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30 March 1987
The Special Committee on Child Care has the honour to present its
FINAL REPORT

According to its Orders of Reference dated Thursday, October 9, 1986 and
Wednesday, November 26, 1986, your Committee has the honour to present its Final
Report which reads as follows:

(Text enclosed)

Your Committee has adopted this report, including recommendations, and
requests the Government to consider the advisability of implementing the said
recommendations and, in accordance with Standing Order 99(2), requests the
Government to table a global response to this report.

A copy of the Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence of the Special Committee on
Child Care (Issues 1 to 51 from the first session and 1 from the present session
including the Final Report) is tabled.

Respectfully submitted,

SHIRLEY MARTIN
Chairperson
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PREFACE

Our children deserve the care of all Canadians. We owe this to them not only
because they are ours, but because they are the expression of our hope for the future.
As we strive to make a better world for them, so will they direct their efforts to their
own children. In this way our children will grow beyond us, carrying our memories, our
dreams, and our beliefs about how our lives and theirs can be made better.

How we allocate our country’s resources is a reflection of our faith in the future.

How we respond to our children’s needs is a measure of our society’s integrity. If we do
not provide for our children, we will have no future.

The foundation of our nation has always been the families to which children
belong. Different kinds of families exist. All require our support, some more than
others. The provision of adequate financial and human resources to the family — by

government and by other institutions in our society — is an essential investment in our
future.

It is just such an investment that this report addresses.

Xiv



CHAPTER 1

The Family and Child Care

The Special Committee on Child Care

The Special Committee on Child Care was established by the House of Commons
in November 1985 to examine and report on the child care needs of the Canadian
family. The text of the Committee’s order of reference appears in Appendix B. In brief,
the Committee was asked to report on three related subjects:

1. the needs of children being cared for inside or outside the family, as well as parents’
views on the kinds of care they would like for their children;

2. how best to define a role for the federal government in child care, given the roles of
others responsible for child care — parents, the voluntary sector, the private sector,
and provincial and territorial governments; and

3. steps the federal government could take to fulfil this role.

Three concerns are apparent in this mandate. First, the focus is on the child in the
context of the family. Second, there is concern about the care of all children, regardless
of the type of family to which they belong and the choices their parents have made
about caring for them. Thus the Committee’s recommendations are to recognize the
diversity of Canadian families and the variety of needs to which this gives rise. Third,
the Committee’s mandate emphasizes that responsibility for child care in Canada is
shared. Parents have the primary responsibility and can decide how best to care for
their children. But society as a whole, including governments, shares a portion of that
responsibility. How the federal government should fulfil its part of the responsibility is
the third issue the Committee was asked to address.

These concerns extend beyond much of the current public debate on child care,
which tends to focus on assistance to parents who are employed or on child care as a
means of supporting equal opportunities for women in the workplace. This report
focuses instead on children and the family—their concerns, their diversity and their
needs. Since we are looking at the care of all children, we address the needs of families
where a parent stays home to raise children, families where both parents work, and
families where the only parent works outside the home. We recognize that the growth
of female participation in the labour force will likely continue, with the result that even
greater percentages of mothers will be fully employed outside the home in the future.
Nevertheless, the shifting balance of participation does not change our obligation to



look at the care of all children and at the respective responsibilities of parents,
governments, and the wider society to assure the quality of that care.

In a federal system such as ours, the subject of child care involves many issues that
fall under provincial and territorial jurisdiction as well as those that are the
responsibility of Parliament. We are keenly aware of the provinces’ and territories’
legislative powers with respect to families and children and the provision and regulation
of child care services. It is not our intention to intrude on this jurisdiction. We could
not, however, ignore the testimony of the many witnesses who commented on aspects of
child care that fall under provincial or territorial jurisdiction and administration, and
we refer to that testimony where appropriate to illustrate the issues and concerns
brought to our attention by Canadians. The purpose of our recommendations, in the
light of the constitutional division of powers, is to help improve the current situation for
families with children, using the tools the federal government has used traditionally—
its taxing and spending powers. Our recommendations reflect our concern that federal
action be taken in the context of consultation and co-operation with the provinces and
territories.

Government Involvement in Child Care

The concerns expressed in recent years for the welfare of children and families
have their precedent far back in Canada’s history. Government assistance for Canadian
families with children was first directed toward the poor.' Prior to 1900, local
governments and voluntary organizations provided relief when families had exhausted
their personal financial resources. Following World War I, the federal government also
became involved in child support by providing pensions to war widows and by allowing
spousal and child exemptions in the newly-introduced Income Tax Act.

The years 1930 to 1944 saw the evolution of assistance to unemployed families
through federal relief measures and the eventual passage of the Unemployment
Insurance Act in 1941. In 1945, the federal government introduced Family Allowance
payments. Between 1945 and 1960, several measures were enacted to assist individuals
and families with special needs. Since 1960, a variety of benefits and services have been
introduced, including a refundable tax credit for low-income families.

Nor is support for day care a new phenomenon. Day care centres have existed in
Canada for 136 years. The earliest centres were established in the mid-nineteenth
century in Montreal and Toronto following the first phase of industrialization and
urbanization in Canada. In those years, day care was viewed primarily as a service to
single women needing to work or as a support for families in crisis.?

The advent of World War II changed that view as the shortage of male labour
arising from the war effort prompted the recruitment of women into industry. In July
1942, the federal government passed an order-in-council permitting cost-sharing
agreements with provincial governments wishing to establish day care centres. This

arrangement was used only sparingly and did not result in a national network of day
care centres.

The end of the war meant the end of wartime day care services. However, the
termination of wartime care did not mean the end of the demand for non-parental care.
During the 1950s and early ’60s, the number of day care centres increased gradually.
By the late 1960s, the trend toward more active involvement of women in the labour



force spurred more rapid growth. Provincial governments began to respond to the new
social and economic trends affecting family life. They developed day care legislation
and turned to the federal government to cost-share the services.

The federal government undertook several initiatives in response to provincial
demand, beginning in 1966 with the introduction of the Canada Assistance Plan (CAP).
Through CAP, the federal government shares with the provinces and territories the cost
of subsidizing the fees paid by low-income parents who use day care services. The
second major federal initiative to assist with the cost of child care was a 1972
amendment to the Income Tax Act; the Child Care Expense Deduction allows parents
earning income to claim an income tax deduction for the costs associated with child
care.

Earlier Studies

This Committee is not the first to review the issue of child care in the past two
decades. To assist us in our task, and before undertaking country-wide hearings, we
reviewed the recommendations on various aspects of child care contained in reports of
earlier task forces and commissions. Between 1969 and 1986 there were nine reports
examining the issue from different viewpoints. Two reports, the Royal Commission on
the Status of Women (1970) and the Royal Commission on Equality in Employment
(1984), approached child care from the perspective of improving the opportunities for
women to enter and advance in the labour force. The Commission on Emotional and
Learning Disorders in Children (1969), the Special Committee on Participation of
Visible Minorities in Canadian Society (1983), and the Special Committee on Indian
Self-Government in Canada (1983) dealt with the special child care needs of these
communities.

More recently, two committees of the House of Commons addressed the issue: a
report of the Standing Committee on Justice and Legal Affairs (1985) discussed
maternity benefits, and the Report on Child and Elderly Benefits (1985), prepared by
the Standing Committee on Health, Welfare and Social Affairs, reviewed all the
benefits provided to families with children. Finally, the Canadian Commission for the
International Year of the Child (1979) dealt with the issue of child care from the
viewpoint of children, while the Task Force on Child Care (the Cooke Task Force,
1986) reviewed non-parental child care and parental leave. We are particularly
appreciative of the thoughtful assessments and the research material in the Cooke
Report that made our task easier.

What distinguished the work of our Committee from the work of earlier groups
was its broader mandate. Previous studies centred on non-parental care, care as a
support for working women, care for children with special needs, or child care for
specific segments of the population. By contrast, the Special Committee on Child Care
looked at the care of all kinds of children in all types of care situations—at home and
outside the home, by parents, neighbours and relatives or professional caregivers, in
organized centres and in private homes.

To fulfil this broad mandate and gather the evidence on which to base our
conclusions and recommendations, the Committee adopted a two-fold strategy. First,
we commissioned a series of research papers on various child care issues. These are
referred to in the report and documented in the notes to each chapter (see also
Appendix I). Second, we arranged extensive public hearings across Canada early in
1986.



Public Hearings and Submissions

We visited every province and territory to listen first-hand to the child care
concerns of Canadians. The overwhelming response from individuals and organizations
reflected the importance Canadians attach to their children. Between March and June
1986, we heard 1,047 presentations, welcomed 1,632 witnesses, and received 944
written submissions (see Appendix C and Appendix D).

As the hearings progressed, it became apparent that there are many new
challenges facing Canadian families. There are currently 4.7 million Canadian children
under 13 years of age. Increasing numbers of them are growing up in families where
both parents are employed outside the home. Some live with only one parent. Others
have special needs because of poverty, disability or minority status. These situations
present particular kinds of challenges.

Even the ‘average’ family faces new challenges. We met families that need child
care because they find it necessary for both spouses to work in order to achieve a
modest standard of living. We met other families where one spouse stays home to care
for young children. Once considered the norm, this arrangement presents its own
challenges; the family may have made a financial sacrifice if the spouse gave up a job to
stay home, the caregiver must often deal with social isolation, and little recognition is
available for the role of the at-home spouse.

Parents’ concerns, as expressed in the public hearings, were remarkably diverse.
This is perhaps not surprising, given the varying size and composition of families, their
many living, working and child care arrangements, the uniqueness of the communities
they live in, and the differences in the availability of child care services in those
communities. Nevertheless, we heard three themes repeatedly: affordability,
availability and quality.

Parents concerned about affordability noted that child care costs can be a burden
to families where one parent sacrifices income to care for children at home as well as to
single-parent families and families requiring care because both parents work outside the
home. Other parents described problems related to the availability of child care,
including the shortage of spaces in licensed centres, the inflexibility of hours, and the
lack of options in their particular community. A third concern brought to our attention
was quality. Parents are anxious to ensure that their children are growing up in loving
and nurturing environments that promote their social, intellectual, and emotional well-
being, whatever the child care arrangement selected.

We heard, as well, from families with special needs. Native people felt that
culturally appropriate child care services could help them retain their identity and
provide an important support to families. Parents of disabled children expressed their
concerns about the integration of their children in Canadian society and their own need
for support and respite from time to time. For many members of ethnic minorities, the
search for linguistic and culturally sensitive child care services is a major concern.

We received testimony and briefs from individuals, voluntary organizations,
unions, child care centres, family child care homes, women’s associations, political
parties, churches, and business representatives. Many expressed frustration about the
lack of support for child care and suggested how governments and other organizations
could improve the quality of child care in Canada.



Representatives of provincial and territorial governments made presentations and
submissions as well. Some of these governments have limited fiscal capacity to expand
child care services. The problem is particularly acute in the Atlantic region. Provincial
and territorial representatives also expressed concern about whether new federal
initiatives would add a financial burden or intrude on their responsibility for child care
services.

The evidence before the Committee provides a clear indication of the issues and
problems surrounding child care, but because the views expressed by witnesses and
those who presented written briefs were so diverse, the Committee cannot report that
there is consensus among Canadians about how best to address the issues and solve the
problems. This leads us to our first conclusion, which is simply that no single type of
child care will meet the needs of all children and all parents in all communities.
Children have different needs, and parents want to be in a position to make choices
about how child care arrangements meet the needs of their children. That choice should
not be unduly constrained by financial considerations, by a shortage of options from
which to choose, or by concerns that the available care is not of the highest possible
quality.

A Question of Definition

Several terms used frequently in the balance of this report may not be familiar to
all readers. In examining the full range of available child care options, the Committee
looked at parental care as well as non-parental care, also called substitute or
supplementary care. Non-parental care is provided by both a formal and an informal
child care system. The formal sector, sometimes referred to as licensed care because it
is regulated by provincial and territorial governments, comprises two forms of care—
child care centres and family child care homes. These centres and homes in turn can be
operated for profit by commercial organizations or individuals, or on a non-profit basis
by parents, church or volunteer groups, school boards or municipalities.

The informal child care sector consists of all those who care for children without
being part of a provincial licensing system. Parents are the primary caregivers, while
friends, relatives, nannies, neighbours and babysitters who care for children (with or
without being paid for it) constitute the informal sector. These distinctions should be
borne in mind in the chapters that follow.

Federal Expenditures

The other terms with which readers should be familiar are those describing current
federal benefit programs related to the care of children. The federal government, along
with the other levels of government, is involved in support for child rearing and child
care according to the constitutional division of power and responsibilities. Constitu-
tional authority for the regulation and administration of child care services rests with
the provinces and territories. The federal government’s role has been defined by its
taxing and spending powers. In practice, however, both levels of government provide a
range of benefits and services that are mutually complementary. Federal participation
includes financial support to assist parents with the costs associated with child-rearing
and day care.



At present the federal government spends money on four major benefits in support
of families with children: the Family Allowance is paid direct to families, while the
Child Tax Exemption, the Child Tax Credit, and the Equivalent-to-Married Exemption
are benefits delivered through the personal income tax system (Table 1.1). In addition
to these benefits, which are available to all families with children, benefits are available
to families that use child care services. The federal government assists low-income
families using licensed day care services by subsidizing their fees through the Canada
Assistance Plan (CAP). As well, families that pay for non-parental child care and meet
certain criteria are entitled to claim an income tax deduction based on these expenses.

Table 1.1
Federal Expenditures on Child Benefits
1982-1986
(Millions of Dollars)

1982 1983 1984 1985 1986'
Family Allowance (Net of Tax) 1,816 1,895 1,950 2,026 2,008
Child Tax Credit 1,515 1,435 1,495 1,510 1,675
Child Tax Exemption? 735 TS 780 785 785
Equivalent-to-Married Exemption’ 205 245 280 300 315
TOTAL 4,271 4,350 4,505 4,621 4,783
TOTAL (constant dollars)* 5,104 4914 4,877 4810 4,783

1. Estimated expenditure for 1986.

2. These amounts reflect only the exemptions claimed for dependent children less than
18 years of age.

3. These amounts reflect only the exemptions claimed by single parents with dependent
children.

4. These figures are stated in 1986 dollars, adjusted by the Consumer Price Index.
Source: Department of Finance.

Finally, federal support for child care takes the form of special programs offered
by two government departments. Employment and Immigration Canada provides
assistance for child care by giving an allowance to eligible trainees enrolled in courses
at community colleges or vocational schools. Indian and Northern Affairs Canada

finances a limited number of child care centres and programs on Indian reserves (Table
1.2).

In short, the federal government directs considerable resources to families with
children. Although certain benefits, such as the Child Tax Credit, have recently been
modified and improved, there are important weaknesses in programs such as the Child
Care Expense Deduction. We elaborate on these shortcomings in Chapter 2. These
weaknesses must be corrected if federal programs are to adapt and respond to recent
trends in Canadian families. It is just such steps that this report addresses.



Table 1.2
Federal Expenditures on Child Care
1982-86
(Millions of Dollars)

1982 1983 1984 1985 1986!

Child Care Expense Deduction 75 110 140 155 170
Canada Assistance Plan 70 77 90 100 105
Dependant Care Allowances 2 10 17 40 37
Child Care on Reserves 2 3 3 4 Sin
Total 149 200 250 299 317
Total (constant dollars)? 178 226 291 311 317

1. Estimated expenditures for 1986.

2. This is the recommended budget for 1986-1987. The $5 million is composed of
$2,816,000 for day care services in Ontario and $2,152,000 for community social
services which include day care on reserves in several other provinces.

3. These figures are stated in 1986 dollars, adjusted by the Consumer Price Index.

Source: Health and Welfare Canada, Department of Finance, Employment and
Immigration Canada, Department of Indian and Northern Affairs.

Trends in Canadian Families

As in the past, the family remains the central unit of Canadian society. Its strength
is its permanency in the midst of change. Fathers and mothers have a fundamental
commitment to the family. It is shown in the way they adjust their personal lives and
employment to accommodate the care of their children. It is manifested in the way they
confront the multiple pressures of modern society while safeguarding family values. It
is demonstrated, above all, by the sacrifices parents make to raise their children.

While the developmental needs of young children are met primarily by the family,
high-quality supplementary care can also make an important contribution. Aside from
their basic physical needs, young children require love, compassion, understanding,
security, challenge, praise, and recognition. The more often they engage in responsive
interaction with adults, the more likely they are to help to generate or sustain, in later
life, a caring and sharing society. Because children have a wide range of developmental
needs, the challenges involved in raising them are many. Facts must be learned. Skills
must be acquired. Curiosity must be fed through creative play and exploration.
Confidence must be reinforced though parental support. Emotional security must be
assured in a caring environment.

The family’s responsibility for children is a constant. However, like all institutions,
families evolve as the society of which they are a part changes. We feel it is important
to identify some of the trends that have influenced our thinking about how best to
provide for the care of children.

One trend is declining family size, a trend resulting in part from the rapid
urbanization and industrialization of Canada, as well as from the decisions of parents to
have fewer children. In 1961, when fertility was at its post-war peak, married women
aged 25 to 34 had an average of 2.5 children. By 1985, the average had dropped to 1.7
children.? In 1961, 12% of married women aged 25 to 34 had no children. In 1986,
about 22% of such women were childless.*



A second development is the increased diversity of Canadian families brought
about by immigration. Since the turn of the century, Canada’s British and French
cultures have been enriched by immigrants from every continent. These Canadians
have brought many of their homeland traditions with them and have made significant

economic and social contributions. Our policy proposals take into account the cultural
diversity of the country.

A third trend is the growth of single-parent families headed by someone under the
age of 35. Between 1951 and 1981, the percentage of single-parent families headed by
someone under age 35 doubled, from 14% to 28%.° Single parenthood is not a new
phenomenon. In the 1940s, for example, many families were led by women whose
husbands had died in the war. Today, separation and divorce are the principal reasons

for the existence of more single-parent families. In 1986, 12% of children under the age
of 6 were being raised in single-parent families.

Single parents must cope alone with the dual burden of parenthood and
employment. They must respond alone to the diverse developmental needs of their
children. A large percentage of single parents live at or below poverty levels, primarily
because the majority of such families are headed by women. In 1985, more than 60% of
single-parent families headed by women had pre-tax incomes of $20,000 or less.” Low
average wages are part of the reason, but many single parents face additional financial
problems related to support orders, including their limited amounts, the high rate of
default, and the difficulty of enforcing in one province a support order made in another.

Yet another significant trend is that more children are growing up in families
where both parents are working. Between 1961 and 1981, the proportion of families
where both husband and wife worked outside the home increased from 20% to 48%.% In
1986, 57% of mothers in two-parent families were employed.® For many of these
families, the employment of both spouses is a necessity. For most of them, it requires
some form of supplementary child care.

Growth in labour force participation by women with young children has been
higher than for women in general. The participation rate of women of all ages increased
from 45% in 1976 to 55% in 1986. However, the participation rate for women with
children under age 3 rose from 32% to 56% over those eleven years, while the rate for
women with children aged 3 to 5 increased from 41% to 62% over the same period
(Table 1.3; see also Table A.1, Appendix G).

Table 1.3
Labour Force Participation Rates
Women With Children
1976 — 1981 — 1986
(Annual Averages)

Age of Youngest Participation Rates
Child 1976 1981 1986
%
Under 3 31.7 443 56.0
3—5 409 524 61.6
6—15 500 61.1 68.3

Source: Statistics Canada, The Labour Force, Cat. No. 71-001, May 1982, December
1986.



The increasing variety of family life in Canada results in a diversity of child care
needs. Parents at home full-time often seek socialization opportunities for their
children, as well as for themselves to reduce their isolation. For many families, the
demands of earning a living require parents to seek child care services outside the home.
Their children are cared for, at least part of the day, by someone other than a parent.
The child care arrangements parents make are many. What does not change is the goal:
to provide safe, loving care and opportunities for children to grow and mature at each
stage of their development.

The Committee’s Approach to Child Care

In acknowledging parents as the primary providers of care for their children, we
must respond to the issues parents raised with us: affordability, availability and quality.
Recognizing the diversity of needs and preferences, we must also respond in ways that
enhance the ability of parents to make choices about child care. Finally, we must
discern an appropriate role for the federal government, one that complements the roles
played by others and fulfils our part of the responsibility for the care of all children in
Canada. We formulated our responses to these issues on the basis of our broad
mandate, our consultation with Canadians, our analysis of current government
involvement in child care, and the trends in Canadian families that have given rise to
diverse child care needs.

We believe that the appropriate role for the federal government should rest on five
principles:

1. The federal government should assume its share of the responsibility for child care
by supporting, where possible, the roles of parents, employers, provincial and
territorial governments and child care providers by using its taxing and spending
powers.

2. The federal government should continue to share the cost of child care, regardless
of the arrangements a family chooses to care for its children.

3. The federal government should encourage the development of a spectrum of
flexible child care options, so that parents’ choices about how to care for their
children are not unduly restricted by financial considerations, shortages of care
options, or inflexibility and poor quality in such services as are available.

4. The federal government should support the efforts of others with child care
responsibilities to improve the quality of child care, no matter how that care is
provided.

5. The federal government should support and encourage efforts to develop child care
arrangements that respond to special or unique needs in a community or in a
particular segment of the population.

Each of these principles is addressed through specific measures proposed in the
Committee’s recommendations.

Sharing the Responsibility for Child Care

As the Vanier Institute of the Family and many other witnesses testified, the
primary responsibility for child care must rest with the fami.ly. Parents are and will
remain the principal givers of care. The measures we propose in subsequent sections of



the report are intended to give parents as much support as possible. However, we also
recognize that communities and the wider society have important roles to play in
assisting parents and providing supplementary forms of child care. This responsibility is
already being fulfilled by hundreds of initiatives in many Canadian communities.

Some school boards have helped groups of parents establish drop-in centres, day
care centres, and after-school supervision programs for school-age children. Church
groups, local YM-YWCAs, and Boys’ and Girls’ Clubs are actively involved in setting up
recreational and socialization programs for children after school, on holidays, and
during the summer. Some employers have introduced flexible work arrangements that
help accommodate their employees’ child care responsibilities; others have organized
referral services or on-site day care centres.

Some provinces have delegated part of their authority to provide child care
services, giving rise to noteworthy municipal initiatives. In Alberta, local governments
are responsible for program development for school-age children. Through zoning
policies, Vancouver and Toronto offer builders additional building rights if appropriate
areas are allocated for day care. Some Ontario municipalities operate their own child
care centres; approximately 14% of Ontario day care centre spaces are operated in this
way. Quebec municipalities are eligible for provincial assistance to convert existing
buildings into child care centres.

In short, there is a wide range of activity taking place with respect to child care in
communities throughout the country. We feel that this mixed approach, involving
voluntary, commercial, and public resources, should be supported and strengthened.
We believe that such an approach represents the best way of enhancing parental choice
and encouraging their involvement in a process that is of vital concern to them. This
would not be the case in a child care system run completely by governments. That
approach fails to acknowledge the shared nature of the responsibility.

This aspect of the Committee’s approach, as well as our view of the appropriate
role for the federal government, is reflected in every chapter of this report. Federal
financial support for the child care responsibilities of parents is discussed in Chapter 2.
Chapter 3 examines how the federal government can support services being provided by
others. The workplace, and federal support for employers’ responsibilities with respect
to the child care concerns of their employees, are the subject of Chapter 4. Chapter 5
deals with the appropriate federal role with respect to special child care needs.

Sharing the Cost

Our approach to child care addresses concerns about the affordability of care
through a variety of proposals to make use of the federal government’s power to deliver
child-related benefits through the tax system and through several expenditure
programs. The Committee’s recommendations on this issue appear in Chapter 2.

Supporting Parental Choice
When parents can afford the child care arrangements they prefer, their choices are

9nhanged. However, parental choice is possible only when a range of child care options
is available. We believe that parents should be able to make choices that meet the
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varied needs of their children as well as their own diverse preferences. Our recommen-
dations for promoting diversity to accommodate parents’ choices are concentrated in
Chapter 3, although Chapters 4 and S are also relevant.

Ensuring High-Quality Care

We believe it is important to enhance parental care as well as to ensure that high-
quality care is provided when non-parental care is necessary. Federal, provincial and
territorial governments, in co-operation with caregivers and services, have a
responsibility to support the quality of child care. The Committee’s recommendations in
this regard are contained in Chapter 3.

Meeting Special Needs

Finally, we are aware of the special concerns of single parents. In addition, we have
tried to address some of the unique difficulties faced by families confronted with the
multiple challenges associated with disability or minority status. We discuss these issues
in Chapters 3 and 5. In so doing, we have been mindful of both the enduring quality of
Canadian families and the many changes they are facing.
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CHAPTER 2

Sharing the Cost with Families

In order to make new proposals for improw_/cd assistance to Canadian families, we
need first to examine the programs already available to them. These programs fall into
three groups:

1. cash paid direct to families by the federal government;
2. tax reductions for families through exemptions, deductions and credits; and

3. payments to the provinces and territories on behalf of families to assist in providing
financial aid for low-income families.

Direct Cash Payments

The Family Allowance, commonly known as the baby bonus, provides monthly
payments totalling $383 annually to all families with dependent children under 18. In
1987, the federal government will spend over $2 billion on the Family Allowance
program, even after collecting taxes on the payments.

A second type of payment is maternity benefits under the Unemployment
Insurance program, through which the federal government acknowledges the
reasonable expectation of mothers to spend time at home during the period surrounding
childbirth. Financed by employer and employee contributions, these benefits were
valued at $471 million in 1986.

Direct cash payments are also made to help with the cost of child care while a
parent is enrolled in training courses approved by Employment and Immigration
Canada. This dependant care allowance is an important part of efforts to improve
access to the work force for women; it cost the federal government $37 million in 1986.

Finally, a limited number of family and child care resource centres on Indian
reserves, mainly in Ontario, Alberta and Manitoba, are funded directly by the federal
government at an annual cost of $5 million.

In summary, the federal government now spends over $2 billion in direct payments
to Canadian families with children.
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Tax Reductions

In recognition of the cost of raising children, the government assists families by
lowering their taxes. The most generous of these reductions is the Child Tax Credit,
which now costs the government almost $1.7 billion per year. The credit can also be
considered a cash payment to low-income families because it is refundable if no tax is
payable. The full annual credit of $489 per child is received by all families with net
incomes of $23,760 or less.

The Child Tax Exemption is the second largest source of tax reductions. Parents
can claim $560 for each dependent child under the age of 18. The annual cost to the
federal government is $785 million in lost tax revenues.

Finally, parents can claim a tax deduction of up to $2,000 per child age 14 or
under for work-related child care expenses, at a cost to the federal government of $170

million. In all, these tax reduction programs cost the federal government more than
$2.6 billion.

Payments on Behalf of Families

Another way the federal government helps children is through the Canada
Assistance Plan. This plan reimburses the provinces and territories for up to 50% of the
cost of social assistance and social services, including child welfare, family support,
information and referral, group homes, counselling, transition houses for battered
women and their children, institutional care for severely disabled people, and subsidized
day care for low-income parents. The federal contribution to this last item alone was
$105 million in 1986 and, when matched by the provinces and territories, provides
parents with day care subsidies. The total budget for the Canada Assistance Plan is
greater than $4 billion; all its expenditures help Canadians in need, and a portion is
directed specifically to children.

In conclusion, the federal government provides benefits for Canadian children in
the form of direct cash payments and tax reductions worth $4.6 billion, as well as a
share of the $4 billion spent under the Canada Assistance Plan. Using a total of $4.7
billion as a conservative estimate, current federal spending and financial redistribution
to assist Canadian families in raising their children is equal to just over 12% of all
personal federal income tax collected.

To facilitate assessment of the federal government’s family- and child-related
programs and their effectiveness, we examine these benefits under four headings:

—

the child benefit system;

2. tax-deductible child care expenses;
3. maternity benefits; and
4

day care subsidies under the Canada Assistance Plan.

We examine the current characteristics of each type of benefit, assess its effectiveness
and make recommendations where warranted to improve each program.
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Evaluating the Child Benefit System

Current Characteristics

This group of four programs supplements family incomes in recognition of child-
rearing costs. First, the Family Allowance provides a direct cash payment for each child
under 18 regardless of family income. Valued at $383 per child in 1987, this taxable
benefit declines in value as family income rises.

Second, the refundable Child Tax Credit is paid in full to families with incomes of
$23,760 or less. Families with incomes beyond this level still receive a partial credit,
which declines at a rate of 5% of income. This means that parents with one child still
receive part of the credit until their income reaches $33,540. Parents with two children
receive a partial credit until family income reaches $43,320. Payable even to families
with no taxable income, the Child Tax Credit provides up to $489 per child in 1987.
Seventy-two per cent of all Canadian families with children under 18 receive some
benefit.

The third program, the Child Tax Exemption, is worth more to families with
higher incomes because it enables them to reduce their taxable incomes to a lower tax
bracket. The exemption is $560 per child under 18 and $1,120 for those aged 18 to 21
who are still dependent. Its value can be determined by subtracting the income of the
child (if any) from the exemption and dividing by the marginal tax rate of the parent.
(Example: $560 less child’s income (nil) divided by parent’s tax rate (25%) equals a tax
reduction of $140). In other words, the smaller the tax payable, the smaller the benefit.

The fourth component of the child benefit system is directed solely to single-parent
families. The parent can claim an Equivalent-to-Married Exemption just as if the child
were a non-earning spouse. This increases the income tax deductibility of the child from
$560 to $3,700 in 1987. Using the previous example of a 25% marginal rate, the
Equivalent-to-Married Exemption gives the single parent a tax break of $925 rather
than $140.

In 1985, the federal government introduced several changes to the child benefit
system. These changes, now being phased in, will reach their full effect in 1989 and
include:

1. equalizing the level of the Child Tax Exemption and the Family Allowance at close
to $400;

2. increasing the Child Tax Credit from $489 to $524 for families with low incomes;
and

3. indexing the Child Tax Exemption and Family Allowance should inflation rise
above 3% per year.

The 1986 federal budget introduced a further change: prepayment of $300 cash
per child each November to families with incomes of $15,000 or less in the previous tax
year. Thus, families can use this portion of the Child Tax Credit without waiting for
Revenue Canada to process their tax returns.

Assessment of Effectiveness

As now designed, the child benefit system provides a range of financial assistance
to families in 1987, from a minimum of $430 per child in 1987 up to $930 per child as
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family income decreases (Table 2.1). For single parents with one child, assistance is
often double that for two-parent families because of the Equivalent-to-Married
Exemption.

Table 2.1
Value of Child Benefits to Different Family Types at Various Income
Levels, 1987

Two-Earner Two-Earner
Single Earner Couple Couple
Two-Parent 70/30 Income  50/50 Income
Family Single-Parent Family Split Split
Earnings One Child One Child Two Children One Child One Child
$ $ $ $ h) $
0 872 872 1,744 872 872
5,000 872 883 | g 872 872
10,000 888 1,719 2,634 888 883
15,000 921 1,813 2,734 918 915
20,000 924 1,856 2,780 924 918
25,000 926 1,923 2,850 924 921
30,000 735 1,853 2,769 755 752
35,000 500 1,701 2,622 532 521
40,000 451 1,652 2,381 445 437
50,000 464 1,906 2,370 451 445
60,000 464 1,906 2,370 451 451
70,000 464 1,955 2,420 464 451
80,000 475 2,109 2,584 464 451
90,000 475 2,109 2,584 464 464
100,000 475 2,109 2,584 475 464

The median provincial tax rate of 50% of federal basic tax was assumed for the
purpose of these estimates. Quebec has its own provincial tax system.

Alberta and Quebec vary the federal Family Allowance payments according to the
age of the child. Quebec also varies payments according to the number of children
in a family. These differences are not reflected in the table.

All earnings are assumed to come from employment, and family members are
assumed not to claim registered pension plan, registered retirement savings plan or
child care expense or other deductions which could affect the value of child benefits.
Earnings refer to pre-tax earnings.

Table includes both federal and provincial contributions to child benefits.
Source: National Council of Welfare, Special calculations.

We attempted to compare these benefits with the actual costs of child-rearing,
using a 1984 report by the Social Planning Council of Metropolitan Toronto as a
guide.! The report based its estimates on a basic family budget, rental accommodation
and the use of public transport rather than private car. Although costs in Metropolitan
Toronto are among the highest in the country, we used them as a basis for comparing
the cost of raising a child with the amounts provided through the child benefit system.
Table A.2 shows that the current child benefit system—that is, Family Allowance, the
Child Tax Credit, the Child Tax Exemption and the Equivalent-to-Married
Exemption—provides a minimum subsidy of 13% of basic child-rearing costs no matter
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how affluent the family; the level of support rises to up to 47% for single-parent
families in certain circumstances. (Child-rearing costs used in this calculation did not
include the cost of day care services, which some families use and some do not.)

The Toronto study also indicates that the cost of raising a child rises as the child
gets older. Food, clothing, personal care, recreation, school needs and public
transportation costs increase with the age of the child; only babysitting and day care
costs decrease. Average annual costs of raising children in three different age groups
are compared with amounts provided through the child benefit system in Table A.3.
Two further conclusions can be drawn: that the percentage of subsidy decreases as age
rises and that single-parent families receive more than two-parent families.

RECOMMENDATION

During the Committee’s public hearings, little dissatisfaction with most aspects of
the child benefit system was apparent. Canadians appear to see it as fulfilling its
function of assisting families with the basic costs of raising children. Other programs
are believed to provide better vehicles for addressing the issue of child care.

1. We recommend that in the current review of the federal tax system, the
existing elements of the child benefit system be retained.

Evaluating the Child Care Expense Deduction

Current Characteristics

The Child Care Expense Deduction provides tax relief for families when both
parents are in the labour force. The deduction was introduced in 1972 with a maximum
deduction of $500 per child. Since then, the ceiling has been raised twice: to $1,000 in
1976 and to $2,000 in 1983 (with a maximum of $8,000 per family). Child care
expenses up to these amounts can be used to reduce taxable income, with some
limitations: (a) the name and social insurance number of the caregiver must be
provided, and Revenue Canada may ask for receipts, (b) the child must be 14 years of
age or under, (¢) the deduction must be claimed by the spouse earning the lower
income, and (d) it cannot be used to reduce that income by more than two-thirds. In
practice, the partner with the lower income must earn about $8,000 to claim the
maximum deduction for the first child and an additional $3,000 for every child
thereafter. Table 2.2 shows that parents claiming the deduction use about 52% of its
value, claiming about $1,043 of the $2,000 available. The value of the deduction to
families depends on the marginal tax rate of the spouse with the lower income and the
actual amount spent on care (Table 2.3).

Since 1972, there has been growth in reported child care expenditures and in the
number of families claiming the deduction (Table 2.2). Expenditures on child care
services are closely linked to labour force participation (Tables A.4 and A.5). More
than 150,000 Canadian families incur considerable child care costs each year; they
spent $3,285 per family on average in 1984 (Table A.6).

The 1981 Survey of Child Care Arrangements (a Statistics Canada Labour Force

Survey research paper) makes clear that the bulk of child care expenditures were made
by families with preschool children; it also points out, however, th_at some 45% of
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families with preschool children where mothers work outside the home did not purchase
child care services during the survey period (Table A.5). This figure can be explained in
part by situations where child care was provided by friends, relatives or other household
members without charge, children attended kindergarten for a few hours while mothers
worked part-time, or unemployed fathers remained at home while their wives worked.
But even with these explanations, the fact remains that about 20% of families where
both parents were employed, or 112,000 families, provided care for their preschool
children without help.

Table 2.2
The Child Care Expense Deduction, 1973-1984
(selected years)

Child Care

Child Care | Payments Average

Number of | Number of | Payments Reported Average Payment

Persons Children Reported | (millions of | Payment per Child

Claiming Claimed (millions of constant per Child (constant

Year | (thousands) | (thousands) dollars) dollars)' (dollars) dollars)'
1973 198 309 101 298 325 835
1976 298 459 234 456 510 992
1979 370 574 368 559 642 974
1982 448 705 580 640 822 908
1983 452 707 695 725 982 1,024
1984 502 784 817 817 1,043 1,043

1. These figures are stated in 1984 dollars, adjusted by the Consumer Price Index.
Source: Revenue Canada.

Assessment of Effectiveness

Witnesses raised four general concerns about the unfairness of the Child Care
Expense Deduction:

1. families often have expenses higher than the amount they are allowed to claim;
2. families who are unable to obtain receipts can claim nothing;

3. families who choose to sacrifice additional income by having one parent stay home
to care for their children receive nothing; and

4. families who are able to claim the deduction receive different benefits, depending
on the income of the lower earning spouse.

In other words, the distribution of benefits from the Child Care Expense
Deduction among different families is widely perceived to be unfair. For instance, a
two-earner family with $15,000 of family income may get $520 in tax relief from the

18



deduction (Table 2.3). The same family would get $366 with $25,000 in income but
$618 with a $35,000 income. In addition, as it is now structured, the deduction usually
gives greater benefits to families where the spouse earning the lower income earns a
fairly high percentage of total family income. At a family income of $25,000, tax relief
may be more than $600 for a single-parent family, $550 for a two-earner family where
husband and wife earn equal amounts, and just over $350 where the low earner
contributes only 30% of family income.

Table 2.3
Value of the Child Care Expense Deduction
Estimates 1987

Single Parent Two Earners/One Child Two Earners/One Child

Earnings One Child (50/50 income split) (70/30 income split)
$ $ ) $

0 0 0 0
5,000 0 0 0
10,000 187 11 5
15,000 537 366 520
20,000 583 594 437
25,000 612 551 366
30,000 800 674 606
35,000 861 678 618
40,000 765 601 544
50,000 918 648 578
60,000 918 716 581
70,000 918 765 612
80,000 1,040 765 612
90,000 1,040 765 704
100,000 1,040 918 716

It is assumed that all families spend the full eligible amount of $2,000 in child care
expenses. In actual fact, many families, particularly those with low incomes do not
spend this amount and therefore do not receive the benefits stated. In other words,
the amounts shown are the maximum benefit that could be received and are not the
typical benefit received.

Figures reflect the sum of fe.der.al and provincial/territorial contributions to this tax
deduction. The median provincial tax rate of 50% of federal basic tax was assumed
for the purpose of these estimates.

Quebec has its own tax system and its own Child Care Expense Deduction which is
different from the federal one.

Earnings are gross income (i.e., before tax) received by all family members. All
income is assumed to come from employment, and family members are assumed not
to claim registered pension plan or registered retirement savings plan deductions.

Because claiming the Child Care Expense Deduction reduces an individual’s net
income on the tax form, it may increase the amount of Child Tax Credit, Sales Tax
Credit and Married Exemption received by that family. The value of these extra
benefits is included in this table.

Source: National Council of Welfare, Special calculations.

19



Our public hearing and research findings have convinced us that the Child Care
Expense Deduction needs to be changed to conform with the principles addressed in
Chapter 1 of this report: shared responsibility, shared cost and flexible options for
parents. Proposals for change must also address the four specific concerns witnesses
raised about the deduction.

We recognize that the reform of tax provisions must be considered in the light of
the current review of income and corporate taxes by the Minister of Finance. The
benefits families receive will be affected not only by the changes we propose but also by
other tax measures. To facilitate an informed and constructive discussion of alternatives
to the Child Care Expense Deduction, the Committee decided to recommend that
parents with young children be able to choose between claiming a child care expense
credit and claiming a refundable child care tax credit. Parents’ choices would depend
on whether they had chosen formal or informal child care and on whether one spouse
had chosen to stay home to provide care.

The Committee’s proposal consists of two components:

1. the replacement of the Child Care Expense Deduction by a child care expense
credit of up to 30% of child care costs, not to exceed $3,000 in expenses per child
age 14 and under and $12,000 per family; and

2. the introduction of a new refundable child care tax credit whereby a family could
claim $200 for the first child under 6, $100 for the second child and $50 for each
subsequent child, without receipts.

The expense credit would benefit families with children 14 and under where both
spouses earn income, as well as single working parents, and would be based primarily
on the family’s child care expenses. Like the present deduction, the credit would be
claimable by the spouse with the lower income and could not exceed two-thirds of the
claimant’s earned income. Only taxpayers who have child care expenses because of
employment could claim the credit, and receipts would be required.

The second component, the refundable child care tax credit, is different from the
expense credit in that it could be claimed by families where one of the spouses remains
at home to care for the children. It would also be available to families that have child
care expenses but do not have receipts and to those families where relatives or
neighbours care for the children without charge. Families with children under six could
choose to claim either the expense credit or the refundable child care tax credit but not
both.

To illustrate how our proposal would affect Canadian families, consider the
following examples, which assume an expense credit of 30% for all families:

* A single working parent with a child age 5. The parent earns $20,000 a year and
pays child care expenses of $3,500. By claiming the current Child Care Expense
Deduction in 1987 the parent would gain $583 in tax relief. Under our proposal,

if the parent claimed the Child Care Expense Credit in 1987 the value of the tax
relief would be $900.

* A two-parent family with two children, ages 5 and 2. One spouse earns $30,000
a year, the other stays home to care for the children. Under the present system
this family cannot claim the Child Care Expense Deduction. Under our

proposal, the family would be entitled to $300 in tax benefits under the
Refundable Child Care Tax Credit.
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e A two-parent family, one child age 7, both parents working full-time. One
spouse earns $28,000 and the other earns $12,000, and the family has receipts
for child care expenses of $3,000. Under the present system the family’s taxes
are reduced by $544 a year. Under our proposal tax relief would amount to
$900.

e A two-parent family, one child age 9, both parents working, each earning
$15,000 a year. They spend $2,000 per year on child care. Using the present
deduction, the family would receive $674 in tax relief. Our proposal would give
this family $600.

e A single working parent with a child age 5. The parent earns $30,000 a year and
has child care expenses of $2,000. By claiming the current Child Care Expense
Deduction the family receives $800. Under the proposed Child Care Expense
Credit in 1987, the value of tax relief would be $600.

A total of 1.6 million families would gain additional tax relief—about $222 per
family on average. On the other hand, 160,000 families, most with higher incomes,
would see their tax benefits decline by an average of $73 (Table 2.4). Notwithstanding
the improvement that would accrue to most eligible Canadian families, the Committee
is concerned that inadvertent inequities resulting from this proposal would be unfair to
some low- and middle-income families, especially families headed by single parents.
One way of reducing this unfairness substantially would be to recommend that the
Child Tax Credit be calculated on the basis of net family income minus receipted child
care expenses. While recognizing that such a recommendation would complicate, rather
than simplify, the tax form, the Committee offers this suggestion to the Minister of
Finance for implementation in whatever manner he may deem practical. Alternative
means of addressing this difficulty would also be welcomed by the Committee.

These changes in aggregate benefits were calculated on the basis of families with
dependent children under age 16. Of course, the actual benefits would vary somewhat
from one family to the next, depending on the age of the children and the family’s
current tax status. Most families with children under 6 would stand to gain because the
Refundable Child Care Tax Credit would apply to children of that age. However, there
would be no change for the vast majority of families where all the children are 6 or
older (Table A.7). Similarly, no two-parent, one-earner families would lose benefits,
and approximately half of such families would gain. On the other hand, the tax
advantages available to some families would decline, for example, by an average of $61
for about 11,000 single-parent families with one child (Table A.8). These are among
the considerations the government will want to bear in mind in choosing a course of
action.

If our proposal for a Child Care Expense Credit and a Refundable Child Care Tax
Credit were implemented in 1987, it would commit the federal government to an
estimated $414 million in expenditures over and above the $174 million projected cost
of the current Child Care Expense Deduction in 1987.

The Committee also offers a variation on the proposal just outlined based on the
net income of the family. It is a variable credit (Table 2.5). For example, if the cut-off
(the point at which benefits start to decline) were fixed at $45,000 net family income, a
credit of 30% of child care expenses up to a maximum $3,000 per child ($12,000 per
family) would be allowed. Above that figure, the credit would be reduced by 2% for
each $2,000 of net family income, so that the credit would fall to 20% where the income
was $55,000 and over. In other words, if the net income of the family was $45,000 or
less and annual child care expenses were $3,000, the value of the credit would be $900.
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If the net income was $55,000 or higher and annual child care expenses were $3,000,
the value of the credit would be reduced to $600. Details about the effects on families
are set out in Tables 2.5, A.9 and A.10.

If a variable child care expense credit were introduced, some families with higher
incomes would have their tax benefits reduced. Similarly, the cost of implementing the
variable credit would be about $51 million dollars less than the cost of a flat credit for
all families.

A by-product of both the flat and the variable expense credit would be a saving of
some $69 million to provincial and territorial governments. Provincial income taxes are
calculated on the basis of a person’s taxable income; the Child Care Expense Deduction
therefore reduces the amount of provincial (and federal) tax payable because it is
deducted before taxable income is calculated. By contrast, the proposed tax credit

Table 2.4
Changes in Benefits
By Income
FAMILIES RECEIVING FAMILIES RECEIVING NO
INCREASED BENEFITS REDUCED BENEFITS CHANGE
Gross Family | Families | Amount |Average| Families | Amount Average
Income (thou- | (millions | Gain | (thou- | (millions | Loss Families
(dollars) (sands) | of dollars) |(dollars)| (sands) |of dollars) | (dollars) |(thousands)
Less than 5,000 23 5 225 0 0 0 12
5,000 — 9,999 68 15 222 0 0 0 64
10,000 — 14,999 106 25 233 98
15,000 — 19,999 128 28 222 105
20,000 — 24,999 136 31 226 115
25,000 — 29,999 157 36 229 133
30,000 — 34,999 171 39 226 20 1 56 150
35,000 — 39,999 164 37 225 16 1 73 140
40,000 — 44,999 143 31 217 12 1 60 133
45,000 — 49,999 | 128 28 220 14 1 43 116
50,000 — 54,999 97 21 215 12 1 82 105
55,000 — 59,999 83 17 203 12 1 55 86
60,000 — 64,999 56 12 225 12 1 37 65
65,000 — 69,999 40 9 229 48
70,000+ 108 23 211 44 5 116 147
TOTAL 1,608 3517 222 160 12 73 1545

This table assumes a tax credit of 30% of recei
families and a refundable child care tax credit
care expense receipts.

pted child care costs for eligible
for eligible families without child

. means that numbers were too small to give a reliable estimate. In the case of the
Families column, this means fewer than 10,000 families.

Totals may not add due to rounding.

Gross family income refers to income of head
exclusive of the earnings of children.

Source: Health and Welfare Canada.

and/or spouse from all sources
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Table 2.5

Changes in Benefits

Under Proposed
Variation
By Income
FAMILIES RECEIVING FAMILIES RECEIVING NO
INCREASED BENEFITS REDUCED BENEFITS CHANGE
Families | Amount |Average| Families | Amount |Average
Gross Family (thou- | (millions | Gain | (thou- | (millions | Loss Families
Income sands) |of dollars) |(dollars)| sands) |of dollars) |(dollars) |(thousands)
Less than 5,000 22 5 225 0 0 0 12
5,000 — 9,999 66 15 220 0 0 0 61
10,000 — 14,999 107 25 232 0 0 0 100
15,000 — 19,999 126 28 221 103
20,000 — 24,999 136 30 224 114
25,000 — 29,999 154 35 229 132
30,000 — 34,999 168 38 227 20 1 58 150
35,000 — 39,999 166 36 219 18 1 74 140
40,000 — 44,999 143 31 219 14 1 71 131
45,000 — 49,999 124 28 223 17 1 53 116
50,000 — 54,999 86 19 220 23 2 105 106
55,000 — 59,999 67 14 214 29 4 149 84
60,000 — 64,999 43 8 190 26 5 198 67
65,000 — 69,999 29 6 202 19 4 187 49
70,000+ 7 16 202 79 21 261 150
TOTAL 1,514 334 221 253 41 161 1,515

This table assumes a sliding tax credit (as described in the text) for receipted child
care costs for eligible families and a refundable child care tax credit for eligible
families without child care expense receipts.

.. means that numbers were too small to give a reliable estimate. In the case of the
Families column, this means fewer than 10,000 families.

Totals may not add due to rounding.

Gross family income refers to the income of head and/or spouse from all sources
exclusive of the earnings of children.

Source: Health and Welfare Canada.

would be deducted from the amount of tax payable after taxable income has been
calculated. Thus, taxable income would be higher and the provinces and territories
would gain additional tax revenues. Mindful of this windfall, we would encourage that
funds accruing in this manner be used in an appropriate way.

RECOMMENDATIONS

2. We recommend that the existing Child Care Expense Deduction be
replaced by a Child Care Expense Credit of up to 30% of expenses, but
not to exceed $3,000 per child age 14 and under and $12,000 per family,
with all current eligibility criteria retained;
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3. We recommend that an alternative Refundable Child Care Tax Credit, in
the amount of $200 for the first child, $100 for the second and $50 for
each subsequent child, be introduced concurrently for families with
children age 0-5, to provide financial recognition for families where a
spouse remains at home to care for children and to assist other families
who may, for whatever reason, have child care expenses not eligible for
the Child Care Expense Credit;

4. We recommend that the provincial and territorial governments, which
will gain an estimated $69 million in tax revenues as a result of the
implementation of Recommendations 2 and 3, use these additional funds
to extend the availability of child care subsidies to low- and middle-
income families and to improve licensed child care services.

We believe that implementation of these recommendations would demonstrate the
federal government’s commitment to support parents’ choices about child care options.

Assessing Maternity Benefits

Historical Perspective

In 1971, amendments to the Unemployment Insurance Act introduced the payment
of benefits to mothers for a 15-week period surrounding childbirth. Maternity benefits
are based on the assumption that childbirth, similar to unemployment, causes an
unavoidable interruption in earnings. Mothers were initially required to claim these
benefits during a fixed period before and after childbirth; this requirement was made
more flexible in 1975. Again in 1984, the regulations were relaxed; eligibility was
expanded to include all mothers who had worked for 20 weeks in the previous year,
rather than just those who could demonstrate employment during the period of

conception. That same year, benefits were broadened to include mothers or fathers of
newly adopted children.

The Current Provisions

Maternity benefits are a vital part of our child care system because they enable a
parent to care for a child during the crucial first weeks of life. In our view, the choices
parents make about caring for their newborns are restricted by several factors. First,
financial considerations after maternity benefits run out may force a mother to go back
to work sooner than she wants to. Second, current provisions don’t allow couples to
make a choice about who stays home with the newborn child. The benefits are for
mothers only. Our proposals aim to address these issues of choice and affordability and
allow parents to spend more time at home with a newborn child if they want to.

Maternity benefits under the Unemployment Insurance Act provide income for
mothers who take leave from work at the time of childbirth. These provisions give
women 60% of their previous income, to a maximum of $318 in benefits per week in
1987, for a 15-week period surrounding the birth. During the benefit period, mothers

are presumed to be unavailable for work, whether because of their health or the needs
of the newborn child.
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To be eligible for maternity benefits, a woman must have worked 20 weeks or more
in the year prior to making a claim. The 15-week benefit period can begin any time up
to 8 weeks before the expected date of birth and can end up to 17 weeks after the birth,
at the choice of the claimant. Claimants must wait 2 weeks for eligibility, unless they
are transferring to maternity benefits from some other form of Unemployment
Insurance claim. Since 1984, maternity benefits have been available to parents who
adopt a child as well as to women bearing children. Adoptive benefits are provided to
either the mother or the father of a newly-adopted child and are available whether or
not both spouses are in the labour force.

A recent study showed that nearly 85% of women who take two weeks or more off
work for childbirth claim maternity benefits.> In 1985, there were 158,000 claimants.
Typical claim length was 14!, weeks; the average weekly benefit was slightly less than
$200.

Maternity benefits also allow for the provision of infant care and for family
adjustment to the newborn. While most mothers are physically able to return to work
during the 17-week period surrounding childbirth, maternity benefits have become a
way to allow them to care for their children without having to leave the labour force
entirely. The 1981 Task Force on Unemployment Insurance recognized that maternity
benefits serve the purpose of infant care: “When introduced, maternity benefits were
intended to protect the mother from an earnings interruption caused by the physical
incapacity to work or look for work in the period surrounding the birth. In practical
terms, however, the benefits have been used more to enable the mother to care for the
child after the birth and less because of the strict physical incapacity to work.” This
purpose for maternity benefits was also acknowledged by the 1984 changes, which
allow adoptive parents to claim special benefits.

Assessment of Effectiveness

The early months of life are arguably the most crucial ones for the development of
children as healthy human beings. Many witnesses asked for measures to allow parents
to spend a greater period of time caring for their infants. Some witnesses emphasized
the importance of the bonding process to the later emotional, social and psychological
development of the child. Many thought that more parents should be able to stay home
for extended periods during child-rearing. Others emphasized that provisions for
extended maternity leave and benefits are fundamental to ensuring that mothers are
able to continue to participate in the labour force on an equal footing with other
workers. Some witnesses argued that the extension of maternity leave, together with
provisions for fathers to share in early childhood care, would allow all working family
members to care for their children.

We believe it is important to respond to parents’ wishes for additional time to
spend nurturing their young children (Tables A.11 and A.12). The decline of the
extended family and the increasing number of women in the work force have made
arrangements for non-parental infar}t care more difficult and early bonding more
important. We believe that all Canadians will ultimately benefit if additional resources
are devoted to the care of infants by their parents.

We do not believe that mothers alone should have the responsibility of caring for
newborns. There is, of course, a special relationship between mothers and babies, and
mothers will inevitably require a period of rest and recuperation after the birth. But
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many fathers also want to participate in caring for the child. For some families, it may
make sense for the father to take a portion of the extended benefits we recommend. We
want to make it possible for fathers to participate in early child-rearing to whatever
degree suits the individual family.

Several problems in the current system of maternity benefits should be addressed,
including the waiting period, eligibility requirements, and the period during which
benefits can be claimed. Women now must wait two weeks after filing a claim before
maternity benefits commence. These are weeks without income for most new mothers.
The waiting period has the effect of reducing income protection from 60% over 15
weeks to 53% over 17 weeks. The intent of this rule may be to discourage frivolous and
fraudulent claims; when applied to regular unemployment insurance benefits, the
provision likely encourages unemployed workers to look for work immediately. But
claims for maternity benefits are not likely to be frivolous. Mothers with infants are not
able to work immediately, nor should the aim of public policy be to hasten their return
to work.

To qualify for general unemployment insurance benefits, an individual needs to
work between 10 and 14 weeks. In regions with high unemployment, where it may be
difficult to acquire 14 weeks of work in a year, the lower eligibility requirement applies.
Maternity eligibility rests on 20 weeks of work in the previous year. If it is difficult to
gain work credits because of high regional unemployment, the problem is as likely to
exist for women of childbearing age as it is for others. We see no valid reason for
insisting that maternity benefits require more work credits than regular benefits.

At present, maternity benefits apply to a flexible period surrounding the birth of
the child. Benefits can start as early as 8 weeks before the expected birth date and
extend as late as 17 weeks after. This provision is sufficiently flexible for most families.
Sometimes, however, new infants, if born prematurely or if otherwise ill, may be
confined to hospital for some time following the birth. In these cases, it seems
appropriate that the benefit period be more flexible if parents obtain a medical
certificate.

Sickness benefits, like maternity benefits, are given special treatment under the
Unemployment Insurance Act. These benefits may be particularly helpful to the few
mothers who become so ill during their pregnancy that they are physically unable to
work. At present, however, the Act prevents mothers from claiming more than a
combined total of 15 weeks of sickness and maternity benefits on the basis of a single
period of employment. This provision appears to us, as it did to the Forget Commission,
to be unnecessarily restrictive. It discourages women who have been sick from staying
home with a new baby.

RECOMMENDATIONS

5. We recommend that the Minister of Employment and Immigration
introduce amendments to the Unemployment Insurance Act to enable:

a. the introduction of a two-tier system of maternity and parental
benefits to include:

(i) ‘maternity benefits’, claimable up to eight weeks prior to the
expected date of birth but that must be taken for a minimum of
two weeks following the birth;

26



(ii) ‘parental benefits’, available exclusively to one or consecutively
to both spouses, at the discretion of the mother; subject to

(iii) a requirement that the total period of maternity and parental
benefits claimed with respect to a particular pregnancy not
exceed the maximum number of weeks defined below;

b. conformity between the number of weeks of employment eligibility for
maternity and parental benefits and the regular requirements of the

Act.

c. removal of the 15-week aggregate benefit limit, so that the availability
of sickness benefits is separate and distinct from any maternity or
parental benefits to which a person is entitled.

d. extension, on a graduated basis, of maternity and parental benefits:
(i) eliminating the two-week waiting period in 1987; and

(ii) extending the benefit period by two weeks per year, beginning in
1988 and concluding in 1992, when a single week of benefits
would be added, for a maximum of 26 weeks;

e. flexibility of the claimant period to authorize benefits not to exceed
the maximum normally allowable but in cases where an infant is
confined to hospital for more than two weeks following birth, to enable
eligibility for maternity or parental benefits in no more than two claim
periods, the latter expiring one year from the date of birth; and

f. inclusion of adoptive parents in all appropriate amendments.

6. We recommend that provincial and territorial governments examine the
leave provisions of their labour standards legislation with a view to
conforming with the appropriate sections of Recommendation 5.

The Committee is aware that the cost of implementing these recommendations will
be financed by employees and employers through their contributions to the Unemploy-
ment Insurance fund. In recognition of this, we have recommended a phasing-in period
to ease financial adjustment and work load planning and allow for changes to collective
agreements. Cost estimates appear in Appendix E.

Day Care Subsidies Under the Canada Assistance Plan

Current Characteristics

Under the Canada Assistance Plan (CAP), the federal government shares 50% of
the cost of day care subsidies for low-income families, with eligibility determined by the
provinces and territories. Provinces and territories establish their own criteria; most use
a combination of either an income or a needs test and a requirement that parents be
working or training. Since 1982, federal funding criteria have been more generous than
those of any province or territory (Table A.13). One objective of CAP is to reduce
poverty and help families gain employment; a second is to support low-income families
where parents are employed; a third is to minimize the educational and social
disadvantages to which children of low-income families may be subject. To this end, all
jurisdictions provide subsidized day care services without a work requirement where
special family or child treatment problems have been identified.
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Assessment of Effectiveness

The most commonly used measures of poverty are the Statistics Canada low-
income cut-offs. The cut-off—or amount below which a family is considered poor—
varies with family size and geographic location. Families below this level spend a
greater proportion of income than average families do on basic necessities: food,
clothing and shelter. Using the low-income cut-offs as a guide, the following
conclusions can be drawn:

1. 13% of Canadian families are poor (Figure A.1);
2. aquarter of all poor Canadians are children — they number 1.1 million;?

3. 64% of single-parent families with preschool children have incomes below poverty
levels, compared to 14% of two-parent families with preschoolers (Figure A.1); and

4. there are more than one and a.half times as many poor two-parent families with
preschool children as there are single-parent families in the same category.

Given that the federal government spent $105 million in 1986 on cAP day care
subsidies, it is unfortunate that data collection is insufficient to determine whether
these funds are being used effectively. No clear evidence is available to indicate how
child care subsidies have affected parents’ employment status and family income.

Despite these data limitations, special studies done for the Committee suggest that
CAP day care subsidies do not reach a substantial number of eligible families.
Specifically, only one out of every five preschool children currently eligible for a full
day care subsidy actually receives it; only one child in nine eligible for a full or partial
subsidy now receives it.

In some cases, families may not know about the day care subsidies to which they
are entitled because eligibility requirements are not widely publicized (Table 2.6). In
other cases, families may feel there is a stigma attached to CAP payments, which are
also used to cost-share social assistance programs. The design of the subsidy system
may also discourage families from using day care services. It is commonly assumed that
eligible families receive child care free of charge; in fact, however, five provinces charge
a minimum fee to all parents and seven provinces and both territories impose a ceiling
on the subsidy for any one child (Table A.14). The Committee believes that the result
of these fees is to make subsidized care unaffordable for the very poor.

A different type of problem exists in the Atlantic provinces. Although the fee
charged to families with very low incomes is minimal, the full subsidy is restricted to
families with incomes of under $9,000 to $15,000 per year (depending on family size
and province). This low turning point means that very few two-income families can take
advantage of the subsidy; an overwhelming portion goes to single-parent families and to
those referred by child welfare or similar authorities.

One of the studies conducted for the Committee touched on the effects of these
minimum fees and maximum subsidies.* The data suggest that even with a full cAP
subsidy, day care can cost parents more than $1,000 per child annually in some
provinces and lesser but still substantial amounts in others. The minimum fee
requirements may be discouraging a large number of families otherwise eligible for
subsidies from using day care services.

Finally, a review of research on the evaluation of preschool child care programs
demonstrates the importance of enriched programs and quality care to disadvantaged
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Table 2.6
Turning Points and Break-even Points for Day Care
Subsidy, by Province and Territory, 1987, for Various Family Types

of typical turning and break-even points is shown in this table.

Saskatchewan where figures refer to gross income.

children aged 3-5 years.

turning points and break-even points.

(Dollars of Net Income?)

Family Size: 1+1 1+2 2+1 2+2 2+3

Newfoundland 8,964 9,324 9,684 10,044 10,404
(15,084) (15,444) (15,804) (16,164) (16,524)

Prince Edward 8,880 11,520 11,520 12,960 14,880

Island (14,640) (23,040) (17,280) (24,480) (32,160)

Nova Scotia 9,800 10,520 11,240 11,960 12,680
(18,730) (19,450) (20,170) (20,890) (21,610)

New Brunswick 10,152 10,812 11,040 11,652 12,264
(16,032) (22,332) (16,800) (23,292) (29,664)

Quebec 12,500 13,500 14,500 15,500 16,500
(22,500) (34,000) (24,500) (36,000) (47,500)

Ontario! 18,000-27,732 | 21,120-30,468 | 21,792-31,488 | 23,340-34,164 | 24,900-41,439

(23,513-33,245) [ (32,146-41,494) | (27,305-37,000) | (34,366-45,190) (41,439-53,319)

Manitoba 11,925 14,135 14,135 16,345 18,555
(19,498) (29,280) (21,707) (31,490) (41,273)

Saskatchewan? 19,680 20,880 19,680 20,880 22,080

(Gross Income) (29,520) (40,560) (29,520) (40,560) (51,600)

Alberta 13,560 15,000 15,960 17,160 18,240
(17,520) (21,840) (19,800) (23,880) (27,960)

British Columbia? 10,692 12,288 12,288 13,512 14,676
(16,212) (23,328) (17,808) (24,552) (31,236)

Northwest

Territories* = Ty == - =

Ykt 12,120 13,200 14,160 15,480 16,560
(19,320) (27,600) (21,360) (29,880) (38,160)

1. Ontario uses a needs test which varies from municipality to municipality. The range

. All figures refer to net income (after taxes, C.P.P. and U.I. premiums) except for
. Break-even points for British Columbia presume the use of centre-based care for
. The Northwest Territories uses a needs test. No information is available on effective

. Yukon figures refer to Area #1 of the Territory which includes most child care

facilities. Break-even points for the Yukon presume the child is 2 years or older.
The figures in brackets represent break-even points for preschool day care at

average fee

levels.

Full subsidy ceases at the turning point income level; all subsidy ends at the break-
even point income level.

A “1 + 1” family is one parent, one child in day care and so on.

Source: Data collected by staff of the Special Committee on Child Care from the
provinces and territories.
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children, most of whom come from low-income families.® The research concludes that
high-quality preschool programs can compensate significantly for what is lacking in the
environment of these children, providing experiences and skills required for success in
school and later in life. Emotional, intellectual and social abilities can all be enhanced
through these head-start programs, which use trained and motivated staff, low
child/staff ratios, and properly managed and monitored activities.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Tax-back rates—that is, the percentage of income above a certain point that a
family must pay for day care—can be a poverty trap. Provincial tax-back rates vary
between 25% and 100% (Table A.14). With a 25% tax-back rate, a family keeps three
out of every four dollars of income earned above a certain point (established by the
province or territory) and pays the other dollar for child care. With a 100% tax-back
rate, the provincial or territorial government takes every dollar of income above the
turning point and applies it to the cost of day care until the full fee is paid. If the tax-
back rate is 25%, working for extra income makes sense; if it is 100%, it does not.

The Committee believes that all measures to assist low-income families must be
designed to provide incentives to escape poverty. Programs should emphasize helping
families gain skills and experience that will reduce their dependence on public
assistance. Specifically, child care services should be affordable and accessible to those
identified as being in need, subsidies should not be withdrawn as soon as families have
some limited success in earning more income, and special emphasis should be placed on
enriched programs.

7. We recommend that Health and Welfare Canada work with its provincial
and territorial counterparts to develop mechanisms to evaluate and
monitor day care subsidy programs under the Canada Assistance Plan.

8. We recommend that Health and Welfare Canada discuss with the
provinces and territories ways and means of publicizing the income levels
that currently determine eligibility for day care subsidies under the
Canada Assistance Plan.

9. We recommend that Health and Welfare Canada encourage the provinces
and territories to use existing matching funds available under the Canada
Assistance Plan for high-quality developmental head-start programs for
disadvantaged children.
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Notes to Chapter 2

1. Social Planning Council of Metropolitan Toronto, Guides for Family Budgeting, 1984.
2. L. Szabo, An Assessment of the UI Program, Employment and Immigration Canada, March 1986.
3. Calculations by the National Council of Welfare, October 1986.

4. E.E. Hobbs and Associates Ltd., Child Care Fees: The Financial Squeeze on Families. Study commissioned by the
Special Committee on Child Care.

5. Vera Cameron, The Benefit-Costs of Preschool Child Care Programs: A Critical Review. Study commissioned by
the Special Committee on Child Care.
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CHAPTER 3

Family and Child Care Services

The issues raised in the previous chapter touched mainly on the supplemental role
of government in assisting parents with child care, whether that care is provided by
parents or through child care services in one form or another. In this chapter we address
the other two issues of central importance to parents—the quality of child care services
and the availability of options enabling parents to choose the arrangements best suited
to their children’s needs and family situation.

There are gaps in our knowledge about parental needs and preferences as well as
the best ways to meet them. At present, for example, there is no regular national study
of child care arrangements in Canada. The last one was undertaken in the Labour
Force Survey of February 1981. This poses some difficulty in estimating the demand
for child care services, determining whether supply is keeping up with demand,
detecting trends in parents’ preferred child care arrangements, and so on. Similarly,
Canadian researchers are only beginning to evaluate the effects on children of various
forms of non-parental care. Few pilot projects or demonstrations have been undertaken
in Canada to test alternatives to existing child care services.

_In addition to remedying this shortage of reliable information, our recommenda-
tions are intended to address the extremely broad spectrum of concerns parents and
ot_her witnesses brought to our attention. In our view, it is only by offering support for a
wide range of programs that promote the well-being of families and children that the
federal government can acknowledge the diversity of families and respond in a way that
allows Canadians to make informed choices about how to care for their children.

The Dimensions of Quality

Witnesses before the Committee, no matter what their views on child care, agreed
that day care services should be of good quality. There are many dimensions of quality
child care. Programs for children should be flexible enough to respond to the special
needs of particular children, needs that can vary with age, interests or abilities. As a
service to parents of young children, child care needs to be responsive and reliable. It
should support the cultural and moral values of parents and should allow for parent
influence over programming. Child care services must be conveniently located, with
hours of operation that accommodate diverse work and family situations.
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In addition, staff training and experience are factors in quality care, as is the ratio
of staff members to children cared for by the service. Recent research in the field of
early childhood education places new emphasis on maintaining appropriate group size
in promoting positive interaction among children. Curriculum or programming is
crucial, physical environment is important, and stability of tenure among child care
staff is also significant.

Another aspect of quality that concerns parents is health and hygiene. Some
medical witnesses testified that children in child care centres are prone to bacterial and
viral infections. Others pointed out that this situation is no different from the larger
families of past generations. Frequent hand washing and toy cleaning, careful food
preparation, excluding ill children, and clearly defined procedures for handling
outbreaks of disease were remedies prescribed by the B.C. Medical Association.

Some of these features of quality care are governed by provincial and territorial
day care regulations. However, we heard considerable evidence that some child care
services in Canada do not meet the standards of quality acceptable to a wide range of
parents, interest groups, and child development experts. It seems to be widely agreed,
for example, that wages for child care workers are too low to ensure continuing
recruitment of well trained, dedicated staff who will stay with the job for a sufficient
length of time. A parallel concern is that child care services have insufficient money to
improve the quality of programs; at the same time, the price of child care is already too
high for most parents to absorb any significant increase. Child care services find
themselves in a financial squeeze, trying to provide high-quality care at an affordable
price. As a result, provincial and territorial authorities responsible for monitoring day
care centres and homes are under pressure not to enforce regulations t0o stringently,
particularly when parents have few alternatives.

As part of a study undertaken for the Committee, those responsible for
administering the provincial licensing systems and monitoring child care facilities were
asked to rate the centres with which they were familiar.' They judged that about one of
every six day care centres across Canada rated ‘poor’ or ‘very poor’ in terms of
quality—that is, below the relevant licensing standards for the province in question.
The study, which focused on differences between for-profit and non-profit day care
operations, concluded: “Overall, the researchers were surprised at the large proportion
of substandard care estimated to exist throughout the day care system, under both non-
profit and for-profit auspices. These results are disturbing, in that they indicate a weak
regulatory system generally...We believe that these findings point to the need for a close
look at day care regulation in Canada, and a strengthening of the regulatory system...”
Our concern about these findings is heightened because of the evidence that children
from disadvantaged backgrounds can gain substantial benefits from high-quality
developmental child care—or lose these benefits if the quality of care is poor (see
Chapter 2).

In addition to the federal subsidies that flow to day care through CAP, several
provinces and territories have initiated direct operating grants to day care centres and
family day care homes. Direct operating grants allow child care services to attract and
keep better qualified staff, improve staff-child ratios and group sizes, purchase
additional equipment and materials, serve more nourishing meals, and devote more
resources to programming. Operating grants can also give provincial and territorial
authorities greater scope to improve the design and monitoring of regulations governing
the quality of child care services. Recognizing the importance of these steps, we believe
the federal government should support the efforts of those governments to enhance the
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quality of child care and should encourage other provinces and territories to take
similar steps.

The Availability Issue

Non-parental child care in Canada includes a range of day care centres, family
day care homes, and various informal arrangements. Licensed care is provided through
day care centres and/or family child care homes in all jurisdictions except the
Northwest Territories (which is now developing legislation). Centres primarily serve
children between the ages of three and six. In 1986, Canada had 197,802 licensed
centre spaces: 91,115 in non-profit settings, 79,754 in commercial operations, and
26,933 under government auspices (Table 3.1). Family home day care, available across
Canada except in Newfoundland, represents only a small proportion of licensed
spaces—22,715 in 1986 (Table 3.2). It is used mainly for infants and school-age
children because it is more appropriate to their needs.

At present, licensed care represents a relatively small percentage of non-parental
care for preschool children. Although no current data are available, a 1981 Labour
Force Survey indicated that of the more than one million preschool children cared for
by someone other than a parent, 40% were cared for by non-relatives either in or away
from the child’s home. Some of these were supervised by nannies. Another 32% were
looked after by relatives or another household member (Table 3.3).

Table 3.1
Day Care Centre Spaces By Auspice
Interprovincial Comparison

1986
Provinces Public Non-Profit | Commercial Total
Newfoundland —~ 225 697 922
Prince Edward Island = 553 612 1,165
Nova Scotia = 2,638 2,145 4,783
New Brunswick = 2,187 15223 3,410
Quebec 16,791 26,131 6,546 49,470
Ontario 9,248 29,256 38,747 11,251
Manitoba = 6,772 1,429 8,201
Saskatchewan = 3,518 114 3,632
Alberta 892 7,982 23,761 32,635
British Columbia - 11,415 4,299 15,714
N.W.T:2 = 234 7 | 305
Yukon = 204 110 314
National Totals 26,933 91,115 79,754 197,802

1. Nearly all Quebec public spaces are operated under the auspices of the Ministry of
Education.

2. Though no licensing requirements exist, these spaces are included because they are
known to territorial officials as operating to voluntary standards.

Source: Health and Welfare, Status of Day Care in Canada, 1986.
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Availability has several dimensions: the total number of spaces, how those spaces
are distributed among Canadian communities, and whether the available spaces
respond to a range of needs, including needs defined by family income, cultural or
linguistic background, and children’s ages, interests and abilities.

Table 3.2
Family Day Care Spaces
Interprovincial Comparison
1986
Provinces Family Day
Care Spaces
Newfoundland 21
Prince Edward Island 154
Nova Scotia 82
New Brunswick 79
Quebec 3,060
Ontario 6,412
Manitoba 1,530
Saskatchewan 1,892
Alberta 5,349
British Columbia 4,086
Northwest Territories’ 30
Yukon 48
National Total 22,715

1. Though no licensing requirements exist, these spaces are included because they are
known to territorial officials as operating to voluntary standards.

Source: Health and Welfare Canada, Status of Day Care in Canada, 1986.

Table 3.3
Non-Parental Child Care Arrangements
for Preschool Children, 1981

Day care centre 11%
Nursery school or kindergarten exclusively 17%
Care outside the child’s home
by a non-relative 22%
by a relative 14%
Care in the child’s home
by a non-relative 18%
by a relative or household member 18%
TOTAL 100%

Preschool children may use more than one non-parental care arrangement during
the week. For purposes of this table it is assumed that all double arrangements are

“nursery school or kindergarten” plus “something else” and nursery school or
kindergarten figures shown have been correspondingly reduced.

Source: Statistics Canada, Initial Results from the 1981 Survey of Child Care
Arrangements, October 1982.
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We were told by many witnesses that the child care services that have been
developed are distributed unevenly across Canada, both between and within provinces.
Rural children regularly lack non-parental care facilities comparable to those available
in large urban areas. There are few culturally sensitive child care programs for
immigrant children. Native people as a group are not well served by the child care
system. Disabled children may be excluded from care if they need specialized staff or
services are not accessible. School-age children need care between the time school ends
and parents get home from work; this supplementary care often is not readily available.
Many of the unemployed need child care while they search for jobs. Nor is child care
the only need; licensed centres and family child care homes do not usually have the
resources to complement their child care programs with services such as family support
for disadvantaged families, training in parenting skills, or assistance to unlicensed
caregivers to improve the quality of the care they give. Thus we believe there is a role
for the federal government in improving the distribution and variety of services where
communities identify a need for them.

One reason existing centres and family child care homes cannot meet the demand
for many types of specialized care is that they have limited access to the capital funds
that might enable them to expand or diversify services. In most provinces, licensed care
is provided primarily by community-based non-profit organizations. However, banks
and lending institutions are reluctant to lend them funds for development because of the
high risks associated with such initiatives. This suggests a need for government
involvement to ensure that necessary services are provided, regardless of the policies of
lending institutions. Indeed, some provinces do provide capital grants for licensed child
care services. But this does not solve the problem of how services are distributed across
Canada, because some provinces cannot afford to provide capital grants.

Even if community groups had greater access to capital funds, each group that
wants to set up a child care program must go through the complicated task of
developing and managing a new service. With few consultation or development services
to assist them, community groups starting.a day care program typically end up re-
inventing the wheel. The problems of obtaining financing, understanding the subsidy
system, mastering the intricacies of provincial regulations, finding appropriate staff,
purchasing materials and equipment, establishing curriculum, and setting up
accounting procedures are common to all child care services—yet each new service
often has to discover all this for itself.

Child care availability is also determined by the total number of spaces open and
the number of children needing care. However, it is difficult to estimate with any
accuracy the type and location of child care services needed or even the actual number
of additional children requiring child care spaces. The most recent edition of Status of
Day Care in Canada provides several estimates of need. Using the Statistics Canada
Labour Force Survey, the report provides four estimates of need based on the number
of children with mothers in the labour force, parents working full-time, parents working

_or studying full-time, or parents working or studying full-time plus parents working at
least 20 hours per week.

The federal department of Health and Welfare cautions against using the number
of children with mothers in the labour force as an indicator of need. Women who work
only a few hours a week may not need full-time care; thus their participation in the
labour force does not translate automatically into a demand for licensed child care. On
the other hand, the department recognizes that assessing need only on the basis of the
number of children with single parents working full-time or two parents both working
full-time may result in underestimating the actual need. As well, trends in the use of
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child care by working mothers with preschool children indicate growth in the number
using day care (Table A.15).

Using another basis for assessing demand, many representatives from day care
centres pointed to long waiting lists and delays in obtaining licensed spaces. Along with
this testimony, we also heard parents say that placing a child on more than one waiting
list is a common practice. Many day care service operators stated that they did not
verify their lists regularly and that many parents on their lists had found alternative
forms of care by the time they were called. Based on these comments and the data
limitations noted earlier, the actual demand for licensed spaces is difficult to determine.

Nevertheless, the evidence before the Committee leads us to conclude that there
are currently problems in matching the supply of various types of child care services to
the demand. To deal with this aspect of the availability problem, we believe it is
appropriate for the federal government to offer capital assistance, to be cost-shared
with provinces and territories, where local authorities deem that an increased supply of
services is desirable. Several other availability problems are best dealt with, however, by
specific intervention in particular sectors of the market for child care services.
Examples include encouraging licensed neighbourhood caregivers, testing new models
of child care for use in rural settings, promoting family support services and parent-
child centres, disseminating information about various types of school-age care, and
assisting voluntary groups that want to develop child care services in their communities.

In summary, the Committee has concluded that the federal government should
have available a mechanism to enable it to help communities respond to the family and
child care needs they have identified. In some parts of Canada the need is for financial
assistance and managerial advice for community groups intending to start new services.
In other cases, expansion or improvement of existing services is the greatest need. Other
communities may see specialized services for children or families as a priority.
Whatever the need, the federal government should have the means to respond in a way
that accommodates differences between communities and respects the federal role in
this field. The mechanism we propose is a new Family and Child Care Act.

Enhancing Quality and Availability:
A Family and Child Care Act

Direct funding to child care services, such as operating and capital grants, appears
to be an appropriate mechanism for enhancing the quality and availability of c’hild care
services. This is the approach already adopted by several provinces and one that offers
the possibility of monitoring and control to ensure that funds reach their intended
targets and accomplish their objectives. However, current federal programs are not
designed to meet these criteria.

CAP is the principal mechanism through which federal funds reach the day care
system. Yet CAP is intended to address the specific requirements of families in need or
likely to be in need, with subsidies for day care just one type of financial assistance
among others. With a Family and Child Care Act, the focus would shift to the child
care needs of all families, emphasizing the need to improve quality and availability
throughout the system, not just for a designated group.

A second limitation is th.a.t CAP does not provide for sharing the capital costs of
starting up a child care facility, only for depreciation of existing facilities. Thus,
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provincial and territorial governments are the only sources of initial capital funds for
most community-based facilities. This approach is inadequate to foster balanced
development of child care centres and family child care homes across the country,
because it depends on the ability of provincial and territorial governments to supply the
initial funding without federal support.

A third weakness that was brought to our attention is the CAP cost-sharing
formula. At present, all provinces and territories are treated alike, receiving 50%
reimbursement from the federal government of every dollar spent on families in need.
While fair in some respects, this approach has the unfortunate effect of producing a
discriminatory situation for families in some regions of the country because not all
provinces are in a position to take full advantage of the funding available through CAP.
The Atlantic provinces, for example, despite equalization payments, have been unable
to develop child care services to the same degree as other provinces have done. Because
it fails to account for the ability of provinces and territories to pay, the CAP cost-sharing
formula contributes to unequal development in the range, quality, and cost of services.
To offset this problem, several organizations and some provincial governments proposed
a differential formula. Without a differential cost-sharing formula, the poorer regions
will continue to be disadvantaged.

A fourth shortcoming is that CAP’s cost-sharing provisions do not allow funding of
a range of support services required by families with children, regardless of their
income. Because CAP subsidies are directed toward traditional child care programs,
such as group centres, there is little flexibility for provinces or territories to promote
other types of child care arrangements or family support services. Family support
services include resource centres, public education, information and referral services,
and special programs for adolescent parents. We believe the further development of
support services should be encouraged because we are convinced that they will meet
needs that have not been addressed adequately to date.

A fifth problem with CAP is that differing funding provisions under its ‘assistance’
and ‘welfare services’s components lead to different treatment of child care in
commercial centres. Under the assistance provisions, parents can receive subsidies if
their children are in commercial child care facilities. Under the welfare services
provisions, they cannot. This discrepancy is accentuated in those provinces and
territories that prefer to use CAP’s welfare services component to fund child care
subsidies. They do so because they consider the needs test required under the assistance
component unnecessarly intrusive; by contrast, the income test required under welfare
services minimizes the intrusion into family affairs. Using the assistance component to
subsidize families using commercial child care creates a more complex administrative
structure and greater infringement of family privacy.

This is a difficult choice for most provinces and territories because child care
services in Canada have traditionally been developed by both non-profit and
commercial organizations. In some small towns, and in some neighbourhoods of large
cities, commercial agencies have often been established in response to local needs. A
parent may prefer to place a child in a commercial agency because it is closer to home
or because no non-profit service is available. When low-income families are excluded
from subsidies because they prefer to use a commercial agency or don’t have access to a
conveniently located non-profit centre, both parents and commercial operators ask why
they do not receive the same subsidies as their counterparts in non-profit centres.

The question of whether public funds should be used to subsidize commercial
centres is highly debated at both the national and the provincial level. Provinces like
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Saskatchewan and Manitoba encourage development only in the non-profit sector.
Alberta and New Brunswick provide operating grants to both sectors on the basis that
high standards and their enforcement are more relevant to the quality of care than the
nature of the organization offering the services. The province of Quebec follows a third
route—subsidizing the choices of low-income parents, regardless of the type of service,
while providing operating grants to parent-controlled, non-profit centres. Whatever the
approach adopted by provincial and territorial governments, parents who use
commercial and non-profit child care services emphasize their right to choose the kind
of care they judge best for their children.

The Committee recognizes that provinces and territories have the responsibility for
administering child care services. The federal role is to support their decisions about the
appropriate role of non-profit and commercial organizations in the child care field. The
federal government should therefore ensure through a new Family and Child Care Act
that provinces and territories have the freedom to use cost-sharing funds in the way
they see fit.

Given the limitations of the Canada Assistance Plan as a vehicle for promoting the
development of child care services, and in light of concerns about the quality and
affordability of care, we have concluded that the federal government should assist the
provinces and territories with the cost of providing operating and capital grants for
licensed child care services. At present, New Brunswick, Quebec, Manitoba,
Saskatchewan, Alberta and the Yukon provide financial assistance to licensed facilities
in the form of operating grants. Ontario and Prince Edward Island have recently
announced their intention to introduce similar plans. Several provinces provide capital
grants for start-up, expansion and renovation. The majority restrict capital grants to
licensed centres; Manitoba and Saskatchewan also include family child care homes.

By cost-sharing a portion of the operating and capital costs of the licensed child
care system, federal funding should stabilize service budgets, promote improvements in
the quality of care, encourage the employment of qualified staff, and make fees more
affordable. In addition, the funds should be used to encourage innovative approaches to
child care, with a view to developing alternatives to high-cost group care and
approaches to meeting the requirements of children with special needs.

We propose that these grants be provided through a new vehicle to complement the
present provisions of the Canada Assistance Plan—a Family and Child Care Act. New
legislation would provide the means to support improvements in quality and availability
while overcoming the weaknesses of CAP as a mechanism for promoting development of
the child care system. The purpose of the legislation would be three-fold: to provide a
vehicle for cost-sharing operating and capital grants with the provinces and territories;
to contribute to the cost of developing a range of family support services; and to
establish a special federal program to sponsor research and innovation in the child care
field. CAP would remain the vehicle for providing day care subsidies to eligible families.

Operating and Capital Grants

We propose that the formula for operating gramts be based on a federal
contribution of $3 per space per day for infant spaces, $2 per space for children ages 3
to 5, $.50 per space for children 6 to 12 years old, and an additional $3 per space for
disabled children. If provinces and territories matched these grants equally, we estimate
that the cost to the federal government would be $80 million in 1987, assuming that
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non-profit centres and family day care homes were funded and that the number of
spaces increased by between 15% to 18% per year. If the provinces and territories also
decided to include commercial child care services, the cost would increase to $135
million in 1987. By 1989, costs would rise to $106 million for non-profit spaces or $179
million if commercial spaces were included (Tables A.16 and A.17, which also show
cost estimates for lower growth rates).

The formula we propose for sharing the capital costs of child care facilities is
based on $300 per space for centres and homes serving preschool children, $200 per
space for school-age children, and an additional $200 per space for disabled children. If
provincial and territorial governments matched the federal contribution, we estimate
that the cost to the federal government would be $6 million in 1987, assuming that
preschool spaces in non-profit centres and family day care homes, as well as school-age
spaces, increased by 15% to 18% per year. The cost would rise to $8 million in 1989. By
1989, these grants could contribute toward 77,617 additional non-profit child care
spaces in Canada. If the provinces and territories decided to include new commercial
spaces, the cost would be $10 million in 1987 and $13 million by 1989 (Table A.18),
with a possible 119,650 spaces being added during that period.

If matched dollar-for-dollar by the provinces and territories, the proposed
operating grants would provide $20,800 per year to a licensed child care centre serving
20 children ages 3 to 5 and $5,200 per year to a family day care home serving 5
children. If matched by equal contributions from the provinces and territories, the
capital grants would provide $12,000 toward the development of a facility serving 20
children and $3,000 toward creating 5 spaces in a family day care home. Eligible
licensed child care centres and family child care homes would continue to receive fee
subsidies for families in need through the Canada Assistance Plan.

A Child Care Development Program

A second objective of a Family a}nd Child Care Act would be to contribute to the
cost of developing a range of family support services to complement formal and
informal child care. Federal cost-sharing funds would be made available to the
provinces and territories through a Child Care Development Program. Groups that had
identified community needs in the family and child care field could apply for funds to
develop and start a service or program to meet those needs. Family support services that
we would like to see developed include (but are not limited to) family resource
programs, information and refe(ral services, a registry of licensed caregivers, parent
education, and services for families with special needs. Because the exact extent of the
need has not been determined, the federal contribution through the Child Care
Development Program should not exceed $15 million per year for the first three years.
This would allow for monitoring and evaluation to assess the effects of the federal
contribution and determine whether it was accomplishing the desired objectives.

Special Initiatives and Research

Finally, a new Family and Child Care Act would offer a means for the federal
government to promote special initiatives and research in the field of child care. The
shortage of reliable data on the supply of and demand for child care services, as well as
information about children’s needs and parents’ preferences, has already been

41



identified. We need this data to determine whether current child care arrangements are
meeting the needs of all families and children or whether other forms of care would be
more advantageous. Without this knowledge, we have only an incomplete basis for
debating the future of child care in Canada.

RECOMMENDATIONS

10. We recommend that the federal government introduce a Family and
Child Care Act, complementing the Canada Assistance Plan, to provide
federal funds to licensed child care centres, family day care homes, and
family support services through cost-sharing with the provinces and
territories, based on the following amounts:

a. capital grants for each new space created in the amounts of $300 for
children age 0-5, $200 for children age 6-12, and an additional $200
for each disabled child age 0-12, authorized for a period of three
years from the date to be specified by the Minister of Health and
Welfare in consultation with provincial and territorial counterparts;

b. operating grants for all spaces in the amounts of $3 per day for
infants, $2 per day for children age 3-5, $0.50 per day for children
age 6-12, and an additional $3 per day for each disabled child age 0-
12; and

c. special assistance to licensed family support services, family resource
programs, information and referral services, parenting programs for
adolescent mothers, support programs for single parents, school-age
programs and other forms of support, through a $15 million annual
Child Care Development Program to subsidize the equipment and
operating costs of such services.

11. We recommend that funding of the programs proposed in Recommenda-
tion 10 be on 50/50 basis, but in the case of low-income provinces and
territories the federal government pay a greater percentage according to
a negotiated formula.

12. We recommend that the federal government incorporate an Initiatives
and Research Fund of $4 million annually into the Family and Child
Care Act to promote research into child care arrangements in Canada
and to determine ways and means of addressing other problems related
to child care, including but not limited to:

a. consulting services for potential child care sponsor groups, with
particular emphasis on start-up information, incorporation, financial
management and other administrative matters;

b. specialized funding for head-start programs;
c. emergency care services where need is demonstrated; and
d. research and development to meet the needs of rural families.
13. We recommend that until such time as the Family and Child Care Act is

enacted, the Minister of Health and Welfare request a special
appropriation to sponsor special initiatives and research in child care.
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A New Secretariat

Since 1973, Health and Welfare Canada has funded a National Day Care
Information Centre. Currently, the Centre provides information on child care across
the country. It has also co-operated closely with the provinces and territories to publish
annual statistics on services and to encourage public awareness of child care issues
Unfortunately, the Centre has not had sufficient resources to extend services to a widé
range of voluntary and private groups. Nor has it assumed an active role in co-
ordinating federal initiatives.

The development of child care and family support services requires a great deal of
flexibility and sensitivity to local needs. It is a demanding task for provincial and
territorial governments. The role of the federal government is necessarily complemen-
tary, but there is still a need for a focal point for its activities. Although jurisdiction
over the provision of child care services is provincial and territorial, we believe there are
grounds for developing a national secretariat to collect and disseminate information on
child care and family services, to co-ordinate the initiatives of federal departments, to
oversee implementation of the new legislation we propose, and to provide consultation
services to voluntary or private organizations.

: The issues surrounding family support and child care involve departments as
diverse as Revenue Canada, the Department of Finance, Health and Welfare, the
department of the Secretary of State, Employment and Immigration, and Indian, and
Northern Affairs. Other departments such as Agriculture Canada also have small
programs that affect family life. Despite this array of initiatives, no single agency of the
federal government co-ordinates decision making about federal child care and famil
benefits and services. v

RECOMMENDATIONS

14. We recommend that a new Secretariat be established within Health and
Welfare Canada to administer the Family and Child Care Act, to
monitor implementation of the government’s response to ’the
recommendations of this Committee, to facilitate federal activities, and
to work with the public, private and non-profit sectors to encon;rage
initiatives in the field of child care, including but not limited to the
following:

a. collecting and preparing information for the purposes of providing
distribution, promotion and consultation services to parents,
employer and employee associations, volunteer organizations
specialized child care service agencies, child care providers and othe;
interested parties; and

b. enhancing the development and quality of services such as:

(i) parent education, including guidelines on ways to select quality
non-parental care;

(ii) work-related child care arrangements with employees, business
and labour groups;

(iii) preschool multicultural resources and culturally sensitive early
childhood programs;
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(iv) care and supervision of school-age children;
(v) family day care homes;
(vi) rural child care programs;

(vii) educational upgrading of caregivers working with disabled
children; and

(viii) development of home support services for the purpose of
providing relief to the parents of disabled children.

15. We recommend that existing National Day Care Information Centre be
incorporated into the new Secretariat.

Child Care Services
Preschool Child Care Services

In this section we address several issues related to the special needs of preschool
children. The National Day Care Information Centre reports that in 1986 there were
176,400 spaces in licensed centres and family day care homes for children under six
years of age. Most of these spaces served children age three to five; spaces were
available for 34% of children in this age group whose parents worked or attended school
for at least 20 hours per week (Table 3.4). Only 7% of infants up to 18 months of age
are served by the licensed child care system. The percentage of children served does not
necessarily reflect a weakness in the system. It could reflect, in part, a preference on the
part of parents to care for their own infants and toddlers or to leave their children in the
care of a relative or friend.

Table 3.4

Full-Time Child Care Spaces Relative to the Number of Children Likely to Use
Non-Parental Care Arrangements, 1986

Number of Number of % of Children
Children Licensed Spaces Served
Aged 0-17 months 202,498 13,969 6.9
Aged 18-35 months 198,008 27,605 13.9
Aged 3-5 years 397,311 134,826 33.9

For purposes of this table, children are considered to be likely to use non-parental
care arrangements if they have parents who work 20 or more hours per week or
parents who are full-time students.

Source: Health and Welfare Canada, Status of Day Care in Canada, 1986.

We support the principle of infants and toddlers being cared for by their parents
and close relatives. We recognize that infant group care may be necessary for some
parents, but there are reasons to be cautious about the extensive subsidization of group
care for the very young. First, the benefits of group activities are limited before the age
of 18 months. Second, infants require much more individualized attention than older
children. Third, specialists in the field of child care agree that infants need a close and
stable relationship with a caregiver. Witnesses also reminded us that most mothers and
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many fathers, if given encouragement and support, want to be with their children
during their early years, as much for their own sake as for that of the child.

Several problems restrict the provision of high-quality services for preschool
children. First, provincial and territorial regulations generally represent minimum
standards of what is acceptable, rather than what is considered optimal. Second,
adherance to standards is not always monitored with the frequency parents would like.
Third, some standards were developed at a time when child care meant only the
provision of a safe and secure environment for children. These standards have not
always kept pace with changes in knowledge about child development and program
delivery.

Wages and training for caregivers are other concerns. A 1984 survey indicated
that trained day care workers received about half the wages of elementary school
teachers and less than three-quarters of the average industrial wage; weekly wages for
day care workers ranged from $189 in the Atlantic region to $294 in Quebec.? Some
provinces have only minimal training requirements for day care workers, despite the
fact that research indicates that training in early childhood education is a key
determinant of quality care. Fortunately, almost 50%-0f child care providers in licensed
group settings have completed one or two years of this program; 11% have a university
degree. In general, workers in family day care homes have less formal training.

Many caregivers told the Committee of the importance of training to keep pace
with new developments in the field. Long working hours and the lack of financial
assistance prevent many caregivers in the tjormal. child care sector from taking courses
to upgrade their skills. Unlicensed caregivers in the informal sector, who work in
isolation and receive less recognition and remuneration than licensed workers, also need
support to develop skills, as well basic training in fundamentals such as safety, hygiene
and child development.

We agree that there is a need to promote professional development among child
care workers in the formal part of the market. As for the informal sector, witnesses
suggested that it could be improved through mandatory licensing, support for voluntary
approaches, and support mechanisms such as toy-lending libraries, family resource
programs, caregiver networks, seminars, and workshops. The Ontario government, for
example, has offered limited funding for programs that provide information, consumer
education, support services, and consultation to caregivers to enable a number of groups
to improve the quality of care.

An important service for parents searching for high-quality child care is
information and referral. Information and referral services have been used extensively
in the United States to help parents locate child care in their communities and become
more knowledgeable users of non-parental child care. These services are less common in
Canada, with two exceptions: Information Day Care in Vancouver and Child Care
Information in Ottawa. Representatives of both services appeared as witnesses at our
public hearings.

Information Day Care emphasized the importance of providing accurate,
comprehensive, up-to-date information that helps parents discover options and make
informed choices about care for their children. In 1985, the first year of operation,
Information Day Care handled 2,600 inquiries. By the end of 1986 the number of calls
had almost doubled, to 4,800. Child Care Information in Ottawa provides similar
services to residents of the national capital region.
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Licensing, non-regulatory measures, upgrading staff, and financial support help
improve the quality of care offered to preschool children. Although some high-quality
services exist, further initiatives are required.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Earlier in this chapter we recommended that the proposed Family and Child Care
Act authorize, for a period of three years, capital grants equal to $300 per space in
licensed day care centres and family day care homes serving preschool children
(Recommendation 10). We also recommended that the federal government share a
portion of the operating costs of licensed centres and family day care homes and
proposed a Child Care Development Program to assist in the establishment of
information and referral services and support services for informal child care providers.
All these measures will enhance the quality and contribute to the availability of
preschool child care. In addition, we have two other recommendations aimed at
improving the quality of preschool care:

16. We recommend that Employment and Immigration Canada, through the
Skills Shortages component of the Canadian Jobs Strategy, actively fund
and promote full- and part-time training courses in child care for the
purpose of upgrading the skills of formal and informal caregivers.

17. We recommend that the provinces and territories develop the highest
possible standards to ensure quality child care across Canada.

School-Age Child Care Services

Parents unable to supervise their school-age children for certain periods of the day
make a variety of arrangements: some use licensed centres or homes, some enroll their
children in community programs, and others have them stay with friends or relatives. In
addition, many make no formal arrangements at all for their children; these latchkey
children care for themselves or are left with siblings who are minors. It is difficult to
determine the number of latchkey children with any accuracy; if the child care patterns
of 1981 were still valid in 1986, there would have been 234,000 latchkey children
between the ages of 6 and 12 in 1986 (Table A.19). It is highly probable that this figure
is understated, because many parents are unwilling to report that their children are
being left unsupervised.

Opinion about the long-term effects of self-care is divided. Most of the research
into the issue emphasizes its negative consequences. Results suggest that children left
unsupervised after school are more frightened, bored and lonely than their supervised
peers.’ Other studies have found, however, that the self-care experience can be
beneficial for children between the ages of 12 and 17. Through self-care, many children
learn to assume responsibility and develop independence.

One response to the problem of latchkey children is to stimulate the development
of licensed services for school-age children. Over the past few years there has been
substantial growth in these services. The National Day Care Information Centre
reports that the number of licensed spaces for school-age children increased from 7,000
in 1979 to 44,117 in 1986. Yet there still appears to be a need for more services, given
the estimates of the number of unsupervised children.’
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We heard about several local initiatives to meet the needs of school-age children.
The Toronto Board of Education has more than 100 day care centres in its schools. The
centres are run by non-profit boards made up of parents. School principals or their
designates must also belong to the board or participate on a parent advisory committee.
Approximately 75 of these centres provide programs for school-age children, serving an
estimated 1,800 to 2,000 children per year. The Board waives rental fees for day care
centres that teach high school students in family studies programs about early
childhood development and parenting. The students gain invaluable experience while
the day care centres benefit from their involvement.

We also heard from the Spare Time Fun Centres in British Columbia which
provide licensed care for more than 300 children in seven different school facilities in
Vancouver. The centres are operated by a parent board elected annually by those whose
children are in the program. It has been particularly successful in retaining the interest
and attendance of children between the ages of 9 and 12 by promoting the ‘club’
concept.

Representatives from the Peel Lunch and After School Program in Ontario
described another highly successful service for school-age children. It is run by an
independent voluntary agency that was established by public and separate school
boards, municipal recreation departments, and local social service agencies. Programs
currently operate in 75 different school facilities and serve more than 4,000 young
school-age children.

We also heard from the Kelowna and District Boys and Girls Club which
organizes a variety of social and recreation programs throughout the year for children
between the ages of 5 and 17. Extension programs are offered in outlying geographic
areas as well.

Representatives from the Kids Connection programs in Toronto and London told
us about the ‘warm line’ telephone service they operate for latchkey children. The
service provides assistance and reassurance to unsupervised children who call when they
are bored, lonely, or experiencing problems.

At the provincial level, we learned from the Association des services de garde en
milieu scolaire du Québec that the government of Quebec actively supports the
establishment of licensed child care spaces in schools. The Ministry of Education makes
available a one-time start-up grant of $3,000 for capital expenses, a yearly grant of
$200 per child for the first 30 children, $175 per child for the next 20 children and $150
per child over 50 children (1987 rgtes). An additional annual grant of $100 per capita
is provided for children from low-income neighbourhoods. The service must be set up
and run by a non-profit board made up of parents.

The director of the Eliot River After School Club told us that this is the only after-
school program in Prince Edwqrd Island. Approximately 865 children from grades one
to six are enrolled. All supplies, rent, and staff salaries must be paid out of fees.
Because of budgetary restrictions, however, the program lacks playground equipment.
The club is unable to obtain assistance for the purchase of this equipment because it
does not fit the criteria of any existing funding programs.

The testimony before the Committee makes it clear that many Canadian
communities are dealing successfully with the needs of school-age children. However,
there is still a need for financial assistance for a variety of programs that provide
supervision for school-age children in communities where there is a demonstrated need
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for such services. Information about successful programs should be made available to
any community that has similar needs. One advantage of solutions developed<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>