Key themes of Christchurch OSCAR consultation meeting, 26 July 2010
Standards
· While the group did not agree with the proposed changes to the standards, most attendees agreed that they could be simplified in some areas, in particular to:


· reduce duplication within the standards

· ensure clarity and reduce variability in application.

· Some commented that a review of the standards should be lead by the sector.

· There was general consensus that simplification should not mean reduction.  This related to concern that simpler standards might lead to lower quality programmes where children are less safe. 

· Some attendees considered that quality improvement was important because programmes should enrich children.

· Attendees were concerned that removing legislative requirements from the standards would have unintended consequences.  They considered that most providers are unlikely to be aware of all their legal obligations, and that the work involved in researching legislation for the appropriate provisions would take longer than simply meeting the current standards.  Providers might not do this work and operate in breach.  Although this concern existed across all standards, it was seen as a particular issue with regard to the health and safety standard.

· Without clear standards, providers will not be supported to meet their obligations and to run a good business.

Supervision standard

· Most providers agreed that the minimum supervision level should be two staff members in a centre-based service.  This view took into account the need to ensure staff and child safety and minimise stress for parents and children.  In addition, providers commented that having single staff members on duty might lead to a reduction of men in the OSCAR workforce, due to concern about the potential for allegations of abuse.

· Was some comment that this provision might restrict, and that potentially during initial establishment or if very small numbers of children, one staff member might be sufficient.

Home-based care

· There was some discussion about how many staff members were needed in a home-based setting.  Some were concerned about having one staff member, especially if ratios remained at 1:10.  After discussion:

· a number of attendees suggested that one staff member might be sufficient in home-based care, provided a lower ratio was in place (eg 1:6)

· others commented that home-based care should be required to meet the same standards as centre-based, and that if it was not then it should not be called “OSCAR”.

· There was concern that introducing home-based care might reduce the viability of current OSCAR provision.  One group suggested that parents would be forced to use home-based care even if they preferred centre-based, because home-based care would be cheaper.

· Home-based care was seen to have limitations.  It was suggested that it was not a sector which would promote men’s involvement in OSCAR, and also that it would be more difficult to provide for children with disabilities.

· It was proposed that it might be appropriate for home-based care to stay under the Ministry of Education and be connected to current early childhood home-based processes.

· One attendee represented a home-based care umbrella organisation which also managed OSCAR centres.  She indicated that home-based carers were already providing OSCAR care but that this was currently unregulated, and that the main concern of home-based care providers was the inability to access subsidy funding.
Approvals

· Providers commented on the importance of having consistency through the approvals process, and their preference for only one approvals process.  Under the current system, programmes have to meet different requirements for:

· the OSCAR Foundation, under its new Quality Assurance programme

· Work and Income, to access grant funding

· Child, Youth and Family, to gain OSCAR approval.

· Most attendees preferred option 2, an initial approvals process and ongoing monitoring of services with a schedule depending on past performance.  They encouraged spot checking of services to ensure they were running well, and external monitoring (rather than self-monitoring) in general.  

· Some clear concerns about the approvals process included:

· inconsistency in application of standards by CYF assessors

· the lengthy process for gaining police vets, and inability to credit these across if a worker moves between different OSCAR programmes

· the need to recognise that management changes may have an impact on service quality: this should be relevant in determining whether programmes could benefit from extended monitoring timeframes.
Funding

· There was concern over the use of the term “deficit funding”.  Grant funding is to assist programme provision, and is needed by all providers.

· Response to proposals:

· all programmes need grants, which lower the cost of provision for parents, not just those in “high need communities”

· sole parents already get assistance and do not require more – funding should be directed at providers rather than parents.

· Attendees were not convinced that there was a need for more services, and commented that many current programmes do not operate at capacity, in the current economic environment.  They commented that there was a need to better manage start-up to ensure that there is a need for programmes before they are approved.  There was concern that new programmes might be incentivised to establish and that this could put existing programmes at risk.

· There were several suggestions for how grant funding might be re-shaped.  These included:

· a base grant for all services, regardless of programme size, with top-ups for extra costs such as rent, transport, children with special needs

· regional start-up funding to be allocated depending on identified local need

· funding support services to help sustain the provider network.

School participation

	Pros
	Cons

	· No transport

· Good facilities

· Parents perceive as safe

· Builds good community relationships

· Lots of space

· Share costs of rent (after-hours only)

· Less vandalism (sense of ownership)

· Can encourage good relationships with students in other age groups which may improve a child’s school experience
	· Children like to get away from schools

· May limit inter-school mixing

· Storage and set up (daily)

· Other groups/the school want to use

· Unaffordable from small schools

· Dependent on relationships with principals and other school staff (secretary, caretaker etc)

· Rent variation – revenue gathering

· Impact on other OSCAR programmes nearby


· Attendees agreed that if OSCAR programmes are managed independently on school sites, a good relationship with the school board and principals is needed.
