year, I think we're looking at probably
between 12 and 14 meetings. Time will move quickly on us, and
we have a lot that we still need to do. I would respectfully like to
suggest an amendment to MP Gray's motion.

Do you want me to read out the whole thing and then throw this
in, or just the amendment?

The Chair: You have the floor. It's your option to make an
amendment if you choose.

Mr. Wayne Long: It's to say, after the words “Minister of
Labour; the Minister of Seniors”, the following:

and for all ministers to appear during the same meeting with one panel com‐
posed of three ministers and a second panel composed of two ministers regard‐
ing the Supplementary Estimates...

and so on.

In past years, we have had meetings with four ministers in one
meeting. To me, to take up five meetings with these ministers—

An hon. member: [Inaudible—Editor]

Mr. Wayne Long: What's that...?
The Chair: [Inaudible—Editor] Mr. Long.
Mr. Wayne Long: For me to take up five meetings, that is, over

30% of our time for the ministers.... We've had ministers here—
Mrs. Rosemarie Falk: Not on supplementary [Inaudible—Edi‐

tor]
Mr. Wayne Long: Yes, but regardless, I think we've had minis‐

ters available to join us at HUMA so far at a level that I've certainly
never seen. I think their accessibility has been really good. Again, I
think that instead of having five meetings tied up with ministers....
With my amendment, we have three and two for one meeting, and
they'll appear no later than May 31.

The Chair: You have the amendment, which is up for debate.
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I have Mrs. Falk on the amendment.
Mrs. Rosemarie Falk: Thank you very much, Chair.

I think there are other ways this committee can be more responsi‐
ble with time, like doing scheduling and planning in a subcommit‐
tee. There are other areas that can be trimmed.

Through you, Chair, to Mr. Long, as opposed to skirting ministe‐
rial accountability, at minimum.... These are the main estimates. I
don't see why we can't have time with the appropriate ministers on
something that is specific to the main estimates.

Thank you.
The Chair: Ms. Gray, did you have your hand up? I'll then see

Ms. Gazan.

Mrs. Gray is first, and then it's Ms. Gazan.
Mrs. Tracy Gray: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

As a reminder, these are the supplementary estimates and the
main estimates, so this covers a wider range than just one of those.
We have to remember, too, that, yes, we have had ministers here,
but ministers have been relating specifically to legislation. That was
appropriate. They came. It was their legislation. It made sense.

We also had a Liberal motion on housing. That was a great study
that we did.

Everything that we've done here has been.... We had the esti‐
mates ministers, as well.

This is just normal practice. It's very reasonable to have them.
This committee just happens to have this many ministers. There are
other committees that might only have one. That's the way this is.
Perhaps we can even look at scheduling extra meetings if we need
to, but this is just a normal course of business.

I am open to an amendment to potentially move this to May 12
to give us a bit more time. Of course, we don't want to do anything
to delay the work that's being done at the committee on legislation
like Bill C-35, but that's something we can look at that would allow
more scheduling time for ministers.

Those are my comments. Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you.

We are in discussions on the amendment. The legislation takes
precedence over anything else we do, so we will stick with that.

We have House resources until six o'clock, so we will adjourn at
six if the discussions continue.

Go ahead, Ms. Gazan.
● (1755)

Ms. Leah Gazan: I will talk for five hours, Chair.

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

Ms. Leah Gazan: No, I'm just kidding.

With all due respect, this national child care plan.... Canadian
families are waiting for it, so I feel really cautious about having all
those meetings. I'd like to get this legislation done. I'd like to get it

off the docket. We know we have a limited amount of sitting
weeks.

I think everybody's anxiously waiting for us to finish and get to
work, so I would support the amendment posed by Mr. Long to ex‐
tend that, so that we can get this legislation to the Senate in a timely
fashion and back on the floor.

The Chair: I see Mrs. Falk on the amendment.

Mrs. Rosemarie Falk: Thank you, Chair.

Through you, to Ms. Gazan, the priority is government legisla‐
tion, so that would happen anyway. This is just putting it on our
working calendar, and it's a way for us to keep the Liberal ministers
accountable for what they have in supplementary and main esti‐
mates.

The Chair: I see Ms. Saks on the amendment.

Ms. Ya'ara Saks: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

While I am a visitor wt this committee, I know how often my
minister is here to answer questions. I think it's a reasonable
amount of time to have panels for pointed and targeted questions
that, certainly, any member of this committee could ask.

At this time, I'd like to move that we vote on the amendment.

The Chair: Ms. Gazan had her hand up. If there's no further dis‐
cussion after, we will go to a vote.

Go ahead, Ms. Gazan.

Ms. Leah Gazan: As a guest at this committee, as well, and
somebody who puts tremendous value in research, I know there is a
study on the financialization of housing. We have a housing crisis
in this country. I think it's important that there be appropriate time
to facilitate that study. For that reason, I would support the amend‐
ment.

Thank you.

The Chair: Seeing no further discussion, I will ask the clerk to
call a recorded vote on Mr. Long's amendment.

(Amendment agreed to: yeas 6; nays 5)

[Translation]

Ms. Sylvie Bérubé: Mr. Chair, Mr. Coteau is in his car and he's
not wearing his headset.

[English]

The Chair: He did indicate so. I recognized a vote. He can put
his thumb up or down.

Mr. Coteau, do you want...? Okay.

The amendment was carried, so now we'll vote on the motion, as
amended, Mr. Clerk.

(Motion as amended agreed to: yeas 11; nays 0)
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The Chair: The meeting is adjourned.
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