Key themes of Wellington OSCAR consultation meeting – 28 July 2010
Standards
· Providers generally agreed that standards could be simplified and duplication could be removed.  Most providers thought the standards should not cover aspects of running a good business, and the standards should be about quality of services for children. Some providers thought that the standards were comprehensive and should not be reduced.
· There was discussion about whether the standards should set a minimum for the quality of service or whether the standards should promote high quality services.
· Providers noted the need for information, for example, about how to comply with legislation, but also that this advice may be available from other sources.  A single gateway for information would be helpful (for example, a website).
· New providers need information about what systems and policies they should develop. This information does not necessarily have to be in the standards, but ideally would be in one place.
· Template policies could help new providers to get started.  Guidance would also help with common problems, for example, late bill payments.

· Suggestions were made about ways to improve individual standards:
· Two staff should be in the vicinity rather than ‘in sight and sound’ of children.
· Camp standards should be changed to allow use of outdoors.  They currently have a ‘facility’ focus.
· Staff: child ratios could be eased in some circumstances, particularly in large programmes. Providers noted that ratios are more stringent than in schools.
Supervision standard

· Providers agreed that the requirement for two staff is necessary to protect both staff and children.  This requirement helps children and staff to manage health and safety, protects children from abuse and protects staff from potential allegations of abuse.

· At times this requirement is not practical, and may be managed in different ways (for example, by having another adult close by on school premises).
Home-based care

· Concerns were expressed that the quality of home-based care would be lower than centre-based care. Quality is less visible in home-based care and this may increase risks for children.

· There was concern that standards in home-based care be transparent for parents.

· Attendees generally considered that home-based care should meet the same OSCAR standards, with the exception of the supervision requirement and ratios.  

· Some providers commented that home-based carers should have more monitoring because of lower supervision ratios.

Approvals

· Providers generally thought that the approvals progress could be streamlined; this would make it easier for new providers to start up.  (For example, streamlining approvals for existing providers to start new programmes).

· General concerns were raised about the speed of approvals (for example, delays in police vetting).

· Suggestions were made about approvals and funding being seamless (for example, CYF sharing approval information with Work and Income).

· Generally providers supported Option Two – reduced monitoring for providers with a good track record.  They agreed with self-monitoring as it would reflect industry best practice, but thought that additional independent monitoring was essential to ensure that standards are met.  

· There were mixed views about whether re-approvals should encourage programmes to have higher quality.  The OSCAR Foundation quality assurance framework (Te Korowai) was discussed in relation to this.  

· One provider suggested monitoring of funding could be strengthened.

Funding

· Providers commented that new programmes could start up in competition with existing programmes and close after a short period.  They agreed that start-up funding might be used to encourage a cost-effective network of services, for example, through:

· regional identification of need for new programmes, including consideration of the capacity of existing providers to meet need, before funding (or approving) new programmes (some providers said they were underutilised)

· new programmes developing a robust business case before they start up.

· Most providers considered that start-up funding was at the right level.  However faster approvals and timely access to assistance grant funding for new programmes would help. One provider commented that start-up funding should be increased to cover one term of costs.

· Providers were generally concerned about the proposal to target funding to high need communities. They thought that:

· low income communities were already well supported by the subsidy, and that base operating costs were similar regardless of community

· providers in high income communities have high rents and grants can help with this

· fees would increase if grants were removed, which would impact low income families in affluent areas, and might mean programme closure if parents were unable to meet the new fees

· if programmes were not able to get grants they would not bother to meet the standards and maintain approval, which would impact on child safety and the quality of services

· Providers generally did not support a new payment for sole parents.

· All the providers wanted funding to be simple, certain and transparent. They generally agreed with stopping the deficit model. 

· Providers suggested how to improve the funding model.  Most providers supported a base rate of funding to contribute base operating costs.  An additional payment could address particular circumstances (for example, higher transport costs in rural areas or care of children with special needs).

· One provider thought that fees should reflect the true costs of programmes.  Subsidy rates could be increased for low income families who could not afford increased fees.

· Two providers considered that OSCAR programmes struggle with capital investment.  Grant funding could be for large capital items (for example, buildings).

· Providers expressed concerns that before school care is not financially viable because it is too difficult to provide two staff for a short period of time.
School participation
	Pros
	Cons

	· School facilities – grounds/halls/playground/library access

· Safety and building requirements met

· No transport costs

· Feel more part of school community – communication from schools

· Know area/community – safe, no transport costs, can pool resources

· Reduces incidence of graffiti and vandalism – people on site, children care more about the school

· School halls good indoor space, sports fields

· “captive audience” in schools – around 8-10% of children attend
	· Lack of dedicated space – some schools can’t/won’t provide

· No separate toilet facilities for staff

· Rent variability (some schools charge high rents with little negotiation)

· Can be asked to contribute to school costs (eg cleaning) even if they do it themselves

· Doesn’t provide a break from school for children

· Dependent on relationships with school board/principal

· Different rules about how to treat school grounds

· Teachers can find OSCAR distracting

· OSCAR can be blamed for problems

· Some teachers see schools as learning environment only

· Maintenance work during school holiday (and lack of communication)

· Little/no incentive for schools to provide


· Some providers wondered whether schools could be required to provide OSCAR (either themselves or though other providers).

