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2025 SPECIAL REPORT,
AUDITOR GENERAL

MINISTRY OF EDUCATION

Consideration of the Performance Audit: Canada-wide
Early Learning and Child Care Program.

The Chair (Mr. Tom Rakocevic): I would like to call
this meeting of the Standing Committee on Public Accounts
to order. We are here to begin considerations of the 2025
Performance Audit: Canada-wide Early Learning and Child
Care Program.

Joining us today are officials from the Ministry of
Education. You will have 20 minutes collectively for an
opening presentation to the committee. We will then move
into the question-and-answer portion of the meeting,
where we will rotate back and forth between the govern-
ment, official opposition and third-party caucuses in 20-
minute intervals.

Before you begin, the Clerk will administer the oath of
witness or affirmation.

The Clerk of the Committee (Ms. Thushitha
Kobikrishna): Denise Allyson Cole, do you solemnly
affirm that the evidence you shall give to this committee
touching the subject of the present inquiry shall be the
truth, the whole truth and nothing but the truth?

Ms. Denise Allyson Cole: I do.

The Clerk of the Committee (Ms. Thushitha
Kobikrishna): Thank you.

Holly Moran, do you solemnly affirm that the evidence
you shall give to this committee touching the subject of the
present inquiry shall be the truth, the whole truth and
nothing but the truth?

Ms. Holly Moran: I do.

The Clerk of the Committee (Ms. Thushitha
Kobikrishna): Thank you.

Matthew DesRosiers, do you solemnly affirm that the
evidence you shall give to this committee touching the
subject of the present inquiry shall be the truth, the whole
truth and nothing but the truth?

Mr. Matthew DesRosiers: I do.

The Clerk of the Committee (Ms. Thushitha
Kobikrishna): Thank you.

Karen Puhlmann, do you solemnly affirm that the evi-
dence you shall give to this committee touching the subject

of the present inquiry shall be the truth, the whole truth
and nothing but the truth?

Ms. Karen Puhlmann: I do.

The Clerk of the Committee (Ms. Thushitha
Kobikrishna): Thank you.

Whitney Wilson, do you solemnly affirm that the evi-
dence you shall give to this committee touching the subject
of the present inquiry shall be the truth, the whole truth
and nothing but the truth?

Ms. Whitney Wilson: I do.

The Clerk of the Committee (Ms. Thushitha
Kobikrishna): Thank you.

The Chair (Mr. Tom Rakocevic): Thank you very
much. Welcome. I would invite, once again, each of you
to introduce yourselves to Hansard, just as you begin
speaking and just that one time.

Thank you very much for being here, and you may
begin. You have 20 minutes.

Ms. Denise Allyson Cole: Good afternoon, committee
members. My name is Denise Allyson Cole, and I am the
Deputy Minister of Education. We’re delighted to have the
opportunity to appear before this committee.

With me is Holly Moran, and Holly is the assistant
deputy minister of the early years and child care division;
Matthew DesRosiers, who is the director of the funding
branch within the early years and child care division;
Karen Puhlmann, who is the director of the child care
branch, also within that division; and Whitney Wilson,
who is the director of early years branch within that div-
ision as well.

We welcome the opportunity to provide committee
members with the ministry’s response to the Auditor Gen-
eral’s report and outline the progress we have made, as
well as the steps ahead.

The child care sector in Ontario, as you know, is large
and complex. Historically, parents in Ontario were paying
the highest fees in the country. In March 2022, Ontario
signed a deal with the federal government that would
transform the child care system in Ontario, lowering fees,
increasing access, improving quality and supporting
inclusion. And in just a few short years, we’ve done just
that through the implementation of the Canada-wide Early
Learning and Child Care system—because that’s a mouth-
ful, we refer to it as CWELCC. This required significant
collaboration, not only for our ministry but for our
municipal partners and child care licensees, who have
come together to implement a complete overhaul of the
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child care system, a system that is critical to families across
Ontario.

Top of mind for many parents and guardians, of course,
are fees, which have been drastically reduced. Immediate-
ly on signing the agreement, parents of children in
CWELCC programs were eligible for a 25% fee rebate.
On December 31 of that year, a second fee reduction took
effect, lowering fees by more than 50% of what they had
been before Ontario signed the deal. And now, as of
January 2025, fees for spaces in participating programs
were lowered to an average of $10 per day, with a max-
imum of $22 per day, which we know is helping to make
life more affordable for hundreds of thousands of Ontario
families. This halted and reversed the historical trend of
increasing fees. For example, average fees for infants—
the youngest and, typically, the most expensive age
group—have declined by about 70% from the March 2022
level.

In comparing the largest representative cities across
provinces, third-party research shows Ontario has mater-
ially reduced costs by the greatest amount. Of the 10 cities
across the country with the highest fee reductions in dollar
terms, the top nine are in Ontario, most of which are in the
GTA. The impact of this is far-reaching and promotes
healthy child development; broader economic gains,
particularly for women, through increased workforce
participation; and lower household costs for families.

Ontario’s plan to implement the CWELCC system also
supports the creation of 86,000 net new licensed child care
spaces for children age zero to five by the end of 2026. At
the beginning of CWELCC, all licensed programs were
invited and encouraged to join the system, and 92% of
them said yes. To ensure the expanded system supported
inclusion, in 2023, Ontario introduced a direct-growth
approach to improve child care access for children from
low-income families, vulnerable children, children from
diverse backgrounds, children with special needs, franco-
phone children and Indigenous children.

As of June, Ontario has created more than 41,000 new
CWELCC spaces towards our target, and the system
continues to grow. Recognizing the importance of a strong
and well-supported workforce, the ministry and the
government introduced a workforce strategy to support the
recruitment and retention of qualified professionals working
in licensed child care. The strategy includes increased
wages, and improving working conditions and career
development for registered early childhood educators em-
ployed by child care operators enrolled in the CWELCC
system.

Ontario’s workforce strategy increased the starting
wage for eligible registered child care educators to $23.86
per hour in 2024, up from the planned $20 per hour, and
extended the eligibility ceiling for a $1-an-hour increase
so more registered early childhood educators can benefit.
With the annual $1-per-hour increase, on January 1,
2026—just a few weeks away—registered early childhood
educators and program staff will see their wages increase
to $25.86 per hour. This is a step forward in supporting the
child care workforce. In addition to improved wages, key

elements of the workforce strategy are supporting entry
into the profession and career development, cutting red
tape for employers and providing more flexibility in
staffing their programs, and launching promotional cam-
paigns to bolster awareness and value of the child care
profession. Retention and recruitment of a high-quality
workforce is critical to the successful implementation of
the CWELCC system and will help achieve system growth.

In January 2025, an entirely new funding framework
was introduced. This framework was designed to strength-
en fiscal accountability, ensure sustainability and protect
taxpayer dollars. This new funding approach was in-
formed by extensive sector consultation and prioritizes a
simple, easy-to-administer system that more accurately
reflects the true cost of child care delivery. The approach
includes robust cost controls and incentives to keep
eligible costs close to standardized benchmarks, while
ensuring a reasonable but protected level of profit and
surplus. All parameters of the program were statistically
based on extensive financial data collected directly from
the sector.

The ministry is in the midst of developing a new online
digital tool that will streamline processes for families and
administrators. It will also enable the ministry to gather
better data for analysis, helping support evidence-based
provincial planning while reducing burden for operators
and families. Rolling out in phases starting in 2026, the
tool will allow parents and guardians to search and apply
for programs, centralize access to wait-lists, track applica-
tions and report data directly to service system managers
and the ministry.

I’d now like to turn to the latest when it comes to
CWELCC in Ontario.

Ontario has shared serious concerns about the estimated
$10-billion funding shortfall required to sustain the
CWELCC agreement over another five-year term. Ad-
dressing this challenge is essential to maintaining afford-
ability and system stability. The federal government has
been aware of this funding shortfall since the start, so we
both knew we had work to do together to deal with this
issue.

Ontario has successfully negotiated a one-year exten-
sion to the CWELCC agreement that secured over $3.6
billion in federal CWELCC funding for 2026-27. This
represents a $695-million increase to Canada’s initial
offer.

While the one-year extension does not solve the
funding shortfall, it will sustain the system for the coming
year. This means that parents’ fees in CWELCC-enrolled
programs will continue at their current levels with an
average of about $19 a day, through to the end of 2026,
and it gives the broader child care sector and Ontario
families much-needed stability while we continue to work
with Canada on a fair and sustainable longer-term agree-
ment.

The Chair (Mr. Tom Rakocevic): Ten minutes re-
maining.

Ms. Denise Allyson Cole: Thank you.
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Our focus now is on securing the best possible agree-
ment for Ontario families; one that ensures child care is
affordable and delivers more spaces and workforce stabil-
ity.

Today, we’re here to talk about the recently released
report from Ontario’s Auditor General, which has provid-
ed a snapshot of our progress under CWELCC so far,
while also highlighting areas for improvement.

Through the first half of this year, our team worked
very closely with the Office of the Auditor General to
support their review. Involving numerous conversations
and hundreds of supporting materials, this was an inten-
sive but important process—one that will support our
ongoing implementation of CWELCC and help to inform
plans going forward.

We thank the Auditor General and her team for the
recommendations, many of which support our own con-
cerns and will be useful when we’re talking to the federal
government about the future of CWELCC. I'm very
pleased to say that we already have work under way that
will address several of the Auditor General’s recom-
mendations.

You will have noted that many of the recommendations
point to the need for more data and analysis to ensure that
our policies are having the intended results. As I men-
tioned, the child care system in Ontario is large and
complex, and one of these complexities is that the funding
is administered by municipal service managers. This means
that the Ministry of Education does not have access to all
the data it needs to manage the system effectively.

With respect to these recommendations, we’re very
excited about our new digital tool. While the tool will
provide a more streamlined and modern service for fam-
ilies, it will also enable us to collect data on barriers to
access, wait-list trends, fee subsidies and, in future phases,
assist with monitoring workforce data. This initiative is
about creating a more equitable, stress-free digital experi-
ence for families, while establishing greater provincial
consistency across the province. The tool will collect key
information that will inform future planning and help to
resolve many of the issues identified in the report.

1500

On fee subsidy enrolment: As more families enrol in
more affordable CWELCC spaces, it is natural that the
need for the fee subsidy will decrease. As the Auditor
General’s report notes, there are many reasons for this.
CWELCC is making child care more affordable in general,
so the need for the fee subsidy is decreasing. It could also
be, where parental contributions are close to CWELCC
fees, families may not want to go through the trouble of
applying anymore, or any of a host of other reasons.

All to say, that is why the Auditor General’s report
recommends that the ministry gather data and analyze the
root causes for the decline in enrolment for children whose
families are receiving fee subsidy. The new digital tool
will help us do just that.

The ministry also recently released a discussion paper
to municipal service system managers, or SSMs, on fee
subsidy. The paper, which was released in October, out-

lined five proposed child care fee subsidy policy changes
and three additional areas of exploration for feedback from
municipal service system managers.

One area of exploration, in consultation with our muni-
cipal partners, is looking at existing or considered prac-
tices that promote or prioritize child care access for fee
subsidy families. Responses from service system man-
agers will inform future policy decisions, as well as the
design of the new IT solution for child care and early
years.

The Auditor General’s report also made some recom-
mendations around addressing Ontario’s child care work-
force shortage and better monitoring workforce strategy
targets and outcomes. In June of this year, the ministry
updated its workforce supply-and-demand model, which
showed Ontario is currently exceeding the number of
qualified staff required under the agreement by 6%.
Starting in 2024, the ministry doubled funding for the
qualifications upgrade program to support more applicants
in obtaining an early childhood educator diploma, register
with the College of Early Childhood Educators and reduce
student financial burden, prioritizing applicants living or
working in francophone, First Nations, Métis and Inuit
communities.

We’re also beginning to see promising workforce trends
following the release of the workforce strategy invest-
ments. Applicants for early childhood education college
diploma programs and registration with the College of
Early Childhood Educators have increased by more than
25%, which will result in more registered early childhood
educators in the system. The ministry is continuing to
collect and analyze available data to gauge the continued
impact of the workforce strategy on wages, recruitment
and retention in the sector.

Building on this work, Ontario is advancing two initia-
tives under the workforce strategy, focused on empower-
ing municipal service system managers to collaborate with
community partners and implementing creative and equity-
focused strategies to strengthen recruitment and retention
of early childhood educators.

The first is the Innovation Fund, providing one-time
funding in 2026 to municipal service system managers to
develop local solutions through partnerships with employ-
ers, schools and community organizations.

The second is the 2026 ECE Promotional Fund, a time-
limited initiative with funding for service system man-
agers to promote the value of careers in early childhood
education, raise awareness, attract talent and build an
inclusive workforce.

The ministry will take further action to address the
remaining elements, including working with our munici-
pal and federal partners to strengthen the system for fam-
ilies and the sector.

In closing, I want to say that high-quality child care
supports healthy development of kids by fostering cogni-
tive, social and emotional growth. It is the start of their
early childhood education and the foundation for success
in their learning and academic journey. We know that
parents and caregivers rely on access to affordable child
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care. It is especially critical to supporting women’s work-
force participation and is a key component for economic
productivity.

The ministry accepted all the auditor’s recommenda-
tions, and even though the report was released only eight
weeks ago, we’re already making major progress. We
remain committed to delivering an early learning and edu-
cation system that achieves measurable impact, supporting
more than two million students and half a million early
learners while strengthening the child care workforce,
ensuring that public investments will be directed toward
outcomes that improve learning, expand access and create
lasting value for Ontarians.

Thank you again for the opportunity to speak with you
today, and we look forward to your questions.

The Chair (Mr. Tom Rakocevic): Thank you very
much. This week, we will be proceeding in the following
rotation: We begin with government members, followed
by the third party, followed by the official opposition, in
20-minute blocks.

We are now beginning with the government side. Who
will begin? MPP Firin, you have the floor.

MPP Mohamed Firin: I’d like to thank Deputy Min-
ister Cole and her team for their presentation.

My question is, in the Auditor General’s report, there’s
a lot of emphasis on improving data quality and consist-
ency. We know the ministry’s work on that has already
begun. Could you talk about some of the early improve-
ments you’re seeing as the work gets under way and how
those improvements are supporting planning across the
province?

Ms. Whitney Wilson: Whitney Wilson, director of
early years. Thank you.

The development of the new digital tool is under way.
It is a long process to make a tool like this. It is going to
be quite transformative for the sector. As of right now, we
are doing early work to design and implement the system.
The outcomes that we are going to talk about today are
really longer term.

Once that system is implemented, we will see a much
more seamless experience for families. They will be able
to go to a single provincial access point to access child care
and early years programming. We will see a more equit-
able experience. Right now, families, when they are
accessing child care across the province, depending on
where they’re located, may have access to some tools
within the municipalities. Others may not have those.
They may be dealing with paper-based processes. So we
will see something that is much more equitable for
families across the province.

There will be significantly less burden both for families
and for operators. So right now, you can imagine that a
parent looking to add their name to a wait-list is going to
add their names to multiple wait-lists. Each of those
operators might have different processes for adding your
name, maintaining your name on the wait-list, then those
operators have to maintain those lists when people come
into their program or move into a different program and
they have to remove them. So the new system is going to

do a lot of that automatically and significantly reduce that
burden both for families and for operators.

It will also reduce and streamline a lot of the reporting
that is currently done by operators. As you can imagine,
there is reporting that is done to the municipalities; there
is reporting that is done to the province. All of this is going
to be streamlined within the new digital tool, which will
allow those operators to spend that time with children in
their centres.

It will also increase the amount of data available to the
province. So I think, as you’ve seen in the Auditor General
report, there are a lot of things that we do not have data on
currently, and that really impedes our ability to plan at a
local and provincial level. So by implementing the new
digital tool, we will be able to get a bigger picture of the
full province and the data—in terms of socio-demographic
data, planning data—and it will allow us to be a little bit
more planful in terms of where we are placing spaces and
how we are moving forward with some of the work that
we’re doing.

In terms of short term, I think we are seeing a lot of
input from operators and families. We’ve done extensive
consultations so that those parties that are going to be most
impacted by the system are informing the design and will
ultimately have a better outcome when we implement.

The Chair (Mr. Tom Rakocevic): MPP Darouze.

MPP George Darouze: Chair, through you: Thank you
very much to the team for being here to answer our com-
mittee’s questions.

One thing that stood out for many of us was how differ-
ent the wait-list information is collected across the regions.
People often ask why the numbers look so different
depending on where you live. Can you share how the
ministry is gathering and interpreting that information in a
consistent way and how that will eventually help guide
planning for new spaces?

1510

Ms. Whitney Wilson: Based on the region, there are
different ways that data is collected. Some municipalities
and service system managers will collect it under a central
wait-list for their region. In other regions, there is no
centralized wait-list, and different operators maintain their
own wait-lists and have their own processes.

The demand changes across the province. You have
areas with different populations, different demands, so
you’re going to see that in the numbers, but there are also
going to be different processes for how it’s collected. The
way that the new digital tool will improve things is that
there will be one single access point in the province to
access all wait-lists. It will essentially centralize the wait-
lists, so you will be able to see a unique demand. Right
now, the province doesn’t have a good sense of how many
children are actually on wait-lists because families will put
their names on multiple wait-lists, and those wait-lists
aren’t cross-referenced with each other. So even if we
were to ask every operator in the province to provide us
their wait-lists, we would still have no sense of the unique
names on those wait-lists.
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Through the new system, we will have a real, true sense
of the demand across the province that will help us plan. It
will also help us in conversations with the federal govern-
ment to share what that demand looks like and what the
funding needs to be to accompany that demand.

Ms. Holly Moran: Hi. I'm Holly Moran, assistant
deputy minister, early years and child care division.

One thing I wanted to add as well is that it’s part of the
complexity of the system. Those wait-lists are not man-
aged provincially; they’re not managed municipally.
They’re managed largely at the local level. At the moment,
the ministry only has capacity to do a point-in-time
evaluation of what a wait-list might look like and only do
that through a collection of that information across. So we
don’t have that accurate, ongoing sense of what the
demand looks like, which the new system will give us.

MPP George Darouze: Thank you, Chair.

The Chair (Mr. Tom Rakocevic): MPP Cooper.

Mrs. Michelle Cooper: Thank you, Deputy Minister
Cole and your entire team for being here today and for
your presentation.

We hear from municipalities and partners that they
work hard to provide accurate information, but every
region, as you said, has its own systems. How is the min-
istry supporting municipalities to move towards more
consistent reporting while modernization continues?

Mr. Matthew DesRosiers: I’'m Matthew DesRosiers,
director of funding.

While the SSMs do have a legislative goal in the plan-
ning, the funding, the administration and even, in some
cases, the operation of child care in Ontario, there really is
some benefit to standardizing a lot of the things in a centre
that happen. So while we continue to work on all the good
things that Whitney and Holly talked about, we’re also
trying to standardize the collection of financial informa-
tion that we’re getting through our new cost-based funding
system.

As part of the accountability framework for that, we’ve
issued pretty extensive guidance out to all of the SSMs on
the data that we need them to collect to allow them to do
the accountability work that they need to ensure all the
costs that are being incurred by the operators are actually
eligible. It’s allowing the SSMs to do their accountability
checks but also allowing us to gather the same information
from all of the operators through those SSMs so that we
can also do an evaluation of the program as well. So
there’s lots of extensive guidance out to them. We’ve also
provided them with reference spreadsheets, for example,
that they can use if they need to do that.

To that end, the guidance is specifying the data they
need to collect from the licensees and various specific
details. It’s also what they need to use while reviewing
those submissions. We’ve given them guidance on what
they need to compile if they’re doing year-end reconcilia-
tions and what they have to provide to us as well when
they give us regional-level data. I think that, collectively,
is really going to help us in the first instance while the
digital tool is being built.

Mrs. Michelle Cooper: Thank you.

The Chair (Mr. Tom Rakocevic): Further questions?
MPP Rosenberg.

MPP Bill Rosenberg: Thank you, Deputy, for your
presentation and your team for bringing us up to date on
all the newest information.

When we have spoken with operators and municipal
partners, a lot of them have mentioned the one-year
extension and the increased federal funding, especially
because it reflects Ontario’s long-term position that long-
term sustainability needs to be part of these discussions.

From the ministry’s perspective, what does this exten-
sion make possible in terms of continuing that work and
preparing for the longer-term agreement?

Ms. Whitney Wilson: As you know, the ministry’s
collective child care agreements were set to expire on
March 31, 2026. There are three child care agreements that
that impacted: the Canada-wide Early Learning and Child
Care Agreement, the early learning and child care infra-
structure agreement and the Early Learning and Child
Care Agreement. In February, the federal government sent
us an offer letter that fell significantly short of what it
would have taken to continue the program and fund it as it
currently is, and to simply maintain the terms of the
current agreement. From there, as I think the deputy
already mentioned, the shortfall—the $10-billion short-
fall—was not a surprise. This was something that was
communicated—

The Chair (Mr. Tom Rakocevic): Ten minutes re-
maining.

Ms. Whitney Wilson: —at the beginning of the agree-
ment and throughout, and at program review.

So the extension, as it is right now, gives us more
stability. It gives us another 12 months of negotiation, it
keeps fees at the current average of $19 a day and it allows
us to have further conversations with the federal govern-
ment, prioritizing more spaces, prioritizing further
workforce investments and having the conversations that
we need to have to ensure that we have a longer-term
agreement that allows for a sustainable program.

Ms. Denise Allyson Cole: I'll add to that as well.
Although the agreement does not expire until March 31, it
was really critical that we get the extension from the
federal government now because municipalities are on a
calendar fiscal year, so as of January 1, they would’ve
been out of money. So that was why it was critical for us
to get the extension now, even though the agreement does
not expire until March 31.

MPP Bill Rosenberg: Thank you, Deputy.

The Chair (Mr. Tom Rakocevic): MPP Smith.

Mr. David Smith: Thank you, Deputy Cole, for your
presentation. It seems like a well-greased machine here.
Everybody seems to be stepping in and answering some of
the questions.

Communities grow in very different ways across On-
tario, and we see that some areas can move more quickly
than others when it comes to adding new child care space.
Could you speak to some of the approaches of partnership
that have been especially effective in helping regions bring
new space online?
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Ms. Holly Moran: Thank you for the question. I'm
happy to take that.

When we looked at the opportunity that 86,000 net new
child care spaces presented to the province, we wanted to
make sure that we were lifting up access in areas of the
province that historic market-driven child care had left
behind. So we did an extensive review of the access
ratios—how many spaces per child—right across the prov-
ince, and we started out with targets that were stretch
targets for many of those most-underserved communities
in the province. We pushed them as far as we could to try
and lift them up to where they were in other areas.

The two examples that I typically use were, at that point
in time, Oxford county, at the low end of the spectrum with
a 16% access rate, in sharp contrast to other areas of the
province like Halton region or York region, where access
was closer to 50%. So we took those most underserved
communities—we also factored in some socio-economic
and socio-demographic factors—and lifted up areas where
they were the worst served in the province. They were
stretch targets for a number of those areas, and with only
a year left to get those spaces on board, we had to
transition and do it a bit differently.

But maybe, Whitney, I can ask you to fill in some of the
other pieces there.

Ms. Whitney Wilson: Yes, absolutely. The service
system managers have their own approaches in terms of
how they request bids for proposals for things like spaces
and how they consult. They are required, as part of
CCEYA, the legislation, to have service system plans, and
part of those plans is a requirement to consult on a regular
basis, to post their directed growth plan once they actually
have done that consultation and they’ve used some of the
tools available to them—whether that be early develop-
ment instruments, census data—to identify areas of need
in their neighbourhoods, and they then have to post those
plans publicly so they are available and so that operators
are able to see where there is going to be prioritization of
space creation.
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From there, when they are allocated spaces, they go
through that process. But across the province, those pro-
cesses would vary based on the region and the request for
bids that they have and the process they have for con-
sultation.

The Chair (Mr. Tom Rakocevic): MPP Dixon.

Ms. Jess Dixon: Thank you, all. The AG noted that
some of the centres are operating below full capacity, and
we know from people in the ridings that sometimes they
think that means that there isn’t a demand for it. But we
also know that the reasons are actually a lot more complex
than that. What are some of the factors that you are seeing
that help explain why that capacity looks different from
community to community?

Mr. Matthew DesRosiers: I can take that one. Maybe
just to help differentiate a couple of terms here, the
operating capacity and utilization are slightly different
things. A centre might have a licensed capacity, which is,
under regulation, how many spaces they are actually allowed

to operate as long as they stay in the terms of the
regulation. Let’s say they have a room licensed for 15
toddlers—that 15 toddlers is the licensed capacity.

For various reasons, as you alluded to, it may be at a
very local level there isn’t sufficient demand. It may also
be, though, that the operator, due to the local labour
market, isn’t able to go and find sufficient staff or suffi-
cient qualified staff. So if they’re only able to find two
staff for that room, then they would only be able to operate
with about 10 of those toddler kids.

On top of that, not all the kids may be there all the time,
so they might have vacancies due to, again, very local
demand issues or maybe because kids are moving in
between rooms, so they might only have eight children
actually in the seats. So we can see a very big difference
between operating and utilization, as well as with their
licence.

Through the pandemic, we saw a very significant drop
in the utilization rates. Enrolment went significantly down.
We have been recovering since the pandemic. The differ-
ence between the operating capacity and that utilization
rate has been maintained. What’s happening is that the
operators are starting to operate more rooms and they’re
starting to get more staff. Part of that can be due to the
workforce strategy that has been spoken about, but there
are, yes, a lot of potential reasons why.

We also see a really big difference in that between the
age groups. The spaces for the very young kids have
recovered; it’s in that kindergarten space where we see a
bigger difference. That could be due to split shifts, where
it’s harder to go and actually hire staff who want to work
those shifts.

Yes, it’s lots of reasons. We don’t have enough data to
know for sure, but it is recovering, which is, I think, prom-
ising.

Ms. Holly Moran: I think one of the other things that
we need to think about is that, as the price goes down, it
also becomes less of a loss for a parent not to bring that
kindergarten-aged child. If one parent is able to pick them
up early from school, they may do that because they are
not losing their space. It’s only $10; it’s not like it was,
$100, pre-CWELCC. We would have to enter in and
correct for some of those types of behaviours.

No child care room, either, is ever fully occupied all of
the time. It’s not like a school-based cohort where all of
the children age up at the same time. Children, as they age
and developmentally mature, often are moving between
rooms, so a child care operator will necessarily keep some
spaces vacant so that those children can transition in a
comfortable way: two days in this room, three days in this
room and switch the next week, that kind of thing, to help
those children move through the programs properly.

As well, those little ones are ill quite frequently.
There’s a lot of communicable diseases going on. A little
bit of pink eye can wipe out a room on you. There you go.

Ms. Jess Dixon: Thank you.

The Chair (Mr. Tom Rakocevic): Okay. We have one
minute and 30 seconds remaining.

MPP Firin.
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MPP Mohamed Firin: The new financial reporting
template is expected to give a clearer picture of how costs
actually work on the ground. What benefits do you expect
it will bring in terms of supporting consistent oversight
and helping identify what drives costs across the regions?

Mr. Matthew DesRosiers: Yes, I’ll take that one. I
think, again, as we were saying, standardizing things is
going be very helpful, especially in this regard. Again, as
part of that accountability framework that we’ve set up,
we do have this new standardized financial report. It is
going to give us a lot of information. Cost-based funding,
which is the new funding approach, is still in its first year,
and I think as good public servants we want to make sure
that we’re continuing to monitor, through that collection
of good data, both the financial and the operating data. We
want to make sure that we can continue to look at the
parameters of that program and make sure that they are
still appropriate.

So, in the cost-based funding program, we have bench-
mark allocations, and they’re largely built up of relatively
broad categories of costs. We have program staffing,
supervisors, operations and accommodation all totalled
into a global budget—

The Chair (Mr. Tom Rakocevic): Oh, sorry. We’re
out of time.

We now move on to the third party. MPP Fairclough,
you have the floor: 20 minutes.

Ms. Lee Fairclough: Thank you all for being here.
Deputy Cole, it’s good to see you, and I can sense the care
for this program that all of you have, actually, in your
responses.

I’ve got a few different topics that I hope to cover, but
I am going to start with the cost and the program funding
overall. In the most recent announcement about the
extension of the federal funding, the government indicated
that additional funding was provided to the province in
order to maintain the fees at $19 per day, and this is just
for one year. You’ve talked about the urgency around this.

I guess my first question is, has the province abandoned
the goal of $10-a-day daycare, or is that what we’re still
working towards?

Ms. Denise Allyson Cole: I think it’s fair to say that
it’s an aspirational goal, but we’ve been very clear to the
federal government that if we are going to meet that goal,
they need to come to the table with more money.

Ms. Lee Fairclough: Okay. I guess, if that’s the case—
you know, I look at the provincial contribution in figure
10: The federal government is contributing 58% of the
$4.99 billion. If I'm doing my math correctly, the province
is contributing to 2.6%, and then there’s the shortfall,
which presumably is going to land with parents. Has there
been, at any time in this, where the province has consid-
ered contributing a little bit more to make this more
manageable for families? Maybe I'll start with that ques-
tion, and then I have a follow-up.

Ms. Holly Moran: Sure. I’'m happy to take that. On the
broader funding arrangement and where the shortfall
comes from, maybe I can back up just a little bit. I think
all of the members are aware that we didn’t sign this first

agreement until almost the very end of the first year. So,
what that did for the province was take that full year of
revenue and push it into the next four years. Effectively,
the government was able to make the agreement work,
because we were taking five years’ worth of revenue and
spending it in four, which increases the annual spending
power that you have.

The second thing that the government did was amortize
our space creation. I’m imagining that you’re going to
have some questions later about 41,000 out of 86,000
spaces coming on board. The sooner those spaces come on
board, the longer have to pay for them. So that funding
shortfall was such that we had to amortize those spaces, so
the majority of the spaces come on in the last year of the
agreement, because that gives you the shortest period of
time to spend on them. Those are the two ways that we
made the current funding work.

When you renew that agreement, it’s a fiscal cliff for
both agreements. We both knew, walking in, that there
was going to be a $2-billion-per-year gap to achieve the
goals of the agreement—just sustain, no more growth, no
more wage increases for our ECEs, nothing else new, just
to sustain.

So, when we get there, the other thing I want to talk
about in terms of the spending in the space: As Whitney
mentioned at the front end, there are currently three federal
agreements in this space. There’s the ELCC agreement,
there’s the CWELCC and there’s an infrastructure agree-
ment. In addition, there’s a significant amount of provin-
cial spending that operates outside of those three pro-
grams. So, when you think about early learning and child
care at the global or even pan-Canadian level, it’s about
that zero-to-six space before publicly funded school
becomes mandatory for families, and that early learning
and what everything does.
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Our province is one of only three that spends for full,
two-year, publicly funded kindergarten for every family
who needs it. When you think about that, if those children
also required full-day care under CWELCC, as they do in
some other provinces, the gap would be significantly
larger. So there’s a massive provincial contribution there
in that space.

The other thing that Ontario does is we prioritize
schools first as a setting for child care programs. We
continue to build purpose-built child care into every new
school in the province, which is a big investment for us.

We’ve also harmonized our licensing regulations so
that those classrooms that the children are in from 9 a.m.
until 3 p.m. can be used for the before- and after-school
programs as well. All of those physical site requirements
are the same.

Ms. Lee Fairclough: [ understand the argument, which
is that you’re saying there is a certain amount of this that
is funded for junior and senior kindergarten and, currently,
you’re not using any other federal transfer money for early
learning to offset any of those costs. Is that right?

Ms. Holly Moran: Exactly, yes.
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Ms. Lee Fairclough: Okay. And then, in other prov-
inces where they have been able to make the $10 a day
work, can you just talk to me about what you know about
why they’ve been able to achieve that and why we have
not been able to? Have you exchanged ideas with them on
that?

Ms. Holly Moran: I think that was one of the points in
the Auditor General’s report, to continue to work with the
federal government to understand what leads Ontario to be
one of the highest-cost provinces and what other provinces
have done to be able to make that work. That’s an area
where we have continued to participate at the federal-
provincial-territorial tables to try to understand what is
behind it. It’s not an area where the federal government
has shared a lot of information, and PTs tend to be a little
bit hesitant about that as well.

Whitney, I don’t know if you have anything to add in
that area.

Ms. Lee Fairclough: I think it’s okay, if that’s okay.

I guess my next question, then, is in those other juris-
dictions, if they don’t have junior and senior kindergarten,
are they using this program to cover the year that those
kids would be in junior kindergarten?

Ms. Holly Moran: Yes. If they don’t have full-day
kindergarten, this is the program that they would have
access to.

Ms. Lee Fairclough: Okay. That’s interesting, actual-
ly. That kind of leads to some other questions.

Mr. Matthew DesRosiers: [ might just add something
as well. While we don’t necessarily know the cost details
of the private businesses outside of our own jurisdiction in
the other provinces and territories, we can see from, say,
Statistics Canada data that, prior to CWELCC, fees in
Ontario were by far the highest. They were about 30% to
40% above the national average, so we had a lot more
distance to go in terms of getting down to the federal
targets. That’s going to be true for some of the other
provinces and territories that haven’t reached $10 a day.
They were already higher. So the ones that were closer to
$10 to begin with can use that money for other things that
we just don’t have the capacity to do here.

Ms. Holly Moran: I think the last piece that I would
just add is, the federal approach to funding doesn’t take
into account cost of living in the province. Ontario receives
the same dollar per child as Newfoundland, Prince Edward
Island and other provinces get, and it disregards that
differential in the costs, differential in leases, differential
in wages, differential in cost of food—all of those things.

Ms. Lee Fairclough: Do they do that because of scale?
Recognizing you’ve got smaller populations in lots of
areas in Newfoundland, that’s going to cost more as well
per kid. So does it kind of balance out when you’ve got the
super-high density that exists in Toronto that gives you
some level of efficiency to open those daycares?

Ms. Holly Moran: I don’t know that it actually creates
any efficiency. I think it’s a long-standing federal policy
across social programs that they demographically allocate
the funding. They do a base allocation which would

advantage those where costs are more efficient, and then
it’s a per capita allocation on top of that.

Mr. Matthew DesRosiers: I might just say on top of
that too that that makes sense if you’re not also setting a
target at the end of the day. So if the goal is just to make
things cheaper, then there could be an argument that it’s
fair to do it this way, but if you’re trying to say, “But here’s
the target that everyone has to hit,” then you start to have
to take into account where we are starting from, and the
feds didn’t do that for this agreement.

Ms. Lee Fairclough: Okay. But you couldn’t comment
on—proportionately, relative to other provinces, do you
think we as a province are contributing our fair share in a
similar way to this program? As we said, the total program
is $4.99 billion. In other provinces, my sense is that they
are taking on more of a share, recognizing the kindergarten
part. But just overall, do you feel Ontario is contributing a
similar amount to the goals that we’re trying to achieve in
this program than other jurisdictions would be?

Ms. Holly Moran: My comment would be that Ontario
is contributing more when you’re looking at the zero to six
space. Over the same time period as the current CWELCC
agreement—so 2021-22 to 2025-26—Ontario is investing
about $28.5 billion in high-quality early learning and child
care. This includes $18.4 billion in full-day kindergarten
for four-year-olds and five-year-olds and $10.1 billion in
provincial early years and child care investments. That
includes the Ontario Child Care Tax Credit, which puts
more money in the pockets of families, allowing them to
claim up to 75% of their eligible child care expenses,
including services provided by child care centres, homes
and camps. So that total investment of $28.5 billion over
that same period of time significantly exceeds the federal
investment in this case.

Ms. Lee Fairclough: The majority of that is junior/senior
kindergarten, and presumably every province has kinder-
garten—one year of kindergarten. I think that’s what you
just said. Anyway, I won’t get into the details of the
numbers, but I feel like we’re putting a lot of weight on
the kindergarten investment versus these early year invest-
ments and what the provincial government is actually
contributing to the earlier years.

Ms. Holly Moran: So full-day kindergarten is an early
years investment.

Ms. Lee Fairclough: Full day, yes.

The Chair (Mr. Tom Rakocevic): Under 10 minutes.

Ms. Lee Fairclough: Okay. Thank you. I’ll move on.

My next question will go to the—actually, I’d like to
maybe talk a little bit about the new spaces, how we’re
allocating where those new spaces go and the steps that
we’re actually taking to make sure that the access rate in
higher-need areas is still met. It’s my understanding there
was a change in policy to make sure that we tried to hit the
targets, but we didn’t necessarily consider some of the
equity needs as well. Could you just maybe clarify that for
us?

Ms. Holly Moran: Sure, absolutely. When the agree-
ment was signed in 2022, we did take a look at what the
access rates looked like, and I mentioned in response to an
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earlier question that we were dealing with quite variant
access rates, from as low as 16% in Oxford county to a
high of 51%, 52% in York region.

What we did was, we looked at the historic patterns of
growth: What does it look like in that area of the province,
that region? How quickly have they been able to grow in
the past? We looked at socio-economic factors—Ilike how
many single-parent families there are, what the franco-
phone population was, what the Indigenous population
was, how many low-income caseloads were in that par-
ticular region—and we made adjustments to boost for
those vulnerabilities within that area. So access was a
primary; the secondary was a boost around the vulnerabil-
ities. We left those targets—

Ms. Lee Fairclough: But that’s been sustained; that
hasn’t changed.

Ms. Holly Moran: The vulnerabilities have been sus-
tained—

Ms. Lee Fairclough: If we go back to the francophone
access etc., none of that has changed?

Ms. Holly Moran: Absolutely. It’s all still in place.

Ms. Lee Fairclough: Okay.

Ms. Holly Moran: At the point in time last—when did
we do recalibration? In May?

Mr. Matthew DesRosiers: It got updated at the end of
2024, and then we did recalibration in March.

Ms. Holly Moran: We recast the targets in March with
about a year left to go in the agreement because, at that
point in time, we didn’t have an interest in leaving any
federal money for new spaces on the table. We wanted to
make sure that we were capitalizing on capacity to grow.
So if you were in a lower-access community and you
failed to hit your stretch target, then those spaces were
reallocated. We did ask every municipality, every service
system manager, “What have you committed? What is
available? What is actually real?” at that point, and we
gave them those spaces. Where there hadn’t been commit-
ments related to space creation against those targets, those
were redistributed.

It was a fairly small redistribution in the province, with
most receiving what they had asked for. I would say
there’s still an access problem in the province. We don’t
have sufficient demand. If you look at the Quebec system,
which has been in place for 30 years, demand has levelled
out at about 59% for the access rate. Provincially, we’re
much lower than that. Even in York region, where they
have the best access, 50%, it’s below 60%. There is still
an access problem that is being met through these spaces.
I think it was our own Financial Accountability Officer
who identified we would have had to have 200,000 more
spaces in order to reach the demands of the province.

Ms. Whitney Wilson: Maybe I can add on top of that:
Before and after recalibration, all of those spaces were still
subject to the directed growth plans. So even though the
spaces maybe had some additional census data on the front
end to make sure that they were targeted to low-access-
rate areas, both before and after, they still had to be aligned
with those directed growth plans that were targeting those
vulnerable populations.
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Ms. Lee Fairclough: Okay. And just to really confirm:
It’s still a principle of the ministry that you’re ensuring
new spaces are added in the areas of highest need? Need
is a major factor?

Ms. Holly Moran: Yes.

Ms. Lee Fairclough: Yes? Okay. Thank you. So, then,
the next thing is really about the vacant spaces. There were
some numbers that were included in the report around the
43% that remain vacant, if I’ve got that right. Let me just
bring it up—yes. So 43% of all centres are operating below
their licensed capacity of 80%, and 80,500 spaces weren’t
utilized.

My big question on that is really—I mean, you com-
mented earlier that we used the funds. We only had four
years to use the funding we got, and then we used it up a
year faster, and then we still had a number—like, 27% of
spaces—that weren’t utilized in that time. So I'm still
trying to understand how we used up the money so
quickly, and how we used it up early when we still had so
much not being utilized.

Mr. Matthew DesRosiers: So again, I think, on the
utilization: Part of it is vacancies; part of it is just that the
kids aren’t there.

Ms. Lee Fairclough: We still pay? There is still money
given even if those spaces aren’t filled?

Mr. Matthew DesRosiers: Yes. If you think about the
fact—under a cost-based approach, which is how we now
fund, if [ have to go back to my toddler room and I have
15 licensed spaces, if two kids don’t show up, I still have
to pay for the staff person to cover the other three kids out
of their five. I still have to pay for the rent. I still have to
pay for the heat to be on, and the food and all of those
things. To stop that, | have to then say to that staff person,
“Go home,” and now three other kids have to go home and
they can’t receive the care. So we’re still covering the
costs that are associated with providing care, but if the
space is vacant, the operator is still incurring those costs.

Ms. Lee Fairclough: But if we then go back to this
whole question of—we know demand is way more than
what we have access for. I mean, I hear this in my
constituency office all the time, actually. It’s a very, very
common issue in Etobicoke—Lakeshore. I’'m still puzzled
how we can’t fill those spaces. Maybe somebody can just
talk to that.

Mr. Matthew DesRosiers: Go ahead, if you want to
jump in.

Ms. Denise Allyson Cole: Actually, I’ll come to you in
a minute.

Part of it is the workforce challenge. That is really driving
some of the vacancies that we’re seeing across the prov-
ince. The workers just are not there in the numbers that we
need. Ontario is the only jurisdiction that has the college,
so registered early childhood educators. So that’s one of
the biggest drivers we’re seeing.

Ms. Holly Moran: I think you might also remember an
article a year or two ago around the YMCA in the GTA
who had closed an infant room. This really underlines for
me what the issue was with the workforce at the time. An



P-110

STANDING COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ACCOUNTS

8 DECEMBER 2025

infant room has a staffing ratio of three to one, so one adult
for every three infants in the room. If you have a staffing
shortage and you can serve 15 toddlers with two staff or—
I can’t remember the ratio for preschool, but 26 kinder-
garten with two staff. They closed that infant room to free
up the staff that they had available to serve more children
in other rooms. So that can also be part of what was
happening as we see those workforce numbers increasing.

The Chair (Mr. Tom Rakocevic): Two minutes re-
maining.

Mr. Matthew DesRosiers: The other thing I just want
to say, and that I think we sometimes forget: System-wide
demand far outpaces supply, but it’s not a monolith system
delivered by one; it’s thousands of businesses in 6,000
sites. In very hyper-local places, these markets, you might
not have the demand. A very rural, remote area might not
get the same demand, especially for a specific age group.

So yes, it is true that, overall, the demand is very high;
it is possible that specific centres just don’t have the
demand for the spaces that they’re licensed for.

Ms. Lee Fairclough: But you did say you’re allocating
based on need, right?

Ms. Holly Moran: Yes.

Ms. Lee Fairclough: Which presumably would match
what you know about that, right?

Mr. Matthew DesRosiers: Right.

Ms. Holly Moran: There are two things in terms of—
if you back the clock up, when we first signed the
agreement, what we did was, we wanted stability. So, of
those centres that were there based on market trends in the
past, all of them were invited to enrol in the system—

Ms. Lee Fairclough: Right.

Ms. Holly Moran: —and 92% of them said yes. So
wherever they were and whoever they were serving, they
were enrolled in the system. The growth spaces have been
allocated based on that more government-driven need for
program vulnerability and access rates in the area. So these
municipalities will target those needs—

Ms. Lee Fairclough: Those areas.

Ms. Holly Moran: —that have been underserved.

Ms. Lee Fairclough: What do you think is the best
incentive in this whole program to make sure those spots
are filled?

Mr. Matthew DesRosiers: Yes. There’s probably a
couple of things—

Ms. Lee Fairclough: Because they get paid either way,
right, from what I’m hearing?

Mr. Matthew DesRosiers: Yes.

Ms. Lee Fairclough: That’s what I thought—

Mr. Matthew DesRosiers: We may have to come back
to this and spend a lot more time on it—

Ms. Lee Fairclough: Yes.

Mr. Matthew DesRosiers: There are a couple. There
is the additional workforce strategy to try and get these
spaces operating in the first place. There’s also a number
of things on the growth side. Under the cost-based funding
approach, there are growth top-ups that understand that the
costs are different in each of the different SSMs and are
there to act as a multiplier to create a better incentive for—

The Chair (Mr. Tom Rakocevic): Okay, thank you.
We’re out of time.

Mr. Matthew DesRosiers: —places to expand.

Ms. Lee Fairclough: We can come back in the next
round. Thank you for that.

The Chair (Mr. Tom Rakocevic): Okay. We now
move to the official opposition. MPP Armstrong, you have
20 minutes.

Ms. Teresa J. Armstrong: Thank you very much. Earlier
today, a very wise woman said that what gets measured
gets managed, and that was the Auditor General who said
that. The reason I think that I’m having a lot of questions
about this program is because a lot of things weren’t
measured, to your own admission, right?

My first question is—and I want to thank you, by the
way, for the work that you do because I’'m sure it’s not an
easy file to navigate. So, thank you for what you do and
what you have done so far.

The report reveals that child care enrolment for lower-
income families receiving the subsidies has decreased by
31% compared to 2019, and I just want to ask what the
government is doing to address the reasons for this decline
and to ensure subsidized families are not being left behind.
Can you share what families are reporting with regard to
the challenges to accessing the subsidized spaces due to
the increased demand for child care?

Mr. Matthew DesRosiers: I’ll jump in on this one a
bit. I think this is one of those areas where gathering
additional data is one of the things that we really do need
to do. I think there’s been a little bit of confusion on this
topic, in the press at least. There are many reasons why the
pure enrolment number of fee subsidy recipients might
have increased, some of which are good. It is an income-
tested program where the thresholds haven’t changed and
so it’s possible just that people’s incomes are going up and
they no longer qualify for the program or qualify for less.

Another part of it is that, as prices have come down,
thanks to CWELCC, that income-tested parental contribu-
tion that determines eligibility will have become tighter as
well. That means less families by the parameters of the
program now need a fee subsidy. That’s true even though
the parental contribution was cut by 50% as well through
CWELCC to try and make it easier, so that people on fee
subsidy also received the benefit of the CWELCC
agreement.

Given prices have come down—I think as the deputy
said earlier—it could also be that the incentive to apply
isn’t as strong anymore, right? Because the fees them-
selves, without going through all the paperwork—in some
ways, invasive, and you have to go and show what your
income is—you can just go and pay the lower fee. That’s
also a good reason. Also, as prices have come down for
children aged zero to five, it could be that some SSMs have
turned around and said, “Well, now, let’s go and support,
with more subsidies, the kids who are six to 12 who also
need support on their fees.”

I think the last reason that I can think of, and which was
I believe mentioned in the Auditor General’s report, is that
as demand has increased, it might just be more difficult in
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general for people to get access, and that’s why we’re
seeing much longer wait-lists in some areas.

So lots of potential reasons, and we don’t have suffi-
cient data at this point to give a solid answer to that
question. Part of that is because we don’t deliver the fee
subsidies—the SSMs do—we don’t have that relationship
with the families.

Ms. Holly Moran: That might be an area to explore a
lot more. In particular, we have heard that wait-lists are
burgeoning across the province. We have not heard from
our service system managers who manage the fee subsidy
program that the wait-list for fee subsidies is burgeoning
across the province.

1550

Durham region, which I was speaking to last week, for
example, has shared that they have eliminated their wait-
list, so it’s—

Ms. Teresa J. Armstrong: For subsidies?

Ms. Holly Moran: For subsidies. It’s an interesting
phenomenon to explore as we get into it, but as Matt
mentioned, there are obviously lots of reasons that have
changed the characteristic of that fee subsidy caseload.

Ms. Teresa J. Armstrong: Yes. That’s a very interest-
ing topic that needs to be delved into more thoroughly, and
making sure for people who need access, who want that
subsidy, it’s available, etc.

My next question is, how many child care spaces has
the government created—and I want to ask about profit
versus non-profit, and does the ministry track if those new
spaces being created are used for vulnerable and under-
served populations?

Mr. Matthew DesRosiers: As of June 2025, which is
the latest data we have available, as the deputy said earlier,
we’ve created 41,000 net new spaces towards that target.
We do track whether they are in for-profit or not-for-
profit. I just don’t have the number in front of me at the
moment.

Ms. Teresa J. Armstrong: Is it possible to ask for that
information? May I ask for that information following
up—

Ms. Holly Moran: Whitney is doing that.

Ms. Whitney Wilson: I’'m pulling it up.

Ms. Teresa J. Armstrong: It can be sent later. You
don’t have to do it now.

Mr. Matthew DesRosiers: We do look at that. I think
one of the things to remember: We had a baseline of spaces,
which was in March 2019. The COVID-19 pandemic
obviously had a very significant impact on the sector. The
number of centres went down temporarily and has been
recovering since the deal was signed.

When open enrolment came around in 2022, we did
have that 8% of the sector saying, “We don’t want to be a
part of this program.” That represented about 23,000 or
24,000 spaces. That meant that our 86,000-space target
just goes up by that amount, so those will have to be
covered as well as part of the growth.

We have been making progress. It was a little bit behind
what we had originally planned, but that’s because we had

originally planned for everyone to be in the program. We
didn’t anticipate 8% not being involved.

We do see this recovery, I think, through the recali-
bration exercise that Holly was mentioning. We have
really focused on trying to have spaces grow where there
are proponents ready to go, where the SSMs have commit-
ments made or were very close to making commitments,
so that we can really maximize the likelihood that we hit
that 86,000 target.

Ms. Teresa J. Armstrong: I just want to clarify: The
information I was asking for is how many new spots or
spaces were created that are for-profit versus non-profit,
and then, of those, which ones were allocated for subsidy
as well, if that’s something that you can provide.

Ms. Whitney Wilson: I can speak to that. As of our
most recent preliminary data, it’s 74% not-for-profit of the
full system and 26% for-profit. We don’t track, within
that, who is eligible for fee subsidies.

As Matt mentioned, the program is delivered through
service system managers. That is something that, through
the new digital tool, we will be able to track more closely,
but we don’t track it currently.

Ms. Teresa J. Armstrong: The next question I had was
the government’s limitations on creating not-for-profit
child care spaces—how does the ministry ensure that new
spaces are added in those areas of the highest need? Do
you try to help non-profit operators build new spaces? And
I say that because there is something in the Auditor
General’s report about how Ontario has one of the highest
costs of child care, and we’re trying to figure out what
those differentiation variables are. When we look at a for-
profit structure compared to a non-profit structure,
sometimes there is—maybe the cost of the CEO or the
person running the facility, or a bonus at the end of the
year.

That’s where my question comes from. Do you hear
about the limitations that not-for-profits have, and what do
you have to encourage them to build more of those spaces?

Ms. Holly Moran: I would start off by saying that
Ontario, as we all look at what costs the system more, has
one of the highest proportions of not-for-profit child care
in the country.

We only behind Northwest Territories, Nunavut and
Saskatchewan. Just about every other province has a ratio
closer to 50-50, and Ontario has been at 70-30 for a trend
that’s extended past 10 years back. So that’s one of the
things that we already have. In our agreement, we agreed
to maintain that proportion of 70-30, and other provinces
are now more restricted in their for-profit growth than we
are.

Ms. Whitney Wilson: Maybe I'll speak to also support
for infrastructure for not-for-profit. One of the agreements
that we mentioned earlier was the ELCC infrastructure
agreement. The initial agreement that was announced
about a year and a half ago was $135 million. That targets
not-for-profit community-based spaces. Those spaces are
for space creation, which means that they’re also aligned
with the directed growth approach.
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Signing the extension most recently also enabled us to
sign another year of infrastructure funding, which is
another $66.8 million. Those supports go directly to not-
for-profit organizations to help them create space, which
in some ways was a challenge for not-for-profits who
maybe didn’t have the same relationships with their bank
or access to loans and will help enable some of that space
creation.

Ms. Holly Moran: And Matt can also speak to the
limitations on the funding.

Mr. Matthew DesRosiers: The other thing [ was going
to add, too, was just, again, through the new cost-based
funding approach: If we think back to prior to this, for
2022 to 2024, we had a sector where fees had been frozen,
which meant that everyone’s profit margin or surplus
margin—whether you’re for-profit or not-for-profit—was
also frozen. That put a huge proportion of the sector into a
loss position.

The Chair (Mr. Tom Rakocevic): Under 10 minutes
remaining.

Mr. Matthew DesRosiers: That’s one of the reasons
why we wanted to move to this cost-based approach—
which, also, we can get into this more if we want to, but—
that provides the same sort of margin in lieu of profit and
surplus to not-for-profit versus for-profit. So, it gives the
not-for-profit sector a lot more certainty about how much
funding they’re going to be getting, and that they will be
getting a return that they can reinvest in child care as well.

Ms. Teresa J. Armstrong: Thank you. In last year’s
budget, the government estimated they would spend about
$222 million in capital spending on child care. Does that
figure ring a bell?

Ms. Holly Moran: I think that’s capital for the school-
based program.

Ms. Teresa J. Armstrong: The school-aged? Okay,
and—

Ms. Holly Moran: School-based, purpose-built child
care program. Sorry. I’m the wrong ADM for that one.

Ms. Teresa J. Armstrong: Okay. And I have a figure
of what was spent. Out of that $222 million, $187 million
was actually spent. So the government, during their vital
years of CWELCC, on the rollout for 2022 and 2023, they
didn’t spend 80% of its capital allocation. That’s what I've
got, in so far as numbers. In 2023 and 2024, the govern-
ment estimated the $222 million, but you actually spent
$109 million over three years. That left $156 million
unspent on child care capital. I just wondered why that
capital wasn’t spent, and if that capital was spent, how
many more spaces could that money have created?

Ms. Denise Allyson Cole: Our ADM of capital is not
here today, so is that a question we can get back to you on?

Ms. Teresa J. Armstrong: That would be great. Yes,
perfect.

Time-check, please?

The Chair (Mr. Tom Rakocevic): You have eight
minutes left.

Ms. Teresa J. Armstrong: Okay. One of the things
that we were talking about is wait-lists, and you have a
digital company coming on board etc. I ask, because the

government said that it’s just been, I think, eight weeks
since the report. You’re moving rather quickly. I need to
understand how the RFP—the request for proposal—was
put out, their expertise in this field, and are they using a
model like the long-term care? The long-term-care wait-
list model for technology and digital performance has been
around for quite some time. Are they recreating it? Or can
they use that model going forward that’s a tried and true
method?

Ms. Whitney Wilson Thank you for the question. The
new digital tool, and the work towards the new digital tool,
has been ongoing for a couple of years now—two years—
although it is noted in the report that we are doing work
very rapidly on it. We are following Ontario’s service
design playbook, which requires us to follow certain
phasing: pre-discovery, discovery, alpha, beta, live.

The RFP that you’re referring to has closed as of
November 20, so I am subject to Ontario’s directive on
procurements. I can’t speak to that specifically.
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But the design work, which I had mentioned earlier, has
been informed by, now, almost a year and a half of consul-
tations with the sector, with services to managers, with
families. It is encompassing a number of different access
points, so families will have public-facing access, service
system managers will have access, operators will have
access and the ministry will have access. It’s a very
complex system, but the design work is going through the
appropriate phases, as per that playbook, and has been
informed by a number of pieces of consultation in design.

Ms. Teresa J. Armstrong: I hope it’s as successful as
the long-term-care one, because sometimes when you
create something, there are a lot of bugs.

The other question I had is: What was the cost of that
digital contract? And are those costs going to be transfer-
able to operators, or is the ministry going to have that as a
separate allocation of spending that you’re incurring, as
opposed to relaying that back to the operators?

Ms. Whitney Wilson: I can’t speak to the specific funding
because of the procurement directive. No one has been
selected, so that’s not public-facing information. But it is
something that is considered as part of our CWELCC
agreement in terms of the funding.

Ms. Holly Moran: In our CWELCC agreement, we have
a clause that permits us to spend up to 10% of the alloca-
tion on ministry administration. We are spending far less
than 10% on the new digital system. I think it’s probably
closer to 1% to 2%.

Ms. Whitney Wilson: I can just say also that as part of
signing that agreement, we had committed to enhancing
our data collection, so this has been something that has
been a discussion between ourselves and the federal
government as well.

Ms. Teresa J. Armstrong: I hope I can squeeze one
last question in. I know you guys have secured an exten-
sion until December 2026 for the agreement. My question
is—the data that the Auditor General mentioned in her
report is not going to be available, from your own
admission, until 2028-29. How are you going to secure an
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extension of an agreement if you don’t have the data that
you need in order to establish a foundational funding
request from this new extension agreement?

Ms. Denise Allyson Cole: Just a point of clarification:
The extension is March 31, 2027.

Ms. Teresa J. Armstrong: Oh, 2027? Okay. Still,
we’re a year behind in the data piece. So if you’re going
to start negotiating for March 2027 and you’re not getting
your data until 2028-29, how is that going to affect your
negotiations and what you are going to ask for in funding?

Ms. Whitney Wilson: We’ve been quite creative and
supported by our service system managers. The lack of
data is across Canada, so it is not unique to Ontario
necessarily. We are hoping to have very rich data in the
next few years, but as of right now, we do have things like
our operator survey. That is an annual survey that collects
data. We use that data to inform things like our annual
report, which we post publicly. That data has supported us
throughout negotiations thus far, including getting that
additional $695 million. But we do hope that the more data
we have, the more robust a conversation we can have, both
with them and within our own planning discussions.

Ms. Holly Moran: In addition, a lot of the data does
exist at our service system manager level. We are using
them to collect data. I think we do it quarterly at the
moment. It would be much preferable to have it in our own
hands at source, but at the moment, we’re collecting it
backward with them.

Ms. Teresa J. Armstrong: Is Ontario the only prov-
ince that has service system managers?

Ms. Holly Moran: Yes.

Ms. Teresa J. Armstrong: Have you looked at that
model, as to whether or not that’s effective? Because if
other provinces are able to achieve $10-a-day child care
and you’re doing it differently, is there an extra cost with
differentiation? Is that possible?

Ms. Holly Moran: I think in Ontario, certainly the size
of our system and the complexity of it dictates that those
service system managers are necessary. One of the useful
points of data that Matt has come up with: The entire
population of children from age zero to five in the prov-
ince of PEI is equivalent of the population of children age
zero to 5 in the neighbourhood of East York in Toronto.

I think there was a choice made years before I started
here that municipal administration was going to be more
efficient than expanding the size of the Ministry of Educa-
tion to manage a system that size.

Ms. Denise Allyson Cole: If I could just add to that,
many of the service system managers in the municipalities
deal with other social services as well, so it helps to drive
that life-course approach to service delivery.

Ms. Teresa J. Armstrong: So that is something that
you saw as effective. The other question I had was, do all
municipalities have service system managers?

Ms. Holly Moran: No.

Ms. Teresa J. Armstrong: How are we going to facili-
tate getting those if we’re looking at proper allocation of
spaces in the future?

The Chair (Mr. Tom Rakocevic): A minute and a half
remaining.

Ms. Holly Moran: There are 47 service system man-
agers in the province. For upper-tier or single municipal-
ities, those are the consolidated municipal service man-
agers, and any unorganized areas in the north, those are the
district social services administration boards. Each of
those bodies creates agreements with the municipalities
that are underneath that structure. So everyone is repre-
sented. They may be represented by their service—they
may be the service system manager or they may be repre-
sented by the service system manager.

Ms. Teresa J. Armstrong: Okay. No further questions.

The Chair (Mr. Tom Rakocevic): We move to the
final rotation of questions, beginning again with the gov-
ernment side, for 20 minutes, beginning with MPP Darouze.

MPP George Darouze: Thank you, Chair. Through
you: I know we talked a little bit about the profit and non-
profit, but in some parts of the province, we understand
most of the available spaces are for-profit operated. Within
our ministry, how can we work with the federal rules
around not-for-profit and for-profit space creation and still
meet our local needs and demand?

I know we did talk about it mostly, but [ want from the
perspective of our agreement with the federal government.

Ms. Whitney Wilson: Yes, absolutely. Maybe I'll say
the agreement has evolved a little bit. At the very
beginning, we had 70-30 split which, as Holly mentioned,
is some of the most restrictive ratios in Canada in terms of
the allowances for for-profit or not-for-profit.

Throughout, when we were doing space allocations and
recalibration, we did hear that there were some challenges
in terms of space creation with respect to auspice con-
straints, and each of those municipalities with service
system managers were given targets for their own auspice.
Throughout, we did have conversations with them about
what that looks like, whether they needed more flexibility,
and through some of our action plans, which are the plans
we negotiate with the federal government in terms of our
progress and where we’re going next, we were able to
negotiate a bit of flexibility, so the language changed to
“working towards the 70-30 split” in terms of auspice, and
that’s to ensure that, if we needed to, we could arrange for
some flexibility to make sure that space creation happens
by the end of 2026.

From there, we continued to talk to municipalities,
asked them to come forward if they needed that flexibility,
and we’ve been working with them where it looks like
their individual flexibility needed support. Then, from
there, when we did negotiate the extension, we were able
to change some of the language to redefine how auspice is
currently applied within the system. Right now, it’s con-
sidering the whole system instead of the CWELCC system,
which doesn’t make a ton of sense because those other
spaces are existing outside of CWELCC, and so now we
have a little bit more flexibility to work with if we need it.

Right now, the spaces are almost completely allocated
to operators in order to be built by the end of 2026. I think
we’re monitoring the situation, but we have achieved some
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flexibility and I think we’ve struck a really good balance
in terms of that space creation and making sure that not-
for-profit continues to be prioritized and part of the
majority of the system.

Ms. Holly Moran: Maybe I can just add that when we
started, as we mentioned, we did know that we had regions
across the province with higher for-profit and some with
much lower for-profit, so in setting their original individ-
ualized targets for for-profit versus not-for-profit, we did
set them individual targets.

SSMs where 70% to 90% of their spaces were currently
not-for-profit were going to be asked to maintain that
distribution. Then we had SSMs where less than 70% of
their spaces were not-for-profit; they were asked to
increase their proportion of not-for-profit by 5%. In the
SSMs where 90% or more of their current spaces were not-
for-profit, they were given the opportunity to relax that a
little bit. So we were trying to create a bit of levelling
throughout the province.

Even with that individualized approach, we did see—
and I’m sure you’ve read ministers’ letters in the past
about regions like the regional municipality of Peel where
they were turning away applications for 2,000 more spaces
in what’s known as a child care desert in the province
simply because those applicants had a for-profit status. So
they’re missing their space targets and turning away
applicants who are going to be able to be ready and open
to serve families simply because they were for profit.
1610

MPP George Darouze: That was my concern as well.
Thank you very much for the clarification.

The Chair (Mr. Tom Rakocevic): MPP Cooper.

Mrs. Michelle Cooper: Family circumstances vary
widely, and the way the fee subsidy works can look very
different depending on income, local availability and
family needs. What kinds of information is the ministry
collecting to better understand how families are using the
fee subsidy program and how that will support planning
going forward?

Ms. Whitney Wilson: I think Matt has spoken, too, a
little bit, in terms of how fee subsidy access might differ
and how those circumstances might change. Fee subsidy
will be a priority under the new digital tool. We will be
collecting that information. We’ll also be really reducing
the amount of burden families currently have to go through
in order to get fee subsidy at a local level.

Matt had mentioned earlier that one of the deterrents for
accessing fee subsidy might be that paper-based process
or that additional step in order to get additional fee
subsidy. So under the new digital tool, we’ll be looking at
things like automated income verification—really stream-
lining that process so that families will have access to fee
subsidy if they are entitled. We will be able to more closely
monitor that access, that enrolment and the application in
order to inform our planning.

Ms. Holly Moran: And the paper thing you men-
tioned?

Ms. Whitney Wilson: Yes. I can also say, because we
have that system under way but it is going to take us some

time, we have done some early work in terms of a program
review of the fee subsidy program. There was a white
paper written and shared to service system managers
recently that we are now reviewing to determine if any
additional policy changes need to be made with respect to
the program. That might look like things like the different
eligibility criteria; right now, things like reason for care or
the need. So we’ll be taking a look at that, and that will
also inform some of the design of the system as well as,
potentially, early changes to the program.

Mrs. Michelle Cooper: Thank you.

The Chair (Mr. Tom Rakocevic): MPP Rosenberg.

MPP Bill Rosenberg: Thank you, Chair and Deputy.
Coming from the north and representing 56 small com-
munities, I know affordability pressures look completely
different across the province. What are some of the key
cost factors the ministry is watching closely as it continues
working to maintain stability for families?

Mr. Matthew DesRosiers: I think one of the benefits
of the new funding approach, which is cost-based, is that
we are actually trying to look at all the actual costs that are
being incurred. When we were designing that system, we
went and gathered a lot of financial data from the sector so
that we could do all the statistical work that we needed to
basically design the system and come up with the bench-
marks that made the most sense and were appropriate.

What we’ve been able to do is also look at how those
costs differ from different parts of the province as well.
Once we actually go through and calculate what the sort
of provincial-level benchmarks would be, we then apply
them to estimated costs that we have from the cost data for
each of the operators in each of the regions and can say,
“Where are the costs actually different?”

So what we’ve been able to do is introduce something
called geographic adjustment factors in the cost-based
funding approach. What that does is it says, instead of
thinking about the whole province and all the costs that
might occur in Toronto versus somewhere else, let’s
actually look at what the cost structures look like in each
in each area.

We have 13 groups of SSMs across the whole province.
Those are largely based on Statistics Canada’s economic
regions. What we can do is now say, “Let’s move a
multiplier up or down in the system, where we’re going to
get about 50% of the licences within each of those regions
below those benchmarks and 50% above to try and get a
more regional sense of what the actual costs look like.”

As we continue to gather new data through the stan-
dardized financial report that I spoke about earlier, we’re
going to start to be able to drill down a little bit as well into
whether the parameters we’re using are actually appropri-
ate given those costs. So on a program-staffing side, instead
of having just the one set of data, we can go and say,
“Okay, what are the employers paying? What are the
government supports that are included? What are the
statutory obligations that they have, like CPP or EI? What
are the benefits they’re providing?” And we can start to
see how appropriate those things continue to be going
forward.
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Ms. Holly Moran: I can also take that from the afford-
ability perspective of the family. So we know that child
care fees varied right across the province when we started
as well. And if you think backwards to the beginning of
the program, the deputy spoke about the first step being a
25% rebate.

The example that I had been using in terms of the most
affordable child care in the province at the beginning was
actually Manitoulin-Sudbury, where a kindergarten-age
child was spending the least amount per day in the entire
province, in comparison to an infant in the city of Toronto,
where the highest fees were. If you think about that initial
25% rebate, that provided immediate affordability to those
families up in the north.

The next step was a 50% reduction in fees at source for
the same family from that same originating starting point.
And now, as we’ve introduced a fee cap of $22 a day, it
significantly benefits the parents of that infant in the city
of Toronto; it maybe benefits those in Manitoulin, Sud-
bury and Algoma less because their fees were that much
closer to the floor at the beginning. But they’re not paying
a $19-a-day average. They’re paying less than that, so we
do have a significant number of families who are paying
less than $19 a day—

The Chair (Mr. Tom Rakocevic): Under 10 minutes
remaining.

MPP Bill Rosenberg: Thank you very much.

The Chair (Mr. Tom Rakocevic): MPP Smith.

Mr. David Smith: We’ve heard from municipalities
and operators that a new funding model brought more
predictability for many programs. Could you expand a bit
on the kind of improvements or stabilization effects you
are seeing as the model rolls out?

Mr. Matthew DesRosiers: So I can definitely take this
one. The design of the new approach—the cost-based
funding approach—was really based on sort of three key
principles that we had heard through really extensive
stakeholder consultation. Those are that it be as simple and
easy to administer as possible, that it could be applied
consistently across the province, and that it would be
representative of how child care is actually delivered in
Ontario on the cost associated with doing that.

I think one of the benefits of the way it was designed is
also that it provides a lot of transparency and predictability
to operators, and I’'ll give you maybe a couple of ex-
amples.

The first is because of the structures of the approach,
operators can now know in advance basically what the
total eligible costs are that they can go out and incur. And
because it’s a global budget, it’s not a sort of line-by-line
approach; they have discretion to manage those costs and
run their business while covering those costs.

The other, which I hinted at a little earlier, is around the
guaranteed amount in lieu of profit or surplus in respect of
those eligible costs. So prior to this cost-based funding
approach, when we were doing what was called revenue
replacement, we did have a very wide distribution of profit
and surplus—both on the not-for-profit side on the for-
profit side—averaging about 4% margins, but, like I said,

with a huge chunk, about a third of the sector, in a loss
position, which is something that is just not sustainable.

So what we’ve done under this new approach is have a
formulaic approach to their amount in lieu of profit or
surplus that gives them a lot of stability and gives them a
lot of certainty. There’s a flat amount, a flat rate that gets
applied, on top of which we add another amount to recog-
nize that there are some risks, as well as a flat amount of
$6,000 to recognize that for small businesses, they typical-
ly have more risk, so this amount will mean more to them.
And what that does is it provides a narrower distribution.
It provides a higher average amount of return—for both
the for-profit and not-for-profit—that they can reinvest,
but it means that no one is in that loss position anymore.

So a lot more certainty, a lot more transparency, and I
think, because of the consistency, we now also see oper-
ators who are operating in multiple jurisdictions are basic-
ally getting the same kind of treatment from all of the
SSMs as they get their funding.
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The Chair (Mr. Tom Rakocevic): MPP Dixon.

Ms. Jess Dixon: As more of the financial information
comes in, how are you planning on using that data to keep
the funding approach aligned with the actual cost of
delivering child care in the different parts of Ontario?

Mr. Matthew DesRosiers: This is me again?

Cost-based funding is now in its first year. Obviously,
as [ said, as we’re good public servants, we want to make
sure that we monitor and make sure that the parameters
that we’ve put in place, based on the data that we did have,
were appropriate, and we’re going to continue to do that.

The benchmarks in cost-based funding: Like I said, on
the centre side, you’ve got program staffing, supervisors,
operations, accommodations—those all get put into one
sort of global budget because we don’t know exactly how
businesses are going to incur those costs and we give them
that flexibility to make sure they can run their business the
way they need to. We did gather lots of data. I think,
through the standardized financial report, we’re going to
continue to drill down and really make sure that we under-
stand what’s driving those costs in Ontario.

Like I said, on the program staffing side: What are the
wages actually paid, what are the supports, what are the
obligations, what are the benefits and things that are
getting paid, any other staffing costs—that will really
allow us to see analyze whether those benchmarks are
appropriate, make tweaks if they’re not and that’s regular.

I think we also want to see what some of the outcomes
of the cost accountability measures that have been intro-
duced are going to do as well and see what impact that has
on costs, as we try to make sure that there is some stan-
dardization where there can be, but there’s still enough
flexibility in the system to accommodate costs where
they’re not.

The Chair (Mr. Tom Rakocevic): MPP Firin.

MPP Mohamed Firin: Ontario is a big province with
a lot of different geography. How is the ministry incorpor-
ating the realities of urban, rural, suburban and northern
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communities into its conversations with municipal part-
ners as planning for space expansion continues?

Mr. Matthew DesRosiers: I was starting to answer a
little bit of this before. We do have those geographic
adjustment factors in place that do recognize the broad
impacts that geographic location can have on cost. We can
have differing regional rents. You might have different
local markets. Electricity costs might be different—food
prices etc. So what we’re trying to do with those geograph-
ic adjustment factors is make sure that that broad geo-
graphic impact is accounted for, but the way that the
system is set up with benchmarks and top-ups allows for
variation within that as well.

The other thing that we have, when it comes to growth
at an even more drilled-down level geographically, are
these growth top-ups. Again, if you’re a new operator, you
can see what the benchmark allocation would be, but
there’s then this multiplier that sits on top of it to give you
a little bit of extra funding to go and support that growth.
That looks at what the costs are, differentiated by each
SSM, so we can see, for example, in the Kitchener-
Waterloo-Barrie economic region, that the region of
Waterloo typically has more costs than the county of
Simcoe, for example. So that allows for an operator trying
to decide where they want to set up—they can see that the
higher costs that they might incur in Waterloo would be
accounted for if they set up there, or if they want to set up
in Simcoe, they would get less funding, but they can see
that in advance and they know.

The Chair (Mr. Tom Rakocevic): Two minutes re-
maining.

Ms. Holly Moran: The other thing I would say is that
the CWELCC agreement has entirely upended the market
for child care, particularly the directed growth strategy that
the ministry put in place.

If you think back to before CWELCC, a child care
operator, where margins are not large—people aren’t making
millions and millions of dollars doing child care—would
go to the neighbourhoods where there was sufficient
affluence to be able to guarantee that there were markets
for those high-priced child care spaces. So the Leslieville
and Riverdale neighbourhoods in Toronto, for example,
would be very popular places where you would see child
care density—Ilots of families, lots of means to pay.

When we entered the directed growth program, all of a
sudden, the money wasn’t there in Leslieville; the money
was now moved to more different neighbourhoods where
child care wasn’t typically marketable pre-CWELCC.

So now, as we’re funding it with the operating funding
and the directed growth strategy comes behind, that shifts
both for-profit and not-for-profit programs into those areas
where child care has been lacking.

MPP George Darouze: What’s our time?

The Chair (Mr. Tom Rakocevic): You have 40 sec-
onds remaining. Are you still continuing?

MPP George Darouze: Okay. We’ll move on.

The Chair (Mr. Tom Rakocevic): You’ll move on?
Okay.

Interjections.

Interjection: I’ll save the 40 seconds.

The Chair (Mr. Tom Rakocevic): All right, no prob-
lem. Okay, we are now moving on to the second and final
round for the third party. MPP Fairclough, you have 20
minutes.

Ms. Lee Fairclough: Thank you very much, Chair. I
just want to go back to a quick question on access and
francophones in Ontario. Can you tell me what the current
access rate for francophones is in Ontario and the number
of spaces relative to the francophone population?

Ms. Holly Moran: It will take us a moment to pull that
up out of our—it’s reported publicly, annually, in our
annual report. Whitney is going to be taking a look at that.

I do know, anecdotally, the access rate for francophones
tends to exceed the population rate for those children. As
we looked at it in the agreement, you’ll see in the agree-
ment our term was to maintain or improve our existing
access rate, because it does exceed that demographic. In
comparison to the anglophone access, the francophone
access is better.

It looks like it’s a small number; I think it’s around 8%.
I would have to check. Some 4% of the population
identifies French as their first language—I think we had it
at about 8% —and our agreement terms say specifically
that we should maintain or improve that.

So it’s not that we are behind in the francophone. As I
said earlier, we have an access problem right across the
province, whoever you are, whatever you are. But that, |
think, is actually in the annual report.

Ms. Lee Fairclough: That’s great. What are the meas-
ures that you take to ensure that the staff are French-
language speaking as well?

Ms. Whitney Wilson: Maybe I'll speak to, first, the
number of spaces. As of 2023-24, which is the most recent
publicly available data we have, it’s 38,402.

I can tell you, even though it’s not published, that we
have seen an increase to that for this year. We haven’t
publicly posted the number of spaces, but it has increased.
And then for bilingual it’s 8,291.

There are a number of ways that we support franco-
phone ECEs and recruitment and retention. Our most
popular program in terms of recruitment is the qualifica-
tions upgrade program. That is a grant program that
provides educational, travel and training grants. It does
prioritize francophone, First Nations, Métis and Inuit
individuals that apply. I think that since the inception of
that program, they’ve provided 29,000 grants.

That is one way to take folks that are already in the
sector—they might be director approved—and have them
build upon their existing qualifications so that they can
become registered. It also helps with their registration of
fees. That is one of our francophone-specific programs.

Ms. Lee Fairclough: Great. Thank you. I appreciate
going back to that.

Ms. Holly Moran: I can add a little bit onto that.

Ms. Lee Fairclough: Sure.

Ms. Holly Moran: The question was, how do we
ensure that the educators that are serving the families are
francophone?
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Each one of the SSMs is required to have a French-
language services plan as well, under the terms of our
transfer payment agreements with them. In those French-
language services plans, we measure their capacity to
serve the francophone population in their area, and if
they’re under capacity, they have to have measures to
improve.

The other thing that we do to support those programs
is—we understand there is a shortage of ECEs in the
province. In particular in areas where cultural or language
preferences are really part of the essential fabric of the
program, we have what’s called a director approval. If the
person doesn’t have an ECE degree, they can have essen-
tial qualifications that fit with the fabric of the program
and they have qualifications in other areas. Maybe they’re
an OCT; maybe they’re something else. They can be
director approved. We do see a higher proportion of direc-
tor approvals in francophone or cultural programs because
of the fabric issues in those programs.

So you will see that in the auditor’s report, in terms of
a conversation about director approvals. Director’s ap-
provals are also categorized under our regulation as
qualified staff.

As Whitney mentioned, we are at 66% over the target
in the agreement when you include those other qualified
staff.

Ms. Lee Fairclough: That’s great, thank you. I will
come back to some of those workforce issues.

I wanted to ask, again, about the deal that was negotiat-
ed; it was a one-year deal. I’'m also interested—you know,
there was a choice made to go very public about the fact
that there was no deal about a week before the federal
election. Parents all received notifications, and it was a
very public display of the fact that we didn’t have a deal
in place going ahead.

1630

I wanted to ask: Was that the advice given to the min-
ister by the bureaucracy, that that was the best strategy?
What other advice had you been given about getting to a
multi-year agreement with the federal government? It just
felt like interesting timing, and it put a lot of parents on
edge. As you’ve said, we had more than a year to still
negotiate that. I’'m curious if there was any other advice
given to the minister at that time.

Ms. Denise Allyson Cole: I’'m sure you’ll appreciate
that I can’t say publicly all the advice the ministry gives
the minister. What I can say is that in our conversations
with the minister early on, when he was appointed to the
portfolio, we did engage in conversations around the fact
that, unlike other jurisdictions, we would need to reach an
agreement sooner rather than later, because we’re the only
jurisdiction where our funding ends December 31 with
what we need to flow to the municipality.

We also have a regulation—and Holly can correct me
here if I get all the details—that requires us to communi-
cate and set the rate in regulation publicly as well. So we
were very conscious of the clock ticking. The minister is
the kind of person that believes that parents should have
certainty and that parents should have some predictability.

You asked a question early on about the $10 a day, and
the reality is, given where things are right now—as I said
earlier, it’s an aspirational goal and it’s going to be a
stretch for us to get there. I can’t speak for the minister,
but I think it’s fair to say that it was around giving parents
some transparency and certainty, and giving operators
some transparency and certainty as well.

We also had been asking at that point in time for the
federal government, that we really need to get to the table.

Ms. Lee Fairclough: Okay. I just thought it was
curious timing. We were a jurisdiction that was almost a
year later than most in signing, and then we used our funds
up faster than other jurisdictions as well.

Ms. Denise Allyson Cole: None of that was a surprise
for the federal government. We talk to them just about
every single day, it feels like that—

Ms. Holly Moran: [/naudible] negotiations of the
original agreement, in terms of how far the funding would
go in Ontario and what our plan was. We had to negotiate
the action plan; the action plan was quite clear about what
would happen in year four, in year five and in year six as
renewal.

Ms. Lee Fairclough: My next question really builds
off the comment that was made about how you had the
allocations in Peel—a real area of need. Mostly, providers
weren’t interested because, from their perspective, it
wasn’t paying enough. I was a little frustrated with the
answer, which is: We used to have a 70-30 split on the not-
for-profit versus for-profit. To me, this is wise use of
taxpayer money and programs like this, and the reaction
has been to say, “We need to renegotiate this to make this
viable for private providers.”

Some of you may know that I’ve worked in health care
all my life, and I’ve seen the same trend in health care,
where we’ll pay public hospitals a certain rate and then
we’ll pay private pharmacies, private clinics higher rates
because it’s the only way they’ll do it. But yet we still
expect our publicly funded, not-for-profit entities to be
able to make this work.

I kind of wanted to just come back to that issue: How
do you really get to a system that is making the best use of
public dollars? One might argue that this isn’t necessarily
the place for lots of profits. How are you balancing this as
you’re developing out the funding formula etc. that you’re
using? Because if [ heard correctly, it’s like, “We needed
to adjust because the private providers needed more
money.”

Ms. Holly Moran: No, no, no.

Interjections.

Ms. Lee Fairclough: No?

Ms. Holly Moran: Not at all. A unanimous no. I would
say, the funding—

Ms. Lee Fairclough: That was like, “Lee, no.”

Ms. Holly Moran: Are we on the record? Did we say,
“No”?

The funding formula actually is agnostic in terms of
whether you’re for-profit or not-for-profit. It’s based on
the operating capacity and the operational features of your
program.
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Ms. Lee Fairclough: So you haven’t raised the rates to
make it more palatable for private providers to be part of
this program?

Ms. Holly Moran: No, no, no; not at all.

Ms. Lee Fairclough: Is that true?

Ms. Holly Moran: Absolutely true.

Ms. Denise Allyson Cole: We’re agnostic.

The Chair (Mr. Tom Rakocevic): Ten minutes re-
maining.

Ms. Lee Fairclough: Have the rates gone up, though,
because of that issue?

Ms. Holly Moran: The rates of?

Ms. Lee Fairclough: The rates that we’re actually
providing to these daycares to participate in the program.

Ms. Holly Moran: The funding increases as—you
know, you can go ahead and take this. The funding in-
creases as the costs—I can’t think of the name of it—
increase as well, but it’s agnostic in terms of whether
you’re for-profit or not-for-profit.

Mr. Matthew DesRosiers: That’s right. So if the
question is, have the average rates provided for both not-
for-profits and for-profits increased under the system
relative to 2022, when they were largely artificially low,
as many operators we know had held their fees low to help
families through the pandemic—but yes. The average rate
we anticipate will be higher, but not by—it will be a few
percentage points higher, and it will be now at around 8%
versus at 4%. But one thing that we saw in the data was,
prior to the cost-based funding, the distribution of margins
was the same; the average was the same. So they were
already no differences there. We’ve maintained that.

So there is no bonus for a for-profit operator in this
versus a not-for-profit is what my colleagues are saying.

Ms. Lee Fairclough: Okay.

Ms. Whitney Wilson: Maybe I can clarify, though, in
terms of the auspice and how that flexibility was applied.
I think you can imagine that in a four-year program, there
are a lot of things coming online for the sector at once. One
of those things was the infrastructure funding that was
announced in 2023 from the federal government, but it
didn’t quite get to us—and, therefore, the SSMs—for
almost a year and a half later.

Around that time where we were asking questions about
the need for flexibility and the ability to meet targets, we
hadn’t fully funded—or flowed out—a lot of the infra-
structure funding, and that seems to have supported the
not-for-profit sector in terms of their ability to create space
and grow. But it’s really more about making sure that
we’re able to balance the need to create the space targets
that are built into the agreement and the capacity of the
sector to actually meet those growth targets and build.

So that’s the flexibility. We didn’t take Peel up on the
need for that flexibility, but because that was happening
around the same time, we needed to account for both
things.

Ms. Denise Allyson Cole: If I may, as I said, we are
agnostic on the profit versus non-profit, but I think it’s
important to point out that the majority of the for-profit
sector in Ontario are small operators, and I think 96% of

the for-profit market has only one or two sites. So we’re
not talking huge corporations.

Ms. Holly Moran: Generally, female-owned small
business.

Ms. Denise Allyson Cole: Yes, female-owned small
businesses.

Ms. Lee Fairclough: Okay, thank you. I’'m happy to
hear these answers, so it’s important to me that we use
taxpayer money to buy a service, and I don’t think there
should be differences regardless.

Ms. Denise Allyson Cole: Sorry, the other thing is—
because we’ve had this conversation as we’ve chatted with
the federal government—Ontario, as well, is the only
jurisdiction to have the regulated child care workers. So
when you look at the qualifications, whether it’s not-for-
profit or for-profit in Ontario, we have a pretty high stan-
dard.

Ms. Holly Moran: We have one of the highest stan-
dards in the country. I think we were in PEI together when
the Alberta government stated that their ECEs are
qualified with four months of post-secondary education
and ours have two years. Minister Dunlop’s head snapped
around at one point.

Ms. Lee Fairclough: I'm going to move on because [
think I’ve got six minutes. I just want—

Ms. Denise Allyson Cole: Sorry.

Ms. Lee Fairclough: No, no; that’s great. I'm very glad
we explored all of that.

So as of October 2024, 47% of the SSMs are using a
privately owned digital system called One Human Service
Network—is that true?—to provide a central platform for
parents to search for available child care spaces. Does the
ministry encourage SSMs to use this system?

Ms. Holly Moran: No.

Ms. Lee Fairclough: No? And Toronto is one of the
biggest cities in the province where they’re not using this
system. So you’ve not asked them to use that system.
1640

Ms. Whitney Wilson: No, we don’t direct them on how
to maintain wait-lists, and many don’t maintain a central
wait-list for an SSM at all.

Ms. Lee Fairclough: Okay, that was actually my next
question. Do you give any kinds of directives or guidelines
to them on how best to manage wait-lists and streamline
application processes?

Ms. Whitney Wilson: No. It’s very much directed by
the service system manager. Some of them decide to use
independent platforms to manage a central wait-list and
require that. Some do not have them at all. Some of them
only allow it for some operators. It varies greatly across
the province.

Ms. Holly Moran: Within our funding guidelines,
however—

Ms. Lee Fairclough: Can I ask a quick question, though,
just on the system? Because I think the Auditor General
has indicated that the ministry is actually working on
developing a website and it’s supposed to be completed by
2029, with implementation in 2027.
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Why is the ministry developing their own system, then,
when more than half are already using that other online
system? Are there going to be many more benefits of that
new system rather than using the existing?

Ms. Whitney Wilson: Yes, absolutely. The digital
tool—the implementation begins in 2026 for public-
facing, but the ability to search and apply and the wait-list
functionality would be 2027. The difference is that right
now, we don’t have a centralization of wait-lists. We have
some regions where each individual operator maintains
their wait-list. In some areas, they have a OneHSN-type
system. They use it differently, and there’s nothing con-
sistent across the province.

When we did our initial phases of discovery, we did
hear from families that it’s a very confusing system to
navigate. You can imagine that if you’re on the border of
an SSM, you’re going to be dealing with one huge system
or you’re also going to be looking at different operators
and their own individual lists. One of the things that we
heard was that there was a need to simplify the navigation
process.

The flip side to that is that we need to be able to collect
data consistently. Each of those systems, each of their
processes, individually collect different information and
look at different factors. We have no way to understand
unique demand across the province as a result.

Ms. Lee Fairclough: What will be the cost? Do you
have a dollar amount that will go into that system, unlike
the business case of just using something that—

Ms. Whitney Wilson: Unfortunately, because we’re
subject to the procurement directive and the RFP just
closed, I can’t share more about the cost yet.

Ms. Lee Fairclough: Okay—for a follow-up.

Ms. Holly Moran: What [ would add about the priori-
tization of wait-lists: We don’t give them direction in
terms of which system to use, but we do include in our
funding guidelines direction around which populations
within that list of fee subsidy applicants they might want
to prioritize. For example, women fleeing gender-based
violence, the caseloads for Ontario Works and Ontario
Disability Support and referrals from children’s aid soci-
eties are the list of folks who can be prioritized within that
existing fee subsidy wait-list.

Ms. Lee Fairclough: Okay, that’s great. How am I doing?

Interjection.

Ms. Lee Fairclough: I’ve got two more minutes. All
right.

I was going to ask about the RECEs. Maybe I will just
ask this one question because we’ve had some discussion.
The RECEs are supposed to be held accountable by a
professional college. Who holds the director-appointed
employees accountable?

Ms. Holly Moran: Maybe I can ask Karen to take this
one, in terms of the process for approving—

Ms. Lee Fairclough: Because there’s quite a number
right now in Ontario until we can train—yes.

Ms. Karen Puhlmann: Hi, I’'m Karen Puhlmann. I’'m
the director of the child care branch.

Staff that can be considered qualified under the min-
istry’s regulation are typically RECEs, as you’ve noted,
but they could also be, for older age groups, people that
have other education credentials: part of the Ontario
College of Teachers and those kinds of things.

But they can also be approved by a ministry director.
When [ say a ministry director, | mean one of our regional
managers that is out across the province that is licensing
managers. Really, director approvals provide child care
programs the opportunity to operate in situations where
they have been unable to do so. This might be because of
emergency absences, if there is a short-term absence
because of a parental leave or something like that. They
might have specialized program needs like Holly spoke
about. There are also things like a shortage of qualified
staff. So in terms of the oversight, when we approve those
folks, we—

Ms. Lee Fairclough: My question is who the over-
sight—sorry to jump in.

Ms. Karen Puhlmann: The oversight? Sure.

Ms. Lee Fairclough: The oversight for the people
making the decision to appoint them.

Ms. Holly Moran: They’re ministry staff.

Ms. Lee Fairclough: Right? As I understand it, the
directed, appointed employees—somebody makes that
choice. Who’s overseeing them to ensure we’ve got con-
sistent quality?

Ms. Denise Allyson Cole: At the end of the day, it’s
my neck on the platter.

Ms. Lee Fairclough: It’s what, sorry?

Ms. Denise Allyson Cole: It’s my neck on the platter.

Ms. Lee Fairclough: Oh, it’s yours. Okay.

Ms. Denise Allyson Cole: They’re ministry employ-
ees.

Ms. Lee Fairclough: They’re ministry employees. Okay.

Ms. Karen Puhlmann: Yes. But there is a comprehen-
sive process that we go through in order to make the
decisions. We look at registries to ensure that they haven’t
had any offences or anything, or any issues with the Child
Care and Early Years Act. We look at their educational
credentials. We look at—

The Chair (Mr. Tom Rakocevic): Thank you. We’re
at time.

We now move to the second and final round for the
official opposition. MPP Armstrong, you have 20 minutes.

Ms. Teresa J. Armstrong: Thank you. Ontario is one
of only two provinces that haven’t committed to imple-
menting a wage grid for child care workers, instead opting
for a wage floor. This was criticized at the time of its
implementation for being inadequate for attracting and
retaining staff needed to meet the CWELCC expansion
goals.

Now that the Auditor General has reported an estimate
that the province needs about an additional 10,000 RECEs
by 2026—1,500 more RECEs than the province estimated
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when the program began in 2022—will the government
commit to implementing a wage grid system that would
standardize and increase wages for child care workers
based on their qualifications and experience? Noting that
we are not a highly paid—we’re not one of the ones that
are paying our workers the highest nationally.

Ms. Whitney Wilson: Sure. Maybe I'll just clarify a
few pieces in there. The 10,000 number that is quoted by
the Auditor General is just RECEs. Right now, that does
not reflect the current complement of our staff in Ontario.
As mentioned before, we do have qualified staff, RECEs
and director-approved.

If you look at the 10,000 staff needed for RECEs, I
think that’s not a number that really matches the need in
the province in order to staff the spaces that we have. If
you look at the minimum requirements and the current
complement of ECEs and director-approved, we actually
do not need more staff. However, because we usually staff
above minimum requirements for things like vacation and
breaks and stuff like that, the number needed is actually
only 4,500.

After the implementation of the workforce strategy, we
have seen significant increases in terms of ECE college
diploma program applicants and enrollees—I think that’s
up 25%—and applicants for registration with the college
are now up 32%. So, in fact, I think we have a much
smaller workforce gap and trends that are showing a really
positive increase towards meeting that gap.

I apologize. There was a first part of your question that—

Ms. Denise Allyson Cole: I can take that.

I can’t speak on behalf of the government in terms of
what future direction the government may or may not take,
but we do continue to look at the compensation in the
sector and, as I indicated earlier, it will be going up again
January 1.

Ms. Whitney Wilson: Maybe if I can just add one more
thing to that: Since the introduction of the workforce
strategy, as of the end of 2024, the number of full-time
program staff RECEs earning below $20 has been reduced
by 99%. So one third of program staff RECEs in full-time
programs were earning less than $20 before the workforce
strategy, and that has essentially been eliminated with that.

Ms. Teresa J. Armstrong: I do appreciate that change
to the compensation. We did push for that quite a bit.

The wage floor for RECEs is set by the Ontario govern-
ment. As you mentioned, it was $24.86 and it’s going to
be increasing, you had mentioned—was it March or
January?

Ms. Denise Allyson Cole: January.

Ms. Teresa J. Armstrong: —in January to $25.86, but
the estimated hourly living wage necessary for the GTA in
2025 is $27.20. How does the wage floor ensure that
RECE jobs are well-paying when it does not even cover
the basic needs of our most populated region? And does
the wage floor attract or retain staff?

I’1l add to that, because I know that RECEs, when they
get into the field, actually leave quite quickly afterwards,

so retention is a big issue. I just wanted to get some
clarification on the fact that the basic needs in this area are
$27.20 for a living wage in the GTA and how the wage
floor doesn’t really meet that. How do you compare that
to attracting and retaining RECEs going forward for the
number we need?
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Ms. Holly Moran: Maybe I can start answering that
question and then I can turn to Whitney for the other
components of the workforce strategy.

The wages that were settled on in the workforce strat-
egy—the sector had long called on us to make parity with
the wages for the RECEs who are working in full-day
kindergarten classrooms and whose wages are set through
collective bargaining with the school boards that they’re
employed by.

What this second generation of the workforce strategy
did was put those starting wages on par with the collect-
ively bargained employees employed by our school boards
in the RECE category of the full-day kindergarten class-
room. So that also served to stem some of that retention
because what child care programs were finding was that
the natural exit opportunity for them was to go into the
full-day kindergarten classroom with a more manageable
workday and a better wage. So, by setting the wage floor
the same, we’ve at least taken a bit of a crack on one of the
drains in the system, which was within our own control as
well. I think the province is one of the biggest employers
of RECEs, either in school boards or in child care as we
go.

Many of these programs in child care earn in excess of
that wage floor because they’re collectively bargained. We
have a few municipalities who directly operate, and they
pay their RECEs much above that wage floor because of
the collective bargaining that’s been going on there. It is a
wage floor; it’s not a wage average. | think the average for
the wage-floor RECEs in the sector is much higher than
that, but when you can speak to the other components of
the program, there may be some of those spaces as well.

Ms. Whitney Wilson: Yes, absolutely. In 2023, we did
do some extensive consultations before we implemented
and developed a workforce strategy to make sure that it
was informed by the sector. I think we consulted with 61
stakeholder groups to get a sense of what was needed in
order to recruit and retain within the sector. From that, we
heard a suite of things, and we wanted to ensure that there
was a strategy that responded to that suite of requests, not
just wages.

We did hear that there was an important emphasis on
recruitment but that we had to fix kind of the leaky bucket
that you mentioned in order to make sure the sector
remained stable. From that, we did develop a workforce
strategy. It had a five-point plan that focused on better
wages and working conditions, so that was bringing the
floor up, aligning it with kindergarten, as well as imple-
menting and maintaining the professional development
day that is intended to ensure that there was ongoing pro-
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fessional development for RECEs, as well as other pro-
gram stuff. There was significant investment in support for
career laddering and entry into the profession. I had
mentioned earlier the qualifications upgrade program, so
really enhancing the base funding there to ensure that more
folks were getting grants to go and upgrade their creden-
tials.

We also expanded the ECE programs for private career
colleges and opened that up. There was a significant
investment in an innovation fund. That was to make sure
that there were locally driven decisions made about how
to recruit and retain staff on the ground in services to
managers. There was continued support for the dual
credits program. That is a high school credit program that
attracts high school students into some of these careers. |
believe there was an additional 180 students added to that
program in 2023-24.

There were some employer-centred reforms to ensure
that staff were really in the positions needed most and
some of the youngest folks had the RECEs where they
needed them, and building the profile of the RECE
profession—so we insitially intended a more province-
wide campaign that since has been broken down so that
there are locally driven promo campaigns to recruit and
retain staff within the regions.

We continue to participate in federal, provincial and
territorial engagement tables on workforce strategies. We
recently lead one on interprovincial and territorial mobility
and foreign credential recognition.

And then, on top of that, we continue to do monitoring
and assessment of the strategy. It has been actually only a
short time since the strategy has been introduced. We are
seeing, as | mentioned, significant impact, so reducing the
lowest wage earners by almost 99%. But as these things
come through and as they develop more, things like higher
applications to the college, things like higher applications
to the ECE programs—all of those will continue to come
to fruition and we’ll continue to monitor their impacts on
the sector.

Ms. Teresa J. Armstrong: I also introduced a bill
which didn’t pass through Legislature for committee. But
one of the things that you mentioned was that there was a
promotional campaign in that workforce strategy. Can you
provide an example of what promotional items the
government produced for their awareness campaign and
how much the government spent on the promotional
campaign? I ask that because I don’t recall seeing any, so
it would be interesting to find out that information.

The Chair (Mr. Tom Rakocevic): Under 10 minutes
remaining.

Ms. Whitney Wilson: The promotional campaign
funding went directly to service system managers so that
they could develop local promotional campaigns. That
was part of their most recent allocation. The workforce
strategy is staggered in terms of—I think we heard from
service system managers that they had a lot on their plate

in terms of implementation. So this is still something that
is in development.

One of the considerations for that was that there was a
national campaign being developed at the time as well, so
we really wanted something to complement at a local level
in terms of what the needs were. As we mentioned before,
some of those needs might be francophone ECEs. Others
might need Indigenous or First Nations ECEs. Because of
that, we went to a more local level, and so those will still
be produced over the next year.

Ms. Teresa J. Armstrong: Thank you. I seem to recall
that there was a couple of—in the first presentation, you
said that there was going to be a new initiative to provide
funding for promotional to SSMs. Is that the same initia-
tive that you’re talking—

Ms. Whitney Wilson: Yes, it is.

Ms. Teresa J. Armstrong: So it’s not a new initiative.
It’s the same initiative as in 2023?

Ms. Whitney Wilson: It’s the initiative under the
workforce strategy.

Ms. Teresa J. Armstrong: It’s not a new initiative,
though. It’s the same one as in 2023.

Ms. Whitney Wilson: The commitment was made in
2023. The funding was rolled out in the most recent
allocation.

Ms. Teresa J. Armstrong: Oh gosh, so it hasn’t—
okay. All right. Then I also want to ask if you can explain
what methods the government used to track and monitor
the RECE recruitment and retention, and what were your
findings.

Ms. Whitney Wilson: Sure. So we do have an integrat-
ed measurement framework. There are a number of factors
and pieces that feed into that. We do collect data through
the college of ECEs, things like the number of recent
registrations, the number of retirements. We collect data
through the colleges: the number of enrollees in ECE
programs, the number of graduates. We track through our
operator survey the number of staff in the sector. All of
those things come together to create a picture of where
there are impacts.

As we’ve mentioned, there’s a desire to have more data,
and as a future enhancement of the new digital tool, we
would definitely like to build in more workforce data
monitoring. But as of right now, those are really the inputs
we have in order to track that progress.

Ms. Teresa J. Armstrong: With your new digital tool,
do you have any new measures you might be considering
in order to enhance the workforce committee in 2023?
You’ve said you consulted with 61 stakeholders. I’'m
assuming you consulted with students and populations
that—maybe high school students. Did you actually talk
to people who would be entering into those or considering
doing that? Or was it at more of a high level, about
stakeholders and the workforce, as opposed to going into
high schools and saying, “Hey, this is an option, would
you consider that?” Was there any of that kind of informa-
tion collected?
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Ms. Whitney Wilson: We didn’t speak to high school
students. We spoke to a number of stakeholders. There’s—

Ms. Teresa J. Armstrong: Counsellors at high schools?
No?

Ms. Whitney Wilson: [ don’t believe so.

Ms. Teresa J. Armstrong: I’m just trying to think—

Ms. Whitney Wilson: We do have other divisions,
though, that track things like dual credit interest, that fed
into some of that work. But in terms of the consultations,
we spoke mostly to the college, the ECEs. They hear on-
the-ground information quite regularly in terms of people
that are interested in the profession, people that are coming
from other provinces and even internationally to the
college. We engage with child care associations as well as
those representing different interest groups, francophone
groups. I would have to get the full list of associations; it
was quite extensive in 2023.

Ms. Teresa J. Armstrong: Do you think your strategy
is working?

Ms. Whitney Wilson: Do you want to answer first?

Ms. Holly Moran: | was just going to say, the Associ-
ation of Early Childhood Educators Ontario was a key
consultant to the network for a strategy development, and
many of those—they represent that constituency of folks
who have gone through for the RAC career, and they have
that journey experience that informed the strategy. So I
would say, in terms of getting people who are looking at
this as a career profession and interested in what helped
them and what didn’t, those were all consultations that we
had.

Go ahead.

Ms. Whitney Wilson: I think we are seeing positive
trends that it is working—as I mentioned, more attraction
to the ECE programs and more registrations with the
college. We are hearing, anecdotally, a lot of interest in the
sector. Our QUP program, as I mentioned, has seen
surging numbers. They have to, essentially, close their
doors to say they’re at capacity. This is why I think it’s
very important to us that, as we going into future negotia-
tions, we continue to have conversations with the federal
government about additional investments to support the
workforce.

Ms. Teresa J. Armstrong: [’'m running out of time a
little bit and I just want to maybe ask: There was quite the
tragedy in September where somebody had a collision
with a vehicle through a child care centre in Richmond
Hill, and I understand there has been an announcement of
$20 million that the government is committing. The reason
I raised that is because when the incident happened, of
course people want action on that so that those things can
be prevented, absolutely. But it left a lot of operators
questioning where the money is coming from for these
measures that are going to be implemented. So that $20
million: Again, is that something that the provincial gov-
ernment is contributing to implementing those infrastruc-
ture pieces to avoid any further fatalities?

Ms. Denise Allyson Cole: I’'m just very conscious of
the time, and that question, I think, is out of scope from
the auditor’s reporting recommendations.

Ms. Teresa J. Armstrong: Okay. I’ll send you a note
and maybe ask that question.

Ms. Denise Allyson Cole: Okay.

Ms. Teresa J. Armstrong: And then, just out of time,
what are we looking at?

The Chair (Mr. Tom Rakocevic): Three and a half
minutes.

Ms. Holly Moran: [ think that one thing I wanted to
add in terms of “Do we know whether the workforce strat-
egy is working or not” is that we also are seeing that
operating capacity in the centres increasing. You can only
open those rooms if you’ve got the staff for them, and
RECEs are an essential part of each and every one of those
rooms. So if we’re seeing operating capacity increase, we
know that strategy is actually starting to retain more
workers.

Ms. Teresa J. Armstrong: Great. If we’re on the work-
force strategy, the composition of your advisory commit-
tee, what does that look like? What are some of the people
sitting at the table for that? And is that workforce strategy
like a public document that people can find a report as to
how successful it is? Not that I’m questioning your word
on the success of it, but it’s always good, if you have an
advisory committee, making it something publicly
reported, where people can see how it’s working. That’s
why I brought my bill forward, because I thought my bill
was way better, with stronger metrics. Is that something
that’s publicly available?

Ms. Whitney Wilson: The five-point plan was pub-
lished publicly. The reporting that we do across child care
is in our annual report. The elements of that are all listed
within there, the increases to QUP—that is publicly re-
ported on. It is not publicly reported on separately, though.

Ms. Holly Moran: You asked as well about the work-
force strategy, the minister’s advisory committee that went
into that. I do have a full list of members. I can use up all
your time doing that, if you would like, or we could—

The Chair (Mr. Tom Rakocevic): Two minutes re-
maining.

Ms. Teresa J. Armstrong: Does the advisory commit-
tee still continue to meet? Is it still an ongoing—

Ms. Holly Moran: It has not had a recent meeting. It
was struck originally for the implementation of the new
funding formula and the development of the workforce
strategy. It hasn’t been formally disbanded; it hasn’t been
reconstructed; it hasn’t been anything. It’s there. It hasn’t
met for a bit since those two big pieces were rolled out. Do
you want me to go through the membership?

Ms. Teresa J. Armstrong: No. | wouldn’t mind a list
of that. That would be great.

Are there plans to continually meet with the workforce?
Because if it’s a huge piece, we can build all the spaces we
want—and we know some of them weren’t being utilized
for different reasons, as we know—but if we don’t have
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the people delivering that service, it’s not going to work.
So are there plans to strengthen that workforce advisory to
continue its work, and also then report to the minister
maybe quarterly? I had suggested that in my bill, where
there is actually reporting to the ministry quarterly so that
things can be improved. It happens on an ongoing basis,
not a couple of years down the road, as we see with some
of the Auditor General’s recommendations about informa-
tion gathering etc.

Ms. Holly Moran: I do meet much more frequently
than quarterly with many of our stakeholders, including
the association for early childhood educators. Carolyn Ferns
has a standing appointment in my calendar and knows that
operators are standing by to take her call, if I could say it
that way.

We also meet with many of our large multi-site not-for-
profits. There’s an organization called the Quality Early
Learning Network, made up of most every multi-site not-

for-profit organization providing child care in the prov-
ince. Those are also key advisers for us in the ministry.

In terms of the minister’s advisory committee, again, to
take the deputy’s point, I can’t speak for the minister in
terms of when he might want to call that group together
again for further advice as we go forward. At the moment,
we’ll be happy to have our one-year extension, working
very hard to make that a longer-term commitment with our
federal colleagues.

The Chair (Mr. Tom Rakocevic): Thank you. We’re
at time.

I want to thank everyone that has appeared before the
committee today. Thank you very much for answering our
questions, but we are now at time. Thank you very much.

We will now pause briefly as we go into closed session
so that the committee may commence report-writing.

The committee recessed at 1706 and later continued in
closed session.
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