Key themes from Auckland OSCAR consultation meeting, 22 July 2010
Standards

· Most attendees agreed that standards would be better if simplified, but that this should be about:
· clarifying what standards mean
· reducing the potential for interpretation of standards to vary
· reducing duplication.
· Standards need to remain the basis for sound, quality care in a safe environment. 
· Standards are a useful resource about how to run an OSCAR programme.  If they are simplified this should be done in conjunction with developing guidelines and resources to assist providers.  For example, the removal of standards relating to providers' legal obligations should go hand in hand with the provision of support for providers to meet these obligations outside the standards. 
· All attendees (with one exception) considered that the two staff member supervision minimum should remain.  They considered that this standard ensures the safety of children and protects staff both from potential allegations of abuse and attacks (for example when locking up at night).
Home-based care

· Providers considered home-based care a lower quality option than centre-based OSCAR.  There was concern that home-based carers would be less able to provide a stimulating and enriching environment teamed with a safe and varied programme.

· There was concern that home-based care providers might be held to lower standards than centres (for example, a one staff member supervision minimum).  Attendees suggested that if home-based was not to be held to the same standards as OSCAR centres, then provision should not be called OSCAR. 

· Requiring home-based services to meet lower standards might lead to them being able to undercut the fees sought by OSCAR centres.  This could adversely impact on the network of provision by leading to closure of centres. 

· There was general agreement that home-based care should be managed through an umbrella service model, with the umbrella organisation providing greater assurance around standards, monitoring, and back-up support for carers.

Approvals

· Attendees preferred option 2 - an initial approvals process followed by re-assessment on a variable timetable depending on the reliability of the provider. 

· There was agreement that this model should not be purely self-monitored, and that site visits and external audit would need to continue.  External audit should be done by an independent agency. 

· General feedback was that the approvals and re-approvals process was currently slow.  There was concern about the current level of resource available to carry out assessments, and comments about the distance that assessors were sometimes travelling to carry out assessments due to the lack of others available to do the job.
Funding

· Programme running costs can best be identified through examination of programmes’ budgets.  Providers were comfortable with Ministry staff inspecting to identify trends if this information was useful.

· Providers objected to the use of the term “deficit funding”.  It was stated that the current system was not deficit funding, but instead about providing support for the costs of running a service.

· Reaction to proposals:

· not interested in pursuing the option of a payment for sole parents – this was seen as the role of subsidy, not grant, funding 

· grant funding is needed by all services

· there is no such thing as “high need” and “low need”: all areas have need, and no area would be able to absorb the loss of grant funding

· targeting based on community need is not appropriate, as parents may access OSCAR in other areas – for example, close to work

· providers who cannot access grants will not bother gaining approval.

· There are ongoing administration issues relating to accessing funding:

· grant applications are unnecessarily complex – for example, a copy of CYF approval is required, audited counts not timed to align with financial year

· accessing subsidy funding time-consuming, frustrating.

· Providers want their funding model to provide for security and certainty.  One way to do this would be to provide a transparent formula for funding, with guidelines about allocation.

· There could be better processes for development grants.  Access to funding should require a good business case and clear evidence of demand.  Assuming these requirements were met, it might be appropriate to provide more than $3,000 (enough to last until next funding round).

· There was some discussion around the purpose of funding as incentivising more provision.  Some providers commented that more provision might be achieved by either, or both:

·  identifying locations of need and asking existing providers to set up programmes

· better enabling existing providers to offer extra child places – this related specifically to concerns about inconsistent application of the “space” requirement currently contained in the standards, which is used to set a cap on numbers of children in programmes

· Support services could also be funded to help new programmes

School participation
	Pros
	Cons

	· Some schools do it really well

· Good for schools when managed by other – reduces work for the principal etc while benefiting the students

· Safe environment

· No transport

· Known environment/friends

· Plus for the community (selling point)
	· School changes (e.g. BOT elections) can mean inconsistent services – principal changes

· Classrooms not available – how the premises are used, rent land + build buildings

· Doesn’t benefit schools – salary for principals etc (but advantage to on-school options), time/effort for busy people

· Rent for school halls – high b/c could be rented to others for more than OSCAR providers can pay

· Wear and tear on premises

· May decide get rid of current provider in favour of another (less certainty for providers)

· Some schools too small to host a viable programme
· Boring/not enough change for the students at same school


Potential ways to improve participation:
· provide advice and support for principals and boards of trustees

· enable OSCAR services to be able to lease school land and build on it

· ensure greater consistency between MoE and OSCAR standards.
