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LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF MANITOBA
THE STANDING COMMITTEE ON STATUTORY REGULATIONS AND ORDERS
Thursday, 24 June, 1982

Time — 8:00 p.m.
CHAIRMAN, Mr. D. Scott.

MR. CHAIRMAN: We have some delegations from the
public here. I'd like to explain why we're afew minutes
late starting this evening. The House is sitting parallel
with the Committee. It's the first time this Session that
has happened so we have to runin and pull people out
of the House as well so that we have a quorum to start
this Committee.

We're going to start off with Mrs Judy Olson this
evening. Before we get going we have, | believe it's up
over40 presentations, in total now, to come before the
Committee. This morning we gave a great deal of
leeway in letting presentation go on for almost two
hours. In the interests of the other people who are also
behind you in line, | would ask people to limit their
presentations, to make them as concise as possible.
Some that are very extensive we may pemit 20 min-
utes to half an hour on; most we would like to have
people keep them within 15 minutes if that is at all
possible.

Okay, could | call Mrs. Olson, please. Yes, Mr.
Nordman.

MR. R. NORDMAN: Mr. Chairman, | can appreciate
what you were just saying, but are we going to allow
them more than, say, 20 minutes?

MR. CHAIRMAN: That'll be detemined by the Com-
mittee. I'll ask Committee for leave for the person
that's giving the presentation. In the interest of the
people who are further down the list, the chances of
you having your presentation made before some time
mid-Saturday isveryvery slimif each delegation takes
half an hour to three-quarters of an hour. You know,
just multiply it out yourself. We're only here for
between two and a half and four hours at a sitting and
you find yourself with 17 or 18 hours of delegations
very easily. So that means we're running into the latter

stages of next week and we'd like, if possible, to have

the process sped up, to some degree at least, and if the
Committee is willing to give leave, we will give leave
for an extended presentation, Mr. Nordman.

MR. R. NORDMAN: Fine, Mr. Chaiman.
MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Kovnats.

MR. A.KOVNATS: Yes, justformyowninterestatthis
point. I see the first two people making presentations
belong to the same group, the Central Region Child
Care Association. Are you going to allow each person
coming to make a presentation or are you going to
limit the presentations to particular groups or is
everybody from a group allowed to speak?

MR. CHAIRMAN: Well, perhaps we can limit the
groups themselves, or ask the groups to try and make
their comments within the time limit and they can
share between two or three people orwhatever, if they
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wish, if they have a couple of different people coming
forward. If the briefs are totally different or coming
from different directions, then | would think that
would be possible as well to recognize them as
separate.

MR. A. KOVNATS: It seems fair.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Okay, may we start?
Mrs. Olson, please.

MRS. J. OLSON: We are pleased to see that this
government'’s definition of Day Care is broad enough
to include licenced Family Day Care homes. We feel
that in order to facilitate greater accountability on the
part of licenced Family Day Cares, they must also be
included in the same set of standards as other Child
Care services. We strongly feel this type of care,
although necessary, has been constantly overlooked
in several important areas:

1. The qualifications of the provider - Currently
licensing of a Family Day Care home is processed by
one individual and no particular qualifications are
required.

2. The quality of programming - Apart from the two
semi-annual reports, there is no consistent monitor-
ing of care given.

3. The Child-Staff ratio i.e. one staff to as many as
eight children and at this time three of those children
may be under the age of two years. It should be noted
there is no back-up or relief person required in the
event of illness or emergency.

There is still a certain traditional stigma toward
group infant care and it has been the policy of deci-
sion makers, to our knowledge, to encourage Family
Day Care placement for infants. We cannot support
this policy.

Group infant care is required by fire regulations to
provide a ratio of one staff person to three children.
These staff spend theireight hour shift attendingonly
to the physical, emotional, and intellectual needs of
the children. T heir time is totally devoted to “"quality of
care” and to program. How can a Family Day Care
provider possibly provide the same “quality of care”
and program when working alone with as many as
eight children in the home, three of whom may well be
under the age of two? The ratio contradicts fire regu-
lations. As well as caring for the children the Family
Day Care provider is also expected to be the cook, the
caretaker, the telephone receptionist and be available
to deal with any callers, professional or otherwise.

In order to support and monitor Family Day Cares it
would be advantageous for Family Day Cares to
become satellites of group centres within their geo-
graphical area. The monitoring of care and program-
ming could be the responsibility of the Group Day
Care Directors with the co-operation of the Family
Day Care giver. Directors would be used as resource
people in the following way:

The Family Day Care providers could select Com-
munity Board Members to formulate a Community
Board to determine the policies of the Family Day
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Care homes. The Group Day Care Director would be
responsible to that Central Board. The Group Day
Care Director would be involved in licensing, avail-
able for consultations, regular visits to the home, toy
and library exchange, staff meetings, regular Board
meetings with the Family Day Care provider and the
elected Board. The Group Centres would also be a
resource for relief staff, either with the Family Day
Carehomeitself, orby caringforthechildren from the
Family Day Care in the Group Centre when necessary.

It is important that parents are able to choose the
type of care that they desire for their child, Group
Care or Family Day Care.However,itisequally impor-
tant that once that choice is made the parent is
assured that the care their child receives will be “qual-
ity care.”

MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you very much Mrs. Olson,
are there any questions from members of the
Committee?

MS M. PHILLIPS: Thank you very much, Judy, for the
brief from your area Association. Again, I'd like to
pose the two questions to you that | did to the person
that presented the brief this morning. One in terms of
the staff ratios or the number of children allowed in
Family Day Care. You don't say in your brief how
many childrenyouthink wouldbe an acceptable limit.
Do you agree with the Day Care Coalition on their
limit of five?

MRS. J. OLSON: It sounded to me this morning like
there might have been some misinterpretation there.
The current regulations are five children of preschool
age, under the age of six, including the providers own
home, plus they may also have three additional
school-agechildrenwhen they're notinschool. | don't
have a lot of difficulty with that given the resources
and the backup that I think they need, to provide
quality care to that age group. | do have a lot of diffi-
culty with the Family Day Care providers being
allowed to have three children undertheageoftwo, as
well as two between two and five, and three over the
age of six.

MS M. PHILLIPS: In your suggestions in terms of
Family Day Cares as being satelites to a Group Day
Care Centre - it sounds tome, first of all, thisideaof a
community board of Family Day Care providers, |
haven't heard thatidea before, itintrigues me-in your
suggestion, when you say the Day Care providers
would select community board members, would that
be from amongst themselves?

MRS. J. OLSON: No, that would be from amongst
their parents or interested citizens within their com-
munity. Presumably it would be largely parents.

MS M. PHILLIPS: | see. And you're suggesting that
the Group Day Care Director would work in co-
operation with this board over and above the duties
that he or she might have running and operating their
own Day Care Centre at, you know, an average salary
of less than $1,000 a month, that they should take on
all these responsibilities that you've suggested here.
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MRS. J. OLSON: Not for nothing, not for nothing, no.
| see the Group Day Care Directors, at least in the
community which| am from have all had several years’
experience and | believe would be good resource
peopleto the Family Day Cares, and it would certainly
provide more in the way of contact for the Family Day
Careparentsto beinvolved in some kind of staff meet-
ing, staff development, and certainly in order to pro-
vide that backup.

MS M. PHILLIPS: Mr. Chairperson, I'd like to follow
up onthat. Ifyou'resaying not for nothing, would their
Day Care Centre pay them extra for taking on these
duties? Would the Family Day Care providers in the
community all chip in for this extra assistance in
resource, or are you suggesting that we, as govern-
ment, should in our program provide extra funds for
this additional time?

MRS. J. OLSON: | haven't solved that problem, if
that's what you're asking me. One suggestion would
bethatperhapsaportionofthe Family Day Care’s per
diem, or of their maintenance grantwould perhapsgo
towards that. Certainly noboard of a GroupCentreis
going to say we'll pay your total salary but you can
spend half your time looking after Family Day Cares.
That obviously would have to be negotiated and
worked out.

The other side of that coin is that if my total salary
was being paid by my Group Centre then it would
probably be getting 100 percent of my energy and
expertise becausethat'swherelwouldfeelmy loyalty
lay. You know, so that kind of thing would certainly
have to be worked out.

MS M. PHILLIPS: I'd just like to pick up on this part
because | think that there's a vehicle there that sounds
very interesting. I'd be very interested as time goes on
if you have more suggestions in that vein if you could
bring them to us. For instance, the same thing, if
you're looking at staff people in a Day Care Centre,
and as you and | know most of them are very harried,
and working under pretty severe circumstances to try
to keep up with delivering a quality program where
they are, if you're asking them to go out into a Family
Day Carehome, ifthe Day Care providerisill,and act
as arelief person, | think we haveto think onthatquite
extensively before that concept, the satellite kind of
concept, could be put into place.

MRS. J. OLSON: Thereis thattype of system happen-
ing quite frequently in the States at this time where
certainly the number of Family Day Care homes
would be limited to a per-group centre.

One of the things that happens is that the family, in
the States I'm referring to, the Family Day Care
mother and her children have regular weekly visits to
the Centre so that the children are familiar with the
staff, and the staff are familiar with those children, that
there is an interchange. It might be more feasible to
havethe children brought to the Centre, ratherthan a
staff go out. That would certainly depend on the cir-
cumstances and the number of children. As you're
aware, | have a very keen interest in infant care
because | provide infant care in Portage and one of my
chief concerns is the care of infants under two in
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Family Day Care when there is no back-up and there is
no resource for those Moms.

MS M.PHILLIPS: Mr. Chairperson, couldyougive me
information on what states and what research you
have on that kind of a program at some point?

MRS. J. OLSON: Yes, | would certainly be willing to
look that up for you.

MS M. PHILLIPS: Thank you. That's all the questions
| have.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Are there any other questions?
Mr. Kovnats.

MR. A. KOVNATS: Mrs. Olson, is the Central Region
Child Care Association from Portage la Prairie?

MRS. J. OLSON: | am from Portage la Prairie. The
members of the Child Care Association are from
throughout Central Region.

MR. A. KOVNATS: Of the Board of Directors of the
Central Region Manitoba Child Care Association, are
all parents of children attending Day Care Centres?
Are you aware of the Board of Directors that's listed
on the . . .

MRS. J. OLSON: Yes, I'm sorry, | didn't understand
the question.

MR. A. KOVNATS: Are all of these parents or could
some of them be interested parties, other than parents
of children attending Day Care Centres?

MRS. J. OLSON: | understand your question now.
Some of them are Day Care Directors. There is a
Board member from one of the Day Cares from Cen-
tral Region. | am a parent and one of the other people
is a parent within our own region and group centres.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Are there any other questions?
Thatbeing all, thank you very much, Mrs. Olson. | call

Jan Lucas. Would you just hold for a second while

your presentation is passed out Mrs. Lucas?

MFES. J. LUCAS: I'm Jan Lucas and I'm the Chairper-
son of Central Region MCCA and | would like to take
the opportunity of thanking the Committee for this
opportunity.

Since the conception of the Day Care Program in
‘72 we have seen many changes take place regarding
this necessary but still controversial program. As care
givers we are impressed with the priority of impor-
tance this government has given to the Day Care Pro-
gram. We realize this government considers Day Care
to be a very important service to safeguard the well-
being of Manitoba childrenand to protectand streng-
then family life.

During the past few years we have seen many
changes, all of them beneficial to meeting the chang-
ing social and economic needs of the users of this
service, however, we do have some concerns. We do
not oppose the principle of standards that are outlined
in Bill 21. In fact, what concerns us is not in the bill,
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rather in the regulations that will certainly be sur-
rounding this bill.

In addressing our concerns as outlined, may we
include the following observation? We believe the
general value of our Canadian society is one of plural-
ism which suggests that our communities are best
stiited to getting needs met by a variety of indepen-
dent voluntary associations. May we remind ourselves
that this is only possible if organizations, which would
include Voluntary Community Day Care Boards, are
independent of government authority. Indeed, when
the converse of this happens, i.e., government author-
ities appointed by the province and accountable to the
province, a totalitarian structure exists. The impor-
tance of understanding the relationship between
democracy and bureaucracy cannot be underesti-
mated in the specific issues as related to “enforce-
ment” in the Day Care Standards.

We believe in our B.N.A. Act which defines educa-
tion as a provincial rather than federal concern and
this again reinforces the design of community elected
Boards dealing with decisionsin both the primary and
secondary level of education. We find itan easy paral-
lel to extend our vision to the community volunteer
Boards detemining and enforcing policies for Day
Care Centres rather than the enforcement being car-
ried out by a paid government employee.

We cannot stress enough the great necessity of
keeping the taxpayers’ dollar in the proper category,
directly related to enhancing existing programs -
ratherthan the horrendousdrain of monies that would
beincurred by the hiring of civil servants needed to do
the job that Volunteer Community Boards are now
doing.

Day Care guidelines are presently being monitored
by 16 civil servants whose salaries total approximately
$360,000 per annum. In order to monitor standards in
both Group and Family Day Care homes, these Civil
Service positions would need to double - hence a cost
of approximately $720,000 in salaries alone, to say
nothing of operating expenses.

We acknowledge the need for standards and wel-
come them. We acknowledge the tremendous resource
of concerned skilled volunteer community citizens
and we welcome their direction. We do not accept,
however, the concept of only one person being given
the power to enforce these standards, nor do we wel-
come this concept.

The value of retaining Volunteer Community Boards
would ensure the Centre's autonomy rather than one
person monitoring the individuality established by
each Centre's elected Board.

Canada is a multicultural society and in order to
best meet the needs of multicultures, the election of
community based citizensmustbe inthe bestinterest
of preschool Centres.

The obvious advantage of rataining volunteer
Community Boards as “Enforcers” is the continuous
interchange of communication between said Board
and Director through monthly Board meetings, fund
raising activities and parent committees. The Com-
munity Board also has daily access in and out of
Centres and this would be the proper measuring stick
to determine the consistency of care being extended
in the community. As we expect parents to constitute
at least 30 percent of the Board- is it not expected that
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they would also be constantly aware of the quality of
care being given? May we stress that in order that
volunteer Boards maximize their potential there must
be available to them volunteer leadership develop-
ment programs.

We would also like to propose the formation of a
Regional Advisory Board which would consist of
representations elected from Volunteer Community
Board in each region. This Board would act as an
Arbitration Board and would be in direct communica-
tion with and responsible to the Day Care Office and
its Director. The dissolution of any complaint would
be worked out at this level of unbiased input.

The social reaction of too much government invol-
vement in the legislation of young children is a well-
known fact. We believe the ramifications of hired gov-
ernment employees used to enforce the Day Care
Standards would be cause for much concern across
this province.

Section 29(1) of the Act calls for qualified staff. At
present approximately 90 percent of budgets are
going out to pay minimalsalarieswhich presently are
well below the forthcoming minimum wage of $4 an
hour. Once trained, do you not believe these people
should command a professional salary? We must be
realistic at this point. Teachers and Nurses once
trained immediately command a salary of $1,700 to
$1,900 per month. Is it not reasonable to expect the
same for Day Care workers whose training is now
mandatory? Have they not earned the right to the
same expectations salary-wise?

The Day Care budget is small in comparison to
other expenditures. We must be responsible to see
thatany expenditure of tax dollarsis going to enhance
existing staffing and child care programs rather than
establishing bureaucratic positions.

In conclusion may | add that it is imperative that we
remind ourselves that we the Day Carecommunity are
here as a support to families. Itis too easy at this point
in the brief history of Day Care to forget that as we
look to forming the regulations that will have such
impact upon today’s child as well as the children of
tomorrow: let us notusurp the responsibilities of par-
ents and the community.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you very much, Mrs. Lucas,
are there any questions from ine members?
Mr. Sherman.

MR. L. SHERMAN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank
you, Mrs. Lucas. | take it, since you and Mrs. Olson
both participate in the Central Region Child Care
Association that your two Briefs are really part and
parcel of the same position being advanced by the
Central Region Child Care Association, is that cor-
rect, or are they being submitted as individual briefs
entirely independent and separate of each other?

MRS. J. LUCAS: No, the both presentations tonight
are condensed from an original Brief that was pres-
ented to this Committee April 29th.

MR. L. SHERMAN: Thank you. On the last page of
your Brief, in the second paragraph, Mrs. Lucas, |
understand what you're saying there, but | would
appreciate some clarification on the point you're try-
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ing to make. You say that we must be realistic at this
point, teachers and nurses, oncetrained,immediately
command asalary of $1,700 to $1,900 per month, etc.,
etc. Are you suggesting that the Central Region Child
Care Association has reservations about qualifica-
tions and about standards and training parameters
because of the fact that once in place they will neces-
sarilyimply salariesthat are unrealistic or salaries that
the Day Care Program and Day Care Centres would
have difficulty in meeting?

MS J. LUCAS: | don't think | can answer no or yes;
there are several answers to that question. First of all
we are not, in any way, apprehensive of the proposed
training program that is going to be required for staf-
fing Day Care Centres. However we must be realistic
inrealizing thatthe money in our presentbudgets just
is notthere,thatthereis goingto have to be some kind
of infusion of monies from either maintenace grants
or whatever. We simply cannot expect girls to take a
two-year training course and have them come out and
make $4 an hour. What is the difference between a
two-year child-care training program and a two-year
RN training program?

MR. B. SHERMAN: Let me putit this way, Mr. Chair-
man, if Imight, to Mrs. Lucas. Are you suggesting that
Section 29(1) of the Act is unrealistic? Are you sug-
gestingthatit’'simpossible to adhere towhatthe Cen-
tral Region Child Care Association fears will be the
regulations drafted by the government with respect to
qualifications and training because they will impose
requirements that will cost a great deal more than
society can afford to pay?

MS J. LUCAS: That's right. In Section 29(1) is only
one of the qualifications thatis going to be necessary.
We won't be able to meet any one of the regulations
unless there's a change in budgetary monies coming
our way. As | say, 90 percent of all Day Care budgets
right now aregoingoutonsalariesand the salaries are
at minimal wages usually. We're having difficulty try-
ing to meet this year’'s budget with the increase in the
$4 an hour put forth for July 1st.

MR. B. SHERMAN: This may be an unfair question,
but it isn't intended as an unfair question, Mr. Chair-
man. Have you had any indicationin your discussions
with government or with the Minister's office or repre-
sentatives of his office as to how tough those qualifi-
cation standards are going to be or are you waiting
like the rest of us for the regulations?

MS J. LUCAS: As | mentioned in the first of my Brief,
my concerns lay with the regulations that are forth-
coming, that Bill 21, if it's passed the way itis, enables
government to build in the regulations and unless we
have some input into those regulations, then we will
be concerned. | have had assurance that we will be
approached. We, as rural people, represent 50 percent
of the total Day Care Community and we feel that we
certainly should have some kind of voice in some of
the decisions that will be made or at least consulted
with.

MR.B. SHERMAN: Whatkind of qualifications would
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you require atthe present time in terms of training and
competence in the Day Care Centres with which
you're familiar at the present time?

MS J. LUCAS: Because of the shortage of trained
staff, we look for people that have the characteristics
of good care givers which are an understanding of
young children, that have a lot of stamina. We have to
scrounge. It's a sad scene in rural.

MR. B. SHERMAN: Have you had any difficulties
though in terms of what could be described | suppose
as quasi-professionalism. Have you had any difficul-
ties with underqualified or incompetent people?

MS J. LUCAS: Certainly.

MR. B. SHERMAN: So you have an idea in your mind
of how qualified you think a person should be before
they would be employed as a regular staff in a Day
Care Centre?

MS J. LUCAS: Yes we do. We certainly go through
quite a procedure in selecting our staff people, but at
the same time we have to be very flexible in our
employees simply because we, again, have to be real-
istic. The trained people are not there and it's going to
be a horrendous job getting qualified staff in the Cen-
tres. Thisagain is probably aconcern that will have to
be looked at and worked out. We need to have grand-
father clauses worked into regulations to ensure that
we have the time that it's going to take. | understand
that the Red River Community College turns out
about 30 trained people in two years and they don't
end up in rural centres.

MR. B. SHERMAN: So at the present time, what
you're saying though esentially to the Committee, is
that 29(1) is too nebulous and too wide open and it
could do more damage than good unless the govern-
mentis prepared to examine very closely, with people
who have had the kind of experience that the Central
Region Association has had, the levels of qualification
required and the source from which the funds are
going to be available to fund that kind of training.

MS J. LUCAS: That's right and we only selected Sec-
tion 29(1) simply because we wanted to make the
point that the Day Care budget would have to be
increased to meet any one of the proposed standards.
That's the bottom line for it all.

MR. B. SHERMAN: Do you have any objections in
principle to Day Care Centres offering enriched pro-
gramming and charging fees over and above the regu-
lar approved provincial fee or subsidy rate, in order to
pay for those enriched services, if parents are willing
to pay for them?

MS J. LUCAS: | hate answering hypothetical ques-
tions. ‘If" is a very big word and | don't know whether
there are too many parents around that would be -they
may be willing but I think, economically speaking,
they certainly would not be able to pay more than
what is being charged to them at this point.
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MR. B. SHERMAN: Well, it's not entirely a hypotheti-
cal question because there are Day Care Centres that
do it. | guess what I'm trying to get at with you is
whether you think this objective of the government,
under what is at this point, a pretty open-ended
clause, 29(1), can be achieved, unless there's some
flexibility in terms of the costs that are charged. Do
you think it can be done under a standardized pro-
gram that limits and regulates the amount of fees that
can be charged? Do you think it's practical or realistic
to suggest that the government and the province can
supply the kind of Day Care spectrum that's proposed
inthe legislation and the kind of qualifications that are
suggested, somewhat vaguely, by 29(1) without per-
mitting a range of opportunities for Day Care Centres
to charge over and above the standard rate if parents
can afford to pay more than the standard rate?

MRS. J. LUCAS: | don't understand all the ramifica-
tions of a sliding scale, however, | do know that along
with Section 29(1) and any other section in this bill,
unless there is more money from someplace, we will
not be able to implement one of the regulations.

MR. L. SHERMAN: Thanks very much, Mrs. Lucas.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

MS M. PHILLIPS: Thank you Mrs. Lucas. | was very
interested inthe overlying theme in most of your brief
which seems to express a concern that somehow we
are going to be taking the authority away from volun-
tary Boards. Was there something in the Act that led
you to believe?

MRS. J. LUCAS: There is nothing in the Act and that
probably, again | will state, isone of ourconcerns. Itis
not outlined in the Act as to who the ultimate power
will be given to regulate or to ensure that the stan-
dards are being adhered to. The point that we are
trying to make from Central Regioniis, because of the
amount of monies involved in the total program, we
feelthat becausethevolunteer community boardsare
doing a good job that it would not be in the best
interest of the Care givers to have the kind of monies
that would be going out to hire more Civil Service
jobs.

MS M. PHILLIPS: Mr.Chairman, I'd like to follow that
up, firstof all, onereferenceinthe Actwhich,in fact, is
incorporated in the name of the Act is the word “com-
munity” which | had hoped would give an indication to
the Day Care community that we felt that Day Care
was, indeed, a community responsibility, both in the
determining of programming and the delivery of the
service within the broad parameters of the Act; but
also that funding for child care in this province is a
community responsibility. Now, obviously when you
and your Associationread thelegislation that was not
the message you picked up, am | correct in assuming
that?

MRS. J. LUCAS: No, we certainly were encouraged
when we saw theemphasis on the word “community.”
However, we also are still concerned with the fact that
ithas notbeen laid outin black and white as to what is
going to be happening.
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MR. CHAIRMAN: Ms Phillips.

MS M. PHILLIPS: Thank you. With that then, you are
concerned about Day Care personnel taking over the
function of boards, somehow. Does that fear stem on
anything that you foundin the Act, or from past prac-
tice, considering that Day Care for the most part has
been operated by co-operative or non-profit boards
that have had autonomy, even if they are under the
government program, and have been getting assis-
tance from Day Care Co-ordinators or the Day Care
office? I'm curious as to where your concern comes
from?

MRS. J. LUCAS: Well, let me say, that we have found
the existing program to be working very well, at least
as far as rural is concerned. We feel that the
community-basedboards have done a darn good job
and are still doing a darn good job and we also feel
that the position of a Co-ordinator as a resource per-
son is an advantage to each Centre, as long as the
Co-ordinators have the sufficient training in child
development, etc. And, as resource people, we plug
into them for those kinds of things. We would see a
conflictarising if that job of the Co-ordinator would be
expanded to, not only include a resource person, but
then too also come into the Centre as an enforcer.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Ms Phillips.

MS M. PHILLIPS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. | guess
I'm concerned about where you get that fear that
that's the way it will happen from the Act. I'm justtryng
to track down, you're quite firm throughout the first
two pages of your brief, that that is a genuine concern
of yours and so I'm trying to pick up.

MRS. J. LUCAS: Well, are you assuring us that this is
what will be then?

MS M. PHILLIPS: Well, | think under the existing reg-
ulations where a Day Care Board must have X-
percentage of parents, etc. under the Acts which
incorporate co-ops and non-profit organizations,
there are provisions for the makeup of those Boards
and the duties of those Boards. Under the concept
that we have that perhaps we haven't communicated,
being that our staff people would be there to assist
Day Care Boards to develop a quality program if, say
forinstance, no one on the board had the expertise to
lay out a program or your Day Care Director needed
some assistance in program development, especially
in rural areas, as you say, with the difficulty of obtain-
ing qualified staff. | see the Day Care office more as a
resource function to help Day Care Centres through
their Parent Boards and their Community Boards
developing quality programs. So, perhaps, as | say, we
haven't communicated that as well as we might.

MRS. J. LUCAS: That could be possibly so.

MS M. PHILLIPS: Infact, we generally have kept most
of those kind of things in the regulations so that flexi-
bility can be there. Now, all | can do at this point is
assure you that on Page 2, where you have one person
monitoring the individuality established by each Cen-
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tre’s elected Board. | guess all | can do is assure you
that that is definitely not our intention.

MRS. J. LUCAS: No, that's right and | suppose |
should clarify that we have responded to certain other
briefs with the suggestion in there that the Co-
ordinators would would be the enforcers and that
probably is what we're responding to.

MS M. PHILLIPS: Mr. Chairman, in fact, | would like
to concur with you that Day Care Centres, up to this
point, with voluntary Boards and Boards made up of
working parents who usually, when they get home
after a hard days work and have to do the housework
as well, take time out to sit on Boards and do fund
raising, etc. etc., have done a splendid job under hor-
rendous circumstances in the last 10 years of the Day
Care Program.

I guess | would also like to explore the issue that the
Member for Fort Garry raised about staff qualifica-
tions. First of all, interms of the factthat in our Budget
this year we increased the Day Care Budget by 30
percent as one of our key moves in terms of the
Budget we presented. | guess | wonder whether that
message got out, too, that Day Care does have a
rather high priorty with us.

MRS. J. LUCAS: Well, it certainly has and | would,
again, say that we appreciate the emphasis that this
government has placed on the Day Care Program.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Ms Phillips.

MS M. PHILLIPS: Yes, Mr. Chairperson, | also would
like to concur with you that when you talk percen-
tages you always have to say 30 percentof what? So |
think the message that you're bringing that 30 percent
of $9million is certainly not adequate to do the kind of
job that most of us know needs to be done out there.

In terms of salaries then and money, and salaries
commensurate with whatever qualificationsend up in
the regulations, and | am looking forward to having
working papers, and going outto the community dur-
ing the interim of the session to work on those regula-
tions, and discuss what one does think the minimum
qualifications should be.

In your response to the Member for Fort Garry, |
guess | would like to have you clarify whether or not
your Association from your experience trying to get
staff that do a quality job with children in terms of
early childhood education, whether you would con-
cur that a two-year Red River - Community College
course, excuse me, | say Red River because that's all
we have at the present and I'd like to add on to that
-whether you would concur that would be desirable.

MRS. J. LUCAS: Yes, it would be. We hire girls with
the understanding - in fact, that'sone of the processes
that they go through at the initial interview, that they
make themselves available for any of the Red River
extension courses thatare available, and that is one of
the areas that we start training our girls right away. |
myself have been involved in a training program with
staff from my particular Centre and we use every
resource available to us.
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MS M. PHILLIPS: So it's not a question then - excuse
me, Mr. Chairperson, we're not supposed to have a
conversation, you know, without going through him -
and ask a question.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Yes, and ask a question.

MS M. PHILLIPS: Well, | do want to get to the bottom
of this. Mr. Chairperson, and Mr. Minister, of the fact
that your Association would be then concerned about
having (a) the training available and (b) the funds then
to pay people who had gone to the trouble to upgrade
themselves.

MRS. J. LUCAS: That's right.

MS M. PHILLIPS: It's not a concern that we will be
expecting under this Act for people in the Day Care
fields to over a period of time phased in achieve the
goal of having some formal qualifications.

MRS. J. LUCAS: That's right.

MS M. PHILLIPS: Okay, thank you. In terms of, what
was | going to say next? Somebody’s singing. Oh, in
terms of the Community College courses | guess |
would like to make you aware that we are planning on
extending the numbers and not just at . . .

MRS. J. LUCAS: Yes, | understand that.

MS M. PHILLIPS: Not just at Red River but in the
other Community Colleges. We have to look at this in
terms of implementing the sections in the Actand the
regulations of providing those facilities, so that will
have to be worked out.

MRS. J. LUCAS: That is one of our concerns also
regarding some of the regulations that are forthcom-
ing. Can | justgive you anexample of what is going to
be facing two of my staff this summerin order forthem
to geta three week course that is being offered? They
are giving up their holidays and they are also losing
$900 in salary in order to take that three week course.

MS M. PHILLIPS: There's nothing | can add to that. -

It's abominable.
MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Evans.

HON. L. EVANS: Yes, just very briefly, Mr. Chairman.
I'm a bit confused by your reference to the value of
retaining Community Boards as Ms. Phillips sug-
gested, it's our hope that all the nonprofit organiza-
tions would, of course, in fact we would require them
to have Community Boards. But | don't understand
your reference to ensuring autonomy and then object-
ing to monitoring by staff. You suggest that you want
standards but it seems to me that you're suggesting
that Voluntary Community Boards would ensure those
standards are maintained to the point that we would
not need anyone from the government, from the
department, to go and make sure that standards were
being maintained. We're being asked to raise stand-
ards, so how do you propose that we can satisfy our-
selves that a nutritious lunch is being served; that staff
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ratios are being abided by; that the health care is
adequate; that the children are not just sitting watch-
ing TV all day? You know, the developmental pro-
gram, if one is put in place, how do we ensure that?
Are you suggesting we simply rely on the Voluntary
Community Board that that will be done?

MRS. J. LUCAS: Well, first of all, Mr. Evans, if you had
a child in a Centre, and you were one of the 30 percent
of the parents that sat on the Board, | am sure that you
would be more than aware of the kind of consistent
care that was going on in the Centre. We feel that
parents because they are going to be part of the
Board, at least 30 percent of the Board, certainly are
going to be up on the kind of things that goes on in the
Centres.

For Centres that may be in arrears, that are maybe
not living up to the proposed standards, we have pro-
posed that a Regional Advisory Board be selected.
That would be where one Board member be selected
and they would form a Regional Advisory Board. They
would be in direct communication with the Day Care
Office and would be under the direction of the Day
Care Office Director. Between them they would work
out a satifactory solution to the problem. When you
areofferingcare, acommunity service, you cannot for
very long fool all of the people all of the time and your
reputation precedes you.

HON. L. EVANS: Are you at all unhappy about the
degree of monitoring that goes on at the present time
where we do have Regional Co-ordinators who go in
andensurethatcertain basichealth standards, physi-
cal standards are being maintained.

MRS. J. LUCAS: None at all.
HON. L. EVANS: Thank you very much.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you. Ms Phillips, do you
have another question?
MS M. PHILLIPS: Yes, thank you, Mr. Chairperson.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Okay, if you'd be quick please,
we're running on.

MS M. PHILLIPS: Yes, I'll make it quick. In terms of
the staff qualifications again; the section that deals
with the staff qualifications review committee. We
intendedto have that be able to deal with equivalency
in terms of experience of all those Day Care workers
that are out there in the field and have gained a lot of
experience. Does that mechanism sound satisfactory
to your Association in terms of recognizing the expe-
rience they have and maybe requiring that they then
add on with additionalcourses to get their certificate?

MRS. J. LUCAS: Yes, it'sveryintriguinganditsounds
very exciting that, you know, the foresight would be
displayed in this sort of a way. Our concern would be
certainly that rural would have some representation
on that review committee Board.

MS M. PHILLIPS: Thatcommittee sounds acceptible,
say, to the Day Care workers in the Centres that you
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represent?
MRS. J. LUCAS: Yes.
MS M. PHILLIPS: Okay, thank you.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Okay, thank you very much Mrs.
Lucas. Could | call next either Ann Barr or Rose
Parker. Okay we have a Brief, and we'll present that as
you're getting ready to speak.

Could you identify yourself, please?

MRS. A.BARR: I'm Ann Barrand I'm representing the
Manitoba Association of Social Workers.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you.

MRS. A. BARR: The Manitoba Association of Social
Workers wishes to commend the Government of
Manitoba for bringing Bill 21 before the Legislature.
There's an ever-growing need for Day Care facilities
for children in this province, and we feel strongly that
to place priority on high quality Day Care is an
investment in our future. We trust that an Act to set
standards for Day Care will result in better care for a
larger number of children who are looked after out-
side of their homes for a significant portion of each
working day.

The Manitoba Association of Social Workers sup-
ports the general requirements of the Bill, 3(1) and
3(2), calling for an environment conducive to the
health, safety and well-being of the children, and for
the provision of activities to promote physical, social,
emotional and intellectual development of the chil-
dren cared for within Day Care facilities. We are aware
of the importance of meeting these needs in young
children. Many social workers come into contact with
children, adolescents and adults who have not had
their basic personal needs met, and who subsequently
become involved in the child welfare and justice sys-
tems, or who require treatment because of mental
health problems or because of difficulties in their fam-
ily relationships. The long term consequences of this
are very costly to society in human and financial
terms. While we would not assert that Day Care can
prevent all of these problems, we feel it should be a
priority of the community to provide the best possible
care to young children, as one way to promote the
development of well-adjusted, productive adult
citizens.

It follows that the establishment of a Day Care Staff
Qualifications Review Committee, to advise the Minis-
ter on requirements for and qualifications of staff and
training thereof, is most important. It is necessary for
the staff to be aware of the various needs of young
children and to have the skills to create a social envi-
ronment and specific programs that will help them to
develop to the maximum of their potential for each
developmental stage. We also feel it is important that
staff relate to the children in ways that will enhance
their sense of self-esteem, as this is basic to their
positive emotional development.

A certificatein child care from acommunity college,
oritsequivalent, should be required of Day Care Cen-
tre Directors and at least one worker in each group of
children. We are aware that many individuals have
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acquired the personal qualities and knowledge
required to do the job from their work and life expe-
rience. We recommend that Day Care staff have the
opportunity to demonstrate their qualifications and
skills through Challenge Credit Exams or some other
mechanism. We feel that the care of children should
not necessarily become restricted to professionals.
This is particularly so in the case of family Day Care,
whichwe feelshouldremainasit presently is designed,
a service provided by competent individuals who are
screened and assessed regularly by professional Day
Care co-ordinators. Adequate supervision by trained
professionalswould seem to be the key to maintaining
standards of care and | mean there, specifically in
relation to qualifications and skills. In addition, we
recommend adequate access to child care related
courses that could lead to acertificate,in-service pro-
grams and extension courses. It should be noted that
many of the children in Day Care have special needs
because of physical, mental or social handicaps, and
training should be available, as necessary, in order
that staff have the knowledge to deal with the particu-
lar needs of these children.

We would like, at this time, to endorse, in general,
the proposed “Standards in Day Care” that have been
developed by the Coalition on Day Care, of which we
are a member. | shall elaborate on and qualify several
points made in their paper.

MASW supports the principle of nonprofit Day Care
for children. It is traditional in this province, that care
outside of the home, for children in need, has been
provided on a nonprofit basis; for example, foster
care,adoption, many group treatment facilitiesand, in
the past, orphanages. Philosophically we feel that
these services should be offered with the best inter-
ests of the children as the primary concern. | might
just say that we are not against Day Care workers, be
they family Day Care or in Day Care Centres, being
paid an adequate salary and a living wage. Nonprofit,
community-based Day Care, with parental involve-
ment, as outlined in the Coalition's standards paper,
offers the opportunity for creation of a network of
community activities and supportservices for families
and their young children. The components of this
have already been outlined and you've had access to
their papers. | won't detail them now.

At a time when nuclear families are increasingly
isolated and working parents, particularly single
parents are often understress and without traditional
family support systems, this model offers potential for
positive support for these families and for the com-
munity as a whole.

There's a need for more Lunch-and-After-School
programs. There appears to be a growing number of
children under the age of twelve who are left without
supervision while parents work. It is important that
there be adequate funds to support such programs
and that the Day Care Office have the mandate to
assist in organizing these programs in communitites
unable to do so on their own. Parents, of course, must
accept some responsibility for organizing the resour-
ces needed by their children. However, it is often the
parents in need of these facilities who are the least
able to mobilize the community because of their lack
of time. energy and organizational experience. Here
again, the community model may provide an oppor-
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tunity to parents to become more involved with the
care provided for their children and to increase the
awareness of some parents of the need for adequate
supervision for their children.

In terms of children with special needs, we would
recommend the continuation of the Special Needs
Family Day Care Program administered by Family
Services of Winnipeg and funded by the province.
This program allows for the recruitment of Day Care
providers who are willing to care for children who
have extra needs in a family atmosphere where
numbers are limited. This does not lead to segrega-
tion from the community for these children. This pro-
gram, with a higher ratio of staff to Day Care homes, is
able to offer more intensive professional support to
providers. The higher per diem rate paid to providers
of Day Care for physically and mentally handicapped
children should be continued. Otherwise, we would
endorse the recommendation of the Coalition that
special needs children be integrated into regular Day
Care Centres, and that there be recognition of the
need for additional training of workers to deal with
their particular requirements. The provision of a posi-
tive Day Care experience for these children can
greatly enhance their development toward independ-
ence and provide much needed relief and support to
their families.

We agree that present salaries are inadequate in
relation to the training for and responsibilities and
importance of the job. Decent salaries are required to
attract and keep skilled employees. We do feel that
family Day Care providersshould continue to be paid
on aperdiem basis so that all of them are paid equally
forthe job thatthey do. We would be opposed to their
being paid salaries thatvary accordingto theireduca-
tion and training. However, we feel that per diem rate
should be brought to a level where it is economically
viable forthem to provide that service and may attract
more well-qualified persons to provide that service.

In conclusion, the Manitoba Association of Social
Workers again expresses support for the introduction
of legislation to set standards for the provision of Day
Care. We look forward to the implementation of the
proposals of the Coalition for the continuation and
expansion of the present community based model of

child care as a step toward enhancing and strengthen- -

ing the family lives of many of our citizens.
Thank you.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you very much, Mrs. Barr.
Are there any questions?
Yes, Mr. Nordman.

MR. R. NORDMAN: | think | only have one. It's not
really a question; it’s just a statement.

I think this is the fifth or maybe the sixth presenta-
tion that we've heard and this is the first one which
says anything about the parents having any responsi-
bility and it briefly says, "“parents of course must
accept some responsibility for organizing the resour-
ces needed by theirchildren.” As faras I'mconcerned,
it's the parents’ responsibility for the whole damn
thing.

MR.CHAIRMAN: Yes, onapointoforder,the Member
for River East.
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MR. P. EYLER: Mr. Chairman, it'snotthe function of
the Committee to debate the issues with the people.

MR. R. NORDMAN: I'm not debating, | made a
statement.

NR. CHAIRMAN: Actually the point of order is quite
correct, Mr. Nordman, not to reprimand at all, but the
role of the Committee is to hear and to ask questions
on the specific points brought forward as they relate
to the Bill by those appearing before us. | would ask, in
asking our questions as well, if we could be somewhat
more limited and a bit more concise. We've been mov-
ing along pretty good, much better than this morning
at least.

Once we get in, Mr. Nordman, if you wish to make
statements and points of view, in particular, | would
suggest that the place we do that is when we get into
the clause-by-clause debate ourselves.

MR. R. NORDMAN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
MR. CHAIRMAN: Yes, Mr. Kovnats.

MR. A. KOVNATS: Yes. I'vegotto agree with you, but
| think that there's two sides to every coin and | can
understand Mr. Nordman being reprimanded, but |
think the duties of this Committee is to ask questions
of clarification, rather than to point out their own
views orto bring out the views of a particular sideand |
think that has been happening and | would hope that
we would follow the rules for both sides.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Oh, yes, it will be. It will be very
clearly.

Okay is there any other? Mr. Sherman, with a
question.

MR. L. SHERMAN: | have a question, Mr. Chairman.
Mrs. Barr, | don’t have the Coalition on Day Care
paperinfrontof me, butl do haveit. | just haven't got it
infrontof me. I'd like to ask you, because | don't recall
exactly whether this point was addressed or not. You
make considerable reference to the question of stan-
dards and the fact that the Manitoba Association of
Social Workers endorses the standards on Day Care
presentation by the Coalition. Do you believe that
standards can be developed for Day Care and imple-
mented in a universal way ina province like Manitoba?
Are you advocating rigid, universal standards that
would apply in rural Manitoba, remote regions of
Manitoba, Northern Manitoba, in the same way that
they would apply in urban centres? | ask that for clari-
fication because | don'’t recall whether the Coalition
addressed that specifically.

MRS. A. BARR: | don't believe the question of differ-
ent standards for different parts of the province was
addressed. | think we supportthat need fora minimum
level of standards no matter where it is but the ques-
tion of how those would be applied | believe would
come out in specific regulations which could vary,
depending on the situation and circumstances.

MR. B. SHERMAN: Do you see any difficulty with the
process that were embarked upon at the presenttime,
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of looking at a bill that leaves all that to regulation, and
with respect to my colleague, Ms Phillips, the Hon-
ourable Member for Wolseley, | disagree with her and
| would expect that she would expect me to disagree
with her, when she says that one of the reasons that
we've left these to regulations is so we will have the
flexibility. Not to be argumentative, my position is
precisely the opposite. Leaving it to regulations means
you will have noflexibility; the government will decide
what the regulations will be. Do you have any diffi-
culty with the process you're going through here,
making representations to a Committee on a bill that
simply is Enabling Legislation, or do you feel that
there's enough substance to the bill that the exercise
is worthwhile?

MRS. A. BARR: | would just say that our Board has
expressed no concerns about the process.

MR. B. SHERMAN: Are you going to be making
representations to the government on the regulations
themselves?

MRS. A. BARR: | would presume so.

MR. B. SHERMAN: Could you give the Committee
any indication of what your feelings are with respect
to the cost requirements? Do you think it's practical to
takk in terms of the training standards and qualifica-
tions that are at least proposed by the bill, without
addressing the fiscal side of the question at the same
time?

MRS. A. BARR: Obviously they're related but | would
just have to say that we, | guess thankfully, can leave
that to the government. It is a problem in terms of
being realistic and at the same time having standards
and we're very aware of the costs that would be
involved in having qualified staff, having them paid
adequately and just even providing the number of
licensed and subsidized spaces that are required. Itis
a tremendous task and I'm glad I'm not the one who
has to deal with that problem.

MR. B. SHERMAN: In your experience as a social
worker and your experience with Day Care, what is
the desirable requirement in terms of training for a
qualified Day Care worker. Is it a two-year course at a
Community College?

MRS. A. BARR: |, myself, don't work in the Day Care
field but we have supported the concept of the two-
year Community College course or its equivalent and
I think that could be any number of things in terms of
training and experience. We'd want to recognize peo-
ple's experience as well.

MR. B. SHERMAN: And would you see that require-
ment being imposed on everybody who is in the Day
Care field at the present time?

MRS.A.BARR: No. | think we pointed out that, first of
all, at the present time there should be opportunities
for people to prove their qualifications but that the
two-year basic qualification should be part of the
Directors of Centres and one staff person per group of
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children, butnotevery employee or every Family Day
Care provider.

MR. B. SHERMAN: So there would be categories or
grades of Day Care workers, employees of Day Care
Centreswould not require, inyourview, the intensive
two-year Community College training course.

MRS. A. BARR: Yes.
MR. B. SHERMAN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you. Any other questions?
Mr. Kovnats.

MR. A. KOVNATS: Just very short questions. I've
been listening to the presentations and | have heard
nobody make any reference to how community Day
Care workers relate with children. | think | heard them
saying that they require university or Red River Col-
lege two-year courses and things of that nature but
nothing about relating with children. In your opinion,
would that be the prime requisite to be working in a
Day Care Centre, the ability to relate with children
rather than a course at Red River College?

MRS. A. BARR: Well, that's obviously one of the req-
uisites that one would hope those who have the train-
ing would have and those without it would have as
well. | think we did mention the ability to relate to
children in ways that enhance their self-esteem. |
think that’'s what that sentence was really all about
although you may not have picked up that meaning
fromit. | think, when we talk about knowledge of child
development and needs at various developmental
stages, it is more than just kind of a cold and clinical
knowledge. It is a sense of what does that child needin
terms of emotional development and that does come
down to the way in which the people relate to them.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Kovnats. Another question?

MR. A. KOVNATS: I'm trying to give the credibility to
the Brief that it deserves inasmuch as there was one
statement, “We feel that the care of children should
not necessarily become restricted to professionals.”
Is this where you're relating to the ability to relate with
children?

Thank you.

MRS. A. BARR: Yes.
MR. CHAIRMAN: Ms Phillips.

MS M. PHILLIPS: I'd like to ask Mrs. Barr if she sees
any comparison between central standardsin this leg-
islation, the requirement provincially for certain stan-
dards to be met throughout the province, taking into
account regional preferences or preferences of par-
ents in a particular Centre. Do you see any compari-
son between that and the requirement provincially
under The Public Schools Act for certain programs
and qualifications for staff which are lined out, by the
way, in detail in the regulations and the variety of
children that we have throughout the province in the
public school system?



Thursday, 24 June, 1982

MRS. A. BARR: | suppose there is but |, personally,
and the Board, haven't addressed that particular
question.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Are there any more questions?
Mr. Evans.

HON. L. EVANS: In the Brief you talked about the
necessity forknowing details and setting of standards
and so on and these will have to be forthcoming. But
would Mrs. Barr agree that, in large measure, the regu-
lations setting out standards will ultimately depend
and will have to depend on the amount of money we
can get from the Treasury of Manitoba to ensure that
we have standards, whether it's ratios of staff to child-
ren, the degree of facilities, the qualifications of the
personnel we use. Would you agree that what we set
out in regulations, what we set out in standards, will
ultimately be limited by the amount of money we have
available to ensure that we can get those standards at
a given level. in place?

MRS. A. BARR: Ultimately, | accept that, yes.
HON. L. EVANS: Thank you very much.

MR.CHAIRMAN: Thank youvery much foryour Brief
and your comments, Mrs. Barr. Next I'd like to call
Doris West. While she's coming to the mike, | would
ask the Clerk to give out the presentation, or at least
some background to the presentation, | should say,
Ms West, before you start. Your presentation is rather
lengthy and | would hope that you're going to be
making a consensus of it or a summary, in your pres-
entations if that's possible. If you're giving us a synop-
sis, would that throw you off key too much?

MS D. WEST: It probably would, | haven't done this
very often.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Okay.
MS D. WEST: | went through it before | came and it

took me about 25 minutes so | don't think it should
take too long.

Good evening, Mr. Chairperson, and members of -

the Committee. We would like to compliment the Hon.
Len Evans and Myrna Phillips for their hard work in
developing The Community Child Day Care Act. We
also appreciate the Committee members involvement
here and we realize that it will take a long time and
many hours of your dedicated work.

We are really excited about the significant time for
Day Care in Manitoba. | think for the first time we
really feel like we're getting somewhere. | have been
introduced as Doris and | am Doris and | would just
like to add that I'm the Director of Brooklands Day
Care Centre and I'm here on behalf of the Manitoba
Child Care Association.

The Manitoba Child Care Association is an organi-
zation for people concerned with all areas of child
care. It was established in 1974 in response to the
Provincial Government Day Care Program. The goals
of the Association are:

1) to promote the continuing development of any
service for the care of children 12 years and younger.
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2) to advocate quality standards and guidelines
designed to maintain quality child care.

3) to educate the parents and the general public
regarding the value of child care services.

The membership, consisting of 355 individuals, is
mainly comprised of Child Care workers with a variety
of educational backgrounds and experience. It is
representative of quite a geographical cross section
of Manitoba.

The Advisory Committee of the MCCA through
many meetings, discussions, and much listening,
have developed the main core of the following pro-
posed Child Care standards. They have been designed
by people with working experience in the Child Care
field. The committee has been successful in receiving
input and approval from the general membership of
the MCCA. The ideas have been carefully reviewed
and represent our realistic and knowledgeable opin-
ions, thoughts, and views.

We are pleased to have the opportunity to present
our concerns and what, in our judgment, are min-
imally acceptable standards. We would like to start by
going through concerns we have with the bill. We feel
very pleased with the general thrust of the bill, how-
ever, we have some certain reservations.

Section 1, under Definitions, we strongly recom-
mend that facilities offering babysitting while parents
are participating in recreational opportunities in the
facility such as racquet courts or the spa, be included
under definitions, perhaps, under Occasional Day
Care Centre to ensure they meet minimal guidelines.

Section 15, Interim License; 16, Provisional License;
17, Orders Respecting Requirements. We strongly
urge that the Director and staff, Board of Directors
and parents must be notified by the Day Care office
when an interim or provisional license and orders
respecting requirements isissued to a Centre. We feel
that parents and all involved have a right to know this
information.

Section 27(1)' Day Care Staff Qualifications Review
Committee. Because of the responsibilities of this
Committee we strongly urge that the members be
chosen with great care. We would like to see the
Review Committee expanded to 10 or 11 members,
including: two rural representatives; one Family Care
representative; two MCCA representatives;one school
age Child Care representative; one community rep.;
two parent representatives; one college or university
faculty member; and one professional rep.

Section 29(3), Ministerial Certificate. We under-
stand the reasoning for this certificate but it is our
belief that the qualifications of staff directly affect the
quality of program offered. We strongly urgeamethod
be made available for the person receiving the minis-
terial certificate to obtain Child Care training.

Secton 32, Further Assistance. Our concern with
this particular section is that certain individuals might
attempt to take unfair advantage of the government'’s
generosity, therefore, we would like to see the condi-
tions of assistance defined clearly to prevent abuse.

I'd like to now turn to the list of standards which the
MCCA recommends be adopted which expand on
regulations to fall under Section 33.

The Child Care Standards. In submitting the follow-
ing standards there is an assumption that the funding
criteria from the government would change to



Thursday, 24 June, 1982

accommodate the facilitation of these standards. The
first section we go through is staff qualifications and
we feel that this section deserves careful considera-
tion as we feel it is of utmost importance in ensuring
quality care. An individual working prior to the effec-
tive date of regulation may retain the position with
qualifications different from those stated providing
that they have demonstrated competence in that job
and will pursue the appropriate courses to ensure
adequate qualifications. Also, an individual who feels
they have the expertise and/or experience could chal-
lenge the certificate or the diploma. The criteria for
this could be established by the Department of
Education.

The Director must have a degree or diploma from a
recognized educational institution in Eardy Childhood
Education and at least two years experience. Busi-
ness Administration background would be an asset.
We would like to advise that the Business Administra-
tion be made available and as Aleda referred to this
morning it has been happening through Project Man-
age. Alotof Child Care workers at this time have been
finding that the rates, although they are as cheap as
they can be, are still too expensive.

Child Care Worker Ill must have a degree or
diploma from a recognized educational institution in
Early Childhood Education. A Child Care Worker Il
must have a certificate in Early Childhood Education
or equivalent. The diploma is a two-year program
offered at Red River; the certificate is an evening pro-
gram equivalent to the first year of the diploma. The
Child Care Worker |, an individual who demonstrates
desirable qualities to work with children and will
immediately pursue appropriate courses to ensure
adequate qualifications. It should be noted, at this
time in Manitoba, there is no specific training avail-
ableininfantcare,birthto 2years, or school age child
care,6to 12 years. Trainingmustbe made available to
ensure proper qualifications of staff.

The Directors must be a Child Care Worker Il and
will count for only % person in the staff-child ratio but
in Centres licensed for over 24 children the Director
may not be counted in the child staff ratio. Each child
group must have aminimum of one Child Care Worker
Illon the floor at all times. There is a maximum of one
Child Care Worker | per group.

The Child-Staff Ratios and Group Size. This is
another area we feel deserves careful consideration
because these factors also directly affect the quality
of care offered. The staff in the child-staff ratios
include only those inthe actual care of children. Work-
ing ratios must be upheld at all times.

To ensure for safety, there must be aminimum of 2
people in the child facility at all times when one or
more children are present.

Infants and toddlers are to be completely separated
from other groups of children in the facility by a
separate room. We'd also like to add that other groups
must be separated by at least a physical barrier or
divider to prevent general mixing of the groupsin one
room.

Following, you'll note there’'s a chart showing age,
maximum group size and staff-child ratios. We feel
this chart is straightforward and covers all the age
groupsthatcanbeallowed. Presently, regulations are
unclear in this area.
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The Physical Facilities. Every Child Centre shall
provide designated space for activity rooms, play, toi-
leting, washing, eating, dressing, resting, the prepara-
tion of food if meals are prepared on the premises, an
office, staff rest periods, isolation for health reasons,
storage forfood, beds, bedding, toys, indoorand out-
door play material and equipment, cleaning equip-
mentand medical supplies, and where not shared with
other facilities, heating and electrical equipment.
Physical facilities to be used by children are to be
child size.

There must be 4 square metres of usable indoor
playroom space for each licensed child space. This
space does not include permanent fixtures such as
lockers, kitchen cupboards, storage, etc.

There must be reasonable access to 25 square
metres of usable outdoor space foreach child in exist-
ing Centres. All newly created Centres must have
direct access to 25 metres of outdoor space per child.
This area must be fenced.

There must be one indoor toilet and one sink for
every 10 children.

Careful consideration must be taken in regard to
natural lighting and windows at the child’s level.

New Centres must have all indoor space used by
children at ground level.

Nutrition. Each child in attendance for a full day
must be provided with one nutritious lunch and two
nutritious snacks.

All menus are to be approved by a nutritionist to
ensure that the Centre's providing three quarters of a
child’'s daily nutritional requirements.

Each Centre will ensure proper food management
procedures are maintained. We recommend that pro-
visions be made for workshops in food handling to
take place.

Consideration must be given in regard to breakfast
needs to children who arrive early. Centres open as
early as 7 o’clock inthemorningand it may be difficult
for children to have something to eat before they
reach the Centre.

Under Program. We want to see Centres remain
unique and individual for parents to choose what best
accommodatestheir needs. While we encourage Cen-
tres to maintain their individuality, every Centre
should have written statements, for parents and staff,
outlining the program philosophy and method of
management in each of the following areas: Daily
Schedule, including daily outdoor play, weather per-
mitting. We'd like to see guidelines concerning
weather for outdoor play to be defined in the regula-
tions. Health careforchildrenandstaff, program poli-
ciesand records, parental involvement, we feel this is
a necessity and a must for Centres to be involved in.
It's strongly urged. We want to see it strongly urged
for Centres to involve their parents. Age appropriate
and suitable equipment and supplies; a variety of age
appropriate activities for children based on objective
goals, providing social, physical, intellectual, artistic
and emotional development. Also we would like to
have outlined positive behaviour and guidance tech-
niques. We feel that co-ordinators can act as a
resource person in this area to ensure well rounded
programs are being offered.

In the past, punishment has been seen in Day Care
Centres. There's no room for punishment in guiding
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positive behaviour, or guiding behaviour positively.
This section is important to provide protection for
children and to encourage positive techniques to be
used. To ensure child protection. the following forms
of discipline shall not be used: corporal punishment,
including but not limited to the following: striking a
child directly or with any physical object; shaking;
shoving; spanking or other forms of aggressive con-
tact; requiring or forcing the child to repeat physical
movements; physical restraint as a form of punish-
ment; also harsh, humiliating, belittling or degrading
responses of any form including verbal, emotional
and physical.

The next area we've covered is Special Needs. We
feel also this needs special consideration for expan-
sion is greatly needed. Special needs is defined as
physically handicapped, mentally handicapped. emo-
tionally disturbed and environmentally deprived. Cen-
tres with the resources and capabilities should have
an option to provide for children with special needs. It
should benotedthatin Manitoba, up to thisdate, there
has been no combination of expertise and practical
knowledge in the area of mainstreaming special-
needs children into group care. We feel research is
needed in this area.

Safety. All staff must have a valid first aid or life
saving certificate. All staff must have knowledge of
fire safety regulations and be trained and experienced
in the use of fire safety equipment. We feel training in
the use of fire safety equipment must be made availa-
ble. Although we all have fire extinguishers in our
Centres, if we really had to use them | don't know if
there's one person that would know how to put out a
fire.

There are two additions that we've made in this area
that are not noted on the page. We feel a closer look
needs to be taken considering child transportation in
day care settings, necessary to have defined guide-
lines to ensure child safety. Also pool activities,
whether recreational or instructional, we feel require
clearly defined child instructor ratios and guidelines
to ensure safety.

The Board of Directors. The present Provincial Day
Care Program regulations governing the Board of
Directors should be adhered to. Parents must consti-

tute at least 30 percent of the Board of Directors for -

each Centre by the first annual meeting. We feel it is
very important that Centres are to be provided with
the resources to educate the Board of Directors in
their responsibilities and duties.

Enforcement. We are in agreement with the sec-
tions in Bill 21 dealing with enforcement. We feel the
Board of Directors are responsible for all aspects of
Centre operation. Therole of the Provincial Child Day
Care Office will be to act as aresource and administra-
tive support service to the Board of Directors, the staff
and parents of the Centre. Co-ordinators must have
relevant educational background and experience in
the child care field. Each area will have an appropriate
number of co-ordinators to allow for regular visits and
quarterly reports. Reports are to be made available to
staff, parents and Board of Directors.

The Provincial Child Day Care Office will have
forced legislative regulations through the day care
co-ordinators. We feel they are in the best position to
evaluate our programs. Where a Centre's Board dis-
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agrees with the co-ordinator's evaluation, there must
a means of appeal through a community based Arbi-
tration Board before further action can be taken. In
the event a Centre is in breach of any standards, the
Provincial Child Day Care Office will impose an
appropriate penalty, including imposing a suitable
probationary period in writing to the staff, parents and
the Board of Directors, putting the Centre under
administrative receivership similar to the trusteeships
set out in The Public Schools Act and closing the
Centre.

We feel these proposals outline our major concerns
with Bill 21 and present a realistic picture of what is
necessary to provide quality care to young children.
We urge youtoconsider our proposals very carefully.
Before ending our presentation, we have a few more
concerns we would like to address.

Staff qualifications have been demonstrated to have
direct influence on the quality of program offered to
children. We have attached a copy of a study for your
information, that is, attached to your presentation
there. We feel strongly that it is time to push for Child
Care Worker qualifications and provide opportunities
for academic upgrading.

Also, we feel itis time to push for Child Care Worker
recognition. No matter how long we spoke and how
many stories we told, we feel we could not really
inform you as to how important and demanding this
field of work is. Guiding children's behaviour and pro-
viding many learning experiences for children
requires dedication and conscientious planning. We
would like to see the government recognize this fact
and provideincreasesinbudgeting that willaccomo-
date healthy wage increases to a field of workers who
have for years sacrificed their income levels for their
child care programs. Thismay also attract more male
workers to the field which we feel is important.

We would like to see a study, perhaps a job evalua-
tion program, which would attempt to establish an
equitable wage scale for Child Care Workers in com-
parison to other professionals. Thiscould be used as a
guideline to assist Board of Directors in making their
decisions for staff wages.

Finally, we would like to point out that we feel it is
really important to maintain public input throughout
theremainderof the process which will determine the
final shape the regulations are to take. We would
recommend that once the proposed regulations are
drafted, they be circulated to the public and open to
response through public meetings, presentations and
written Briefs. Theregulations will be the heart of The
Community Child Day Care Standards Act.

Thank you for this opportunity to present our ideas.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you very much, Miss West.
Do we have questions?
Ms Phillips.

MS M. PHILLIPS: Thank you, Mr. Chairperson. Miss
West, in two areas, both including business adminis-
tration backgrounds for directors or training in the
financialoperationof the Centreand also, for courses
for the members of the boards, you've suggested that
courses be provided.

My question, considering we've talked a lot already
today about the inadequate funding and the need for
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funding directed to the care of the children and to me
that would be the first priority, is there any way an
association like yours could offer those kind of
courses?Youdon't say in here who should be offering
them. I'm assuming you're telling us we should be
offering them.

MS D WEST: Well, | feelright now that Centres do not
have thefundingto providethat toBoard of Directors.
Something like Project Manage does put on work-
shops specifically for a Board of Directors, but that
involves some money and we're asking volunteers to
pay to better themselves. | don't really feel that's fair.

Also, for the administration for Directors, it's the
same circumstances, although | know Project Man-
age is offering the programs as inexpensively as pos-
sible, because they are being subsidized, itis still a lot
of money to ask directors to pay to go to these
workshops.

So somehow that is going to be worked out. Per-
haps Day Careco-ordinatorswould be in apositionto
offer more assistance in this area to Board of Direc-
tors. | feel that they are knowledgeable or could obtain
the knowledge to pass on to the Board of Directors.
I'm sure that staff people generally, would feel that if
they were getting paid anequitablewage, they proba-
bly wouldn't mind paying to further their education.
So, it's either we see more money coming to Child
Care Workers, we'll probably be willing to take that,
but if that doesn’t come, we feel that we need assis-
tance in that specific area.

MS M. PHILLIPS: | was wondering whether a co-
operative approach on that would be interesting to
your Centre in terms of your organization. | know your
newsletter goes to most Day Care workers or Day
Care Centres, at least, doing the organizational work
with the government perhaps providing the staff per-
son to run the workshop.

MS D. WEST: One of ourgoalsis to help educate and
I'm sure that the Child Care Association would be
quite willing to get involved in that aspect. Unfortu-
nately, they too, are a little tight when it comes to
funding. I'm sure that on behalf of the Association, we
would be quite willing to get involved and see some-
thing like that happening.

MS M. PHILLIPS: One more questionquickly. InSec-
tion 4, under ‘Enforcement’ of your Brief, you're ask-
ing for an appeal mechanism in terms of the evalua-
tion of the co-ordinators. My understanding of Section
20 of the Act, there is an appeal procedure that would
take into account the fact that if the evaluation from
the co-ordinator said that segment of the licensing
requirement, be it programming or physical space or
whatever, was not being adhered to and there was a
danger of the licence being revoked or not being
issued in the first place that there is that appeal proce-
dure under Section 20. When you read that, is that not
adequate for the . . .

MS D. WEST: Yes, we felt quite pleased with the out-
line that was there. | feel that does cover.

MS M. PHILLIPS: |justwanted to clarify whether you
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were asking for something more than that.

MS D. WEST: No, | feel that we did discuss this and
we felt that we were fairly pleased with the way it was
worded here.

MS M. PHILLIPS: One more question, Mr. Chairper-
son. The issue about parental involvement through-
out your Brief, especially on boards, to me only takes
into account the situation of co-operative or non-
profit boards. It doesn't take into account the profit-
making Centres or the very small, sort of, I'd call them
Aunt Sally's corner Day Care Centre where this one
individual or two individuals are running a Centre on
their own and there's no parent board. Are you sug-
gesting that in those circumstances, there should be
parent boards? Isthisforall Day Care Centresinthe
province or just the ones that we've covered now
under the ones that we subsidize?

MS D. WEST: | feel that parents should have some
inputintowhat's happeningintheirprograms. We feel
strongly that the place for them to take their role in
putting something into the program is through the
Board of Directors. I'm hoping that with the regula-
tions that the situations you're describing would fit
underdefinitions and therefore, they would have to go
as far as having a Board of Directors in having that
Board of Directors comprised partially of parents.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Are there any other questions? Mr.
Evans, do you have a question?

HON. L. EVANS: Just one question. I'd like to thank
you very much for the Brief. It was very informative
and sets out a lot of very good ideas. I'm wondering
whether the delegate, Ms West, would agree that
some of the detailed standards that are outlined inthe
Brief, such as reference to Day Care worker |, II, III,
the different levels, etc., and the requirements, that it
would be reasonable to expect the government to
work gradually towards bringing forth required
standards. Is it not reasonable to expect thatany gov-
ernment considering the limitation of funds that we
always seem to be faced with these days would have
to take some time to work into gradually and steadily,
nevertheless, towards some ideal set of standards?

MS D. WEST: I'm hoping that the government would
set it so that we could work up toward it. Under ‘Staff
Qualifications,’ | feel we have put a grandfather clause
in there, or a grandmother clause, as Aleda would
refer to it. | do feel that it's not going to happen over-
night and it is going to take some time and we are
going to have to allow the time for people to obtain
their training. It may not happen in one year; it may
take five years to happen, but | would hope that the
regulations would be set so that we are working
towards what we have proposed.

MR. L. EVANS: Just one other question then - maybe
putyouina bit of an awkward position, butthere is, as
Aleda Turnbull indicated this morning in her presen-
tation, a great demand for Child Day Care spaces. |
think she referred to an estimate of only about a third
of the demand being provided for, that two-thirds still



Thursday, 24 June, 1982

had to be provided for.

Now, the additional funding that is being requested
over and above the $11 or $12 million that we have
already in this year's Estimate will be needed both for
physical expansion of program, namely, more Day
Care spaces, more Day Care Centres and facilities as
well as further funding to upgrade standards. So | just
wondered if we could get some guidance. [tmay be an
unfair question, but where would you put the empha-
sis? We really have to do both and I'm in a bit of a
quandary as to where should we put the emphasis,
physical expansion, that is, meeting that additional
two-thirds that Mrs. Tumbull talked about or going
more money into higher standards than what we've
got?

MS D. WEST: Well, | don't know if | can speak on
behalf of the Association for this; Ican tell you how |
feel about it.

| would hope that both could be covered; that would
be really nice. But | know that we do have financial
restrictions and that probably both cannotbe covered.
| feel that now that we have some programs deve-
loped, | would like to ensure that the quality of care
that's being offered to the children today is adequate. |
know last year | went out and visited afew Centres and
| came back really upset. | felt that | went into each
Centre and came out with a different feeling - excuse
me, | cry very easily - and | would hope to think that the
care that we're offering should be the quality careand
that we expand later on.

HON. L. EVANS: Thank you, very much.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Are there any other questions for
Ms West?

MR. L. SHERMAN: Mr. Chairman, I'd just like to ask
Ms West, with respect to the certainly, the imminently
laudable objectives that the Manitoba Child Care
Association sets out to the Day Care field, has the
Association had the opportunity, or does it have the
ability to provide any costing estimates on the kinds of
programs you're proposing? Do you have any idea for
the help of legislators as to what we're talking about

here in terms of an annual cost of operatinga program *

of this kind?

MS D. WEST: | can see that would take a lot of
research and | would anticipate that the Association
would help out in any way that they can. | feel that
there are some Centres in Winnipeg right now, not
very many, but there are some that are offering pretty
close to what these standards are suggesting. So | feel
that we could probably come up with a fair estimate as
to what the actual cost is and what money we would
feel comfortable with to provide those types of stand-
ards. | think that is something we could research and
come up with something.

MR. L. SHERMAN: Well, | just might say by way of
comment, Mr. Chairman, I think that'd be very helpful.
| can’t speak for the government, obviously, but from
the Opposition's point of view, it would certainly be
very helpful.

But just to reconfirm in response to the Minister, if
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we look at the projected increase in the Day Care
budget for 1982-83 over 1981-82, as | calculate it -
unless the Minister's uncovered some additional sup-
plementary spending - it's $2.4 million on abase 0f9.3
which is 26 percent. Now, he's announced that he's
moving into initiatives to provide 750 new spaces
which, with cost price increase and the inflation rate,
etc., etc., will certainly eat up that $2.4 million. What
you're saying to himis your priority would be to forget
the 750 new spaces and put the $2.4 million into the
first stage of implementation of some standards, is
that right?

MS D. WEST: | guess that's what | did say, wasn'tit?

MR. L. SHERMAN: Well, I'm not disagreeing with
that, but | just want you to tell the Opposition what to
do so that we can keep the government honest and in
line.

MS D. WEST: Okay. | don't know if I really have an
answer for that. | feel that - | spoke on my behalfin that
regard and there are a lot of children that are receiv-
ing, | feel, inadequate care in Day Care Centres right
now, butthere are probably a lot of children in private
situations that are really receiving perhaps worse
care. So the two are really important to look into. |
really feel it's difficult to set a priority as to what is
more important, but | would definitely like to see the
quality of care being offered now in the Centres we
have now, upgraded.

MR. L. SHERMAN: Thanks very much.
MR. CHAIRMAN: Mrs. Smith.

HON. M. SMITH: Yes, Mr. Chairperson, | would just
like to ask Ms West if she considered offering the
services of her organization to work with government
on costing? In your presentation, you made mention
of alotof the costs to society of not having good child
care. | think you mentioned disturbed children, men-
tal health problems lateron, alot of family difficulties.
Customarily, when we cost things out, we look at the
direct costs and don’t look at some of the long-term
costs of what happens if we don’'t do such programs.

I wondered if your Association had thought of per-
haps offering to co-operate with government in some
kind of a study of that wider type of cost benefit study?

MS D. WEST: I'mgladyou pointed that out because it
is really important. | know of one Director that had
stated to me - she was the Director of a Centre and she
asked her Child Care Workers how many children that
had been throughtheirprogram were having difficulty
in kindergarten or Grade 1 and they could not
remember any children that were having difficulty in
those primary grades. So | feel that Day Care in agood
situation is offering a lot for children and in the end is
going to costless allaround forthe taxpayers’ money.
But, | feel that, on behalfof the Association, if there's
anything we can do to help these regulations get
through and to ensure that they are what we want to
see, we will be more than willing to participate in any
study or any research that we can help out in.
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MR. CHAIRMAN: | believe that's all. Oh, Mr. Kovnats,
I'm sorry.

MR. A. KOVNATS: It's Ms West?
MS D. WEST: Doris.

MR.A.KOVNATS: |, too,am quite emotionaland|cry
quite easily. As a matter of fact, I've been crying since
last November, but that's another story.

In your presentation you make some remark con-
cerning corporal punishment wherein you list all the
things where you mustn’t touch a child. Is this your
view or the view of your organization? | can't quite
agree with how detailed you go into how you mustn’t
touch a child. As a parent | think that I'm entitled to
punish my child to some extent, not to beat the child,
but some physical punishment. Why would you res-
train the people who are looking after my children in
this manner?

MS D. WEST: We have tried to make it as clear as
possible and I'm sure if you speak to the co-ordinators
in the government program, they can tell you stories
of what they have seen. | know that spanking and
hitting has carried on in Day Care Centres and | really
feel thatas aqualified person, | have my diploma from
Red River and | have years of experience working in
the field, and | feel there are better alternatives. Pun-
ishment is not in the best interest of the child and to
protect children so that there is someone that can say,
listen, this is what's happening in the centre, you're
not allowed todo that. There are better, positive tech-
niques of handling children and some positive tech-
niques involve restraint. If the child is going to be
hurting another child, harming the environment then
that child has to be stopped or even if the child is
hurting himself. So a positive guidance technique can
involve where a Child Care Worker will be touching
the childin the form of maybe a restraint but that's for
the protection of the child himself or other children in
the environment rather than punishment.

We would like to feel that child care workers are
qualified to know that positive techniques can be
used. A term we'd rather use is discipline. There are
positive discipline techniques that can be used, pun-
ishment | really feel thereis no need forpunishmentin
a Day Care Centre. If a Child Care Worker has to
resort to spanking then they probably shouldn’t be in
Day Care there are many more positive techniques
that will work.

MR. A. KOVNATS: One point for clarification is that
your view or the Manitoba Child Care Association?

MS D. WEST: | feel that is the Manitoba Child Care
Association view.

MR. A. KOVNATS: I'm not completely against it | just
stated mine and you stated yours, I'm ready to accept
that.

MS D. WEST: What parents do in the home is up to
their discretion. Right now it is actually illegal for
Child Care Workers to use the form of spanking in
Centres.
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MR. A. KOVNATS: In our home we only hit our child
in self-defense.

MR. CHAIRMAN: If that is all the questioning | would
like to thank you very much, Ms West, for your fine
presentation. No need to be nervous, was there?
We're probably more nervous than you are.

Next is Pauline Russell.

Mr. Eyler.

MR. P. EYLER: Before we start if | could just make a
comment on the proceedings. | find myself in a some-
what awkward position. | realize we're talking about a
Day Care Standards Actand it's quite natural to come
in and suggest standards and guidelines and regula-
tions but | find that a lot of what we are being pres-
ented with in our verbal Briefs basically concerns the
substance of regulations which would follow along
later. Whether or not there are four square metres of
spaceinsideperchildorfiveorsix-ldon'tknowwhat
it'sgoing to be - I don’tthink that's the purpose of the
legislation to set that sort of thing out. The legislation
is basically to set up the vehicle for establishing regu-
lations. | wouldn’t want to discourage any written
Briefs orreceiving any of this information because it's
certainly interesting and informative to me, but |
wonder if we could restrict ourselves more to the spirit
of the Act rather than the actual regulations which are
proposed by the groups present.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your commentary, |
think it is something that the various people making
presentations should bear in mind. It's quite right,
there will be other opportunities - will there not, Mr.
Minister? - to give details on presentations when the
regulations are being formed. We really are at this
stagereviewing the basis of the Act. | wouldn'twantto
narrowtheActthisfar,buttheActisinawayEnabling
Legislationso thatregulations which are more flexible
and can be adjusted more easily are established
within the Act.

Atthe same point| think it's very worthy and worth-
while for the members of the Committee to hear how
peoplewouldwishto seethe Actoratleast,atonethat
the various people making presentations wish to see
the regulations follow in. I think that's very worth-
while, that before the process of the regulation even
starts that a tone towards the regulations is set. So
with that | wouldn’t want to close off the detail but |
would ask the people making presentations if they
could stay more to the general part, leave the Briefs,
and | can guarantee you the briefs will be gone over
thoroughly by the Minister's staff and most likely the
Minister himself before the regulation process starts.

So, next could we call Pauline Russell, please? Is
she present, Pauline Russell from the Equal Oppor-
tunities Centre? Not present.

Next on the list then, is Mr. Ross McIntosh. He has a
brief with him, soif you could just hold off fora second
please, Mr. Mclintosh, until she starts.

MR. R. MCINTOSH: Yes, I'm just speaking about the

first page which deals with the Act and comments on

the regulations are on the pages following which, as

you indicated, you will be dealing with atanother time.
My remarks will be fairly brief.
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MR. CHAIRMAN: Okay, Sir, would you like to start,
please?

MR. R. McINTOSH: Yes, | am Ross Mcintosh repres-
enting McCare, which is the licensed family based/-
home based child care Centre. Bill 21 as it is presently
written is denying, saying no to McCare, being the
family Centre it is; secondly, does not spell out how
we can meet the felt Child Day Care needs of our
community and province; thirdly, mentions the com-
prehensive development of the child, but no defini-
tions on development are given in the body of the Act
and no specific upgraded dollar amounts through
fees and grants are named for the creation of this
quality province-wide program that I'm certain we all
want and that the children of Manitoba need.

In addition, we as McCare, have to ask to what
extent any Child Day Care models from around the
world are being researched for input into the Mani-
toba creation. A question now would be, are our chil-
dren really going to be taken seriously? We have a
unique opportunity to create a quality piece of legisla-
tion. Let this legislation say yes to good Child Day
Care in its present forms and no to recognizing just
some good present forms; say yes to new and exciting
experimental forms of Child Day Care that are yet to
be conceived and no to stifling brand-new creations;
say yes to putting quality money beside quality stan-
dards and no to little money beside quality standards;
say yes to meeting the felt Child Day Care needs
throughout the province and no to addressing just
some Child Day Care needs in just some parts of the
province; say yes tohaving a vision that deals simul-
taneously with 2002 and 1982 and no to parochial and
short-sighted proposals; say yes to providing fair and
equal treatment to Child Day Care Centres and rural
children, for example, Thompson, Pilot Mound and
Winnipeg and everybody else and no to discrepancies
in the application of licensing regulations; say yes to
the child being on centre stage being the focus for the
Act and regulations and no to the facilities surround-
ing the child being more important than the child.

McCare, a licensed Family Child Day Care Centre,
was created by my wife and | to meet some of the Child
Day Care needs of our community, Wolseley, and

through conversations with parents, friends, educa- *

tors and other concerned people, we discovered that,
first, few infant care spaces existed; second, Centres
were reluctant to take children who weren't toilet
trained; third, parents working shifts had great diffi-
culty placing theirchild in one Centre; fourth, parents
with a child one year old, another of two years of age,
another of school age found it virtually impossible to
place all three children in one Centre; fifth, parents
had great difficulty placing a handicapped child in a
Centre such as ours; sixth, a shortage of lunch and
after school spaces existed in the community; sev-
enth, a shortage of good programs existed for two- to
five-year-old children whose parents are working full
time and are unable to participate in a co-operative
style of Centre and someone suggested to me that
maybe most important, parents wanted a Centre with
a family atmosphere and not an institutional
atmosphere.

We believe we've attempted to meet these needs by
enrolling infants, preschoolers, nursery and kinder-
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garten pupils and school age children and through
engaging everyone in a curriculum designed to care
for physical, intellectual, emotional and social needs
of each child and at the same time using weekly and
daily themes for our curriculum and, | guess, at cer-
tain points of the year continuous themes come into
play, for example, the celebration of a child's birth or
when we have special seasons of the year, Christmas,
Easter and so on.

Through a vision and plan created by my wife and |
and one other co-worker, and operating in our home
with the assistance of ourtwogirls Chris, aged 9 and
Brenda, aged 5 we have created a family atmosphere.
I've made available to Ms Phillips some letters from
parents who have children in our care; who have had
children in our care; a letter from the principal of the
Laura Secord School; a nursery school teacher who
has had students of ours and also taught both Chris
and Brenda who could share some of those with you.
As it isn't just my perception that we're offering a
Centre with a family atmosphere, it is indeed their
perception as well.

At present the bill and even the present regulations
say we must be a Day Care Centre and cannot be
called what we are and what we do, a Family Child Day
Care Centre. The Act tells us that as a Day Care Cen-
tre, we must be a nonprofit corporation with a Board
of Directors if we choose to be government subsid-
ized. You ask and | ask, what would that mean in
concrete terms for our family and Centre? | guess in
short, a family business of caring for children would
nolongerbe afamily business of caring for childrenin
ourhome.Asourentire home is neededto operatethe
program, the Board of Directors acting on behalf of
the nonprofit corporation would control the operation
of our home, would own the contents of our home,
would make us more institutionalized and bureau-
cratic in our decision-making and operation.

In short, the family atmosphere would be destroyed,
the business of caring for children as we intend to do it
anddodoit,would be wiped out. Youmightask, as we
did, what is the magic about the number 12 as it's
spoken of in the definitions part of the Act? Why is it
impossible to have a family home based Centre called
just what it isand defined in that same manneras soon
as 13 children or 13 licensed Child Day Care spaces
come to our Centre or one such as ours? And | must
confess that we were surprised at this decision. We
askedwhatistherationale forthe number12beingso
important. The second presenter this morning sug-
gested the same rationale as | heard. It has been sug-
gested to me it's because a mother is not likely to give
birth to more than 12 children under the age of 12
years.

| suggest that certainly this procreation - orshould |
say breeding - argument is not well-conceived. This
Act is not talking about how many children a family
may or may not have, it's not talking about parents
caring only for their own children and it's not talking
about being the child’s home. It is talking about, as |
understand it, Child Day Care in a home setting or
other premises with parental care being done on
occasion in home settings. Asyou see inthe textthere
on the first page, | say, in order to be consistent in
placing family based/home based Centres in a separ-
ate category from care Centres in other premises, to
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recognize the fact that McCare is a family based/-
home based Centre with more than 12 - but let me
suggest for us to think about or you to think about -
not more than 25 children.

To be comprehensive as regards the definitions of
different care Centres in the province now and in the
future, we would recommend the addition of the clas-
sification called Family Child Day Care Centre, that
defined as Family Child Day Care Centre means pre-
mises in which Child Day Care alone or in combina-
tion with parental care is provided or offered at any
time to more than 12 and not more than 25 children
and whichisinthe home of one or more of the persons
providing or offering the care.

It would be understood that the same licensing
conditions would apply to the Family Child Day Care
Centre as for a Day Care Centre licensed for 13 to 25
children. Again on Page 1, in addition, anamendment
needs to be made to Grants on Page 12, 30(1)(b) in
order to be consistent with the current practice and
principle behind the wording of Grants 30(1) on Page
of 12, of authorizing grants to persons, not the Board,
but to persons operating family based/home based
Centres.

We recommend the following change to Grants
30(1)(b) to persons who operate licensed group Day
Care homes, licensed Family Day Care homes and the
addition would be, or licensed Family Child Day Care
Centres. I'm leaving with you the document outlining
the two amendments and other recommendations fol-
low on the pages after that.

| thank you for your time and attention.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you very much, Mr. Mcin-
tosh. Is there any questions?

MS M. PHILLIPS: Thankyou.Hello, Ross. Onthe first
page of your Brief you have suggested that the same
licensing conditions would apply to what you are
recommending as another category as we already
would have fora Day Care Centre. With that then, just
on the licensing in terms of numbers and space and
that kind of thing, I'm wondering what your concern
would be, why would you have a different name if you
were to meet the same licensing requirements as a
Centre which is already in the Act.

MR.R.McINTOSH: Weare a family home based Cen-
tre, which I think is in a separate category from those
which would be outside of the home. | think that’s set
outinthe Actitself. It suggests thatthere's a category
for 8 and less; there's a category for 12 and less;
there's a category for8andless; there's a category for
12 and less; there's a category of private for four and
less. | don’t know what the number is on the occa-
sional but I think both current regulations, current
practise under the Act are something differént that's
in the family context, or the home setting, something
different than happening outside of there.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Ms Phillips.

MS M. PHILLIPS: Itseemstomethatif youroperation
is called a Day Care Centre versus a Family Day Care
Centre and you're suggesting that the same condi-
tions apply, then why would we need to separate outa
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different category, if you're saying that your situation
would be covered by the same licensing provisions as
a Day Care Centre?

MR. R. McINTOSH: I'm suggesting that the descrip-
tionunder Day Care Centre doesn’t describe us as we
are. We are a family operation and we have a family
atmosphere and that's not my perception of what's
happening at other Centres that are out of the home.
Ours is a situation where we have a husband and wife
team and another staff person. We involve our two
girls in that setting. | want to avoid, again, the current
practise, and what's suggested here that the people
operating Centres in the home may qualify to receive
grants. I'm not saying that we will, at anytime, apply
forgrants but I'd like us, as people, to have that oppor-
tunity within the framework of this Act to do so, if we
choose to do so. Right now, if you are going to ask, we
are private; we don’t make any profit and we're offer-
ing the subsidies to parents, but that's the way we've
decided to operate because we've discovered that's
what the people around us in our community want.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Ms Phillips.

MS M. PHILLIPS: Yes, Mr. Chairperson. Taking the
issue of definition and licensing alone, without the
second issue you raise whichis of grants or subsidiza-
tion, just the situation of licensing and names, terms
to cover your situation, it seems to me, in your brief,
are you saying that you would meet the same licens-
ing conditions as the Centre or are you saying . . .

MR. R. McINTOSH: If it's 13 to 25, yes, of course, in
terms of the child-staff ratio and space and so on.

MS M. PHILLIPS: Mr. Chairperson, then if there is
flexibility in the Act for the determination, ina Centre,
of what philosophy of programming one wants to
offer and you have your family philosophy, and say,
one across the street in a church basement wants to
offer a Day Care program with some segment of reli-
gious philosophy in it, other than the philosophy of
the way you want to run your programming, are you
agreeing that, when you have that many children, then
you should meet the same licensing requirements as
the church?

MR. R. McINTOSH: Yes, in terms of the number, of
those parameters.

MS M. PHILLIPS: So if that's already in the Act, I'm
curious as to why you would feel you would need a
special name?

MR. R. McINTOSH: Because we aren't named what
we are. | don't believe that we are named what we are.
It does address the spirit of the Act. On another page |
say, “The title of the Actis Community Child Day Care
Standards Act. The title of the Director is Director of
Child Day Care Services.” But suddenly the word
“child” evaporates somewhere and we're going to say,
“I'm going to send Susie or Johnny to the day care.”
Itsa Child Day Care and it’'s nota Senior Citizen's Day
Care; it's not a Youth Day Care but it's a Child Day
Care and | want things to be consistent in terms of the
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language of the Act. We're going to call the Director
such; we're going to call the Title of the Actsuch; let's
say that it isn't a Day Care co-ordinator, it's a Child
Day Care Co-ordinator. It's not a Day Care Centre, it's
really a Child Day Care Centre, if we want to be con-
sistent in language throughout the whole Act. | cer-
tainly would be pleased if there's flexibility on philo-
sophy but | would like to be named what we are. That’s
my concern because it suggests, if it is a family thing,
then grants may be offered to persons operating these
family-type things. But if you're some sort of other
animal, like a Day Care Centre, as presently defined,
you have to have the Board, which represents the
non-profit corporation and, as I've suggested, you're
not running a family operation in your home if you
have another layer of that and then they can control
the operation of the home and so on, as | was saying
here.

As long as we understand that the same standards
would apply, but I'm not a Day Care Centre, but | am
one certainly with family orientation and want to be
called such.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Excuse me, if | could break in here
for a minute, the Hansard reporter is having trouble
identifying people so could you wait to be recognized
before speaking?

Ms Phillips.

MS M. PHILLIPS: Thank you, Mr. Chairperson. First
ofall,ifthereisnodifferencein substance, interms of
what you would be required under this Act to do in
licensing —(Interjection)— No, not grants, just licens-
ing, in terms of physical standards programming,
qualifications for yourself and the staff people. If your
not asking for any difference in that, then doesn't it
come down to a rose by any other name situation? I'll
go on. In terms of a Board, there’'s nothing in this Act
that requires a private organizationtohave a Board. |
know that's been recommended by some of the briefs,
but at this point there’s nothing that says you must set
up a parent Board.

In terms of the facilities for licensing, the regula-
tions, even just taking the ones we have in place now
under the City of Winnipeg would require that, fora

certain number of children, you have certain facilities, -

whether they be in your home, modified to take into
accountphysical space, etc. You were saying that you
would be able to meet those kind of standards but just
wouldlike to be called something else. Considering, |
think you would agree with me, Sir, that your situation
is rather unique, to put a special name in for maybe
yourself or one or two other Centres in the province
that would be similar to yours, if we are saying you
must meet the standards that a Day Care Centre, as
you call an institution, seems to me to not quite be
necessary, regardless of grants, just the licensing.
Does that make sense to you?

MR. R. McINTOSH: | understand your position but |
would prefer that.

MS M. PHILLIPS: We make a special category for you
with a name.

MR. R. McINTOSH: No, not just for me. | was asking
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that the law be looking into the future and, yes, |
recognize there may be ourselves and there’s, |
believe, 20 Child Day Care spaces in ahome operated
on Honeyman, The Tree House. I'm not privy to their
philosophy of operation but they are in a home set-
ting. | don't know how many others. | haven't
researched the province to know how many others
there would be.

MR. CHAIRMAN, P. Eyler: Ms Phillips. Are there any
other questions for Mr. Mcintosh? Seeing none, I'd
like to thank you for your presentation, Mr. Mcintosh.
The next person wishing to present a brief is Mr.
W.G. Burns. Is Mr. Burns present?
Is Mrs. Carol Draper present?

MRS. C. DRAPER: | have some copies of the Brief
that | didn't get to her ahead of time.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Clerk will circulate them.

MRS. C. DRAPER: Before | start, | would like to say
that I'm representing the Manitoba School Age Child
Care Support Committee which was formerly known
as the Before Noon After School Child Support Com-
mittee. I'd also like to make a comment that our Brief
deals strictly with School Age Child Care. Though we
have concerns for all areas of Child Care, our brief
deals strictly with our own age group.

We represent the Directors, staff and parents and
concerned citizens of School Age Child Care Centres.
There are approximately 40 Centres in the Winnipeg
areaand agrowing numberincommunities outside of
Winnipeg. As we are directly involved in these pro-
grams, Bill 21, The Community Child Day Care Stan-
dards Act, is of prime importance to us. We are very
pleased that our elected representatives have recog-
nized the need for legislation of standards in Child
Care. Werealize theimpact this legislation could have
throughout the province on improving the quality of
Child Care. Therefore, at this time, we would like to
direct your attention to the specific needs of School
Age Child Care in relation to Bill 21.

Section 1, Definitions: We request the term “Day
Care” be changed to “Child Day Care.” Rationale:-

From past experience we have found thatthegeneral
public associates the term *Day Care” with the care of
two- to five-year-olds. Our Centres are for children six
to twelve years and are referred to as “Child Care
Centres,” therefore, an incomporation of the terms
“Child Care” and “Day Care” to read “Child Day Care”
would more accurately describe all facilities.

Section 27(1), Day Care Staff Qualifications Review
Committee: We request an equitable number of peo-
ple with expertise in School Age Child Care be
appointed to sit on this review committee. Rationa-
le: The staff qualifications for the care of school age
children differ greatly from those of preschool staff.

Section 29(2), Dispute as to Qualifications: We
request a further means of appeal. Rationale: Pres-
ently there are no recognized accredited courses in
the School Age Child Care. Staff now entering this
field are from varied educational backgrounds. To
ensure a fair hearing, a further appeal procedure
should be incorporated.

Section 33, Regulations: We feel it is imperative
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thatwe be giventhe opportunity tohaveinputintothe
regulations which will be set forth under this Act.
Rationale: The regulations directly affect the opera-
tion of our Centres. We request that our specific needs
be considered before these regulations are formal-
ized. The following are some suggested regulations
for School Age Child Care. At this point, | would like to
say, we were told this may be the only place we could
talk about the regulations. Most of our regulations go
very much in line with the MCCA and the Coalition.
There are only two areas that are slightly differentand
I would like to go through those two areas.

One is Staff Qualifications. There must be a mixed
system for the staffing in child care with a minimal
allowable number of trained persons in a Centre.
Transition periods will have to be negotiated for some
Day Care Centres.

The Director must have formal training in Child
Care with at least two years' experiencein Child Care.

There must be a standard qualifying program for
Child Care and it could be an extension of the Red
River Community College course. Otherrelevant pro-
grams offered outside of Manitoba or relevant univer-
sity education should be made interchangeable for
the purpose of establishing qualifications.

In the event that a qualifying program was offered,
then one person per group of children must have
formal training in Child Care services or other related
education.

If a Child Care program is offered at the Red River
Community College, it must also be offered at Assini-
boineand Keewatin Community Colleges. The number
of spaces in these programs must be increased.

Child Care programs offered at the community col-
leges must be expanded to include the following
courses: administrative training and training for
School Age Child Care.

There must be a grandparent clause allowing those
who presently work in Child Care Centres to remain
with the option of obtaining certification of formal
training in Child Care in the following manner: the
right to take Challenge Credit Exams to show qualifi-
cations; access to courses in their community orina
nearby community; paid in-service programs; the
right to leave to take courses and extension courses.

The province must licence trained child care
workers. The only other area where there would be
some difference is the child/staff ratio.

Child-staff ratio for School Age Care programs
should be one staff member to every 10 children. The
staff in the child-staff ratios only includes those in
regular care of the children and does not include the
Director, cooking staff or maintenance staff, but any
time they spend regularly caring for the children must
be prorated and included in the child-staff ratios. The
maximum number of children in a Child Care Centre
at one time is 60. There should be an exceptional
facility clause for Centres which have space and facili-
ties to handle more children and there must be two
workers in a Children’s Centre at all time. Most of the
other regulations are very much in line with the
MCCA.

In conclusion, we can only state again that these
regulations andstandardsdirectly affect staff, parents
and children of School Age Child Care Centres and
we ask for your support of our submission.
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MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Mrs. Draper. Are there
are any questions?
Mr. Evans.

HON. L. EVANS: Thank you very much for the Brief
and there are again, a lot of good ideas and some
interesting points. We're not supposed to make
statements so I'll do this by way of a question.

Are you now aware that you will be given an oppor-
tunity as well as anyone else in any other organiza-
tion, anywhere in Manitoba hopefully, some time in
the next - well, after this Session, in the next few
months after the Session - to give us comments on the
more detailed standards which will form the basis for
the regulations? You are aware that you'll have that
opportunity?

MRS. C. DRAPER: We became aware of that this
morning.

HON. L. EVANS: Okay, very good.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Are there any further questions?
Mr. Kovnats.

MR. A. KOVNATS: I'm not going to getinto too much
detail because the only questions | can really ask are
the regulations and we don't have the regulations at
this point. Butin your Item 3 here in Child-Staff Ratios
and Group Service, the maximum number of children
ina Child Care Centre atonetimeis 60, if your facility
is large enough.

Would you make a recommendation at this time that
more children be allowed? Because | think that from
what my knowledge of Children's Day Care Centres
is, they're limited for the amount of children that can
attend, notonly by the amount of space, but | think it’s
sort of a figure that seems to come out of the sky and
they say you can only have so many children there. If
the Centre is large enough to accommodate more
children, what would you do to recommend to the
Minister who is making these regulations, that you'd
be allowed to have more children?

MRS. C. DRAPER: Part of the reasoning of putting in
the 60 children was because we think that it's very
difficult for any Director or for staff to handle more
than 60 children at one time, to get to know them and
to understand their problems.

We did look at areas where there could be a facility
where people had, with riore schools becoming avail-
able and a possibility of renting schools to open up
Centres, that there could be a possibility that more
than 60 children could be accommodated in one cen-
tre, but not in one facility as such. So that was one of
the reasons that clause was put in.

MR. A. KOVNATS: Again, I've mentioned this to one
previous person making a presentation - there's been
no discussion at all about the relationship with chil-
dren as far as the staff is concerned. What is your
recommendation conceriing relationship with chil-
dren over the professional training as such?

MRS. C. DRAPER: The prime concern of any Child-
ren’s Centre is the way the people relate to the child-
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ren,butldon’tknowifyoucanputthatinaregulation
saying that people have to do that.

MR. A. KOVNATS: Well, | don't think you have to at
this point because the Minister now knows. Thank
you, very much.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Sherman.

MR. L. SHERMAN: I'd like to ask Mrs. Draper, if you
had to make a choice, Mrs. Draper, given the limita-
tions in funding which obviously face us with respect
toanyprogramand you as a taxpayer knowthat; if you
had to make a choice on expansion of Child Day Care
with respect to increasing number of spaces or mov-
ing into the staging of the qualification spectrum,
which would you choose or would you care to say?

MRS. C. DRAPER: | will reiterate what Doris said, that
I am happy that | don’t have to make that choice. I can
speakonly personally, | cannot speak forthe Commit-
tee but, on a personal level, | think | have to agree with
Doris that | think the quality of care that is givento the
children today is of prime importance, but there is a
very strong concern for all of us for the number of
children who are out there whoaren’t gettingthecare.
So | wouldn't want to have to make that choice.

MR. L. SHERMAN: But would you agree that, as was
suggested by an earlier delegation that without a con-
siderable increase in funding by the province that
scarcely any of these proposals that your committee
has put forward would be practical; they might be
practical but scarcely any of them would be possible.

MRS. C. DRAPER: It would be very difficult to insti-
tute a lot of the regulations that will come from the
standards without an increase in funds. | think there
are some centres that now are working very hard and
very diligently toward that but funding definitely is the
key issue.

MR. L. SHERMAN: So the main thrust of your
approach to the government for the foreseeable

future will be for an increase in funding, otherwise ,

there is no point in talkking about these objectives.
MRS. C. DRAPER: | think that’s pretty obvious, yes.
MR. L. SHERMAN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

MS M. SMITH: Mr. Chairman, | would just like to ask
whether you felt that the way the question is put
before,thatyouhavetochooseeitherimproved qual-
ity care for the existingchildrenoran expansionis the
only way that one can approach the funding; or
whethergovernment should be encouragedto look at
the needs of children compared to the whole range of
other government programs and needs?

MRS. C. DRAPER: If we had our choice we would
obviously like to see both and | think that's a very
difficult questionthat Mr. Sherman gave us to answer.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Are there any further questions?
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MR. L. SHERMAN: That’s all | have, Mr. Chairman, |
have a question for Mrs. Smith but it's . . . If | can
leave it on the record, my question to Mrs. Smith
would be related to the $2.4 million budgetary
increase, that’s what we're looking at for 1982-83. So
the decision does have to be made.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Order please. Thank you Mrs.
Draper for your presentation. The next person on the
list is Mrs. Marilyn Bouw. The written brief will be
distributed tomorrow. Mrs. Lydia Giles’ brief are you
referring to? That will be distributed tomorrow.

Ms Ruth Moir, is Ms Moir present? Mr. Glen Inkster.
Is Mr. Inkster present? Is either Mrs. Leyah McFadyen
orMrs. BarbaraMarguand present from Family Servi-
ces? Ms Sandra Oakley or Mr. Dick Martin from the
MFL? Mrs. Joanna Hayward? Either Mrs. Linda Todd
or Mrs. LindaWhitford Ms Jacqueline Butchart?

Ms Butchart.

MS J. BUTCHART: Thank you. Mr. Chairman, and
members of the Committee. | wanttothank youforthe
opportunity to present this brief on behalf of single
parents.

Iwould like to read the Preamble to the Constitution
of Parents Without Partners, Inc. As conscientious
single parents, it is our primary endeavour to bring our
children to healthy maturity with the same prospects
for normal adulthood as children who mature with
their two parents together.

From the divorce or separation which divides a fam-
ily, or the loss of a parent by death, it is the child who
suffers most. For children in such circumstances to
grow unscarred requires the utmost in love, under-
standing and sound guidance. To provide these is a
responsibility inherent in parenthood; it does not end
with the separation or divorce for either parent.

The single parentin our society is isolated to some
degree. The difficulties of providing both for our-
selves and our children a reasonable equivalent of
normal family life is increased by that isolation. The
established patterns of community life lack both
meansofcommunicationandinstitutionstoenableus
to resolve our special problems.

It is with this in mind that qualified Child Care is of
prime concern to the membership within our Chap-
ters. Atthe presenttimein Manitoba we have well over
1,000 members with Chapters in Winnipeg, Selkirk
and Brandon and more are being established in other
towns and communities throughout Manitoba.

As the majority of marriage breakdowns occur in
families with school-age children and the needs of
this age group are of utmost importance we are not
minimizing the need for Preschool Day Care, but we
feel there is a lack of recognition of the needs of the
school-age child. Our areas of concern are:

(1) These programs be referred to as School-age
Child Care, not Before Noon and After School Pro-
grams. Rationale: This name would more clearly
define the services offered for school-age children.

(2) Staff Training, subsection 28(a):

Provisions be made within the regulation that
accredited courses be provided to facilitate the needs
of the staff within School-age Child Care Centres.
Rationale: At the present time there are no courses
for staff within these Centres.
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(3)Day Care Staff Qualifications Review Commit-
tee, subsection 27(1):

That provision should be extended to include par-
ents, staff, professionals and government representa-
tives who are aware of the special needs of school age
children. Rationale: A person orpersons not aware of
these specific needs are not knowledgeable regarding
the requirements necessary.

(4) Dispute as to Qualifications, subsection 29(2):

We feel this is too rigid and needs to be expanded to
include an appeal procedure. Rationale: As these
standards will be new to this province we would not
want a qualified staff person unjustly denied
certification.

(5)Further Assistance, subsection 32:

That provision be made within this regulation to
provide that, upon remittance of receipts from alter-
nate private babysitting, the parent receive the same
subsidy normally received if the child were in arecog-
nized Day Care facility. Rationale: Werealize govern-
ment, at this time, cannot provide round-the-clock
qualified care and until such time that this becomes
feasible we feel the shift worker should not be penal-
ized because he has no choice but to make private
babysitting arrangements for the children outside
normal hours of Day Care-operation. This provision
should only apply to children who are in a qualified
Day Care centre during part of the day.

In closing, | can only reiterate by saying that these
concerns directly affect the membership of our organ-
ization and should be seriously considered by our
representatives of government present today.

Thank you.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Are there any questions for Ms
Butchart?
Ms Phillips.

MS M. PHILLIPS: Thank you. | appreciate the senti-
ment contained in your Brief, Ms Butchart, having
been a single parent for nine years and faced many of
the dilemmas that you're outlining.

One question | have is concerning 29(2) in terms of
dispute arising about qualifications. You are saying
that is too rigid?

MS J. BUTCHART: May | ask our legal representa-
tive, Eleanor Medway, to comment on that?

MS E. MEDWAY: We felt that because there were no
accredited courses in this area and because these
standards would be new, and the review board would
be new to the whole procedure, that an appeal proce-
dure should also be included.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Are there any other questions?
The Member for Fort Garry.

MR. L. SHERMAN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Ms
Butchart, | think that your submission deserves a
great deal of consideration and is very worthwhile. |
have one difficulty and it's probably my obtuseness
with the caveat that you place on the provision for
subsidy support for shift workers who have to pay for
baby-sitters outside of the normal hours of Child Day
Care operations. | would be more favourably disposed
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tothe provision,asyoulayitoutinyoursubmissionto
the Committee and to the government if you left that
caveat out, the caveat under which you say the provi-
sion should only apply to children who are in a quali-
fied Day Care Centre during part of the day. | wonder
if you could explain the reason for that being there?

MS J. BUTCHART: We felt it would be easier to
implement. Then you would know that they really are
in care centres. Would you care to comment on that?

MS E. MEDWAY: Just that it would be easier to
implement. If the children were already in a qualified
Day Care Centre and the Director of the Centre could
be givenan employee’s letter stating the hours of work
and shown the receipts, it could be more easily moni-
tored by the government, but this could be imple-
mented quite easily. To give subsidization to all par-
ents that are shiftworkers would be very hard to
incorporate at the present time - anyone that was
requiring private baby-sitting.

MR. L. SHERMAN: Soyouwouldseethis, perhaps, as
a first step, Mr. Chairman. Ultimately, the inequity
exists for those shift workers who need baby-sitting
duties and baby-sitting assistance completely outside
the hours of normal Day Care operations.

MS E. MEDWAY: Yes, this would be a first step.

MR. B. SHERMAN: Well, then | can accept that sug-
gestion and my suggestion to you would be that you
go for broke and go all the way and that you urge the
government when they're looking at the application,
of that $2.4 million which I'm reminding Mrs. Smith of,
the increase in the Budget for this year, that some of it
be considered as support funding for that initiative,
which | think is a very worthwhile one.
Thanks, Mr. Chairman.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Are there any other questions to
the delegation? Ms Butchart and Ms Medway, thank
you very much for your presentations.

Next | will call Norma Buchan. Norma McCormick.
She’ll be back in a minute | understand. We will come
back to her. Ms Fay Ferris. Mr. Bob Russell. Is Bob
Russell present? Dorothy Young. Maryanne Haddad.

Mrs. Norma McCormick.

MRS. N. McCORMICK: I'm NormaMcCormick. | have
indicated I'm speaking to you as a private citizen
although | am the Director of the Day Nursery at
Health Sciences Centre and as well, on the National
Day Care Policy Task Force.

lam pleased to be here tonight to talk to Bill 21 and |
would like to give you some principles that | believe
you ought to be considering in your deliberations
about the setting of Day Care standards for our pro-
vince. The setting of Day Care standards for Day Care
facilities and services is the prerogative of provincial
and municipal governments in Canada. With the
exception of the Northwest Territories, all provinces
and territories have regulations which define Day
Care services for licensing purposes and set stan-
dards for their operation.

Historically, licensing developed as the mechanism
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by which the community exercised its responsibility
for safeguarding the health and well being of its citi-
zens. Day Care licensing has grown out of this tradi-
tion. Two assumptions are implied. First, that the
community considers the provision of Day Care servi-
ces to young children an important undertaking;
second, that the best way to safeguard the children
while apart from their parents, is with a strong licens-
ing requirement. This protection is vitally important
and the objective of licence cannot only be health
protection, as it is with the licensing of restaurants,
beauty parlours, pet shops and other things which
most communities licence.

Much is known about the effects of the early expe-
riences of children’s later emotional, social, physical
and intellectual development. Day Care constitutes a
very significant part of the early experiences of an
estimated 97,700 young children in Manitoba whose
mothers are in the labour force, or who may join it
before their children reach the public school system.
Theresponsibility forsafeguardingtheirwell-beingis
of an enormous proportion.

The extent to which this responsibility is unmet is
almost of an equally enormous proportion. Approxi-
mately55.1 percent of children, aged threetofive, and
39.5 percent of children under the age of three, have
parents who are employed outside their home, yet
only asmall percentage of these children are cared for
in licensed or approved facilities.

Two issues must be addressed in a discussion on
licensing and Day Care quality. First, while it cannot
be stated unequivocally that children in unlicensed
care facilities are receiving care which is inferior to
that provided to children who are cared forin licensed
facilities, it can be stated that this care is of unknown
and uncertain quality; second, at this time there was
no clear connection between the provision of quality
Day Care and Day Care licensing. | would referyou to
a statement made by Howard Clifford, who is the
National Day Care Consultant with the Day Care
Information Service of Health and Welfare Canada.
He's on record as stating that some 50 percent of the
care provided in licensed facilities in Canada is not
adequate to meet the needs of children. This unfortu-
nate phenomena can be attributed to several factors.

Firstly, minimum standards, which are set by provin-

ces are not necessarily compatible with what is known
to be the indices of, or contributors to, quality care;
secondly, minimum standards have yet to become
viewed as maxims and the funding levels are at best,
adequate to meet the bare requirements of the regula-
tions; thirdly, a lack of a will or a way to enforce
licensingstandards in most jurisdictions renderstheir
existence meaningless.

Where and when the level of compliance are called
into question, enforcement is often actively resisted
by parents who lack available options for child care
and who are thus desperate to maintain the status
quo. As well, whentheparent's feeisallowedtorise to
cover the full cost of care, parents have a strong finan-
cialincentive to keep the cost affordable at the peril of
violating standards.

Centres for which tightly controlled revenues are
not adequate to meet licensing standards and cover
expenses incurred to this end, must keep the cost of
thecaredownsoastokeepitaffordabletoparents. As
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a note, | would like to comment that the permitted
unsubsidized surcharge of a dollar a day is not col-
lected by most Centres in Manitoba.

As well, Centres who are committed to quality pro-
gramming must make difficult choices about what
they provide to the children and how many people
care for the children. Day Care standards in the 10
provinces and the Yukon place greatemphasis on size
and safety standards. Of obvious secondary impor-
tance is the licensing of the human aspect and ele-
ments relating to adult care givers and the children in
their care. This is a strange paradox, given that the
literature on Day Care quality has asa common theme
that the Day Care provided can only be as good as the
person or people providing it. This is not to render as
irrelevant the need for certain requirements of space
and facilities which are essential to the comfort and
safety of children in care. Zoning, health and sanita-
tion regulations and fire codes should be written in
recognitionthatchildrenarenot yetabletoaccept full
responsibility for their health and safety.

Furthermore, the absence of capital funding for the
construction of purpose built Day Care Centres for
young children has resulted in the likelihood that
children will be cared for in space which was built or
designed for some other purpose. Much of the group
careofchildrenis now providedin church basements,
community recreation centres and other buildings
which are no longer serving theirintended purpose. In
many instances, a shortage of operational capital has
forced Centres to seek free or minimally expensive
accommodation and this has resulted in the use of
older buildings which may be in need of upgrading to
meet presentday standards required by fire and build-
ing codes.

Similarly, the well-being of children brought toge-
ther in groups may be threatened by unsanitary or
unhealthy conditions as much as by an unsafe build-
ing. Group Care of childrenincreases therisk of cross
infection and it is important to assure that the regula-
tions which govern sanitationfacilities, food prepara-
tion and handling, waste and garbage disposal and
general cleanliness be aimed at the maintenance of
healthful environment.

My presentation has tended to concentrate on the
care of children in Group Day Care Centres. But the
maintenance of a safe and healthful environment is of
no less importance to children cared for in private
homes of Family Day Care providers. Most jurisdic-
tions have minimalregulationswhich require the Fam-
ily Day Care home to meet certain standards. How-
ever, the regulations which apply to the Family Day
Care homes are not as rigorous as those which apply
to Centres. The underlying philosophy seems to be
that the more dissimilar the substitute care arrange-
mentis tothe child’s own home, the more there seems
to be a need for definitive regulations governing the
physical setting. While most group care is provided to
children in Centres which are licensed and assumed
to conform to these standards, most in-home care is
provided outside thejurisdiction or supervision of any
licensing authority. Both the quality of the care and
the safety of the physical facility are undetermined.

Another assumption appears to be this. The larger
the facility and the more different it is from the child's
home environment, the higher are the standards set
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for personnel. The licensing of a Family Day Care
provider seems to concentrate primarily on their age,
physical and sometimes mental health and personal
traits or character. In the licensing of Group Care
facilities, more recognition is given to the need for
specialized knowledge or training in child develop-
ment or early childhood education. Personnel qualifi-
cationsreflecttherecognition that, while agoodfacil-
ityand equipmentareimportant,evenmoreimportant
to the provision of good Child Care is the quality of the
staff. In no jurisdiction is completion of an educa-
tional or training program required except for Quebec
and British Columbia which requires formal training
for supervisors.

I would like to, at this point, digress briefly to raise
the dilemma Centres face when hiring and paying
staff. A quality Child Care program has as its basis a
competent, consistent staff. The workers in Manito-
ba's Day Care system are among the lowest paid in the
province. Although many of them have considerable
education and training for their work, their wages are
extremely low. The majority of workers in the Day
Care field are female and the low wages paid in the
Day Care field are characteristic of female job ghet-
tos. | speculate that the reluctance on the part of
policy makers to recognize the necessity of Day Care
staff training is based solely on economic grounds.

Simply stated, a requirement of staff training will
have the effect of raising salaries paid inthe Day Care
field. Since salaries constitute the major costto a Day
Care program, 80 to 85 percent, the only way in which
Day Care Centres can stay within their externally con-
trolled budgets is to pay low wages. The Day Care
system in Manitoba and all across Canada is very
heavily subsidized by the people who provide the
care. This is of particular significance in the expe-
rience of Health Sciences Centre Day Nursery, the
Centre with which | have been associated since 1975.
Likeall Centres, we began paying salaries which were
consistent with those being paid in other Centres in
the Day Care community. While in those early years,
we never fully paid our way, our deficits were small
and related primarily to our enriched ratios which
allowed us to provide infant care which was deemed
to be important to the Health Sciences Centre. In
1977, the Canadian Union of Public Employees and
the Health Sciences Centre jointly conducted a job
evaluation program in which the work of the Day Care
Centre staff was compared with work done by other
hospital personnel. The evaluation established salary
levels based on the principle of equal pay for work of
equal value, but no recognition was given to the rele-
vant formal education or added value placed upon this
education in determining the salaries. The net result
was the increase from $100 to $250 per month to bring
the Day Care salaries into line with other hospital
salary rates.

I might also point out that we pay our staff on pay
grade 5 of the CUPE scale which pays transportation
aides, dietary pot washers, dishwashing machine
operators, bakery assistants and this kind of thing.
They are not paid as professional Child Care Workers
even though the length of training for many of our
staff is two years which would be equivalent to a two-
year community college nursing program.

In the long term, the effect of these salary adjust-
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ments which occurred in 1977 and of a government
funding policy which has continued to assume that
Day Care is a minimum wage activity, has been a
$200,000 deficit to March 31, 1982. During this time
ourcentre has lived under continuing threat of being
closed down. | bring this to your attention to helpyou
to understand the difficulties faced by Centres who
have to choose between hiring fewer staff than they
need to provide good care, hiring untrained staff
because they cannot afford or attract trained staff, or
paying their trained and experienced staff missionary
wages.

Now, back to my main point. If Day Care is to
become widely accepted as a developmental program
for young children, there must be increased aware-
ness of the importance of specialized knowledge and
training as well as personal qualifications and the
importance of remuneration in recognition of these
factors.

Another human aspect, commonly reflected in
licensing is the ratio of adults to children. The ratio is
likely to vary depending on the age of the child in care
and the setting in which the care is provided. As well,
the mandate of child-staff ratio for children in groups
varies from province to province. The relationship in
the number of children to the size of the facility is
reflected in licensing requirements governing the
space required for each child in care.

Regulations distinguish between indoor and out-
door space and a few provinces consider the age of
the children and the unique requirements of children
with special needs. Where the age of the child is con-
sidered, it appears that the younger the child in the
group, the larger is the indoor space required and the
smaller the outdoor space. Only in New Brunswick
and Newfoundland is there a condition that floor
space be usable or accessible to the children. Even
more rarely do regulations include a maximum on
group size in which the childiscared fororonthesize
of the Centre.

The findings of the National Day Care Study under-
taken by the Office of Child Development of the Uni-
ted States Department of Health, Education and Wel-
fare, are of extreme importance in adiscussion on the
relationship between Day Care quality and licensing.
The major objective of the four-year study which was
completed in 1978, was to determine the influence of
child-staff ratios, the number of care givers, group
size and group qualifications on both the develop-
ment of pre-school children and the costs of Centre
care. In this study, the concept of quality Day Care is
tied to the maximizing of developmental benefits for
children, as determined by observational measures
and results of standardized tests of selected school
readiness skills and to day-to-day behaviour of chil-
dren and their adult care givers.

While this study recognizes that there is universally
no consensus on what constitutes quality in Day Care,
it focused on positive outcomes for children and posi-
tive behaviours in both children and their adult care
givers.

The study pointed out that it is good for children to
achieve higher gains on tests as an indication of
developmental benefit and also good for children to
display a high degree of interest and participation in
the activities of the Centre. The study assumed that it
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is good for adult care givers to engage in positive
social interaction with children - questioning, res-
ponding, instructing, praising and comforting; and for
adults to spend less time interacting with other adults
and to show less tendency to engage in controlling
behaviour, such as, commanding and correcting of
the children.

The majority findings of the National Day Care
Study give credence to the belief that the human
aspect of Day Care is vitally important, although pres-
ently vague and ill-defined in most regulations govern-
ing the licensing of Day Care facilities. For example,
the findings that different Centres have different
effects on children and the quality of the human envi-
ronment very significantly from Centre to Centre.
Thesedifferences are linked to the Centre's character-
istics, such as, classroom composition, both in terms
of group size and the number of adult care givers,
which were found to effect both the care giver behav-
iour and the child behaviour and, as well, to care giver
qualifications.

The most significant impact on the quality of care
was determined to be group size, with the finding that
smaller groups work best. For children aged 3 and 4,
groups of 15 or fewer children, with a corresponding
small number of care givers, are positively correlated
with a desirable child and care giver behaviour and
higher gains on standardized tests than are groups of
25 ormorechildren. Yet, in Canada, only 2 provinces,
British Columbia and Nova Scotia, set limits on maxi-
mum group size and both have set maximums of 25
children.

The study further determined that for pre-school
children minor variations in child-staff ratio have less
effectthan group size. Ifthe groupis too large, adding
care giversis not associated with better care of child-
ren. Furthermore, in groups with smaller number of
children than care givers, minor variations in ratio
have little or no significance.

For the care of infants, defined by the study as
children under 18 months, and toddlers, who are chil-
dren from 18-30 months, high child-staff ratios, as
well as small group size, are associated with quality
care and less stress on children and staff.

While most provincial regulations reflect the impor-

tance of higher child-staff ratios for infants and °

toddlers there is no consistency among provinces.
Some provinces have set enriched ratios at levels
which compare more closely with those set for pre-
school children in other provinces.

Another important finding relates to the relation-
ship between quality Child Care and care giver quali-
fications. While formal education per se does not
make a difference, staff specialization in child-related
fields is linked positively to the quality of care pro-
vided. This is found to be true with the care of infants
and toddlers, as well as with pre-school children.

Specialization in developmental psychology, early
childhood education and special education were
associated with positive patterns of care giver behav-
iourand with highest gains ontest scores forchildren.
In Canada, specialization in Child Care fields is never
required for Child Care staff and only rarely for super-
visors and directors of Centres. In undertaking the
step that you are in Bill 21, Manitoba will be setting a
very important precedent in this country.
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These findings have far-reaching implications and
should be considered as regulations and licensing
standards are developed in Manitoba.

A second section entitled “The Implication of
Results” in the publication of the National Day Care
Study entitled “Preliminary Findings and Their Impli-
cations” is unequivocal.

This is a quote

Firstand most fundamentally, any regulatory strategy
designed to foster maximum developmental benefit
for children should specify allowable numbers of
children and care giversin each classroom group and
should also require that at least one care giver per
classroom have specialized preparation in a child-
related field. To achieve maximum effects, regula-
tions cannot focus on any one component of group
composition, care giver qualification or any other
qualification that may be found to be important for
quality of care inisolation. To be effective, regulations
should specify configurations of children and care
givers with minimum qualifications defined for at least
one care giver per group.

Secondly, although child-staff ratio regulations have
been the focus of most public attention and controv-
ersy, clear findings on the importance of group sizein
the the pre-school classroom suggests ashiftin regu-
latory emphasis toward those more easily understood
and measured factor. The shift in emphasis does not
mean that ratio requirements should be omitted from
future regulations, but rather that ratios should be
seen as outcome of setting limits on the number of
children and care giversin a group and not as a prin-
cipal means of ensuring quality.

Third, even in effective Centres, group size and
child-staff ratios vary from time of day, type of activity,
season of the year and often by children's ages.
Therefore, while standards themselves must be spe-
cific, regulatory codes and monitoring practices
should be designed to take this dynamic aspect of
Centre Care into account.

Fourth and finally, because no major differences in
effectfromsite to site have emerged so far, the study
offers no evidence that the key components should
not be included in a single set of nationally applicable
standards. It's a matter of practice for the National
Day Care Task Force to be —(Interjection)— The
point I'm trying to make is that the National Study
Task Force felt that there were national standards
which ought to be recommended and this is the focus
of our National Day Care Policy Task Force here in
Canada, is to encourage the enactment of a National
Day Care Act which could set the framework within
which provincial programs could be cost shared.

Still another popular notion which is neither
reflected in licensing standards norexplored in depth
in the U.S. Day Care Study, links quality of Day Care
to parental control. The argument is made that where
parents are actively involved in the decisions around
Centre policies and programs, the continuity which
existsbetweenthe Centreandthe homeis maximized,
thus enhancing the likelihood that the gains made by
the child, accruing from experiences in the Centre,
will be sustained.

Furthermore, this meaningful parental involvement
is thus thought to reduce the need for external moni-
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toring. Similarly, this argument can be extended to
include Centres under the governance of community
boards made up of knowledgeable and concerned
citizens. However, while these models are likely to be
associated with the provision of carewhichis deemed
acceptable and appropriate according to parental or
community standards - and this ought to be encour-
aged as positive features - there should not be an
exclusion from public monitoring or exemption from
adherence to licensing standards.

Furthermore, to put the onus for the development of
Day Care services solely on the parents whose chil-
dren require the care is no more reasonable than to
expect the parents of ill children to develop hospitals
with appropriate medical services, or for vehicle
owners to be responsible for building the streets,
roads and highways. The direction we are to take to
ensure the availability of quality child care alterna-
tives for the growing number of Manitoba children
who require them depend on several factors.

Are we willing and able to re-order our priorities to
ensure that the developmental needs of children take
precedence in an adequate Day Care system. Are we
preparedto formulaterelevantand measurablelicens-
ing standards which reflect our knowledge about the
developmental needs of children and the importance
of both the human and the physical environments on
the provision of quality care.

Furthermore, are we, as government, taxpayersand
parents prepared to finance a Day Care system to a
level which would make the provision of quality Day
Care, and the meeting of developmental needs of
children an achievable and affordable goal.

Finally, are we prepared to enforce licensing stan-
dards in such a way that licensing becomes not
merely a vehicle to close down facilities which are
actually or potentially damaging to children, but
rather one which ensures the provision of develop-
mentally beneficial care to children.

| thank you for your attention.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Ms Phillips.

MS M. PHILLIPS: Thank you very much, Norma. You
gave us a lot of food for thought and hopefully you will
bring that back and present it to us again when we're
talking about regulations, the part about ratios and
group size.

You talked about staff training, about cost implica-
tions, and about requiring family homes also to meet
standards, both for physical and staff training. You are
aware that those provisions will be in the Act.

MRS. N. McCORMICK: The point | wanted to make
beyond that was that is notgoing to come free.

MS M. PHILLIPS: Okay. | guess | just want to add to
that we certainly are aware of the cost implications
that the Member for Fort Garry has been pointing out.
| would like, personally, to move that decimal point
over one, where he says 2.4 million. Finally, | guess the
test will be our term in office, in terms of our commit-
ment to funding these regulations.

| thank you very much for the thoughts you pres-
ented. We'll consider those seriously.
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MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Sherman.

MR. L. SHERMAN: Mrs. McCormick, I'd just like to
ask you whether you're worried at all about regula-
tions that could impose standardization and confor-
mity to this. Do you have worries about regulations
that could impose a form of standardization and con-
formity, that attempted orreflected orimplied that the
system was homogenous across the province, do you
have concerns about that or not?

MRS. N. McCORMICK: No, it depends on what the
nature of yourquestionis. If you'readdressinga rural-
urban thing about the inavailability of trained staff in
the rural areas, | would like to hearken back to my
childhood. | grew up in Wawanesa, which is a little
town in southwestern Manitoba, and when | was in
Grade 9 and 10 and 11 we used to be educated by what
were called permit teachers. These were people who
were between second and third year university and
trying to struggle to get enough money to go back to
finish their degrees. They had no formal education
and nothing beyond first or second year university,
not always relevant to the subjects they were teach-
ing, and it was assumed that was the best this one-
horse town could manage. We've gone beyond that
and | think that ought to be our goal, ultimately, fora
Day Care system in Manitoba. If it's indeed to be
comprehensive and universally available then that
means thatit's got to be available to those children in
Wawanesa with the same level of qualified staff that
one could expect living in an urban area.

Now this is going to require several things; one is,
those people who are now working in our profession
in the rural areas, who lack formal papers to prove
their training, | believe, ought to be allowed to chal-
lenge for credit in order to get their qualification. |, as
well, believe that we ought to make available training
so that these people can get their credit while they
continue to work on the job. But by noway could | ever
encourage a retrogressive compromise to say, they
ain't there now and they're never gonna be.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Sherman.

MR. L.SHERMAN: But giventhe recognitionthat this
would have to be phased in, it would be an objective
that we would work toward in stages, you recognize
that the regulations have got to be written in such a
way to accommodate the opportunities that some
region, some cultural segments of society, and cer-
tainly some communities, would have in meeting any
kind of rigid set of regulations in the short term.

MRS.N.McCORMICK: |can'tquiterelate the cultural
thing. I don't know a culture which says that just any-
body is good enough for children. In terms of the
availability of staff, | think there's no question that, in
addition to some kind of time frame within which we
target for achievement, this goal, there has to be a
companionate affirmative action strategy which trains
the people power to get tliem into place. But | don't
think that | would say | can agree that there are certain
communities which ought to be exempted simply
because theircultural mix isdifferent from what you'd
find in an urban community.
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MR. L. SHERMAN: Wellit'snota question of the cul-
tural mix. I'd suggestit’s aquestion of social disadvan-
tage or lack of opportunity. It's been recognized by
everybody who's come before the committee, includ-
ing yourself, that qualifications imply standards in
terms of training, educational and training qualifica-
tions. That may be difficult for some parts of Mani-
toba, for some social and cultural communities of
Manitoba as well as geographic communities in Mani-
toba, for awhile.

MRS.N.McCORMICK: | agree. | think we face thatin
other areas. The reason | grew up in Wawanesa was
my father was a physician and he was put through
Medical School on the condition that he go and prac-
tice in rural Manitoba for a certain period of time and
he stayed there.

| think nobody said that Wawanesa should let the
local barber be the doctor. They made extra efforts to
attract physicians and to give them incentives to go
and practice in the rural areas and | would like to see
Day Care given the same advantage.

MR. L. SHERMAN: How far do you think regulations,
with respect to standards, should go? Standards of
education and training, yes. Certainly physical facili-
ties and public health requirements, etc., yes; but do
you think that they should also extend to program-
ming; do you think they should also extend to fees?

MRS. N. McCORMICK: I'll deal with the program-
ming issue first. | think that while | don’t envisage we
would setout a curriculum which would say that all
two-year olds in the province be given numbers at 9
o'clock, what I do envisage would be that elements of
developmental programming - and we know a great
deal about the development of young children and
what kinds of enriching and stimulating experiences
ought to be put in the way of children of tender years -
that the professional staff, once hired, be encouraged
or obligated to develop programs which are age
appropriate and which are presented to the children
so that these various aspects are addressed. Children
need opportunities to develop their fine and gross
motor skills. Any program, in my estimation, which

did not address that would be remiss. Children need *

to have the opportunity to learn cognitive skills, to
learn the basic colouring, things; they need the oppor-
tunity to have free play where they are doing what they
want instead of what somebody else wants them to do.
I think if you go from Centre to Centre, as | have, not
only across the city but across the country, you can
walk in and tell when a program knows what they're
doing vis-a-vis the kids that are in the care.

MR. L. SHERMAN: What about limits on program-
ming? Do you think there should be limits on pro-
gramming? | cite the example of your own experience
with the Health Sciences Centre Day Nursery which
has certainly offered programs that would be des-
cribed as enriched, in comparison to some other
Centres.

MRS. N. McCORMICK: [t seems to me that all chil-
dren require a nurturing and stimulating environment.
If we have programs which are content to sit them
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down in front of a television set and knock off for
coffee, then that’s no good for the kids. It may be
cheap for the people providing the care.

| would say also that you have to look at the devel-
opmental and the special social needs of the kids in
the program. Our program is somewhat unique
because of the age range that we have, and also in
terms of some of the disadvantaged kids that come to
us on referral from the hospital. But when you getinto
areas where the disadvantaged kids are inalarger mix
that means you have todo more and not less for those
kids.

MR. L. SHERMAN: Can we assume though that you
as aprivate citizen oras a representative of the Health
Sciences Centre Day Nursery would be asking of the
government, at a point when representations on the
regulations arebeing sought, fora flexibility and a mix
in terms of programming limitations provided there is
a minimum quality standard?

MRS. N. McCORMICK: | don't believe that standards
ought to be set as minimum. | really want to couch my
definition of program standards rather than as min-
imum, as adequate and there is a very fundamental
difference and that was the point | was trying to make
here, is that we quite often think of standards as being
minimum standards that you can't fall below and they
get interpreted as the maximum. | think we have to
look to setting standards that all children and all par-
ents have aright to expect from the programming and
within that, allow for the creativity and innovativeness
of the professionals we put in charge.

MR. L. SHERMAN: Well, | accept the suggested
change in terminology, adequate is certainly more
desirable and suitable but given that then, are you
going to be suggesting to the government that pro-
vided there are adequate standards, that there should
be flexibility and freedom to go beyond those stand-
ards. For example, what would the Health Sciences
Centre Day Nursery do if a regulation imposed a uni-
versal adequate standard which was also a standard
limit?

MRS.N.McCORMICK: Well,the limitcomesnotfrom
the regulations but either from the genius of the peo-
ple who are addressing themselves to the implemen-
tation of that standard because they themselves can't
think beyond what they’re obligated to do, or from the
dollars attached to do it.

MR. L. SHERMAN: Exactly it translates into dollars
and therefore | guess that leads inevitably to the ques-
tion of are you in favour of limits in terms of what
funding is required based on the number of spaces,
etc., etc., and considerations of that kind? Or are you
in favour of the freedom to charge in excess of the set
fee for those parents, those communities, who desire
something more and something more expensive?

MRS. N. McCORMICK: | have worked since 1967 in
childrens’programming and itis my desire in my life-
time to see a universally available and free program. |
recognize the limitations that governments are under
at this time and I'm willing to be patient, but I'm not
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willing togiveup myidealand mygoal.Intheinterim,
a suggestion which means that we transfer more and
more of the burden to parents is not a new one; this
has been happening since the inception of the Child
Day Care program in 1974. For the submission that
went togovernment both to your government, Sir,and
to the government presently, on the history of the
funding of Health Sciences Centre Day Nursery we
have been able to demonstrate that the maintenance
grant has represented a significantly diminishing per-
centage of our revenue. So this is not a trend which is
new and I'm learning to live with it.

However, | would like to point out that Day Care
which is allowed to continue to develop in this direc-
tion becomes a luxury of the working poor in the
sense that if you are very low income and can qualify
for subsidies then you are not put into financial dis-
tress by providing adequately for your child. If you are
highly paid and money is no object you are also not
put into the difficult position of deciding whether you
eat or send your kids to a developmental Day Care
program. The middle income and low middle income
earner - and this is, | think, an increasingly growing
group - are getting it from both sides. They are wind-
ing up paying with their tax dollars for the care of
other people’'s kids, for a service that they cannot
afford for themselves. This is a concern that | have,
because the Economic Council of Canada indicated
in a report that was released not long ago that 58
percent of the families in the country would go into
that sort of poverty area if there was not a second
incomein the family. It's getting very, very difficult for
families to manage on one salary and now a two-
income family is notan unusual thing; it's a fact of life;
it's the typical Canadian family. A working mother is
not a statistical curiosity anymore.

Those people themselves are taxpayers. | think we
really got to keep in mind that we're not parasitingon
the system; we are paying for it; we are working and
paying our taxes like everybody else. My taxes went
foralot of years to the public school system before my
kids gotinto it and they will go for a lot of years after
mykidsare outofit. So | just can’tapologize to you for
the six years that my kids are preschoolers and that |
am a taxpayer for my belief that that ought to be a
tax-supported system. Also the advantages that my
kids get while they're in those early years, coupled
with the advantages that my husband and | can give
them at home are going to make them less of a drain
on the system for the rest of their lives. You're not
going to have to remediate them once they get to
school.

But how much money goes into looking? I'd really
like to see somebody put some effort into comparing
the advantages or the base level of readiness at the
kindergarten year in Manitoba for kids who've had an
enriched and developmental Day Care experience as
opposed to those kids who've been glued to Sesame
Street in the basement of some lady’'s home. I'd really
like somebody to look at that.

MR. L. SHERMAN: Sure. Well, | don't disagree with
you on that and you don't have to apologize to me for
anything but my pointis you have enriched program-
ming at the Health Sciences Day Nursery, there is no
question about that. Would you be happy if regula-
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tions drafted by the government said these are the
limits to which Day Care can be offered, that's an
adequate quality level,but you can't go beyond that.

MRS. N. McCORMICK: The upper limit?
MR. L. SHERMAN: Yes.

MRS. N. McCORMICK: | figure I'm smart enough to
figure out a way around anybody's upper limit.

MR. L. SHERMAN: But you have to charge for it.

MRS. N. McCORMICK: There's another point that
needs to be made here. Programming is not the
expensive component, 15 percent of my budget does
everything but pay my staff.

MR. L. SHERMAN: Sure, 75 percent is staff.

MRS. N. McCORMICK: That's rightand if I've got the
money to hire good staff . . . Day Care people are the
most phenomenal scroungers in the world. We had a
birthday party today and a bunch of the kids were
running around with styrofoam plates, with styrofoam
bowls on top and they were all wearing cowboy hats,
for heavens sake - that's what it looked like to these
little kids. That cost nuthin, you know? Programming
is cheap. It's the staff, the creative and the dedicated
and the committed staff that costs you the money and
that's the bargain.

MR. L. SHERMAN: Are you in favour of Day Care
Centres being able to charge directly to parents who
are willing to pay for it to provide additional staff?

MRS. N. McCORMICK: Back to my original point. |
know that | can't expect a universal free program,
which | would prefer. | would say that if all we can
afford to give the kids of this province is lousy Day
Care then we ought to give parentsthe option to pay
more.

MR. L. SHERMAN: Thank you very much.

HON.L.EVANS: | have acouple of questions. First of
all, | want to thank Mrs. McCormick for a very thought-
ful and thought provoking presentation and | know
your concern, your experience and yourdedication to
the cause of good Child Day Care standards throught
the province. | think there isagreementbetween your-
self and the Committee that standards aredirectly tied
in, more or less, to the funding level. If we want more
standards, let's face it, we need to get the money and
I'm assuming efficient spending of the money andthat
should be implicit and understood.

You made mention of meeting federal standards
and| don't have a copy of your Brief and | didn’t follow
everything you said but there was some comment
about having adequate federal standards and so on.
Now earliertoday, | mentioned that my information is
that while we have a 50-50 sharing program with
Ottawa. Manitoba - the total bill that we have now for
this Year of our Lord 1982, more or less, is only 40
percent funded by Ottawa. In other words, it says to
me, very simplistically perhaps, but it says to me that
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we in Manitoba, by and large, must have higher stan-
dards than is presently set by Ottawa, in terms of the
amount of money Ottawa is prepared to give us. So |
just wondered, and | know you're on a national coun-
cil on day care or some such organization, how do
we . . . It would seem to me that we must be above
the average in Canada at the present time.

MRS. N. McCORMICK: | don't think you can draw
that conclusion. First of all, I'd like to say that not only
your government, but three previous governments in
this province and at least three Federal Governments
have been subjected to my harassments and I'll con-
tinue to harass Ottawa with the same vigilance that |
will you people. Given that, | think Day Care, funded
through the Federal Government is as a welfare alter-
native, isthrough the Canada Assistance Plan,andit's
got all these sort of needs, are likely-to-be in need
strings attached to it. Its only concern, through CAP,
isfortheincomes of the peoplewhoarethe recipients
of the service. They could give a tinker's damn - par-
don my Greek - about the quality of care that those
kids get. There is nothing in the CAP regulations
which say that you can't dump that money you're
spending for Day Care down any convenient sink. So
we've really got to make sure that if we're challenging
the Federal Government to come up more generously,
that we, in the provinces, who are developing the
program, are making sure that both their money and
your money is well spent. | think that's one of the
travesties right now, is according to Howard Clifford,
50 percent of the Day Care given in licensed and
approved Centres in this country is not worth it; it's
lousy for kids.

Now if we can take the money we're spending on
lousy care, add to it enough money to make it good,
then it's going to be better for everybody all the way
around. What | would propose, and am about to pro-
posetothe Federal Government, ina paper that we've
written for the Canadian Advisory Council on The
Status of Women, is a national Day Care act which has
as its prototype, The National Medicare Act. What we
wouldrequireisthat Provincial Governments,in order
to qualify for cost-sharing, which would be extricated
from CAP, because CAP is not a useful funding tool

because of its welfare implications, would be obliged '

to provide care which is comprehensive, affordable,
universally accessible and publicly accountable and
that, given those four provisions, then provinces
would be given the right to develop within whatever
jurisdiction they would choose, eitherthrough educa-
tion or through social services or whatever, a Day
Care program which meets those objectives and
therefore would qualify for Federal Government cost-
sharing.

I do agree with you that CAP is from the Good Old
Days - a 1960 solution to 1980’s problems isn't doing
us much good right now.

HON. L. EVANS: Really, | had a second question but
Mrs.. McCormick really answered it and if | may be
permitted tocomment, tothank heragainfor herbrief
but also to wish her lots of luck in helping us get as
much money out of Ottawa as we can so, together, we
can have higher standards in Manitoba.
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MRS. N. McCORMICK: | came in at 10 o’'clock this
morning hoping that, when | got my call to come at
ten,thatlwasonatten, and | spentthe morning here,
but on my way in | happened to be thinking about
ratios and when | was coming up the front steps this
morning, they were planting a flower bed out in front
of Queen Victoria. There were two gentlemen with
trowels, down on the ground, and six peopie standing
up watching them, and | thought, jeepers, if we had
the adults-to-children ratio that they've got adults-to-
flowers out there, we'd be pretty well off.
Thank you.

HON. L. EVANS: Thank you very much.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank youMrs. McCormick. I'll run
through the rest of the list and see if anyone else has
come in and then if there’s anybody else here who
would wish to make a presentation tonight that we
don't have on the list, we will hear that. So the next |
had was Mrs. Jocelyn Cowern or Louisa Bormann;
Wayne Fraser; Dr. Kelvin Seifert; Mr. Steve Ishmael;
Elaine Taylor.

Is there anyone else here this evening who would
like to make a presentation to the Committee?

The next scheduled meeting is tomorrow at 2
o'clock. Normally we would now go into clause-by-
clause, but | think that given the number of people
who were here earlier and left feeling that they would
not get on tonight, that we would not be doing our
public duty if we closed off and started going clause-
by-clause at this point.

| propose to Committee that we continue tomorrow
at 2 o'clock with hearing presentations from the pub-
lic. With a bit of luck we'll finish tomorrow afternoon or
early tomorrow evening.

Mr. Sherman.

MR. B. SHERMAN: Mr. Chairman, just one point. |
suggest that we do place a limitation along the period
during which the Committee is going to hear public
representations. Tomorrow afternoon, | suggest,
would be fair and sufficient but those who are unable
to make their presentations tomorrow afternoon, |
suggest, will either have to have others make them for
them or submit them in written form. They'll be dis-
tributed to the Committee anyway and that the pro-
cess not be extended into Friday evening.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Ms Phillips.

MS M. PHILLIPS: | would like to speak against that
suggestion, Mr. Chairperson, in that if there are peo-
ple who are not able to attend tomorrow afternoon
because they happen to be working parents or can’t
make arrangements, | think we should leave it open
and allow some flexibility. If there are enough to get
through the afternoon Session and there's just a few
who can'tattend in the afternoon and want to bring us
their Briefs in the evening, | would be quite willing to
hear them out.

MR.CHAIRMAN: That's basically hypothetical at this
time. Tomorrow afternoon we’ll make a decision
whether we go. There's no sitting scheduled for
tomorrow evening by the way. The next one after
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tomorrow afternoon would be Saturday morning; that
was the next scheduled meeting for the Committee.
We'll be going through clause-by-clause then
whether we have presentations or not.

MR. B. SHERMAN: Mr. Chairman, perhaps the Com-
mittee, the Clerk. can contact those who had indi-
cated that they wished to make presentations and
advise them. | think it's been fairly standard procedure
that those who wish to make representations are
advised, they come here, and of course, sometimes
the time inconviences them. But, nonetheless, we
have a schedule that we have to work to, in addition,
and perhaps the Clerk could advise them if they can
be here tomorrow afternoon. If not, perhaps a special
arrangement, certainly could be made, for one or two
who are working tomorrow afternoon. But there has to
be some order to the appearances, otherwise we get
into a very difficult schedule from the House point of
view.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Committee rise.
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