AECEO Submission to the Ministry of Education,
On Proposed Regulatory Amendments under the Child Care and
Early Years Act, 2014
November 20, 2020

Introduction
The Association of Early Childhood Educators Ontario (AECEO) is the professional association for Early
Childhood Educators (ECEs) in Ontario. We support ECEs in their professional practice and advocate for the
recognition and appropriate compensation of the profession. Our members are working throughout Ontario in
programs for young children and their families, including regulated home and centre-based child care, full-day
kindergarten, family resource programs and support services for children with disabilities, among others. The
AECEO has long called for a publicly funded, high quality, universal child care system in Ontario – one that is
affordable for all families and that ensures professional pay and decent work for the early childhood (EC)
workforce.
To open, we would like to reaffirm our statement on the 5-year review, released alongside our Professional Pay
and Decent Work Project partners, the Ontario Coalition for Better Child Care (OCBCC) and the Atkinson
Centre. In this statement, we affirm that
“Ontario’s market system is failing children, families, early childhood educators and early
years staff as it continues to download responsibility to individual operators, educators and
families without proper systems of support. To capitalize on this opportunity for change, we
must see strengthened provincial legislation alongside a significant increase in both federal
and provincial resources guided by a national framework that lays the groundwork for quality
ECEC as an entitlement for all Canada ́s children. We must ensure that any legislative change
moves us towards a universally accessible, publicly funded and managed ECEC system with
decent work for early childhood educators and early years staff at the core.”1
In responding to the consultation on the proposed regulatory changes to the Child Care and Early Years Act
(CCEYA), the AECEO consulted with our members and the early learning and child care (ELCC) sector to
raise the voice of ECEs, early years staff, and families and address specific areas of concern identified by the
profession.
The AECEO recommends the Ministry of Education:
• Does not proceed with the following proposed regulatory changes:
o A1. Schedule 2 – Requirements for Age Groupings, Ratios, Maximum Group Size, and
Proportion of Qualified Staff;
o A3. Authorized Recreational and Skill Build Programs;
o B1. Qualified Employees;
o B2. Short-Term Supply Staff; and
o B3. Qualification Requirements for Child Care Centre Supervisors
• Abandon the consideration of an registry of unlicensed home child care providers
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Instead, we reassert the following recommendations from the consultation period which were not reflected in
the current regulatory posting. The Ministry of Education should:
• Ensure professional pay and decent work for early childhood educators by enshrining in legislation a
provincial wage scale, a mechanism for ongoing consultation with the EC workforce, an Early
Childhood Workforce Learning Framework, and enhanced staff:child ratios.
• Rethink quality by embedding relational and ethical understandings of quality into legislation and
increasing the required number of qualified staff in ELCC programs.
• Ensure access to culturally relevant pedagogy and programming by legislating recognition and respect
for local and cultural knowledge and pedagogy and ensuring appropriate funding and authority to First
Nations, Inuit and Metis and Francophone communities and programs.
• Begin to address systemic Anti-Black racism through legislated pre-service and in-service education,
anti-racist policies and practice, and a further review of the CCEYA through an Anti-Racist lens as
recommended by the Community of Black ECEs.
• Develop a comprehensive, interdisciplinary inclusion strategy that adopts the policy recommendations
of the Inclusive Early Childhood Service System Project.
• Implement base-funding to licensed centre-based care and home child care agencies and introduce a
moratorium on new for-profit development as a first step towards a universal child care system.2
The position of the AECEO is informed by consultation with our members and the ECEC sector, facilitated
through meetings, email responses, and a community survey of over 2400 educators and families3. In the
following section, they key areas of concern identified above will be further discussed.
A1. Schedule 2 – Requirements for Age Groupings, Ratios, Maximum Group Size, and
Proportion of Qualified Staff
The AECEO recommends the Ministry of Education abandon Schedule 2 – Requirements for Age
Groupings, Ratios, Maximum Group Size, and Proportion of Qualified Staff.
The AECEO is deeply concerned with proposed Schedule 2 ratios and group sizes. The optional Schedule 2
would place younger children, in larger groups often with an alarmingly wide developmental range between
children. While we support the proposal to add an additional qualified RECE to the infant, toddler, and
preschool age groups – a recommendation that the AECEO has continuously advocated for, this does not negate
concerns with the implementation of Schedule 2.
Decades of empirical research demonstrate the connection between structural factors and quality in early
leaning and child care programs.4 Overwhelmingly, the substantial body of evidence concludes that smaller
group sizes and enhanced staff to child ratios contribute to a safe, engaging, quality program where care and
education can occur. The proposed Schedule 2 threatens the quality of experiences of young children, whether
they are a 6 month old in the same group as a 20 month old who is learning to use scissors, or a 26 month old
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being rushed through opportunities for care and learning to keep up with 7 busy preschoolers. These proposals
also increase the burden on RECEs to create meaningful, ethical, intentional experiences with young
children. While we understand the need to address flexibility and meet community needs, family age groups
under Schedule 4 already allow for combining age groups to meet the particular needs of a community or
smaller program.
Our position is informed by our members and the ECEC community, who feel this change will negatively
impact the quality of care and learning, the social, emotional and physical safety and well-being of children, and
the well-being of educators. Our members and the community expressed overwhelming opposition to Schedule
2:
• 90% of respondents were opposed to combining Infant and Toddler age groups,
• 87% opposed proposed changes to Preschool age groups,
• 77% opposed proposed changes to Kindergarten age groups, and
• 81% opposed the proposed changes to School Age groups.5
“The physical and emotional safety and well-being of these children will be put at risk with changing these
ratios and age groupings. Also, it causes undue stress on educators who are already maxed out with extra
cleaning and safety measures due to the pandemic.” - RECE
“My son is only a year old and isn’t walking yet. Being in a classroom with two-year-olds who are running and
at a very different stage in their development concerns me for the safety of my infant. Also, I worry how the
caregivers would be able to provide quality programs for a two year old and a 6 month old or one year old in
the same program.” – Parent
“Absolutely ridiculous. Impossible to deliver quality care, with child-centered experiences and meaningful
interactions.” – RECE
“Addressing the affordability and accessibility of childcare problem cannot be done through lowering the
overall quality bar (more children, fewer staff, less qualified staff). This is precisely what these regulatory
changes are doing.” RECE and Parent
“I have twin 2-year-olds. I would be extremely upset if they were then placed in a preschool room with
children, some maybe twice their age.” – Parent
Schedule 2 will not ensure all children have access to affordable, high-quality programs. Schedule 2 will not
create conditions that ensure all children are honoured, listened to, respected, and have their needs met.
The AECEO therefore recommends that the Ministry of Education abandon the proposed Schedule 2
and instead, work cooperatively with the Federal government to implement base-funding to licensed
centre-based care and home child care agencies, and introduce a moratorium on new for-profit
development as a first step towards a universal child care system.6
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A3. Authorized Recreational and Skill Build Programs
The Ministry of Education has suggested that allowing Authorized Recreation and Skill Building Programs to
operate both before and after school by removing the 3 hour limit will “address critical shortages of before- and
after-school programs.”7 We acknowledge that action needs to be taken to address the shortage of before- and
after-school programs to support the needs of families, but this proposal will create a two-tier system of quality
in program options for children and families. We know that well-funded, high-quality licensed before and after
school programs are important pillars of our communities, and contribute to the well-being of children and
families. However, Authorized Recreation and Skill Building Programs are not required to meet the same
staffing, safety, and quality assurances as licensed child care programs. This proposal is potentially harmful to
children and the licensed child care sector.
This proposal further entrenches a two-tier system, where some children have access to quality before and after
school early childhood education programs, with qualified ECEs, pedagogical practice, and high expectations of
health and safety, and other children do not. As well, the ability of recreation programs to operate more cheaply
(by the lesser standards noted above), could jeopardize the stability of licensed Before and After School early
childhood education programs. Authorized Recreation and Skill Building programs certainly have a role to play
in supporting children and families in communities, however, they are not, and should not, operate as Before
and After School child care programs, but without the expectation to meet the same licensing standards that
those programs are expected to. In our community outreach and consultation, we heard similar concerns from
families, educators, and operators, as:
• 48% of respondents were opposed to the proposal with only 21% in favour; and
• A large portion of the respondents were confused about the proposal, with 31% unsure.8
“I certainly do support the First Nations and Indigenous programs in providing programs for their
communities. I do not believe that the other recreation programs should be in the same category as before and
after school programs. They do not meet the same level of quality indicators or all of the regs under the
CCEYA, for qualified staff, child:staff ratios, programing etc. They are not before and after school programs
and by allowing them to operate as such will lower the standard and create an unfair advantage given it would
be two different standards.” – Supervisor
“As a parent, I have had my children in many before and after school programs over the past 10 years. I can
say without a doubt that programs ran by qualified educators are far superior. Programs such as this need to
be held accountable for the care and education that they facilitate. Group size, educators training and
qualification, should be moderated within the CCEYA to ensure accountability and quality.” – Parent
We assert that Indigenous Communities, for example First Nations on-reserve and Ontario Friendship Centres
programs as addressed in this proposal, have the right and should be provided the authority to develop, deliver,
monitor, and evaluate early childhood programs for Indigenous children and families both in First Nations and
in urban communities. This proposal does not address their longstanding calls for authority over Indigenous-led
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programming, and is a meager acknowledgement of their inherent rights. This proposal does not create
opportunity for well-funded and supported Indigenous-led child care and early years programs in Ontario.
The AECEO therefore recommends that the Ministry of Education abandon the proposed changes to
Authorized Recreational and Skill Build Programs and instead, work cooperatively with the Federal
government to implement base-funding to licensed centre-based care and home child care agencies and
introduce a moratorium on new for-profit development as a first step towards a universal child care
system.
B1. Qualified Employees
These proposed changes also undermine the value and scope of practice of RECEs. According to the Early
Childhood Educators Act and highlighted by the College of Early Childhood Educators,
“The ECE Act defines the practice of early childhood education as "the planning and delivery of inclusive playbased learning and care programs for children in order to promote the well-being and holistic development of
children, and includes:
• Delivery of programs to children 12 years or younger...”
“Only College members can practice the profession of early childhood education and use the protected titles
"Early Childhood Educator" and "Registered Early Childhood Educator" along with the professional
designations ECE, RECE and their French equivalents.
The purpose of a protected title is to assure the public that any person who uses it has met the education and
other requirements for entry into the profession. The protected title also assures the public that any person who
uses it is accountable to practise the profession of early childhood education in accordance with the ethical and
professional standards set by the College.”9
These proposed changes suggest two things: (1) Kindergarten and School Age programs are no longer places
where early childhood education is practiced, or (2) early childhood educators are no longer required for early
childhood education to occur. Both of these outcomes set a precedent that will threaten the practice of early
childhood educators.
Our profession has fought for respect and recognition and this is a dangerous step in the wrong direction. We
echo the concerns of the College of Early Childhood Educators that,
“The individuals that would fill these roles would not have the necessary knowledge and skills:
• Regarding children’s cognitive, social, emotional and physical needs, which will pose risks to
children’s health and safety.
o These individuals will not be in a position to help children with self-regulation, manage
early childhood stress and mental health, address bullying and/or exclusion, include
children with disabilities in programming, make decisions about appropriate risky play,
approach sensitive topics such as sexual health and racism, etc.
• To build and maintain positive, caring and responsive relationships with diverse children.
• To communicate and engage with families about children’s development and well-being.
9
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•

To be able to ground all practice in early childhood pedagogy (e.g., How Does Learning
Happen?), curriculum and theories.
• To engage in critical reflection, exercise sound professional judgement and ethical decisionmaking.”10
We know that there are staffing challenges, especially given the context of COVID-19. But to respond by
undermining the profession and RECEs, and threatening the future of early childhood education is not
acceptable. This proposal is further unsettling and unnecessary considering the current option for operators to
seek Director’s Approval for alternatively qualified employees, which involves a process to ensure their
qualifications and experience will meet the needs of the children and program. Should the Ministry of
Education truly wish “to support workforce retention and help to address long-standing staffing challenges
experienced by the licensed child care sector”11, it should consider implementing Growing Together, Ontario’s
Early Years and Child Care Workforce Strategy, which outlined,
“the government’s plan to strengthen and retain the workforce. By improving working conditions,
establishing fair compensation, enhancing skills and opportunities, and valuing contributions, we
are confident that professionals already working in the sector will want to stay in the sector. And by
increasing recruitment, we are confident that more people will be drawn to careers in the sector.”12
The AECEO knows that well-educated, well-paid, respected and supported RECEs are transformative for child
care programs in Ontario. Since the introduction of the Child Care and Early Years Act, RECEs have risen to
the opportunity to deepen their pedagogical and ethical practice. Across Ontario, RECEs engage in Continuous
Professional Learning and collective thinking and curriculum planning alongside early years staff. The
pedagogical work of ECEs, alongside the caring relationships and environments created by the EC workforce
are the foundation of quality child care programs. This is supported by both substantial and international
empirical evidence13 and acknowledged in the Ministry of Education’s Workforce Strategy14. A robust body of
literature illustrates that the EC workforce is best supported through a well-funded system of public and nonprofit ELCC programs15. The AECEO urges the Ministry of Education to take appropriate steps to address the
disparate, inequitable, and unjust wages and working conditions that reflect both a devaluation of care work and
a failure to ensure young children have access to quality child care programs.
Through our consultation and community survey, we know RECEs and the ECEC community are also
concerned with this proposed change, as, 62% opposed redefining “qualified employees”, only 23% supported
the proposal and 14% were unsure. Further, the majority of respondents were concerned that the changes would
negatively impact the quality of care and education, the emotional and physical safety and well-being of
children, and the well-being of staff.16
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“Registered Early Childhood Educators have a specific skill set. Replacing them with people who are not
RECEs will be detrimental to programs for our youngest children.” – RECE
“Quality of care will decrease tremendously. This is an insult to our profession.” – RECE
“ECEs are qualified professionals. Decent pay and respectful working conditions will support and retain staff.”
– RECE
“Early Childhood Educators have fought for decades to have their work recognized and valued as being
professional. These changes completely undermine years of education and continuous professional learning by
(mainly) women who are passionate about providing care and education of the highest quality to our youngest
citizens. These changes perpetuate the devaluing of early education, of RECEs and of women.” – RECE
Therefore, the AECEO recommends that the Ministry of Education abandon the proposed changes to
‘qualified employees’, and instead ensure professional pay and decent work for early childhood
educators by enshrining in legislation a provincial wage scale, a mechanism for ongoing consultation with
the EC workforce, an Early Childhood Workforce Learning Framework, and enhanced staff:child ratios.
B2. Short-Term Supply Staff
The proposed changes to short-term supply staff are concerning for a number of reasons. According to Schedule
1 (and the proposed Schedule 2), many age groupings can operate with only one qualified staff in the room.
This proposal, if permitted, could allow a program to operate without any qualified staff. This is concerning for
health, safety and supervision, but also the quality of care and learning experiences for young children. Further,
allowing unqualified individuals to replace qualified staff will increase the workload, responsibility and liability
of remaining qualified staff, RECEs, who already express challenges with working conditions and increasing
responsibility without appropriate supports.
In our community outreach and consultation, these concerns were echoed by RECEs, operators and parents as
68% opposed allowing unqualified short-term supply staff to replace qualified staff, 20% supported the
proposal and 13% were unsure. As well, the majority of respondents expressed concern that these changes
would negatively impact the quality of care and education; the emotional and physical safety and well-being of
children; and the well-being of staff.17
“If our dentist is on vacation, we don't let someone else fill our cavities. When ECEs are away, another
qualified professional takes their place. Remember in Ontario ECEs are a regulated profession.” – Parent
“A qualified staff (RECE) should be covered by another qualified staff (RECE) of the same educational
background and have the same knowledge of the CCEYA to ensure that the program is being run safely and
following How Does Learning Happen - Emergent Curriculum” – RECE
“Unqualified staff increase the burden of professional responsibilities on the other team members, because they
do not have the expertise to complete all aspects of the role. Unqualified staff may lack the additional expertise
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to deal with children with special needs or mental health issues, again, adding to the demands on the qualified
staff.” – RECE
Therefore, the AECEO recommends the Ministry of Education abandon the proposed changes to short-term
supply staff, and instead, ensure professional pay and decent work for early childhood educators by
enshrining in legislation a provincial wage scale, a mechanism for ongoing consultation with the EC
workforce, an Early Childhood Workforce Learning Framework, and enhanced staff:child ratios.
B3. Qualification Requirements for Child Care Centre Supervisors
The proposed changes to remove the requirement that child care centre supervisors have experience in licensed
child care centres is deeply concerning. Child care centre supervisors are in an important leadership position
which encompasses responsibilities for the health, safety and well-being of children and educators and the
quality of early childhood education and care. Experience working in a licensed child care centre is essential to
understanding the context, nuances, and complexities of the practice of early childhood education, the
pedagogical work of RECEs, and the operation of the program. It is also important to acknowledge that
Directors Approval currently allows for alternatively qualified Supervisors given they can sufficiently
demonstrate their competency for the role. It is unclear then, why a sweeping change which would compromise
the quality and efficiency of child care programs, and the well-being of children and educators is being
proposed.
We heard from RECEs, parents, and operators, with 65% opposed to changes to supervisor qualifications. 24%
supported the proposal and 11% were unsure. Again, the majority of respondents expressed concern that these
changes would negatively impact the quality of care and education; the emotional and physical safety and wellbeing of children; and the well-being of staff.
“The best people to supervise a program are the ones who have working knowledge of the needs of all groups
involved in the program, the children and the staff.” – Parent
“My experience with childcare supervisors suggests to me that effective supervision and leadership of a
childcare facility is enhanced when the supervisor has direct experience providing licensed childcare
programming. Without that experience I do not believe they will have the necessary knowledge to provide
effective leadership.” – Parent
“You need someone with experience to step into the role. Someone without childcare experience would have a
difficult time and not provide the high level of role modelling for the staff.” – Director
“We need to increase requirements of this position, not decrease. Accessibility should not come at the expense
of quality.” – Professor of Early Childhood Education
“We know that quality child care starts with strong centre leadership. How can someone without knowledge
and experience of the unique challenges in child care provide the guidance and support educators rely on from
their leaders?” – Director
Therefore, the AECEO recommends the Ministry of Education abandon the proposed changes to
supervisor qualifications and instead, ensure professional pay and decent work for early childhood
9

educators by enshrining in legislation a provincial wage scale, a mechanism for ongoing consultation with
the EC workforce, an Early Childhood Workforce Learning Framework, and enhanced staff:child ratios
to support recruitment and retention and encourage leadership from within the qualified workforce.
Discussion Question #2: Registry of Unlicensed Child Care Providers
The AECEO is opposed to the development of a registry of unlicensed child care providers. While the Ministry
of Education suggests that a registry will “help parents find [unlicensed] child care providers in their
communities,” we are concerned about the ongoing lack of oversight and regulation of providers and the false
sense of security this would create for families accessing unlicensed care. We would alternatively recommend
that the Ministry work to increase capacity in the licensed child care sector.
In our community consultation we heard from RECEs, parents, and operators who were unsure and confused by
the proposal, in particular, what this meant in terms of oversight and accountability.
• 60.7% of respondents were either opposed or unsure on the registry, with 39% in support.
• Respondents expressed confusion over what this proposal would look like, including whether it would
be a mandatory or voluntary register or whether it would provide oversight.
• Of those in support of the registry that left comments, 40% indicated they thought a registry would
ensure accountability to, and oversight by, the Ministry of Education.18
“A registry would at least identify those in unlicensed care and would create some level of accountability if
something goes wrong. It would provide parents with a better sense of security if they are at least registered.”
– RECE
“This will only cause confusion amongst parents looking for care, and a false sense of security.” – Parent
“With a history of children dying within unlicensed home child care I don't see why the government hasn't
proposed to do more to encourage licensed home child care as a standard in Ontario.” – RECE
“It should be mandatory for them to register so that they may be monitored. It is scary leaving your kid with
someone unlicensed, when you have no idea what they are like. A registry would make sure they meet
government safety guidelines.” – Parent
The findings of the community survey tell us two important things about an unlicensed child care registry. First,
many respondents do not support this proposal and do not think it will increase quality, accessibility, and
affordability. Second, the comments of those in support of a registry for unlicensed providers indicate an
important caveat: confusion on the accountability and oversight of unlicensed providers. The findings confirm
that a registry of unlicensed providers will provide a false sense of security to families and the public that these
providers meet similar minimum safety expectations as licensed providers, or that they are inspected and
accountable to the Ministry of Education.
Given the ECEC sector in Ontario has been clear in the past, and again presently, that a registry of unlicensed
child care providers is a dangerous and reckless solution to address ongoing accessibility and affordability
issues, the AECEO recommends that the Ministry of Education abandon any initiatives in the
18

Ferns and Powell (2020)

10

development of a registry of unlicensed home child care providers. Instead, we recommend the Ministry
take responsibility to increase capacity and affordability in the licensed child care sector, and work with
sector partners to develop alternative pathways to licensing that will ensure all children, families, RECEs
and child care providers have the same opportunities for quality care and education and decent work.
Next Steps and Recommendations
The AECEO would like to take this opportunity to recommend to the Ministry of Education that they revisit the
submissions they received through the 5-year review of the CCEYA. Many of these submissions advanced
recommendations and positions that are in no way reflected in the report back on proposed regulatory changes.
One example of this is the recommendations advanced by the Community of Black Early Childhood Educators
(CBECEs). We will take this opportunity to echo their response to the consultation on the regulatory posting.
“To the Ministry of Education Early Years and Child Care Division:
In regards to your review of the CCEYA, we, The Community of Black ECE's would like to say that
we are very disappointed with the handling of this initiative.
To begin, representatives from our group attended a session where we experienced, first hand in
this 'consultation' meeting, anti-black racism. We shared our concerns and within 10 minutes of
saying what we said we were blatantly ignored. This incident speaks to the priorities of those who
are "Strengthening Early Years and Child Care in Ontario". Their priorities are not to hear what
really needs to be heard, but to hear what they want to hear.
Our concerns regarding the CCEYA relates to the language used in the document. There is no
mention or acknowledgement of how this act will address anti-black racism.
An example of where anti-black and anti-racism language should be mentioned is under Protective
measures: Duty to report certain matters to the director. You see, this section is not very clear that
an educator can report to a director that there are racist behaviours being exhibited by another
educator towards a child, their family, or another adult working in the centre. It states 'imminent
threat to the safety, health, and well-being', but there are no indicators that anti-black and antiracism could be part of this section. This is one example. There are others, but we are not sure if it's
worth discussing since we have yet to see any changes thus far in the report. Particularly in the
section of 'what we heard'.
The CCEYA is a document/policy that impacts so many lives, it would only make sense to have some
mention of this very important topic - Anti-Black Racism. The Government of Ontario has created a
framework to address these issues in an intentional way19. So it is more than bothersome that the
Early Years and Child Care Division has done very little to identify the need to establish the
appropriate language in this act.
We are asking that if this consultation is truly for the benefit of the children, families and educators,
that those conducting this consultation acknowledge our requests to address anti-black racism in
the CCEYA.”20
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Similarly, we acknowledge that the recommendations outlined in the submissions of L'Association francophone
à l'éducation des services à l'enfance de l'Ontario, Tungasuvvingat Inuit, Ontario Federation of Indigenous
Friendship Centres, and the Ontario Coalition for Better Child Care were largely, if not entirely, absent from the
report back and proposed regulation changes. We encourage you to act with integrity and transparency in your
review of submissions, and ensure all voices are appropriately represented – in particular, those who have been
historically excluded.
In summary the AECEO recommends that the Ministry of Education abandon the following proposals:
o A1. Schedule 2 – Requirements for Age Groupings, Ratios, Maximum Group Size, and
Proportion of Qualified Staff;
o A3. Authorized Recreational and Skill Build Programs;
o B1. Qualified Employees;
o B2. Short-Term Supply Staff; and
o B3. Qualification Requirements for Child Care Centre Supervisors
Instead, we recommend the Ministry of Education:
• work cooperatively with the Federal government to implement base-funding to licensed centrebased care and home child care agencies and introduce a moratorium on new for-profit
development as a first step towards a universal child care system,
• take responsibility to increase capacity and affordability in the licensed child care sector, and
work with sector partners to develop alternative pathways to licensing that will ensure all
children, families, RECEs and child care providers have the same opportunities for quality care
and education and decent work, and
• ensure professional pay and decent work for early childhood educators by enshrining in
legislation a provincial wage scale, a mechanism for ongoing consultation with the EC workforce,
an Early Childhood Workforce Learning Framework, and enhanced staff:child ratios to support
recruitment and retention and encourage leadership from within the qualified workforce.
As well, we invite the Ministry of Education to revisit the AECEO’s submission to the 5-year review of the
CCEYA21. We look forward to working cooperatively with you to address the ongoing needs of RECEs and the
child care and early years sector in Ontario.
Sincerely,

Alana Powell, Executive Coordinator, on behalf of the AECEO Board of Directors.
apowell@aeceo.ca

C:

Shannon Fuller, Assistant Deputy Minister Strategic Policy and
Planning Division Ministry of Education
Phil Graham, Assistant Deputy Minister, Early Years and Child Care
Division Ministry of Education
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